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Shagdarsüren. For permission to reproduce part of my Acta Orientalia article, 
I thank István Vásáry. In general, I would also like to thank Jennifer Li-Chia 
Liu, Yu Wonsoo, Mikael Thompson, Yangbum Gyal, Rabsal Gedun, Niko 
Kontovas, and Tang Li. I also thank Michael Weiers for reviewing my 
manuscript and accepting it for publication in his series. 

The Khamnigan Mongol data in this book is from my 2006 and 2009 
fieldwork in Khentii funded by the American Center for Mongolian Studies 
(ACMS), the Council of American Overseas Research Centers (CAORC), the 
Institute of International Education (IIE), and the U.S. State Department. I am 
grateful to the many kind Khamnigan people I met, who generously shared 
with me their knowledge of their language and culture. 

My family has been very supportive of my education and research. I 
thank my grandparents Royal† and Alice Marsh, my parents Rick and Jean, my 
brother Thomas, my parents-in-law Yümjiriin Mönkh-Amgalan and 
Khaidawiin Suwdaa, and my grandfather-in-law Academician Tsendiin 
Khaidaw† for encouraging me in Mongolian Studies. 

I also thank my son, William Bilgun, for understanding all the times I 
was busy writing, and for encouraging me in his own way—every night before 
bed he made sure I was working on my book. Most of all, I thank my wife, 
Oyumaa, for constantly supporting me and my research, even when it meant 
increasing responsibilities for herself as I wrote this book. Without her love, 
support, and patience, this book would have been both impossible and 
meaningless.   
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Fonts Used in this Book 
I have used a number of special fonts in preparing this book: For words in 
Kitan Assembled Script, Preclassical Written Mongol, and ‘Phagspa Script, I 
have used the Menksoft font set. For Chinese, I have used PMingLiu; for 
Japanese, MS Mincho; for modern Written Mongol, Mongolian Baiti; for 
phonetic and phonological transcriptions, Doulos SIL; for Korean, Haansoft 
Batang; and for Tangut, Mojikyo M202. For Jurchen, I have used Jason 
Glavy’s freeware Jurchen font. Tibetan words are given in the free true-type 
font Jomolhari, developed and distributed by Chris Fynn. Runiform Old Turkic 
words are given in the font Turik, developed by the Abai National Pedagogical 
University of Kazakhstan (Aбай атындағы Қазақ Ұлттық педагогикалық 
университет) and the Republic of Kazakhstan Ministry of Culture and 
Information (Қазақстан Республикасы Мəдениет жəне ақпарат 
министрлігі). 17th century Dutch transcriptions of Early Modern Korean 
appear in the Caslon font Wyld, created by David Manthey. The main text is 
in Times New Roman. The morphemic, phrasal, and clausal structures of 
reconstructed sentences (e.g. in 8.6) are given in Cambria Math. The symbols

 and  are given in Arial Unicode MS. The Mongolian text of the dedication 
is in Menksoft Hawang. 
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General Abbreviations and Symbols 

AKog Archaic Koguryo (Archaic Koguryŏ)1 
ATR advanced tongue root vowel harmony 
ATrk Archaic Turkic (ca. 4th c. A.D.) 
C consonant 
c. century  
ca. circa 
CChi Chin Chinese (i.e. Old Mandarin as spoken in the Chin Jurchen Empire) 
Ch.  Chinese 
chap.  chapter 
Chuv.  Chuvash 
CJK  Common Japanese-Koguryoic (Common Japanese-Koguryŏic)2 
CSer  Common Serbi 
CSM  Common Serbi-Mongolic 
Dem  demonstrative 
EMC  Early Middle Chinese (ca. 4th to 6th c.) 
EMK  Early Middle Korean (ca. 918-1392) 
EMMgl  Early Middle Mongol 
EOM  Early Old Mandarin (ca. 10th -12th c.) 
Ewk  Ewenki 
G  genitive 
H high pitch 
IDP   International Dunhuang Project <idp.bl.uk> 
IE Indo-European 
intr. intransitive 
IPA International Phonetic Alphabet 
JK Japanese-Koguryoic (Japanese-Koguryŏic) 
JM Jurchen-Manchu 
Jur. Jurchen 
KAS Kitan Assembled Script (often assumed to be the ‘Small Script’)3 
KDKE Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki (Rinchen 1969) 

1 Beckwith (2007a).  
2 Beckwith (2007a). 
3 See Kara (2005) for discussion.  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:46:35 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



xxiv 
 

 
 

KLS Kitan Linear Script (often assumed to be the ‘Large Script’)4 
KPEMC Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith 2007a) 
L  low pitch 
LC  Liao Chinese (i.e. Early Old Mandarin as spoken in the Kitan Empire) 
LJur  Late Jurchen (ca. 1550)5 
LKit.  Late Kitan (ca. 13th c.) 
LMC  Late Middle Chinese (Sui-T’ang, ca. 7th to 9th c.) 
LMK  Late Middle Korean (ca. 1445 - ca. 16th c.) 
LMMgl  Late Middle Mongol 
LOC  Late Old Chinese (Ch’in-Han, ca. 221 B.C. – 220 A.D.) 
LOM  Late Old Mandarin (ca. 13th to late 14th c.) 
LOM.Ph  Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa script 
Ma.  Manchu 
MChi.  Middle Chinese (ca. 4th -9th c.) 
MCR  McCune-Reischauer romanization 
MJur  Middle Jurchen (ca. 1450)6 
MKit.  Middle Kitan (ca. 10th -12th c.) 
MMgl  Middle Mongol (ca. 13th – 15th c.) 
MN  Möllendorff-Norman Romanization of Manchu 
MOC  Middle Old Chinese (Beckwith 2007a) 
morph. morpheme, morphological 
ms. manuscript 
MSC Modern Standard Chinese 
MSer Middle Serbi (ca. mid-3rd c. A.D. to ca. 9th c. A.D.) 
MSJ Modern Standard Japanese 
MSK Modern Standard Korean 
MTrk Middle Turkic (ca. 11th – 14th c. A.D.) 
n  numeral 
n.  footnote (in bibliographical references) 
N  noun 
Nan.  Nanai 

4 See Kara (2005) for discussion. 
5 See Kane (2006) for the periodization of Jurchen. The primary source of data on Late Jurchen 

is the Nü-chen-kuan i-yü , studied by Kane (1989). 
6 Kane (2006).   
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NLOC  Northeastern Late Old Chinese 
NP  noun phrase 
NTung  Northern Tungusic7 
NWei  Northern Wei Chinese 
O  object 
OChi.  Old Chinese (unperiodized) 
OJpn  Old Japanese (ca. 8th c. A.D.) 
OJur  Old Jurchen (ca. 1115-1234)8 
OKit.  Old Kitan (pre-10th c.) 
OKog.  Old Koguryo (Old Koguryŏ)9 
OM  Old Mandarin 
OTDO   Old Tibetan Documents Online <http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/>. 
OTib.  Old Tibetan 
OTrk  Old Turkic (ca. 8th – 10th c. A.D.) 
OUyg  Old Uygur 
P  phrase 
p.c.  personal communication 
Pcl Preclassical Written Mongol 
phon. phonological 
PIE Proto-Indo-European 
PJpn Proto-Japanese 
PMgl Proto-Mongolic 
Possm possessum 
Possr possessor 
Post postposition 
Pred predicate 
PSer Proto-Serbi 
PSM Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 

7 I follow Georg’s classification of Northern Tungusic as comprised of Ewenki, Ewen, Negidal, 
Solon, Orochen, Udihe, and Oroch (Georg 2004b: 55).  

8 Kane (2006). Old Jurchen is the spoken language underlying the Jurchen Script. The only 
solid phonological data on Old Jurchen comes from Chinese transcriptions in the Chin Shih 

, although there are some clues on spoken Old Jurchen in the Jurchen Script and from 
internal reconstruction applied to attested Late Jurchen and Manchu. 

9 Beckwith (2007a).  
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PTrk Proto-Turkic 
PTung Proto-Tungusic 
q.v. quod vide (which see) 
R: ‘revised to …’ 
reconst. reconstruction 
Rel relative clause 
S subject 
Sent sentence 
SH Solar Hijri date 
SM Serbi-Mongolic 
STung Southern Tungusic10 
Tagh Taghbach11 
TMA tense, mood, and aspect 
trans. transitive 
transcr. transcription 
Tung. Tungusic 
V  vowel / verb 
WMgl  Written Mongol (unperiodized) 
YR  Yale romanization 
‹ ›  transliteration or transcription of an orthographic form 
[ ]  phonetic transcription, including those in Chinese and other foreign scripts 
σ  syllable 
σ[…  denotes a syllable-initial segment (onset) 
… σ  denotes a syllable-final segment (coda) 
/ /  phonemic transcription 
*  reconstruction from mainstream historical-comparative linguistic methods 

 reconstruction from traditional Chinese fan-ch’ieh spellings or rhymes12 
  incorrect or untenable reconstruction13 

10 I follow Georg’s classification of Southern Tungusic as comprising Manchu, Nanai, Ulcha, 
and Uilta (Georg 2004b: 55).  

11 Also known in English as Tabghatch ~ Tabgatch ~ T’o-pa (Tuoba). The form tabγač  
‹t1b1γč› ‘China’ (specifically denoting T’ang China) is a metathesized innovation in Old 
Turkic satisfying phonotactic constraints in that language (Shimunek 2007: 14). 

12 Following Beckwith (2007a, 2009, etc.) 
13 Following Campbell (1999). 
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▓  problematic or illegible grapheme in a text 
■ orthographic segment whose phonological value is not currently 

decipherable 
… in phonological reconstructions, a segment or morpheme that is not 

reconstructible due to the fact that the grapheme or graphemes representing 
it have not been fully deciphered yet 

<  language-internal change 
>  language-internal change 
→  (same as below) 
←  loanword or borrowing between languages (directionality known) 
↔  loanword or borrowing between languages (directionality unknown) 
/  separates two or more equally plausible forms (in reconstructions) 
~  variation between two or more forms (free or conditioned variation) 
( )  indicates an uncertain or problematic segment (in reconstructions) 
♂   masculine gender 
♀  feminine gender 
❍ unmarked (unspecified) for gender 
?  uncertain or problematic reading of a grapheme 
≈  approximation (e.g. approximations of foreign phonological segments) 
  pulmonic ingressive  

ʰC  preaspirated consonant 
V̥  full devoicing 

  low pitch/tone 
V́  high pitch/tone 
V̌  rising pitch/tone 
V̄  long vowel (e.g. in philological transcriptions of Late Middle Mongol) 
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General Sigla 

 
AHD Watkins, Calvert. The American Heritage Dictionary of Indo-European 

Roots. Second edition. New York: Houghton Mifflin Company.  
Ben.  Benedict, Paul K. Sino-Tibetan: A Conspectus. Cambridge, 1972. 
Cob. Coblin, W. South. A Handbook of ‘Phagspa Chinese. Honolulu: University 

of Hawai‘i Press, 2007. 
Cs.1952 Csongor, B. Chinese in the Uighur script of the T’ang period. Acta 

Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1952, 2: 73-121. 
Cs.1954 Csongor, B. Some more Chinese glossed in Uighur script. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1954, 4: 251-257. 
DTS Наделяев, В. М., Д. М. Насилов, Е. Р. Тенишев, А. М. Щербак. 

Древнетюркский словарь. Ленинград: Наука, 1969. 
EDT Clauson, Sir Gerard. An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century 

Turkish. Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1972. 
GOrkT Grammar of Orkhon Turkic (Tekin 1968) 
HM Historia Mongalorum, 13th c. (Carpini 1989). 
JTRM Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh. Jāmi‘u’t-tawārīkh. early 14th c. (ed., Muḥammad 

Rawshan & Muṣṭafá Mūsavī, 4 vols. Tehran: Nashr-i Alburz, 1373 SH 
[1994]). 

JTTh Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh. Jāmi‘u’t-tawārīkh. early 14th c. (trans. Thackston 
2012). 

Kow. Kowalewski (1964, originally published 1844-1849) 
KYS  Kyerim Yusa  (Sasse 1976) 
Mat. Mathews, R. H. Mathews’ Chinese-English Dictionary. Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 1975. 
NT  Chin Ch’i-tsung. Nü-chen-wen tzu-tien . 1984. 
PED Davids & Stede. The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary. London: 

The Pali Text Society, 1921-1925. 
Pok. Pokorny, Julius. Indogermanisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch. Bern: 

Francke Verlag, 1959. 
Pul. Edwin G. Pulleyblank. Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunciation in Early 

Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early Mandarin. Vancouver: 
UBC Press, 1991. 

Roz.  Rozycki, William. Mongol Elements in Manchu. 1994. 
Sch. Schuessler, Axel. A Dictionary of Early Zhou Chinese. 3 vols. Honolulu. 

1987. 
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Sta. Sergei A. Starostin. Ρеконструкция древнекитайской фонологической 
системы. Moscow: Nauka, 1989. 

Tak. Takata Tokio. . (A Historical Study of the 
Chinese Language Based on Dunhuang Materials). Tokyo: Sōbunsha, 1988.

Tak.LS  Takata Tokio. ( ), 1993. 
T&C Tumurtogoo, D. & Cecegdari, G. Mongolian Monuments in Uighur-

Mongolian Script. Taipei: Academia Sinica, 2006. 
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Sigla for Chinese Primary Sources 

 
ALSSCR An Lu-shan Shih Chi , edited by Robert des Rotours as Histoire 

de Ngan Lou-chan (Ngan Lou-chan Che Tsi). Paris: Presses Universitaires 
de France, 1962. 

Chin Shih T’o-t’o [Toqto’a]. Chin Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1975. 
Chin Shu Fang Hsüan-ling. Chin Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1974. 
Chou Shu Ling-hu Te-fen. Chou Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1971. 
CTKC Yeh Lung-li. Ch’i-tan kuo chih . Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-

pan-she, 1985. 
CPYPL  Ch’ung-pien Yen Pei Lu  (SF1927, SF1986 38: 16a-19a) 
CTS  Liu Hsü. Chiu T’ang Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1975. 
CTW Tung Kao. Ch’üan T’ang Wen . Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-

pan-she, 1990. 
HHS Fan Yeh. Hou Han Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1965. 
HS Pan Ku. Han Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1964. 
HTS Ou-yang Hsiu. Hsin T’ang Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1975. 
HTT Lan Yen et al. Han-yü Ta Tzu-tien . Hu-pei, 1988. 
Liang Shu Yao Ssu-lien. Liang Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1973. 
LS  T’o-t’o [Toqto’a]. Liao Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1974. 
MTPL1986 Meng Ta Pei Lu . In: Shuo Fu (SF1986 54: 15b-22b). 
NCS Hsiao Tzu-hsien. Nan Ch’i Shu . Peking, 1972. 
NS Li Yen-shou. Nan Shih . Peking, 1975. 
PS Li Yen-shou. Pei Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1974. 
SC Ssu-ma Ch’ien. Shih Chi . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1963. 
SCI Serbi Cave Inscription = Hsien-pei Shih-shih inscription of 443 

A.D., found in Ka-hsien Cave ( ) in Orochen Banner, Inner 
Mongolia (Mi 1981; Liu 1989). 

SF1927 T’ao Tsung-i. Shuo Fu . Shanghai: Shang-wu yin-shu-kuan, 1927. 
SF1986 T’ao Tsung-i. Shuo Fu . Peking: Hsin-hua shu-tien, 1986. 
SKC Ch’en Shou. San Kuo Chih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1971.  
Sui Shu Wei Cheng. Sui Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1973. 
Sung Shih T’o-t’o (Toqto’a). Sung Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1977. 
Sung Shu    Liang Shen-yüeh. Sung Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1974. 
SWCT Hsü Shen. Shuo wen chieh tzu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 2002. 
TCH Chang Chiu-ling. T’ang ch’eng-hsiang ch’ü-chiang Chang hsien-sheng 

wen-chi , 1922. 
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TCTC Ssu-ma Kuang. Tzu Chih T’ung Chien . Peking: Ku-chi ch’u-pan-
she, 1956. 

T’ung-tien Tu Yu. T’ung-tien . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1984. 
WCTY Tseng Kung-liang. Wu Ching Tsung Yao . Peking: Pei-ching Ai ju 

sheng shu-tzu hua chi-shu yen-chiu chung-hsin, 2009. 
WS  Wei Shou. Wei Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1974. 
YPTC  Yen Pei Tsa Chi  (SF1927, SF1986 4: 9a-9b). 
YS  Sung Lien . Yüan Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü, 1976. 
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Sigla for Old Tibetan Texts 

 
Abbr. Full name of text Source 
AAP Annals of the ‘Azha Principality  

(ITJ 1368) 
IDP; OTDO; Uray 1978 

OTA1 Old Tibetan Annals, I  
(PT 1288 and ITJ 750) 

Dotson & Hazod 2009; OTDO 

OTA2 Old Tibetan Annals, II  
(Or. 8212 (187)) 

Dotson & Hazod 2009; OTDO 

PT 1283 The ‘Bacot Document’ IDP; OTDO; Bacot 1956; Clauson 1957;  
Venturi 2008 

Zhol Zhol Inscription OTDO; Iwao et al. 2009 
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Kitan Assembled Script Sigla 
 
For a complete list of Kitan Assembled Script texts as of 2010, and for the 
dates of these inscriptions, see Oyuunch  & Janhunen (2010: 25-29, 32). Below 
I have only listed texts which are cited in this book. Publications containing 
photographic reproductions of the original texts which I consulted in writing 
this book are given in the ‘Source’ column. Following Oyuunch (2012), I use 
‘.C’ after the text abbreviation to indicate text from the canopy (in Chinese, 
kai ) of the inscription, e.g. HsHui denotes the main text of the Hsiao Hui-
lien inscription and HsHui.C denotes text from the canopy of this inscription. 
 

Abbrev. Date Full name of text Source 

Chen 1170 
Chin-tai Chen-kuo shang-chiang-chün 
mu-chih-ming  

 

Chu Chih-min 1995, Liu 
P’u-chiang 1999 

Chiao 1053 Yeh-lü Tsung-chiao mu-chih-ming  
 Liu et al. 2009 

Chung 1150 Hsiao Chung-kung mu-chih  
 Chinggeltei 2002; Kara 1975 

Hai Ø Hai-t’ang-shan mu-chih ts’an-shih  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

HsHu 1091 Hsiao Hu-tu-chin mu-chih-ming  
 Oyuunch 2012 

HsHui 1080 
Hsiao Hui lien mu-chih-ming  

 Oyuunch 2012 

Hsing 1055 Hsing-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

HsTi 1114 Hsiao Ti-lu fu-shih mu-chih  
 Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010 

Hsü 1105 Hsü-wang mu-chih  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

Hsüan 1101 Hsüan-i huang-hou ai-ts’e  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

Hti 1101 Han Ti-lieh mu-chih-ming  
 Liu et al. 2009: 14 

Jen-
hsien 1072 Yeh-lü Jen-hsien mu-chih-ming  

 Chinggeltei 2002 
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Jen-i 1076 Jen-i huang-hou ai-ts’e  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

Kao Ø Yeh-lü (Han) Kao-shih mu-chih-ming  
( )  Liu et al. 2009: 18 

Ku 1115 Ku Yeh-lü shih ming-shih  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

Kuei 1102 Yeh-lü Kuei-an Ti-li-ku mu-chih-ming  
 Liu et al. 2009: 37 

Lang 1134 

Ta Chin huang-ti tu-t’ung ching-lüeh 
lang-chün hsing-chi  

  
‘The Lang-chün Inscription’ 

Chinggeltei 2002 

Sung 1110 Sung Wei kuo fei mu-chih-ming  
 Liu et al. 2009 

T’ai 1110 Huang t’ai shu-tsu ai-ts’e  
 Chinggel & Liu 2003 

Tao 1101 Tao-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e  
 Chinggeltei 2002 

YChüeh 1071 Yeh-lü Chüeh mu-chih-ming  
 Oyuunch 2012 

YFu 1102 Yeh-lü Fu-pu-shu mu-chih-ming  
 Gai et al. 2008 

YHsiang 1091 Yeh-lü Hsiang-wen mu-chih  
 Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010 

YP’u 1105 Yeh-lü P’u-su-li mu-chih pei-ming  
 Oyuunch 2012 

YTi 1092 Yeh-lü Ti-lieh mu-chih-ming  
 Chinggeltei 2002: 80 

Yung 1100 Yeh-lü Hung-yung mu-chih-ming  
 Liu et al. 2009 

Yü1 Ø Undated fish tally  Chinggeltei 2002: 89 
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Sigla for Mongol Texts 
 
Middle Mongol forms in this book are cited from four kinds of texts: 1) Middle 
Mongol texts in Preclassical Written Mongol orthography, i.e. texts dating 
from the Middle Mongol period (13th c. to 15th c. A.D.) in Preclassical Written 
Mongol, but excluding later, post-15th c. texts in ‘Preclassical’ orthography;14 
2) Middle Mongol texts in Old Mandarin transcription; 3) Middle Mongol texts 
in Arabic and Persian transcription (these texts largely represent western 
dialects of late Middle Mongol); and 4) Middle Mongol texts in ‘Phagspa 
Script (also known as ‘Square Script’). 

I also discuss one word from a Classical Written Mongol text. 
 

 
Middle Mongol Texts in Preclassical Written Mongol Orthography 

 
Abbr. Full name of text Date Source 
Yis. Stele of Yisüngge  

(‘The Stone of Chinggis’) 
1224/1225 Kara 2005;  

T&C 2006 
Tör. Edict of Töregene 1240 T&C 2006 
Güy. Seal Letter of Güyük Khan 1246 Ligeti 1970b 
Mön. I Edict I of Möngke Khan 1254 T&C 2006 
Mön. II Edict II of Möngke Khan 1257 T&C 2006 
Qub. I Edict I of Qubilai Khan 1261 T&C 2006 
Abaγa II Letter II of Il-khan Abaγa 1267 T&C 2006 
Qub. II Edict II of Qubilai Khan 1268 T&C 2006 
BcaT Choskyi ‘Odzer’s Commentary  

on the Bodhicaryāvatāra 
1312 T&C 2006 

Chang. Inscription in Memory of Chang Ying-jui 1335 T&C 2006 
J̌ig. Inscription in Memory of J̌igüntei 1338 T&C 2006 
Aruγ Inscription of Aruγ, Prince of Yün-nan 1340 T&C 2006 
Qqor I Inscription I from Qara Qorum 1346 T&C 2006 
J̌un. Inscription from Chung-wei 1348 T&C 2006 
Hin. Inscription in Memory of Prince Hindu 1362 T&C 2006 

14 Texts written after the 15th century correspond chronologically with spoken Early Modern 
Mongolian. See Shimunek (2014b) for a study of Early Modern Mongolian in Chinese 
transcription.  
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Abbr. Full name of text Date Source 
ES Erdeni-yin sang Subašida 

(Sonom Gara’s translation of Saskya 
Legsbshad) 

late 13th or 
early 14th c. 

Kara 2009 

Bur. Twelve Deeds of the Buddha 
(Shesrab Sengge’s translation of 
Lalitavistara) 

17th c. ms., 
from an early 
14th c. original 

T&C 2006; 
Poppe 1967 

 
 
Middle Mongol Texts in Late Old Mandarin Transcription 

 
Abbr. Full name of text Date Source 
SHM Mongqol-un niuča to[b]ča’an / 

Yüan-ch’ao pi-shih  
(Secret History of the Mongols) 

13th c. Kuribayashi 2009; Ozawa 1984, 
1985, 1986; de Rachewiltz 
2006; Cleaves 1982; Street 2013 

HIIY Hua-I i-yü  1389 Kuribayashi 2003 
CYIY Chih Yüan i-yü  1325/1326 Ligeti & Kara 1990; Kara 1990 

 
 

Middle Mongol Texts in ‘Phagspa Script (‘Square Script’) 
 

Abbr. Poppe # Full name of text Date Source 
Mang. I Edict of Mangala 1276 Poppe 1957 
BuyK1 II Edict of Buyantu Khan (1) 1314 Poppe 1957 
BuyK2 III Edict of Buyantu Khan (2) 1314 Poppe 1957 

Dagi IV Edict of Empress Dowager Dagi  
(‘Edict of Dharmapala’s Widow’) 1321 Poppe 1957 

Mann. XI ‘The Mannerheim Fragment’ Ø Poppe 1957 
CYK1 XII ‘The Lesser Chü-yung-kuan Inscription’ 1345 Poppe 1957 
CYK2 XIII ‘The Great Chü-yung-kuan Inscription’ 1345 Poppe 1957 
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Middle Mongol Texts in Arabic and Persian Transcription 
 

Abbr. Full name of text Date Source 

Leid. Kitâb Majmû‘ Turjumân Turkî wa-‘ajamî 
wa-Muğalî (‘The Leiden Manuscript’) 1343 Saitô 2006; Poppe 

1927a, 1927b, 1928 
MAA Muqaddimat al-Adab 14th c. JSPS 2008; Poppe 1938 
IM Ibn Muhannâ 14th c. Poppe 1938 

Yem. ‘The Yemen Tetraglot’  
(Arabic-Persian-Turk-Mongol) 14th c. Ligeti & Kara 2012 

Ist. ‘The Istanbul Vocabulary’  
(Arabic-Persian-Turk-Mongol) Ø Saitô 2013 

 
 
Classical Written Mongol Texts 
 

Abbr. Full name of text Date Source 
Geser Mongolian Geser Epic (Peking xylograph) 1716 Sechinmönkh 2002 
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Apparatus Criticus 
 
add.  added 
ante  before 
l.  line (in text) 
om.  omitted 
p.  page 
post  after 
pro  for 
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Transcription and Transliteration Conventions 

 
General Conventions 

 
In philological transcriptions, transliterations, and phonological 
reconstructions, “y” is used to denote a palatal glide or palatal approximant. In 
phonetic transcriptions in brackets (including reconstructed phonetic surface 
forms), IPA [j] is used to distinguish this segment from front-rounded IPA [y] 
(i.e. ü in philological transcription). IPA transcriptions appear in brackets [ ]. 
IPA gamma (ɣ) is used for the transcription of voiced dorsal fricatives. Greek 
gamma (γ) is used in philological transcriptions and transliterations of Written 
Mongol. My usage of the IPA gamma [ɣ] in reconstructed forms differs from 
the Mongolic philological usage of Greek gamma ‹γ› to render the grapheme 

 (← Old Uygur ← Sogdian ‹γ› ← Aramaic ḥēth and gāmal) and its 
allographs in romanized transliterations and transcriptions of Classical Mongol 
and Middle Mongol. IPA gamma [ɣ] here is used to indicate a phonemic voiced 
fricative (with velar and uvular allophones) which in most instances lenited to 
a glide or was lost in Middle Mongol, but which is preserved in pre-Proto-
Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic and other neighboring languages.15 Capital 
letters in phonological reconstructions indicate archiphonemes. 
 
 
Mongol 

 
Written Mongol and Middle Mongol data in this book are transcribed 
following the Vladimirtsov-Mostaert system (cf. Vladimirtsov 1929 and 
Mostaert 1944). This is the standard transcription system for Written Mongol 
(and for Middle Mongol, with slight modification) in the field of Mongolic 
philology.  

15 See Appendix D for examples.  
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      The received view is that ö and ü were front rounded vowels in Middle 
Mongol and Proto-Mongolic. However, the only modern Mongolic languages 
with primary front rounded vowels, i.e. those that are not the result of umlaut 
and other secondary sound change processes, are Oirat and Shira Yoghor, two 
languages which are spoken in areas with a heavy Turkic presence. More likely, 
the front rounded vowels of Oirat and Shira Yoghor are not inherited from 
Proto-Mongolic, but instead represent contact-induced vowel shifts. The 
Turkic languages neighboring Shira Yoghor and Oirat all have primary 
rounded front vowels, as did Old Turkic and Proto-Turkic. The comparative 
evidence on other varieties of Middle Mongol, as well as all other modern 
Mongolic languages, suggests that the central dialects of Middle Mongol, as 
well as Proto-Mongolic, instead had a vowel inventory similar to Modern 
Mongolian.16 For this reason, I assume the following phonetic values for the 
traditional Mongolistic philological transcriptions of the Middle Mongol and 
Written Mongol rounded vowels: o *[ɔ], ö *[o ~ ɵ], u *[ʊ], ü *[u]. For 
transcription purposes, however, I retain the traditional philological 
romanization system, with the caveat that it probably did not accurately 
represent the phonology of Middle Mongol or Proto-Mongolic, at least not in 
the common interpretation of the umlauted ö as IPA front rounded [ø ~ œ] and 
umlauted ü as IPA [y ~ ʏ].17 
      Transliterations of Written Mongol follow Vladimirtsov’s system 
(1929: 69), 18  which is likewise the standard transliteration system for 
Mongolic philology. 

16 Essentially the same system has been independently proposed by Seongyeon Ko (2011, 
2013) for Old Mongol. Note also the free variation between ü ~ u in Middle Mongol in 
‘Phagspa Script. 

17 I thank Jonathan North Washington (Indiana University) for our stimulating and thought-
provoking conversations on Turkic and Mongolic linguistics. These conversations in part 
fueled my thinking on the vowel systems of Middle Mongol and Proto-Mongolic. 

18 See Kara (1996b) for the transcription and transliteration of a passage from a Written 
Mongol text. Note also de Rachewiltz & Rybatzki (2010: fig. 12) for an English summary 
of Vladimirtsov’s transliteration and transcription systems for Preclassical Mongol. 
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 Transcriptions of Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script (‘Square Script’) 
largely follow Poppe (1957), with the exception of the grapheme  (from 
Tibetan འ), which I reconstruct phonologically as ɦ ; see Hill (2009b). 
Reconstructions of ‘Phagspa Middle Mongol surface forms are my own.  

Due to typographical restrictions, text in Written Mongol and ‘Phagspa 
Script in this book is written horizontally, rotated 90 degrees to the left.  

 
 

Middle Chinese 
 

Attested Late Middle Chinese forms in Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and 
Khotanese Brahmi transcription are quoted from Csongor (1952, 1954, 1960, 
1962), Takata (1988, 1993), and Coblin (1995) when possible. When relevant, 
I provide an IPA rendering of the phonological forms represented by these 
transcriptions. 
      Reconstructed Middle Chinese forms are presented in the philological 
transcription system, as exemplified in Beckwith (2007a). Following Beckwith 
(2007a), when citing wordforms and phonological segments originally 
transcribed in other transcription systems, e.g. the forms presented in 
Pulleyblank (1991), I have converted them to this uniform system. Note the 
following symbols (in italics), with Pulleyblank’s (1991) IPA equivalents: ś 
[ɕ], ź [ʑ], tś [ʨ], tśʰ [ʨʰ], ü [y], y [j], and ñ [ɲ]. Likewise, Pulleyblank’s “ ” 
and “ ” onsets are transcribed here as  and ̣ although I retain Pulleyblank’s 
“ ” unless otherwise noted. I also remove the “ă” and “ə”̆ when citing Middle 
Chinese data from Pulleyblank. 
      Not all Middle Chinese forms cited in this book are presented with their 
respective tones. Whenever I have chosen to include the tones of Middle 
Chinese wordforms, I follow the conventions of Beckwith (2007a: xx), with 
slight modifications. Thus, Middle Chinese “level tone” (Ch. p’ing-sheng 

) is indicated here with a subscript “1”. “Rising tone” (Ch. shang-sheng 
), indicated by Pulleyblank (1991) with a superscript closing quotation mark 

(’) is indicated here with a subscript “2”. “Falling tone” (Ch. ch’ü-sheng ), 
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indicated by Pulleyblank (1991) with a superscript “h”, is indicated with a 
subscript “3”. The traditional Middle Chinese “entering tone” (Ch. ju-sheng 

) is linguistically speaking not a tone, but a category including all syllables 
with non-nasal codas, i.e. the coda obstruents -p, -r, and -k. 

 
 

Modern Mandarin 
 

The Wade-Giles system is used for transcribing Modern Mandarin forms, but 
the Pinyin system is used for transcribing word forms used as linguistic data. 
Tones are given only if they are relevant to the analysis. The bibliography 
employs Wade-Giles, which is also used for the transcription of names and 
sources in the main text. When Chinese characters are given in bibliographic 
entries, they appear as in the original source: If the original work was written 
in Simplified Characters ( ), it is given in Simplified Characters; if the 
original is in Traditional Characters ( ), this is retained as such. 
 
 
Kitan 

 
There is no standard transcription system for Kitan. The Kitan transcription 
conventions used in this book roughly follow Kara (1996a, 2005), and Kane 
(2006, 2009), with some modifications and synthesis, as will be obvious to the 
informed reader. See Appendix A for my readings of Kitan Assembled Script 
graphemes appearing in this book. Due to typographical restrictions, text in 
Kitan is reproduced in a horizontal line, following Kane (2009) and Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010). 
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Turkic 
 

Runiform Old Turkic forms are transliterated following the system employed 
by Annamarie von Gabain in her Alttürkische Grammatik (1974), with slight 
modification: Those consonant graphemes not specified for vowel harmony 
(e.g.  ‹p›,  ‹m›,  ‹ŋ›,  ‹č› etc.) are not indicated with a superscript “0” as 
von Gabain represented them, but instead are left unmarked. The numbers “1”, 
indicating consonants specified for back vowel environments, and “2”, 
indicating consonants specified for front vowel environments, are 
superscripted by von Gabain, but are subscripted in my transliteration, in order 
to avoid confusion with footnotes. Thus, Old Turkic tabʁač  ‘China’ is 
transliterated ‹t1b1g1č0› by von Gabain but as ‹t1b1g1č› by me.  
 In Old Turkic and Middle Turkic linguistic data, the back-vowel 
harmonic dorsal consonant traditionally transcribed γ (Greek gamma) is 
transcribed by me with the IPA uvular [ʁ]. 
 In reconstructions of Proto-Turkic, the grapheme ‹ř› denotes the 
phoneme which split into /z/ in ‘Oguz’ dialects and /r/ in ‘Ogur’ dialects. The 
precise phonological value of this phoneme in Proto-Turkic is difficult to 
determine, but as a productive hypothesis, it could have been a voiced retroflex 
fricative ʐ , a voiced alveopalatal fricative ʑ , or a trilled raised rhotic as in 
the Czech value of this grapheme as r ̝ . I use the grapheme ‹ð› to denote the 
Proto-Turkic phoneme which corresponds to /y/ in attested Old Turkic and /d/ 
in certain early Serbi-Mongolic–Turkic borrowings. The precise value of this 
phoneme is also uncertain; most likely it was a fricative [ð] or a palatalized [dʲ]. 

 
 
Others 

 
Manchu is romanized in the Mongolist system, as employed by György Kara 
(e.g. Kara 2005, 2009) and Lajos Ligeti (e.g. Ligeti 1986). This transcription 
system is phonologically and paleographically more accurate than the 
commonly used Möllendorff-Norman Romanization employed by 
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Möllendorff (1892) and Norman (1978). Salient differences between this 
romanization system and the Möllendorff-Norman (MN) system include the 
following: χ for MN h in orthographic back-vowel words (e.g. χaχa ‘man, male’ 
for MN haha), x for MN h in orthographic front-vowel words (e.g. xexe 
‘woman’ for MN hehe), γ for MN g in orthographic back-vowel words (e.g. 
γala ‘hand, arm’ for MN gala), q for MN k in orthographic back-vowel words 
(e.g. abqa ‘heaven, sky’ for MN abka), ǰ for MN j (e.g. ǰembi ‘to eat’ for MN 
jembi), č for MN c (e.g. čai ‘tea’ for MN cai), and û for MN ū (e.g. χûlχa ‘thief’ 
for MN hūlha).19 

Korean data is transcribed in the McCune-Reischauer (MCR) system, 
unless otherwise noted, with the exception of  which I transcribe as r except 
when it is one of a compound of graphemes rendering the lateral geminate [lˑ] 

ɭˑ ɭ , e.g. ùɭ ùɭ  ‘water’ is transcribed mul in standard MCR, 
but I render it mur.20 Likewise, the earliest linguistically known Koreanic-
speaking state, the Silla or Shilla kingdom, in Korean, ɕʰílˑa], is 
transcribed by me as Silla.21  

Late Middle Korean linguistic data is reconstructed phonologically, 
and/or transcribed in the Yale Romanization (YR) system, with the exception 
of  which I transcribe as r as above.  

Japanese forms are given in the Hepburn romanization system.  
Tibetan transcriptions largely follow the simplified romanization 

system employed by Old Tibetan Documents Online,22 with several exceptions: 
The Old Tibetan digraph ͶͶྦ (Classical Tibetan ཝ) is transcribed ‹w›, the Old 
Tibetan diacritic ◌ྀ is transcribed ‹ï›, syllable-final འ is transcribed as an acute 

19 Kara (2005) uses ô for MN ū as in tangγô (MN tanggū) ‘hundred’. I prefer to use û for MN 
ū since this closely approximates ʊ , the reconstructible phonological value of this 
digraph in spoken imperial Manchu as demonstrated by Li Bing (1996). 

20 On pitch-accent in Modern Standard Korean, see Kim & Duanmu (2004). 
21 I use the term ‘Koreanic’ to refer to the language family to which Korean and its now extinct 

sister branches belong, sometimes also called the Han  language family. See Kiyose & 
Beckwith (2006) for more on the past internal diversity of the Koreanic language family. 

22 http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/ 
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diacritic ( ˊ ), e.g. the Old Tibetan place name ད་མདའ་ is transcribed Zrïdmdá. 
Following Beckwith (1987), words are transcribed without hyphens.23  

 
 

Reconstructed Forms 
 

Following accepted historical-comparative linguistic conventions, an asterisk 
(*) before a wordform indicates a form reconstructed by means of the 
comparative method and other mainstream historical linguistic methods. 
      Since there is a need to distinguish these linguistic reconstructions from 
certain reconstructions abounding in the dominant Sinological linguistic 
literature which are determined not via accepted historical-comparative 
linguistic methods but by other means, I follow Beckwith in using a superscript 
star ( ) to indicate wordforms reconstructed according to the Chinese fan-
ch’ieh  spellings and/or rhymes of the traditional Chinese philological 
tradition (Beckwith 2007a: xx; Beckwith 2009: xviii). 
      I also follow Campbell’s usage of  to indicate untenable 
reconstructions and “ungrammatical or non-occurring forms” (Campbell 1999). 

 
 
Morpheme Glosses 

 
When morpheme glosses are provided for wordforms, they follow the 
standardized abbreviations established by the Leipzig Glossing Rules for 
interlinear morpheme-by-morpheme glosses, 24  with several additions for 
abbreviations not included in their standard list. The following morpheme 
glosses are employed in this book: 

23 Hyphens are traditionally used in Tibetological works to transcribe the syllable-delimiting 
marker tsheg ( ་ ), but only when it occurs word-medially. As shown by Beckwith (1987), 
these hyphens are phonologically misleading and should be abandoned. 

24 http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/pdf/LGR08.02.05.pdf 
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1  first person 
2  second person 
3  third person 
1H firsthand 
ABL  ablative 
ACC  accusative 
ADJ  adjective 
AIC acc.-instrumental-comitative 
ATMP abtemporal 
ATTR attributive 
CAUS  causative 
CNJC conjunction 
COLL collective 
COM  comitative-sociative 
COMM communal25 
CP causative-passive 
CVB  converb 
DAT  dative 
DEF  definite 
DEM  demonstrative 
DIM diminutive 
DISC discourse deictic 
DIST  distal 
DL dative-locative 
DVN deverbal noun 
EMPH emphatic 
FIN finite 
FUT future 
GEN  genitive 
GNR generic 
HUM human 

INDF   indefinite 
INS   instrumental 
IPFV   imperfective 
LOC   locative 
N-A  nominative-accusative 
NEG   negation, negative 
NOM   nominative 
NUM   numeral 
NZR  nominalizer 
OBJ   object 
OBL   oblique 
OCCUP  occupational suffix 
PASS   passive 
PERS.N  personal name 
PFV   perfective 
PL   plural 
P.N  proper noun 
POSS  possessive 
PREP  preparative 
PRF  perfect 
PRON   pronoun 
PROX   proximal 
PST   past 
REFL  reflexive 
SBJ   subject 
SBRD   subordinate 
SG   singular 
T  tu form (“thou”) 
V  vous form (“ye”) 
VN  verbal noun 

 
 
 

25 See Shimunek (forthcoming, b). 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:07 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 
 

 
 

CHAPTER ONE: 
PREVIOUS THEORIES ON THE ORIGINS OF THE MONGOLIC 

LANGUAGES 
 
 
Western theories on the origins of the Mongolic languages date back nearly 
three centuries to the precursors of the ‘Altaic’ theories (i.e. the ‘Tartar’, 
‘Scythian’, and ‘Turanian’ theories). 1  Since the ‘Altaic’ divergence and 
convergence theories have been thoroughly disproven on scientific grounds,2 
I will not discuss them in detail in this book.  

Outside the sphere of ‘Altaic’ divergence and convergence theories, a 
number of hypotheses have been put forth on the immediate origins of the 
Mongolic languages. The majority of these theories are methodologically 
flawed, with the notable exception of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory and the 

1 For a history of the ‘Altaic’ theories, see de Rachewiltz & Rybatzki (2010: 348-355). 
2 For important studies disproving the various ‘Altaic’ theories, see Clauson (1956), Beckwith 

(2007a), Georg (2004a), Vovin (2005, 2009), and others. Probably the earliest critic was 
Abel-Rémusat, writing in the early 19th century, who seriously questioned the hypothesis 
which would later become known as the ‘Altaic’ theory:  

  
“…La ressemblance de quelques expressions Turkes, Mongoles et Mandchoues entre elles, 
ne doit pas faire penser qu’il existe entre les trois langues une analogie essentielle et 
fondamentale. Il est au contraire facile de se convaincre qu’à l’exception d’un très-petit 
nombre de mots communs, et d’une légère conformité dans quelques règles grammaticales, 
il y a entre elles plus de différences qu’il n’y en a entre le russe, l’italien et l’allemand, et 
qu’ainsi, loin d’être des dialectes d’une même langue, elles sont au fond des idioms tout-à-
fait distincts” (Abel-Rémusat 1820: 138). 

 
According to Abel-Rémusat, the similarities between the Turkic, Mongolic, and Tungusic 
languages are not comparable to the differences between Indo-European languages like 
Russian, Italian, and German—‘dialects’ (i.e. daughter languages) of Proto-Indo-European. 
Instead, these languages are so vastly different from each other that they should be 
considered distinct, unrelated languages in their own right. 
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‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory. As will be demonstrated, a careful historical-
comparative linguistic and philological study of the Serbi languages is 
necessary to elucidate the origins of the Mongolic languages. We must follow 
the scientific methods established for the historical-comparative study of 
languages, as done for Indo-European, Uralic, Semitic, Japanese-Koguryoic, 
and other language families, before a scientific understanding of the origins of 
the Mongolic and Serbi languages can be reached. 

 
 

The Indo-European–Mongolic Hypothesis 
 

After the various ‘Altaic’ theories, another early proposal on the 
ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols is what may be termed the ‘Indo-
European–Mongolic Hypothesis’, proposed by Edkins (1871), who states that 
“The special interest of the Mongolian type consists in the fact that it comes 
nearest of all the three Turanian branches to the Indo-European” (1871: 205). 
Edkins proposed what he believed to be “many remarkable resemblances in 
words between the Tartar languages and the Greek and Latin”, including the 
following, which I have arranged in table format for easy comparison:3 
  

3  Edkins (1871: 208-209, 211). Note that Edkins’ ‘Tartar’ and ‘Turanian’ are synonyms 
denoting what was later traditionally termed ‘Altaic’, i.e. Mongolic, Turkic, and Tungusic, 
although the data he presents here is Mongolic.  
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Table 1. Mongol-Greek-Latin “resemblances” according to Edkins (1871) 
Written Mongol Greek Latin 
nom ‘sacred book’ [sic] νόμος (nόmos) ‘law’  
sara ‘moon’ σελήνη (seléne) ‘moon’  
dalai ‘sea’ θάλασσα (tʰálassa) ‘sea’  
γar ‘hand, arm’ χείρ (kʰeír) ‘hand, arm’  
nege- ‘to open’ ἀνοίγω (anoígo) ‘to open’  
či ‘thou’ σύ (sý) ‘you’  
ere ‘male’ ἄῤῥην (arrhen) ‘male’ vir ‘man, male person’ 
kümün ‘human’  homo ‘man, human’ 
ta ‘ye’  tu ‘you’ 
ebür [!] ‘horn’4  ebur ‘ivory’ 

 
Although the majority of the comparanda proposed by Edkins are 

unwarranted for phonological or semantic reasons (i.e. ‘open’, ‘hand’, ‘sea’, 
‘horn’, and ‘moon’), several of his comparisons are reasonable when additional 
evidence is taken into consideration:  

 
 Middle English were ‘man’ < Old English wer < Common 

Germanic (cf. Gothic wair, Old High German wer, Old Norse 
verr) : Latin vir : Old Irish fer, Welsh gŵr : Lithuanian vyras : 
Sanskrit vīrá ‘man, hero’.5 Proto-Indo-European ī ̆  ‘male, 
man’ (AHD 101).6 There may be some connection among this 
IE word, Old Turkic är ‘man, men, people’, 7  and Middle 
Mongol ere ‘man, male’. Given the apparent western origins of 
the Türk people,8 one cannot rule out the possibility of an IE 

4 Edkins quotes an erroneous Mongol form here. Attested Middle Mongol has eber [ ] 
‘horn ( )’ as distinct from ebür [ ] ‘south part of a mountain range ( )’. The 
Middle Mongol forms I cite here are from HIIY.  

5 Oxford English Dictionary <www.oed.com> accessed September 5, 2012.  
6 See also Pok. 1177-1178 u ̯ī ̆  ‘Mann’, i.e. u ̯ī ̆ .  
7 The word is attested in 8th c. Old Turkic (GOrkT 325).  
8 Beckwith (2011b).  
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dialect reflex of this word for ‘man, male’9 as the origin of the 
attested Old Turkic and Mongolic words.10 

  
 Middle Mongol nom ‘law, dharma’ and later ‘book’ (not merely           

“sacred book” as Edkins glossed it) is a well-known Indo-
European element in Old Uygur and Mongolic, ultimately from 
Greek.11 

 
In addition to connecting Written Mongol či “thou” and ta “ye” with 

Indo-European, quoting Greek σύ (sý) and Latin tu, Edkins also proposed a 
connection among the Turkic, Mongolic, Tungusic, and Indo-European first-
person personal pronouns.12 Based on this comparanda, he concluded that “It 
is probable… that at some distant epoch a strong Turanian influence was 
exerted specially upon the Greek and Latin sections of the Indo-European 
family…” (209). Beckwith (2006b, 2011a) has provided modern support for 
some of Edkins’ personal pronoun etymologies, but within the context of 
interfamily convergence.  

There clearly has been some degree of convergence and borrowing 
among Serbi-Mongolic, Turkic, Tungusic, Uralic, and Indo-European at 
various points in the past, but they are demonstrably separate language families 
that do not descend from a common proto-language. 
 
 
 
 

 

9 Note attested Scythian  [οιορ] ‘man’ (cf. Beckwith 2009: 70 n. 43).  
10 For a list of possible Indo-European–Turkic lexical correspondences, see Jonathan North 

Washington, <wiki.firespeaker.org/Similarities_to_Turkic>, accessed December 31, 2012. 
11 See discussion below in the section ‘The Lexical Immunity Theory’. 
12 Edkins (1871: 211, 214-215).  
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The Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis 
 

The French sinologist Paul Pelliot, on at least one occasion, implied a belief in 
a common Mongolic-Turkic protolanguage. This is evident in his treatment of 
h- in Mongolic, where he mentions “Common Mongol-Turk (mongolo-turc 
commun)”.13 Although he never formalized a theory, his proposal may be 
termed ‘The Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis’. 

The efforts of many Altaicists over the past century or so have 
identified a small set of regular sound correspondences between Mongolic and 
Turkic. Some important, apparently early, regular sound correspondences 
between Old Turkic, Middle Turkic and Middle Mongol are identified below:14 

 
Mgl d : Trk y 
MMgl düri ‘form, shape, complexion’ (HIIY)15 : OTrk, MTrk yüz ‘face’ (GOrkT) 
MMgl deresün ‘feather grass’ (SHM) : MTrk yiz ‘reed’ (DTS) 
MMgl dayin ‘enemy, war’ (SHM) : OTrk, MTrk yaʁɨ ‘enemy’ (GOrkT, DTS) 
MMgl dayir ‘brownish’ (SHM) : OTrk yaʁɨz ‘brown, reddish brown’ (GOrkT) 
 
Mgl l : Trk s ~ š 
MMgl taulai ~ ta’ulai ‘hare’ (SHM) : OTrk tabɨsʁan (GOrkT) ~ MTrk tabɨšʁan 

‘id.’ (DTS)16 
 

13 Pelliot (1925: 262). 
14 The majority of these correspondences are summarized by Kara (2004), who does not argue 

for or against this relationship theory—Kara (2004) is a list of lexical correspondences that 
have been proposed in the literature over the years by scholars to support various ‘Altaic’ 
theories. See also Ligeti (1986). I have revised the comparanda to only include lexical 
correspondences with attested Middle Mongol, and have excluded correspondences with 
modern Written Mongol. 

15 Note also the later, modern Written Mongol variant dürsün ‘form, figure’. 
16 Note also the correspondence of modern Written Mongol gölüge ~ gölige ‘puppy’ : Modern 

Turkish köšek ‘young camel’. This word is written köşek in Turkish orthography. However, 
the Mongol form is not attested in Middle Mongol, and is possibly a modern innovation; 
therefore, I have excluded it from the comparanda above. 
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Mgl r : Trk z 
MMgl ikir ‘twins’ (MAA) : MTrk ikkiz ‘id.’ (DTS)  

(cf. Chuvash yĕkĕr, Hungarian iker)17 
MMgl bora ~ boro ‘gray’ (MAA, SHM) : OTrk, MTrk boz ‘id.’ (GOrkT, DTS) 
MMgl bura’u ‘calf in second year’ (SHM) : MTrk buzaʁu ‘calf’ (DTS)  

(cf. Chuvash păru and Hungarian borjú)18 
MMgl deresün ‘feathergrass’ : MTrk yiz ‘reed’ (see above) 
MMgl düri ‘form, shape, complexion’ : OTrk yüz ‘face’ (see above) 
 
Mgl -y- : Trk -g(-) 
MMgl sayin ‘good’ (SHM) : MTrk saʁ ‘id.’ (DTS) 
MMgl dayin : OTrk, MTrk yaʁɨ (see above) 
MMgl dayir : OTrk yaʁɨz (see above) 

 
These words are sometimes taken as evidence of an early Turkic-

Mongolic divergent relationship, but this is highly unlikely because these 
regular sound correspondences are limited to a very small set of vocabulary, 
we do not have regular sound correspondences for more than an extremely 
limited portion of the lexicon, and even more importantly, there is no system 
of regular correspondences in the functional morphologies of the languages.  

Some of these words are more widespread Kulturwörter, e.g. ‘rabbit’ ~ 
‘hare’, which has suitable comparanda in Old Chinese, Nivkh (Gilyak), 
Japanese-Koguryoic, Turkic, Serbi-Mongolic, and many other neighboring 
language families,19 but the majority of these words are likely to be borrowings 
between early Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic languages (see Appendix D for 
examples), and the regular sound correspondences indicate nothing more than 
the fact that these words were borrowed as a set, at approximately the same 
time. 
 

17 See also Ligeti (1986: 311-312).  
18 See also Ligeti (1986: 68-69).  
19 As Christopher I. Beckwith notes, the Phoenicians acquired rabbits around 1,000 B.C. and 

words for ‘rabbit’ ~ ‘bunny’ spread around the world with the animal (p.c., April 14, 2011). 
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The ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory 
 
The orthodox theory on the ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongolic language 
family is what can be termed the ‘Ancient Mongol’ or ‘Archaic Mongol’ 
Theory.20 This theory began with the work of Paul Pelliot (1925, 1928), Boris 
Vladimirtsov (1929), Garma D. Sanzheev (1930a, 1930b), and Lajos ‘Louis’ 
Ligeti (1970a etc.), and was in some ways standardized by Nicholas Poppe 
(1955; 1970: 14; 1976).21  
 The theory is strongly grounded in Mongolic philology, a unique 
strength distinguishing it from other, less informed proposals on the 
ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols. A major contribution of Vladimirtsov 
is his proposal, generally supported by historians and philologists after him, 
that the medieval Mongols acquired a “ready-made literary language (уже 
готовый литературный язык)” from the Naimans after defeating them in 
1204 A.D. and capturing their Uygur scribe Tata[r]-Toŋa.22 Poppe further 
connected this ‘Ancient Mongol’ dialect with the Kereyit, and the theory 
became known as the Naiman-Kereyit Theory.23  

20 Note that Pelliot, writing in French, often used the term mongol ancien (i.e. ‘Ancient 
Mongol’) to refer to what is now known as Middle Mongol, but many of his observations 
on Mongolic historical linguistics were later taken up as part of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ 
framework.  

21 Other adherents of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory, in one form or other, include Rinchen 
(1966 etc.), Tömörtogoo (1992), Krippes (1992), Shagdarsüren (1999), and Kara (2005, 
2006, etc.). Rinchen’s equivalent to ‘Ancient Mongol’ is his term “уугал монгол хэл”, 
translatable into English as ‘the original Mongol language’; his basic assumptions about 
this language make it clear that he adhered to the Ancient Mongol Theory. Tömörtogoo 
(1992) and Shagdarsüren term this “эртний монгол хэл”, i.e. ‘the Ancient Mongol 
language’ (Shagdarsüren 1999: 80 et seq.). 

22 Vladimirtsov (1929: 20-21), Viktorova (1961: 138-139), Kara (2005: 28-29, 63-67). 
23 Poppe (1937: 12-13), Viktorova (1961: 139). Murayama (1957) connected the advent of 

Uygur writing among the medieval Mongols with the Kereyit and the Merkit, whom he 
demonstrated spoke “Mongolian” (1957: 39) or, in my revision of his analysis, dialects of 
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Vladimirtsov, Poppe, and others have noted that as early as the 13th 
century—the period of the earliest solidly attested Mongolic language, i.e. 
Middle Mongol—spoken Mongol differed in certain respects from early 
Preclassical Written Mongol (i.e. the Uygur-derived contemporaneous written 
language), suggesting that Preclassical Written Mongol orthography (i.e. the 
earliest Middle Mongol orthography) retained features of a sister language to 
Middle Mongol, i.e. a conservative dialect of ‘Ancient Mongol’ in the 
terminology employed by adherents to this theory.24  

As György Kara notes: 
 
“The main discrepancy between the forms in Uygur script and ... their 
equivalents in the rather accurate Chinese transcription of the “spoken” 
language of the Secret History is the lack of the intervocalic guttural spirant 
in the latter versus its presence in the former (e.g. SH sa’u- vs. saγu- ‘to sit’). 
Minor differences appear in the vowels (rounded vs. unrounded, high vs. 
mid/low, e.g. SH üdür vs. edür ‘day’), but such alternations are also found 
in the Uygur script monuments of the Middle Mongolian period” (Kara 2005:            
29, n. 33). 
 
Note the Preclassical Written Mongol and spoken Middle Mongol 

forms for ‘day’ and ‘winter’: 
 

Table 2. Comparison of Preclassical and spoken MMgl wordforms for ‘winter’ and ‘day’ 
 Preclassical Written Mongol Spoken Middle Mongol Gloss 
e ~ ü  :  ü ebül ~ üdür übül ‘winter’25 
 edür ~ üdür üdür ‘day’26 

Old Mongol or closely related Mongolic languages. Murayama (1958-1959: 198) suggests 
that it was probably the Kereyit from whom the Mongols acquired Uygur writing. 

24 See Kara (2005: 63-67) for discussion.   
25 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *uwl ‘winter’ for attestations of this Middle Mongol form 

and the Preclassical forms. 
26 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *udur ‘east’ for attestations of this Middle Mongol form 

and the Preclassical forms.  
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See below for additional examples of dissimilarities between 
Preclassical Written Mongol and contemporary spoken Middle Mongol known 
from foreign transcriptions: 
 
Table 3. Comparison of Preclassical Written Mongol and spoken Middle Mongol wordforms 

 Preclassical Written Mongol27 Spoken Middle Mongol Gloss 
m : ’ keme- 28 ke’e- 29 ‘say’ 
γ : ’ ǰaγun  ǰa’un ‘hundred’30 
 aγula 31 a’ula 32 ‘mountain’ 
g : ’ degere 33 de’ere 34 ‘above’ 

 
Although the initial e- and intervocalic m as presented in the table 

above may indeed be early dialectal features retained in Preclassical Written 
Mongol orthography, the comparison of Preclassical Written Mongol medial γ 
and g to Middle Mongol intervocalic ’ is in fact unproblematic. As discussed 
in Chapter Three, northeastern Early Old Mandarin phonology was 
characterized by a voiced glottal transition ɦ. The Middle Mongol 
phonological segment often transcribed ’ in the Mongolist philological 
tradition usually corresponds to this Old Mandarin ɦ, which must have been 
retained in certain conservative northeastern frontier dialects of Late Old 
Mandarin, such as the Chinese language in which Early Middle Mongol was 
transcribed. Thus we have Preclassical Written Mongol γ ~ g corresponding to 
spoken Early Middle Mongol ɦ , which lenited in Late Middle Mongol to 

27 The Preclassical Written Mongol forms given here are from Ligeti (1970a) and Kara (2009).  
28 E.g. Mön. II, l. 4.  
29 E.g. attested MMgl ke’e- [ ] (HIIY 2.27b2).  
30 See Chapter Eight entry for MKit *ǰaw ‘hundred’ for attestations of these Middle Mongol 

and Preclassical forms. 
31 E.g. Qqor I, l. 26.  
32 E.g. attested early MMgl a’ula [ ] (SHM 118).  
33 E.g. BcaT 160b1.  
34 E.g. attested early MMgl de’ere [ ] (SHM ).  
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 or null (Ø), as seen from the 14th century transcriptions of western Late 
Middle Mongol in Arabic script. See below: 

 
Table 4. Comparison of attested Preclassical, Early, and Late Middle Mongol wordforms 

Preclassical WMgl Spoken EMMgl Spoken LMMgl Gloss 
γ ǰaγun *ɦ EMMgl ǰa’un ʧ ɦʊ   w LMMgl ǰawun 35 ‘hundred’ 
γ aγula *ɦ EMMgl a’ula  ɦʊ  Ø LMMgl aula 36 ‘mountain’ 
g degere *ɦ EMMgl de’ere əɦə ə  Ø LMMgl dēre 37 ‘above’ 

 
Preclassical Written Mongol was written in a foreign-derived script, i.e. 

the Old Uygur Script, which was itself a borrowing from the Sogdian, 
ultimately from Aramaic.38 It is well known that Old Uygur phonological 
segments which were not part of Sogdian phonology were not rendered in Old 
Uygur orthography, e.g. Old Uygur has a word-initial , a segment attested 
in Old Tibetan and Late Middle Chinese transcriptions. When the Sogdian-
derived Old Uygur Script was borrowed by the medieval Mongols, it likewise 
offered no suitable grapheme for rendering Middle Mongol word-initial , 
e.g. Middle Mongol in Preclassical Written Mongol orthography on  ‹’wn› 
‘calendrical year’39 corresponds contemporaneously to Spoken Early Middle 
Mongol hon ɔ ‘id.’40 The closest grapheme which this script offered to 
render the Spoken Early Middle Mongol intervocalic voiced glottal transition 
ɦ  in [-ATR] vowel-harmonic words was gamma, i.e. ‹γ›, and in [+ATR] 

vowel-harmonic words, ‹g› was the closest approximation. 

35 E.g. attested late MMgl ǰawun [جاوون] (Poppe 1927b: 1271). 
36 E.g. attested late MMgl aula [ َآولا] ~ [اوَلا] (Poppe 1927b: 1260).  
37 E.g. attested late MMgl dēre [دِیْرا] ~ [دِیرَه] (Poppe 1928: 57).  
38 See Kara (2005: 25-32) for a history of the Uygur-Mongolian Script.  
39 E.g. as attested in Aruγ (l. 20).  
40 See Kara (2009: 208) and Kuribayashi (2003, 2009) for Preclassical and spoken Middle 

Mongol forms. See also Kara (2005) for discussion of other phonological segments which 
were not rendered in Old Uygur or Preclassical Written Mongol orthography. See Chapter 
Four for the Old Tibetan transcriptions of the ethnonym Uygur. 
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Additional considerations from early Mongolic elements in Tungusic, 
as well as Chinese transcriptions of the Serbi languages, especially Taghbach 
and Kitan, have allowed scholars working in the ‘Ancient Mongol’ framework 
to add further details to what they term ‘Ancient Mongol’ phonology, 
including evidence of *pʰ (> MMgl h), *tʰi (> MMgl či),  and  (which 
later merged to MMgl ǰi),41  (> MMgl n), and others.42 These are major 
contributions to our understanding of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic phonology. 
 Another major contribution to the theory was made by Paul Pelliot, 
who demonstrated that the Meng-wu [ ]43 ~ Meng-wa [ ]44 group of 
the  Shih-wei (hereafter Shirwi) are ethnolinguistic ancestors of the 
Mongols. 45  He also considered Kitan to be a “highly palatalized (très 
palatalisée)” Mongolic language,46 which is in some ways accurate in that 
Kitan (and other Serbi languages) retained Common Serbi-Mongolic , , 
and , which in Proto-Mongolic depalatalized and merged with , , and 

, respectively.47 
The theory has been further developed by Ligeti (1970a) and Kara 

(2005). The tree below can be inferred from their proposals: 
 
 

41 For examples of these sound changes, see 8.5.4 entries for Taghbach *gir ‘sandal cord’ and 
ʊ ɪ ‘prefect’.  

42 Poppe (1954, 1970, etc.).  
43 I have verified this form in CTS (199: 5358). 
44 I have verified this form in HTS (219: 6177).  
45 See Chapter Two for discussion of this ethnonym and its phonological reconstruction.  
46 Pelliot (1928: 126-127). Pelliot expressed this opinion again in at least one other article: “les 

Khitan parlaient une langue mongole fortement palatalisée” (1943: 37) and in his Notes on 
Marco Polo, where he described Kitan as “a Mongol language, with some archaic features 
and much palatalization” (1959: 219). 

47 For details, see entries in §8.5.3 for MKit ə  ‘past or perfective verbal noun suffix’,          
ə  ‘past tense suffix’, ə ə ‘now’,  ‘sibling’, *šya ~ *šyay ‘good’,  ‘hare, 

rabbit’, LKit  ‘sun, day’,  ‘lake’, Taghbach  ‘dog’, *čirqañ ‘a kind of 
artemisia’, and T’u-yü-hun  ‘elder brother’. 
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Figure 1. Origins of Mongolic according to the Pelliot-Ligeti-Kara ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory 
 

  ‘Ancient Mongol’ 
 
 
 

        Shirwi                          Serbi 
           (Northwestern)               (Southeastern)  

 
 
 

                                     
           Kitan†        Taghbach†        T’u-yü-hun† (?)  
 
           Middle Mongol† 
 
                                                                    
                               

Modern Mongolic languages 

 
 The ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory is articulated differently by Poppe (1954, 
1955, 1970, 1976). In his version of the theory, ‘Ancient Mongol’ is in a direct 
linear relationship with Middle Mongol, with Taghbach and Kitan as ‘dialects’ 
of ‘Ancient Mongol’ and not specifically representing a separate daughter 
branch. See below: 
 
 
Figure 2. The origins of Mongolic according to Poppe’s ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory 
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 This direct lineage hypothesis is untenable; as I will demonstrate, the 
Mongolic branch (including the modern Mongolic languages, Middle Mongol, 
and its immediate ancestors) and the Serbi branch (including Kitan, Taghbach, 
T’u-yü-hun, and others) are sister branches of a common proto-language, i.e. 
Proto-Serbi-Mongolic. 
 A major methodological strength of the ‘Ancient Mongol’ theory is that 
it is for the most part based on accepted historical-comparative linguistic 
methods and careful philology. It also is the first theory to provide a systematic 
periodization of the Mongol language, and put forth well-grounded theories on 
the historical origins of the Mongolic peoples. Scholars working in the 
‘Ancient Mongol’ theoretical framework are among the first to provide 
important linguistic data suggesting that Kitan, Taghbach,48 and T’u-yü-hun 
are related to Mongolic.49 
 A shortcoming of the theory is that it only takes into account a very 
small percentage of the available data. Now that significant corpora of 
additional evidence have surfaced with the discovery of the Kitan scripts and 
the T’u-yü-hun words transcribed in Old Tibetan sources, and now that 
additional work has been undertaken on Taghbach, we must take into account 
all the available data relevant to determining the origins of the Mongolic 
language family, and revise the theory as needed. In its treatment of Serbi data 
transcribed in Chinese, the ‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory largely follows old, 
flawed theories on the phonology of Middle Chinese and Old Chinese (e.g. 
Karlgren 1957) which have since been revised by the works of Pulleyblank 
(1962a, 1962b, 1984, 1991), Schuessler (1987), Baxter (1992), Sagart (1999), 
and Starostin (1989), and in many ways completely redone by Beckwith 
(2002a, 2002b, 2006d, 2007a, 2008a, 2008b, 2010b). For these reasons the 
‘Ancient Mongol’ Theory does not acknowledge the dendritic diversity of the 
Mongolic branch’s parent family. 

48 Although Shiratori (1911a, 1911b) was the first to suggest that Taghbach was Mongolic. 
49 Pelliot (1921), Ligeti (1970a), Kara (1975, 1977, 1987, 1988, 1996a, 2004, 2005, 2006), 

Doerfer (1992, 1993), etc. 
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The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory 
 
A recent theory which has been gaining credence is the ‘Para-Mongolic’ 
Theory, put forth by Janhunen (1996, 2003) and followed by Vovin (2007) and 
Shimunek (2007). Although many of Janhunen’s proposals are basically 
correct, some aspects of his theory deserve careful reconsideration, including 
the terminology and the logic behind this terminology. 50  The English 
construction ‘para-X’ implies a language family parallel to language family X, 
and not a language family which is divergently related to language family X.51 
Thus, the term ‘Para-Mongolic’ is in need of revision, since it does not imply 
branches from a common source node. 
 
Figure 3. The logical implications of the term ‘Para-Mongolic’ 
 

 
 
 
 

          Proto-Mongolic ‘Para-Mongolic’                                                                                  
   

 
Despite this terminological shortcoming, from the prose discussion in 

Janhunen (2003), the tree branching he proposes in the theory is easily 
determined. One may schematize the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theoretical 
classification of the Mongolic and ‘Para-Mongolic’ branches as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 

50 See also Beckwith (2009: 414, n. 80).  
51 The English prefix para- in the sense of ‘parallel to something’ is from Ancient Greek παρά 

‘alongside, beside, by the side of’ (Lusching 2007: 29, 346). 
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Figure 4. The origins of Mongolic according to the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory 
 
               ‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic’ 

 
 
 

          Proto-Mongolic              ‘Para-Mongolic’ 
              (Northern)                 (Southern) 

 
 
 
   Modern Mongolic languages 

                                     
                 Kitan†                 Taghbach†                  

 
Although Janhunen is certainly correct that Kitan and Taghbach are 

from a language branch related to but independent from Mongolic—an idea 
hinted at in the works of Pelliot, Ligeti, and Kara—and Janhunen’s explicit 
assertion of this idea in and of itself is an important contribution to the 
ethnolinguistic history of the Mongols, much of the data he uses to support his 
theory in Janhunen (2003) consists of ‘Para-Mongolic’ loanwords in Tungusic, 
some of which are significantly divergent from philologically attested Kitan 
and Taghbach. For example, his discussion of the “spirantization of the palatal 
stop *c to sh” 52  does not hold true for the Serbi languages known from 
philological records. Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach, Late 
Middle Chinese transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun, Old Mandarin transcriptions of 
Late Kitan, as well as Middle Kitan data in the Kitan Assembled Script show 
that all the known Serbi languages had a palatal affricate čʰ corresponding to 
attested Middle Mongol č ʧʰ . There are no indications of spirantization of 
*čʰ > *š in attested Serbi.53 The spirantization of *čʰ > š observed in such 
Manchu forms as šanggiyan * ʃaŋgjan] ‘white’ ~ šanyan ʃ ‘white, 
smoke’ < Jurchen *šaŋgya  ‘white, smoke’ 54  (← early Serbi-Mongolic > 

52 Janhunen (2003: 397-398).  
53 See Chapter Eight entries for Middle Kitan *č  ‘army’, Taghbach *čʰɪ  ‘a kind of 

artemisia’, čʰɪ ɔ ‘wolf’, and T’u-yü-hun *čʰɪ ‘you’  
54 Attested Jurchen *šaŋgyan  [ ] ‘white ( )’ ~ ‘smoke ( )’ (NT 98, 246). 
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MMgl čaqa’an ‘white’55) was probably a Jurchen-Manchu innovation having 
nothing to do with the early Serbi-Mongolic donor dialect.56 

Several of Janhunen’s observations, however, do hold true for the 
common ancestor of Mongolic, Kitan, and Taghbach, e.g. he notes that ‘Para-
Mongolic’ is characterized by “preservation of a palatal nasal *ny as a separate 
phoneme”.57 This is supported by data on the philologically attested Serbi 
languages, including Kitan and Taghbach.58 

The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory as presented in Janhunen (2003) is 
primarily lexical in nature, based on the comparison of individual words, and 
largely does not take into consideration the rich functional morphology shared 
between Mongolic and Serbi languages like Kitan, Taghbach, and T’u-yü-hun. 
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) uncover additional important details on Kitan 
functional morphology cognate to Mongolic, but a theory is only hinted at, 
without presenting systematic arguments or morphological paradigms. 
Janhunen’s model likewise does not address the attested philological data on 
the three identifiable periods of Kitan which I will present in this book, nor 
does it incorporate the solid linguistic data from Taghbach or T’u-yü-hun—the 
two other best known Serbi languages aside from Kitan. Oyuunch & Janhunen 
(2010) state: 

 

55 E.g. attested early MMgl čaqa’an [ ] ‘white ( )’ (SHM 83) and attested MMgl in 
‘Phagspa Script *čʰaqaɦ   ‹č.q.ɦ › ‘white’ (CYK1 l. 6). 

56 Janhunen notes that “the same development is also observed in native Manchu items” (2003: 
397). Since there is no Serbi-Mongolic-internal evidence for spirantization of *čʰ at this 
early date, and given the fact that Manchu spirantized *čʰ > š in native lexical items, there 
is thus no reason to consider spirantization as an innovation in the early Serbi-Mongolic 
donor dialect. See also Kara (2006). 

57 Janhunen (2003: 397). Note that “ny” is Janhunen’s (2003) transcriptional equivalent to my 
 (palatal nasal). The correspondence of Manchu ñ ɲ  to Written Mongol n was noted at 

least as early as Sanzheev (1930a: 612).  
58 See Chapter Eight entries for Late Kitan  ‘sun, day’, Taghbach  ‘dog’, and 

Middle Kitan  ‘sibling’.   
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“It is possible that Khitan was only one of several Para-Mongolic, or 
Khitanic, languages, but even in that case, it was certainly the most 
important member of its branch, and the only one on which we have direct 
information” (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 15).  

 
In fact, we have sufficient data, in the form of Early Middle Chinese, Old 
Tibetan, and Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach and T’u-yü-hun 
words and even one sentence in T’u-yü-hun. Based on the data, these 
languages are divergently related to Kitan, as I will demonstrate in this book. 
The ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory does not deal with Taghbach or T’u-yü-hun 
linguistic data at all and thus does not present sufficient data to support a 
unified theory accounting for all attested data on the Serbi languages. 
 
 

The Mongolic-Korean Theory 
 
Ramstedt famously included Korean in his ‘Altaic’ comparative studies,59 as 
did Poppe (1965) and many other Altaicists after him, but outside of the ‘Altaic’ 
theories, several proposals have been put forth for a more immediate divergent 
Mongolic-Korean Theory. 

Hong Kimun (1961) presents data hinting at a Mongolic-Korean 
theory—superficial similarities among a handful of individual wordforms, 
which I present below in table form: 

 
Table 5. Mongol-Korean correspondences proposed by Hong Kimun (1961) 

 Modern Korean  Modern Written Mongol 
 agi  ‘child’  agi ‘son’ 
 mur ‘water’  mören ‘river’ 
 muri ‘hail’  möndür ‘hail’ 
 nar ‘day’  naran ‘sun’ 
 tar ‘month’  sara ~ saran ‘month’ ~ ‘moon’ 

 

59 E.g. Ramstedt (1951 [1939]).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:42 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



18 
 

 
 

One problem with these comparisons is that they are Modern Korean 
to modern Written Mongol. For the most accurate comparanda, the earliest 
attested Middle Korean and Middle Mongol forms should be consulted. 
Despite Hong’s claim that these are not loanwords, there is a high probability 
that some of these are loanwords from Middle Mongol into Middle Korean, 
especially given the historical fact that Korea was under heavy Mongol 
influence from the mid-13th century to the late 14th century.60 I present the 
attested Late Middle Korean and Middle Mongol forms for his comparisons 
below (I have included attested Late Kitan forms for a maximally diverse 
comparison): 

 
Table 6. Hong Kimun’s Mongol-Korean proposals with data added for comparison 

Modern Korean Late Middle Korean Middle Mongol Late Kitan 
agi  ‘child’ ɦá í  ‘id.’ (not attested)  
mur  ‘water’ ̯ ́   ‘id.’ MMgl müren ‘river’ *mur ‘river’ 
muri  ‘hail’ ù ù    

~ ú ù   

MMgl mündür ‘hail’  

nar  ‘day’ á   ‘sun, day’ MMgl nara-n ‘sun’ *ñayr ‘day’ 
tar  ‘month’ ɔ̀   ‘id.’  MMgl sara ‘month’  

~ saran ‘moon’ 
*sayr ‘month’ 

 
The first word, agi ‘child’ (LMK ɦá í), is probably a loanword from 
unattested Middle Mongol *agi (cf. Written Mongol agi ‘respectful term of 
address for a boy or son’61). Including Middle Korean forms in Hong Kimun’s 
list makes it clear that Modern Korean muri ɾ  ‘hail’, attested as Late 
Middle Korean ù ù  and ú ù  in the earliest datable sources,62 bears little 
resemblance to Middle Mongol mündür ‘hail’. These words are probably not 

60 See Henthorn (1963).  
61 See Bold et al. (2008) for the Modern Khalkha form агь  and its Written Mongol 

equivalent ( ). The IPA transcription presented here is my own addition.  
62 Samganghaengsildo  (15th century) has ù ù  and Hunminjŏng’ŭm 

Haeryebon   (1448) has ú ù  (Nam 2002: 310, 583). 
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related. Modern Korean mur ɭ ɭ , from Late Middle Korean ̯ ́  
‘water’, probably is related to Middle Mongol müren and Late Kitan  
‘river’ (the latter two from CSM ə); this is either a Kitan loanword in 
Early Middle Korean or an areal word.  

For the most accuracy, Early Middle Korean forms in the 12th century 
Kyerim Yusa  should be consulted as well.63 Kyerim Yusa attests only 
one cognate to the Late Middle Korean wordforms in Table 6 above. See Table 
7 below: 
 
Table 7. Early Middle Korean data added for comparison 

Early Middle Korean64 LMK MMgl LKit 
(unattested) ɦá í (unattested)  

 [ ] ‘water ( )’65 ̯ ́  MMgl müren  *mur 

ɔ  [ ] ‘hail ( )’66 ù ù ~ ú ù  MMgl mündür  

ɔ  [ ] ‘sun, day ( )’67 á  MMgl nara-n 

ə  [  ‘moon, month ( )’68 ɔ̀  MMgl sara ~ saran 

 
Considering the lexical gaps between Early Middle Korean and Late Middle 
Korean in the table above, the Late Middle Korean wordforms á  ‘day’ and 
ɔ̀  ‘moon, month’ are probably reflexes of 13th century borrowings from an 

63 Despite Sasse’s (1976) study of the Early Middle Korean forms in Kyerim Yusa, a critical 
edition and a thorough linguistic study of this important 12th century text have yet to be 
undertaken. 

64 See Shimunek (forthcoming, a) for these transcriptions and my phonological reconstructions.  
65 KYS #58 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. 

66 KYS #10 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.  
67 KYS #2 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. I assume 

that the character  heng here is an error for  hsüan (cf.  LMC , revised from 
Pul. 350).  

68 KYS #3 (Sasse 1976); the phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.  
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unattested progressive border dialect of Middle Mongol.69 In any case, as the 
above discussion makes clear, they are certainly not inherited vocabulary 
shared with Mongolic.70 

The above discussion effectively disproves Hong Kimun’s Mongolic-
Korean proposal. 

Another proponent of a Mongolic-Korean theory is Song Ŭimin (2000),                 
who compares the Mongolian and Korean words for several body parts—‘eye’, 
‘nose’, ‘mouth’, and ‘ear’—and concludes that they “correspond phonetically, 
phonologically, and semantically (авиа, авиалбар, утгын талаар хоорондоо 
тохирч буй)”.71 Despite Song’s claims, the majority of these words, with one 
possible exception, are demonstrably unrelated, and are not even loanwords, 
let alone divergently related cognates. Song compares modern Written Mongol 
nidün ‘eye’, qamar ~ qabar ‘nose’, ama ‘mouth’, and čiki ‘ear’ with Late 
Middle Korean forms he quotes as “ ” nun ‘eye’, “ ” kohi ~ “ ” kobi 

69 The LMK wordforms phonologically closely resemble Modern Mongolian, e.g. Khalkha 
нар [nar] ‘sun’ and сар [sar] ‘moon, month’. The sound change of *s > *t is not 
unexpected—Jalait-Durbet, a dialect of Modern Mongolian spoken in approximately the 
vicinity of what was once Kitan territory, not very far from what was once the Kitan-Koryŏ 
border, is characterized by regular fortition of Middle Mongol s > t [tʰ], e.g. the Jalait-
Durbet reflex of Middle Mongol sara ‘month’ ~ saran ‘moon’ is transcribed by Todaeva 
in Cyrillic as “тар” (i.e. [tʰar] in IPA) ‘moon, month (луна, месяц)’ (Todaeva 1985: 64; 
see also Rudnev 1911: 119b). The semantics of LMK á  ‘day’ resemble attested Late 
Kitan  ‘sun, day’. Late Middle Korean á  ‘day’ also semantically, and partially 
phonologically, resembles LMK áʦ ( ) ‘daytime ( )’. See Nam (2002: 274a) for the 
attested LMK form .   

70 Tradition-based reconstructions of Silla Korean treat  as a transcription of *nal (asterisk 
added by me) ‘day’ (Lee Ki-Moon 2008: 85; see also Lee Ki-Moon & Ramsey 2011: 61-
62), but in fact, this mixed semantic-phonological transcription of Old Korean only 
provides phonological information on the last segment of the word. This Silla Korean word 
is thus reconstructible as *…r ‘day ( )’. A single phonological segment is hardly 
sufficient to allow one to conclude that this word is cognate to Late Middle Korean á  
‘day’. 

71 Song (2000: 105).  
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‘nose’, “ ” ip ‘mouth’, and “ ” kwi ‘ear’, respectively. The attested Late 
Middle Korean forms of these words (not given by Song) are ú   ‘eye 
( , )’,72 ʊ́ í  ‘nose’ (i.e. ʊ́  ‘nose’ + í ‘nominative case 
suffix’),73 ɦí   ‘mouth ( )’,74 and í  ‘ear ( )’.75 A loanword 
connection or other areal relationship between Middle Korean nun ‘eye’ and 
Middle Mongol nidü-n ‘eye’ cannot be ruled out, but other examples with these 
sound correspondences would need to be identified to justify the comparison 
of Middle Mongol nidü-n (Modern Khalkha нүд ) to this Korean form.76 
The Mongolian and Korean words for ‘nose’, ‘mouth’, and ‘ear’ are 
phonologically very far from each other, and many otherwise unwarranted 
sound changes would need to be justified for these proposed correspondences 
to hold. As shown by Indo-Europeanists early on in the development of 
historical-comparative linguistics, sound change is regular, with few 
exceptions. Identifying superficial similarities between individual words, 
especially if the similarities imply many irregular sound changes which have 
not been justified elsewhere with ample data, is a fundamentally flawed 
methodology and cannot successfully demonstrate a language relationship 
theory. A scientifically constructed divergent language relationship theory 
cannot be based on a handful of individual words without regular sound 

72 Nam (2002: 313b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 163b-164a). The attested EMK form is  [ ] 
(LMC ə , Pul. 223) ‘eye ( )’ (KYS #167; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological 
reconstruction of this EMK form is my own. 

73 Nam (2002: 105b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 60b). This word is not attested in EMK in KYS. 
74 Nam (2002: 1181b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 626a). The attested EMK form is ɦ  [ ] (LMC ,

ʔ , Pul. 371) ‘mouth ( )’ (KYS #169; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological reconstruction 
of this EMK form is my own. 

75 Nam (2002: 161b); Yu Ch’angton (2000: 92b). The attested EMK form is kwi [ ] ( , 
Pul. 178) ‘ear ( )’ (KYS #168; Sasse 1976: 117); the phonological reconstruction of this 
EMK form is my own. 

76 Apparently based on Korean-internal evidence, Sŏ (1989: 45-46) proposes a proto-form *nut 
(the asterisk is my addition) for attested modern Korean nun  ‘eye’ and ‘snow’. If this 
form can be verified with future advances in the field of Korean historical linguistics, a 
possible loanword connection with Middle Mongol nidü-n ‘eye’ cannot be ruled out. 
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correspondences or evidence of shared functional morphology. The Mongolic-
Korean Theory is thus scientifically inadequate and must be abandoned. 

 
 

The ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory 
 
Among the most prevalent theories in Mongolia today on the ethnolinguistic 
origins of the Mongols is what may be termed the ‘Lexical Immunity’ theory. 
Scholars who follow this theory, inherently or explicitly, include Bazarragchaa 
(1992, 1995, 2008), Tüdew (1996), Badamdorj (2007), and to a lesser extent, 
Bertagaev (1974) and others. Their methodology includes forcing Mongolic-
internal etymologies for numerous known loanwords from foreign languages 
and attempting to reverse the directionality of demonstrable foreign loanwords 
in Mongolic. Badamdorj summarizes the basic assumption of this approach, 
claiming that “compared to many other languages of the world, loanwords 
constitute only a small portion of the Mongolian lexicon”77 and coins a term 
for this approach, claiming that Mongolian is characterized by “lexical 
immunity (үгийн сангийн дархлаа)” and is thus comparatively free of foreign 
influence (Badamdorj 2007). 

Tüdew (1996) attempts to reverse the well-established Indo-European 
etymology of Mongolian ном ɔ 78 ‘book, dharma, Buddhist teaching’, 
claiming that this Mongolian word is the ultimate source of Greek νόμος 
(nόmos) ‘law’,79 despite the fact that the word is not attested in Mongol before 
the thirteenth century, and the fact that the Middle Mongol form has been 
demonstrated numerous times to be a medieval borrowing from Old Uygur, i.e. 
Middle Mongol nom ‘law, teaching, dharma’ ← Old Uygur nom ← Sogdian 

77 “Дэлхийн олон хэлнээс монгол хэлний үгийн санд орж ирсэн ормол үгс нь манай 
хэлний үгийн сангийн багахан бүрэлдэхүүн хэсэг болно” (Badamdorj 2007: 17). 

78 The phonetic transcription given here is my own.  
79 Tüdew 1996: 112)   
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nwm [num ~ nom] ‘law, canon’80 ← Syriac nōm ← Greek νόμος (nόmos) 
‘law’. 81  The word is attested in Greek many centuries before the earliest 
historical attestation of any of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples, and there is no 
historical motivation for Tüdew’s claim. 82  The Mongol word is thus 
demonstrably a borrowing ultimately from Greek, via other Central Eurasian 
languages, and reached Middle Mongol with the transmission of Buddhist texts. 

Bazarragchaa’s approach likewise assumes there are only a handful of 
loanwords in Mongolian.83 In his attempt to maintain this hypothesis in light 
of numerous known loanwords in Mongolian, Bazarragchaa (1992, 1995) 
relies on superficial, unsystematic, rough phonological resemblances and ghost 
morphemes to force Mongolian-internal etymologies, sometimes even for very 
recent loanwords from Chinese (see below). No system of scientifically 
falsifiable regular sound correspondences results from such manipulation of 
the data. Any careful, unbiased scientific study of the Mongolian lexicon 
quickly reveals a myriad of loanwords in all known periods and dialects of 
Mongolic throughout history and prehistory, including loanwords from at least 
Turkic, Tungusic, Iranic, Indic, several periods of Chinese (Old Chinese, 
Middle Chinese, and Mandarin), Tibetic, and Japanese-Koguryoic.84 Foreign 
loanwords in Mongolian which are denied in the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory 
include borrowings from Sanskrit, Chinese, Old Turkic, and other languages 
known to have historically exerted lexical influence on Mongolian in well-
known contexts and specific spheres of Mongolian society. Bazarragchaa 
(1995) proposes untenable Mongolian-internal etymologies, often 

80 The Sogdian form presented here is from Gharib (1995: 246, 6138).  
81 See Poppe (1954: 3), Sinor (1978: 322), and Kara (2009: 197) for the etymology of this 

word. 
82 See Sophocles (1900: 785) for early attestations of the Greek word.  
83 He admits that the Mongolian words for ‘hammer’ and ‘apple’ are loanwords (Bazarragchaa 

1995: 503).  
84 Not to mention the vast number of recent loanwords from Russian, Chinese, English, Korean, 

and other languages into Modern Khalkha.   
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semantically, phonologically, and morphologically flawed folk etymologies 
for numerous well-known foreign loanwords, including the following:85 
 
Modern Khalkha ажнай ʧˈ  ‘fast, strong horse’. For this demonstrably 

monomorphemic Khalkha word, Bazarragchaa (1995: 465 §63) 
proposes a proto-form ǰi nā  with four unjustifiable morphemes 
(the asterisk is my addition), which he compares with Written Mongol 
adara- ‘to be willful, difficult’, aduγusu ‘beast, animal’, adasqa ‘the 
hide of a horse or ox which has starved to death’, and aǰirγa ‘stallion’, 
and concludes that these words come from the same root, given by him 
as * ǰi  (the asterisks are added by me). This analysis poses 
irresolvable morphological, phonological, and semantic problems. In 
fact, the Khalkha word comes from attested Preclassical Written 
Mongol aǰinai ‘of noble race, excellent, the best of the horses’, a 
borrowing from Sanskrit  ājāneya ‘of noble origin, of good 
breed (of horses)’.86 

 
Modern Khalkha авъяас [avˈjas] ‘skill, talent’. Although this word, too, is 

monomorphemic, Bazarragchaa (1995: 80, 81, 427) insists on a 
polymorphemic analysis, and ultimately suggests that the word has 

 ‘take’ as its root. Despite Bazarragchaa’s proposal, the Khalkha 
word, from attested Preclassical Written Mongol abiyas ‘inclination, 
propensity’, is a loanword from Old Uygur abiyaz ← Sanskrit  
abhyāsa ‘reaching to, pervading, prospect, any expected result or 
consequence’.87 

85 The phonetic transcriptions of the Modern Khalkha forms and their translations are my own, 
unless otherwise noted. They are primarily based on educated, urban Khalkha 
pronunciation. 

86 Kara (2009: 7) and Sükhbaatar (1997: 15); see Monier-Williams (1964 [1899]: 132) for the 
Sanskrit word and its definition.  

87 See Kara (2009: 2) for the Middle Mongol form and the etymology. The Sanskrit form is 
from Monier-Williams (1964). 
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Modern Khalkha ад  ‘evil spirit’. This is also a monomorphemic word, 
despite Bazarragchaa (1995: 480), who proposes a proto-form  
(the asterisk is my addition) which he attempts to connect with such 
unrelated Written Mongol forms as aǰa ‘luck, fortune’, eǰi ‘mother’, 
and others. His proposal is highly unlikely for semantic and 
phonological reasons. In fact, the Khalkha word ад  ‘evil spirit’, 
first attested in Preclassical Written Mongol as ada ‘obstacle, 
hindrance, harmful demon’, is a loanword from Old Uygur ada 
‘hindrance, obstacle’.88 

 
Modern Khalkha эрдэнэ [ˈɪ ʔn̩ ~ ˈɛ ʔn̩  ‘jewel’. Bazarragchaa (1992: 126) 

reconstructs a proto-form  (the asterisk is my addition) for this 
monomorphemic word, and follows Bertagaev (1974: 165) who 
attempts to connect the word with modern Written Mongol erkes 
‘celestial body’, erüdesü ‘mineral’, erü- ‘to dig’, ele- ‘to grate, make a 
hole in, chop’, and elü- ‘shave down thinly (of animal skins and hides)’. 
Despite Bazarragchaa and Bertagaev, Modern Khalkha эрдэнэ [ˈɪ ʔn̩
~ ˈɛ ʔn̩  ‘jewel’ comes from attested Middle Mongol erdini (Pcl. 
erdeni ~ erdini) ‘jewel’, which is a well-known loanword from Old 
Uygur erdini ← Sogdian ratn ‘jewel’ ← Sanskrit  ratna ‘jewel, gem, 
treasure, gift, present, etc.’89 
 
Not only for phonological reasons, but even simply taking general 

historical reasoning into account, one may deduce that the above-mentioned 
words are loanwords in Mongolian—in their earliest attestations in Middle 
Mongol, these Indic and Old Uygur loanwords are known only in Buddhist 
contexts, and since Buddhism is in origin a foreign religion which the Mongols 

88 See Kara (2009: 5) for the Preclassical Middle Mongol form and its etymology.  
89 See Kara (2009: 101-102) for the etymology and the Preclassical Written Mongol forms. 

The Middle Mongol form I give here is from HIIY (1.13b3). The Sanskrit form is from 
Monier-Williams (1964) and the Sogdian form is from Gharib (1995: 343, 8526). 
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embraced, these can be reasonably assumed to be loanwords. The phonology 
and semantics of the identifiable etyma further support this conclusion.  

Old Turkic loanwords outside of the sphere of Buddhist terminology 
are overlooked (or denied) by Bazarragchaa as well. See below for an example:  

 
Modern Khalkha алт ɬ  ‘gold’. Bazarragchaa (1995: 443) reconstructs a 

proto-form  (the asterisks are my addition) and 
connects this word with Written Mongol al ‘red’. This proposal is 
highly problematic for semantic and phonological reasons. In fact, 
Khalkha ‘gold’, from attested Preclassical Written Mongol altan 
‘gold’,90 is a borrowing from Old Turkic altun ‘gold’. The fact that 
Bazarragchaa gives a variant in  with a vowel  suggests 
that he was aware of the Old Turkic form and chose to overlook it. 
There is no reason for reconstructing an  from Mongolic-internal 
data alone. 

 
A number of demonstrable Chinese loanwords in Mongolian which are 

overlooked or denied by Bazarragchaa include the following:  
 
Modern Khalkha бэх ɪ ɛ  ‘ink’. Bazarragchaa (1995: ix) claims this 

word is related to the Written Mongol verb bekeyi- ‘to be hunchbacked 
or bent’ and beki ‘strong, solid’. This proposal is impossible for 
semantic reasons, and highly unlikely for phonological and historical 
reasons. Attested Middle Mongol beke ‘ink’91 is a loanword from Late 
Middle Chinese  ə  ‘ink’ with partial convergence with Middle 
Turkic mäkkä ‘ink’.92 

90 Kara (2009: 10).  
91 MMgl beke [ ] ‘ink ( )’ (HIIY 1.11a1).  
92 This Middle Turkic form, cited from DTS, is the earliest attestation of this word in Turkic. 

As for the etymology of Middle Mongol beke ‘ink’, I identified this as a LMC → MMgl 
loanword, and later learned that Sims-Williams (1996: 62) proposed the following 
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Modern Khalkha цонх ʦʰɔχ̃] ‘window’. Bazarragchaa (1995: 492) proposes 
a connection with the verb цонхой- ʦʰɔ̃̍ χɔɶ̯  (modern Written 
Mongol čongqoyi-) ‘to become hollow, dented, concave, sunken in’.93 
Neither word is attested until modern times. Modern Khalkha ʦʰɔχ̃] 
‘window’ is attested in modern Written Mongol as čongqu, probably 
representing an Early Modern Mongolian form, borrowed from 
Modern Mandarin  ch’uang-hu (MSC chuanghu) ʈ͡ʂʰu̯áŋxu] 
‘window’.94 
 
The above-mentioned Chinese words refer to material items that were 

directly imported from China and which were generally foreign to traditional 
or pre-medieval Mongolian lifestyle, effectively excluding the possibility of 
these words being of native Mongolian stock. Some of the Chinese loanwords 
are very recent borrowings from Mandarin, within the past century or two (e.g. 
‘window’) and do not have a very long history in Mongolian. 

Surprisingly, despite its many inherent flaws, this idea of a ‘lexically 
immune’ Mongolian language has gained credence among many language 
researchers (in Mongolian, хэл судлаачид) in Mongolia, with the notable 
exceptions of Shagdarsüren, Tömörtogoo, and a few others. 

The ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory does not offer a credible theory on the 
origins of the Mongolic languages, and is thus diametrically opposed to 

etymology: Middle Chinese  ‘ink’ → Sogdian mk’ ‘ink’ → Trk “mäkä” (attested MTrk 
mäkkä) and WMgl beke ‘ink’. The Sogdian intermediary explains the CVCV structure of 
the Mongol word, but the word-initial b of the Mongol form is more easily explained as an 
attempt to render Late Middle Chinese * . Middle Mongol beke may be the result of 
later Turkic influence. The following etymology thus seems likely: LMC  *[ ə ] ‘ink’ 
→ unattested Old Mongol *bək ‘ink’ > attested Middle Mongol beke əkʰə  (CVCV 
structure as a result of MMgl convergence with MTrk mäkkä ‘ink’ ← Sogdian mk’ ‘ink’ 
← EMC  * ə  ‘ink’). Note also Daur əɣ  ‘ink’ (Engkebatu 1984: 75). 

93 This is my translation of Bold et al.’s (2008) Mongolian definition: “хонхор, хотгор болох”. 
94 See Sechinchogt (1988: 2260a) and Kara (2002: 67) for the Chinese etymology of this 

modern Mongol word.  
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mainstream historical-comparative linguistics. Below I provide a systematic 
list of the fundamental flaws of the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory (see the 
disproven etymologies above for examples): 

 
1. Phonological: Sound change is predominantly regular,95 but it must 

be assumed to be largely irregular for the vast majority of the 
‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory proposals to work. The theory 
abounds with scientifically unjustifiable folk etymologies and 
superficial comparisons between unrelated words, disregarding 
their philologically attested history and semantic value. 

 
2. Historical: Neighboring peoples rarely do not exert linguistic 

influence of some kind on each other. A major anachronism in 
many ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory proposals is that it is logically 
impossible to have early Mongolic origins for cultural 
borrowings and borrowed technology which are not part of 
early or even medieval Mongol material culture, e.g. ‘window’ 
discussed above. 

 
3. Semantic: Semantic change has limits and exhibits striking regularity,                    

i.e. “there are predictable paths for semantic change across 
different conceptual structures and domains of language 
function,”96 but for many of Bazarragchaa’s proposals to work, 
we must assume that nearly any semantic change is possible, 
e.g. Bazarragchaa’s proposal on ‘ink’ (see above) claims that a 
single protoform underlies modern words for ‘ink’, ‘strong, 
solid’, and ‘to be hunchbacked or bent’. 

 

95 See Campbell (1999) for examples of the regularity hypothesis.  
96 Traugott & Dasher (2004: 1). See also Wilkins (1996) for a study of natural tendencies in 

semantic change. 
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4. Morphological: A basic principle in the discipline of morphology is 
that one cannot segment out morphemes at random. There must 
be careful justification for the segmentation of each 
independent morpheme. Not all words are polymorphemic; in 
fact a significant percentage of the lexicon of any language 
consists of monomorphemic words. The ‘Lexical Immunity’ 
approach denies the existence of a great many demonstrably 
monomorphemic words, and proposes what must be hundreds 
of ad hoc ghost morphemes with little purpose other than to 
support a flawed theory. 

 
5. Philological: The data used in the ‘Lexical Immunity’ approach is 

predominantly based on modern Written Mongol, and not on 
philologically attested early varieties of Mongolic. Wordforms 
from the earliest substantially attested variety of Mongolic—
Middle Mongol—are rarely, if ever, consulted. This 
methodological flaw leads scholars working within this 
framework to a significant number of misanalyses—some 
Written Mongol words which are philologically attested only in 
the modern period are assumed to be very old because they are 
included in Written Mongol dictionaries. For example, the 
word for ‘window’ (see above) is only attested in the early 
modern period, and does not even appear in Middle Mongol, let 
alone earlier times, not to mention the historical fact that the 
concept of ‘window’ is very new for Mongols: The traditional 
Mongolian dwelling—the yurt—has no windows. The concept 
of ‘window’ came with Chinese immigrants and Tibetan 
Buddhist architecture. The word is demonstrably from Modern 
Mandarin  ch’uang-hu (MSC chuanghu) ‘window’ and 
cannot be more than a century or two old in Mongolian. 

 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:42 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



30 
 

 
 

 Despite the popularity of the ‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory in Mongolia, 
it must be abandoned due to the above-mentioned methodological 
shortcomings. 
 
 

The ‘Nomadic Languages’ Hypothesis 
 
Another proposal, which may be termed the ‘Nomadic Languages’ Hypothesis, 
claims that Mongolic and certain other ‘nomadic’ Central Eurasian language 
families are somehow fundamentally different from all other human languages. 
Proponents of this implicitly or explicitly express the belief that not only does 
science not work for these languages, but that it should not work, e.g. Max 
Müller (1855) claimed that the ‘Turanian’ languages, including Mongolic, are 
so different from the ‘Aryan’ languages (i.e. Indo-European) that the 
historical-comparative method cannot work for elucidating their diachronic 
development: 
 

“If languages were all of one and the same texture, they might be unravelled, 
no doubt, with the same tools. But as they are not, — and this is admitted by 
all, — it is surely mere waste of valuable time to test the relationship of 
Tungusic, Mongolic, Turkic, Samoyedic, and Finnic dialects by the same 
criteria on which the common descent of Greek and Latin is established; or 
to try to discover Sanskrit in the Malay dialects, or Greek in the idioms of 
the Caucasian mountaineers. The whole crust of the earth is not made of lias, 
swarming with Ammonites and Plesiosauri, nor is all language made of 
Sanskrit… Up to a certain point the method by which so great results have 
been achieved in classifying the Aryan languages may be applicable to other 
clusters of speech” (Müller 1855: 25-26). 
 
In short, Müller’s remarks are an attempt to justify his scientifically 

impossible ‘Turanian’ language family, a predecessor of the ‘Altaic’ language 
family theory, which has long since been disproven. Established, mainstream 
historical-comparative linguistic methods did not support his language 
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relationship theory, so in lieu of abandoning the unjustifiable ‘Turanian’ 
Theory, he abandoned appropriate scientific methods. Contrary to Müller’s 
claim, this book, a study of Serbi-Mongolic historical-comparative linguistics 
using the same valid, scientifically falsifiable methods employed for the 
diachronic study of the Indo-European languages, is far from a “waste of 
valuable time”. In fact, modern historical-comparative linguistics is the only 
way to conduct scientific work on the history of any language, and it does not 
involve ad hoc solutions to maintain preconceived theories. 

Along the same vein as Müller (1855), and over a century later, Binnick 
(1987) argued that ‘nomadic’ languages are somehow fundamentally different 
from ‘sedentary’ languages and that traditional historical-comparative 
linguistic methods as employed for the diachronic study of the Indo-European 
languages are inadequate for the study of Mongolic: 

 
“Given the nature of nomadic society, it is not surprising that the sharp, 
discrete dichotomies of the Stammbaum model, designed for sedentary 
populations living within communities with sharply defined boundaries, 
might prove less adequate to an understanding of Mongolian linguistic 
history than some kind of reticulated model. The search for the latter, rather 
than the former, type of model of genetic relationship is more likely 
ultimately to prove fruitful” (Binnick 1987: 194). 
 
While it is certainly true that intrafamily convergence has happened 

throughout Serbi-Mongolic history, this kind of convergence has happened in 
all language families continually throughout human history, including what 
Binnick considers more ‘sedentary’ language families like Indo-European, and 
this is no reason to abandon a theory that basically works. There is no reason 
to think that language change happens any differently for nomadic peoples 
than it does for sedentary peoples: Language change is basically the same 
around the world for all humans. It is also important to remember documented 
history: As noted by Pulleyblank (1983), the earliest Serbi-Mongolic speakers 
engaged in agriculture, and were in that sense markedly less ‘nomadic’ than 
the medieval Mongols. It is also widely held that the early Indo-European 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:42 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



32 
 

 
 

speakers included ‘nomadic’ peoples,97 not to mention the numerous Indo-
European-speaking nomads and ‘peripatetic’ populations of our time (e.g. the 
Romani,98 the Kuchi people of Afghanistan, etc.). The dichotomy between 
‘nomadic’ and ‘sedentary’ is not diachronically stable, and peoples can shift 
between the two. These are not valid scientific categories for language types. 
Proposed language families around the world are demonstrable and falsifiable 
by the same methods, regardless of the social structure of their speakers at any 
given point in their histories. Thus the basic assumption of the ‘Nomadic’ 
Language Hypothesis is flawed and does not reflect a scientific approach to 
the historical-comparative study of language. 
 
 

Toward a New Theory on the Ethnolinguistic Origins of the Mongols 
 
Considering the problems and limitations of the above-mentioned theories and 
hypotheses, it is clear that a comprehensive theory on the ethnolinguistic 
origins of the Mongols must meet the following criteria:  
 

1.  The theory must be firmly based on mainstream historical-
comparative linguistic theory as employed for the Indo-European, 
Semitic, Japanese-Koguryoic, Algonquian, Uto-Aztecan, Eskimo-
Aleut, and Uralic languages, and must not employ ad hoc analyses, 
must not ignore the historical-comparative method, and must not ignore 
the thoroughly demonstrated methods of elucidating divergent 
language theories, including the following:  
 

97 Clackson (2007: 18, 201, 214).  
98  Mainstream historical linguistic work on Romani has allowed for important and very 

detailed work to be undertaken on their ethnolinguistic history, with fruitful results, e.g. 
the careful study of loanwords in Romani has allowed for a chronologically detailed 
account of their homeland and their migration into Europe (Campbell 1999: 363-365).  
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2.  It must be based on the fundamental phonological principle underlying 
mainstream historical-comparative linguistics—the notion of regular 
sound correspondence and regular sound change with few exceptions.99 
 

3.  It must take early history and prehistory into careful consideration, 
including historically documented ethnolinguistic contacts with 
neighboring peoples and linguistic evidence of undocumented, pre-
historical contacts. This involves meticulously reading Chinese, 
Tibetan, Mongolian, and other sources.  
 

4.  Semantic changes must be explained within reason. 
 

5.  Morphemes must be carefully justified, and monomorphemic words 
should be acknowledged when they exist. The morphemic structure of 
a word must not be analyzed into unjustifiable ad hoc ghost morphemes. 
 

6.  The philologically attested histories of the languages involved must be 
carefully consulted and thoroughly read before proposing etymologies 
and formulating theories, and the philological data must be treated 
meticulously without bias. 

 
7.  The theory must account for periodization in all the languages 

involved. Languages do not exist in a vacuum—they are constantly 
changing over time. Periodization must also be taken into consideration 
for the foreign languages in which the Serbi-Mongolic data is 
transcribed, i.e. a good understanding of Old Chinese, Early Middle 
Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, Early Old Mandarin, Late Old 
Mandarin, and Old Tibetan phonology is absolutely necessary for a 
careful treatment of the linguistic data on the early Serbi languages. 

99 See Campbell (1999: 17-18 et seq.), Trask (1996: 224-228), and Ringe & Eska (2013: 3 et 
seq.) for information on this ‘regularity principle’ and its history.  
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8.  The theory must account for why Kitan and Taghbach are obviously 
related to Mongolic, as many scholars have hinted at for well over a 
century, and also why they are clearly not direct ancestors of Mongol. 
 

9.  The theory likewise must not pursue disproven hypotheses on 
language types (e.g. ‘nomadic languages’ and ‘sedentary languages’ 
are not empirically valid categories), and it must take language 
universals and linguistic typological considerations into account. It 
must not pursue disproven language family theories or hypotheses, e.g. 
‘Altaic’ and its predecessors and daughter theories (e.g. ‘Dravidian-
Altaic’, ‘Eskimo-Aleut–Altaic’, ‘Eurasiatic’, ‘Nostratic’, etc.) must be 
abandoned, together with the Indo-European–Mongolic Theory, the 
Mongolic-Turkic Hypothesis, the Mongolic-Korean Theory, and the 
‘Lexical Immunity’ Theory. 
 

10.  In order to meet the basic Popperian criterion of the scientific method, 
the theory must be precise enough to be testable and potentially 
falsifiable.100 

 
This book is the first attempt to provide systematic, linguistic sketches 

of the phonology, morphology, and lexicon of Taghbach, T’u-yü-hun, and 
Kitan, and thoroughly argue for their common divergent relationship with 
Mongolic using accepted historical-comparative linguistic methods. 

Below I present the classification of the Serbi-Mongolic languages, to 
be discussed in detail throughout this book: 

 
 
 
 
 

100 Popper (2002 [1935]). 
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Figure 5. Classification of the Serbi-Mongolic Languages 
 
          Indo-European (?) → Proto-Serbi-Mongolic ← Middle Old Chinese (?), early Late Old Chinese 

      (Eastern Hu) 
 

 
 Tibeto-Burman → Common Serbi-Mongolic ← Japanese-Koguryoic, Late Old Chinese 

 
 

 
                Proto-Serbi-Awar   
      
 
 
 
  
        Old Serbi†  Awar† 

                                  (Common Serbi)                
         
            
         
          Avar† (?) 
                         Middle Serbi   
              dialects     

 
   pre-Proto-Mongolic ↔ Archaic Turkic ↔ Taghbach†    

                 Tuan† 
        Mu-jung†   Ch’i-fu† 
                                  (T’u-yü-hun)    

      Yü-wen†  
      (Kitanic) 

  Early OTrk → Proto-Mongolic           
       ( ɔŋgol ~ *mɔŋgɔ)          
       Old Kitan†    Shirwi† 

                           Qay†    Proper 
 
 
      Old Uygur → Old Mongol†                           Middle Kitan†  

             
                                                                                
         Merkit†  Kereyit†     Tatar†                

     Late Kitan†   
        Middle Mongol†  
and modern Mongolic languages  
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CHAPTER TWO: 
A BRIEF ETHNOLINGUISTIC HISTORY OF THE  

SERBI-MONGOLIC PEOPLES 
 
 

2.1. THE EARLY SERBI-MONGOLIC PEOPLES 
 
As with many ethnolinguistic groups of Asia and elsewhere in the world, the 
earliest history of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples is shrouded in uncertainty. 
Nevertheless, there are important sources mentioning bits of information on 
these early peoples, their way of life, their languages, and their interactions 
with their neighbors. 

In the Chinese tradition, Serbi-Mongolic history begins with the 
Eastern Hu (Tung Hu ).1 As Kessler et al. state, “By the time of the 
Warring States (403-221 B.C.), the Eastern Hu were a thriving bronze-age 
culture and a powerful political force along China’s frontier to the north and 
east of modern-day Hebei province.”2 Although the Chinese historical sources 
do not offer as much information as one would like on this early people, 
archaeological research provides additional details: “In the last several decades, 

1 As argued by Pulleyblank (1983: 452-454) the ethnonym ‘Hu’ probably originally only 
denoted early Serbi-Mongolic peoples (‘proto-Mongolian’ in his terminology). In later 
times, the ethnonym  Hu became much more generalized, referring to many neighboring 
non-Sinitic peoples: 

 
“Although in T’ang contexts the word  Hu is most frequently used for ‘Indo-
Europeans’—not merely ‘Iranians from Central Asia’, as usually believed…, but even 
Indians in India—it also refers to Uighurs, Mongols, and others on the northern frontier 
(and in earlier times to the Hsiung-nu and their neighbors as far east as Manchuria); the 
expression ‘the language of the Hu’ can thus refer to Khitan, Old Turkic, Sogdian, or 
another language spoken in the area at that time” (Beckwith 2009: 393). 

 
2 Kessler et al. (1995: 37).  
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a great variety of remains believed to be of the Eastern Hu have been 
uncovered in southeastern Inner Mongolia and in western Liaoning and 
northern Hebei provinces. These remains have been termed Xiajiadian Upper 
Period culture.”3 From this archeological evidence, some important details on 
Eastern Hu life have emerged. Of interest is the fact that “most of the 
Xiajiadian Upper Period cities faced south and were on elevated flat areas next 
to the banks of rivers.”4  Archaeological evidence also indicates that dogs 
played an important role in Eastern Hu hunting 5  and that their animal 
husbandry consisted of sheep, goats, horses, and to a lesser extent, pigs.6 In 
addition, according to Shelach: 

 
“The ubiquitous animal motifs in the decoration of Upper Xiajiadian 
bronzes have prompted the suggestion that the bearers of this culture were 
pastoral nomads… Results of our regional surveys in this area show a more 
complex picture. Large Upper Xiajiadian sites, some of them located on or 
near Lower Xiajiadian sites and in close proximity to water sources and 
arable land, suggest that agriculture was still an important economic 
source… the types of stone artifacts found at Upper Xiajiadian sites support 
the above reconstruction. Many large land-clearing and cultivating tools 
such as hoes and axes were found by our surveys and during previous 
excavations of Upper Xiajiadian sites. The same is true of reaping tools and 
grinding implements… Storage pits excavated at many Upper Xiajiadian 
sites are the clearest indications of the high productivity achieved by Upper 
Xiajiadian agriculture… The fact that many more storage pits than houses 
were excavated at Upper Xiajiadian sites… suggests that a decreasing 
investment in permanent structures does not necessarily reflect a decrease in 
the importance of agriculture” (Shelach 2005: 29). 

 

3 Kessler et al. (1995: 37).  
4 Kessler et al. (1995: 37). 
5 Kessler et al. (1995: 42).  
6 Shelach (2005: 29-30).  
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Chronologically and geographically, the Upper Xiajiadian sites correspond to 
the Eastern Hu, and probably their neighbors. Although it would probably be 
too simplistic to conclude that all Upper Xiajiadian sites are Eastern Hu, the 
Eastern Hu certainly were included in the Upper Xiajiadian sites, if they were 
not the primary culture represented by these sites. The archaeological evidence 
provided by the Upper Xiajiadian sites for increasing pastoralism side-by-side 
with agriculture accords with the Chinese historical accounts of the Eastern Hu 
as pastoral nomads who engaged in agriculture.7 

Most of what is historically known about the Eastern Hu comes from 
the Shih Chi  and Han Shu  accounts of the Hsiung-nu.8 The Eastern 
Hu appear in records as early as the mid-seventh century B.C.,9 where they are 
described as living north of Yen ,10 a country located around present-day 
Peking. They later appear around the third century B.C., when they were 
defeated in battle by the Yen general  Ch’in K’ai.11 Shortly after, they 
recovered and enjoyed a brief period of political power,12 after which they 
suffered a profound defeat by the Hsiung-nu around the second century B.C.13          
The Eastern Hu subsequently split into two main peoples—the Hsien-pei 
( )14 in the north and the Wu-huan  or Wu-wan  ( ) in the 
south.15 Archaeological studies also confirm that the Serbi are descendants of 
the Eastern Hu.16 

7 E.g. Pulleyblank (1983).  
8 SC (110: 2879-2920), HS (94a, 94b).  
9 Lin (1995: 9-10). 

10 SC (110: 2883), HS (94a: 3747), Lin (1995: 10), and Watson (2010: 45).  
11 SC (110: 2885-2886), HS (94a: 3748). Lin (1995: 9-10), Watson (2010: 45). 
12 Watson (2010: 46); HS (94a: 3748).   
13 Lin (1995: 54); SC (110: 2889). 
14 Hereafter ‘Serbi’ (without asterisk). See Pelliot (1928: 142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983: 

452-453) for the reconstruction of this ethnonym. 
15 Hereafter ‘Awar’ (without asterisk). See Pulleyblank (1983: 453) for the reconstruction. 
16 Kessler (1995: 76-79).  
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The Hsiung-nu employed their Serbi and Awar subjects in several 
historically documented battles against the Han Empire, one during the early 
part of the Kuang-wu  reign period (6 B.C. to 57 A.D.) and again in 45 
A.D., i.e. the 21st year of the Chien-wu  reign period. After the Hsiung-nu 
submitted to the Han, in the 30th year of the Chien-wu reign period (i.e. 54 
A.D.) the Serbi leaders Yü-ch’iu-pen  ( ə or ə ),17 Man-
t’ou  ( ʊ),18 and others led their people to the Han imperial capital, 
Loyang, and submitted to the Han Empire.19 The Awar, under Hsin-chih-pen 

 (NLOC ə ə ə )20 and other leaders, resisted a while longer, but 
Hsin-chih-pen was eventually defeated and beheaded in 58 A.D. by Han forces. 
Subsequently, all remaining Serbi leaders submitted to the Han Empire.21 

Not long after, around the first century A.D., Hsiung-nu power was 
waning, and in 87 A.D., the Serbi inflicted a crushing defeat on the Northern 
Hsiung-nu, killing their ruler.22 The remaining Hsiung-nu, still numbering 

17 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include:  Sch. 775 ʔ  (given as ʔ  in 
Schuessler 2007: 584; cf. also cf. Pul. 380 ʔɨ );  Bax. 783 , revised to , Sch. 
84 ə , revised to ə  (cf. Pul. 258 ); and  Sch. 20 ə , Sag. 195 ɨ  (cf. 
Pul. 32 ə ). 

18 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include:  (cf. Pul. 207  revised to            
; as demonstrated by Beckwith, one regular source of Middle Chinese second tone 

is a Late Old Chinese voiced uvular or velar fricative coda ʁ ɣ); and  Sag. 155  
(cf. Pul. 311 ə ). As Beckwith (2009, etc.) has shown, certain northern frontier varieties 
of Late Old Chinese were characterized by partial denasalization of nasal onsets. It is well 
known that Ch’in-Han Old Chinese was characterized by coda *-r > later *n (cf. Sagart 
1999: 50). 

19 According to the T’ung-tien, the Han emperor conferred the title of wang  ‘king’ to Yü-
chih-pen (T’ung-tien 196: 1061). 

20 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’  Bax. 798 ɨ  (revised to ɨ ) and Sch. 684 ə  
(revised to ə );  Sch. 841 ə  (revised to ə ); and  Sag. 195 ɨ  and Sch. 20 

ə . 
21 HHS (90: 2985-2998). 
22 Beckwith (2009: 89-90). 
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over 10,000 people, all adopted the Serbi ethnonym, thereby effectively 
becoming Serbi.23  

The Serbi and Awar are consistently identified in the sources as 
ethnolinguistic descendants of the Eastern Hu: 
  

. 
The Awar and the Serbi are the so-called Eastern Hu of ancient times (SKC 
30: 832). 
 

24 
The Awar are Eastern Hu in origin. In the early Han, Mo-tun ( ʁ )25 of the 
Hsiung-nu annihilated their country; those remaining kept to Awar Mountain, from 
whence they are named (HHS 90: 2979).  

 
The Hou Han Shu explicitly states that the Serbi and Awar have 

the same language and customs: 
 

26 
The Serbi are a branch of the Eastern Hu. They broke off and were near to Serbi 
Mountain, from whence they are named. Their language and customs are the same as 
those of the Awar (HHS 90: 2985). 
 

 There are very few transcriptions of non-onomastic early Serbi and 
Awar words. The third-century Wei Shu ,27 a lost book partially preserved 

23 HHS (90: 2985-2998). 
24  om. (T’ung-tien 196: 1061). 
25 See Beckwith for the reconstruction of this Hsiung-nu title, cognate to Written Mongol 

baγatur ‘hero’ (2009: 387, n. 8); cf. also Middle Mongol ba’atur [ ] ‘hero (
)’ (SHM §120).  

26  om.,  om. (T’ung-tien 196: 1061). 
27 This 3rd century Wei Shu is much earlier than, and distinct from, the 6th century Wei Shu by 

the Taghbach historian Wei Shou.  
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in the San Kuo Chih , contains a transcription of an Awar word for a 
type of headdress: 
 

28

When a woman reaches the time of marriage, she grows her hair out, ties it 
into knots, and adjoins these into a chü-chüeh (NEMC *kukor) adorned with 
gold and green jade, like the headdresses of China (SKC 30: 832). 

 
Following a Northeastern Early Middle Chinese reading of the characters, I 
reconstruct *kukol (or more likely, *kokol) as the Awar name for this type of 
headdress. As noted by Pulleyblank (1983: 453-454), Shagdarsüren (1999), 
and others, this word is cognate to modern Written Mongol kököl ‘long hair, 
braid’.29 The earliest attested cognate in a spoken Mongolic language is early 
Middle Mongol kögül ‘tuft of hair’.30 
 The Chou Shu  provides two glossed Serbi words in a folk 
etymology of a Serbi clan name: 

28  pro  (HHS 90: 2979). 
29 The definition of this Written Mongol word is from Lessing et al. (1995). The modern 

Khalkha reflex of this word, хөхөл [ˈ ɵ ɵ̆ɮ , denotes ‘the two tufts of hair left when a 
girl’s hair is cut for the first time’ and ‘forelock (of a horse)’ (Bawden 1997: 464b).  

30 This word is attested in its reflexive form kögül-iyen [ ] and is glossed as ‘tuft of 
hair ( )’ (SHM §56). Kuribayashi transcribes this as “kegül-iyen” (2009: 261) but the 
Chinese character  was read *kʰɔ  ‹kʰo› in Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa orthography 
(Cob. 168 #731), and thus could render the Middle Mongol sequence kö. Given the modern 
Khalkha reflex, the Middle Mongol form should probably be read kögül. 
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(Chou Shu 1: 
1).
T’ai-tsu Emperor Wen was surnamed Yü-wen (NLOC ʁ ə ). His taboo 
name was T’ai (NEMC tʰay), and his personal name was Hei-t’a (NEMC 

əktʰar). His ancestors came from the clan of the Yen Emperor and Shen-
nung. When they were destroyed by the Yellow Emperor, their descendants 
fled and [began] dwelling in the northern wilderness. Among them was one 
Ko-wu-t’u (NEMC ʊ) who was powerful, martial, and always 
calculating attacks. The Serbi admired him and respected him as their ruler, 
so all twelve tribes and generations made him their leader. Later on, there 
was someone named P’u-hui (NEMC *pʰʊʁɣ ) who had obtained a jade 
royal seal with three knots while game hunting. Although it had writing on 
it stating it was the emperor’s seal, P’u-hui thought of it differently, and 
believed it had been given to him by heaven. According to their custom, 
since ‘heaven ( )’ is called yü (NLOC ʁ) and ‘ruler ( )’ is wen 
(NLOC ə ), they called their land the Yü-wen Country, and also made 
this their surname’. 

 
 From this passage we learn the Yü-wen Serbi words ʁ (or possibly 
*ɔʁ) [ ] ‘heaven ( )’ and ə  [ ] ‘ruler ( )’. Neither word has obvious 
cognates in neighboring languages.31  

31 The Middle Kitan word for ‘heaven’, known in Kitan Assembled Script as , has not yet 
been phonologically deciphered. Some scholars have proposed a connection between this 
word and the Chou Shu transcription of the Serbi word above. Namely, John Tang 
reconstructs “ ” for the Serbi word (2014: 144), apparently based on Pulleyblank’s 
theoretical ‘Middle Chinese’ reading of  as “ ă” (Pul. 382). Although the Chou Shu 
text was completed in the seventh century A.D., i.e. the Late Middle Chinese period, these 
transcriptions are mentioned in connection with events relating to several centuries earlier, 
and the ethnonym Yü-wen is first attested in connection with events dating to the mid-3rd 
century A.D., i.e. the Late Old Chinese period. These transcriptions are thus in a 
northeastern dialect of Late Old Chinese. Pulleyblank’s ‘Middle Chinese’ reconstructions 
largely represent Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese, which is four centuries later.   
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 The Hou Han Shu says that Awar territory is southwest of the Ting-
ling and northeast of the Wu-sun (*ašwin),32 i.e. approximately the territory of 
present-day independent Mongolia. They also lived in the historical region of 
Liao-hsi,33 and they believed that the spirits of their dead ‘returned’ to  
Ch’ih Shan ‘Red Mountain’ in northwestern Liao-tung.34 The same source 
places the Serbi in Liao-tung,35 i.e. somewhat to the east of the Awar. 
 The sources provide evidence on the lifestyle and culture of the early 
Serbi and Awar. We know that they excelled at mounted archery, that they 
engaged in hunting and nomadism, and they lived in round tents (yurts) much 
like the Mongols of today. Their diet consisted primarily of meat and 
fermented dairy products and for clothing they wore animal furs. They 
apparently had no writing.36 Although much of the early accounts of the Serbi 
and Awar are generic in nature, and are largely copied from the Shih Chi and 
Han Shu accounts of the Hsiung-nu, they do provide some specific details as 
well, such as the fact that the doors of Awar tents faced east, unlike most 

32   ‘Their land abounds in snakes, and is located 
southwest of the Ting-ling. They are to the northeast of the Wu-sun  (*ašwin)’ (HHS 
90: 2980; for the reconstruction of this ethnonym, see Beckwith 2009: 376-377). 
Pulleyblank (1983: 454-456) reconstructs *Tägräg and notes the variant transcriptions        

 Ting-ling ( , revised from Pul.) and  T’ieh-le ( , revised from 
Pul.). As Beckwith shows, the Late Old Chinese form of t’ieh  was *tʰêk (2007a: 104-
105). This is surely the same ethnonym as that in the hydronym *Tegreg [ ] (NEMC 

, revised from Pul.) in the famous Serbi (?) song Ch’ih-le Ko  (*Tegreg 
Song). The three variant transcriptions of this ethnonym—Ting-ling [ ], T’ieh-le [

] and Ch’ih-le [ ]—are further evidence in support of Beckwith’s observation (2007a) 
of dialectal variation between coda *g and *ŋ in northern frontier varieties of Old Chinese 
and Early Middle Chinese.  

33 HHS (90: 2982). 
34 .  (HHS 90:2980). 
35 HHS (90: 2986).  
36 There are indications that the later Serbi, e.g. the Taghbach, had writing (see §5.1 for 

discussion). 
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Mongolic peoples today.37 Apparently they distinguished the four seasons by 
observing birds and whether game animals were pregnant or nursing.38 
 Chinese sources mention one salient cultural difference distinguishing 
the Serbi from the Awar. According to the Hou Han Shu, the Serbi, unlike the 
Awar, shaved their heads before marriage, and in the last month of spring they 
met along the  [ ] Jao-le River39 and after feasting and drinking, 
then went off in pairs to consummate their marriage.40 
 Unlike the previously dominant steppe people—the Hsiung-nu—the 
Serbi and Awar engaged in agriculture and fishing.41 The fauna of Serbi-Awar 
territory included wild horses, steppe sheep, cattle species not present in China, 
and numerous fur-bearing animals. The Serbi are described as ‘world-famous’ 
for their furs.42 

37 The yurts of the Khalkha Mongols, for example, face south.  
38 ,  (HHS 90: 2980).   
39 Jao-le [ ] (LMC ; cf.  Tak. Ø, Pul. 264  and  Tak. 386-387 lag  

~ lahä: , Pul. 185 ). I reconstruct Serbi . This river is the same as the 
Kitan hydronym Niao-lo-ko [ ] (OM ) (Kane 2009: 165-166), which I 
reconstruct as  following an Old Mandarin reading of the characters (note that non-
rhotic coda obstruents are not permitted by Old Mandarin phonotactics). Despite arguments 
to the effect by several scholars, this hydronym has no connection with the Kitan word for 
‘gold’ (i.e. MKit   ‹n.i.gu› > LKit  [ ] ‘gold’) and there is also no 
connection with the ethnonym Jurchen, known in Middle Kitan as ǰulǰin  ‹ǰu.ulǰi.n› 
‘Jurchen’ (see Kane 2013b for  ‹ulǰi›). There is possibly a connection between Serbi 

 and Late Kitan  ‘lake’. 
40 HHS (90: 2985) and T’ung-tien (196: 1061).. 
41  Pulleyblank (1983: 454) mentions agriculture among the Serbi-Awar. Lin discusses 

archaeological evidence of agriculture and fishing (1995: 19). For linguistic evidence of 
agriculture among the speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, see Chapter Nine. 

42  (HHS 90: 2985; T’ung-tien 196: 1061).  
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 The Serbi lived primarily in southeastern Inner Mongolia and the 
surrounding area. They were neighbors of the Wa people who lived east of the 
Wu-hou-ch’in River (present-day Lao-ha River) in 178 A.D.43  

We know from the Chinese histories that the early Serbi-Mongolic 
peoples had documented contact with Old Chinese speakers, Japanese-
Koguryoic peoples, and later, Turkic peoples. There are also peoples whose 
contact with the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples is not described in the extant 
histories, but which is evident from linguistic data. Historical-comparative 
linguistics indicates early contact between Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, Tibeto-
Burman, Indo-European, etc.44 See Chapter Nine for discussion. 

Archaeological research also provides hints of other early cultural 
influence from Indo-European peoples to the west.45 This may be cultural 
evidence of Serbi east-west movement, although there is still much work to be 
done on Serbi history.  
 
 

2.2. RISE OF THE SERBI PEOPLES AND CONQUEST OF NORTH CHINA 
 
After defeating the Hsiung-nu in 87 A.D., the Serbi effectively became the 
dominant power in the Eastern Steppe.46 Serbi power was consolidated under 
T’an-shih-huai [ ] (NLOC r ̃ ),47 son of the earlier Serbi 

43 See Kiyose (2001) and Beckwith (2007a: 34-35) for evidence of the Serbi and Wa as 
neighboring peoples at this time.   

44 Campbell (1999) and many other historical linguists have noted the valuable contributions 
of historical-comparative linguistics to elucidating the cultural history of a given people.   

45 As Psarras notes, Serbi art has evidence of “Bactrian contact… through still unascertainable 
channels” (2003: 104). 

46 Beckwith (2009: 89-90). 
47 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include  Sch. 598, Bax. 791 *dan (cf. Pul. 

300 );  Bax. 787 *djAk and Sch. 546 *djak, revised to *dak; and  (cf. Pul. 129      
ɣ əɨ ). 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:49 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



47 
 

 
 

leader T’ou-lu-hou [ ] (NLOC ʊ ʊ ʊ).48 T’an-shih-huai is credited 
with establishing laws and regulations among the early Serbi people, and is 
generally considered by historians to have been the first significant leader of 
the Serbi.49 He reigned from 136-180 A.D.50 His name is reconstructible as 

ʁ  or ʁ .51 
The San Kuo Chih  gives the following account of Serbi leaders 

subordinate to T’an-shih-huai, and the internal administrative divisions of the 
Serbi country: 
 
  

48 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions:  Sch. 615 *du (cf. Pul. 311 ə );  Sag. 
161 *arok, Bax. 775 *C-rok, Sch. 394 *ruk (cf. Pul. 201 ə ); and  Sch. 235 , Bax. 
763 , revised to  (cf. Pul. 125 ɣə ). 

49 See Xu (2005: 122) for a translation of the relevant passage.  
50 Laursen (2011: 19); Kradin (2011: 201). 
51 Boodberg reconstructed *daldaγai (i.e. ʁ  in my transcription system), and proposed 

a connection with WMgl dalda ‘invisible, etc.’ (Boodberg 1936: 168, n. 2). Note attested 
Middle Mongol dalda [ ] ‘protected, shielded away from something ( )’ (SHM 

208). However, Boodberg’s proposal is morphologically problematic: Although Written 
Mongol has a suffix -γai ~ -gei, this suffix is concatenated only to verbal roots to form 
deverbal adjectival nouns (cf. Poppe 1954: 45 §148). Attested Middle Mongol dalda is 
adjectival, and is not attested as a verbal root. We can entertain the possibility of zero 
derivation, but without additional examples, that remains at the level of speculation. 
Phonologically, the form ʁ  has an exact match in modern WMgl daldaγai and 
modern Khalkha далдгай [ ɮtˈʁ ] ‘flared, flapping, big and flat’ (cf. Bold et al. 2008 for 
these semantic values and the WMgl form; the IPA transcription of the Khalkha form is 
my own), but since the semantic value of the Old Serbi name is not given, and since the 
WMgl form daldaγai is only attested in modern Written Mongol, this too remains a 
speculative etymology.
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…

 52 
T’an-shih-huai… divided his territory into three parts: From Right Pei-p’ing 
to the Liao in the east, bordering the Puyŏ and Maek, is the Eastern Division, 
with over twenty cities and whose leaders (ta-jen) are called Mi-chia, 
Ch’üeh-chi, Su-li, 53  and Huai-t’ou. From Right Pei-p’ing westward to 
Shang-ku is the Central Division, with over ten cities, and whose leaders (ta-
jen) include K’o-tsui, Ch’üeh-chü, Mu-jung, and others, holding the title of 
ta-shuai. From Shang-ku westward to Tun-huang, bordering the *Ašwin to 
the west is the Western Division, with over twenty cities, and whose leaders 
(ta-jen) include Chih-chien Lo-lo, Jih-lü T’ui-yen, Yen-li-yu, and others, all 
who are Grand Marshals,54 and are under the rule of T’an-shih-huai (SKC 
30: 837-838). 
 
From this passage we learn the main ethnolinguistic neighbors of the 

Serbi peoples in the second century A.D.—on the east they bordered Puyo-
Koguryoic peoples (the  Puyŏ55 and the Maek56); in the west, the 
*Ašwin, an Indo-European people;57 and in the south, they shared borders with 
speakers of Late Old Chinese dialects. 

52  ante  om.;  pro ; post om.;  pro 
;  post  om., post  add.; 

 om.; pro ;  ante  om.; post om., post add.; 
 pro  (HHS 90: 

2989-2990). Compare with T’ung-tien (196: 1061-1062). 
53 Cf. also Kradin (2011: 198) and Xu (2005: 126) for this person’s role in early Serbi history.  
54 Hucker translates  ta-shuai as “Grand Marshal” and describes the term as “the ad hoc 

designation of a major military commander” (Hucker 1985: 470).  
55 Korean . Hereafter Puyo.  
56 ‘Maek’ here refers to the Ye-Maek  ( ). 
57 See Beckwith (2009: 376) for the reconstruction of this ethnonym and a discussion of their 

Indo-European affinity.  
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The passage also provides important onomastic data on the Serbi 
peoples, including the following names: 
 
Ch’üeh-chi [ ] (NLOC *kʰɔ ɨ ),58 reconstructible as *qʰɔ ɨ/*qʰɔ ɪ. 
 
Ch’üeh-chü [ ] (NLOC *kʰɔ ɨ ),59 reconstructible as *qʰɔ ɨ/*qʰɔ ɪ. 

This is apparently the same name as Ch’üeh-chi above.  
 
Chih-chien Lo-lo [ ] (NLOC ɨ r ̃ ). 60  Considering the 

likely possibility that the redundant  in the transcription is for a 
coda  followed by a new syllable beginning with a vowel,61 his name 
may be reconstructed as ɨ , ɪ , ɨ , or

ɪ . 
 
Huai-t’ou [ ] (NLOC ʊ),62 reconstructible as ʊ or ɢ ʊ. 

This is probably the same name as that of the ca. 11th century Mongol 
ruler Qaidu. 

 

58 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’  Sch. 501 *khjuat, Bax. 784 *kwhjat (cf. Pul. 263 kʰuat, 
revised to kʰuar); and  (cf.  Sch. 264 *kjəj), also compare  Pul. 137 ɨ . 

59 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’  (see footnote above); and  Sch. 330 *kja, Bax. 769 *k(r)ja, 
revised to *kja (cf. Pul. 162 ɨ). 

60 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’  Sch. 839 ə , revised to ə  (cf. Pul. 408 ɨ / , 
i.e. ṭɨ / ṭ , hypothetically from earlier ɨ  or ɨ );  (cf. Pul. 145 ɨ , cf. 

 Sch. 297 *kjans, revised to *kans);  Sch. 401 *grak (cf. Pul. 204 ); and  Sch. 
401 *raj (cf. Pul. 203 , Tak. 304 la ~ ra). 

61 This kind of transcription is observed in Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of the Archaic 
Turkic language *Kɨr (Chieh), cf. Shimunek et al. (2015).  

62  (cf. Pul. 129 ɣ əɨ ) and unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’  Sag. 155  (cf. Pul. 311         
ə ). 
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Jih-lü T’ui-yen [ ] (NLOC *m/nyir/črurtʰuylyə ),63 reconstructible as 
*mič(r)urtʰuylə  or any number of other possibilities.64 

 
K’o-tsui [ ] (NLOC ʦɔć).65 This name attests the existence of an 

alveolar affricate onset ʦ in early Serbi dialects, as well as word-final 
palatal affricate *č or ʦ.   The name may be reconstructed ʦɔč or 
even ʦɔʦ. 

 
Mi-chia [ ] (NLOC ),66 reconstructible as  or . 
 
Mu-jung [ ] (NLOC ʊ),67 reconstructible as ʊ.68 His name 

later formed an eponymous clan name—the Mu-jung clan, one of the 
most influential clans in Serbi history (see below). 

 

63  (cf. Pul. 266 ɲ , revised to ɲʥ ) late MOC *myič < *myiky (Beckwith 2007a: 94-95, 
158);  (cf. Pul. 205 , revised to ; Sch. 398 *ryuat revised to *ruar/t, Bax. 774 
*b-ryut, revised to *b-rut, Sag. 127 *BCə-lut);  (cf. Pul. 312 tʰwə ; Sch. 618 *hluəy; 
Bax. 793 *tʰuy); and  (cf. Pul. 357 ; according to SWCT (11: 730) this character 
was pronounced the same as  MSC yín, reconstructed for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ as 
Sch. 753 *lyər). 

64 Laursen considers him to be the progenitor of the Taghbach (2011: 21). 
65  Sch. 349 *kaj (cf. Pul. 172 ); and  *tsots (Schuessler 2007: 325), cf.  Pul. 423    

. 
66  (cf. Pul. 212 , revised to ; Sch. 413 *myiay); and  Sch. *kəraj, Bax. 766 

*kraj (cf. Pul. 143 ɨ, Tak. 306 ka). 
67 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions include:  Sch. 432-433 (revised to 

); and  Sch. 510  and Bax. 785  (revised to ʊ ). Note that LOC 
 was partially denasalized to . Cf. also  Pul. 220 ɔ  and Pul. 267 yuawŋ. 

The NLOC reading of  has no coda *ŋ – note the variant transcription of the ethnonym 
Mu-jung discussed in Chapter Three. 

68 Note the variant transcription Pu-yao [ ] (Chin Shu 108: 2803) discussed in Chapter 
Three.  
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Su-li [ ] (NLOC *sâhris/ć),69 reconstructible as  or *sarić.  
 
Yen-li-yu [ ] (NLOC ɦ r ̃ ə ),70 reconstructible as ɦ . 
 

After the disintegration of T’an-shih-huai’s unified Serbi state, another 
Serbi leader, K’o-pi-neng [ ] (NLOC *kʰaypyiyʁ əʁ),71 succeeded in 
uniting several Serbi clans around 225 A.D., but his Serbi confederation was 
short-lived, and he did not achieve the wholly unified Serbi state which had 
existed under T’an-shih-huai.72 
 
 
 

69  Sch. 588 *sah (revised to *s ) < ? earlier OChi Bax. 790 *saks (revised to *s ); and 
 Sch. 376 *Crjəs (revised to *Cris), Bax. 773 *C-rjits (revised to *C-rits), Sag. 41 *r…. 

70  (Sch. 714, 716 ʔ , Bax. 800 ʔ  (revised to LOC *ɦ r ̃ ) (see Beckwith 2007a for 
the correspondence of theoretical ʔ to northeastern *ɦ);  (SWCT (1: 55) says it is 
pronounced the same as  MSC xié, cf. MSC xié, reconstructed for ‘Old Chinese’ as 
Sch. 680-681 *giap; however, Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Indic indicate that  
transcribes an Indic phoneme sequence read *re in Sanskrit (see Coblin 1983: 246, §129); 
I thus reconstruct  LOC *rey); and  Sag. 767 *lyəw (revised to *ləw).  

71  (cf. Pul. 172 kʰa; the phonetic is  Bax. 771 and Sch. 349 *khayʔ, revised to *khayʁ); 
 (cf. Pul. 33 ; Bax. 747 *byiys, Sch. 23 *Gpyəyʔ revised to 

*pyəyʁ/*pyiyʁ); and  (cf. Pul. 223 əŋ; Sch. 438 *nəʔ, revised to *nəʁ). The Old Serbi 
form of this name or epithet is reconstructible as qʰaypirdəʁ or, more likely, qʰaypɪ ʁ. 
This word is analyzable in Mongolic: The ʁ element resembles Middle Mongol -dAG 
‘habitual verbal noun suffix’ and the qʰaypɪ  element resembles modern Written Mongol 
qabir- ‘grind (e.g. one’s teeth), strike (e.g. a match or flint), argue and quarrel with others’; 
note the regular correspondence of attested Serbi *Vy to Middle Mongol V (see Table 55 
in §8.2.2 for examples). If this etymology is correct, then the epithet qʰaypɪ ʁ [ ] 
denotes ‘one who grinds (their teeth)’ or, more likely, ‘one who quarrels’; however, since 
the Old Serbi wordform is not glossed, and since qabir- is only attested in modern Written 
Mongol, this etymology remains at the level of speculation. 

72 SKC (30: 838 et seq.). Boodberg (1936: 168), Kradin (2011: 198-199, 201, 203-204, 206).  
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The Serbi Conquest of North China 
 

Around a century later, shortly after the fall of the Eastern Han, various Serbi 
peoples began expanding across North China and forming states, some 
ephemeral, some relatively long lasting. The most influential of these Serbi 
peoples were the T’o-pa  or *Taghbach,73 who founded the states of Tai 

 (310-376) and the Northern Wei  (386-ca. 550), the latter of which 
famously unified northern China in 439 A.D.74 The Taghbach are also known 
in certain Chinese sources as ‘Wrapped Heads ( )’, a folk etymology based 
on So  ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’.75 

A people of the same immediate origin as the Taghbach, and who were 
known by a variant of the same name, transcribed T’u-fa ,76 founded the 

73 Hereafter Taghbach. See Beckwith (2005, 2006e) on the reconstruction of this ethnonym. 
74 On the identification of the Taghbach as ethnolinguistic descendants of the Serbi, see Ligeti 

(1970a: 278). Based on archaeological evidence, Wei Zheng (2009) argues that the 
Taghbach (T’o-pa Hsien-pei) originated in the northern Greater Khinggan Range. The Nan 
Ch’i Shu states of the Taghbach: ‘They are also called Serbi ( )’ (NCS 57: 983). 
The T’ung-tien states: ‘The Taghbach clan are Serbi, a separate group of the descendants 
of the Eastern Hu ( )’ (T’ung-tien 196: 1063). 

75 The Nan Ch’i Shu provides a folk etymology for this name: “ ” [They 
cover their hair and have a lapel on the left, so they are called ‘Wrapped Heads’] (NCS 57: 
983), a folk etymology based on So  ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’. The T’u-fa are also known by 
a different transcription of the same epithet: “ ” [The Scythian/Saka Miscreant 
T’u-fa] (Chin Shu 125: 3118). For discussion of the early Chinese transcriptions of the 
ethnonym ‘Saka’ ~ ‘Scythian’ ~ ‘Sogdian’, see Beckwith (2009: 377-380). 

76 The T’u-fa were also known as ‘The Serbi west of the Yellow River ( )’ (Chin Shu 
126: 3141). 
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Southern Liang  (397-414 A.D.). 77  Much later descendants of the 
Taghbach also founded the Tangut Empire (1038-1227 A.D.).78 

The Tuan  clan (NEMC ɔr)̃79 were politically active in the late 3rd 
to mid-4th centuries, although they never formed a state.80 The Yü-wen  
(NLOC ʁ ə )81

 Serbi enjoyed a short-lived rule over parts of northeastern 
China, from the mid-3rd to the late 4th century,82 and the Northern Chou  
(557-581) was founded by Yü-wen T’ai , a descendant of the Yü-wen. 
The Kitan, *Qay (hereafter Qay), and *Shirwi Proper (hereafter Shirwi) 
descend from the Yü-wen Serbi.83 

77 T’u-fa is is a variant transcription of the ethnonym *Taghbach as demonstrated by Beckwith 
(2005: 6). As for their common immediate origin with the Taghbach, the Chin Shu states: 
“ ” [Their ancestors emerged together with the Taghbach] (Chin Shu 126: 
3141).

78 As Beckwith notes, the T’o-pa clan name was common among the Tanguts (1987: 170, n. 
174), including the first Tangut emperor, T’o-pa Yüan-hao . This suggests that 
the ruling class of the Tanguts, or a definite part of the Tangut nobility, was Taghbach in 
ethnic origin. The Tangut language, however, is demonstrably a Tibeto-Burman language, 
and is unrelated to the Serbi-Mongolic languages. 

79  (cf. Pul. 83 ). See Chapter Three for a discussion of Northeastern Early Middle 
Chinese phonology. The ethnonym is attested in WS (103: 2305-2306). 

80 For information on the Tuan, see the description of the Tuan leader P’i-ti  in the Chin 
Shu (63: 1710-1712). Other Tuan Serbi leaders and their interactions with the Chieh  
people are described in WS (103: 2305-2306) and Chin Shu (95: 2486).  

81 Unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’:  Sch. 780 ʔ and Bax. 805 ʔ (revised to LOC 
ʁ) (cf. Pul. 382 ); and  Sag. 210-211 ɨ  and Sch. 641 ə  (revised to 

LOC ə ), (cf. Pul. 323 ). 
82 See the Chou Shu for an account of the early ‘Yü-wen State ( )’ (Chou Shu 1). 
83 WS (100: 2222); LS (63: 949, 951); Lee (1996: 59); Xu (2005: 27); Lin (1995: 21). The 

descent of the Qay is explicitly asserted in the Wei Shu: “ ” [They are a 
separate clan of the Eastern Yü-wen] (WS 100: 2222). For studies demonstrating the Kitan, 
Qay, and Shirwi as descendants of the Yü-wen Serbi, see Xu (2005: 99 etc.), Gai Zhiyong 
(2001: 41-42), Twitchett & Tietze (2008), and Marsone (2011: 35, 39). The early Yü-wen 
dialect must have been significantly different from the central dialects of Middle Serbi, 
since the Wei Shu and T’ung-tien state: “ ” [Their speech is rather different 
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Another lineage of Serbi people, the Ch’i-fu (NEMC 
kʰɨ ),84 first appear in 265 A.D. during the  Western Chin85 and 

later founded the state of  Western Ch’in (385-431) in southern Kansu.86 
The Mu-jung clan of the Serbi,87 headed by descendants of the 

2nd c. A.D. Serbi ruler Mu-jung, founded numerous short-lived states, 
including Former Yen (337-370), Western Yen  (384-394) and Later 
Yen (384-409) in northeastern China, Southern Yen  (398-410) in 
what is now Shandong, and the long-lasting ‘Azha འ་ཞ་ or T’u-yü-hun  
Kingdom (3rd c. to at least as late as the 8th c. A.D.).88 There is a significant 
amount of onomastic data on the Mu-jung, Ch’i-fu, T’u-fa, and Tuan in the 
Chin Shu, Chou Shu, and other Chinese sources that has not yet been analyzed 

from the Serbi] (WS 103: 2304; T’ung-tien 196: 1062). Despite this statement, however, it 
is clear from data on the daughter dialects of Yü-wen (especially Kitan), that this language 
was clearly divergently related to Taghbach and other Serbi dialects, that is, unless we 
entertain the possibility of language shift, whereby the early Yü-wen may have shifted 
from a ‘different’ language to Serbi. The attested transcriptions of early Yü-wen are not 
sufficient to rule out this possibility, but the dominant, later Yü-wen dialect spoken by the 
Kitans is demonstrably a Serbi language. Also, at least in terms of ethnicity, the Wei Shu 
includes the Yü-wen together with the Mu-jung among the eastern Serbi (WS 113: 3012). 

84 *Kɨrbuk / *Kɨlbuk / *Kerbuk / *Kelbuk / *Kɪ ʊ ɪ ʊ  (  Pul. 247 kʰɨt, revised to  
kʰɨr, and Sino-Korean  kŏr;  Pul. 98 buwk and Sino-Korean  pok). 

85 Chin Shu (125).  
86 The Chin Shu provides glossed transcriptions of several Ch’i-fu Serbi words, including 

*tʰakdak [ ], an epithet of a Ch’i-fu Serbi ruler, glossed as ‘not god, not human (
)’ (Chin Shu 125: 3113).

87 See Laursen (2011: 20 et seq) for a history of the Mu-jung Serbi. The T’ung-tien states: ‘The 
Mu-jung clan are also Serbi, a different group of the descendants of the Eastern Hu (

)’ (T’ung-tien 196: 1062). 
88 The Old Tibetan Annals mention T’u-yü-hun (‘Azha) rulers at least as late as the 8th c. A.D. 

See Chapter Six for details.   
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from a linguistic perspective. The Serbi language was undoubtedly used in the 
administration of these and numerous other states in North China.89 
 
 

2.3. THE AWAR DURING THE SERBI EXPANSION 
 
During the Serbi expansion, i.e. in the centuries after the Serbi-Awar 
submission to the Han Empire, the Awar continued to be documented as an 
independent people at least as late as the third century A.D. The Hou Han Shu, 
San Kuo Chih, Tzu Chih T’ung Chien,  and other sources provide accounts of 
battles they engaged in, internal conflicts or civil wars,90 and transcriptions of 
the names of leaders, including the following onomastic data, which provides 
important clues on Awar phonology: 
 
Ch’iu-li-chü [ ] (NLOC kʰurɨ )91 was an Awar ruler who died in the 

Ch’u-p’ing  reign period, i.e. around 190-193 A.D. He ruled the 
Awar territory in Liao-hsi. 92  His name may be reconstructed 
*kʰurɨqa/*kʰurɪ  or *qʰurɨqa/*qʰurɪ , closely resembling and 
possibly cognate to Middle Mongol quriqa-n ‘lamb’.93 

 

89 As a concrete example from the period of Northern and Southern Division, Kao Huan , 
progenitor of the 6th century Northern Ch’i  state, used both the “Serbi language (

)” and “Chinese ( )” to address his soldiers (TCTC 157: 4882; cf. also Dien 2007: 
9). 

90 See Hou Han Shu (90: 2984) for an account of internal conflicts among the Awar rulers.  
91  Sch. 493 *khwjə revised to *khwə, Bax. 783 *kwhjɨ revised to *khwɨ, Sag. 57-58 *bKwu 

(cf. Pul. 257 kʰuw);  Sch. 377 *Crjək revised to *Crək, Bax. 773 *C-rjɨk revised to     
*C-rɨk (cf. Pul. 189 lik);  Sch. 329 *kyah revisd to *kah, Bax. 769 *k(r)ja revised to 
*ka (cf. Pul. 162 kɨ). 

92 HHS (90: 2984); SKC (30: 834); TCTC (63: 2013). See also Xu (2005: 124-125) for a 
translation of the relevant passage. 

93 MMgl quriqan [ ] ‘lamb ( )’ (HIIY 1:06.a8).   
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Lou-pan [ ] (NLOC ʊ r)̃94  was son of Ch’iu-li-chü.95 His name is 
reconstructible as ʊ . This suggests that, unlike most Mongolic 
languages of today and the medieval period, Awar phonology 
apparently permitted  in word-initial position. 

 
T’a-tun [ ] (NLOC r ̃ ),96 nephew of Ch’iu-li-chü. He succeeded 

Ch’iu-li-chü as ruler of the Liao-hsi Awar.97 
Nan-lou [ ] (NLOC r ̃ ʊ),98 a late second to early third-century Awar 

leader of  Shang-ku (approximately modern-day Zhangjiakou).99 
The transcription renders an Awar form ʊ, ʊ, or even ʊ.  

 
Su-p’u-yen [ ] (NLOC *šâbʊ r)̃,100 ruler of Awar territory in Liao-

tung.101  
 
Wu-yen [ ] (NLOC r)̃,102 the Awar leader of Right Pei-p’ing.103 
  

The Awar under T’a-tun were decisively defeated by the Han in 206 
A.D., and the Awar soldiers were incorporated into the Han army, where they 

94  Pul. 199 lǝw (cf.  Sch. 392 *ru, Bax. 775 *C-rjo revised to *C-ro);  Sag. 114 
*apran revised to LOC r ̃(cf. Pul. 28 ɨ ɛːn). 

95 SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013). 
96  (cf. Pul. 299 dap);  (cf. Pul. 84 twǝn3 < LOC r ̃ ). 
97 SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013). 
98  Sag. 109 ; Sch. 437 *nan; Bax. 778 *nan (all revised to r ̃ for northeastern 

frontier dialectal LOC);  Pul. 199 lǝw (cf.  Sch. 392 *ru, Bax. 775 *C-rjo revised 
to *C-ro).  

99 TCTC (63: 2013); SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984). 
100  Sch. 585, Bax. 790, Sag. 72;  Sch. 465, Bax. 781;  Sch. 710.  
101 SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984); TCTC (63: 2013).  
102  Sch. 645 and Bax. 795 ʔ  (revised to );  Sch. 710 *ljan (revised to r)̃; the 

transcription renders an Awar form *alar, *alan, or *alañ. Superficially, this looks 
comparable to the Buryat ethnonym Alar ~ Alair. 

103 TCTC (63: 2013); SKC (30: 834); HHS (90: 2984). 
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became known as ‘world-famous horsemen ( )’.104 After the third 
century A.D., the Awar cease to be mentioned by this name in historical 
records, although at least some of the people seem to have been absorbed by 
the Serbi, since their ethnonym later appears as a Serbi clan name transcribed 
as Wu-wan [ ] in the Wei Shu.105 

 
 

2.4. THE KITAN (OR ‘KITANIC’106) PEOPLES 
 
The Kitan and their close relatives, the Shirwi and Qay, are descendants of the 
Yü-wen Serbi.107 The Kitan and Qay are generally believed to have been a 
single people until they split off from each other in ca. 386-395, when the first 
independent Kitan polity was founded and the ethnonym ‘Kitan’ (Ch’i-tan 

) is used for the first time.108 
Although the Kitan-Qay existed as early as the late Han, they did not 

grow to prosperity until the Sui-T’ang period.109 The Kitan began rising to 
power in the T’ang dynasty, and established the powerful Kitan Empire (907-
1125) and its successor state, the Qara Khitai (1124-1218), known as  Hsi 
Liao ‘the Western Liao’ in Chinese sources. 

104 SKC (30: 835).  
105 WS (113: 3008). Bernardini & Guida note that, in part, the Avars of Europe and the 

Hephthalites spoke early languages related to Mongolic (2012: 5). The elite of the Avars 
of Europe probably spoke an early Serbi-Mongolic language, as did a portion of the Hua 

 ɣ ) member state of the Hephthalite Empire. These peoples were probably 
ethnolinguistic descendants of the Wu-huan  (*Awar). 

106 Janhunen (1996) coined the term ‘Khitanic’ (which I revise to Kitanic), although his term 
denotes something different from my usage here. Here I am referring specifically only to 
Kitan, Qay, Shirwi, and possibly Tou-mo-lou. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 15) use the 
term ‘Khitanic’ to denote a vague sub-branch or language group, apparently synonymous 
with their ‘Para-Mongolic’ (see Chapter One for the ‘Para-Mongolic’ Theory). 

107 Twitchett & Tietze (2008: 44); Marsone (2011: 35, 39). 
108 Xu (2005: 28), Sneath (2010: 6), Twitchett & Tietze (2008: 44). 
109 Xu (2005: 25).  
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The Kitan and Qay are first documented as living south of a river 
known in Late Kitan as  [ ]110 and in Qay as  
[ ].111 The Kitan hydronym is glossed in the Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih  
as  Huang ho ‘Huang River’,112 the first character of which many scholars 
have taken to be equivalent to  huang ‘yellow’. Late Kitan  [ ] 
means ‘river ( )’. The river is believed to be the same as that known in 
modern Written Mongolian as Sir-a mören ‘Yellow River’113 in southeastern 
Inner Mongolia,114 which together with the Lao-ha River, forms the western 
branch of the Liao River.  
 The earliest account mentioning the geographic location of the Shirwi 
places them northwest of the Kitan,115 although still along the Jao-le River, i.e. 

 [ ] river.116 There are multiple transcriptions of the same river 
name which is documented for early Serbi as  (see §2.1 above). The 
table below provides the attested Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, 
and Early Old Mandarin transcriptions of Serbi names for this river. 
 
Table 8. Serbi names of ‘Yellow River’ ( ) 

LANGUAGE RECONSTRUCTION TRANSCRIPTION 
early Serbi   [ ] (NEMC ) 
Qay   [ ] (NEMC ɨ ) 
Shirwi   [ ] (LMC ) 
Late Kitan   [ ] (EOM ) 

110 CTKC (0:1).  
111 WS (100: 2222-2223). (Tak. 392-393 zhag ; Pul. 270 ); (Tak. 386-387 lag [ ] 

~ lahä: [ ]; Pul. 185 ). This correspondence indicates that Qay had  (probably a 
fricative  or ) corresponding to Kitan . Given the old Serbi name of the river, one 
may conclude that Late Kitan was characterized by lenition of  > .   

112 See also CTS (199b: 5349).  
113 Not the Yellow River ( ).  
114 Kane (2009: 166).  
115 CTS (199b: 5349, 5354). 
116 CTS (199b: 5354).  
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A connection between this hydronym and Middle Kitan  ‘gold’ (Late 
Kitan  [ ] ‘id.’) is highly unlikely for phonological reasons, despite 
several attempts in previous studies to connect the words.117  
 Contemporary Chinese sources attest that the Kitan, Qay,118 and Shirwi 
were particularly close to each other ethnolinguistically: 
 

 
Since the first flourishing of the Liao, [the Kitan] were intimately related to 
the Qay and Shirwi; their customs and languages were largely close (LS 116: 
1533). 

 
 

The Shirwi are a separate group of the Kitan (CTS 199: 5356). 
 

 …  
The Shirwi … are a group of the Kitan (T’ung-tien 200: 1083). 

 
119 

The Shirwi are a group of the Kitan; the southern group is known as the 
Kitan and the northern group is known as the Shirwi (Sui Shu 84: 1882). 

 
 

117 As suggested by Kane (2009: 166), this river name is possibly related to the hydronym Ju-
lo-kuei [ ] which appears in the Wei Shu account of the  Wu-chi (WS 100). In 
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese the transcription is  [ ]. For the 
attested LMC forms of the transcriptional characters see: Tak. 312-313 zhe ~ zhi ~ zhu ~ 
‘zhi  (cf. Pul. 268 ), Tak. 386-387 lag  (cf. Pul. 203 ), and Tak. Ø 
(Pul. 115 ).   

118 The Qay are known in Chinese as  Hsi, and according to the Bacot Document, they are 
known in Middle Old Tibetan as He (་), clearly an Old Tibetan transcription of a Late 
Middle Chinese pronunciation of Chinese , and as Dadpyi (དད་་) to the Türks, identified 
by Clauson (1957) and Ligeti (1971) with attested Old Turkic Tatabɨ; see GOrkT (377) 
for this 8th century runiform Old Turkic form. See also Venturi (2008: 22). 

119  post  add. (PS 94: 3129). 
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Kitan and Qay speech are mutually intelligible; in reality they are one 
country LS 73: 1220). 

The ancestors of the Kitan and the K’u-mo-hsi are different groups but are of the 
same ethnos (T’ung-tien 200: 1083). 

The Shirwi… language is the same as those of the K’u-mo Qay, Kitan, and 
Tou-mo-lou120 countries (WS 100: 2221; PS 94: 3129).  

  
All of these secondary accounts suggest that Kitan, Shirwi, and Qay 

were either dialects of one language or very closely related languages, and that 
the Kitan, Shirwi, and Qay peoples were ethnically very close.121 

Although Kitan is the best documented Serbi language (see Chapter 
Seven for details), Qay and Shirwi are only fragmentarily attested. 

120 The  Tou-mo-lou, also transcribed  Ta-mo-lou, were apparently a Puyo-
Koguryoic people who had linguistically assimilated to their Kitanic-speaking neighbors. 
Beckwith (2007a: 38) notes that they are described as the “old North Puyo” in ethnicity 
(WS 100: 2222; PS 94: 3131; HTS 220: 6210). 

121 Another people who were probably ethnolinguistically related to the Kitans were the  
Hsi (LMC zip, Pul. 331), who are described as living north of the Huang River  in 
‘former Serbi territory’ ( ), and whose customs were largely 
the same as the Kitans ( ) (CTS 199b: 5363). Considering the fact that 
Late Middle Chinese phonology did not allow coda *CC clusters, the transcription [ ] 
(LMC  zip; cf. Pul. 331) could hypothetically render a foreign ethnonym like *  or 
* , possibly a dialectal variant of the old ethnonym *serbi [ ] ‘Serbi’. According 
to the T’ung-tien, the  Hsi were a tribe of ‘Hsiung-nu ( )’, a term undoubtedly used 
in the generic sense as denoting ‘non-Chinese northern people’, who became known 
during Sui times occupying the former lands of the Serbi north of the ‘Yellow River’ and 
neighboring the Mo-chieh, i.e. Mo-ho:  
(T’ung-tien 200: 1084). They are described as having customs similar to the Türk: 

 (T’ung-tien 200: 1084). 
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2.4.1. Qay 
 
The Qay ethnonym is attested in Early Middle Chinese transcription as Hsi [ ]          
(NEMC *ɣay), and in Middle Turkic as Qāy [ ْقاى].122 Given the Sino-Korean 
reading of Chinese  as  hay, we should revise Pulleyblank’s Middle 
Chinese reconstruction to *ɣ . The earliest accounts of the Qay label them as 
K’u-mo Hsi [ ], reconstructible as *Qʰʊm(ʊ) *Qay or *Qʰʊmaq *Qay. 
They are explicitly described as descendants of the Yü-wen Serbi: 
 

123 (PS 94: 3126). 
The Hsi (Qay) were originally called the K’u-mo Hsi. Their ancestors are a 
separate clan of the Yü-wen of the Eastern Hu. 

  
 Data on Qay comes from several different periods – early linguistic 
data on Qay consists of onomastic material and one title transcribed in Early 
Middle Chinese in the Wei Shu, the Chou Shu, the Pei Shih, and the Sui Shu. 
Late data on Qay consists of several titles transcribed in Old Mandarin in the 
Liao Shih.  
 
 

2.4.1.1. Early Qay 
 
The Wei Shu account of the Qay (WS 88: 2222-2223) provides an unglossed 
transcription of the Qay hydronym  [ ] (see above for discussion).  

The Chou Shu account of the Qay provides Northeastern Early Middle 
Chinese transcriptions of five clan names (Chou Shu 49: 899). Variants of the 
same passage are attested in Pei Shih (94: 3127), T’ung-tien (200: 1083), and 
Sui Shu (84: 1881). Although none of these transcriptions are glossed, they 

122 Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 19)  
123  ante  om.,  ante  om.,  pro  (Chou Shu 49: 899);  

ante  om.,  ante  om.,  ante  om. (Sui Shu 84: 1881).  om., 
 pro  (T’ung-tien 200: 1083). 
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provide important information on Qay phonology. The five clan names are 
presented below. 

 
Ju-ho-chu [ ] (NEMC ɣʊrtśu),124 reconstructible as ɔʁʊrču. 

The Hsin T’ang Shu (vol. 43 and vol. 219) records the name of a person 
from this clan,125 Ch’ü-chü [ ] (NEMC kʰuawkkɨ).126 

 
Mo-ho-fu [ ] (NEMC ɣ ),127 reconstructible as ʁ . This 

name is cognate to an Old Kitan title (see 7.2.1 for discussion). 
 
Ch’i-ko [ ] (NEMC kʰɨrka),128 reconstructible as *qʰɪrqa. No known 

cognates. 
 
Mu-k’un [ ] (NEMC ʊ r)̃,129 reconstructible as * ʊ ʊ . This clan 

name is probably cognate to the Taghbach word ʊ ʊ ɪ ‘bald’ (see 
5.2.4 for discussion of this Taghbach word). 

 
Shih-te [ ] (NEMC śirtə ),130 reconstructible as *šir ə  or *šir ə  No 

known cognates. 
 

124  Ju-ho-chu (Pul. 269 ñuawk; Pul. 122 ɣət, revised to *ɣʊ ; and Pul. 414 tśu2). 
The Sui Shu (84: 1881) gives the erroneous form Ju-ho-wang . 

125 The HTS has records his clan name as  Ho-chu, which is clearly an error for  
Ju-ho-chu, as shown by Xu (2005: 40). 

126 Pul. 260, 164.  
127  Mo/mu-ho-fu ( mak/ mʊ3, ɣa3, pur, revised from Pul. 218, 220, 123 and 99). 
128  Ch’i-ko ( kʰɨr/ kʰɛy3, ka3, revised from Pul. 248, 106). 
129  Mu-k’un (Pul. 220 məwk, 179 kwən) 
130  Shih-te ( śir, tək, revised from Pul. 285, 74). 
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According to the Chou Shu, Pei Shih and Sui Shu accounts, the leading 
lineage of the Qay was the A-hui [ ] (NEMC ɦ ɣ ) 131  family, 
reconstructible as ʁ  or ɦ ʁ .  

The Pei Shih, Sui Shu, and Chou Shu accounts also provide a 
transcription of a Qay title:  

 
  (Sui Shu 84: 1881; PS 94: 3127).132 

Each tribe has an i-chin as its leader.133 
 
From this this we may reconstruct ɨ ɨ ɪ ɪ  (NEMC ɨʁ ɨr)̃. 

This is a widespread title, with cognates in Taghbach, Middle Kitan, Old 
Turkic, Jou-jan, Old Uygur, and Old Kirghiz (see 5.3.1 entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho 
for discussion).134 

Another Early Qay title is transcribed in An Lu-shan Shih Chi as i-lo-
ho [ ] (ALSSCR 102). This has an exact cognate in early Shirwi and Old 
Kitan (see §7.2.1 for discussion). 

An Early Qay hydronym is attested in Hsin T’ang Shu and An Lu-shan 
Shih Chi (see footnote in §8.5.4 entry for Taghbach *tʰaʁ for discussion). 
 

 
2.4.1.2. Late Qay 

 
The Liao Shih provides an Old Mandarin transcription of a Qay official title 
shared with Late Kitan: 
 

131  A-hui (Pul. 23 ʔa and Pul. 134 ɣway). 
132 The Chou Shu gives the erroneous transcription i-ch’ih  (Chou Shu 49: 899). The 

character  is clearly a copyist’s error for . The T’ung-tien states:  (T’ung-
tien 200: 1083). 

133 See 5.3.1 entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho for the use of  for .  
134 According to the T’ung-tien, this title, transcribed with the same characters, was also used 

among the Hsi  (T’ung-tien 200: 1084). 
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  . . (LS 116: 1549). 
 T’u-li Official title. Same as the t’u-li of the six tribes of the Qay.  
 
 Although Late Qay [ ] (OM tʰuli) and Late Kitan [ ] (OM           
tʰuli) are clearly cognates, it is difficult to reconstruct the precise form given 

the phonological constraints of Old Mandarin. Any of the following 
reconstructions are possible: *tʰuli, *tʰuri, *tʰoli, *tʰori, *tʰul, *tʰur, *tʰol, 
*tʰor. 
 

2.4.2. Shirwi 
 

As for the Shirwi (Shih-wei), their endonym, reconstructible as *širwi or *širβi 
[ ], is ultimately a reflex of the early ethnonym *serbi [ ] (Hsien-
pei).135 Late Kitan *širbi [ ] ‘slaves ( )’ is in turn a pejoration of the 
endonym *širβi.136  

The Shirwi are attested from the early 6th century to the early 9th century 
A.D., in such sources as the Wei Shu (100: 2221), the Pei Shih (94: 3129-3131), 
the Sui Shu (84: 1882-1883), the Chiu T’ang Shu (199b: 5356-5358), and the 
Hsin T’ang Shu (219: 6176-6177).137 

As demonstrated by Ratchnevsky (1966), the Shirwi were a 
heterogeneous multi-lingual, multi-ethnic confederation.138 Although the Wei 
Shu makes clear that the dominant populations among the Shirwi, Qay, and 
Kitan spoke closely related languages, or dialects of the same language (WS 
100: 2221), i.e. Late Serbi dialects or ‘Kitanic’ languages, Ratchnevsky has 
convincingly shown that the southern and eastern Shirwi were Tungusic—their 

135 Pelliot (1928:142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983:453). 
136 Shimunek (2007).  
137 Ratchnevsky (1966: 228).  
138 My usage of the phrase “multi-lingual, multi-ethnic” here is adapted from Christopher I. 

Beckwith’s description of the Hephthalite Empire and other empires of Central Eurasia 
(Beckwith 2011b).  
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language is described in the Hsin T’ang Shu as the same as that of the Mo-
ho,139 who are known to have been ancestors of the Jurchen.140 The Meng-wu              
[ ] 141  ~ Meng-wa [ ] 142  group of the Shirwi confederation, who 
nomadized along the Ergune River, were the ethnolinguistic ancestors of the 
Mongols, as demonstrated by Pelliot (1928: 126-127) and supported by 
Rinchen (1964: 230), Ratchnevsky (1966: 251), Bernardini & Guida (2012: 
11), and numerous others.143 There were undoubtedly other ethnolinguistic 
groups included in the confederacy as well.144  

Given the ambiguity of the word ‘Shirwi’, I propose the following 
terms to disambiguate these three very different groups: 
 

Shirwi Proper – the dominant, Serbi-speaking group among the Shirwi 
confederacy, who were Shirwi (i.e. Serbi) by ethnolinguistic 
heritage. 

 

139 “ , ” [Their language is Mo-ho] (HTS 219: 6176); see also Ratchnevsky (1966: 
231). 

140 The Chin Shih describes Jurchen as descendants of the Mo-ho: “ , . 
.” [As for the ancestors of the Jurchen, they came from the Mo-ho. The Mo-ho 

were originally called Wu-chi.] (Chin Shih 1: 1); see also Ratchnevksy (1966: 231, n. 4).  
141 CTS (199b: 5358).  
142 HTS (144: 6177).  
143 See 2.5 for discussion of the Late Middle Chinese transcriptions Meng-wu [ ] and 

Meng-wa [ ]. 
144 As pointed out by Ratchnevsky, the Chinese sources mention a considerable number of 

groups among the Shirwi at different points in time (Ratchnevsky 1966: 234-238). 
Ratchnevsky also points out that the Pei Shih describes the language of one group, the 

 Ta Shih-wei or ‘Great Shirwi’, as ‘unintelligible ( )’ (Ratchnevsky 1966: 231). 
Specifically, the text states: “ ” [Several 
thousand li northwest, one reaches the Great Shirwi. The road is narrow and obstructed, 
and their language is unintelligible.] (PS 82: 3131). See also Xu (2005: 173, etc.) for 
information on the known history of these and other Shirwi groups. 
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Mongol Shirwi – ethnolinguistic ancestors of the Mongols, who probably 
spoke a dialect of Proto-Mongolic. They were probably subjects of 
the Shirwi Proper. 

 
Tungusic Shirwi – the eastern and southern Shirwi, who spoke an early 

Tungusic language. In all likelihood, they were ethnolinguistically 
Mo-ho people (ancestors of the Jurchen) who were politically ruled 
by the Shirwi Proper.145 

 
In addition to the Shirwi name of the Jao-le [ ] River (discussed 

above), there is at least one early Shirwi title cognate to Early Qay and Old 
Kitan.146 There are also many Shirwi clan names and a few other toponyms 
transcribed in several different time periods. However, since it is, for the time 
being, difficult to distinguish the clan names of the Shirwi Proper from those 
of the Mongol Shirwi, the Tungusic Shirwi, and other groups which must have 
been included in the Shirwi confederacy, I have left this important corpus of 
Shirwi onomastic data to future research. 
 
 

2.4.3. The Kitan after the Kitan Empire 
 
After the Kitan Empire, the Kitan remained an influential people up through 
the Mongol Empire, contributing important officials to the Mongol 
government such as Yeh-lü Ch’u-ts’ai  and others. Even as late as 
the Mongol Empire, knowledge of the Kitan language and its affinity to 
Mongol remained: 
  

145 The existence of Proto-Jurchen people among the Shirwi confederacy provides a likely 
historical context for the early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Southern Tungusic, many of 
which are probably loanwords from Shirwi Proper into the Mo-ho language, from which 
Jurchen developed.  

146 See §7.2.1 entry for I-lo-ho for discussion. 
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و حد دیگربا ولایت و صحرای قَراخِتٰایْ است، و آن اقوام تمامت صحرانشین اند و بھ … 
ک بھم ماننده است. و بھ زبان ختایی وستھ ؛ و لغت و شکل و عادت ایشان نیپیصحرانشینان مُغول 

  .)RMJT 441- (442اھل خِتٰایْ را چیدن یار می گویند
  
“… Another frontier is with the territory and plain of the Qara Khitai. Those 
tribes are all nomads. They are adjacent to the Mongol nomads, and their 
language, physiognomy, and customs exceedingly resemble them. In the 
Chinese language the people of [Qara] Khitai are called Chīdan Yār” (JTTh 
441-442; my revision of Thackston’s translation).147 

 
It is clear from this passage that knowledge of the Kitan language existed as 
late as the time of Rashīdu’d-dīn, and that for the medieval Mongols, the Kitan 
language “exceedingly resembled” Middle Mongol. This statement closely 
matches the linguistic data linking Kitan with Mongolic (see Chapter Eight for 
details). 

The Kitan cease to be mentioned in Chinese historical records after the 
fall of the Yüan in 1368.148 They are believed to have been absorbed by, or 

147 Thackston considers this “Chīdan” [چیدن] to be a transcription of Chinese Ch’i-tan  
and states that “the yār part has not been explained” (2012: 151 n. 6). This Yār [یار] is in 
fact the attested imperial clan name of the Kitans, transcribed in Old Mandarin as Yeh-lü 
[ ] and in Kitan Assembled Script in the plural form   ‹y.ar.uw.ud› 
(e.g. YTi 2:16). At the time Rashīdu’d-dīn was writing, the dominant late Old Mandarin 
dialects of Daidu still retained [kʰji] for  (note LOM in ‘Phagspa Script  *kʰji, Cob. 
#199). It is thus highly likely that Persian Khatāy (ختایی) ‘Chinese’ in this passage is a 
copyist’s error for the near-homograph Khitāi ( ْخِتٰای) ‘Kitan’ and that Chīdan is a 
transcription of an innovative western dialect of Kitan which was characterized by 
palatalization of */kʰɪ/ to *[ʧʰɪ] and intervocalic voicing of */t/ to *[d]. Note also attested 
Tangut ʨʰ ɨ ã  ‘Kitan’, which Guillaume Jacques proposes is from an innovative 
Kitan dialect (2010: 163-164); I am grateful to G. Jacques (p.c., July 2016) for providing 
the Tangut script form. 

148 Interestingly, as shown by Sinor, descendants of Kitans, or people bearing the same name, 
are attested as late as the mid-14th century near the Caspian Sea, in such Latin 
transcriptions as Kytan and Kitanopa, the opa element of which Sinor treats as a cognate 
to Written Mongol obuγ ‘clan name, family name’ (Sinor 1995: 266). 
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otherwise contributed ethnolinguistically to, the Mongolic peoples, especially 
the Daurs and the Mongols of what is now southeastern Inner Mongolia. 
  
 

2.5. THE EARLY MONGOLIC PEOPLES AND THEIR LANGUAGES 
 
For the period immediately after the Serbi expansion in the second to third 
centuries A.D., the ethnolinguistic demographics of the Mongolian Plateau are 
very fragmentarily attested. Serbi-Mongolic languages undoubtedly continued 
to be spoken there throughout the Jou-jan Empire (ca. 4th to 6th c.), the two 
Türk empires (552-630, 682-742) including the intervening Hsüeh-yen-t’o, the 
Uygur Empire (744-840), and the Kirghiz capture of Ordu Balɨq (840) and 
brief domination of the Mongolian Plateau.149 

Middle Mongol is first attested at approximately the same time as Late 
Kitan, i.e. the 13th century.150 The comparative method applied to data on the 
Middle Mongol dialects allows us to reconstruct its immediate ancestor—Old 
Mongol. We may suppose that Mongolic speakers must have been only a 
minor people during this period on the Mongolian Plateau, while their Serbi 
relatives dominated North China in the lands surrounding the southern 
periphery of the Mongolian Plateau beginning around the first century A.D.  

Although linguistic evidence indicates that Mongolic and Serbi are 
separate branches of a single language family,151 it is unclear precisely when 
Serbi and Mongolic branched off from each other. Without historical evidence, 
we may only speculate on the ethnic identity of the earliest historical speakers 
of the Mongolic branch. The speakers of Proto-Mongolic, however, have been 
decisively identified with a historical people—the Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu. 
Pelliot’s theory on the ethnolinguistic origins of the Mongols, which I refer to 

149 See Drompp (2005).  
150 See Chapter Seven for my periodization of Kitan.  
151 See Chapter Eight and Chapter Nine for discussions of morphological and phonological 

innovations indicating the two branches of the Serbi-Mongolic language family.  
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as the ‘Mongol Shirwi Theory’, is now widely accepted in the historical 
literature.152 Phonological problems, however, lead me to refine the theory, i.e. 
the Serbi branch is characterized by a phonological innovation palatalizing the 
sequences  and  to *ši and *ži, respectively, a sound change which did 
not take place in the Mongolic branch. This suggests that the Meng-wu  
(LMC əwŋŋ ə )153 ~ Meng-wa  (LMC əwŋŋ ɨ)154 people were 
Mongolic subjects of the Shirwi, i.e. that they must have been a separate 
people from the Shirwi Proper, who are known to have been a Serbi people. I 
thus distinguish the Meng-wu ( ɔŋgɔ ɔŋgɔ ) or Meng-wa ( ɔŋgɔ) 
‘Shirwi’ (  ~ ), who were probably speakers of Proto-
Mongolic, from the Shirwi Proper, who spoke a Serbi language closely related 
to Kitan and Qay. These Proto-Mongolic people are described as living along 
the southern banks of the Wang-chien River  (present-day Ergune 
River).155 

The Mongols appear again in 1084 as a frontier people paying friendly 
visits (Ch.  p’in) to the Kitan court.156 This instance of the ethnonym is 
transcribed in Early Old Mandarin as Meng-ku [ ] (EOM *muŋku).157 I 
provide the relevant passage below: 
 
  

152 E.g. Lin (1995: 23).  
153 CTS (199b).  
154 HTS (219).  
155 Lin (1995: 22).  
156 Specifically, these visits were probably for seeking marriage:  p’in usually denotes ‘to 

betroth’ (Mat. 5313) and ‘to seek a marriage’ (Pul. 240). 
157 Wittfogel & Fêng (1946: 362, n. 72).  
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On keng-wu, the first day of the new moon of the second month [of the tenth 
year of the Ta-k’ang reign period, i.e. 1084 A.D.], the country of Meng-ku 
sent an envoy to pay a visit of friendly inquiry.  
On the wu-chia day of the third month, the distant country of Meng-ku sent 
an envoy to pay a visit of friendly inquiry (LS 24: 289). 

 
 The Liao Shih provides no additional information on the Meng-ku, 
although from the passage above it is clear that they maintained friendly 
relations with the Kitan court. 

The Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih identifies the country of the Meng-ku-li
 (EOM *muŋkuli), i.e. the pre-conquest Mongols, as a ‘neighboring country 

( )’ to the Kitan Empire and gives the following description: 
 

Directly north is the Meng-ku-li ( ɔŋgɔ ) country. They have no lords or 
chiefs governing over them. They have no agriculture, and rely on hunting 
for a living. They do not reside long in a given place, moving every season 
in pursuit of water and pastures. They only eat meat and fermented dairy 
products. They do not make war with the Kitans; they trade cattle, sheep, 
camels, horses, skins, and fine fur products with the Kitans. The Supreme 
Capital158 is over four thousand li to their south (CTKC 22: 162). 
 
This Meng-ku-li ~ Meng-ku people are undoubtedly the ethnolinguistic 

continuation of the Proto-Mongolic Meng-wu ~ Meng-wa, and were speakers 
of what I term ‘Old Mongol’ (ca. 10th to 12th centuries A.D.), the dominant 
Mongolic language immediately preceding Middle Mongol, the first well-
documented Mongolic language (ca. 13th century to ca. 15th century). 

158 i.e. Shang-ching , the northernmost capital of the Kitan Empire. 
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Another early source on the medieval Mongols, the Meng Ta Pei Lu 
 (early 13th c.), describes the ‘Meng Tatars ( )’ (i.e. the Mongols) 

as living near the Kitans: 
 

 
When the Tatars [i.e. Mongols] first appeared, their land was northwest of 
the Kitans (MTPL1986 15b).159 
 
Mongol oral tradition, as documented in the early 14th century by 

Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh, offers an origin myth for the early Mongolic peoples 
(presented here in abbreviated form): 

 
“…The tribe that has been called Mongol since ancient times developed a 
dispute and rivalry with the other [Turk] [160] tribes that turned into outright 
hostility and war two thousand years ago… [T]he other tribes overcame the 
Mongol tribes and so slaughtered them that no more than two men and two 
women survived. Fleeing from their enemies, those two households went to 
a harsh place surrounded by mountains and forests, with only one narrow, 
rugged road leading in on every side, which made access very difficult. In 
the midst of those mountains was a grassy plain called [Ergene Qun]… The 
two men were named Nüküz and Qiyan… Since Dobun Bayan, Alan Qo’a’s 
husband, was descended from Qiyan, and Alan Qo’a was of the Qorolas 
tribe, [and] Chinggis Khan’s lineage goes back to them…” (JTTh 147-150). 
 
Ergene Qun [اِرْگَنَھ قوُن] (JTRM 149), i.e. ‘Ergene Mountain-Valley’ or 

‘Ergene Cliff’, in this myth is probably a variant of Ergüne, the river along 
which the Mongol Shirwi are described as living (see discussion in 2.4.2. 

159 This passage provides an interesting Old Mandarin transcription of the ethnonym ‘Kitan’ 
as [ ] (OM *kʰitan). In most other Chinese sources this ethnonym is written in the 
Early Middle Chinese transcription [ ]. 

160 For Rashīdu’d-dīn, Atrāk (اتراك) ‘Turks’ (e.g. JTRM 147) is a generic term for not merely the 
Turkic-speaking peoples, but also for Mongolic-speaking peoples and numerous other 
non-Chinese, non-Turkic-speaking peoples of the Mongolian Plateau. 
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above).161 It is thus reasonable to suppose that these legendary early Mongols, 
the progenitors of the Dürlükin,162  are to be equated with the historically 
known early Mongols. 

The earliest solidly attested Mongolic language is Middle Mongol, 
spoken by the medieval Mongols. The medieval Mongol endonym is attested 
in several dialectal forms in early accounts, e.g. Moal163 ~ Mongal164 and 
Mongqol,165 suggesting the dialectal diversity of the Old Mongol language, the 
dialects of which gave rise to Middle Mongol. 166  Important clues on the 
internal diversity of the Mongolic language family in medieval times are given 
by Iohannes de Plano Carpini in Chapter Five of his 13th century Historia 
Mongalorum [History of the Mongals]: 
 
  

161 The confusion between ‘mountain valley’ ~ ‘cliff’ and the historically documented river 
name is reasonable in the context of an orally transmitted text. See also de Rachewiltz 
(2006: 232-233).  

162 On Dürlükin [درُْ لکُیٖ ن] and Niru’un [ن ൙نیٖرْو] clans of the early medieval Mongols, see JTRM 
and JTTh (145-146, 182 et seq.). 

163 This is from Iohannes de Plano Carpini’s 13th century Latin transcription of a contemporary 
Middle Mongol dialectal form ɔ  (Moal) ‘Mongol’ (Clark 1973: 188). The 
reconstruction presented here is my own. See also Rockhill (1900: 112, n. 1). 

164 P. Daffinà et al. discuss the variants Mongal ~ Moal (Carpini 1989: 420-421).  
165 Attested in the title of the Secret History of the Mongols, i.e. ɔɴ ɔ  [ ] ‘Mongol’ 

(SHM 108).   
166 We may thus conclude that the Old Mongol ethnonym had the following attested dialectal 

forms: *mɔal ~ *mɔŋgal ~ *mɔŋgɔl. The imperial dialect of Middle Mongol spoken at 
the Yüan court was characterized by *ɢ > *q. The form *mɔal is from a dialect which had 
lost medial *ŋg. 
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“Terra quedam est in partibus orientis, de qua dictum est supra, que Mongal 
nominatur.  Hec terra quondam populos quatuor habuit: unus Yeka Mongal, 
id est magni Mongali, vocabulatur; secundus Sumongal, id est aquatici 
Mongali; ipsi autem se ipsos Tartaros appellabant, a quodam fluvio qui currit 
per terram eorum qui Tartar nominatur; alius appellabatur Merkit; quartus 
Mecrit. Hi populi omnes unam formam personarum et unam linguam 
habebant, quanivis inter se per provincias et principes essent divisi.” (HM, 
Chap. 5, l. 6-13). 

 
“In the east there is a land, of which we have spoken above, which is called 
Mongal. At one time there were in this land four peoples, one the [Yeka 
Mongal], [i.e.] the Great Mongals; the second [was called] the [Sumongal], 
that is, the [Mongals] of the Water; but [they] called themselves Tartars from 
a certain river named the [Tartar], which flows through their territory; 
another was called the Merkit; [and] the fourth was the Mecrit. All these 
tribes were alike in appearance and had the same language, although they 
were separate from each other, having their own provinces and rulers.”167 
 
From this contemporary account, we learn that the “Mongal” (i.e. 

ɔŋgal ‘Mongols’), the “Tartar” 168  (i.e. the Tatars), the Merkit, and the 
“Mecrit” (probably a transcription of a variant form of the Merkit ethnonym)169 

167 The English translation given here is largely based on Dawson (1998: 19), although I have 
revised and corrected the forms of ethnonyms to those appearing in the critical edition of 
Daffinà et al. (Carpini 1989). 

168 Tartar, the Latin name of the Tatar people, is the result of reanalysis, whereby the name 
became associated with the unrelated Greek word Τάρταρος (Tártaros), denoting the hell 
of Ancient Greek mythology (Latham 1958: 10). Daffinà et al. arrive at the same 
conclusion: “Quanto al passaggio da Tatar al latino Tartari e alle forme affini che si 
trovano nelle altre lingue europee, esso si spiega certo benissimo (come sempre si è fatto) 
per la rassomiglianza che Tatar aveva con il nome della regioni infere della mitologia 
classica (Τάρταρος, Tartarus)” (Carpini 1989: 422). 

169 Daffinà et al. acknowledge the existence of the ethnonym Mekrit, but still prefer to analyze 
Carpini’s “Mecrit” as an error for Kereyit: “Per Mecrit Giovanni intende i Kerait… 
L’esistenza di un popolo chiamato Mekrit (o Mäkrit) è certamente attestata, ma i Mecrit 
di Giovanni non hanno nulla da vedere con esso” (Carpini 1989: 423). According to 
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spoke the same language, or more likely, dialects of the same language. This 
complements the linguistic hints we have on the internal diversity of Old 
Mongol.  

From Rashīdu’d-dīn’s Jāmi‘u’t-tawārīkh one may conclude that there 
were many different Mongolic languages and Old Mongol dialects spoken on 
the Mongolian Plateau in the centuries before the rise of Chinggis Khan, and 
many different, previously linguistically non-Mongolic peoples who had 
assimilated to the Mongols as a direct result of Chinggis Khan’s empire 
building and the concomitant prestige that became attached to being Mongol. 
Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh writes: 
 

“…because of the great fortune of Genghis Khan and his [lineal 
descendants], because they are Mongols, other tribes of Turks[170] like the 
Jalayir, Tatar, Oirat, Öng’üt, Kerayit, Naiman, Tangqut, each of which has 
its own special name and sobriquet, all are proud to call themselves Mongol. 
Whereas before they used to deride this name, now their sons imagine that 
they have been known as Mongols from long ago, although it is not so.              
In ancient times, the Mongols were but one of all the tribes of nomadic Turks, 
but divine favor shone upon them, meaning that Genghis Khan and his 
[lineal descendants] were to be of the Mongol race and many branches of 
them would come into existence. Particularly from the time of Alan Qo’a 
on, which has been three hundred years more or less, many branches have 
appeared that are called the Niru’un clans, and they have acquired 

Rashīdu’d-dīn, Mergit [مِرْگیٖت] and Megrit [مِگْریٖت] are free variants of the same ethnonym, 
i.e. they denote one and the same people (JTRM 93). In other variants of the text, these 
appear as Merkit ~ Mekrit (JTTh 93). It would appear that Carpini mistook these two 
variant forms to denote two distinct peoples; thus, Carpini’s “Merkit” and “Mecrit” both 
denote the same people, i.e. the Merkit ~ Mekrit. This ethnonym appears exclusively as 
Merkit in the SHM and most other sources, but Carpini, Rashīdu’d-dīn, Polo, and Juvayni 
attest the variant Mekrit ~ Mecrit. For Marco Polo’s “Mecrit”, see Moule & Pelliot (1938: 
177); in the 14th c. Tuscan edition this appears as “Mecricci” (Polo 1975: 665), an 
affricated form of /mekrit/ with Italian -i ‘plural suffix’. For Juvayni’s “Mekrit”, see 
Boyle (1958: 63).  

170 See footnote 160 above. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:47:49 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



75 
 

 
 

prominence and glory. They have all become known as the Mongol nation. 
At that time the other tribes were not called Mongol, but since they were 
close to one another in terms of shape, form, vocabulary, accent, customs, 
and manners, regardless of the difference in dialect and customs that had 
existed in ancient times, now it has come about that peoples of Cathay, 
Jurcha, Nankiyas, Uyghur, Qipchaq, Turcoman, Qarluq, Qalach, and all the 
prisoners and Tajik races that have been brought up among the Mongols are 
also called Mongols. All that assemblage takes pride in calling itself Mongol” 
(JTTh 78). 

 
Due to the prestige of being Mongol, and due to the rapid expansion of 

the Mongol Empire, a great deal of linguistic assimilation took place, 
especially after the enthronement of Chinggis Khan, after which much of the 
previous linguistic and dialectal diversity of the Mongolian Plateau must have 
been leveled out due to the prestige of the central dialects of the Mongol 
language. There is a rich corpus of onomastic data providing linguistic clues 
on these peripheral Mongolic languages and late Old Mongol dialects which 
should be the subject of future studies.171 

 
 

Toward a periodization of the Serbi-Mongolic languages 
 
Given the above-mentioned historical and linguistic considerations, I thus 
propose the following periodization: 
 

 

 

 

 

171 For one such study, note Rybatzki (2006). 
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Table 9. Periodization of the Serbi-Mongolic languages and their speakers 
LANGUAGE TIMEFRAME HISTORICAL SPEAKERS 
Proto-Serbi-Mongolic ca. 7th c. B.C. to ca. 2nd c. B.C. Eastern Hu 
Old Serbi (‘Proto-Serbi’) ca. 2nd c. B.C. to 2nd c. A.D. The early Serbi people 
Middle Serbi dialects ca. mid-3rd to ca. 9th c. A.D. Taghbach, T’u-fa, Yü-wen, 

Ta-ho and Yao-nien Kitans, 
T’u-yü-hun, Ch’i-fu, Tuan 

pre-Proto-Mongolic ca. 2nd c.  B.C. to ca. 7th c. A.D. (not yet identified) 
Proto-Mongolic ca. 7th to early 10th c. A.D. Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu 
Old Mongol dialects ca. late 10th to 12th c. Meng-ku ~ Meng-ku-li 
Late Serbi languages ca. 10th c. to 13th c. A.D. Kitans, Qay, Shirwi 
Middle Mongol 13th to 15th c. medieval Mongols 

 
In this book, I distinguish the following terms:  
 
Proto-Serbi-Mongolic (ca. 7th c. B.C. to ca. 2nd c. B.C.), the language of the Eastern 

Hu, reconstructible from internal reconstruction methods applied to 
Common Serbi-Mongolic, and through the study of early loanwords. 

 
Common Serbi-Mongolic, the common language reconstructible via the comparative 

method applied to comparanda in attested Serbi and attested Mongolic. 
 

Common Serbi refers to the common language reconstructible via the comparative 
method applied to comparanda in attested Serbi daughter languages. 

 
Proto-Serbi denotes the unattested, but reconstructible, Serbi language from which 

the later Serbi dialects descend. 
 
Old Serbi (ca. 2nd c. B.C. to 2nd c. A.D.) denotes the philologically attested language 

of the Serbi people from the time they branched off from the Eastern Hu in 
the 2nd century B.C. until the disintegration of T’an-shih-huai’s confederacy 
and the short-lived confederacy of K’o-pi-neng (ca. 2nd c. B.C.). 

 
Middle Serbi (ca. mid-3rd c. A.D. to ca. 9th c. A.D.) denotes the dialects of Serbi 

spoken in the numerous Serbi states founded after T’an-shih-huai and K’o-
pi-neng. Solidly attested dialects of Middle Serbi include Taghbach (and 
closely related T’u-fa), Yü-wen (including Old Kitan), T’u-yü-hun, and 
more scantily attested Ch’i-fu and Tuan. It was probably a dialect continuum, 
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since the sources on Middle Serbi often do not distinguish dialects, simply 
stating ‘Serbi ( )’, which seems to suggest mutual intelligibility. 

 
Late Serbi (ca. 10th c. to 13th c. A.D.) refers to the Serbi languages after the 

disintegration of the Middle Serbi states. Attested Late Serbi languages 
include Middle Kitan, Late Kitan, Qay, and Shirwi. These languages are 
attested contemporaneous with Old Mongol dialects and later, with Middle 
Mongol. 

 
Pre-Proto-Mongolic (ca. 2nd c. B.C. to ca. 6th c. A.D.) denotes the stage immediately 

before Proto-Mongolic, reconstructible via internal reconstruction methods 
applied to Proto-Mongolic, and through the study of early loanwords.172 

 
Proto-Mongolic (ca. 6th c. A.D. to early 10th c. A.D.), the language of the Meng-wa 

~ Meng-wu of the Shirwi confederacy. 
 
Old Mongol (ca. late 10th c. to 12th c.), the language of the Meng-ku ~ Meng-ku-li, 

i.e. Mongol as spoken during the Kitan Empire.  
 
Middle Mongol (13th c. to 15th c.), the language of the medieval Mongols. 
 

 
 
 

  

172 My usage of the term ‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic’ differs fundamentally from Janhunen’s (2003) 
usage.  
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CHAPTER THREE: 
EARLY NORTHERN FRONTIER VARIETIES OF CHINESE

 
 

3.1. INTRODUCTION 
 
A careful analysis of the early northern frontier varieties of Chinese in which 
the data in this book are transcribed is a sine qua non to any study of the early 
Serbi-Mongolic languages. In this chapter I present brief notes of the 
phonologies of Northeastern Late Old Chinese, Northeastern Early Middle 
Chinese (especially Northern Wei Chinese), Late Middle Chinese, and Early 
Old Mandarin (especially Liao Chinese), basing my analyses as much as 
possible on foreign segmental transcriptions of Chinese, Chinese transcriptions 
of foreign words, and loanwords. 
 
 

3.2. BRIEF NOTES ON NORTHEASTERN LATE OLD CHINESE PHONOLOGY 
 
‘Late Old Chinese’ denotes the Chinese language as spoken in the Ch’in 
Empire and the Han Empire, ca. 221 B.C. to 220 A.D.1 The earliest linguistic 
data on the Serbi-Mongolic languages consists of onomastic material 
transcribed in northeastern dialects of Late Old Chinese, which I label as 
‘Northeastern Late Old Chinese’ (NLOC). The majority of the Old Chinese 
reconstructions utilized in this book are from Beckwith (1996, 2002a, 2002b,  
2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2006d, 2007a, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 
2010c) and Kiyose & Beckwith (2006, 2008), with additional considerations 
from Haudricourt (1954a, 1954b), Pulleyblank (1962a, 1962b, 1983, 1984), 
Schuessler (1987), Starostin (1989), Baxter (1992), and Sagart (1999). Since a 
comprehensive linguistic study of Late Old Chinese phonology has yet to be 
undertaken, I will not attempt to summarize all that is known about it. Details 

1 Beckwith (2002a: 209); Beckwith (2007a: xiii-xiv). 
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on Late Old Chinese phonology relevant to analyses presented in this book are 
included in footnotes throughout. 
 I have identified the following piece of evidence on Northeastern Late 
Old Chinese phonology from variant transcriptions of a Serbi ethnonym: 
 
 

NLOC LMC ŋ 

Northeastern Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Serbi onomastica provide 
good evidence of the lack of a nasal coda corresponding to LMC ŋ – note the 
variant transcriptions of the name of the Mu-jung Serbi, transcribed as Mu-
jung [ ] and Pu-yao [ ] (Chin Shu 108: 2803; T’ung-tien 196: 1062). 
Schuessler reconstructs  *makh (Sch. 432) for tradition-based unperiodized 
‘Old Chinese’. Note also the Late Middle Chinese form of  attested in Old 
Tibetan transcription as འ་ ‘bu (Tak.LS), reconstructible as *[mbʊ]. Given the 
fact that Late Old Chinese as spoken in Ch’in-Han was characterized by 
denasalization of nasal onsets, I thus revise the value of this to  NLOC . 
Schuessler reconstructs the ‘Old Chinese’ form of  as *mbagh (Sch. 48), but 
the nasal “m” in his reconstruction appears to be spurious: The Late Middle 
Chinese form of  is *bʊ2 (Pul., Tak.),2 and since one regular source of Late 
Middle Chinese rising tone is Late Old Chinese *ʁ,3 I thus reconstruct 
NLOC ʁ. The characters  (NLOC ) and  (NLOC ʁ) are thus 
phonologically close. Dominant tradition-based unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ 
reconstructions for  include *ljong (Bax. 785) and *ljuŋ (Sch. 510), which I 
revise to * ʊŋ.4 The character  is reconstructed as *ljaw (Bax. 801, Sch. 721) 

2 Theoretical Late Middle Chinese bɔ2 (Pul. 43), revised by me based on the attested LMC 
form in Old Tibetan transcription, ་ bu (Tak. 310-311). See §3.3.1 below for the 
reconstruction of LMC *ʊ. 

3 On the reconstruction of Late Old Chinese coda *ʁ, see Beckwith (2007a; 2008b: 168-172; 
2010b: 15, n. 32). 

4 As shown by Pulleyblank (1962a: 70, 76 et seq.) and Pulleyblank (1992), the “vocalic i” 
originally proposed by Karlgren (i.e. “i”̯ in his transcription, equivalent to *j in Baxter’s 
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and ʒ̂  (Sta. 557); these should be revised to Old Chinese * . The 
correspondence of to  clearly indicates that in the Northeastern Late Old 
Chinese dialect in which these transcriptions were made, the nasal coda of  
had lenited, either to a nasalized vowel, or, more likely, had disappeared 
altogether, resulting in  and  as near homophones, i.e.  NLOC * ʊ and 

NLOC * . 
 

 
3.3. NORTHEASTERN EARLY MIDDLE CHINESE PHONOLOGY 

 
Taghbach  early Old Kitan, and early Qay are transcribed in Northern Wei 
Chinese, a northeastern dialect of Early Middle Chinese. As these 
transcriptions make clear, Northern Wei Chinese was phonologically very 
close to Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese as reconstructed by 
Beckwith (2007a), with certain differences. 

Below I present some of the identifiable phonological characteristics 
of Northeastern Early Middle Chinese: 

 
 

3.3.1. SYLLABLE-INITIAL SEGMENTS (SYLLABLE ONSETS AND #V) 
 

NEMC *ɦ > LMC ʔ  
 
As demonstrated by Beckwith (2007a: 96) for Korean Peninsular Early Middle 
Chinese, it is clear from the Wei Shu transcriptions of Taghbach that Northern 
Wei Chinese was characterized by the same sound correspondence.  

There are at least two possible sporadic retentions of this segment in 
attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan and Khotanese Brahmi 
transcription:  (Pul. 368 ʔ ɨ ) in attested LMC in Khotanese Brahmi 

and Schuessler’s reconstructions) is spurious and thus should be removed from Old Chinese 
reconstructions.  
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transcription as ḫīi (Tak. 339) and  (Pul. 389 ) in attested LMC in Old 
Tibetan script as ན་ hun  ~ ན་ ɦun ɦ  (Tak. 384-385), suggesting EMC 
*ɦ ɨ and *ɦ , respectively. 

 
 

OChi *mī > Middle MOC *myi > NEMC *mi > LMC  
 
Late Middle Chinese syllable-initial σ[  is the result of a merger of at least 
three Old Chinese onsets, i.e. OChi *n, *ŋ, and *m.5 This is supported by 
evidence in Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese.6 
 
 

ʊ ɔ ʊ
 
One regular source of Late Middle Chinese ɔ ʊ is Late Old Chinese 
(Beckwith 2005, 2006a, 2006b, etc.; Coblin 1983; Pulleyblank 1983; Starostin 
1989; Baxter 1992; etc.), e.g. the place name ‘Alexandria’ is transcribed in 
Late Old Chinese in the  Han Shu as  Wu-i-shan-li, clearly 
indicating for the first syllable (Beckwith 2006a: 181). There is at least one 
transcription of Taghbach that makes it clear that Late Old Chinese was 
retained word-initially in the Northern Wei dialect of northeastern Early 
Middle Chinese, e.g. the Taghbach clan name [ ] (NWei ɣɔr)̃ is 
clearly the same ethnonym as that of the earlier Wu-huan  (NLOC 

ɣ r)̃.  
 
 
 
 
 

5 Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c.).  
6 Beckwith (2007a: 94-95).  
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Foreign onsets 
 
The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic, 
Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but were not present in 
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese. The Northeastern Early Middle Chinese 
approximations of these foreign segments are indicated with the wavy equals 
sign (≈). 

 
Foreign σ   ≈  NEMC σ ɣ  ~  k]σ k  ~ σ k 

Taghbach ɔ ə ‘pig, boar’ is transcribed as [ ] (NWei 
ɣə );  ‘dog’, transcribed as [ ] (NWei ɲɨ r)̃. 

Note also ʊ ʊ ɪ ‘bald’, transcribed as [ ] (NWei
ʊ ɨ), and *čʰirqañ ‘a kind of artemisia’

tśʰirkar ̃  All four of these words have good 
cognates in Mongolic.7 

 
Foreign σ[qʰ  ≈  NEMC σ kʰ  ~  σ kʰ 

Taghbach ʰ ʁ ʊ  ‘imperial consort’ is transcribed [ ]                  
(NEMC kʰaʁ r)̃. Note also the Old Kitan form of the Kitan 
endonym, *qʰɪ *qʰɪ , transcribed in Northern Wei 
records as [ ] (NEMC kʰɛ r ̃ kʰɨ r)̃. 

 
Foreign σ ʁ  ≈  NEMC σ ɣ 

Taghbach ʁ ɪʁ ‘writing, document’ is transcribed [
] (NEMC ɣ ), č ʁʊyč  ‘people who send out and 

receive accusations on behalf of the ruler’ is transcribed [
] (NEMC ś ɣ ə tśir)̃, and kʰɪ ʁ yčɪ  ‘assassins’ is 

transcribed [ ] (NEMC kʰɨ ɣ tśir)̃. 
 
 

7 See Chapter Five and Chapter Eight for discussion.  
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Foreign σ ɦ  ≈  NEMC σ *ɦ  ~  σ ɣ 
Taghbach ɦʊ ʁ  ‘cultivating ( )’ is transcribed [ ]                    
(NEMC ɣʊ ɣ ). Note also Taghbach ɦorbǝ ‘warmth ( )’,   
transcribed [ ] (NEMC ɦorbǝr)̃; and Taghbach ɦɔ  
‘going ( )’, transcribed as [ ] (NEMC ɦɔr ̃ ). Compare 
the Late Middle Chinese transcription of Old Uygur h onsets 
with Late Middle Chinese ɣ as in OUyg ɣ or ʊ ʁʊ  
‘Uygur’, transcribed as Hui-ho [ ] (LMC ɣ ə ɣʊ ).8 

 
 

3.3.2. SYLLABLE NUCLEI 
 

LOC > NEMC ɔ ~ ʊ > LMC ɔ ʊ

Although Late Old Chinese was retained word-initially in Northern Wei 
Chinese as shown above, other transcriptions clearly indicate that this segment 
regularly became ɔ ʊ elsewhere. The transcription of Taghbach *čʰ ɔ
[ ] (NWei tśʰ ɔ) ‘wolf ( )’ shows that Late Old Chinese changed 
to ʊ ɔ in non-word-initial environments, since  had an nucleus in
Late Old Chinese. Note also *pʰɔr [ ] (NWei pʰɔʁ) ‘surround ( )’, with 
good cognates in Mongolic.9 
 
 

Monophthongization of rounded vowel diphthongs 
 
Beckwith (2007a) demonstrates the following monophthongizations of 
rounded diphthongs in Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese: 
 
 

8 See also the Middle Old Tibetan transcription of this ethnonym discussed in §4.2 and §4.3. 
9 See Chapter Five and Chapter Eight for discussion of this word and its Mongolic cognates.  
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ɔ
ʊ ǝ

wǝ ~ uǝ 
 

Northern Wei Chinese was characterized by these same sound changes. 
 
 

3.3.3. SYLLABLE CODAS 
 
Below I present a tentative analysis of Northeastern Early Middle Chinese 
coda consonants: 

 
Table 10.  Northeastern Early Middle Chinese Codas 

 bilabial alveolar palatal velar uvular 
obstruents ć ʁ
nasals 
approximants r ̃

 
 

Several of these segments call for discussion. See below: 
 
 

NEMC *ć, > LMC
 
As demonstrated by Beckwith (2005), Northern Wei Chinese and certain other 
northern frontier varieties of Early Middle Chinese had coda *ć as well as , 
which merged to Late Middle Chinese . Note the transcriptions of the 
Taghbach ethnonym as *tʰaʁ ač [ (NWei *tʰagbać) and the Türk 
ethnonym as wač [ ] (NEMC dial. *tʰwərkwać ~ *tʰorkɔć).10 

 

10 Beckwith (2005). 
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NEMC LMC ŋ 
 
Like Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith 2007a), Northern 
Wei Chinese was characterized by the loss of the velar nasal coda. 
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic 
can be taken as further evidence of this. Note, for example,  MSC lóng (Pul. 
198 luawŋ) ‘dragon’ in Serbi-Mongolic, e.g. Middle Kitan and Middle 
Mongol lu ‘dragon’ (HIIY), and Old Turkic lu ~ ulu ‘dragon’, as well as  
MSC jiāng (Pul. 149 ɨaŋ) ‘ginger’ in modern Khalkha Mongolian as гаа
ɢ ‘mint, menthol’ (and цагаан гаа /cʰaɢaŋ ɢ ‘ginger’).11 

 
  

LOC r ̃ > NEMC r ̃ > LMC
 
It is well known that Late Old Chinese had a rhotic coda corresponding to 
attested Late Middle Chinese n . 12  The Northern Wei transcriptions of 
Taghbach clan names show that Northern Wei Chinese, a frontier variety of 
Early Middle Chinese, the reflex of this Old Chinese phoneme is a rhotic or
nasalization and rhotacization of the preceding vowel, i.e. Ṽ˞]. For purposes 
of indicating this ambiguity, I have chosen to transcribe this segment as r.̃ 
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese r ̃ was capable of transcribing foreign ,

, , , and *ŋ codas. Note the transcriptions ɦorbǝl [ ] (NWei
ɦorbǝr)̃ ‘warmth’, ɪ ɪ [ ] (NWei r ̃ ~ r)̃ ‘house’,

[ ] (NWei ɲɨ r)̃ ‘dog’, *čʰirqañ [ ] (NWei tśʰirkar)̃ ‘a 
kind of artemisia’, and the transcriptions in the paragraph below.

11 Alternatively, this may be a Tibetan loanword in Mongolian, cf. Written Tibetan sga ‘ginger’ 
as pointed out by György Kara (p.c., 2013), although the Tibetan word itself must be from 
a northern frontier dialect of Old Chinese which had lost the nasal coda, i.e. WTib sga ← ? 

 OChi dial. *sga < *sgaŋ ‘ginger’.  
12 Pulleyblank (1983), Beckwith (2007a, etc.). 
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Additionally, there are indications that the character  MSC lián, read
ɛr ̃ in Northern Wei Chinese, was used to transcribe Taghbach coda and
. This is similar to the usage of Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese

[ ] to transcribe Koguryo coda (Beckwith 2007a).13 As evidence of this, 
we may note Taghbach [ ] ‘sandal cord ( )’, čʰur/ čʰʊ [ ] 
‘hand net ( )’, and [ ] ‘cloud ( )’, cognate to Middle Mongol ǰirim
‘girth strap (for tying a saddle down on a horse)’ (MAA), ‘net’ (IM), and
e’üle-n əɦ ə ‘cloud’ (SHM) and Middle Kitan ə ‘cloud’, respectively. 
 
 

LOC ʁ > NWei ʁ ~ KPEMC > LMC
 
The Wei Shu transcriptions of Taghbach indicate that Northern Wei Chinese 
retained the Late Old Chinese coda ʁ.14 For loanword evidence of Late Old 
Chinese coda ʁ, note Tokharian B ṣitsok ‘millet alcohol’ ←  LOC dial. 
*śɨɣʦ ɣ ~ *śɨʁʦ ʁ.15 In addition to transcribing foreign uvular ʁ, NEMC ʁ 
was also used for transcribing foreign  codas; note the transcriptions of 
Taghbach *pʰɔ [ ] ‘surrounding ( )’ and *žirpəŋ [ ] ‘raised earth, 
embankment ( )’.

 
 
 

13 Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese  was also used in Silla Korean writing for 
transcribing the phoneme  (cf. Lee Ki-Moon 2008: 85). This further fortifies Beckwith’s 
reconstruction of NEMC  as  (Beckwith 2007a). 

14 I.e. the segment reconstructed by Mei (1980), Baxter (1992), Sagart (1999), and others as a 
glottal stop ʔ for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’. It has been demonstrated by Beckwith 
(2007a; 2008b: 168-172; 2010b: 15, n. 32) that this was in fact a velar or uvular fricative 
in Late Old Chinese, and not a glottal stop.  

15 Identified by Lubotsky & Starostin (2003: 263), although their reconstruction of the Old 
Chinese requires much revision. The LOC reconstruction provided above is my own, based 
on considerations in Beckwith (2008a, etc.).  
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LOC > NEMC : LMC
 
There is no evidence for the retention of Late Old Chinese sibilant coda  in 
Northern Wei Chinese or Korean Peninsular Early Middle Chinese (Beckwith 
2007a). Variant transcriptions show that LOC had disappeared entirely.16 
Note the Taghbach deverbal noun suffix in such words as ɦɔ [ ] 
‘going ( )’ (< ɦɔ ɦɔ ‘go’ + ) and ɦʊ ʁ [

] ‘cultivation (  for )’ (< ɦʊ + ). In theoretical Late Old 
Chinese,  has a coda  or .17 
 
 

Phonemically voiced coda obstruents 
 
It is quite likely that coda obstruents in many varieties of Middle and Old 
Chinese were intervocalically voiced, i.e. phonemically voiced, realized as 
voiced in intervocalic environments (and probably between other sonorants as 
well) and voiceless in word-final position (Zhengzhang 1991: 161; Beckwith 
2008b: 173-174). Thus, we may assume the phonemic form to be voiced. For 

16 It is interesting to note, however, that this coda *s was retained in certain other northern 
frontier varieties of Early Middle Chinese. Note the dialect which transcribed the Türk 
royal clan name *Arsilas, transcribed in Chinese as A-shih-na  and in Byzantine 
Greek as ’Αρσιλας or Arsilas, clearly indicating a final *s for this northern frontier Early 
Middle Chinese dialect’s pronunciation of  (Beckwith 2009: 410-411, n. 71). This is clear 
evidence that this specific dialect of northern EMC had word-final *s. Other evidence 
however, suggests that this */s/ was lost medially, or at least before velar stops, e.g. the 
name of the last Jou-jan khaghan is transcribed in Chinese as A-na-kuei  and the 
same name, this time in reference to a local Türk ruler in the Pontic Steppe, is transcribed 
in Byzantine Greek as ’Ανάγαιος or Anagai (Beckwith 2009: 406-407, n. 58). Since the 
Chinese transcription has the same  as the transcription of *Arsilas, and since the two 
transcriptions are contemporaneous, we must assume that in this dialect phonemic */s/ 
surfaced word-finally, but not word-medially before other consonants.  

17 See Schuessler (1987, 2007).  
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example, note the transcription of Taghbach ɪ ɪ as [ ] (NWei
r ̃ ~ r)̃ ‘house ( )’. 

 
 

Foreign codas 
 
The following codas are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic, 
Turkic, Sogdian, and other northern and western frontier languages but were 
not present in Northeastern Early Middle Chinese. 

 
Foreign σ ≈ NEMC σ ~ r ̃ σ ~ ʁ σ ~ ɛ σ 

Northeastern Early Middle Chinese employed one of three 
rhotic segments (  ~ r ̃~ ʁ) or the syllable ɛ  to transcribe 
Taghbach coda *r. This suggests that NEMC  was 
phonetically somewhat different from Taghbach . The 
Taghbach segment was probably a trill, based on considerations 
from the modern Mongolic daughter languages. Perhaps 
NEMC  was a rhotic approximant like *[ɹ], r ̃ was 
nasalization and rhotacization of the vowel it preceded, i.e. 
Ṽ˞], and ʁ was probably often phonetically realized as a trill, 

as often happens with uvulars at the phonetic level, leading to 
its use as a transcription of Taghbach trilled *r. We may only 
speculate on the phonetic details of these segments, but we can 
state for certain that Taghbach *r was transcribed by these three 
different NEMC rhotic segments. See the Chapter Five entries 
for Ch’ih-nu clan, P’u clan, and Shih-pen clan for examples of 
these transcriptions. 
 

Foreign σ ≈ NEMC r ̃ σ 
For example, the Kitan ethnonym *qʰɪ  is transcribed ca. 5th 
c. A.D. as Ch’i-tan [ ] (NEMC kʰɛ r ̃ kʰɨ r)̃. The coda 
*ñ is solidly attested in Old Turkic transcription and in Kitan 
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Assembled Script. See §7.2.1 for detailed discussion of the 
Kitan ethnonym and its attested transcriptions. 

 
Foreign σ ≈ NEMC r ̃ σ 

For example, Old Koguryo *  ‘valley’ is transcribed in 
Chinese as [ ] (NEMC r)̃.18 Note also Old Koguryo *  
‘seven’, transcribed as [ ] (NEMC r)̃.19 

 
Foreign ŋ σ ≈ NEMC r ̃ σ 

For example, Taghbach *žirpəŋ źiʁpǝr ̃ ‘embankment’ 
is cognate to Written Mongol serbeng ‘id.’ 

 
Foreign σ ≈ NEMC r ̃ σ σ ɛ σ 

Northeastern Early Middle Chinese employed one of two rhotic 
segments (  ~ r)̃ or the syllable ɛ  to transcribe the 
Taghbach lateral coda . Note Taghbach ɪ ɪ ‘house’, 
transcribed as [ ] (NWei r ̃~ r)̃;  ‘bridge’, 
transcribed as [ ] (NWei ); ɦorbǝl ‘warmth’, 
transcribed as [ ] (NWei ɦorbǝr)̃; *kʰɪ ɔ čɪ  
‘interpreters’, transcribed as [ ] (NEMC kʰɨ ɔrt̃śir)̃; 
and ‘cloud’, transcribed as [ ] (NWei ɛr)̃. Note 
also that the Silla Korean accusative suffix, believed by some 
Koreanists to have ended in a lateral ,20 is transcribed with 
Chinese [ ] NEMC ʔ ). This suffix is cognate to Modern 
Standard Korean  -ŭr ɨɭ  ~  -rŭr ɾɨɭ . 

 
 
 

18 Beckwith (2007a: 253).  
19 Beckwith (2007a: 252).  
20 See Lee Iksop & Ramsey (2000: 351, n. 7).  
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Foreign  č]σ ≈ NEMC *ć]σ ~ late northwestern EMC σ[ tś 
Although foreign coda č]σ

NEMC *ć]σ (see §2.3 above), there exist late 
northwestern EMC transcriptions transcribing foreign coda č]σ

σ tś he Sogdian personal name Wātč, in 
connection with historical events dating to 490 A.D., is 
transcribed as Yüeh-che [ ]21 (EMC wuartśa).22 

 
Foreign σC ≈ NEMC σC 

For example, the Sogdian word sārtpāw ‘caravan leader’23 is 
transcribed as sa-pao [ ] (EMC ʁ).24 
 
 

3.3.4. REVISIONS OF TRADITION-BASED RECONSTRUCTIONS 
 
I have identified at least two Early Middle Chinese syllables whose attested 
forms differ greatly from tradition-based theoretical ‘Middle Chinese’ 
reconstructions previously proposed in the literature. See below for discussion: 

 

Tradition-based MChi ɣə : attested LMC and NEMC ɣʊ
 
Although this syllable is traditionally reconstructed as ɣə (Pul. 122), revised 
to ɣə , transcriptional evidence shows that in EMC and even in LMC, it was 
read ɣʊ . Note the Late Middle Chinese transcription of the Turkic ethnonym 

21 de la Vaissière (2005: 205).  
22 Cf. Pul. 388, 400, and Tak. 308 for the MChi readings.  
23 See Gharib for the Sogdian form sārt <s’rth> ‘caravan’ (1995: 351, §8726) and Sims-

Williams for the word sārtpāw <s’rtp’w> ‘caravaneer’ (1996: 51).  
24 The Chinese transcription of this Sogdian word was identified by Étienne de la Vaissière 

(2003: 25) and Grenet et al. (2004: 247). The EMC readings are derived from Pul. 271 and 
30.  
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‘Uygur’ as Hui-ho [ ] (LMC ɣ ə ɣʊ ) for ɣ or ʊ ʁʊ . The 
same reading is valid for Northeastern Early Middle Chinese as well. Note the 
Taghbach clan name Ho-hsi shih NWei ɣʊ ɣ shih, glossed as Chi 
shih ( ) ‘Chi clan’ (see Chapter Five, §5.2.1, entry for ‘Ho-hsi shih’). The 
Sino-Korean reading of this character,  hŭr ( ), also supports the revised 
Middle Chinese reading I propose. 
 
 

Tradition-based MChi ɣɛ : attested LMC and NEMC ɣ
 
This syllable is traditionally reconstructed as ɣɛ (Pul. 329), but  evidence in 
Kitan Assembled Script, Middle Turkic in Arabic Script, and Northern Wei 
Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach shows that this syllable was actually 
pronounced ɣ in northern varieties of both Late Middle Chinese and Early 
Middle Chinese. The character  has been used to transcribe the foreign 
syllable as in the ethnonym unambiguously transcribed in Middle Turkic 
in Arabic script as Qāy [ ْقاى].25 Note also the Sino-Korean reading of the 
character  as hay ( ). Middle Korean could unambiguously distinguish ay 
( ) and ey ( ).26 Thus, we can confidently reconstruct Middle Chinese  
ɣ .

 
 
  

25 Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 19)  
26 Note that with these examples, I have diverged from the McCune-Reischauer romanization 

which I have regularly applied throughout the rest of this book, and here transcribe these 
Middle Korean forms in the Yale romanization system, in order to accurately represent 
Middle Korean phonology. In McCune-Reischauer romanization,  is hae,  is ae and 

 is e. 
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3.4. THE PHONOLOGY OF LATE MIDDLE CHINESE 
 
I use the term ‘Late Middle Chinese’ to refer to Middle Chinese as spoken 
during the Sui-T’ang period.27 Late Middle Chinese is important for this book 
because it is a language in which T’u-yü-hun, Old Kitan, Shirwi, Qay, and 
several other languages are transcribed.  

Owing in part to the international prestige and cultural flourishing of 
the T’ang dynasty, Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese is the best attested variety 
of Middle Chinese, with transcriptions in segmental foreign scripts including 
Old Uygur, Old Tibetan, Khotanese Brahmi, loanwords from Late Middle 
Chinese into numerous other languages, and additional data from the Late 
Middle Chinese transcriptions of foreign languages such as Sogdian, Syriac, 
Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and numerous others. Despite this wealth of data on 
Late Middle Chinese phonology, many Sinologists working on Late Middle 
Chinese (or their terminological equivalent) have persisted in following 
tradition-based ‘readings’ of characters, 28  and ignore the abundant, 
unambiguous foreign segmental transcriptional data, a problem noted by 
Beckwith (2002a, 2007a, 2008a, etc.). This section aims to present a historical-
comparative linguistic reconstruction of Late Middle Chinese phonology. 

The strongest reliable sources for the reconstruction of Late Middle 
Chinese are the transcriptions of the language in segmental foreign scripts such 
as Old Tibetan, Khotanese Brahmi, and Old Uygur. These sources have been 
studied in detail, or utilized for phonological reconstruction purposes, by 
Csongor (1952, 1954, 1960, 1962), Takata (1988, 1993), Coblin (1995), 
Beckwith (2007a etc.), Takeuchi (2008, 2011), and others. The data presented 
below are preliminary analyses based on observations in the above-mentioned 

27 My usage follows Beckwith (2002a: 209). Miyake likewise defines ‘Late Middle Chinese’ 
as the language of the T’ang Dynasty (618-907) and the Five Dynasties period (907-960) 
(Miyake 2003: 91). 

28  As noted by Miyake and others, the primary text on which the tradition-based 
‘reconstructions’ of Middle Chinese are based—the Ch’ieh-yün —represents not a 
natural language but “an artificial construct” (Miyake 2003: 93). 
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sources. A complete and definitive analysis of Late Middle Chinese phonology 
is not possible without a rigorous study of the data in Takata (1988, 1993) and 
other foreign segmental scripts. A comprehensive, modern study of the known 
Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of foreign languages, such as Syriac in the 
781 A.D. Nestorian Stele, is also needed. The tentative sketch presented below 
will suffice for the purposes of this book. 

 
 

Late Middle Chinese Onsets 
 
One of the most notable characteristics of Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese 
consonantal phonology is its prenasalized obstruent onsets , , dź , ź , 
and ŋ , the existence of which was noted at least as early as Maspero (1920). 
The tables below give the Late Middle Chinese onset inventory and exemplary 
Old Tibetan and Old Uygur transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese prenasalized 
onset stops, compared with Pulleyblank’s theoretical ‘Early Middle Chinese’ 
(the tradition-based approach’s theoretical equivalent to Late Middle 
Chinese).29 
 
Table 11. Preliminary analysis of attested LMC onsets 

 bilabial labiodental alveolar palatal velar 
prenasalized obstruents dź   ź ŋ

nasals 
stops b   p   pʰ d   t   tʰ g   k    kʰ
affricates ʣ ʦ ʦʰ dź   tś   tśʰ
fricatives ź    ś ɣ
laterals 
glides 

 

29 E.g. Pulleyblank (1991).  
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Table 12. Exemplary Old Tibetan transcriptions of LMC prenasalized obstruent onsets 

  OTib transcription  Source LMC Traditional LMC 

 འ་ ɦbi (Tak. 332-333) *  (Pul. 210 ) 
  འ་ ɦdu (Tak. 418-419) * ʊ (Pul. 228 ɔ) 

dź  འ་ ɦji ɲʤ (Tak. 312-313) * dź  (Pul. 228 ɨ) 
ź  འཞག་

~ ཞག་
ɦžag ɲʒ

žag ʒ
(Tak. 390-391 * ź

*ź  
(Pul. 270 ɲɨ ) 

ŋ   འན་ ɦgwan ŋ (Tak. 370-371) *ŋ  (Pul. 386 ŋuan) 

 
Table 13. Exemplary Old Uygur transcriptions of LMC prenasalized obstruent onsets 

Segment Character OUyg transcr. Source LMC Traditional LMC 

 ban (Cs.1952 113) *  (Pul. 318 ) 
ź  zim (Cs.1954 253) * ź  (Pul. 266 ɲ ) 

ŋ   gön (Cs.1952 113) *ŋ  (Pul. 386 ŋuan) 

 
 

Foreign onsets and word-initial vowels 
 

The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic, 
Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but were not present in Late Early 
Middle Chinese: 

Foreign σ[qʰ ≈ LMC σ kʰ 
The Old Turkic title qatun is transcribed in Late Middle 
Chinese as k’o-tun [ ]30 (LMC kʰatwə )31 and in Old 
Tibetan as gatun [ག་ན་]. 

 
 
 

30 HTS (215b: 6068); Beckwith (1987: 120, n. 70).  
31 Pul. 173, 84.  
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Foreign σ  ≈ LMC σ  
The Old Turkic ethnonym Qarluq is transcribed in Late Middle 
Chinese as Ko-lu-lu [ ]32 (LMC ə ).33 

 
Foreign σ ʁ ≈ LMC σ ɣ 

The Old Turkic title yabʁu is transcribed in Late Middle 
Chinese as Yeh-hu [ ]34 (LMC ɣʊ).35 Note also Old 
Turkic qaʁan ‘emperor’, transcribed in Late Middle Chinese as 
K’o-han [ ]36 (LMC kʰaɣ ). 

  
Foreign σ ə ≈ LMC σ ɨ 

Serbi ə ə ə  ‘grass’ is transcribed in Late Middle 
Chinese as i-fen  [ ] (LMC ɨ ).37 

 
 

Late Middle Chinese Codas 
 

The table below summarizes the Late Middle Chinese coda inventory: 
 
Table 14. Late Middle Chinese Codas 

 bilabial alveolar palatal velar 
stops 
nasals ŋ
rhotics 
glides 

32 TCTC (209: 6629); Beckwith (1987: 75, n. 117). 
33 Pul. 106, 203.  
34 CTS (194b: 5179). This Old Turkic title is probably a loanword from Tokharian [ ] 

(LMC ɣʊ), glossed as ‘king ( )’ (HTS 221b: 6252). 
35 Pul. 364, 128.  
36 HTS (215b: 6051 et seq.). 
37  for  (Pul. 367, LMC ɨ );  (Pul. 94, LMC ). See Chapter Eight for discussion. 
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Another very important feature of attested Late Middle Chinese which is 
widely misunderstood by the tradition-based approach is the rhotic *r, 
understood as  in the traditional approach. Foreign transcriptional evidence 
irrefutably shows that in attested Late Middle Chinese this segment was rhotic. 
See Tables 15 and 16 below for attested Old Tibetan and Old Uygur 
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese coda consonants: 
 
Table 15. Exemplary Old Tibetan transcriptions of LMC coda consonants 

Segment Character OTib transcription  Source LMC Traditional LMC 

 ཀབ་ kab (Tak. 354-355) *  (Pul. 144 ɨ ) 
  ར་ pyir (Tak.LS §124) *  (Pul. 33 ) 
  ལག་ lag (Tak. 386-387) *  (Pul. 204 ) 

 
Table 16. Exemplary Old Uygur transcriptions of LMC coda consonants 

Segment Character OUyg transcription  Source LMC Traditional LMC 

 qab (Cs.1952 117) *  (Pul. 144 ɨ ) 
  pir (Cs.1952 118) *  (Pul. 33 ) 
  laγ (Cs.1952 118) *  (Pul. 203 ) 

 
 

Foreign codas 
 
The following codas are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic, 
Old Turkic, Old Tibetan, and other northern frontier languages but were not 
present in Late Middle Chinese. This list is far from comprehensive, and is 
intended only to give a glimpse of some of the known LMC renderings of 
foreign segments and phoneme sequences which were not permitted by LMC 
phonotactics.  
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Foreign σ ≈ LMC σ  
For example, Old Turkic kül is transcribed in LMC as ch’üeh 
[ ]38 (LMC kʰuar). In foreign medial clusters such as , 
foreign σ is sometimes given as null in Late Middle Chinese 
transcription, e.g. the name of the Türk ruler Bilge Qaγan is 
transcribed in Chinese as P’i-ch’ieh K’o-han [ ] (LMC 

ɨ kʰaɣ ).39 
 
Foreign σ ≈ LMC σ

The Old Turkic name Barsqan is transcribed in LMC as Pa-sai-
kan [ ] (LMC ə ).40 Note also the Old Tibetan 
word rtsis-pa appearing in LMC transcription as Tzu-ssu-po 
[ ] (LMC ʦ ɨ ).41 

 
Foreign š]σ ≈ LMC σ ś(V) 

Note the LMC transcription of the Old Turkic title Išbara as 
Sha-po-lo [ ] (LMC śaparla).42 

 
Foreign σ ≈ LMC σ

Note the Late Middle Chinese transcription of the name of 
Özmiš Qaγan, an eighth century ruler of the Türk, given in 
Chinese as Wu-su-mi-shih [ ]43 (LMC ʊ ʊ ɛyśi).  

 
Foreign σ σ ≈ LMC σ  

As transcriptional evidence indicates, LMC had no coda  or 
, despite the widespread tradition-based belief to the contrary. 

38 Beckwith (1987: 210).  
39 HTS (215b: 6051 et seq.).  
40 See Beckwith (1987: 210) for the identification of this Old Turkic name.  
41 Pelliot (1915: 14). The LMC forms are from Pul. 421, 291, 40. 
42 Beckwith (1987: 210). For the LMC forms see Tak. 306 and Pul. 273, 40, 203. 
43 HTS (215b: 6054).  
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Foreign codas in σ or σ are transcribed in LMC with σ or 
null (  For example, the Old Turkic title šad appears in  Late 
Middle Chinese transcription as [ ] (LMC śiar).44 Note also 
Old Tibetan rgyud in Late Middle Chinese transcription as 
[ ]45 (LMC ɛ ). But also note the Old Tibetan title ་ད་ Khri 
‘Od, i.e. k͡rʰiɣʊ , in Late Middle Chinese transcription as 
Ch’i-li-hu [ ]46 (LMC kʰɨ ɣʊ). 

 
 

3.5. THE PHONOLOGY OF EARLY OLD MANDARIN 
 
It has been recognized that Mandarin originated in the Kitan and Jurchen 
empires, i.e. ca. 10th to 12th centuries (cf. Shen 2011). It is clear, however, that 
this early variety of Mandarin differed in certain respects from later varieties, 
such as the well-attested Late Old Mandarin of the Yüan dynasty. This section 
presents an analysis of what can be gleaned of Early Old Mandarin phonology 
from Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script, Jurchen words 
transcribed in Chinese in the  Chin Shih and other sources, and Jurchen 
transcriptions of Chinese words in the Jurchen Script.  

While considerable contributions have been made to the study of Liao 
Chinese phonology (e.g. Kane 2009; Shen 2006; Liu 2008: 226-228; Shen 
2011; and Takeuchi 2011), and important observations have been made on 
Chin Chinese phonology (e.g. Sun 2004; Shen 2011), very little work has been 
done on the Early Old Mandarin loans in Jurchen Script, and little has been 
done to present a general sketch of what is known of Early Old Mandarin 
phonology and the sound changes which characterized its development, with 
the exception of Kane’s (2009) sketch of Liao Chinese phonology and 

44 As in the name of Bagha Shad [ ] (LMC ɣaśiar), appearing in such texts as HTS 
(215b: 6058) and CTS (194b: 5183).  

45 Pelliot (1915: 15).  
46 See Beckwith (1987: 169, n. 167) for the Chinese transcription.  
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Takeuchi’s (2011) work on Liao Chinese velar onsets. While I do not attempt 
to present a comprehensive overview of all that can be known about Early Old 
Mandarin phonology, I do aim to present a detailed analysis of some of the 
important phonological innovations of Early Old Mandarin distinguishing it 
from Late Middle Chinese, and some of the features distinguishing it from Late 
Old Mandarin.47 Although Early Old Mandarin was not radically different 
from Late Old Mandarin, Kitan transcriptions of Liao Chinese (i.e. Early Old 
Mandarin as spoken in the Kitan Empire) show that at least this northern 
frontier variety of Early Old Mandarin had some important features which 
were lost in Late Old Mandarin (i.e. Yüan Chinese). Jurchen transcriptions of 
Early Old Mandarin provide hints of later innovations distinguishing Chin 
Chinese from earlier Liao Chinese. 
 
 

3.5.1. SYLLABLE ONSETS 
 

MChi kaɨwŋ > LC *kaŋ ~ LOM *kjaŋ 
 
Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script show that, like Sino-
Middle Korean, certain later palatalization processes had not taken place in 
Liao Chinese. Note  MSC jiāng ‘river; Yangtze’ (Pul. 149 kaɨwŋ)48 in 
Kitan as  ‹g.ang› and Middle Korean  kang.49 Clearly in northeastern 
Early Old Mandarin and northeastern Middle Chinese, the onset of this word 
was not palatalized. By the Late Old Mandarin period, however, the onset had 
become palatalized to *ky-. Note that in Yüan Late Old Mandarin in ‘Phagspa 
Script, the word is transcribed ‹gÿang› ~ ‹gyang›.50 
 

47 For a study of northern frontier Old Mandarin morphosyntax and lexicon, see Shin (2009).  
48  is not attested in Takata (1988).  
49 See Nam (2002) for the Sino-Middle Korean form.  
50 See Coblin (2007: 118) for the ‘Phagspa forms.  
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LMC ŋ [ŋ , ʔ (NEMC *ɦ) > LC *ŋ (and probably *ɦ)  CChi *ɦ 
 
The Chinese transcriptions of Jurchen show that the Middle Chinese onsets      
ŋ (attested ŋ )51 and ʔ (NEMC *ɦ)52 merged to *ɦ in Chin Chinese. This 

onset is often transcribed with  ‹ng› in Kitan Assembled Script. Although 
the Late Old Mandarin dialect which formed the basis of ‘Phagspa Chinese 
retains this onset (see Coblin 2007), apparently the dialect on which the 
Chung-yüan yin-yün  is based had lost it (see Pulleyblank 1991).  

See below for Middle Kitan transcriptions of the velar nasal onset:53 
 

 MSC yín : KAS  ‹ › (LC *ŋin) : LMC ŋin (Pul. 373). 
 MSC yù : KAS  ‹ › (LC *ŋü) : LMC ŋɨ  (Pul. 383). 
 MSC yuán : KAS  ‹ng.ÿ.ên› (LC *ŋɥɛ ) : LMC ŋuan (Pul. 386). 

 
Variant transcriptions in the Chin Shih provide evidence of this *ɦ 

onset. Note the following transcriptions: 
 

 (CChi *ɦ ɛ ) ~  (CChi *ɦ ):  
OJur *(ɦ)  [ ] (CChi *ɦ ɦ ɛ ) ~ [ ] (CChi *ɦ ɦ ) 
‘pig, boar ( )’ > Ma. ulgiyan ‘id.’54 

 
 (CChi *ɦ ) ~  (CChi *ɦ ):  

OJur *ɢʊši [ ] ~ [ ] (CChi *ɦuši) ~ [ ] (CChi *kušĩ) 
‘thirty ( )’ > Ma. γûsin ‘id.’55 

51 This onset is attested as འག  ‘g- ŋ  in Old Tibetan transcriptions of Middle Chinese (Takata 
1988, 1993).  

52 Beckwith (2007a).  
53 The Kitan orthographic forms and their Liao Chinese equivalents are from Kane (2009: 264 

§7.059, §7.060, §7.061). I have added LMC forms for comparison. My KAS readings and 
Liao Chinese reconstructions are my revisions of Kane’s. 

54 Norman (1978: 294b).  
55 Norman (1978: 118b).  
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It has been shown elsewhere that medieval northeastern Chinese 
elements in Middle Korean and Early Modern Korean retained *ɣ or *ɦ 
(Shimunek 2011b).56  

Chinese transcriptions of later Jurchen provide further evidence of this 
segment. Beckwith (2007a) discovered that northeastern Early Middle Chinese 
had *ɦ corresponding to the central Middle Chinese glottal stop ʔ 
reconstructed by Pulleyblank (1991). Clearly the Early Old Mandarin dialect 
in which Jurchen was transcribed had this segment as well, or a phonologically 
similar reflex of it. Note the following later Early Old Mandarin transcriptions 
of Jurchen:57 
 

Jur. ʁ  [ ] (late EOM ɔɦ ) ‘voice’58 > Ma. ǰilγan ‘voice’.59 
Jur. ʁ  [ ] (late EOM *tʰalɔɦ ) ‘fat’60 > Ma. tarχûn ‘fat’.61  

 
These transcriptions provide further evidence of Chin Chinese  ɦ  

and  ɦ . Since the Middle Kitan phonological inventory apparently lacked 
the segment ɦ, this Early Old Mandarin *ɦ was regularly transcribed with null 
(Ø) in the Kitan Assembled Script transcriptions of Liao Chinese. 
 

56 Note  MSC yín ‘silver’ and  MSC yibai ‘one hundred’, transcribed in Witsen’s 1692 
notes as [ ] ‘silver ( )’ and [ ] ~ [ ] ‘hundred ( )’, respectively, 
representing 17th century Early Modern Korean  *ɣɯ  and *ɦ -  ~ * -  
(Shimunek 2011b: 3). Note Late Middle Korean (ca. 15th century)  *ɣɯ  (Nam 2002). 
These Sino-Korean forms must be from a northeastern variety of Middle Chinese. 

57 Although these transcriptions date to around 1550 A.D., they are clearly transcribed in a 
very archaic variety of Old Mandarin, as noted by Kane (1989). This suggests that many 
of these transcriptions were probably copied from much earlier sources, and probably were 
originally written in Early Old Mandarin.   

58 Kane (1989: 327).  
59 See Norman (1978: 160a) for Manchu ǰilγan ‘sound, noise, voice’.  
60 Kane (1989: 278).  
61 Manchu tarχûn ‘fat’ (Norman 1978: 273a).  
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MSC jiu  ~  ~  : LMC kyiw : LC tiw : central OM  
 
There are transcriptions providing evidence of Liao Chinese tiw 
corresponding to Late Middle Chinese kyiw. The Middle Kitan verb  
‘gather (intr.)’, cognate to Middle Mongol tǖ- ‘gather, collect (trans.)’, is 
attested in Kitan Assembled Script in the Kitan-Chinese bilingual Lang-chün 
hsing-chi  inscription of 1134 in a past verbal noun form in  
‹t.iu.er›, reconstructible as ə  (gather-PST.VN) ‘gathering’, corresponding 
to hui  in the reign period name T’ien-hui  ‘Celestial Gathering’. The 
same verbal root is found in the Kitan name of Yeh-lü Jen-hsien, i.e.  
‹t.iu.r.ñ› . As shown by Batu (Ji Shi), cited by Kane, this name is 
transcribed in Chinese as  Chiu-lin.62  This suggests that the Chinese 
character  as well as its variants  and  must have been read  in Liao 
Chinese.63 

The Sung rhyming dictionary Kuang-yün  provides a fan-ch’ieh 
indicating that these characters are read kyiw or kiw, but as Liu P’u-chiang 
demonstrates, P’eng Ta-ya’s  Hei Ta Shih-lüeh  (A Brief 
Account of the Black Tatars), provides another fan-ch’ieh spelling of this 
character as  (LOM  ch’ieh),64 which clearly indicates that the 
character was read with the syllable onset of  (LOM ) and the nucleus of 

 (LOM ).65 We should thus reconstruct  for northern Old Mandarin.  

62 Kane (2009: 50). 
63 In Shimunek (2011a: 103a), I erroneously criticized Daniel Kane (2009) for his transcription 

of the Modern Standard Chinese reading of this character as jiu (i.e. Wade-Giles chiu); his 
transcription for the standard modern reading in fact was correct. The discrepancy between 
the Kitan word and its Chinese transcription nevertheless suggests that Liao Chinese had 

 for  MSC jiu, which is read *[ ] in ‘Phagspa Late Old Mandarin (Coblin 2007: 
162, §646). I am thankful to Daniel Kane for pointing out my error and for our fruitful 
discussion of the problem (p.c., March 2012), which led us to Liu P’u-chiang’s solution. 

64 The Late Old Mandarin (LOM) forms presented here are from Coblin (2007: §241, §620).  
65 Liu P’u-chiang (2008: 226-228). Liu provides the fan-ch’ieh in his discussion, but the 

phonological analysis and the addition of the reconstructed Old Mandarin forms presented 
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Given this fan-ch’ieh spelling and the Kitan script evidence,  must 
be the correct reading of the character for Liao Chinese and probably other 
northern frontier varieties of Old Mandarin. It is not clear whether this is an 
innovation in northern dialects or if it is a retention of a much older feature 
which has yet to be identified in the extant Middle Chinese and Old Chinese 
data.66 
 
 

3.5.2. SYLLABLE NUCLEI 
 

LMC , , , , ɨ ,  > EOM *ɔ 
 
Important data on Liao Chinese, a frontier variety of Early Old Mandarin, is 
found in Liao Chinese loanwords in Kitan Assembled Script. Kitan Assembled 
Script transcriptions of Liao Chinese show that Early Old Mandarin had 
merged Late Middle Chinese , ,  , , and  to *ɔ. Note the 
following transcriptions:67 
   

 MSC fáng : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ɔŋ) : LMC buaŋ (Pul. 91). 
 MSC guān : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ɔ ) : LMC kwan [ ] ~ gwan 

[ ] (Tak. 364-365),  (Pul. 113).  
 MSC guāng : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ɔŋ) : LMC kwang [kwaŋ] (Tak. 

388-389), kwaŋ (Pul. 114). 

here is my own. See also Erdenibagatur (2008), who proposes the same reconstruction for 
these characters, and additionally provides arguments for considering the form  as a 
Kitan ‘Large Script’ (i.e. Kitan Linear Script) character borrowed into Chinese. 

66 For the tradition-based reconstructions of OChi forms of  MSC jiu, note Bax. 769 ʔ
ʔ, but given the fact that these reconstructions are based on a problematic medieval 

tradition rather than solid transcriptional data or loanword evidence, they are by no means 
certain, and should be carefully reinvestigated. 

67 The Kitan Assembled Script forms presented here are mostly from Kane (2009), although 
the transcriptions and reconstructions are my own revisions. I have also compared the Liao 
Chinese forms with their Middle Chinese equivalents.  
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 MSC guǎng : KAS  ‹ . › (LC * ɔŋ): kwang [kwaŋ] ~ kwong 
[ ɔŋ] (Tak. 388-389), LMC kwaŋ  (Pul. 114). 

 MSC huáng : KAS  ‹ɣ › (LC *ɣɔŋ): LMC hwang [ɣwaŋ] (Tak. 388-
389), ɣwaŋ (Pul. 132). 

 MSC shuài : KAS  ‹š. › (LC *ʃɔ) : LMC ṣ  ~ ṣ  (Pul. 289, 
291) : LOM [ʂ ], [ʂ ] (Cob. 259, 313). 

 MSC shuài : KAS ‹š. › (LC *ʃɔ) : LMC ṣ  ~ ṣ  (Pul. 289, 
291) : LOM [ʂ ], [ʂ ] (Cob. 259, 313). 

 MSC wáng : KAS  ‹ › (LC *ɔŋ) : LMC wang [waŋ] (Tak. 392-393), 
wuaŋ (Pul. 318). 

 MSC zuǒ : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ɔ) : LMC dza [ ] (Tak. 304-305),   
 (Pul. 424) : LOM [ ɔ] (Cob. 737).  

 
    Early Old Mandarin loanwords in Jurchen likewise provide evidence 
of this innovative *ɔ vowel. Part of this evidence comes from word forms in 
Jurchen script. Note the Jurchen grapheme  which transcribes  MSC hé 
and  MSC huà.68 Taking into consideration the Middle Chinese readings of 

 LMC ɣ  (Pul. 122) and  LMC ɣ ɨ  (Pul. 128), the Jurchen graph 
should be read ‹ ɔ›, transcribing Chin Chinese * ɔ in both of these characters. 
 Note also Jurchen  which transcribes  MSC guǒ and also renders 
the phoneme sequence * ɔ in native Jurchen words.69 This suggests Chin 
Chinese  * ɔ. 
 
 

3.5.3. SYLLABLE CODAS 
 

Liao Chinese coda *ñ 
 
As noted by Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2011a),  MSC furen ‘lady’ is 
transcribed in Kitan Assembled Script as  ‹pu.ši.ñ›, suggesting a Liao 
Chinese form žiñ *[fuʒ ɲ . This is an important piece of evidence on Liao 

68 NT 131.  
69 NT 111.  
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Chinese phonology, although the fact that it is currently the only known 
example of Liao Chinese coda  prevents us from making generalizations. 
 
 

LMC ŋ, ,  > LC *ŋ, * , *  >  CChi *Ṽ (or less likely * ) 
 
Variant transcriptions of Chin Jurchen in the Chin Shih show that the Middle 
Chinese codas ŋ, , and  had merged to *Ṽ (or less likely * ) in Chin 
Chinese. There are hints of this in the Jurchen script transcriptions of Chin 
Chinese as well. However, this merger of nasal codas was not a characteristic 
of all varieties of Early Old Mandarin. The Kitan Assembled Script 
transcriptions of Liao Chinese clearly and consistently distinguish all three 
codas. Note the following Kitan Assembled Script transcriptions of Liao 
Chinese: 
 

 MSC jiāng : KAS  ‹ › (LC *kaŋ). 
 MSC jīn : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ). 
 MSC wén : KAS  ‹ › (LC * ). 

 
Chin Chinese is attested later than Liao Chinese, and it appears to be 

representative of a somewhat more progressive stage of Early Old Mandarin 
than Liao Chinese. We may conclude that the coda nasal merger in Chin 
Chinese was a phonological innovation distinguishing Chin Chinese from Liao 
Chinese.  
 As noted by Sun (2004), Jurchen word-final * # is transcribed with  
mu in the Chin Shih transcription of the Chin Jurchen word *šim [ ] ‘wok, 
pot ( )’,70 cognate to Manchu simtu ‘a large iron pot or wok ( )’.71 This 
suggests that Chin Chinese had lost coda * , and the onset of  mu was 

70 Sun (2004: 254, 333).  
71 The Manchu form I quote here is from Kuribayashi & Hurelbator (2008: 441).  
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apparently the best means Chin Chinese phonology could provide to 
unambiguously transcribe word-final m#. 

Other indications of the loss of coda *  include the transcriptions 
*  [ ] ~ *  [ ] ~ [ ], glossed ‘Chinese person ( )’ and 
‘term of contempt used by northerners to refer to southerners ( )’. Sun 
(2004) reconstructs *  ~ * , but this is highly unlikely, given the 
phonological incongruity of the variant transcriptions. Later Jurchen has *
*  [ ] ‘Chinese person ( )’.72 The word is cognate to 
Written Manchu niqan and modern spoken Manchu [ iˈkʰan] ‘Han Chinese’.73 
Although the word is not attested in Jurchen Script, the variant transcriptions 
of this word, and its Manchu cognate, shows that coda *  had been lost in 
Chin Chinese (or more likely, had lenited to nasalization of the preceding 
vowel). Clearly,  MSC nián (LMC , Pul. 224) was pronounced 
similarly to  MSC ní (LMC , Pul. 223) in Chin Chinese.  It would be 
motivated to reconstruct Chin Chinese  * ɛ ̃ and  * . The variant 
transcriptions of the second syllable of this Jurchen word likewise show that 

 MSC hǎn (LMC , Pul. 119),  MSC kān (LMC kʰam, Pul. 170), 
and  MSC hàn (LMC ɣ , Pul. 118) were similar in pronunciation in Chin 
Chinese. This suggests that Chin Chinese had  * ã,  *kʰã, and  *ɣã. 
 As evidence of the loss (or lenition) of the velar nasal coda *ŋ#, we 
may note the transcription *šaŋ  [ ] ‘white ( )’,74 cognate to Manchu 
šanyan ʃ  ‘white’ and šanggiyan ʃaŋgjan] ‘white; smoke’. The 
character  MSC jiāng had a velar nasal in Middle Chinese (LMC ɨwŋ, 
Pul. 149) as well as Late Old Mandarin *[kjaŋ] (Cob. 118: #127). In Jurchen 
Script we have  ‹šan.gyan› ‘white ( ); smoke ( )’,75 which clearly 
shows the alveolar nasal coda in the second syllable. Later Jurchen has *šaŋgya 

72 Kane (1989: 281).  
73 Kim et al. (2008). 
74 NT 98.  
75 NT 98, 246. 
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[ ] ‘white ( )’.76 Sanjiazi Manchu has [ɕaŋˈŋə ] ‘white; smoke’.77 The 
variation in the medial cluster is not of importance—*šanyan ~ *šaŋgya ~ 
*šaŋgyan are clearly variants of the same word. Thus we may posit Chin 
Chinese  *g ã (or less likely *g ). 
 Note also Jurchen  ‘good ( )’ transcribed as [ ] MSC sanyi, 
and Jurchen *šaman ~ *sama ‘shamaness ( )’, transcribed as [ ] MSC 
shanman ~ [ ]   MSC samao, etc. 
 The following Early Old Mandarin loanwords in Jurchen script also 
show the loss or lenition of final coda *ŋ in Chin Chinese: 
 

 MSC gāochāng : Jurchen  ‹gau.ča.an› (CChi *  * ʃʰã). 
 MSC táng : Jurchen  ‹ › (CChi * ã). 
 MSC zhāng : Jurchen  ‹ǰ › (CChi * ʃã). 

 
The Jurchen grapheme  and its allograph  are transcribed [ ] an 

in Chinese.78  
 Note also the Jurchen grapheme  which transcribes a Chin Chinese 
cognate to  MSC wáng.79 Chinese transcriptions of Jurchen words written 
with this grapheme correspond variously to  an and  wang in their Chinese 
transcription, suggesting that the nasal coda of both Chin Chinese  and  
was * # or more likely, that both of these nasal codas had lenited to 
nasalization on the preceding vowel, i.e. *Ṽ for Chin Chinese   *ã and  *ɔ.̃

76 Kane (1989: 225, 359).  
77 Kim et al. (2008: 94).  
78 NT 158.  
79 NT 72.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
NOTES ON THE PHONOLOGY OF OLD TIBETAN 

 
 

4.1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Despite the relatively long history of Tibetan studies as a field, and the great 
importance of Old Tibetan to the study of Central Eurasian linguistics, careful 
linguistic study of this period of the Tibetan language and basic issues relating 
to its phonology have only been undertaken in detail in very recent years.1 

Since there exists important data on T’u-yü-hun and Kitan transcribed 
in Old Tibetan, a discussion of Old Tibetan phonology is a necessary 
prerequisite to a careful treatment of the data. This chapter thus presents a brief 
overview of Old Tibetan phonology as relevant to this book. 

Beckwith & Walter (2015) divide Old Tibetan into three periods, 
defined as follows: 
 

Early Old Tibetan, or Imperial Old Tibetan, is the Tibetan language spoken 
and written during the Tibetan Empire (ca. 618-842).2   

 
Middle Old Tibetan refers to the language of the early Bardar (བར་དར་) 

‘intermediate promulgation (of the faith)’ period, immediately 
following the fall of the Tibetan Empire, in which most Tun-huang 
(Dunhuang) texts were written, including the ‘Bacot Document’ 
(PT 1283). 

 

1 See Beckwith (1996, 2007a, 2006e, 2008a, etc.). It is important to realize that so-called 
‘Written Tibetan’ is not Imperial Old Tibetan. Unperiodized Written Tibetan often 
represents post-imperial innovations, Classical Tibetan, and even modern loanwords from 
languages such as Hindi and English. Old Tibetan data should thus be based on texts from 
the Tibetan Empire. See Walter & Beckwith (2010) and Beckwith & Walter (2015) for the 
solidly datable Old Tibetan texts. 

2 See Beckwith (1977, 1987, 2009) for the dates of the Tibetan Empire. 
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Late Old Tibetan refers to the language of the Old Tibetan Chronicle and 
other very late Tun-huang (Dunhuang) texts. 

 
 

4.2. SYLLABLE ONSETS 
 

Voicing 
 

As shown by Beckwith (2007a), Imperial Old Tibetan had a voiced-voiceless 
opposition in its onset obstruent inventory. The voiceless aspirated and 
voiceless unaspirated obstruents of Old Tibetan orthography are in 
complementary distribution, and are thus allophones of voiceless phonemes.3 
 
 

Onset clusters 
 

Foreign transcriptions of Old Tibetan, as well as Old Tibetan loanwords in 
foreign languages, show that Old Tibetan orthography was largely faithful to 
the phonology of spoken Early Old Tibetan, especially with regard to onset 
clusters. Transcriptional evidence of these clusters is found in Late Middle 
Chinese, Old Turkic, and Arabic sources, e.g. Old Tibetan blon (ན་) was 
borrowed into runiform Old Turkic as bölön  ‹b2w2l2n2› in the Kül 
Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D. (North Face, line 12), representing an Imperial 
Old Tibetan donor form .4 Note also the Arabic transcriptions of the Old 

3 Beckwith (2007a: xxi).  
4 Tekin (1968: 320) proposes this etymology, and glosses the word as ‘minister, high official’. 

The relevant line in the inscription reads as follows:   tüpüt 
qaγanta bölön kälti ‘From the Tibetan emperor a blön [minister] came’ (Tekin 1968: 237, 
270-271). This Old Turkic form suggests that Imperial Old Tibetan had already begun the 
process of umlauting vowels which characterizes many later varieties of Tibetan. This is 
also known from the fact that there is a special Old Tibetan vowel diacritic ( o ◌ོ + e ◌ེ ) for 
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Tibetan word for the northeastern province of the Tibetan Empire known as 
Mdosmad (མ་ད་), i.e. Arabic Dhū sm.t (ذوسمت) and Tūsm.t (توسمت).5 These 
transcriptions clearly are attempts to represent the onset cluster sm of smad 
(ད་). At the time these transcriptions were made, the donor Old Tibetan dialect 
must have had *[ ʊ ] / *[ ], *[ ʊ ] / *[ ], or *[ ʊ ] / 
*[ ]. 

As late as the 9th century, as attested in the Chinese transcriptions of 
Old Tibetan words and titles in the Sino-Tibetan Treaty Inscription of 823, 
many of the complex onsets of Early Old Tibetan were still pronounced 
faithfully to their orthographic forms, i.e. they retained Early Old Tibetan 
phonotactics. A cursory glance through the Late Middle Chinese transcriptions 
of Old Tibetan in this inscription shows that at least the following complex 
onsets retained their Early Old Tibetan values:  bl- [ ], བཟ bz- [ ], བཞ bzh- 
[ ʒ],  khr- [kʰr], མཐ mth- [ tʰ], སན sn- [ ],  sr- [ ], and  st- [ ].6 

 
 

The fricative *ɣ
 

Csoma de Kőrös (1834), Beckwith (1996: 814, n. 3; 2006e, etc.), Hill (2009a),                     
and numerous others have demonstrated that Old Tibetan འ is a voiced velar 
fricative * ɣ or a voiced glottal transition * ɦ  when this grapheme is used as 
a simple onset.7 Note also the Old Tibetan title Khri ‘Od (་ད་), transcribed in 
Late Middle Chinese as Ch’i-li-hu [ ]8 (LMC kʰɨ ɣʊ), where ‘od (ད་) 

indicating front rounded ö which appears in Imperial Old Tibetan texts (Christopher I. 
Beckwith, p.c., fall 2010). 

5 King (2010: 150). 
6 For a complete table of attested Old Tibetan onset clusters, see Beckwith (2006e: 9-10).  
7 When used as the first segment in an onset cluster, this grapheme denotes a different phoneme, 

/N/, i.e. homorganic prenasalization of the phoneme it precedes, e.g. འབ , འག ŋ , and འད 
. See Beckwith (1996). 

8 HTS (216b: 6105); TCTC (246: 7969-7970); Beckwith (1987: 169, n. 167).  
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corresponds to hu [ ] (LMC ɣʊ), clearly indicating a voiced velar fricative 
onset, i.e. Old Tibetan ɣʊ .9 

 
 

Foreign onsets 
 

The following onsets are common in attested early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic, 
Turkic, and other northern frontier languages but are not present in Old Tibetan. 
The Old Tibetan approximations of these foreign segments are indicated with 
the wavy equals sign (≈). 

 
Foreign σ   ≈  OTib σ k  ~ σ g 

Old Tibetan transcriptions of Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic 
languages provide evidence of these sound correspondences. 
The Old Turkic city name Baqɨr Balɨq ‘Copper City’ is 
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig (བ་ར་པ་ག་).10 
The medieval Uygur royal clan name Yaʁlaqar appears in 
Middle Old Tibetan transcription as yagleker (ཡག་་ར་).11 The 
Kitan ethnonym *qʰɪ ɲ (attested in Old Turkic as qɨtañ) is 
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getaŋ (་ཏང་) ~ getan (་
ཏན་). 12  The Turkic ethnonym Qarluq appears in Middle Old 
Tibetan as garlog (གར་ག་).13 Old Turkic qɨzɨl ‘red’ appears in 

9 Pelliot (1915: 11) gives additional Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of the Old Tibetan 
voiced velar fricative, although the original sources need to be checked carefully to verify 
the forms he cites. 

10 PT 1283 (l. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).  
11 PT 1283 (l. 25-26); Clauson (1957: 20); Golden (1992: 156); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi 

(2008: 24). 
12 PT 1283 (l. 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24).  
13 PT 1283 (l. 85); Ligeti (1971: 186); Venturi (2008: 30).  
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Old Tibetan transcription as gezir (་ཟིར་).14  T’u-yü-hun ɔ  
‘river’ is transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as kol (ལ་).15 

 
Foreign σ[qʰ  ≈  OTib  σ kʰ 

T’u-yü-hun *qʰɔ  ‘river’ (in free variation with unaspirated ɔ  
above) is transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as khol (ལ་).16 Note 
also Old Kitan *qʰaʁ  ‘emperor, king’, transcribed in Middle 
Old Tibetan as khagan (ཁ་གན་).17 

 
Foreign σ ɢ  ≈  OTib σ g  ~ σ ɣ  ~ σ h 

T’u-yü-hun *ɢɔ, probably meaning ‘straight’ or ‘beautiful’, is 
transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as ɣo (་).18 Hypothetically, 
foreign syllable initial σ ɢ  could also be rendered with Old 
Tibetan g (ག) or h (ཧ), although I have not found transcriptions 
attesting such correspondences. 

 
Foreign σ ɣ  ≈  OTib σ g  ~  σ ɣ ~  σ h 

The earliest attestation of the Kereyit ethnonym, *kʰereɣ  (later 
attested as *kʰereyit [ in the Secret History of the 
Mongols),19 is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as kherged   
(་ད་).20 Foreign syllable initial σ ɣ  could also be transcribed 
with Old Tibetan ɣ (འ) or h (ཧ). For examples, see hoyoɣor and 
ɣuyikor in the next paragraph. 

 
 

14 PT 1283 (l. 81); Bacot (1956: 152); Venturi (2008: 30).  
15 OTA1 (l. 123). 
16 OTA1 (l. 195). 
17 PT 1283 (l. 27). 
18 OTA1 (l. 123, 195). 
19 Kuribayashi (2009: 266).  
20 PT 1283 (l. 36); Moriyasu (1980: 178-179); Venturi (2008: 25).  
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Foreign σ ʁ  ≈  OTib σ g  ~  σ k  ~ σ ɣ  ~  σ h 
The ethnonym of the medieval Uygur ( ʁ  in spoken Old 
Uygur) is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan variously as 
ɣuyikor (་་ར་), hoyohor  (་་ར་), and hoyoɣor (་་ར་).21 Old 
Kitan *qʰaʁ  ‘emperor, king’ is transcribed in Middle Old 
Tibetan as khagan (ཁ་གན་).22 Note also the Old Turkic title yabʁu, 
transcribed in Early Old Tibetan as yabgo (ཡ་བ་) in the Old 
Tibetan Annals.23 

 
 

4.3. SYLLABLE NUCLEI 
 

Notable vowel values 
 

In transcriptions of Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan vowel ◌ོ (commonly 
transcribed o), represents ɔ ʊ . This is clear from the Old Tibetan 
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese as studied by Takata (1988). Also, as 
demonstrated by Ligeti (1971), Tibetan o in the Bacot Document transcribes 
Old Turkic /u/. On the basis of this and other analyses, it is thought that Old 
Tibetan o at that time, and even Early Old Tibetan o, represented ʊ  or the like. 

 
 

Foreign vowel segments 
 

One notable foreign vowel segment found in early Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic 
languages but not present in the Old Tibetan inventory is the following: 

 

21 PT 1283 (l. 25, 26, 29); Bacot (1956: 153); Clauson (1957: 15); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi 
(2008: 24, 25).  

22 PT 1283 (l. 27). 
23 ITJ 750 (l. 117, 131, 133). 
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Foreign [ɨ] ≈ OTib e ~ i 
This correspondence is supported by a number of Old Tibetan 
transcriptions of Turkic and Serbi-Mongolic words. The Old 
Turkic city name Baqɨr Balɨq ‘Copper City’ is transcribed in 
Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig (བ་ར་པ་ག་).24 The medieval 
Turkic ethnonym Basmɨl appears in Middle Old Tibetan 
transcription as Basmel (བ་ལ་).25 Old Turkic qɨzɨl (or dialectal 
*qɨzɨr)26  ‘red’ appears in Old Tibetan transcription as gezir      
(་ཟིར་).27 Spoken Old Turkic ud hadaqlɨq ‘those having ox feet’ 
is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as ud hadagleg (ད ་ཧ་དག་
ག་).28 

 
Foreign [ɪ] ≈ OTib e 

The Kitan ethnonym ɪ ɲ (attested in Old Turkic as Qɨtañ, i.e. 
ɨ ɲ) is transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getaŋ (་ཏང་) ~ 

getan (་ཏན་).29 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

24 PT 1283 (l. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).  
25 PT 1283 (l. 62); Venturi (2008: 28).  
26 Ligeti (1971: 183) considers the Old Turkic form transcribed in the Bacot Document as gezir 

to be a “Turkic dialect form (forme turque dialectale)”.   
27 PT 1283 (l. 81); Bacot (1956: 152); Venturi (2008: 30).  
28 PT 1283 (l. 92-93); Ligeti (1971: 182); Venturi (2008: 31).  
29  PT 1283 (l. 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24). The 

phonological reconstruction given above is my own. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:03 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



116 
 

 
 

Foreign vocoid sequences 
 

Although pre-Old Tibetan had certain vowel and vocoid sequences which later 
merged to single vowels,30 Old Tibetan had no diphthongs and also did not 
allow V+y or V+w sequences. These foreign vocoid sequences appear to have 
been repaired in Old Tibetan phonology via two methods—deletion or vowel 
epenthesis.  
 

Foreign [Vy] ≈ OTib V ~ VyV ~ Vyi 
The ethnonym of the medieval Uygur (spoken ʁ ) is 
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan variously as ɣuyikor (་་ར་), 
hoyohor (་་ར་), and hoyoɣor (་་ར་).31 

 
Foreign [Vw] ≈ OTib Vɣu ~ Vɣo 

Late Middle Chinese [Vw] is regularly transcribed in Middle 
Old Tibetan as ‹Vɣu› and sometimes as ‹Vɣo›. For example, 
Chinese  hao (Pul. 121 ) is transcribed in Middle Old 
Tibetan as ‹haɣu› (ཧ་),32  pao (Pul. 30 ɨ ) is transcribed 
as baɣo (བ་),33  shou (Pul. 286 śuw) is transcribed ‹śeɣu› 
(་),34  hsiu (Pul. 346 ) is transcribed ‹seɣu› (་),35 and 

 chiu (Pul. 161 ) is transcribed ‹guɣu› (་).36 Early Old 
Tibetan intervocalic /ɣ/ had lenited to zero by the Middle Old 

30 Beckwith (2008b: 168, etc.) and Hill (2011) mention diphthong mergers in the origin of Old 
Tibetan *o. This vowel could transcribe foreign *aw ~ *wa sequences as well as foreign 
*ʊ ~ *ɔ. Jacques (2009) discusses the merger of pre-Old Tibetan *ya and *e. 

31 PT 1283 (l. 25, 26, 29); Bacot (1956: 153); Clauson (1957: 15); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi 
(2008: 24, 25).  

32 Tak. 342.  
33 Tak. 342.  
34 Tak. 348.  
35 Tak. 348.  
36 Tak. 348.  
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Tibetan period, so these transcriptions probably represent 
Middle Old Tibetan *haw for , *baw for , *śew for , 
*sew for , and *guw for  at the phonological level. 
 
 

4.4. SYLLABLE CODAS 
  

Coda clusters 
 

Early Old Tibetan phonology permits the coda clusters gs, bs, ms, ŋs, nd, rd, 
and ld.37 Later Old Tibetan transcriptions of foreign words indicate that nd had 
lenited to n by the time of the Bacot Document (see the Middle Old Tibetan 
transcription of Old Turkic yund ‘horse’ below). The clusters rd and ld had 
probably also lenited to single segments by this time. 

 
 

Foreign codas 
 

The following codas are attested in early varieties of Serbi-Mongolic and 
Turkic but are not present in Old Tibetan. 
 

Foreign  ɲ σ ≈ OTib n σ ~ ŋ σ ~ σ ñ 
The Kitan ethnonym ɪ ɲ (attested in Old Turkic as qɨtañ) is 
transcribed in Middle Old Tibetan as getaŋ (་ཏང་) ~ getan         
(་ཏན་).38 

 
 
 

37 Beckwith (2006e: 10).  
38  PT 1283 (l. 27); Clauson (1957: 22); Moriyasu (1980: 176); Venturi (2008: 24). The 

phonological reconstruction given above is my own. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:03 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



118 
 

 
 

Foreign  ʁ σ ≈ OTib g σ  
The medieval Uygur royal clan name Yaʁlaqar appears in 
Middle Old Tibetan transcription as yagleker (ཡག་་ར་).39 The 
Turkic ethnonym Oʁraq appears in Middle Old Tibetan as 
Ograg (ག་རག་).40 
 

Foreign  σ ≈ OTib g σ  
Spoken Old Turkic ud hadaqlɨq ‘having ox feet’ is transcribed 
in Middle Old Tibetan as ud hadagleg (ད་ཧ་དག་ག་).41 The Old 
Turkic city name Baqɨr Balɨq ‘Copper City’ is transcribed in 
Middle Old Tibetan as baker palig (བ་ར་པ་ག་).42 The Turkic 
ethnonym Qarluq appears in Middle Old Tibetan as garlog    
(གར་ག་).43 The Turkic ethnonym Oʁraq appears in Middle Old 
Tibetan as Ograg (ག་རག་). 44  Note also spoken Old Turkic 
*hala *yundluq ‘those having piebald horses’, transcribed in 
Middle Old Tibetan as hala yunlog (ཧ་ལ་ན་ག་).45 

 
Foreign  ɣ σ ≈ OTib g σ  

Hypothetically, foreign voiced velar fricative codas would be 
transcribed by Old Tibetan g (ག), although I have not yet found 
any transcriptions providing philological evidence of this. 

 
 
 

39 PT 1283 (l. 25-26); Clauson (1957: 20); Golden (1992: 156); Ligeti (1971: 180); Venturi 
(2008: 24).  

40 PT 1283 (l. 86); Clauson (1957: 15); Venturi (2008: 30).  
41 PT 1283 (l. 92-93); Ligeti (1971: 182); Venturi (2008: 31).  
42 PT 1283 (l. 7); Bacot (1956: 151); Venturi (2008: 20).  
43 PT 1283 (l. 85); Ligeti (1971: 186); Venturi (2008: 30).  
44 PT 1283 (l. 86); Clauson (1957: 15); Venturi (2008: 30).  
45 PT 1283 (l. ); Ligeti (1971: 181-182); Venturi (2008: 31).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:03 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



119 
 

 
 

Foreign  σ ≈ OTib n σ  
Old Turkic yund ‘horse’ appears in Middle Old Tibetan 
transcription as yun (ན་) in the phrase transcribed hala yunlog 
(ཧ་ལ་ན་ག་) for spoken Old Turkic *hala *yundluq ‘those 
having piebald horses’.46 
 

Foreign  š]σ ≈ OTib s σ  
The Turkic ethnonym Türgiš is transcribed in Middle Old 
Tibetan as durgyus (་ས་).47 

 
 

46 PT 1283 (l. 91); Ligeti (1971: 181-182); Venturi (2008: 31).  
47 IT 1283 (l. 85); cf. Clauson (1957: 15). Venturi transcribes this as “Du rgyas” (2008: 30), 

but the original text clearly has ་ས་ with u as the nucleus in both the first and second 
syllables, i.e. Durgyus.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
TAGHBACH (T’O-PA) AND OTHER  

MIDDLE SERBI DIALECTS OF THE NORTHERN WEI 
 
 

5.1. INTRODUCTION 
 
At least as early as the Northern Wei  (386-534 A.D.), there are indications 
that the Serbi peoples had their own script, and books written in this script, as 
mentioned in the  Sui Shu (32: 945) as noted by Ligeti (1970a), including 
12 lost texts on Middle Serbi or written in the Serbi script:  

 
1.  (The National Language, 15 vols.). 
2.  (The National Language, 10 vols.). 
3.  (The Serbi Language, five vols.). 
4.  (Names of Material Phenomena in 

the National Language, 4 vols., by Hou-fu-hou K’o-hsi-ling1 of the Later Wei2). 
5.  (True Songs in the National Language, 10 vols.). 
6.  (Names of Various Material 

Phenomena in the National Language, three vols., by Hou-fu-hou K’o-hsi-ling). 
7.  (Eighteen Tales in the National Language, one volume). 
8.  (Charioteering Songs in the National Language, 11 vols.).  
9.  (The Serbi Language, 10 vols.). 
10.  (Titles in the National Language, 4 vols.).  
11.  (Various Writings in the National Language, 15 vols.).  
12.   (Serbi Titles, one vol., by Chou Wu-ti3).  

1 This name may be reconstructed as ʊ ʊʁʊ ɢʊ ʊʁʊ [ ] (NEMC ɣʊ ɣʊ; cf. 
Pul. 125, 99, 125) qʰarsiri/ qʰaʁ ] (NEMC kʰaʁ ; cf. Pul. 173, 330, 195). 

2 I.e. the Northern Wei.  
3 I.e. Emperor Wu of Northern Chou. The Northern Chou (557-581 A.D.) was founded by the 

Yü-wen branch of the Serbi. One may entertain the possibility that the later Kitan scripts 
were based on, or inspired by, this early unattested Serbi script. 
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Unfortunately, none of these texts have been discovered, if they have 
indeed survived the test of time. Until texts in this script come to light, we must 
rely solely on the Chinese transcriptions of the Middle Serbi dialects to learn 
what their speech was like. 

The most important source for the study of the Chinese transcriptions 
of Taghbach and other Middle Serbi dialects whose speakers had been 
incorporated into the Taghbach state of Northern Wei is the sixth century Wei 
Shu , compiled by Wei Shou  (506-572 A.D.) of the Northern Ch’i 

 (550-577 A.D.), a rich source of material for both historical and linguistic 
purposes alike. In particular, it provides the majority of the known Chinese 
transcriptions of the T’o-pa  ~  or Taghbach 4  language—the 
language of the founders of the Northern Wei  (386-534 A.D.) and data 
on other Middle Serbi dialects. Since it is currently impossible to distinguish 
the Taghbach onomastic data from other mutually intelligible Middle Serbi 
dialects spoken in the Northern Wei, I have termed all the Middle Serbi data 
in these sources as ‘Taghbach’. Although these clan names are not all 
Taghbach clan names—many are clans of other Serbi clans who were subjects 
of the Northern Wei—they are treated as Taghbach words in the sources. That 
is, the glossed clan names were Middle Serbi words present in the Taghbach 
dialect, i.e. these words made sense to Taghbach speakers as common nouns 
in the Taghbach dialect of Middle Serbi. 

These Chinese transcriptions have been partially treated by such 
scholars as Shiratori Kurakichi (1902, 1911a, 1911b), Paul Pelliot (1925), Fang 
Chuang-yu  (1930), Peter Boodberg (1936), Louis Bazin (1950), Sir 
Gerard Clauson (1960), Lajos Ligeti (1970a), György Kara (1972, 2005), 
Luwsandendew (1980, 1997), Shagdarsüren (1999), Nieh Hung-yin (2001), 
Christopher I. Beckwith (2005), and Alexander Vovin (2007). Their work has 
hinted, explicitly or implicitly, at an affinity between Taghbach and the 
Mongolic languages.  

4 On the reconstruction of the Taghbach ethnonym, see Beckwith (2005, 2006a, 2010). 
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      Aside from a few glossed common nouns, the Chinese transcriptions 
of Taghbach words in the Wei Shu largely consist of onomastic materials. In 
particular, Chapter 113 has a section describing the sinicization of native Serbi 
clan names (shih ). Although previous scholarship has devoted little 
attention to the exact nature of the sinification of these names, it is clear that at 
least three different methods were employed: 1) some Serbi clan names were 
glossed in Chinese, i.e. translated or approximated, preserving the semantic 
value of the original Taghbach words, e.g. Ch’ih-nu shih ( )                     
NWei tśʰirnɔ shih was changed to Lang shih ( ) ‘Wolf clan’, a gloss of 
the Serbi word *čʰɪ ɔ ‘wolf’; 2) some clan names were abbreviated into 
Chinese using one (or rarely, two or more) characters of the Chinese 
transcription (or a character homophonous to a character in the Chinese 
transcription) of the Taghbach form, e.g. Fu-lü shih ( ) NWei puwlɨʁ 
shih became Fu shih ( ) ‘Fu clan’; or 3) other means were employed, e.g. 
T’o-pa shih ( ) NWei tʰagbać shih became Yüan shih ( ) ‘Yüan 
clan’.5  

The first method of sinicization is of great importance for our 
understanding of Taghbach, and can be treated, though with caution, as glosses 
of Taghbach words. In such cases we are supplied with both the Chinese 
transcription—a doorway to the phonological form of the word—and a 
Chinese gloss—the semantic value of the word. This allows for an accurate 
reconstruction of the phonological form at hand, and because we have a gloss, 
permits the identification of cognates and comparanda in other languages. 
Although the Middle Serbi names abbreviated in Chinese generally provide 
little to no information on the Taghbach lexicon, they, too, are important for 
increasing our understanding of Middle Serbi phonology.  
      As for the Chinese translations of Northern Wei Middle Serbi names, 
the majority of the reconstructible words only have cognates in Mongolic, 
despite some incautious or methodologically flawed attempts by previous 

5 See Beckwith (2005, 2006a, 2010) for the Northern Wei transcription and the reconstruction 
of the Taghbach form. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:11 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



124 
 

 
 

scholars to demonstrate that Taghbach was a Turkic language (e.g. Boodberg 
1936, Bazin 1950, Clauson 1960, and Chen 2005). Although Taghbach does 
indeed have several words relatable to Archaic Turkic, 6  the identifiable 
functional morphology of the language, and the majority of the reconstructible 
words, have cognates only in Serbi-Mongolic.  

Regarding the conferral of these new Chinese clan names, the Wei Shu 
states the following: 

Since time immemorial, the Son of Heaven achieved virtue, and therefore, 
he took it upon himself to bestow surnames upon his subjects; having 
bestowed land upon them, he decreed clan names7 for them. 

As for the feudal lords, they were named by means of their families and 
posthumous titles, and if an official possessed achievements or merits within 
their generation, then they would possess an official lineage; the clan names 
of whole cities were [Sinicized] in this manner. 

The surnames, then, expressed one’s birth, and the clan names, then, 
recorded a lineage’s provenance; this was generally the case. 

It was such that some were named for their own place of residence, some for 
the name of their nation, some employed their rank or title, and some 
employed worldly phenomena; though the reasons and times were different, 
all of these clan names possessed righteousness (WS 113: 3005). 

6 See Chapter Eight entries for Taghbach ɣyamčɪ ‘people who ride along the relay route’               
(in 8.5.4) and ʰ ʁ čɪ  ‘door guards’ (in 8.5.2).  

7 Throughout this text I have largely followed Pulleyblank’s (1991) definitions of words, as 
his lexicographical work is largely devoted to medieval forms of Sinitic, precisely the 
language in which the Wei Shu was written. Pulleyblank explains that shih  denotes 
‘lineage, clan, surname’ (1991: 284). 
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 The passage above describes how clan names were assigned to the 
Northern Wei Serbi families. We learn from this passage that some clan names 
were common nouns in the Taghbach language (or in other Middle Serbi 
dialects mutually intelligible to Taghbach speakers), some were titles, some 
were toponyms, and ethnonyms. Despite widespread belief to the contrary, 
historically in many societies surnames and clan names were often originally 
assigned and are formed of common nouns.8 Note European surnames like 
Smith, from the common noun smith as in blacksmith. 
 The Northern Wei Middle Serbi onomasticon is thus of great 
importance for understanding the Taghbach lexicon, and provides us with the 
majority of the reconstructible Taghbach common nouns as well as proper 
nouns.  
 
 

5.2. THE TAGHBACH ONOMASTICON IN THE WEI SHU 
 

5.2.1. GLOSSED TRANSCRIPTIONS 
 
The Wei Shu contains 30 or so relatively unproblematic glossed transcriptions 
of Taghbach and other Middle Serbi clan names. These are not the only 
transcriptions of Taghbach—there are also important glossed transcriptions of 
Taghbach in the Nan Ch’i Shu  and in the Serbi Cave Inscription of 443. 
I present a treatment of the Wei Shu glossed transcriptions of Taghbach below: 

Ch’i-lien shih ( ) NWei ɛr ̃ shih is glossed Ch’i shih ( ) ‘Sandal 
Cord clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Taghbach ‘sandal cord’ is cognate to 
Middle Mongol ǰirim جیریم ‘girth strap (saddle strap which wraps 
around a horse’s barrel to keep the saddle in place)’ (MAA). Regarding 

8 As pointed out by Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., 2011). It is well known that most Old Turkic 
clan names are not Turkic in origin, and many Mongol clan names are not etymologizable 
within Mongolic, cf. Beckwith (2007b). 
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the ǰi- correspondence, note the early Serbi-Mongolic 
elements in Tungusic, e.g. Manchu gida ‘spear, lance’ ← early Serbi-
Mongolic > Middle Mongol ǰida ‘spear’ (HIIY) and Manchu gio

‘roe deer’ ← early Serbi-Mongolic  > modern Written 
Mongol ǰür ‘roe deer’.9 The loss of the coda is due to a phonotactic 
constraint in Manchu prohibiting word-final except in mimetics. 
Later Mongolic loans in Manchu with word-final in the donor form 
were often repaired by means of paragoge, e.g. modern Written 
Mongol asar ‘tower’ → Manchu asari ‘id.’, although deletion is often 
observed as well, e.g. modern Written Mongol bögtör ‘hunchbacked’ 
→ Manchu boqto ‘hunchback’.10 

This transcription is challenged by the Wei Shu text-critical 
notes, which suggest that it may be an abbreviation and not a true gloss 
(WS 113: 3022, n. 39). However, given the good Mongolic cognate, we 
may assume the transcription and gloss are correct. 

Ch’ih-kan shih ( ) NWei tśʰ r ̃ shih is glossed Hsüeh shih ( )             
‘Artemisia clan’11 (WS 113: 3012). On the basis of Written Mongol
čirγai ‘tall, straight, and densely growing (e.g. of grasses)’, and the fact 
that Serbi often corresponds to Middle Mongol , this word 
should be reconstructed *čʰɪ . Taghbach *čʰɪ thus means 

9  Rozycki considers these to be “pre-loan correspondence[s]” between Manchu and 
Mongolic (1994: 89). Since most Northern Tungusic languages permit word-final , the 
lack of a final  in the Northern Tungusic cognates of this word indicates that they are not 
inherited from Proto-Tungusic, but rather are the result of intrafamily convergence. The 
following etymology thus seems likely: early Serbi-Mongolic dial.  → Jurchen-
Manchu  (attested Manchu gio / /) → Northern Tungusic  (e.g. Ewenki giw-
cəən ‘wild goat’) ~ other Southern Tungusic *giu (e.g. Uilta giu, Nanai gibu ~ giu → Udihe 
*giu- as in giu-sə ‘wild goat’).  

10 See Rozycki (1994) and Sanzheev (1930a: 609) for these and other examples.  
11 The Han-yü Ta Tzu-tien defines  as “ ” (HTT 3303), a type of artemisia.  
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‘artemisia’. 12  This word is cognate to modern Khalkha чаргай
ʧʰarˈʁ ‘Cotoneaster’,13 from an unattested Middle Mongol form

*čirqai.
For more evidence of the Serbi to Middle Mongol Vi#

sound correspondence, see the entry for Jo-kan shih ‘Kou clan’ below. 
Although the Chinese syllable coda of the second character,  kan, 
seems generally to have been articulated as rhoticism and nasalization 
of the preceding vowel, as a transcription it is equally clear that it could 
transcribe a palatal *ñ as well as a rhotic *r, alveolar *n, or even a velar 
nasal *ŋ. I have reconstructed the transcriptional form here as *ñ. Note 
the Chinese transcription of the ethnonym Kitan as  Ch’i-tan, 
corresponding to the Old Turkic rendering of the name as Qɨtañ, clearly 
indicating a palatal or palatalized nasal coda. Since Old Turkic could 
easily distinguish n and ñ in coda position, it is certain that the Kitan 
endonym ended in ñ. Evidence from the Kitan Assembled Script form 
of the ethnonym confirms this with ɪ  ‹qɪ ñ›.

 
Ch’ih-lu shih ( ) NWei tśʰ ʊ shih is glossed Chu shih ( ) ‘Invoker 

clan’ or ‘Praying clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Taghbach čʰ ʊ superficially 
resembles the root of Written Mongol ǰiruqai ‘astrology’ < Middle 
Mongol ǰiru- ‘draw, paint’ (MAA), although they are unlikely to be 
cognates, especially given the fact that this Middle Mongol word has a 

12 Bazin proposes a connection with the Turkish word for ‘cicada’ (1950: 243) but this is 
impossible given the Chinese gloss and the Mongolic cognate, which closely corresponds 
both phonologically and semantically to the Taghbach word.  

13 For a description of several types of Cotoneaster used in traditional Mongolian medicine, 
see Khaidaw & Choijamts (2013: 22 #152, #153; 133). The variety Cotoneaster 
melanocarpus is also known in modern Mongolian by the name царбурам [ˈʦʰ ʊrǝm], 
a loanword from Tibetan tshar’brum ཚར་འམ་ (Khaidaw & Choijamts 2013: 133).  

14 See Chapter Seven entry for Ch’i-tan.  
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semantically close cognate in Middle Kitan *ǰur ‘painting’, attested in 
the plural as *ǰur ə   ‹ǰur.en› ‘paintings’.15 

Ch’ih-nu shih ( ) NWei śʰ ʊ / śʰ ɔ shih is glossed Lang shih (
) ‘Wolf clan’ (WS 113: 3013). An untenable reconstruction of the 

Taghbach word for ‘wolf’ which many scholars (including myself) 
have copied from each other over the years with little or no 
modification is čino. This reconstruction is in conflict with the 
Middle Chinese phonological values of the transcriptional characters.  

The first syllable clearly had a final -r in Middle Chinese: 
Pulleyblank reconstructs  as “ʨʰ ” (Pul. 57), i.e. śʰ  in 
philological transcription, but in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old 
Tibetan transcription, the phonetic of this character, , is transcribed 
tshir ར་ *[tsʰir] (Tak. 380), clearly indicating that we should 
reconstruct Late Middle Chinese śʰ . Note also the Sino-Korean 
reading of  as  chir ʨìɭ . There is a large corpus of transcriptional 
evidence attesting Early Middle Chinese coda *r (Beckwith 2007a, 
2005, etc.). Independent evidence from northeastern Middle Chinese 
transcriptions of other foreign languages shows that this variety of 
Sinitic retained , , and , the obstruent codas characteristic of 
the central dialects of Sui-T’ang Middle Chinese. 

Previous attempts to reconstruct this Taghbach word and its 
Middle Chinese transcription follow the thoroughly disproven view 
that the central dialects of Middle Chinese had a coda, ultimately 
following Karlgren’s (1957) reconstruction of Middle Chinese 
(“Ancient Chinese” in his terminology) with only minor revisions. 
Contrary to the widespread misconception that the central dialects of 
Middle Chinese had coda -t, there is an abundance of solid, 
unambiguous, reliable evidence in the numerous transcriptions of 
Middle Chinese in many foreign segmental scripts which were capable 

15 See Chapter Eight for this Kitan-Mongol lexical correspondence.  
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of distinguishing coda -r and -t showing that the central and northern
dialects of Middle Chinese instead had -r (cf. Csongor 1952, 1954, 
1960, 1962; Takata 1988, 1993; Coblin 1995; Beckwith 2007a, etc.; 
Takeuchi 2008). The -r coda was not a dialectal peculiarity restricted 
to northwestern Middle Chinese; rather, it was a feature of the central 
dialect as well—the prestige dialect of Sui-T’ang Middle Chinese, 
which is undoubtedly what Tibetans, Uygurs, and others were trying to 
capture in their transcriptions. The coda -t we find in many southern 
Sinitic languages today comes from southern dialects of Middle and 
Old Chinese. The sources are replete with evidence that the central and 
northern dialects of Middle Chinese had -r and not the proposed 
by Karlgren (1957) and his followers, including Pulleyblank (1984, 
1991).  

The Taghbach word should be reconstructed čʰɪrnɔ as the 
Chinese transcription indicates. Northern Wei Chinese was a 
northeastern variety of Early Middle Chinese and preserved -r codas.16  

Ligeti (1970a) quotes the erroneous form ch’ih-ju (LMC 

tśʰ ɲɨ), which Shimunek (2007) and Vovin (2007) followed. In fact, 
the transcription should be ch’ih-nu (LMC tśʰ ɔ), as it 
appears in the Chung-hua Shu-chü  edition of the Wei Shu 

.  
 
Ch’u-lien shih ( ) NWei tśʰ ɛr ̃ shih is glossed Pi shih ( ) ‘Hand 

Net clan’ (WS 113: 3009). This Taghbach word is cognate to late 
Middle Mongol tor [ُتر] ‘net’ (IM) > modern Khalkha тор /tʰɔ ‘net’, 
i.e. Taghbach čʰ čʰʊ ‘hand net’ : Proto-Mongolic *tʰɔ ‘net’.
Although no attested Mongolic daughter languages have reflexes of the
ʊ variant, there are indications that Common Serbi-Mongolic had 

16 See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */ɪ/ for early Mongolic. On a pattern 
basis, this segment is also reconstructible for Taghbach, which seems to have been 
characterized by ATR vowel harmony. See §5.5 for discussion. 
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dialectal variation between ɔ and ʊ.17 It is clear from this Serbi-
Mongolic correspondence that Taghbach affricated Common Serbi-
Mongolic *tʰ to *čʰ before ~ ʊ. Also note ʊ > ʊ in T’u-yü-
hun, another Serbi language, e.g. the T’u-yü-hun word for ‘empress’ or 
‘imperial consort’ is kʰagʦʊ (LMC ə ) (Chou Shu 
50: 913), cf. Old Turkic qatun ‘empress’ (attested 8th c. A.D., GOrkT 
342-343), i.e. attested T’u-yü-hun kʰagʦʊ  ‘empress’ < ? early Serbi-
Mongolic *kʰagtʊ → unattested ATrk > attested OTrk qatun 
‘empress’. Note a similar affrication process in Japanese (whereby Old 
Japanese > MSJ tsu) and also in Koguryo.18

Ch’ü-chin shih ( ) 19  NWei kʰɨʁ ɨr ̃ shih is glossed Ai shih ( ) 
‘Mugwort clan’ (WS 113: 3013). No known cognates.20 

Ho-ch’i/chi shih ( ) NWei ɣɔkʰɛ ʁ ~ ɣɔ ɛ shih is glossed as Huan 
shih ( ) ‘Sluggish clan’ (WS 113: 3013). No known cognates.

Ho-hsi shih ( )21 NWei ɣʊ ɣ shih is glossed as Chi shih ( ) ‘Chi 
clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The character  chi is the name of a mountain 

17 See Chapter Eight entries for Middle Kitan ɔ   ‘ride’ and ɔ   ‘fall, descend’. 
18 E.g. Old Koguryo ʊ [ ] ‘owlet’ < earlier ʊ (Beckwith 2007a: 139).   
19 Pul. 261, 156.  
20 Boodberg assumed that  ai denotes ‘old man’, and proposed a connection with Written 

Mongol kögsin ‘old man’ and köke ‘blue’ (Boodberg 1936: 177). Since the most common 
meaning of  ai is ‘mugwort’, this must be the Taghbach word for mugwort. A connection 
with the above-mentioned Mongol words is impossible for semantic and phonological 
reasons. Note also that Middle Mongol köke is a relatively late, i.e. post-Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic, loanword from Turkic. The attested Middle Kitan word for ‘blue’ is *syawqu 

 ‹s.iau.qu› (e.g. Lang 5: 1). 
21  Pul. 122, 329. I have significantly revised Pulleyblank’s reconstructions of these two 

characters based on Sino-Korean evidence as well as evidence in the use of these characters 
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in Henan   (Mathews 1975: 56). This transcription probably represents 
a Taghbach form ɦʊ ʁ . Considering that the gloss is probably a 
copyist’s error for  chi ‘cultivate’, the Taghbach word appears to be 
cognate to Middle Mongol urqu- (SHM) ~ hurʁu- [ھورغو] ~ urʁu- 
       grow’ (MAA). As shown in other transcriptions, Taghbach‘ [اورغو]

 is a deverbal noun suffix cognate to Middle Mongol -’A ~ -’Ai 
‘resultative perfective verbal noun suffix’ 22  (see the discussion of     
Yüan-lai shih below).23 Taghbach ɦʊ ʁ (probably phonemically 
ɦʊ ) thus means ‘cultivation’. The Middle Mongol equivalent 

would be urgu’ai ‘growing’ (perfective verbal noun form).24

Ho-ku shih ( ) 25  NWei ɣʊ shih is glossed Hu shih ( ) 
‘Foreigner clan’ (WS 113: 3006). This is probably not a true gloss, but 
an approximation. The Taghbach form probably transcribes the same 
name, though not necessarily the same people, as the Uygur, an 
ethnonym known from several different Chinese and Old Tibetan 
transcriptions and reconstructible as ʁ ʊ ʁʊ . 26  This 
possibility deserves further consideration. 

Ho-tou-ling shih ( ) NWei ɣʊ ʊ shih is glossed as Tou shih (
) ‘Hole/drain clan’ (WS 113: 3012). Bazin discusses this 

transcription, although his proposed etymologies are all semantically 
impossible since he ignores the gloss (Bazin 1950: 254-255). The 

to regularly transcribe foreign words with these sequences of sounds. See §3.3.4 for 
discussion. 

22  See Brosig’s (2014) careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and 
evidentiality.  

23 See 8.5.3 entry for Taghbach ɣ ɣ  ‘verbal noun suffix’.   
24 On Middle Mongol -’Ai as a ‘resultative perfective’ see Brosig (2014). 
25 Pul. 122, 111.  
26 E.g. ‘uyikor [་་ར་] OTib ɣ ʊ  ~ hoyo’or [་་ར་] OTib * ʊ ʊɣʊ  (PT 1283, l. 26) ~ 

hoyohor [་་ར་] OTib * ʊ ʊ ʊ  (PT 1283, l. 29).  
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transcription can represent Taghbach forms such as ʊ ʊ ɢʊ ʊ
or ʊ ʊ ɢʊ ʊ . Middle Mongol quduʁ [قدوغ] (IM) ~ quduq [قودوق] 
(MAA) ‘well’ and modern Written Mongol quduγ ~ qudduγ ‘id.’ 
partially resemble the Taghbach word, but this correspondence poses 
phonological problems (cf. also, Daur kodir, and Khalkha худаг ʊ ɢ
‘well’).27 

Hou shih ( ) NWei ɣə ɣʊ shih is glossed Kai shih ( ) (WS 113: 
3006). Since the character kai ( ) corresponds to ‘pig’ in the Chinese 
zodiac, Taghbach ɔ [ ] must be a word for ‘pig’ or ‘boar’.28 Based 
on the modern Written Mongol cognate qobosu-n ‘two-year-old boar’ 
(< unattested MMgl *qobosu < < pre-PMgl *kʰɔ ɔ ), the vowel 
must have been ɔ. Note also Khalkha ховс ɔws/ [χɔw̥ ɔw̥
‘two-year old boar’. The -su element in the Written Mongol form is a 
Mongolic innovation not present in Serbi languages (see  
for discussion of pre-Proto-Mongolic ).

Hsi-tou-lu shih ( ) NWei ɣ ʊʁ ʊ shih is glossed So-lu shih (
) ‘a Saka clan’ or ‘a Scythian clan’ (WS 113: 3010). Taghbach

ʊʁ ʊ ʊ ʊ. No known cognates.29  
 

27 Clauson treats the Mongol word as an “early” loanword from Turkic (EDT 599). Given the 
phonological complexity of the Taghbach form, this proposal should be carefully 
reexamined; we cannot rule out the possibility of an early Serbi-Mongolic → Turkic 
loanword.  

28  Bazin (1950: 255-256) ignores the Chinese gloss and proposes several impossible 
etymologies based on the phonological form alone, even going as far as to suggest a 
connection with the ethnonym Hun.  

29 The first element of this Taghbach word resembles Qaidu, the name of the ca. late 11th 
century ruler of the Mongols. A connection, if any, between this Mongol name and the 
Taghbach word remains to be determined.  
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I-li-fa shih ( ) NWei ɦ ʁlǝgbɔ shih is glossed Pao shih ( ) 
‘Abalone clan’ (WS 113: 3008). Reconstructible as Taghbach                   
ɦ ʁlǝgbɔ  or ɦ ǝ ɔ .30 Although no word for ‘abalone’ is attested 

in Mongolic, Taghbach ɦirlǝgbɔ  ‘abalone’ resembles several Mongol 
words, i.e. ɦ  resembles Written Mongol ir ‘blade’, the lǝg element 
resembles the Written Mongol possessive attributive suffix -lig ‘having 
N’ (usually treated as an Old Turkic loanword into Mongol, cf. Poppe 
1955: 159), and the ɔ  element closely resembles Middle Mongol 
boro ~ bora ‘gray’; cf. the loss of  other non-initial short vowels in such 
Taghbach words as ɣ  ‘relay route’ (< CSM *ɣ ʊ), ʊ  
‘weapon of war’ (< CSM * ʰɪ ʰʊ ), and kʰɪ  ‘kill’ (< CSM * ʰɪ ʊ ). 
Thus, we might propose that the Taghbach word was a then-recent 
neologism in that language, given the fact that Serbi speakers did not 
historically live near areas with abalone. The Taghbach word probably 
literally means ‘the bladed gray one’, a description of the iridescent 
surface inside the abalone’s shell and the dull color of the outer shell. 

 
I-tou-chüan shih ( ) NWei ʊʁ r ̃ shih is glossed Ming shih 

( ) ‘Bright clan’ (WS 113: 3011). The character  is read ’gywan 
in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan transcription (Takata 
1993: 335). The Taghbach form must be ɪ ʊ or ɪ ʊ
‘bright’. No known cognates. 

Jo-kan shih ( ) NWei ɲɨ r ̃ shih is glossed Kou shih ( ) ‘Kou 
clan’ (WS 113: 3007). As demonstrated by Chen & Kwok (1996: 88) 
and Chen (2005: 164), the gloss Kou ( ) ‘careless, negligent’ is a 
homophonous euphemism for Kou ( ) ‘dog’. The Taghbach word thus 
means ‘dog’.31 

30 On Northern Wei coda ʁ transcribing Taghbach coda *r, see the entry for P’u shih below.  
31 Bazin proposes a connection with Ordos naγan and Written Mongol naγaču ‘maternal side 

of the family’ (Bazin 1950: 265), but this is impossible given the gloss ‘dog’. 
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As demonstrated by Vovin, Chinese intervocalic  (star 
added by me) can transcribe foreign -q- (Vovin 2007: 201). Early 
Middle Chinese coda r ̃could transcribe foreign coda *n, *ñ, *r, *ɹ, 
and a number of other possibilities. Comparative data from other Serbi 
languages suggests that this Taghbach word should be reconstructed as 

.32 Namely, we have evidence of Serbi corresponding to 
Middle Mongol word-final Vi#, e.g. the Middle Kitan past or perfective 
verbal noun suffix ə ,33 written in Kitan Assembled Script as 
‹b.ñ›, cognate to Middle Mongol -bAi ‘past firsthand’.34 Note also the 
discussion of Ch’ih-kan shih ‘Artemisia clan’ above and the entry for 
T’u-yü-hun *aqañ in §8.5.4. 

This Taghbach word is cognate to Middle Mongol noqai
[nɔqʰ ‘dog’ and Middle Kitan ‹ñ.aq› ‘dog’. Late Jurchen

‘small dog ( )’35 and Manchu ñaχan ‹niyaχan›
‘puppy, small dog’ very likely represent a loanword into Jurchen-
Manchu from Kitan36 or Taghbach,37 or from another unattested Serbi 
form. 

Jo-k’ou-yin shih ( ) NWei ɲɨakkʰʊʁ r ̃ shih is glossed K’ou shih (
) ‘Bandit clan’ (WS 113: 3007). There are no obvious cognates in 

Mongolic or comparanda in other neighboring languages. 
 

32 See §3.3.3 for foreign segments transcribed by Northeastern Early Middle Chinese r ̃ codas.  
33 Menges (1968: 50) and Kara (2005: 9) identify the morphological function of the Late Kitan 

reflex of this suffix. 

34 I follow Brosig’s (2014) analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality.  
35 Kane (1989: 234). 
36 Shimunek (2007). 
37 Vovin (2007: 203, n. 9). 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������ff:ffff:ffff:ffff:ffff:ffff on Thu, 01 Jan 1976 12:34:56 UTC 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



135 
 

 
 

Pa-lieh shih ( )38 NWei shih is glossed Liang shih ( ) 
‘Bridge clan’ (WS 113: 3007).39 The Taghbach form represented by 
this transcription is probably ,40 the root of which is , 
cognate to Middle Mongol bari- ‘grasp, grab, etc.’ (modern Khalkha 
бари-  ‘id.’). Note that in modern Khalkha this root also denotes 
‘construct’, e.g. байшин бари- ˈpæˑʃ̯ŋ̆ pær ‘build a cabin/house’, 
барилга ˈ ɮ̯ ̆ ʲ ɮ ‘building’ etc. The
element in the Taghbach form is probably a deverbal noun suffix 
cognate to the Middle Mongol deverbal noun suffix > modern 
Khalkha -л ɮ . The Taghbach word for ‘bridge’ thus must literally 
mean ‘something that is constructed’. 

 
P’o-to-lo shih ( ) NWei pʰatala shih is glossed Fan shih ( ) ‘Rice 

Water clan’ (WS 113: 3012). I reconstruct Taghbach pʰatala or
*pʰatara. This word phonogically partially resembles, and is possibly 
related to Late Middle Korean  àtʰ ~  à  ‘rice field’.41 

P’u shih ( ) NWei pʰʊʁ ~ pʰɔʁ shih is glossed Chou shih ( ) 
‘Surrounding clan’ (WS 113: 3006). The character  chou can mean 
‘circuit, go around, all around’. In Late Old Chinese the character  
p’u would theoretically have been read *pʰâʁ with a voiced uvular 
fricative coda ʁ. Late Old Chinese regularly became a rounded ʊ

38 Note attested Late Middle Chinese  transcribed in Old Tibetan Script as ཕར་ phar
(Tak. 366; Pul. 27 əɨ ) and Pul. 193 Taking into consideration attested Late Middle 
Chinese wordforms in foreign transcription, the actual Early Middle Chinese form should 
have been close to

39 Although the text-critical notes state that the transcription is an error for Pa-lieh-lan shih 
 (WS 113: 3019, n. 25), i.e. NWei r,̃ the original transcription must be 

correct, because it has greater explanatory power—it provides additional evidence of *-l ~ 
*-Al ‘deverbal noun suffix’ cognate to Mongolic.   

40 
41 The LMK forms here are from Nam (2002: 665).  
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~ ɔ in Middle Chinese.42  Considering the fact that Early Middle 
Chinese made no distinction between ʊ and ɔ ,43  Northern Wei
pʰʊʁ ~ pʰɔʁ could render a Taghbach form *pʰɔ ‘surrounding’, 

cognate to the common root of early Middle Mongol horči-
‘surround’ (SHM), reconstructible as ɔ ʧʰ and unattested 
Middle Mongol *horiya- ɔ ‘wrap’ < < pre-Proto-Mongolic

ɔ ‘surrounding, around’.45

This transcription is an instance of Northern Wei ʁ used to 
transcribe a foreign coda The reason for this less than exact 
transcription of the coda is not entirely clear—it was possible for 
Northern Wei Chinese to more closely transcribe foreign pʰɔ with 
characters like (Pul. 89 pʰuan, NWei pʰɔr)̃. This may suggest that 
Northern Wei r ̃was phonetically somewhat different from Taghbach 
*r (see also the entry for the Shih-pen clan below).46

42 Beckwith (2006d: 181). 
43 Beckwith (2007a).  
44 Cf. also attested late Middle Mongol horči- attested in the past factual form horči-ba [ھُرجِبا] 

and glossed as ‘to turn ( ْداَر)’ (Leid. 72b.13.3). On the value of -bA see Brosig (2014).  
45  On the reconstruction of Middle Mongol “*horiya-” ɔ in my transcription 

system), note Shira Yoghor horo:-, ‘Monguor’ (probably Mongghul) furo:-, Santa xoro-, 
and ‘Bonan’ (probably Booŋan) horə- (Krippes 1992: 155, §106). Santa horo- [χoro ] 
‘bind, twine, wind around, entwine, roll up ( )’ (Ma & Ch’en 2001: 163b). See 
Sun et al. (1990: 531) for the Shira Yoghor, ‘Monguor’, Santa, and ‘Bonan’ forms.  

46 Another possibility is that Taghbach exhibited variation (free or conditional) between ʁ 
and  in word-final position. The best attested sister language to Taghbach, Middle Kitan, 
is characterized by free variation between coda  and ʁ in certain lexical items, e.g. ɔʁ 

 ‹ñ.o.oγ› (HsHu 4:2, 4:17), glossed as ‘clan, tribe ( )’ by Oyuunch (2012: 59 (214)) 
is in free variation with the forms ɔ   ‹ñ.o.wr› (HsHu 6:29) ~  ‹ñ.o.wr› 
(YP’u 3:30, 4:13, 2:25; YCh 2:21) ~   ‹ñ.uw.wr› (HsHu 2:11), all of which 
Oyuunch glosses as ‘tribe, clan ( )’ (2012: 58 (215), 61 (212), 86 (187), 87 (186)). There 
is also at least one example of Middle Kitan ʁ corresponding to Middle Mongol r, e.g. 
MKit *ɢɔʁ  ‹γ. γ› ‘river ( )’ : MMgl qoroqan ‘rivulet’ (see §8.5.4 entry for MKit 
*ɢɔʁ). 
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Note also Manchu foro- ɔ ɔ ‘spin, turn, turn around’, which 
must ultimately be a borrowing from Taghbach or another early Serbi-
Mongolic language.47

Pelliot (1925) proposed a connection between the Tungusic 
forms and Middle Mongol horči-.48 This Taghbach form supports his 
conclusion. 

 
Shih-lou shih ( ) NWei źiʁ ʊ shih is glossed Kao shih ( ) ‘Tall clan’ 

(WS 113: 3010). The first character in the transcription,  shih, was 
read in theoretical Late Middle Chinese as dźi (Pul. 284) and attested 
Late Middle Chinese in Tibetan script as ་ zhi [źi] (Takata 1993: 355). 
No known cognates.49  

 
Shih-pen shih ( ) NWei źiʁpǝr ̃ shih is glossed as Feng shih ( ) 

‘Raised Earth clan’ or ‘Embankment clan’ (WS 113: 3007). 
Considering the fact that Northeastern Early Middle Chinese had no 
velar nasal codas, this Taghbach word is reconstructible as žirpəŋ [

] ‘raised earth, embankment ( )’. The word must be cognate to 
Written Mongol serbeng > modern Khalkha сэрвэн ˈ ɪ əŋ̆ ~ ˈsɛ əŋ̆
‘projecting, overhanging, jutting out’.50 In modern Khalkha Mongolian 

47 Doerfer (1985) considered this an early Mongolic loan in Manchu, but Rozycki (1994: 79) 
rejected this proposal on grounds that ‘the donor form is not attested’. The Taghbach form 
above is the previously unidentified donor form, or a close cognate to it.  

48 Pelliot (1925: 195, 220).  
49 Doerfer proposes a connection between this Taghbach word, which he treats as “šilu” 

following a modern Mandarin reading, and Written Mongol sili “Hügel” (1993: 46), but 
this proposal is difficult to accept given the semantic and phonological difference between 
the forms. These two words are highly unlikely to be cognates.  

50 This suggests CSM  > Taghbach *ži. Note also CSM > Serbi *ši as in Late Kitan
*širbi ‘slaves ( )’, a pejoration of the name of the *Širwi/*Širβi (Shih-
wei) people, which in turn ultimately comes from the name of the  (Hsien-pei) 
people. 
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the word is used for describing landscape features and commonly 
occurs in toponyms for places with formations that are projecting, 
overhanging, or jutting out. 

Tu-ku shih ( )51 NWei ʊ ʊ shih is glossed Liu shih ( ) ‘Battle-
axe clan’ (WS 113: 3013). I reconstruct Taghbach ʊ ʊ ‘battle-axe’. 

T’u-hsi shih ( ) NWei tʰʊʁɣ shih is glossed Ku shih ( ) ‘Ancient 
clan’ (WS 113: 3009). The transcription renders the Taghbach word
tʰʊʁ ‘ancient’. This Taghbach word partially resembles, and is 

possibly cognate to, Middle Mongol tuqar [ ] ‘just a moment 
ago ( )’ (SHM) and its Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol reflex 
[tʰʊʁaːr] ‘id.’ 

 
T’u-nan shih ( ) NWei tʰʊʁ r ̃ shih is glossed Shan shih ( ) 

‘Mountain clan’ (WS 113: 3011). Taghbach tʰʊʁ . No known 
cognates.

Wa-p’en shih ( )52 NWei ɦorbǝr ̃ shih was changed to Wen shih ( )         
‘Warmth clan’ (WS 113: 3013). Since the characters wa  (Pul. 316:
ʔwǝt, revised to ʔwǝr) and wen  (Pul. 322: ʔwǝn) have the same 

phonetic (i.e. ) and are nearly homophonous in Northern Wei 
Chinese—  ɦ and ɦ r ̃ respectively53—it is possible that the 
Chinese equivalent of the clan name is not a gloss but a phonetic 
imitation of the first syllable of the Taghbach original. If we assume 
the Chinese equivalent is a gloss, however, we have a plausible cognate 
in modern Written Mongol örbid- ~ örbis- (Kow. 587) ‘catch fire, 

51 Pul. 82, 110.  
52 Pul. 316, 234. 
53 See Chapter Three discussion of Northern Wei and Northeastern Early Middle Chinese 

phonology.  
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ignite, flare up’, a word which is retained in Kalmyk örwd- ~ örws- 
‘id.’ 54  The Khalkha reflex өрөвд- ɵɾɵ̆  ‘feel sorry for 
someone’ is a metaphorical extension implying an association of 
‘warmth’ > ‘heart’ > ‘sympathy’ and is also the result of lexical 
interference from Khalkha өвд- ɵ  ‘to hurt, feel pain’.  

This Taghbach word is probably a deverbal noun ɦorbǝ
‘warmth’ with the root ɦorbǝ ‘be warm’ cognate to the above Written 
Mongol forms. This may be taken as additional evidence of the 
Taghbach onset ɦ-, presumably going back to Common Serbi-
Mongolic ɦ-, a segment which was lost in Proto-Mongolic.  

Wu-yin shih ( ) NWei r ̃~ r ̃ shih is glossed Fang shih ( ) 
‘House clan’ (WS 113: 3011).55 The first character of this transcription, 

 wu, is read in theoretical Late Middle Chinese as ʔǝ (Pul. 325).56 
The ‘standard’ Old Chinese reconstructions for  include ʔ (Bax. 
795), ʔōk (Sta. 560), and ʔ (Sch. 645). It is also worth noting that 
wu  is the phonetic in wo  ‘tent’ (Pul. 324 ʔ ɨ ), suggesting that 
these two characters were very close in pronunciation at some point in 
Old Chinese.57 The character  is read aku in Japanese Go-on and 
Kan-on (possibly representing a nativized pronunciation of an Early 
Middle Chinese dialectal form), and ɐ in Modern Cantonese. An 
earlier Old Chinese form of  must have been pronounced similarly 

54 In Ramstedt’s transcription, “örwödoχə” and “örwösχə” which I interpret as [ ø ̆ ø ̆ ə]̆ and 
[ ø ̆ ə]̆. He glosses the words as ‘plötzlich auflodern; heftig aufgeregt werden’ and 
‘plötzlich aufflammen (das feuer)’ respectively (Ramstedt 1935: 301) and proposes a 
connection between this word and Kalmyk ört ‘mimetic for something ablaze’ ← Turkic 
ört (Ramstedt 1935: 300). Although Kalmyk ört is probably a loanword from Turkic, as 
proposed by Ramstedt, the verbs above are probably not derived from this word.   

55 Simonov (1996) discusses this transcription and proposes an untenable Tungusic etymology.  
56 This word is not found in Takata (1988) or Takata (1993).  

Schuessler (2007: 517) mentions Wang Li’s proposal to connect these two words (Wang 
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to . Schuessler reconstructs unperiodized Old Chinese  “ ʔ ”
‘tent’ (2007: 517). Taking into account the fact that Northern Wei 
Chinese is a conservative frontier dialect of Early Middle Chinese, it 
must have retained this older pronunciation. Thus, I reconstruct 
Northern Wei , phonemically and intervocalically voiced, i.e. 

. I reconstruct and not a different -like vowel because this 
segment clearly had the same fate as Late Old Chinese in later 
northeastern varieties of Middle Chinese, i.e. Late Old Chinese > ʊ
(note that  is read in modern Sino-Korean as  ok ʊk̚ ).

The second character of the transcription,  yin (Pul. 373
), is found in attested Late Middle Chinese in Old Tibetan script 

variously as ན་ yin [yin] and unpalatalized ན་ ʔin ʔ  (Tak. 378-379). 
Assuming the Early Middle Chinese pronunciation of the character 
differed little from this, the Taghbach word transcribed above could be 
read as r ̃ or r ̃in Northern Wei Chinese.      

The transcription thus suggests a Taghbach form ɪ ɪ
or ɪ ɪ ‘house’. See Chapter 8 for Mongolic cognates. 

 
Yu-lien shih ( ) NWei ɛr ̃ ~ ʊ ɛr ̃ shih is glossed as Yün shih (

) ‘Cloud clan’ (WS 113: 3012). From other transcriptions, it is clear 
that the character [ ] lien was used for redundantly transcribing liquid 
codas, i.e. foreign ~ . See the discussion of Ch’i-lien shih and 
Ch’u-lien shih.  

Several different proposals have been put forth for this 
Taghbach word. The first reconstruction, put forth by Ligeti (1970a), 
is .58 Vovin (2007), assuming the transcription is in Old Chinese, 

58 Ligeti (1970a: 304-305); Rybatzki (2006: 72). 
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follows Baxter’s (1992) unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ reading of  as
“*hjuwX”59 and reconstructs Taghbach “*gülen” ~ “*γülen”.60 

Both of these reconstructions are inaccurate: Ligeti’s 
reconstruction is flawed because although EMC had coda ʁ from 
LOC ʁ (erroneously reconstructed as a glottal stop ʔ in the dominant 
reconstructions of unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’),61 the character  is 
reconstructed by Pulleyblank for MChi as “wuwʰ” (Pul. 379, i.e.

in revised transcription), the tone of which is a regular outcome 
of Late Old Chinese .62 A Late Old Chinese reading of the character 

 would have had coda , but this segment was regularly lost in 
Northern Wei Chinese, as shown elsewhere in this chapter. Vovin’s 
reconstruction is problematic because Baxter’s Middle Chinese “ ” 
(i.e. ) is not supported by the foreign transcriptional evidence on 
attested Late Middle Chinese. If there were a laryngeal onset in this 
word in Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan transcriptions could have 
easily rendered it with འ ɦ ɣ  or ཧ .63 Thus, the Northern Wei 
reading of this character must be or ʊ . 

Following this reading of the characters provides us with the 
Taghbach form or ʊwl.64 This form closely resembles Middle 

59 The normal, philological transcription of this MChi reconstruction would be See 
also Sch. 774 əʔ  (revised to ə ). 

60 Vovin (2007: 198). 
61  Representatives of the dominant reconstruction include Mei (1970), Baxter (1992), 

Schuessler (1988), and Sagart (1999: 133-134). See Beckwith (2008b, etc.) for his 
emendation of this reconstruction.  

62 As shown by Haudricourt (1954a, 1954b), Pulleyblank (1962a, 1962b; 1984: 155, 175), 
Sagart (1999: 131-133) Beckwith (2008b: 179), and others. 

63  See §3.3.1 ‘Syllable-initial segments’ for attested Old Tibetan and Khotanese Brahmi 
transcriptions of Middle Chinese *ɦ.   

64 Note the attested Late Middle Chinese forms of yu  (Pul. 379 ) in Old Tibetan 
transcription:  ་ ʔeɣu ʔə  and ་ ʔiɣu ʔ  (Tak. 350-351). The character yu  
(Pul. 379 ) must have been pronounced very similar to its phonetic, yu . 
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Kitan ə ‹eu.wl› ‘cloud ( )’ and Middle Mongol e’üle-n
əɦ ə ‘cloud’ (HIIY), and also indicates that Taghbach had lenited 

earlier əɣ sequences to ʊ

Yüan-lai shih ( )66 NWei ɦɔr ̃ shih is glossed Chiu shih  ( ) 
‘Going clan’ (WS 113: 3013).67 Considering the fact that the Early 
Middle Chinese syllable onset could render foreign (and the fact 
that MChi often comes from Old Chinese ), the r ̃ sequence in 
the EMC transcription is clearly a redundant rendering of a foreign 
medial , i.e. Taghbach ɦɔ [ ]. This must be a deverbal noun.     
The Taghbach root ɦɔ ‘go’ is cognate to Middle Mongol od- ɔ
‘go’ (HIIY), and the deverbal noun suffix is cognate to Middle 
Mongol -’A ~ -’Ai ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’. 68  The Middle 
Mongol cognate, morpheme by morpheme, to the Taghbach word ɦɔ

 ‘going’ is *odu’ai, phonemically * ɔ ʊ ɦ  (with an epenthetic 
vowel */-U-/ to satisfy phonotactic constraints).69 Since we do not have 
any other word forms to reconstruct the verbal paradigm of Taghbach 
‘go’, the synchronic phonemic status of in Taghbach ɦɔ is 

65 See entry for the Nan Ch’i Shu transcription Fu-chen below for another example of this 
lenition.  

67 The text-critical notes suggest that the first character is an error for  t’u (WS 113: 3023, 
#40). Given the highly plausible Mongolic cognates, however, this is clearly the 
antithesis—  t’u in the text-critical notes is an error for  yüan, the form occurring in 
the main text. 

68 See 8.5.3 entry for Taghbach ɣ ɣ  ‘verbal noun suffix’. See Brosig (2014) 
for a careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality.  

69 Although Middle Mongol *odu’ai is not attested, it is fully reconstructible, given the attested 
Middle Mongol verbal root od- ‘go’, the suffix -’Ai ‘perfective verbal noun’, and the 
epenthetic vowel -u-. Cf. attested Middle Mongol forms such as od-u-qsan ‘go-PRF’, od-u-
lu’a ‘go-PST.1H’ (SHM) as well as attested Middle Mongol ire-’ei ‘come-PFV’, bari-qda-’a 
‘catch-PASS-PFV’, ana-’ai ‘heal-PFV’ (SHM). See Brosig (2014) for a careful analysis of 
Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, and evidentiality. 
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uncertain. However, other transcriptions (see discussion of Ch’i-hai-
chen and Hu-lo-chen below) indicate that one regular source of 
Taghbach intervocalic *r is Common Serbi-Mongolic */t/. In other 
words, the *r is an intervocalic allophone of a Common Serbi-
Mongolic voiceless unaspirated phoneme. 

 
 

5.2.2. PROBLEMATIC TRANSCRIPTIONS 
 
In addition to the clearly transcribed and clearly glossed clan names above, 
there are around ten or so Taghbach clan names transcribed in the Wei Shu 
which are problematic for various reasons. Some of these clan names seem to 
have partial phonetic imitations as their Chinese equivalents, some of them 
have disputable transcriptions or have incongruous transcriptional variants, 
and others are clearly transcribed but have Chinese equivalents consisting of a 
Chinese character that is homophonous or near-homophonous to one of the 
characters used to transcribe the Taghbach original. 

Chan-ch’ih shih ( )70 NWei tśiart̃śi is glossed as Chan shih ( ) 
‘Display clan’ (WS 113: 3012). This is possibly not a gloss, but a 
phonetic imitation of the Taghbach original. Note that chan  and 
chan  are both read in LMC as ṭ (Pul. 397). The onset ṭ  
corresponds to c- [tś in attested Late Middle Chinese (cf. Takata 1988, 
1993, etc.), e.g. ch’ih  is attested ་ ci [tśi] (Tak. 330-331). Given the 
Chinese transcription, the Taghbach original must be *čarči (or *čarčɪ). 
No known cognates.

Ch’u-tai-han shih ( ) NWei tśʰurdayɣ r ̃ shih is glossed Han shih (
) ‘Fence clan’ (WS 113: 3010). The text-critical notes consider this 

70 Pul. 54, 397.  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:11 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



144 
 

 
 

transcription an error for Pu-tai-han shih ( ) (WS 113: 3021, n. 
31), i.e. NWei ʊ ɣ r.̃ No known cognates.71 

 
Hu-ku-k’ou-yin shih ( ) NWei ɣʊ ʊʁkʰʊʁ r ̃ shih is glossed Hou 

shih ( ) ‘Feudal Lord clan’ (WS 113: 3008). The text-critical notes 
provide several other variants of the transcription and demonstrate the 
problematic nature of the transcription (WS 113: 3019). 

 
K’o-chu-hun shih ( )72 NWei kʰartśuwkɣ r ̃ shih is glossed Wei shih 

( ) ‘Taste clan’ (WS 113: 3014). According to the text-critical notes, 
the Hou Wei Shu  glossed this clan name as Chu shih ( ) 
‘Vermillion clan’ or ‘Cinnabar clan’ and the text  Shu Cheng 
considers  wei to be an error ( ) for  chu ‘vermillion; cinnabar’ 
or  chou ‘bird’s beak’ (WS 113: 3023). No known cognates. 

 
K’o-hou shih ( ) NWei kʰarɣʊ shih is glossed Kou shih ( ) ‘Hilt 

Binding clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The word kou  denotes ‘the cord-
binding on the hilt of a sword’ (Mat. 510b, #3424). This may be a gloss, 
if it is not a phonetic imitation of the second syllable of the Taghbach 
word. No known cognates.73 

 
Pu-liu-ku shih ( ) NWei ʊ ʊ is glossed as Lu shih ( ) 

‘Plateau clan’ (WS 113: 3007). No known cognates. This gloss may in 
fact be an abbreviation—the character  lu, read as liu, is also used 
for  liu ‘six’ (Pul. 198) in Chinese texts.74 

71 Bazin proposes a connection with Mongol čuqtai (1950: 246-247), but this is semantically 
impossible and phonologically problematic.  

72 Pul. 173, 414, 135.   
73 Bazin proposes connections with several Turkic words (1950: 265-266). If the gloss is a true 

gloss, all of these proposals are impossible for semantic reasons.  
buru’u
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Shih-t’u shih ( ) NWei lirtʰor ~ shih is glossed Ch’ü shih (
) ‘Bend clan’ (WS 113: 3010). The character  is read འ་ ’shi in 

attested Late Middle Chinese,75 but was read in Korean Peninsular 
Early Middle Chinese. 76  The Wei Shu text-critical notes mention 
sources which claim that  is an error for  (WS 113: 3021, n. 34). If 
this is correct, which seems possible given the graphic similarity of the 
two characters, then the Northern Wei reading of the Taghbach word 
is kʰurtʰor or kʰurdor, and the Chinese equivalent is not a gloss but 
an abbreviation of this clan name. 

 
Ta-mo-kan shih ( ) NWei r ̃ shih is glossed as Ho shih (

) ‘Ho clan’ (WS 113: 3011). The Chinese gloss could be a 
euphemistic replacement of a taboo character, but I have not yet been 
unable to resolve this. 

 
Ta-po shih ( )77 NWei darbǝr shih is glossed as Pao shih ( ) ‘Robe 

clan’ (WS 113: 3013). The gloss,  pao, denotes a ‘gown’ or ‘long 
robe conferred by the emperor upon deserving officials’, and by 
extension, also denotes ‘praise’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 29; Mathews 1975: 
685). Considering the fact that Middle Chinese coda could represent 
both foreign lateral and rhotic segments, the Taghbach form can be 
reconstructed as darbǝr, darbǝl, dalbǝl, or dalbǝr. A connection 
with Early Middle Mongol de’el [ ] ‘clothing ( )’ (SHM) and 
de’el [ ] ‘clothing, garment ( ); padded coat ( )’ (HIIY), i.e. 
*[ əɦə ], Late Middle Mongol dēl [دیل] (MAA, Leid.), and Written 
Mongol debel ~ degel ‘robe’ is likely, although phonologically 
problematic given the medial cluster / of the Taghbach form 
and the difference in vocalism. Given this probable cognate, a 

75 Takata (1993: 322).  
76 Beckwith (2007a). 
77 Pul. 69, 40; Tak. 362-363, etc. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:11 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



146 
 

 
 

Taghbach form dalbǝl/ darbǝl ‘robe’ is reconstructible Considering 
the possibility that Early Middle Chinese  could hypothetically 
transcribe foreign *dǝr/*dǝl, it is equally possible to reconstruct 
Taghbach *dǝlbǝl/*dǝrbǝl ‘robe’. If *dǝlbǝl is the correct form, then 
the Written Mongol cognate debel may be explainable as the result of 
haplology, i.e. CSM *dǝlbǝl > *dǝbǝl > *dǝβǝl > WMgl debel. Another, 
more complicated possibility, which potentially explains the WMgl 
variants degel ~ debel and the *-rb- of the Taghbach form, involves 
positing CSM intervocalic clusters ʁ͡β  ~ ɣ͡β , allophonic variants 
of phonemic */-G͡B-/ (with ʁ͡β  in [-ATR] words and ɣ͡β  in [+ATR] 
words). In Taghbach, ɣ͡β  became  in [+ATR] words and ʁ  
in [-ATR] words, e.g. Taghbach *dǝrbǝl ‘robe’ and *qʰaʁ  ‘to close’ 
as in *qʰaʁbagčin ‘door guards’ (the root of which is cognate to MMgl 
qa’a- ‘to close, enclose’). In Proto-Mongolic, CSM ʁ͡β  ~ ɣ͡β  
lenited to *-ʁ- ~ *-ɣ- (except for some sporadic instances where it 
became *-β- in certain dialects, e.g. debel), which further lenited to      
*-ɦ- in Early Middle Mongol and null in Late Middle Mongol. This 
proposal has more explanatory power, but deserves further 
consideration because of the large number of hypotheses on which it is 
based. For the time being, I consider this unresolved.78  

 
Wu-wan shih ( ) NWei ɣɔr ̃ shih is glossed Huan shih ( ) ‘Martial-

looking clan’ (WS 113: 3008). The gloss Huan ( ) is probably not a 
true gloss but an abbreviation of a variant transcription of Wu-huan (

), an early Serbi-Mongolic ethnonym reconstructible as *awar 
(Pulleyblank 1983).79 

  

78 Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., February, 2013) suggests that “this might well be a word 
independently borrowed by Proto-Serbi and Proto-Mongolic from another language, in 
view of the semantics and the close but irregular phonology.” 

79 See Chapter Two for a brief overview of Awar (Wu-huan) ethnolinguistic history.  
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5.2.3. UNGLOSSED (ABBREVIATED) TRANSCRIPTIONS 
 
In addition to the glossed transcriptions and problematic transcriptions above, 
there are 57 unglossed clan names whose Chinese equivalents are very clearly 
monosyllabic abbreviations of the Taghbach original. Although these words 
can rarely provide any information on the Taghbach lexicon, they offer 
important data on Taghbach phonology, especially phonotactic constraints. A 
careful study of these transcriptions should be undertaken in the future. 
 
 

5.2.4. TRANSCRIPTIONS ELSEWHERE IN THE WEI SHU 
 
Mu-ku-lü [ ] (NWei ʊ ɨ) is mentioned in the Wei Shu account of 

the Jou-jan as a clan name of the Taghbach, and is glossed ‘bald (
)’.80 The gloss was first studied by Shiratori (1902),81 and most 

recently by Vovin (2007).82 Vovin has demonstrated that the of 
the Chinese transcription indicates a foreign and  reconstructs
“*muqolo ~ *moqolo” ‘bald’, which he suggests is the donor form for 
Manchu moχolo ‘hornless’, citing additional Tungusic evidence for the 
semantic range of the word (2007: 201-203). Based on the Early 
Middle Chinese values of the transcriptional characters and the Middle 
Mongol cognate muqular ʊqʰʊ ‘hornless’ (SHM), 83  I 
reconstruct Taghbach ʊ ʊ ɪ ‘bald’.84 This is probably indeed the 

80 WS (103: 2289). 
81 Shiratori (1902: 18). 
82 Vovin (2007: 200-203). 
83 The Secret History gives the Middle Mongol form muqular [ ] ‘hornless ( ), 

hornless ( )’ (Kuribayashi 2009: 304).  
84 Early Middle Chinese could not distinguish [ɪ] from [ɨ] in transcriptions of foreign words. 

Since Taghbach seems to have retained the ATR vowel harmony system reconstructible 
for Common Serbi-Mongolic, I thus reconstruct the vowel in question as *[ɪ]. See also 
Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */ɪ/ for early Mongolic.  
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ultimate donor form to Manchu moχolo ‘hornless’ as Vovin proposed. 
Apparently Taghbach phonotactics did not permit word-final  under 
certain conditions which are not currently known.85 Note also the loss 
of before palatal segments (see the entry for Taghbach ‘cook’). I 
thus reconstruct Common Serbi-Mongolic ʊ ʰʊ ɪ ~ ʊ ʰʊ
‘bald, hornless’.

The following etymology accounts for the above-mentioned 
forms: 

Manchu moχolo ‘hornless’ ← Taghbach ʊ ʊ ɪ < CSM ʊ ʰʊ ɪ ~
ʊ ʰʊ ‘bald, hornless’ > MMgl muqular ʊ ʰʊ > 

Modern Khalkha мухар [ˈmʊχə̆ ‘bald, hornless; dull (of a blade 
or the tip of something)’.86 

 
 

5.3. TAGHBACH TITLES AND NAMES IN THE NAN CH’I SHU 
 
The Taghbach data preserved in the  Nan Ch’i Shu (NCS) are 
significantly less in number than the onomastic transcriptions provided in the 
Wei Shu. The NCS account of the Taghbach provides some unglossed 
onomastic data, i.e. the names of several early Taghbach people, but most 
important are the 19 Taghbach titles transcribed and glossed in Chinese. Some 
of the glosses are enigmatic, due to our poor understanding of the original 
meaning of the terms in the context of Chinese government administration of 
the Northern and Southern Dynasties period, but a number of the more easily 
identifiable titles have good cognates in Mongolic. 
  

85 Note the possible counter-example in Taghbach *pʰɔr ‘surrounding, around’ (see entry for 
P’u clan above). Perhaps there was a constraint against  sequences or something more 
general than this. This question remains for future study. 

86 The Modern Khalkha gloss is from Bold et al. (2008).  
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5.3.1. RESOLVED TRANSCRIPTIONS 
 
Ch’i-hai-chen [ ] (NEMC kʰɨ ɣ tśir)̃87 is glossed ‘assassins ( )’              

(NCS 57: 985).88 I reconstruct Taghbach kʰɪ ʁ yčɪ . The word is 
cognate morpheme by morpheme to Middle Mongol kidu’ači ‘killer’ 
SHM ʰ ʊɦ ʧʰ and modern 

Written Mongol kiduγači ‘killer’,89 i.e. kidu- ‘kill’ + -’A- (perfective 
verbal noun 90 ) + -či (occupational suffix). This correspondence is 
further evidence of Common Serbi-Mongolic rhotacizing to
intervocalically in Taghbach. Note also Taghbach ɦɔ ‘going’, from 
Common Serbi-Mongolic ɦɔ ‘go’ + ‘verbal noun suffix’.  

Vovin (2007) analyzes the ʁ element 91  as a causative 
suffix,92 but the occupational suffix čʰ (and its plural čʰ is 
never added directly to a verbal root in attested medieval and modern 
Mongolic languages. It is affixed only to nouns (including deverbal 
nouns). As seen from other comparanda presented in this chapter, 
attested Taghbach derivational morphology is largely cognate to 
Mongolic. Thus, we should expect a morphological concatenation 
mirroring the Middle Mongol cognate, kidu- ‘kill’ + -’a (perfective 

87 Pul. 248, 118, 401. There is a variant pronunciation of  as kʰɛ , but given the clear 
Mongolic cognate, the kʰɨ  reading is probably correct. 

88 Doerfer (1988; 1993) follows the dominant tradition-based reconstruction of theoretical 
‘Middle Chinese’ and reconstructs a medial *-t- in this word where I reconstruct *-r-. His 
proposal is phonologically highly unlikely given the NEMC values of the Chinese 
characters. 

89 Attested MMgl kidu’ači [ ] ‘one who is fond of killing ( )’ (Kuribayashi 
2009: 270). Cleaves translates this as ‘killer’ (1982: 110). Ligeti (1970a: 303-304) 
identified this Middle Mongol cognate, although the phonological reconstructions of the 
Taghbach and Middle Mongol forms presented here are my own. 

90 See Brosig (2014) for the identification of this Middle Mongol suffix as perfective.  
91 Reconstructed as “*-γe-” by him (Vovin 2007: 197).  
92 Vovin (2007: 197).  
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verbal noun suffix) + -či (occupational suffix). My morphological 
analysis of the Taghbach word is kʰɪ ‘kill’ + ʁ ‘lexicalized 
deverbal noun suffix’ + čɪ ‘occupational suffix’ + ‘plural suffix’. 
Further evidence for the verbal noun suffix ʁ is found in the 
Taghbach word for ‘going’ (see the entry for Yüan-lai clan above).  

  I thus propose the following etymologies: 
 

Taghbach kʰɪ ʁayčɪ [ ] ‘assassins ( )’ < *kʰɪ ʊ̆ ʁ čɪ < 
CSM *kʰɪ ʊ ɣ čʰɪ > PMgl *kʰɪ ʊ ɦ čʰi > attested MMgl
kidu-’a-či [kʰitʊɦ ʧʰ > bookish Modern Khalkha хядаач /xʲat

čʰ/ [çaˈtaʧʰ ‘killer’.
 

Taghbach kʰɪ [ ] ‘assassinate, murder ( )’ < *kʰɪ ʊ̆ < CSM *kʰɪ ʊ
‘kill’ > PMgl *kʰɪ ʊ > MMgl kidu- [kʰitʊ ‘kill’ > Modern 
Khalkha хяд- ‘murder, assassinate’. 

 
Ch’i-wan-chen [ ] (NEMC kʰɨ ɔrt̃śir ̃ ~ kʰɨ ɔrt̃śir)̃93 is glossed as 

‘interpreters ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). This word is reconstructible as 
kʰɪ ɔrčɪ  or kʰɪ ʊrčɪ . See Chapter Eight for discussion and 

cognates. 
 

Che-hui-chen [ ] (NEMC ś ɣ ə tśir)̃94 is glossed as ‘people who 
send out and receive accusations on behalf of the ruler (

)’ (NCS 57: 985). I reconstruct Taghbach č ʁʊyčɪ .95 See Chapter 
Eight for Mongolic cognates.

 

93 Pul. 247, 318, 401.  
94 Pul. 400, 134, 401.   
95 The Mongolic cognate was identified by Boodberg (1936: 174), although the Taghbach 

reconstruction presented here is my own. 
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Fu-chen [ ] (NEMC butśir)̃96 is glossed as ‘nobles who prepare food (
)’ (NCS 57: 985). The word is cognate to Middle Mongol 

bawurči [ ] ‘cook ( )’ ~ bawurčin [ ] ‘cooks 
( )’ (SHM).97 As I have shown elsewhere in this book, Middle 
Kitan—the best known Serbi language—had the phonologically 
conditioned sound change of > Ø before palatal affricates, e.g.

č < č ‘arrive-CVB’. I thus reconstruct Taghbach čɪ
or ʊ čɪ /, phonetically realized as ʧɪ or ʊʧɪ , and 

CSM ɣʊrčʰɪ ‘cooks’. As for the monophthongization of Common 
Serbi-Mongolic ɣʊ ~ əɣ to ʊ ~ , see the entry for Taghbach 
‘cloud’ (Yu-lien shih) above.  

 
Hsien-chen [ ] (NEMC ɣiamtśir)̃98 is glossed as ‘people who ride along 

the relay route through all provinces ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). I 
reconstruct Taghbach ɣyamčɪ composed of ɣ ‘road, relay 
route’, čɪ ‘occupational suffix’, and n ‘plural suffix’.99 

 
Hu-lo-chen [ ] (NEMC ɣʊlagtśir)̃100 is glossed as ‘people who carry 

weapons ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). This word is reconstructible as         
ʊragčɪ , composed of the occupational suffix čɪ, the plural suffix 
 and the root ʊ , which must denote ‘weapon of war ( )’. 

Taghbach ʊ  ‘weapon’ is cognate to Early Middle Mongol kituqai 

96 Pul. 101, 401.  
97 For a study of MMgl bawurči, see Rybatzki (2006: 217). As a result of the Mongol 

Conquests of the 13th century and the resulting empires, the Middle Mongol word spread 
to other languages, e.g. Hindi  (bāvarcī) ‘cook’. See also Ganbaatar (1997: 32). 

98  Pul. 335, 401. Pulleyblank’s reading ɣəɨ  (Pul. 335) probably does not reflect 
northeastern EMC. I reconstruct NEMC ɣ . Note also Thai (khem) ‘salt, salty’, 
a loanword from a southern Early Middle Chinese dialect pronunciation of  
(Manomaivibool 1975: 319). 

99 See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.  
100 Pul. 126, 203, 401.  
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[ ] ‘knife ( )’ (SHM), Late Middle Mongol qituʁa [قیتوغھ] 
‘knife’ (MAA) ~ kituʁa [كیْتوغَا] ‘knife’ (Leid.), and Modern Khalkha 
хутга [ˈχʊ̥ ə̆ ] ‘knife’.101 I propose the following etymology: 

 
Taghbach ʊ ‘weapon of war’ < CSM ʰʊ ʰʊ ʰɪ ʰʊga ‘knife, 

weapon of war’ > PMgl > MMgl qituγa
[ˈχʊ̥ ə̆ ‘ ’. 

  
  This comparanda provides additional evidence that Taghbach 

rhotacized Common Serbi-Mongolic medial  and */tʰ/ to  
intervocalically in inherited lexical items (i.e. ‘native’, non-loanwords). 
See §5.5 for discussion. 

 
I-ch’in-ti-ho [ ] (NEMC ɨʁ ɨr ̃ ɣ ) 102  is glossed as ‘imperial 

secretary ( )’ (NCS 57: 985).103 The Taghbach word appears to be 
a calque of the Chinese title in the gloss.  

For the first element, I reconstruct Taghbach ɪ ɪ [ ],                        
which corresponds to ‘above, superior ( )’. This is a widespread 
culture word with cognates in Middle Kitan, Old Turkic, Jou-jan, Old 
Uygur, and Old Kirghiz official titles.104  

101 Boodberg (1936: 173) connects this with what he believed to be a Hsiung-nu word, but his 
claim requires careful reconsideration. 

102 Pul. 367 (  for ), 255, 76, 122.  
103  Bazin (1950: 306-307) erroneously included Chinese pi  in his analysis of the 

transcription. This is in fact a Chinese word denoting ‘compare’ or ‘is comparable to’, a 
verb preceding the Chinese gloss of this Taghbach word in the Nan Ch’i Shu account of 
the Taghbach.  

104 Aisin Gioro Ulhicun (2009: 17-18) correctly connects the first part of this title with cognate 
titles attested for Middle Kitan as ə  , Old Turkic ɨ ɨ , and Old Uygur 
and Old Kirghiz as ɨ ɨ ɣɨ ɨ . The reconstructions presented here are my 
own, and are based on northern Early Middle Chinese readings of the transcriptions. Note 
also the attested Orkhon Old Turkic title irkin (GOrkT 336) and a cognate title among 
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The second element, Taghbach ɪʁ [ ], corresponds to, 
and probably means ‘writing, book, document ( )’. Compare with the 
Middle Kitan verbal root č ‹č.› ‘write’. The root of the Taghbach 
word appears to be a borrowing from a northeastern Late Old Chinese 
dialect, as discussed below. 

  There are certain Min Chinese forms which appear to be 
reflexes of a conservative northern dialect of Old Chinese, e.g. 
Teochew  chù tsɤ ‘book’,105 Amoy  tsu ‘book’,106 and Foochow 

 chü ‘book, volume, record, letter, writing’.107 These Min 
forms appear to go back to a conservative late Old Chinese dialect form
ɨ from earlier Old Chinese ‘write, writing, book, document’ 

(Cf.  Sag. 210 ).108 This conservative dialect retained the
which later spirantized to ś in central dialects of Middle Chinese, e.g. 
Late Middle Chinese śɨ (Pul. 287).109 The resulting ɨ sequence 
was later affricated to ɨ. I thus propose the following etymologies 
for Common Serbi ‘write’ and the above-mentioned Min forms: 

 
 MSC shū ‘book’ < LMC śɨ < OChi ‘write, writing, book, 

document’ > northern LOC dial. ɨ → CSer ɪ ~ ɪ ‘write’ > 
Taghbach ɪ (as in ɪ ʁ ‘writing, book’), MKit *č ‘write’. 

 

another early Turkic people, transcribed in Old Tibetan as hirkin [ར་ན་] (PT 1283, l. 64-
65; Venturi 2008: 29, n. 87).   

105 Goddard (1883: 26). 
106 Douglas (1873: 590, 264). The “Hokkien” form  se ‘book’ given by Medhurst (1832) 

must be an intrafamily borrowing from a non-Min language, since it reflects the later 
innovation of *t (~ *ts) > *s.  

107 Maclay & Baldwin (1870: 109); Nakajima (1979: 223, 224). 
108 Putian Min ʰ ‘book’ (Nakajima 1979: 223-224) appears to be from a central dialect 

of Late Old Chinese ( or ), later influenced by the other Min forms. 
109 Note also Middle Old Chinese   ‘mountain’ (Beckwith 2007a: 137, n. 49) > attested 

LMC shan (Takata 1993: 340).   
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OChi ‘write, writing, book, document’ > LOC dial. ɨ > ɨ > 
Teochew chù tsɤ Amoy tsu, Foochow chü

 
As shown elsewhere in this book, the Serbi languages exhibited 

free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents at word 
peripheries. Thus, Common Serbi ɪ ɪ could easily be a loan 
from  dialectal Old Chinese ɨ < ‘write’. The Taghbach form

ɪʁ must be a deverbal noun composed of two morphemes, ɪ ʁ
the suffix ʁ of which is a verbal noun suffix cognate to Middle 
Mongol -’A ~ -’Ai ‘perfective verbal noun’.110 

As demonstrated by Sagart, there are unique morphological and 
phonological retentions and innovations shared by Jin Chinese (a 
Sinitic language spoken in north central China) and the Min languages 
(spoken in far southern China). 111  Thus, Proto-Min or one of its 
contributing superstrates must have been spoken in northern China 
around the Late Old Chinese period. One may hypothesize that this 
superstrate was brought from northern China to the Min area by the 
Han conquest of the state of Min-yüeh  in the 2nd century B.C., i.e. 
the Late Old Chinese period.112 

110 See Chapter Eight. See Brosig (2014) on the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.  
111  Sagart (1999: 99, 101-102, 105-106) presents evidence for some of these shared 

morphological and phonological retentions and innovations in his discussion of the Min 
prefix and its Jin cognate əʔ ~ ʌʔ .  

112 
ch‘ù ‘mouse, rat’ (Goddard 1883: 27 chhú ‘rat, mouse, squirrel’ 

Douglas 1873: 95 ch‘ü [tsʰy] ‘rat, mouse, rodent’ (Maclay 1870: 178
“Hokkien” ch’hé ‘mouse’ (Medhurst 1832: 99 ì ‘ ’

chwi  <  (tone/pitch 
uncertain) ‘rat’ < EMK  [ ] ‘rat ( )’ < OKor ɣ (Old Korean *ɣ was regularly 
lost in Middle Korean) ← northern LOC dial. ʰɨʁ < earlier OChi ĉ ɣ ‘mouse, 
rat’. The earlier Old Chinese form is from Kiyose and Beckwith (2008: 3). The Chinese 
transcription and gloss of the EMK form are from KYS #98 (Sasse 1976); the phonological 
reconstruction given above is my own. The pitch/tone of the LMK form is unclear—Yu 
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K’o-po-chen [ ] (NEMC kʰaʁbagtśir)̃113 is glossed as ‘door guards (
)’  (NCS 57: 985). Studied by Shiratori (1911b: 1400-1401), 

Pelliot (1925: 254-255,  n. 4), Boodberg (1936: 170), Ligeti (1970a), 
and Vovin (2007). Following a northeastern Early Middle Chinese 
reading of the transcription, I reconstruct Taghbach  ʰ ʁ gčɪ , i.e. 

ʰ ʁ gčɪ ‘door guard’ with  ‘plural suffix’. This word is cognate 
to Late Kitan čɪ [ ] (OM śɨ) ‘person who guards 
the chambers of the chancellor’.114 Both the Taghbach and Kitan forms 
have cognates in Turkic as shown by Franke (1976: 179) and Vovin 
(2003: 242) for Kitan, and most recently by Vovin (2007: 195) for 
Taghbach.115 Given the historical dominance of Serbi speakers at the 
time when Archaic Turkic is first attested in the 4th century A.D. spoken 
by the Chieh ethnic group,116 this is very likely a Serbi loanword into 
Archaic Turkic.117 

 
K’o-sun [ ] (NEMC kʰaʁ r)̃118 is glossed as ‘imperial consort ( )’ 

(NCS 57: 984).119 I reconstruct Taghbach ʰ ʁ ʊ , which is clearly 

Ch’angton (2000: 673a) gives  (i.e. ǐ), but Nam (2002: 1255) gives  (i.e. í). 
The original manuscript of the Yongbi Ŏch’ŏn’ga , held in the Kyujanggak 
Royal Library collection at Seoul National University’s Kyujanggak Institute for Korean 
Studies, must be carefully checked to determine the tone/pitch marking in the original 
text. 

113 Pul. 173, 41, 401.  
114 The Late Kitan reconstruction presented here is my own. See 

(1976: 179), and Kuz’menko   
115  Shiratori (1911b: 1400-1401), Boodberg (1936: 170), and Ligeti (1970a) previously 

identified Turkic comparanda for the Taghbach word. See discussion in §8.5.4. for my 
revisions of these proposals. 

116 Cf. Shimunek et al. (2015).  
117 See 8.5.2 for discussion  
118 Pul. 173, 297.  
119 See also the entry for Taghbach k’o-tun [ ] (NEMC kʰaʁtor)̃ ‘the imperial ancestral 

mothers ( )’ in §5.4. 
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cognate to T’u-yü-hun ʰ ʁʦʊ . Note Old Turkic qatun ‘imperial 
consort, empress’120 and Middle Mongol qatun ‘lady of high rank’.121 

 
Mu-t’i [ ] (NEMC ʊ ɛ )122 is glossed as ‘prefect ( )’ (NCS 57: 985).                       

I reconstruct Taghbach ʊ ɪ. The Nan Ch’i Shu gives the following 
explanation of the word:

They also have… ʊ ɪ, comparable to prefects (tz’u-shih)… and                     
dźuwʁ ɔr,̃ comparable to feudal lords (chu-hou). The government has 

storehouses, and each have corresponding offices, all which are made to 
understand the miscreant language (i.e. Taghbach) and Chinese, for use in 
the postal relay system (NCS 57: 985, l. 11-12).   
 
Previous attempts at this word (Bazin 1950; Ligeti 1970a; Vovin 2007: 

197) have copied Boodberg’s (1936) misreading of the Chinese gloss, 
resulting in the partial ghost transcription mu-ti pi [ ]. In fact, the 
Chinese verb pi  ‘compare’ or ‘be comparable to’ is part of the Chinese 
gloss formulation X  Y (where X is a transcription of the foreign word 
and Y is its Chinese semantic equivalent) found throughout the Nan Ch’i 
Shu  account of the Taghbach. The Taghbach word is simply ʊ ɪ 
‘prefect’.123 

 
Pi-te-chen [ ] (NEMC əgtśir ̃ ~ əgtśir)̃ 124  is glossed as 

‘bureaucratic clerks ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). I reconstruct 

120 This Old Turkic form is first attested in the 8th century (GOrkT 342-343; DTS 436a). 
Shiratori first compared this word with Turkic and T’u  

121 E.g. attested early MMgl qatun [ ] ‘lady ( )’ (SHM 64); de Rachewiltz translates 
this title as ‘qan’s wife, lady of high rank’ (2006: 236).  

122 Pul. 220 mʊ; Tak. 324-325 ་ deɣi *[dej] ~ ་ de [de] ~ ་ ti [ti] (Pul. 304 dɛy) 
123 See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.  
124 Pul. 33, 74, 401.   
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Taghbach ə č ə č . Pelliot (1925: 254, n. 4), Ligeti 
(1970a), and others suggest a connection among this Taghbach word, 
Late Middle Mongol bičēči [بچاچي] ‘scribe’ (IM), and Old Turkic 
bitigči ‘scribe’. However, given the Taghbach word for ‘writing’ 
discussed above, this title must have been borrowed as a whole (i.e. a 
monomorphemic word) from a Turkic language, probably Archaic 
Turkic as spoken by the fourth-century A.D. ɨ  ( ) state of Later 
Chao ( ).125 Middle Mongol biči- ‘write’ is a reflex of a Proto-
Mongolic form independently borrowed from Old Turkic biti- ‘write’. 
I thus propose the following etymology: 

 
Taghbach əgči ‘bureaucratic clerks’ ← unattested ATrk č <

‘writing’ > attested OTrk bitig → pre-PMgl ʰ > PMgl
čʰ > MMgl bičig ʧʰ > Modern Khalkha бичиг čʰg
ʰʧɪ ̆ ‘id.’ 

 
  The Turkic word is probably ultimately from Indo-European, 

as shown by Sinor,126 and the Old Turkic verb biti- ‘to write’, borrowed 
into Middle Mongol as biči- ‘id.’, is probably the result of back-
formation.127 

  The Taghbach and Middle Kitan words for ‘writing’ are 
borrowings from a northern frontier dialect of Old Chinese  ‘write, 
writing, document’, as demonstrated in the entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho above. 

 
 
  

125 For more on ɨ , an Archaic Turkic language attested in the fourth century A.D., see 
Shimunek et al. (2015). 

126 Sinor (1978: 321-322).  
127 This was proposed by Sinor (1978: 321-322) based on the wide geographic distribution of 

forms for ‘writing’ resembling bitig etc.  
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5.3.2. PROBLEMATIC TRANSCRIPTIONS (UNRESOLVED) 
 
A-chen-chu [ ] (NEMC ɦatśirḍ̃ )128 is glossed ‘food kitchen ( )’               

(NCS 57: 984). Given the redundant gloss, it is likely that the third 
character of the transcription, ch’u  ‘kitchen’ is superfluous.129 The 
transcription and gloss should thus be revised to A-chen [ ] 
(NEMC ɦatśir)̃ ‘food ( )’. We may reconstruct Taghbach ɦačɪ ,
ɦačɪ , ɦačɪ , or even ɦačɪŋ ‘food’. No known cognates. 

 
Chih-chen [ ] (NEMC ḍigtśir)̃130 is glossed as ‘Internal Attendants (

)’ (NCS 57: 985). This title phonologically resembles, and is possibly 
cognate to, part of the ‘Azha (i.e. T’u-yü-hun) name or title 
ʔAlyebangdïgzhing in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality. See 
§6.2.1.2 for details.131 

 
Fu-chu-chen [ ] (NEMC pʰurṭuwgtśir)̃132 is pejoratively glossed as 

‘lowly people who ride along the bogus relay route ( )’ 

128 Pul. 23, 401, 59. Although there is no foreign segmental transcription of ch’u , a word 
with this same phonetic, ch’u , in the phrase ch’ih-ch’u , was borrowed into Thai 
as  /riirɔɔ/ ‘walk hesitatingly’ (Manomaivibol 1975: No. 407). 

129 Boodberg and Shiratori (1902) propose different analyses to deal with the 
problematic gloss. Shiratori (1902) assumes a scribal error for a different attested 
Taghbach transcription in the Wei Shu, i.e. . Boodberg assumes the gloss 
is [ ]. 

130 Pul. 405, 401.  
131 Despite Boodberg (1936: 172), who proposes a Turkic etymology. 
132 Pul. 99, 414, 401. The tradition-based theoretical Middle Chinese reconstruction of  is   

 (Pul.), i.e. ṭ , and loanword evidence indicates that this character was read 
 or  in Early Middle Chinese—an Early Middle Chinese (or very late Old 

Chinese) form of Chinese  was borrowed into Thai as  ˈtɔɔ̀k/ ‘bamboo strips’ 
(Manomaivibool 1975: 345 #322) and Lao ຕອກ / ɔ̏ː k/ ‘bamboo strips’. This Lao form 
and the IPA transcription of the Thai form are from <sealang.net/thai/dictionary.htm> 
and <sealang.net/lao/dictionary.htm>, both accessed June 6, 2012. Note also the Late Old 
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(NCS 57: 985). The Taghbach word was first studied by Shiratori (1902: 
17), reconstructed by Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4), and its Mongolic 
cognate identified by Ligeti (1970a: 293-294). See also Kara (2006: 
104), Shimunek (2007: 12, n. 18), and Vovin (2007: 194-195). I 
reconstruct Taghbach *pʰurtugči 133 

The pejorative Chinese gloss is not primary to the meaning of 
the Taghbach word—the compiler of the Nan Ch’i Shu was denouncing 
the Northern Wei government as ‘bogus ( )’. There are many 
examples of disparaging overtones infused into the Nan Ch’i Shu 
account of the Taghbach. Removing the infused insult from the original 
gloss, we arrive at ‘people who ride along the relay route ( )’. 
 Ligeti (1970a) identified modern Written Mongol örtegečin134 
as a Mongolic cognate of this word. This proposal implies an unattested 
Middle Mongol form *hörte’ečin, which I reconstruct ʰəɦəʧʰ . 
Unfortunately, all of the ‘peripheral’ Mongolic daughter languages 
which regularly retain Middle Mongol h, and which could thus provide 
evidence of the hypothetical  in this word, do not retain reflexes of 
this hypothetical Middle Mongol form.135 In its place, they have recent 
Chinese and Manchu loanwords.136 No relevant loanwords in Tungusic 
or other neighboring languages which could support this proposal have 
been identified either. Although Ligeti is undoubtedly correct that this 

Chinese transcription of the name Hinduka as T’ien-chu  (LOC dial. *hinduk) in the 
Chin Shu and other sources (Pelliot 1914: 412; Pulleyblank 1962a: 108).  

133 Note that my reconstruction differs significantly from that of Pelliot (1925), Ligeti (1970a), 
and others.  

134 This word is defined by Kowalewski as “celui qui entretient les chevaux de postes; postillon, 
valet de poste” (Kow. 588).  

135  I thank György Kara for introducing me to this correspondence and its philological 
problems.  

136 The Daur equivalent is from Manchu giyamun, and the Shira Yoghor, Mongghul, Santa, 
and ‘Bonan’ (probably Booŋan) words are very recent loans from Mandarin  zhan (Sun 
et al. 1990: 549).  
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is a Taghbach-Mongol lexical correspondence, we lack the necessary 
comparative linguistic and philological evidence to resolve the 
phonological problem.

 
P’u-ta-chen [ ] (NEMC pʰaɨwgdaytśir)̃ 137  is glossed as ‘people 

responsible for clothing ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). Boodberg (1936: 
174) translates the Chinese gloss as ‘officer in charge of (the ruler’s) 
clothes’. I reconstruct Taghbach pʰɔgdayčɪ . Considering the well-
established occupational suffix čɪ and plural , the root of 
this Taghbach word must be pʰɔ , a noun probably meaning 
something related to ‘clothing’ or denoting a specific item of clothing. 
 Boodberg (1936: 174) and Bazin (1950: 301) proposed Turkic 
and Mongolic connections with this Taghbach word. If we refine their 
proposals using the earliest philologically attested data, this Taghbach 
word resembles early Middle Mongol boqta [ ] ‘headdress worn 
by married Mongol women ( )’ (SHM), also attested as the root of 
the denominal verb boqtala- [ ] ‘to wear women’s headdress 
( )’ ~ boqtola- [ ] ‘comb one’s hair ( )’ (SHM), 
Late Middle Mongol boqtaq [بقطاق] ‘crown’ (IM), and Middle Turkic 
boχtay ~ boχtuy ‘clothes bag’ (DTS). 138  Despite their superficial 
phonological similarity, the Middle Turkic and Middle Mongol forms 
are unlikely to be related. Middle Turkic boχtay ‘clothes bag’ is 
undoubtedly ultimately from  an Early Middle Chinese form of  
‘clothing bag’, probably via the above-mentioned Taghbach form. I 
thus propose the following etymology: 

 

137 Pul. 243, 69, 401.  
138 See also Clark (1973: 183-184) for the Middle Mongol word. For a study on the origin and 

development of the boqta, see Kim & Erdenebat (2011). 
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 NEMC buwgday ‘clothing bag’ → Taghbach pʰɔ  [ ] → 
unattested ATrk > unattested OTrk > attested MTrk boχtay ~ 
boχtuy ‘clothes bag’. 

 
Middle Mongol boqta ~ boqto ~ boqtaq is probably unrelated to the 
Chinese, Taghbach, and Turkic forms above.  

 
Shou-pieh-kuan [ ] (NEMC dźuwʁ ɔr)̃139 is glossed as ‘feudal 

lords ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). No known cognates. 
 
Wu-ai-chen [ ] (NEMC ɦ ɨ ʁtśir)̃ 140  is glossed as ‘External 

Attendants ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). No known cognates.141 
   
Yang-chen [ ] (NEMC ɨatśir)̃142 is glossed as ‘The Three Dukes (

)’ (NCS 57: 985). The Chinese gloss denotes an administrative 
title which collectively refers to ‘dignitaries who were officially 
considered the [three] paramount aides to the ruler and held the highest 
possible ranks in the officialdom’ (Hucker 1985: 399). No known 
cognates.143 

 
Yü-jo [ ] (NEMC ɦ ɲɨ )144 is glossed as ‘Two Thousand Bushel 

Official ( )’ (NCS 57: 985). According to Hucker, from the Han 
Dynasty up through the period of Northern and Southern Division (i.e. 

139 Pul. 286, 38, 113.  
140 Pul. 325, 23, 401.  
141 Boodberg (1936: 172) proposes a connection with Turkic uq ‘family relations on the 

mother’s or wife’s side’, which is impossible for phonological reasons and highly 
unlikely for semantic reasons. 

142 Pul. 360, 401.  
143 A connection with Middle ‹ia› ‘elder brother’ is phonologically plausible, but 

semantically problematic. 
144 Pul. 384, 270.  
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the time of the Northern Wei and this Taghbach transcription), the 
Chinese official title Erh Ch’ien Shih was a “generic reference to the 
highest-ranking officials of government below the Three Dukes (san 
kung), notably including Commandery Governors (chün-shou,           
t’ai-shou)…” (Hucker 1985: 205). 

  I reconstruct Taghbach ɦʊ . No known cognates.  
 
 In addition to the forms discussed above, there are a handful of 
unglossed Taghbach personal names in the Nan Ch’i Shu which provide 
additional evidence of Taghbach phonology. I have reserved these 
transcriptions for future study. 
 
 

5.4. TRANSCRIPTIONS IN THE SERBI CAVE INSCRIPTION 
 
Another important source with two Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of 
Taghbach titles is the 443 A.D. Serbi Cave Inscription, known in Chinese as 
the Hsien-pei Shih-shih  inscription, discovered in 1980 by Mi Wen-
p’ing  (Mi 1981) in Orochen Banner, Inner Mongolia. The text has been 
studied by Liu (1989), and includes solidly dated Chinese transcriptions of the 
titles khaghan and khaghtun (later khatun).  
 I provide these transcriptions below: 
 
K’o-han [ ] (NEMC ʰ ʁɣ ) is preceded by an appositive gloss ‘the 

imperial ancestors ( )’ (SCI, l. 16). This is probably the earliest 
inscriptional attestation of this title, although the earliest transcription 
in a transmitted text is in Ch’i-fu Serbi in the early 3rd c. A.D.145 

 
K’o-tun [ ] (NEMC ʰ ʁ r)̃ is preceded by an appositive gloss ‘the 

imperial ancestral mothers ( )’ (SCI, l. 17), reconstructible as 

145 See the footnote in the §8.5.4 entry for MSer *qʰaʁ  ‘emperor’. 
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Taghbach qʰaʁ ʊ . This is the earliest attestation of this title in any 
language. A variant of this title in Taghbach is attested in the Nan Ch’i 
Shu in the form qʰaʁ ʊ  [ ] (see §5.3.1 above). 

 
 

5.5. TAGHBACH PHONOLOGY 
 
The transcriptions show that Taghbach had an eight-vowel inventory. Many 
transcriptions suggest that Taghbach had ATR vowel harmony, although a 
handful of words do not conform to these vowel harmony classes. The vowel 
*i was probably [+ATR] with ɪ as the [-ATR] equivalent; however, the 
phonotactic limitations of Early Middle Chinese sometimes make it difficult 
to distinguish foreign and ɪ. 
 Although it is essentially impossible to determine the existence of a 
productive vowel harmony system in a language without morphological 
paradigms, something we unfortunately do not have for Taghbach, we may 
tentatively conclude that Taghbach had some form of ATR harmony, the 
productivity of which remains unclear. 
 Below I present a tentative analysis of the vowel harmony classes of 
Taghbach: 
 

[+ATR]:  *u, *e [e ~ ǝ], *i, *o 
[-ATR]:   ʊ ɪ ɔ

 
 Possible evidence of vowel harmony in Taghbach suffixal morphology 
is the deverbal noun suffix , apparently realized as in
words and ə in words. See below: 
 

‘bridge’ < ? ‘build’ +
ɦ ə ‘warmth’ < ? ɦ ‘be warm’ +
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 However, more examples are needed to solidly determine the 
morphological segmentation of these words. For now this remains a possibility, 
although it is also possible that ɦ ə ‘warmth’ is from a root ɦ ə ‘be 
warm’ + , realized as following verbal stems ending in vowels. 

Taghbach was also characterized by monophthongization of Common 
ʁʊ əɣ to ʊ  

as in ‘cloud’ (i.e. Taghbach  < CSM əɣ ə)146 and ‘cook’ (i.e. Taghbach 
ʊč  < CSM ɣʊrčʰɪ ). This was an innovation in Taghbach 

distinguishing it from Mongolic, Kitan, and possibly other Serbi languages as 
well. However, Common Serbi-Mongolic *ɣ ~ ʁ was apparently retained in 
morpheme-initial position (see Taghbach ‘writing’ above). 
 For evidence of intervocalic rhotacization of and note the 
words for ‘go’ (see the entry for Yüan-lai shih) and ‘kill’ (see the entry for 
Ch’i-hai-chen).147 
 There are also indications that Taghbach lenited Common Serbi-
Mongolic intervocalic (or word-final) *b to *w, e.g. CSM *kʰɔ  or *kʰɔ ɔ 
‘two-year-old boar’ > Taghbach *qɔw [ ] ‘pig, boar’,148 cognate to Written 
Mongol qobosu-n ‘two-year-old boar’. 
 The sequence ɦʊ  [ ] ‘Two Thousand 
Bushel Official’ provides an important piece of evidence on Taghbach 
phonotactics. Likewise, Taghbach ɦ and *ź provide important clues on the 
phonological inventory of the language. This same sequence is attested in T’u-
yü-hun, e.g. the T’u-yü-hun place name *gñiǰigə  [ག་་ན].149 

146 Note Middle Mongol e’üle-n ‘cloud’ (HIIY) and Middle Kitan əwl ‘cloud’. See Chapter 
Eight for discussion. 

147 Modern Korean kŏran  ‘Kitan’ may provide additional evidence of this, if it is a reflex 
of a loanword from Taghbach or another rhotacized dialect of Serbi. Note attested Middle 
Kitan ɪ ‘Kitan’ and Old Kitan ɪ ɪ . The historical context and earliest 
attestation of the Korean form need to be solidly identified before this can be taken as 
evidence of rhotacization.  

148 WS (113: 3006). 
149 See Chapter Six for this T’u-yü-hun form.  
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 The phonological sequences ʁ , ʁ , and  are also of salience, 
since they do not occur in early Middle Mongol. The Taghbach sequence           

is a retention of Common Serbi-Mongolic , which lenited to in 
Proto-Mongolic (see the entry for Ch’ih-nu in §5.2.1 above). 
 Taghbach was characterized by intervocalic rhotacization of Common 
Serbi-Mongolic */tʰ/ and  to .150 

 
 

5.6. TAGHBACH LEXICON 
 
From the above analyses, we can determine the following lexical items for the 
Taghbach language. See Chapter Eight, §8.3 for etymologies and Common 
Serbi-Mongolic forms. 

 
 

5.6.1. TAGHBACH FUNCTIONAL MORPHEMES 

~ ʁ ~ ~ ʁ  ‘verbal noun suffix’ (< CSM).
~ ‘deverbal noun suffix’ (< CSM).

čɪ či ‘suffix denoting occupations’ (< CSM). 
ɔ ʊ  [ ] ‘deverbal noun suffix’ (< CSM). 

 ‘plural suffix’ (< CSM). 
 
 

5.6.2. TAGHBACH WORDS 

ɪ ɪ [ ] ‘house ( )’ (< CSM). 
ɦ ɨ ʁčɪ  [ ] ‘External Attendants ( )’. 

150 See entries for Ch’i-hai-chen, Yüan-lai, and Hu-lo-chen above. See also Chapter Eight 
entries for Taghbach kʰɪ ʁayčɪ  ‘assassins’, *ɦɔ  ‘go’, and ʊragčɪ  ‘people who carry 
weapons’.  
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ʊ čɪ /, phonetically realized as ʊčɪ  [ ] ‘nobles who prepare food (
)’ (< CSM). 

č ʁʊyčɪ  [ ] ‘people who send out and receive accusations on behalf 
of the ruler ( )’ (< CSM). 

*čʰɪ [ ] ‘a kind of artemisia ( )’ (< CSM). 
čʰɪ ɔ [ ] ‘wolf ( )’ (< CSM). 
čʰɪ ʊ [ ] ‘invoke, praying ( )’.
čʰ čʰʊ [ ] ‘hand net ( )’ (< CSM) 
darbǝl/ dalbǝl/ dǝrbǝl/ dǝlbǝl (?) [ ] ‘robe ( )’ (cf. WMgl debel ~ 

degel ‘robe’). 
ɪʁ [ ] ‘writing, book, document ( )’ < ɪ [ ] ‘to write’ (< CSer 

ɪ ɪ  ‘write’ ←  LOC dial. *tɨ  ‘to write’). 
digčin [ ] ‘Internal Attendants ( )’. 
ʊ ʊ [ ] ‘battle-axe ( )’.

dźuwʁ ɔr ̃[ ] ‘feudal lords ( )’. 
[ ] ‘sandal cord ( )’ (< CSM). 

ɣʊ ʊ ɣʊ ʊ [ ] ‘hole, drain ( )’ (cf. MMgl quduq ‘well’) 
ɣ [ ] ‘relay route ( )’ (< CSM).  
ɣyamčɪ [ ] ‘people who ride along the relay route through all provinces                       

( )’ (< CSM).  
ɦatśir ̃ ] ‘food ( )’. 
ɦirlǝgbɔ [ ] ‘abalone ( )’. 
ɦorbǝl [ ] ‘warmth ( )’ < ɦ ǝl/*ɦorbǝ < ɦ ɦorbǝ ‘be 

warm’ (< CSM). 
ɦɔ [ ] ‘going ( )’ (i.e. ɦɔ ɦɔ ‘go’ < CSM .
ɦʊ  [ ] ‘Two Thousand Bushel Official ( )’. 
ɦʊ ʁ [ ] ‘cultivation (  for )’ (i.e. ɦʊ < ɦʊ  ‘cultivate’ < 

CSM). 
ɪ ɪ [ ] ‘above, superior ( )’ (← Central Eurasian Kulturwort). 
ɪ ɪ ʁ ɪʁ  [ ] ‘imperial secretary ( )’. 
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kʰɪ  ‘speak’ (?), as in kʰɪ ɔ čɪ  ‘interpreters’ (see below).151 

kʰɪ ɔ čɪ kʰɪlmʊrčɪ  [ ] ‘interpreters ( )’ (< CSM). 
kʰɪ  [ ] ‘to kill someone ( )’ (< CSM). 
kʰɪʁ ɪr ̃ [ ] ‘mugwort ( )’.  
kʰɪ ʁayčɪ  [ ] ‘assassins ( )’ (< CSM). 
ʊ ɪ  [ ] ‘prefect ( )’ (< CSM). 

[ ] ‘dog (  for )’ (< CSM).
ñakkʰʊʁ ɪr ̃ [ ] ‘bandit ( )’. 

[ ] ‘bridge ( )’ (< CSM). 
ə č ə č  [ ] ‘bureaucratic clerks ( )’ (cf. OTrk). 

pʰatala [ ] ‘rice water ( )’ (cf. LMK path L ~ pat L ‘rice field’). 
pʰɔgdayčɪ  [ ] ‘people responsible for clothing ( )’. 

*pʰɔ [ ] ‘surround ( )’ (< CSM). 
*pʰurtugčin [ ] ‘people who ride along the relay route’ (cf. WMgl 

örtegečin). 
ʊ ʊ [ ] ‘Saka, Scythian ( )’.

ɔkʰɛ ʁ ~ ɔ ɛ [ ] ‘sluggish ( )’. 
ɔ ə [ ] ‘pig, boar ( )’ (< CSM). 
ʊ  [ ] ‘weapons of war ( )’ (< CSM). 
ʊragčɪ  [ ] ‘people who carry weapons ( )’. 
ʰ ʁ  [ ] ‘the imperial ancestors ( )’. 
ʰ ʁ čɪ  [ ] ‘door guards ( )’ (cf. OTrk). 
ʰ ʁ ʊ  [ ] ‘imperial consort ( )’ ~ ʰ ʁ ʊ  [ ] ‘the imperial 

ancestral mothers ( )’. 
tʰaʁ [ ] ‘dirt, soil, earth ( )’.152

*tʰʊʁ [ ] ‘mountain ( )’. 
tʰʊʁ [ ] ‘ancient ( )’.

*ʊwl [ ] ‘cloud ( )’ (< CSM).
ɨačin [ ] ‘The Three Dukes ( )’. 

151 See also the Chapter Eight entry for Taghbach kʰɪ ɔ čɪ kʰɪ ʊrčɪ .  
152 See entry in §8.5.4. 
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ʊ ʊ [ ] ‘bright ( )’. 
*žirpəŋ [ ] ‘raised earth, embankment ( )’ (< CSM).
žiʁ ʊ [ ] ‘high, tall ( )’.
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CHAPTER SIX: 
THE T’U-YÜ-HUN (‘AZHA) LANGUAGE 

 
 

6.1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
 
Another early Serbi language is T’u-yü-hun, or ‘Azha, the language of the T’u-
yü-hun (or ‘Azha) people. 1  The ‘Azha Kingdom, also known in Chinese 
sources as  Ho-nan Kuo (i.e. ‘The Country South of the Yellow River’)2 
and in Old Tibetan sources as ‘Azha yul འ་ཞ་ལ་ (i.e. ‘‘Azha Land’ or ‘‘Azha 
territory’),3 began around the 3rd century A.D. when T’u-yü-hun of the 
Mu-jung clan4 of the Serbi in Liao-tung split off from his agnate half-
brother Jo-lo-kuei  and moved west into the Kokonor region.5 The T’u-
yü-hun language is a variety of the Mu-jung dialect of Middle Serbi. 

1 The ethnonym T’u-yü-hun  is an eponymous extension of the name of their first ruler, 
as explicitly mentioned in the Chinese sources (PS 96: 3181). This title is also transcribed 
in Old Tibetan as Thogon [་ན་] (OTib. *tʰʊ ʊ ) in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality (cf. 
Uray 1978). ‘Azha འ་ཞ་ is the Old Tibetan name for the T’u-yü-hun people. This same 
ethnonym is also transcribed in Northern Early Middle Chinese as ɦ ẓ ɨ  [ ] (revised 
from Pul. 47) in Sung Shu (96: 2369), WS (101: 2234), and PS (96: 3181). See Beckwith 
(forthcoming) for the etymology of the word ‘Azha [འ་ཞ་], the ‘Azha toponyms Rgyamshïgar 
[མ་་གར་] ~ Ryamshïgar [མ་་གར་] ~ ‘Aryamshïgar [འམ་་གར་], and their connection with 
Old Chinese and other languages across Central Eurasia. Note other eponymous country 
names such as America (← Amerigo Vespucci), Bolivia (← Simón Bolívar), Colombia (← 
Cristoforo Colombo, i.e. Christopher Columbus), the Czech Republic (← Čech, a legendary 
figure), and Georgia (← Saint George). 

2 Liang Shu (54: 810); NS (79: 1977). Certain T’u-yü-hun rulers were known in Chinese as 
Ho-nan wang  ‘Prince of the [Country] South of the Yellow River’, e.g. TCTC (90: 
2852).  

3 Attested in OTA1, OTA2, and AAP (e.g. OTA1: 123).  
4 Mu-jung is an eponymous clan name from the personal name of an early Serbi ruler. See 

Chapter Two for discussion.  
5 Liang Shu (54: 810), Tung-tien (190: 1021-1022), Sung Shu (96: 2369-2370), WS (101: 2233), 

PS (96: 3178), TCTC (90: 2852). 
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The T’u-yü-hun were a dominant frontier people throughout much of 
the early part of the Tibetan Empire. Tibetan relations with China in fact begin 
with the T’u-yü-hun—in the early Sui dynasty (6th c.), when the Chinese, 
seeking a route to the rich states of Central Asia, invaded the T’u-yü-hun, the 
pre-imperial Tibetan state of Spu (OTib. ་) responded by sending an embassy 
to the Sui.6 

Again, in 634 A.D., during the reign of Khri Srong Rtsan—the first 
great ruler of the Tibetan Empire known from solid historical sources—the 
T’ang sent a huge expeditionary force, including Tanguts and Türks, against 
the T’u-yü-hun. Khri Srong Rtsan responded by sending an embassy to the 
T’ang court.7    

The T’u-yü-hun were decisively defeated in 663 A.D. by the Tibetan 
general Mgar Stong Rtsan the Conqueror (Yul-zung), who was responsible for 
Tibetanizing the northern part of the Tibetan Empire. After this defeat, T’u-
yü-hun territory was incorporated into the Tibetan Empire, and the T’u-yü-hun 
khaghan, his Chinese princess, and several thousand T’u-yü-hun families fled 
to China.8  

We know from the Zhol Inscription of ca. 764 A.D.—the earliest 
datable authentic Old Tibetan inscription9—that the Tibetan general Nganlam 
Stag Sgra Klu Khong, who in 763 led the Tibetan campaign to Ch’ang-an, 
employed many T’u-yü-hun people in his army. The relevant passage is 
provided below: 
 

6 Beckwith (1977: 83-84), Beckwith (1987), and Beckwith (2009: 128).  
7 Beckwith (1987) and p.c., 2011. 
8 Beckwith (1987) and p.c., 2011. 
9 The Zhol Inscription was erected sometime between 764 and 767 A.D., as demonstrated by 

Walter & Beckwith (2010: 292-293, 301). 
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༇བཙན་་་ང་་བན་ྀ་ང་ལ། ། །ངན་ལམ་་ང་་བ་་ལ་བཀའ་ོས་་ནས།གས་བན་། །ནང་ན་བཀའ་ལ་
གགས་པར་བག་ ནས།་ད་ྀ་ཉམ་ད་ག་ང་།ཁར་ཙན་གས་་ག་མ་ངས་པ།དམག་དན་།བཀའ་ལད་
ིས་ང་།དའ་ཐབས་མཁས་ལ་ོས་ིས་ ད་།་ཁམས་་གགས་པ་འ་ཞ་མང་་བས།་ལས་མནངས་ཕལ་
་་བཅད་པས།་་ང་། 10

“During the reign of Emperor Khri Srong Lde Brtsan, Nganlam Klu Khong 
was loyal, his council was great, and he was firm of mind. [They] appointed 
him as an Internal Minister Attached to the Command of the Emperor. [They] 
considered the problem of the Chinese realm, and because they appointed 
him as the army commander leading troops to Khar Tsan, with his skill in 
strategy, he proceeded with caution. He assembled the many ‘Azha who 
belonged to the land of China. Since he cut off the greater part of China’s 
dominion (over the ‘Azha), China was afraid...” (Zhol, south face, l. 21-
32).11 
 
This implies that at least as late as the second half of the 8th century,                             

the T’u-yü-hun people continued to exist in the Tibetan Empire as a distinct 
ethnic group. In fact, the T’u-yü-hun retained their ethnic (and perhaps even 
linguistic) identity as late as the 10th and 11th centuries, since they are 
mentioned in the Liao Shih  as a people who in 938, 945, and 953 A.D. 
paid tribute to the Kitan Empire12 and whom the Kitan Empire defeated in 
battle in 1001 A.D.13 

The ethnonym ‘Azha is attested even later—in the Secret History of the 
Mongols a high-ranking Tangut official Aša Gambu [ ] (SHM §256) 
is mentioned in connection with events dating to the early 13th century. This is 
an Old Mandarin transcription of a Middle Mongol transcription of a Tangut 
title. The Aša element is known to be a transcription of the ethnonym ‘Azha, 

10 No published, complete photographic reproductions of the Zhol Inscription exist. The text 
presented here is based largely on the transcription in Iwao et al. (2009).  

11 I would like to thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010).    
12 Wittfogel & Fêng (1946: 96, 177, 350, 351). 
13 Wittfogel & Fêng (1946: 585).  
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the Old Tibetan name for the T’u-yü-hun.14 The gambu element is a rendering 
of the Tangut title   ‘general ( )’.15 This name suggests that 
‘Azha ethnic identity survived, at least in name, among the undoubtedly 
diverse subject peoples of the Tangut Empire.

Other important sources on T’u-yü-hun history and culture include the 
Chou Shu , the Nan Ch’i Shu , the Chin Shu , the Sung Shu 

, the Pei Shih , the Tzu-chih T’ung-chien , the Wei Shu 
, the Liang Shu , the T’ung-tien , the Old Tibetan Annals (PT 1288, 

ITJ 750, and Or. 8212), the ‘Bacot Document’ (PT 1283), and the Annals of 
the ‘Azha Principality (ITJ 1368), among others.16 

 
 

6.2. SOURCES ON THE T’U-YÜ-HUN LANGUAGE 
 
The T’u-yü-hun, despite their importance throughout the early part of the 
Tibetan Empire,17 and despite the fact that they apparently had their own 
writing system,18 left no records of their own in their language. The extant 

14 This etymology is from de Rachewiltz (2006: 938). Cf. also Rybatzki (2006: 556). 
15 This Tangut title is composed of  [ ] ‘army’ and  [ ] ‘command’ (Li Fanwen 1997: 

256 §1531, 460-461 §2805). Li Fanwen reads  as “bju” (1997: 460-461 §2805), which I 
revise to *mbu based on its Old Mandarin transcription [ ], which in northwestern Early 
Old Mandarin would be read *mbu (on the onset *[mb] in this word, see also Rybatzki 2006: 
556). 

16 See also Wittfogel & Fêng (1946: 105) for a brief account of the T’u-yü-hun, explaining 
their Serbi origins and early history. Other important studies on T’u-yü-hun history include 
Hambis (1948), Carroll (1953), Molè (1970), Beckwith (1977, 1987), Chou Wei-chou 
(2006), and Hsüeh Sheng-hai (2008). 

17 See Chapter Two.  
18 Kara (2005) mentions that the T’u-yü-hun had their own script, and wrote books in this 

script. Carroll states that the T’u-yü-hun “were quite cognizant of letters” (1953: 4) and 
they apparently had writing similar to that of the Taghbach of the Northern Wei (1953: 22, 
n. 29). According to the Liang Shu ‘they used writing and tally sticks ( )’ (Liang 
Shu 54: 810). 
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information on the T’u-yü-hun language is found in two foreign sources—Old 
Tibetan records and Chinese historical chronicles. 

Previous studies of the T’u-yü-hun language include Pelliot (1921), 
some brief notes in Shiratori (1902), Fang Chuang-yu (1930), some comments 
by Hambis (1948),19 and several important footnotes in Beckwith (1987). 
 
 

6.2.1. OLD TIBETAN SOURCES ON THE T’U-YÜ-HUN LANGUAGE 
 
The most important early Tibetan sources that provide information on the T’u-
yü-hun language are the ‘Bacot Document’ (PT 1283), 20  the Old Tibetan 
Annals (PT 1288, ITJ 750, and Or. 8212), and the Annals of the ‘Azha 
Principality (ITJ 1368). 

The Bacot Document (PT 1283), a well-known Middle Old Tibetan 
source, explains the ethnolinguistic affinity between T’u-yü-hun and Kitan:21 

19 “Le document de Touen-houang nous permet donc maintenant de considérer d’une façon 
certaine les *Tuyuγun comme des Protomongols, formant un rameau distinct issu des Sien-
pei, ancêtres des K’i-tan et des Che-wei d’où sortirent les Mongols historiques” (Hambis 
1948: 241).  

20 The actual title of the text in the original Old Tibetan is Byang phyogs na rgyalpo du bzhugs 
pa’ï rabs gyï yïge ང་གས་ན་ལ་་་བགས་པ་རབས་ྀ་་ ‘An Account of However Many Kings 
Live in the North’. See Venturi (2008: 14, 19, n. 29) for a discussion of this title and the 
translation of rabs. My translation of the title is a revision of Venturi’s. According to 
Christopher I. Beckwith, “The [Bacot Document] manuscript is definitely post-imperial in 
date, a late copy and probably partly a late reworking of a document the information in 
which goes back to the late 8th century, suggesting a late imperial text underlying the 
present” (C.I. Beckwith, p.c., June 21, 2015).

21 The original text is in a dbu med ‘headless’ cursive orthography and additionally has certain 
Old Tibetan orthographic conventions which were lost in Classical Tibetan. In retyping 
this passage, I have retained as many of the original orthographical conventions as possible, 
including the Old Tibetan convention of writing the subordinate conjunctive converb suffix 
/-ste/ and its allomorphs without a preceding tsheg (syllable marker). I have consulted 
photographs of the original text in the IDP database: <http://idp.bl.uk/> (accessed October 
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། ། འ་ང་གས་ར་ ། ་ཏང་ས་བི་བ་མ་ ། ལ་་་ཏན་ི་ཁ་གན་ཟས་དང་ས་ང ་ ། འ་ཞ་དང་འ་ ། 
ག་ཡང་ ། ་ག་དང་་ཕལ་ ། ད་ང་འ་ཞ་དང་ཕལ་ར་འན ། ། ་་ར་དང་ད་་འཐབ ། ད་་གན ། །
‘…Looking north of this, there are those called the Kitan (OTib. Getan ~ 
Getang). Their king (OTib. rgyalpo) is the khagan ( ʰ ʁ ) of the Kitan. 
Their food and their customs22 are similar to those of the ‘Azha, and their 
livestock, too, are mainly calves, sheep, and horses. Their language, too, 
generally agrees with that of the ‘Azha. At times they fight with the Uygurs 
(OTib. hoyohor)23; at times they get along.’24 (PT 1283, l. 27-29). 

 
From this brief but informative account we learn that the T’u-yü-hun 

and Kitans spoke a related language and shared a common culture. This 
accords well with the Chinese records, and with the scanty but invaluable data 
on T’u-yü-hun and other Serbi languages. 
 
 
  

14, 2015). The term ‘subordinate conjunctive converb suffix’ is C. I. Beckwith’s coinage 
(p.c., 2010). 

22 Venturi (2008: 24) translates Old Tibetan chos ས་ as ‘religion’, following the Classical 
Tibetan sense of the word. In Old Tibetan, however, the meaning of the word was much 
broader, including ‘traditions’ and ‘customs’ in general (Christopher I. Beckwith, p.c., 
spring 2010). The religious-philosophical senses of Old Tibetan chos included ‘religious 
norm’ and ‘correct ritual method/practice’ (Walter 2009:124).  

23 The underlying Turkic form was *huyʁur ‘Uygur’. Old Tibetan transcriptions of Turkic 
provide solid evidence of an  ~ ɦ  onset in spoken Old Turkic; the segment is not 
represented in Old Turkic orthography—both the runiform script and the Old Uygur script 
were foreign scripts adapted to Old Turkic and as such could not accurately represent Old 
Turkic phonology in its entirety. See Chapter Four ‘The Phonology of Old Tibetan’ for the 
Old Tibetan transcriptions of this and other foreign segments. 

24 I thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010). See Venturi (2008: 24-25) for 
an alternative translation of this passage. See also Hambis (1948: 240) and Krippes (1992: 
107) for brief discussion of this passage. 
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6.2.1.1. T’U-YÜ-HUN TOPONYMS IN OLD TIBETAN TRANSCRIPTION 
 
The Old Tibetan Annals provide important transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun place 
names. These Old Tibetan transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun toponyms, few though 
they may be, provide invaluable evidence on the T’u-yü-hun language and its 
Serbi-Mongolic affinity. I address some of these transcriptions below: 
 
Jïma Khol [་མ་ལ་] 25  (OTA1: 49, 51). In 668/669 A.D., Tibet constructed 

defensive fortifications along this river in anticipation of a T’ang attack.  
 

༇ འ་་ལ། བཙན་་སགས་ྀ་ཤ་ར་ན་བགས་ངŐ ་མ་ལ་་ད་བར་བགས་པར་་ག །
 “In the year of the dragon, the Btsanpo26 stayed in Shara in Sprags, 
and constructed defensive fortifications at Jïma Khol” (OTA1: 49).27 

 
Later, in 670/671 A.D., Jïma Khol was the site of a Tibetan victory over 
the Chinese: 
 

༇ ་་ལའ ། བཙན་་་དང་ན་བགས་ང ། ་མ་ལ་་་མང་་བངས་ཕར་་གག །
 “In the year of the horse, the Btsanpo stayed in ‘Odang, and they 
massacred many Chinese at Jïma Khol” (OTA1: 51).28 

 
As demonstrated by Beckwith (1987), the Tibetan transcription 

of this T’u-yü-hun toponym was reanalyzed as a Tibetan phrase which 
was then translated word-for-word into Chinese as Ta-fei Ch’uan 

 ‘Big Not River’. The first syllable of the T’u-yü-hun word as 

25 Dotson (2009: 293) also gives the form “Dzi-ma-gol”, but this appears to be spurious—I 
have been unable to find this sequence of graphemes in the original text of the Old Tibetan 
Annals.  

26 Btsanpo (བཙན་་) is the Old Tibetan word for ‘emperor’ and is also his title.  
27 Jäschke (1881) does not have a reflex of Old Tibetan བར་ bzher, but from context, OTib. ད་

བར་ dgra bzher must mean ‘defensive fortifications’ (Beckwith 1987: 33). Cf. OTib. dgra 
‘enemy, etc.’ 

28 Translation adapted from Dotson (2009: 89).  
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transcribed in Old Tibetan, ji, was reanalyzed, probably by a Chinese 
person with limited knowledge of Tibetan, as a variant of Old Tibetan 
che ‘big’ and the second syllable, ma, as Old Tibetan ma ‘not’. The 
sequence was then calqued into Chinese as ta  ‘big’ + fei  ‘not’. 
Based on this folk-etymologized Chinese gloss equivalent of this 
toponym, we can infer that T’u-yü-hun khol ~ kol (*qʰɔ ɔ ) means 
‘river ’ and is cognate to Middle Mongol qol ‘brook, mountain 
stream’.29 The first element of the T’u-yü-hun phrase, reconstructible 
as *ǰima (or *ǰɪ , is probably cognate to Written Mongol čim-a 
‘small carp (?)’30 and modern Khalkha чам ʧʰ  ‘a species of fish, 
silvery white in color’. 31  The voicing difference between the 

29 Beckwith (1987: 33, n. 109) identifies the T’u-yü-hun word and its Mongolic cognate and 
explains the Chinese name for the river as a translation of a Tibetan folk etymology of the 
T’u-yü-hun word. Although the Old Tibetan transcription khol ~ kol could hypothetically 
render Old Turkic köl ‘lake’, the semantics point in favor of Mongolic. For the attested 
early Middle Mongol form, see footnote in Chapter Eight entry for T’u-yü-hun *qʰɔ . 

30 The specific meaning of this fish name in Mongol is unclear. The earliest attestation I have 
found so far of this Written Mongol word is in the Manchu-Mongol-Chinese dictionary of 
1780, i.e. χan-i araχa manǰu mongγo niqan xergen ilan χačin-i mudan ačaχa buleku bitxe, 
retyped by Kuribayashi & Hurelbator (2008), which gives Manchu čime, corresponding to 
Mongol čim-a and Chinese  MSC qiweiyu, which is described as a type of “river 
fish ( )” (Kuribayashi & Hurelbator 2008: 83). According to Zakharov, Manchu čime 
is a loanword from Chinese “ци-мо” (i.e., Pinyin qimo), which appears to be his 
interpretation of the second character of the 1780 gloss not as  MSC wei as Kuribayashi 
& Hurelbator (2008) give, but instead as a rare Chinese character with the fish radical  
and the phonetic  MSC mo (cf. HTT, Vol. 7: 4679); Zakharov glosses Manchu čime as 
“the name of a sea fish which enters rivers from the East Sea (назв. морской рыбы 
заходящей въ рѣки изъ восточнаго моря)” (1875: 939a). Images of the original text of 
the 1780 dictionary need to be carefully checked to determine if Zakharov is correct. 
Lessing et al. gloss the Mongol word as ‘small carp’ (1995: 184). If their definition is 
correct, then the Mongol word must be much older than the 18th century, given the fact that 
there are carp endemic to Mongolia.  

31 Modern Khalkha Mongolian чам is glossed as ‘a species of fish, silvery white in color 
(мөнгөлөг цагаан өнгөтэй нэг зүйл загас)’ (Bold et al. 2008). This is very likely an 
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consonants poses no problem for this correspondence, since T’u-yü-
hun, Kitan, and probably Serbi languages in general, neutralized voiced 
and voiceless stops at word peripheries; this is a phonological 
characteristic typical of the Manchurian Sprachbund of late Antiquity 
and the early Middle Ages.32 Note also the variant kol below (see the 
entry for ‘O Kol ~ ‘O Khol); Old Tibetan had no phonemic aspiration 
in its obstruents—the phonemic opposition among obstruents was 
voiced vs. voiceless, i.e.  realized as [k ~ kʰ] vs. , etc.33 The 
toponym thus must have meant ‘Carp (?) River’ in the T’u-yü-hun 
language. 

 
Silgucïn [ལ་་ན་] ~ Sïlgucïn [ལ་་ན་] (OTA1: 123, 195). This is the name of a 

place in T’u-yü-hun territory where levies of the T’u-yü-hun were held 
in 696/697 A.D. by Mgar Khri ‘Bring and in 714/715 by ‘Bon Dargyal 
and Zhang Btsantore Lhasbyin.34 The relevant passages are provided 
below with translation:35 

 
 
 
 

obsolete word in Khalkha, i.e. a bookish word revived from Classical Mongolian by 
modern Mongolian lexicographers, as modern zoological dictionaries of Mongolian 
vertebrates such as A Dictionary of Vertebrate Animals of Mongolia (Ulaanbaatar, 2009) 
do not list this word. The word is not attested in Middle Mongol.  

32 The majority of languages in Manchuria and surrounding areas exhibit this typological 
feature, e.g. Nivkh, Korean, Japanese-Koguryoic, Mongolic (except for *g), etc. 

33 Beckwith (2007a: xxi).  
34 Beckwith (1987: 80, n. 143); Dotson (2009: 99, 108-109).  
35 Note that my translations of these passages differ significantly from Dotson (2009), Thomas 

(1927), and others. I thank Christopher I. Beckwith for reading through these texts with me 
and helping me understand them.   
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༇ ་་ལ།བཙན་་ད་མདའ་ན་བགས་ང །ན ་་་འང་ིས།འ་ཞ་ལ་ྀ་ལ་་ན་ི་་ལ་
་འ་ཞ་མས་བྀས།
“In the year of the monkey, the Btsanpo stayed in Zrïdmdá, and 
Minister Khri ‘Bring held a levy of ‘Azha at ‘O Kol in Silgucïn, 
‘Azha territory” (OTA1: 123-124).36 

 
༇ ་་ལ་བབ་། ་་་་་་འན་ད་ལ་་ཞང་བཙན་་་ས་ན་ིས།ལ་་ན་ི་་ལ་་འ་ཞ་
མས་བྀས།
“In the year of the tiger, …‘Bon Dargyal and Zhang Btsantore 
Lhasbyin held a levy of ‘Azha at ‘O Khol in Sïlgucïn, ‘Azha 
territory” (OTA1: 193-195). 
 
The first element of this toponym is  (or ɣ ), probably 

cognate to attested Middle Mongol sile’ü(n/l)sü-n [ ] ‘lynx’ 
(HIIY), i.e. ʃ əɦ ʃ əɦ ʃ əɦ
*sili’üsü-n *[ ] ‘lynx’ (CYIY), 37  i.e. *[siliɦusun]; and 
(Modern Khalkha шилүүс šilüüs [ʃ ˈɮ ] ‘id.’).   The Middle Mongol 
form comes from Pre-Proto-Mongolic ɣ əɣ  ‘lynx’ with     

, a suffix found in nouns denoting animals, plants, and certain 
substances (e.g. ‘water’, ‘blood’, ‘grass’, ‘milk’, etc.),38 which was 
later reanalyzed as part of the root.39  

Considering the fact that Old Tibetan did not allow palatal nasal 
codas, the last syllable of this toponym can be reconstructed as čiñ or 
čin, a suffix meaning ‘having X’, and which is probably cognate to 

the Qay suffix čiñ/* čin in the Qay hydronym T’u-hu-chen [ ] 

36 Thomas (1927: 54-55) gives an erroneous translation of this passage, but correctly states 
that “…it seems likely that Ho-kol implies a district by a river”, although he erroneously 
states that this word “is perhaps a simple equivalent of Sil.gu.(cin)… in which cin most 
probably means ‘town’ and sil may mean ‘river’” (Thomas 1927: 55).  

37 This is Kara’s redaction of the erroneous original transcription in the CYIY (Kara 1990: 322). 
The phonetic reconstruction given above in brackets is my own.  

38 See Janhunen (2003: 13) for related discussion.  
39 See Appendix D for more on this  suffix.  
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(*tʰɔʁʊ čiñ), which must have meant ‘muddy’ (lit. ‘having mud’) in 
Qay since the same river is later known in Kitan as T’ao-wei-ssu Mo-li 
[ ], glossed as Muddy River ( )’ (CTKC).40  

The T’u-yü-hun toponym is thus reconstructible as čiñ/n 
ɣ čiñ/n) ‘Having Lynx’ (lynx-HAVING), comparable to 

present-day Šilüüst41 (lit. ‘having lynx’) county in Zawkhan42 province, 
Mongolia. 43  The Common Serbi suffix čiñ/* čin is semantically 
parallel, and probably cognate to, the Ewenki suffix -cii, meaning 
‘having X’ or ‘possessing X’.44 There are no identifiable cognates in 
Mongolic. This Serbi-Ewenki morphological correspondence provides 
an important clue of potential use in identifying ethnolinguistic contact 
in pre-modern Ewenki. 

Note also Modern Mandarin she-li (MSC sheli)  ‘lynx’ < 
earlier Modern Mandarin she-li-sun (MSC shelisun)  ‘id.’, first 
attested in Chinese ca. 18th c. A.D., e.g. in Hung Lou Meng  
(Dream of the Red Chamber). This is a loanword from Mongolian.45 
Specifically, this is probably an Early Modern Mongolian loanword 
into Modern Mandarin:   

 
Modern Mandarin she-li (MSC sheli)  ‘lynx’ < earlier Modern 

Mandarin she-li-sun (MSC shelisun)  ‘id.’ ← Early Modern 

40 Common Serbi-Mongolic *tʰaɣ ‘dirt, earth, mud’ is a borrowing from Late Old Chinese  
*tʰâʁ ‘dirt, earth, mud’ (Beckwith 2010: 8). See Chapter Eight entry for Taghbach *tʰaʁ 
for discussion.    

41 In Cyrillic, Шилүүст. 
42 In Cyrillic, Завхан. 
43 A more idiomatic English equivalent of these T’u-yü-hun and Mongolian toponyms could 

be ‘Lynxville’, such as the village of Lynxville in Crawford County, Wisconsin.  
44 See 8.5.1 for discussion.  
45 See also Kara for the Mongolian etymology of Modern Mandarin she-li ~ she-li-sun (MSC 

sheli ~ shelisun) ‘lynx’ (Kara 1990: 323).  
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Mongolian < MMgl *šili’üsün ~ *šile’üsün ‘lynx’46 < CSM ɣ
əɣ ‘lynx’ > T’u-yü-hun *silgu ‘lynx (?)’ 

 
Rozycki considers Manchu silun ‘lynx’ to be an early Mongolic 

element in Manchu (1994: 182). Given the T’u-yü-hun form, Manchu 
silun ‘lynx’ is probably a borrowing from a Serbi language. One may 
postulate Jurchen-Manchu silun ← unattested Kitan or other late Serbi 
*silu < *silɣu < Common Serbi-Mongolic ɣ əɣ ‘lynx’. 

 
‘O Kol [་ལ་] ~ ‘O Khol [་ལ་] (OTA1: 123, 195). The context of this word in 

the Old Tibetan Annals makes it clear that this was a river located in 
Sïlgucïn ( ɣ čiñ), since it only appears in the following phrase: འ་ཞ་
ལ་ི་ལ་་ན་་ི་ལ་ (or ལ་) ‘O Kol in *silɣu-čiñ, ‘Azha territory’ (see 
entry for Silgucïn above). It was along this river that the above-
mentioned levies were held. Since T’u-yü-hun kol ~ khol ( ɔl ~ *qʰɔ ) 
‘river’ occurs in a different toponym which happens to have a Chinese 
gloss, albeit folk-etymologized (see Jïma Kol above), we can be sure 
that ‘O Kol is a river name.  

As for the T’u-yü-hun word transcribed in Old Tibetan as ‘o [་], 
it is well known that in simple onsets Old Tibetan འ denoted ɦ  or ʁ
ɣ , and in transcriptions of Middle Chinese, the Old Tibetan vowel ◌ོ 

(commonly transcribed o), represents ɔ ʊ .47 The transcription ‘o [་] 
thus denotes a T’u-yü-hun form like ʁɔ, ʁʊ, ɢɔ, ɢʊ or less likely 
ɣɔ or ɣʊ. This T’u-yü-hun word may be cognate to Kalmyk ɢoː] 

46 The Modern Khalkha reflex is шилүүс ‹šilüüs› ʃiˈɮus] ‘lynx’.  
47  de Kőrös (1834), Beckwith (1996: 814, n. 3), Hill (2009a). See Chapter Four ‘The 

Phonology of Old Tibetan.’ 
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‘straight (not curved)’48 or Middle Mongol qo’a ‘beautiful’49 in which 
case ‘O Kol (probably ɢɔ ɔ ) would mean ‘Straight River’ or 
‘Beautiful River’. Alternatively, this T’u-yü-hun word could be 
cognate to Middle Mongol qun ‘mountain valley, mountain flank, cliff, 
steep bank, slope’ 50  as in the legendary toponym Ergene Qun, 
transcribed in Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh’s Jāmi‘u’t-tawārīkh (JTTh 
148), in which case the T’u-yü-hun word would denote ‘Mountain 

Valley River’. 
 
Gñïjïgen [ག་་ན] (OTA1: 204).51 This is the name of a place in Mdosmad 

where the Mdosmad council was held in 717/718 A.D. Although not 
explicitly mentioned as a T’u-yü-hun place name, this toponym does 
not look Tibetan, and since Mdosmad included T’u-yü-hun territory, 
this is very likely a T’u-yü-hun word. 

 
༇ ལ་ྀ་་ལ་བཙན་་དརད་ངས་ན་བགས།མ་ད་ྀ་འན་མ་ན་ན་་་གཟིགས་ྀས།ག་
་ན་་བས།
 “In the year of the snake, the Emperor stayed in his summer 
residence  The Mdosmad council was convened at Gñïjïgen by 
Chief Minister Khrigzigs. OTA1, l. 203-204). 
 

48 Ramstedt gives Kalmyk “g˱ō  gerade, schnurgerade (nicht krumm)” and examples such as 
“g˱ō ǟχ n ̥ ” and “g˱ō ū  ɒ ein 
steiler, gerade aufsteigender berg [a steep, straight ascending mountain]” (1935: 152b). 

49 E.g. attested early MMgl qo’a [ ] ‘beautiful ( )’ (SHM 7). Cf. Modern Khalkha гоо 
ɔː] ‘beauty (in compounds)’ and гоё ɔ ‘beautiful; nice; great’. 

50 On the semantic values of this Middle Mongol word, see de Rachewiltz (2006: 844 237), 
and Thackston (2012: 57a). Early Middle Mongol word *qun is attested in dative-locative 
case as qun-a (SHM 237) ~ qun-tur (SHM 26) and genitive case as qun-u (SHM 123) ~ 
qun-nu (SHM 179).  

51 I thank Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., July 2014) for bringing this toponym to my attention.  
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Khunyemon [་་ན་] (OTA1: 291). This is the name of a glacier (OTib. གངས་ 
gangs) at which Minister Mangporje held a levy of the T’u-yü-hun in 
742/743 A.D.52 The relevant passage is given below: 

 
་་ན་གང་ན་མང་་ས་འ་ཞ་མས་བྀས །
“…Minister Mangporje held a levy of ‘Azha at Khunyemon 
Glacier” (OTA1: 291). 
 
Dotson assumes the name is “Khu-nye Mon-gangs”.53 To my 

knowledge, there is no reason to segment the word like this. Old 
Tibetan gangs means ‘glacier’, but I have been unable to find a word 
resembling the sequence mon-gangs. The mon element appears to be 
the last syllable of the T’u-yü-hun word. The Old Tibetan rendering of 
the toponym as khu nye mon gangs thus should be segmented as 
khunyemon gangs ‘Khunyemon Glacier’.  

Given the phonotactic constraints of Old Tibetan, which does 
not allow palatal nasal codas, a segment that does occur in Middle 
Kitan—the best documented Serbi language—and probably other Serbi 
languages as well, the Old Tibetan transcription could be an attempt to 
represent foreign *kʰuñmʊ  (if not *kʰuñemʊ ). The meaning of this 
T’u-yü-hun word is unknown. 

 
 

6.2.1.2. T’U-YÜ-HUN ONOMASTICA IN OLD TIBETAN TRANSCRIPTION 
 
A handful of T’u-yü-hun titles and clan names appear in the Old Tibetan 
Annals and the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality, such as khagan [ཁ་གན་] (T’u-
yü-hun *qʰaʁ ), the T’u-yü-hun title for ‘king (ལ་་)’ or ‘emperor’, e.g. maga 

52 Beckwith (1987: 128, n. 121). Dotson (2009: 122).   
53 Dotson & Hazod (2009: 122, 289). 
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thogon khagan [མ་ག་་ན་ཁ་གན་],54 corresponding to ‘feudal lord of the ‘Azha     
(འ་ཞ་་)’ in the Annals of the ‘Azha Principality.55 The maga element is probably 
an Indic loanword, cf. Sanskrit mahā  ‘great’.56 The title thus means ‘Great 
Khaghan Tʰogon’, the founding ruler of the T’u-yü-hun kingdom. The Old 
Tibetan transcription of his name, Thogon [་ན་] (OTib. *tʰʊ ʊ ), corresponds 
to T’u-yü-hun [ ] (NEMC tʰɔʁ ɣ r)̃ in sources from the period 
of Northern and Southern division and T’ui-hun [ ] (LMC tʰwə ɣ ə ) 
in Sui-T’ang sources, reconstructible as *tʰɔ ʁɔ in the T’u-yü-hun 
language,57 and is probably cognate to Written Mongol toyiγun ‘gyrfalcon’.58 
 Note also the following unglossed T’u-yü-hun onomastic data in the 
Annals of the ‘Azha Principality: 
 
Dared [ད་ད] (OTib ), a T’u-yü-hun clan name (AAP 26, 34, 52). 59 

Reconstructible as *darǝt. No known cognates. 
 
Dwonsod [ན་ད] (OTib ʊ ʊ ), a T’u-yü-hun man of the Muglden clan 

(AAP 26). Reconstructible as T’u-yü-hun *dwʊnsʊt. No known 

54  Old Tibetan Documents Online (OTDO) reads this as “ma ga tho gon kha gang” 
(<http://otdo.aa.tufs.ac.jp/archives.cgi?p=ITJ_1368#>, accessed October 15, 2015), but 
the original text clearly has n (ན) and not ng (ང).  

55 Uray (1978: 553).   
56 Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., 2007). Note also this same Indic element in Old Kitan and 

Qay titles (see Chapter Seven and Chapter Eight). 
57 See Chapter Four ‘The Phonology of Old Tibetan’ for Old Tibetan transcriptions of foreign 

diphthongs.  
58 Note also modern Khalkha тойхон [ˈtʰɶˑχ̯ɴ̆  ‘a white bird of the falcon genus (Шонхорын 

төрлийн цагаан шувуу)’ (Tsewel 1966: 537; Bold et al. 2008), which is probably a dead 
word recently revived by modern lexicographers. The IPA transcription is my own. The 
Mongol word was borrowed into Early Middle Korean: note the attested Late Middle 
Korean reflex *tʰù ʊ́  ( ) ‘white gyrfalcon ( )’ (Lee 1964: 192; Nam 2002: 
1354b). 

59 See Uray (1978: 544) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction here is my own. 
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cognates, but the name is phonologically interesting, since it attests 
C+[w] sequences in the T’u-yü-hun language. 

 
Dwenswen [ན་ན] (OTib ), a T’u-yü-hun man of the Muglden clan 

(AAP 52). Reconstructible as ə ə . No known cognates. This 
name attests the existence of C+ ə  sequences in T’u-yü-hun. 

 
Muglden [ག་ན (OTib ), a T’u-yü-hun clan name (AAP 26, 39, 

52).60 Reconstructible as *mugldǝn. No known cognates. 

Harodpar ཧ་ད་པར] (OTib ʊ ), a T’u-yü-hun of the Muglden clan whose 
daughter was married to the Maga Thogon Khagan (AAP 39).61 This 
name is reconstructible as ʊ . No known cognates. 

 
ʔAlyebangdïgzhing [ཨ་ེ་བང་ག་ང] (OTib ʔalyebaŋdigźiŋ), a T’u-yü-hun name 

or title (AAP 40),62 reconstructible as *alyǝbaŋdigźiŋ. The *digźiŋ [ག་
ང] element closely resembles, and is possibly cognate to, the Taghbach 
title digtśin [ ] ‘Internal Attendants’.63 

 
 

6.2.2. CHINESE SOURCES ON THE T’U-YÜ-HUN LANGUAGE 
 
While the Chinese sources do not mention much about the T’u-yü-hun 
language in detail, the Liang Shu  and the Nan Shih  accounts of the 
Hua  (NEMC ɣ , i.e. Avar) people of the Hephthalite confederacy 
provides an important piece of information:64 

60 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction here is my own. 
61 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction is my own. 
62 See Uray (1978: 553) for discussion. The Old Tibetan reconstruction is my own. 
63 See Chapter Five for discussion of this Taghbach title.  
64 These Hua (Avar) people are undoubtedly the ethnolinguistic descendants of the early Serbi-

Mongolic-speaking Wu-huan  (*Awar). 
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‘As for their [i.e. the Avar] language, it is comprehensible after T’u-yü-hun 
people interpret it.’ (Liang Shu 54: 812; NS 79: 1984).65 

 
Chinese transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun words are datable to the Early 

Middle Chinese period, and largely consist of titles, personal names, one 
kinship term, and one sentence including a personal pronoun. These 
transcriptions also provide some indications of T’u-yü-hun functional 
morphology. The most important Chinese sources with T’u-yü-hun lexical data 
are the Chin Shu , the Sung Shu , the Wei Shu , the Chou Shu  

, the Pei Shih , and the Tzu-chih T’ung-chien , although a 
few other transcriptions are found elsewhere. The earliest modern scholarship 
on these transcriptions includes Shiratori (1902) and Pelliot (1921), although 
neither worked on all of the Chinese transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun. 

 
 

6.2.2.1. GLOSSED CHINESE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF T’U-YÜ-HUN WORDS 
 
There are very few T’u-yü-hun words transcribed in Chinese with 
accompanying glosses. Note the following glossed Early Middle Chinese 
transcriptions: 

 
A-kan [ ] (NEMC ɦ r)̃ ‘elder brother ( )’ (Chin Shu 97: 2537; Sung 

Shu 96: 2370; TCTC 90: 2853; WS 101: 2233).66 Pelliot (1921: 329) 

65 Sinor notes this same passage but does not mention the source: “[Chinese] sources speak of 
the necessity of using T’u-yü-hun interpreters when negotiating with the (A)var” (Sinor 
1990: 300). Pulleyblank (1962b: 260) also discusses this passage. The T’ung-tien states: 
‘Their language is comprehensible after [people] interpret it ( )’ (T’ung-
tien 193: 1040). 

66 The Pei Shih transcription a-yü [ ] (PS 96: 3181) is clearly copyist’s error for a-kan     
[ ] (Chin Shu 97: 2537; Sung Shu 96: 2370; WS 101: 2233; TCTC 90: 2853). 
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discusses this word and mentions its cognates in Turkic, Mongol, and 
Manchu. Clauson also treats the word and claims that: 

 
“If ‘elder brother’ really was aγa in T‘u-yü-hun then indisputably 
they talked Mongolian, for aγa is a pure Mongolian word and did 
not replace éçi: in the sense of ‘elder brother’ in any Turkish 
language until after the 12th century” (Clauson 1960: 118). 

 
Clauson is correct that this is probably a Mongolic loanword in post-
12th century Turkic, probably from late Old Mongol or early Middle 
Mongol. Languages of former T’u-yü-hun territory today still use this 
word (e.g. Wutun aga ‘elder brother’ 67 ). The word is in fact 
geographically widespread, with good comparanda in such 
demonstrably unrelated languages as Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic, 
Nivkh, Finno-Ugric, Chukotko-Kamchatkan, Inuit, Persian, Syriac, 
Koreanic, Late Old Chinese, and probably others. 68  For practical 
purposes, this word is thus non-distinctive and cannot be used for 
determining divergent relationship theories; however, it remains a 
likely possibility, and a fact in some instances, that the word was spread 
by the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples to at least some of these peoples 

67 The Wutun form here is quoted from Janhunen et al. (2008).  
68 See Fortescue (1998: 152) for Finno-Ugric  ‘paternal uncle’, Chukotko-Kamchatkan 

ækǝk ~ ækǝkæ ‘son’ and Inuit  ‘paternal uncle’. Note also Nivkh ə  ‘first 
son’ (Tangiku et al. 2008: 123, #1176). See Doerfer (1963: 133-140, §22) for New Persian 
āqā ( آقا ) ~ āġā ( آغا ) ‘elder brother’ (← MMgl aqa ‘elder brother’ (SHM, HIIY)); and 
Doerfer (1963: 131-133, §21) for New Persian āġā ( آغا ) ‘Prinzessin, Titel vornehmer 
Damen’, a loanword from western Middle Mongol aʁa as in aʁa eke [ ا໐ا اغا ] ‘maternal 
uncle’ (IM). Note also Korean aga-ssi  ‘young lady, girl, Miss’ (with a reanalyzed 
honorific suffix -ssi  ← MChi ). One may also entertain the possibility of a connection 
with Late Middle Korean à ɔ̀ ɦà ɔ ̀( ) ‘younger brother’ (see Nam 2002: 1010a for 
this LMK form). Late Old Chinese   ‘elder brother’ is believed to be a loanword from 
early Serbi-Mongolic (Sagart 1999: 169-170). 
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during one or more of the periods of Serbi-Mongolic rule in Eastern 
Eurasia.  

The Chinese transcription suggests a T’u-yü-hun form  or 
even . Note also Taghbach  [ ] ‘dog’, transcribed with 
the same character ( ). 69  Positing a palatal  also provides an 
explanation for later attested Mongolic forms such as Khamnigan 
[aˈqʰaæ̯ ~ aˈχ æ̯  < PMgl *akʰai < CSM *akʰañ ‘elder male relative’ 
via a regular rule whereby Common Serbi-Mongolic word-final  
became  in Proto-Mongolic. Attested Middle Mongol aqa ‘elder 
brother’ (SHM, HIIY) ~ aqai as in aqai egeči ‘elder aunt’ (HIIY) and 
their modern reflexes, such as Khalkha ах [aχ], must be from a 
dialectal variant of Proto-Mongolic *akʰai ~ *akʰa ‘elder male relative’. 
Note also Khalkha агаа aˈʁ  ‘elder brother (affectionate)’, from a 
different Proto-Mongolic dialect form, ɢ  ‘elder brother’. 

  
Mo-ho [ ] (NEMC ɣ ) glossed as ‘father ( )’ (Sung Shu 96: 2371).70 

This word is mentioned in the Sung Shu as a T’u-yü-hun title (Ch. hao 
), and given the Chinese transcription, the T’u-yü-hun word should 

be reconstructed ʁ or ʁ .71 

69 See Shimunek (2011a: 105a) and Chapter Eight for the sound correspondence Common 
Serbi  to Proto-Mongolic .  

70 The Wei Shu and Pei Shih have mo-ho lang  (WS 101: 2234; PS 96: 3181). As the 
Sung Shu gloss makes clear, the lang  element is a Chinese title (Sung Shu 96: 2371), i.e. 
lang  ‘official title’ (Pul. 183). 

71  Assuming the transcription was in a Middle Chinese dialect characterized by partially 
denasalized *[mb], Pelliot suggested a connection between the T’u-yü-hun word and 
Written Mongol abaγa ‘paternal uncle’ (1921: 329); cf. attested early MMgl abaqa [

], glossed as ‘father’s younger brother ( )’ (SHM 242), and late MMgl abaqa [اباقا] 
‘maternal uncle (الخال)’ (Leid. 70a-01-7). Anther possibility is that this T’u-yü-hun word is 
cognate to the bag ~ baga element occurring in various titles throughout Central Eurasia, 
ultimately from Old Persian baga- ‘god’. Note the first element in the title of the second 
ruler of the Hsiung-nu, ʁ  [ ], related to the later Central Eurasian Kulturwort 
baγatur ‘hero’. See Beckwith (2009: 387, n. 8) for the reconstruction of this Hsiung-nu 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:18 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



188 
 

 
 

Ch’u k’o-han [ ] (NEMC *tśʰɨkʰaɣ r)̃72 ‘you are the emperor ( )’                
(Sung Shu 96: 2369). This is the only documented sentence in the T’u-
yü-hun language, from the Sung Shu account of the T’u-yü-hun 
national origin myth. This T’u-yü-hun sentence is reconstructible as 
*čʰɪ *qʰaʁ  ‘you are the emperor’ (lit. ‘you emperor’), a verbless 
syntactic structure with an exact parallel in Mongolic: Compare the 
T’u-yü-hun sentence with Middle Mongol či qahan (2SG emperor) ‘you 
are the emperor’. 73  The second word in the T’u-yü-hun sentence, 
*qʰaʁ  ‘emperor’, is a well-known, widespread culture word found in 
many languages throughout Central Eurasia, but first attested among 
the Serbi peoples. Pelliot (1921) proposed that the *čʰɪ element is the 
T’u-yü-hun second person singular pronoun, and related it to Written 
Mongol či, the nominative case form of the Middle Mongol second 
person singular pronoun.74 This is the only evidence we have so far on 
personal pronouns in any Serbi language. Since this is functional 
morphology shared with Mongolic, it provides additional evidence 
toward a divergent relationship between the T’u-yü-hun and Mongolic 
languages, although ultimately the personal pronouns of Serbi-
Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic, Finno-Ugric, East Germanic, and other 
Eurasian languages come from Indo-European, possibly via Hunnic.75 

 

title and its relation to Iranic. A third possibility, suggested by C. I. Beckwith (p.c., 
February 2016), is that this is an epithet ( ) for ‘father’ and that it might refer to the very 
same Sanskrit word, mahā ‘great’, as in the royal title of the T’u-yü-hun khaghan, i.e. maga 
thogon khagan (མ་ག་་ན་ཁ་གན་) ‘Great Khaghan Thogon’ (see §6.2.1.2 above). 

72 Tak. 312-313, 304-305, 362-363; Pul.60, 173, 119.  
73 Although this sentence is not attested in Middle Mongol, the individual words či ‘you’ (SHM) 

and qahan ‘emperor’ (SHM) are well attested, as is the clausal order [SNP PredNP]. See 
Chapter Eight for a comparative study of Mongolic and Serbi clausal order. 

74 Pelliot (1921: 327-328).  
75 Beckwith (2005: 11; 2010: 8; 2011a). 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:18 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



189 
 

 
 

K’o-tsun [ ] (NEMC kʰagʦ r)̃ ‘wife ( ) of the khaghan ( )’ (Chou 
Shu 50: 912-913). This word is cognate to Taghbach *qʰaʁ ʊ  
‘imperial consort’ and attested early Middle Mongol qatun [ ] 
‘lady ( )’ (SHM).76 The T’u-yü-hun word should be reconstructed 
*qʰaʁʦʊ  (or, less likely, *kʰaɣʦʊ ), and provides evidence of 
palatalization of  >  before */ ʊ/ in T’u-yü-hun.  

 
 

6.2.2.2. UNGLOSSED CHINESE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF T’U-YÜ-HUN 

ONOMASTICA 
 
Below I provide reconstructions of a few particularly informative or otherwise 
interesting unglossed Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun names, 
titles, and toponyms. Unlike the Chinese transcriptions above, the Chinese 
transcriptions here are mostly connected with historical events in the Sui-T’ang 
period. As such, they are Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun. 
 
No-ho-po [ ] (LMC ɣ ) ~ [ ] (LMC ɣ ) ~ [

]   (LMC ɣ ),77 the name of the last T’u-yü-hun khaghan 
(HTS 216a: 6075; HTS 221a: 6226; CTS 198: 5300 et seq.; TCTC 194: 
6117 et seq.; T’ung-tien 190: 1021). This name is reconstructible as 
* ʁ . The  element is possibly a suffix. Note also the  in 
the T’u-yü-hun name Harodpar attested in Old Tibetan transcription 
(see above). 

 

76 Note also Old Turkic qatun, first attested in the 8th century. See discussion in Chapter Five 
entry for K’o-sun.  

77 Revised from Pul. 228, 123, 40. Also note the Khotanese Brahmi transcription of  as parä 
(Tak. 364-365).  
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Su-ho-kuei [ ] (LMC ɔɣ ),78 the name of a T’u-yü-hun minister 
who defected to the Tibetan Empire shortly before the fall of the T’u-
yü-hun Kingdom in 663 (HTS 216a: 6075; TCTC 201: 6336; T’ung-
tien 190: 1021).79 This T’u-yü-hun name is reconstructible as ɔʁɔ . 

 
Wan-t’ou [ ] (LMC ə ),80 the name of a T’u-yü-hun city (TCTC 

181: 5641).81 
 
Wu-yin k’o-han [ ] (LMC buyinkʰaɣ ) (Chin Shu 97: 2541).82 

This is a title of the T’u-yü-hun ruler Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan 
. Another regal name he held was Wu Wang ‘Militant King’,83 

which seems to be a Chinese translation of the T’u-yü-hun title Wu-yin 
K’o-han . The character wu (LMC mbəw) 84  is 
phonologically close to wu LMC mbu)85 and is probably a Chinese 
loanword in T’u-yü-hun, i.e. Middle Chinese  mbu2 borrowed into    
T’u-yü-hun as *(m)bu [ ]. The *-yin (or *-yiñ) [ ] element (LMC       

yin)86 is probably a T’u-yü-hun genitive-attributive suffix cognate to 
the Middle Mongol genitive suffix -yin (the allomorph affixed to stems 
ending in vowels), and as such, provides evidence of shared functional 

78 Revised from Pul. 295, 122, 115.  is transcribed in Old Tibetan as so ʊ  (Tak. 312-313); 
 is transcribed in Old Tibetan as hwa [ ] (Tak. 306-307);  is transcribed in Old 

Tibetan as ku  ~ kwi  (Tak. 338-339).  
79 See also Beckwith (1987: 31, 49).  
80 Revised from Pul. 318, 311.  is transcribed in Old Tibetan as man (Tak. 362-363) and  

is transcribed as ‘de’u ~ thi’u (Tak. 346-347). 
81 See also Beckwith (1987: 18, n. 24).  
82 This word has been previously studied by Simonov (1996), who proposes several untenable 

cognates with Tungusic. His proposal has been disproven by Vovin (2007: 192-193). 
83 TCTC (118: 3700).  
84 Cf. Pul. 219, 327 məw3  
85 Cf. Pul. 326 mu2  
86 Pul. 372 yin  
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morphology between T’u-yü-hun and Mongolic. Note also Middle 
Kitan  ~ , allomorphs of the genitive suffix.87  

 
 

6.2.3. POSSIBLE T’U-YÜ-HUN ELEMENTS IN AMDO TIBETAN 
 
Since Amdo Tibetan is spoken in the region formerly dominated by the T’u-
yü-hun people, one would expect to find T’u-yü-hun substratal elements in this 
language. One possible T’u-yü-hun element in modern Amdo, i.e. the -la 
xamdə construction, meaning ‘have’ in Amdo, is Serbi-Mongolic in origin.88 
Considering the fact that Amdo regularly centralized and reduced the vowel u 
to ə, we may propose that the xamdə element in the above construction comes 
from *qamdu < ? *qamtu (cf. Middle Mongol qamtu ‘together’89). If this is not 
a Middle Mongol element in Amdo, it may be a T’u-yü-hun substratal element.  

There is also a possibility of T’u-yü-hun elements in the Tibetan epic 
of King Gesar,90 which is believed to have been established before the Mongol 
Conquest around the area of T’u-yü-hun territory. Specifically, Joru [་་] 
(*ʤʊ ), the childhood name of Gesar in the Tibetan versions, is probably a 
word of T’u-yü-hun origin. In the earliest printed version of the epic—the 1716 
Mongolian xylograph commissioned by the Manchu Emperor Elxe Taifin 
(K’ang-hsi)—this name appears as J̌oru (Geser 1.12.2, l. 24). This is a 
Mongolian transcription of a Tibetan form which is probably in turn a 

87 See Kane (2009: 133-135) for the Kitan genitive suffixes *-in ~ *-iñ.  
88 Dwyer (1992: 175, n. 11) proposes that this is a Middle Mongol element in Amdo, but it 

could just as likely be from T’u-yü-hun. Gedun Rabsal (Indiana University) and Yangbum 
Gyal (Madison), native speakers of Amdo Tibetan, explained that most dialects of Amdo 
Tibetan express ‘have’ with yod (ད་) but remarked that there are many divergent dialects 
of Amdo and surmised that this specific construction cited by Dwyer is possibly from a 
rural dialect spoken in the ethnolinguistically diverse Rebgong county (e-mail, April 15-
17, 2012). 

89 E.g. attested early MMgl qamtu [ ] ‘together ( )’ (SHM 76).  
90 Geser in Mongolian.  
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rendering of a name of T’u-yü-hun origin in early Amdo Tibetan. This name, 
which has no identifiable etymology in Tibetan, is possibly cognate to Written 
Mongol ǰur ‘ability, skill (in hunting)’. It is probably a late T’u-yü-hun element 
in Amdo Tibetan.91 
 

6.3. NOTES ON T’U-YÜ-HUN PHONOLOGY 
 

6.3.1. PHONEME INVENTORY 
 
The T’u-yü-hun consonant inventory includes at least the following segments: 
 
Table 17. The T’u-yü-hun consonant inventory (phonemic) 

 labial dental/alveolar palatal dorsal glottal 
stop *tʰ   *d *kʰ *[qʰ]   *g
affricate *č    *ǰ
fricative ( ?) ź ʁ
nasal *ŋ
lateral 
rhotic 
glide 

 
 
Table 18. The T’u-yü-hun vowel inventory 

[+ATR] [-ATR] 
ɪ

ʊ

ɔ

ə

91 I am grateful to Christopher I. Beckwith for mentioning the possibility of the Tibetan form 
as a T’u-yü-hun element in Gesar and for clarifying the dating and geographic origin of 
the epic in Tibet (p.c., June 6, 2012). The identification of the possible Mongolic cognate 
is my own.  
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6.3.2. SALIENT CONSONANT CLUSTERS 
 
T’u-yü-hun, like attested Middle Kitan (see Chapter Seven for details), is 
characterized by complex consonant clusters: 
 

*gld : * ə   [ག་ན]  ‘clan name’ 
*gñ : * iǰigə   [ག་་ན]  ‘place name’ 
*tp : * ʊ   [ཧ་ད་པར]  ‘personal name’ 

 
The cluster *gñ is also attested in Taghbach, although intervocalically, i.e. 
Taghbach ɦʊ [ ] ‘Two Thousand Bushel Official’. 
 
 

6.3.3. GLIDE + VOWEL SEQUENCES 
 
Old Tibetan transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun attest the following glide + vowel 
sequences: 
 

ʊ ʊ ʊ  [ན་ད]  ‘personal name’ 
ə ə ə  [ན་ན]  ‘personal name’ 

 
The sequence ə is significant in that it is reconstructible for 

Common Serbi-Mongolic, e.g. CSM ə  ‘yurt’ and ə ə ‘woman’. 
 
 

6.3.4. OTHER PHONOLOGICAL POINTS OF INTEREST 
 
Old Tibetan transcriptions of T’u-yü-hun show that the sequence *[si] did not 
palatalize to *[ʃ ] as in later attested Mongolic. Note the T’u-yü-hun toponym 
*silgučin/*silgučiñ [ལ་་ན་]. However, it appears that */z/ palatalized to *[ź] 
before */i/, e.g. *alyǝbaŋdigźiŋ [ཨ་ེ་བང་ག་ང], a T’u-yü-hun name or title. 
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6.4. CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
Although the extant materials are too limited to gain a thorough understanding 
of the T’u-yü-hun language, the data is sufficient to demonstrate that T’u-yü-
hun was a Serbi-Mongolic language, with both lexical and functional 
morphological affinities to the other Serbi languages and Mongolic.92  

No one has collected all the available data on T’u-yü-hun in one place 
and consistently argued for a divergent relationship with Mongolic. I have not 
collected all possible data on the language, either, but I hope to have uncovered 
some additional lexical, morphological, phonological, and syntactic features 
of the T’u-yü-hun language. The Old Tibetan Annals, the Annals of the ‘Azha 
Principality, and the Old Tibetan Chronicle and other early Tibetan sources 
are likely to contain additional data on the T’u-yü-hun people and their 
language. 
 

 
6.5. THE T’U-YÜ-HUN LEXICON 

 
In this section I present a lexicon of T’u-yü-hun words and morphemes 
discussed in this chapter. It is noteworthy that all of the distinctly T’u-yü-hun 
words—those which are not widespread Kulturwörter—and all the attested 
T’u-yü-hun functional morphemes—have close cognates in Mongolic to the 
exclusion of other languages.  
 

 
  

92  Dotson claims that the T’u-yü-hun kingdom “was ethnically Turkic” (2009: 36), but 
provides no data to support this claim. The linguistic data I discuss in this chapter, together 
with the historical considerations in Chapter Two demonstrates that the T’u-yü-hun in fact 
spoke a Serbi-Mongolic language, unrelated to Turkic.  
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6.5.1. T’U-YÜ-HUN FUNCTIONAL MORPHEMES 
 
čin/* čiñ [ན་] (OTib ʧ ) ‘having X’ < CSer čin/* čiñ (cf. Ewk -cii) ‘id.’ 

*čʰɪ [ ] (NEMC tśʰɨ) ‘second person singular pronoun ( )’ < CSM *čʰɪ > 
PMgl *čʰi ‘id.’ 

 [ ] (NEMC r)̃ ‘genitive-attributive suffix’ < CSM  ‘id.’ 
 
 

6.5.2. T’U-YÜ-HUN WORDS 
 

6.5.2.1. GLOSSED OR OTHERWISE SEMANTICALLY KNOWN T’U-YÜ-HUN 

WORDS 

 [ ] (NEMC ɦ r)̃ ‘elder brother ( )’ < CSM ~ *akʰañ > 
PMgl *akʰai ~ *akʰa ~  ‘elder brother’. 

ʁ ʁ  [ ] (NEMC ɣ ) ‘father ( )’ or ‘great’ (see ʁ  
below). 

[ ] (LMC * ) ‘militant ( )’ ← MChi.  
*qʰaʁ  [ཁ་གན་] (OTib *kʰagan) ~ [ ] (NEMC kʰaʁɣ r)̃ ~ [ ] (NEMC 

kʰaʁɣ r)̃ ‘emperor, king’ < early Serbi ← Kulturwort (?). 
ʁ  [མ་ག] (OTib ) ‘great’ ← Indic.

*qʰaʁʦʊ  [ ] (NEMC kʰagʦ r)̃ ‘wife ( ) of the khaghan ( )’. 
ɔ  [ལ་] (OTib *kʰol) ~ [ལ་] (OTib ) ‘river ( )’ < CSM ɔ ɔ  

‘id.’ 
 
 

6.5.2.2. UNGLOSSED T’U-YÜ-HUN WORDS 

*ǰima [་མ་] (OTib ʤ ) ‘carp’ (?) < CSM *ǰima ~ *čima ‘small carp’ (?). 
ɢɔ [་] (OTib ɦ ) ‘straight/beautiful (?)’ or ‘mountain valley’ (?) < ? CSM.

ɣ  [ལ་་] (OTib ) ~ [ལ་་] (OTib ) ‘lynx’ (?) < CSM ɣ  
‘id.’  
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*tʰɔ ʁɔ  [་ན་] (OTib *tʰogon) ~ [ ] (NEMC tʰɔʁ ɣ r)̃ ~ [ ]               
(LMC tʰwə ɣ ə ) ‘white falcon (?)’ < CSM *tʰɔ ɔ ‘id.’ 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: 
THE KITAN LANGUAGE 

  
 

7.1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Kitan language is documented from the period of Northern and Southern 
division (4th to 6th centuries A.D.) continuing up through the Sui-T’ang (589-
907), the Kitan Empire (907-1125), the Qara Khitai or ‘Western Liao’ (1124-
1218), the Jurchen Empire (1115-1234), and with speakers remaining in the 
earlier part of the Yüan (1206/1271-1368). There are three identifiable periods 
of the Kitan language, defined as follows: 

 
Old Kitan (ca. 386-907 A.D.): a daughter variety of the Yü-wen dialect of 

Middle Serbi, i.e. Kitan as spoken before the Kitan Empire. Old 
Kitan is transcribed in Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, 
Old Turkic, and Old Tibetan, mostly from the Northern Wei and 
the Sui-T’ang period. 

 
Middle Kitan (ca. 920 – ca. 11th c. A.D.): the spoken Kitan language on 

which the two Kitan scripts were based, spoken at the time these 
two scripts were created, i.e. 920 and 925. Presumably all or most 
Literary Kitan data represents, or is heavily based on, Early Middle 
Kitan (i.e. Early Imperial Kitan), including texts dating much later 
than the 11th century, when the spoken language seems to have 
begun diverging. Literary Kitan data is attested in epitaphs and 
other texts in the two Kitan scripts. 
    

Late Kitan (ca. 11th c. – ca. 13th c. A.D.): the Kitan language as spoken 
during the late Kitan Empire, attested in Early Old Mandarin 
transcriptions from Sung envoys to the Kitan Empire, in such 
sources as Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih , Yen Pei Lu , and 
Yen Pei Tsa-chi ; as spoken during the Qara Khitai 
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(1124-1218);1 and as spoken after the fall of the Kitan Empire, 
transcribed in Late Old Mandarin, preserved in Chinese 
transcription in the Liao Shih  and possibly other Yüan sources 
on the Kitans. 

 
The best documented Serbi-Mongolic language before the 13th century 

A.D. is Middle Kitan, followed by Late Kitan.  
 
 

7.2. OLD KITAN 
 
Old Kitan is primarily attested in Chinese transcriptions, the majority of which 
date to the period of Northern and Southern division (4th to 6th centuries A.D.), 
i.e. the Early Middle Chinese period, and the Sui-T’ang period (589-907 A.D.), 
i.e. the Late Middle Chinese period. Most of the data is connected with the two 
main pre-imperial Kitan polities—the Ta-ho  (LMC ɣ ) Kitan 
confederation, ca. 628-730 A.D., and the Yao-nien  (LMC )2 
confederation, ca. 730-907 A.D.3 There are also several Old Tibetan and Old 
Turkic transcriptions of Old Kitan. 

 

1 Kitan remained an important language of administration during the Western Liao, i.e. Qara 
Khitai (Biran 2005: 127). 

2 This Late Middle Chinese transcription (Pul. 362, 225) probably renders an Old Kitan form 
ə  or ɔ ə , a genitive-attributive case form (cf. MKit ə ) of OKit  or ɔ , 

a variant of the Kitan imperial clan name attested in Kitan Assembled Script as      
 ‹y.ar.uw.ud› (YTi 2:16), composed of  ‘Kitan clan name’ ( ) +  ‘plural 

suffix’. The clan name is also transcribed in Persian as Yār [یار] (JTRM 442). See §2.4.3 for 
discussion. Although the Yao-nien and Yeh-lü are different lineages, as pointed out by 
Pierre Marsone (p.c., May 2016), the names are clearly different inflections of dialectal 
variants of the same word, i.e.  ~ ɔ . 

3 See Yi Jae-sung (1996: 39) for the dates of the Ta-ho and Yao-nien confederations. The 
reconstructions of the clan names presented above are my own. See also Marsone (2011) 
on the history of the Ta-ho and Yao-nien Kitans. 
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7.2.1. GLOSSED (AND SEMANTICALLY DISCERNABLE) OLD KITAN WORDS 
 
Only a handful of Middle Chinese, Old Turkic, and Old Tibetan transcriptions 
of Old Kitan have accompanying glosses or have meanings easily discernible 
from context. I provide three of these below: 
 
Ch’i-tan [ ] (NEMC kʰɛ r ̃ kʰɨ r ̃ kʰɛ r)̃4 (WS 100: 2223). The 

Kitan ethnonym first appears in Chinese transcription in the Wei Shu     
, in connection with events dating to the Hsien-tsu  reign 

period of the Northern Wei, i.e. 460-475 A.D., as Ch’i-tan [ ].5 
This is thus a Northeastern Early Middle Chinese transcription. 
Northeastern Early Middle Chinese coda r ̃ could transcribe foreign 
coda *r, *n, or *ñ, among other possibilities. However, the ethnonym 
is also attested in runiform Old Turkic in the Orkhon inscriptions as 
Qɨtañ  ‹iqit1ñ›,6 clearly indicating a palatal nasal coda, since Old 
Turkic was capable of distinguishing palatal ñ and alveolar n codas.7 

4 The character  has at least three readings in Middle Chinese: kʰɛ kʰɨ  kʰɛ (revised 
from Pul. 248, 254). Given the Middle Kitan form of the Kitan autonym and the foreign 
segmental transcriptions of the ethnonym discussed above, the reading kʰɛ  seems most 
likely, but we cannot rule out the possibility that this Chinese transcription is of a different 
regional dialectal variant than the imperial Middle Kitan form. 

5 WS (100: 2223).  
6 This word is attested in 8th century runiform Old Turkic in the Toñuquq Inscription of ca. 

720 A.D., the Bilge Qaγan Inscription of 735 A.D., the Kül Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D., 
and the Küli Čor Inscription of ca. 719-723 A.D. (GOrkT 345). See GOrkT (9-12) for the 
dates of these inscriptions. 

7 The ethnonym is also attested in Jurchen as  ‹hi.tan› [ ] (NT 54; Kane 2009: 163). 
Anya King has identified Persian and Arabic transcriptions of the Kitan ethnonym, 
including the 10th c. transcription *al-kh.ṭā’ī *[الخطائي], the 11th c. transcriptions al-kh.tā’ī 
 ~ [قتاى] q.tāy ~ [قتا] q.tā ~ [قتاى] qutāy ~ [قتائي] q.tā’ī ~ [الخطانیة]* al-kh.ṭāniyyah* ~ [الخطائي]
khuṭā [خطا] ~ kh.tāy [ختاى], and the 12th c. transcription kh.ṭā [خطا] (King 2013: 271). 
Attested Middle Mongol kitat ‘northern Chinese’ is the plural form of unattested Middle 
Mongol *kitan ‘Kitan’ (although this form is not present in the Middle Mongol corpus, it is 
attested later in at least one Early Modern Mongolian text: cf. Manduqu (1995). Middle 
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The Old Turkic transcription also provides evidence that the vowel of 
the first syllable is not a [+ATR] vowel *[i], but something closer to 
central ɨ , or more likely ɪ . The Middle Old Tibetan transcriptions 
Getan [་ཏན་] ~ Getang [་ཏང་] (PT 1283, ca. 8th c.) provide further 
indications of this, where the vowel in question is transcribed with 
Tibetan e [◌ེ]. Foreign *ɨ is regularly transcribed in Old Tibetan as e 
[◌ེ] or i [◌ྀ] (see §4.3 for discussion). Since Old Kitan seems to have 
retained the ATR vowel harmony system reconstructible for Common 
Serbi-Mongolic, on phonological grounds it is highly likely that this 
ambiguous [i]-like vowel is the [-ATR] vowel *[ɪ].8 I reconstruct the 
Old Kitan form of this ethnonym as qʰɪ or, more likely, qʰɪ  
(depending on the reading of the first character in Middle Chinese). 
The Middle Kitan reflex of this Old Kitan ethnonym is attested in Kitan 
Assembled Script as , , and , which I reconstruct as 
* ɪ   ‹qɪ ñ› and genitive * ɪ   ‹qɪ ñ.i› ~ * ɪ   

 ‹qɪta.i›, respectively.9 

Mongol plural kitat was later reanalyzed as monomorphemic, and its modern reflex in 
Khalkha Mongolian, хятад , now denotes ‘China’ and ‘Chinese’. The variant 
transcriptions in Old Tibetan suggest a foreign nasal coda which was not permitted by Old 
Tibetan phonotactic constraints. Old Tibetan phonology did not permit palatal nasal codas. 
Middle Mongol and Jurchen phonotactics likewise did not permit word-final palatal nasals. 
Thus, the Middle Mongol, Jurchen, and Old Tibetan transcriptions would seem to suggest 
a word-final *ñ in the Kitan form, especially given the unambiguous Old Turkic 
transcription. The Mongol form is probably a borrowing directly from Kitan into Mongol, 
because Common Serbi-Mongolic word-final *ñ# regularly becomes *i# in Mongolic. See 
Chapter Eight entries for MKit *-bəñ and *-ləñ (§8.5.3), T’u-yü-hun *aqañ, and Taghbach 
*čɪrqañ and *ñaqañ (§8.5.4).  

8 See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of */ɪ/ for early Mongolic.  
9 Kane analyzes  and  as genitive case forms of the Kitan ethnonym in the phrases 

  in Tao-tsung and    in Yeh-lü Ti-
lieh (Kane 2009: 163-164); on  as ‹ ›, and on the semantic correspondence of  to 
‘Liao ( )’, see Kane (2013b). I reconstruct these phrases as the following: 
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I-lo-ho [ ] (LMC ɣ )10 ‘comitatus warrior ( )’ (TCTC 216: 
6905; ALSSCR 102, 167). I reconstruct yerlək *qa, cognate to 
Preclassical Written Mongol Erlig Qaγan ‘Lord of the Underworld’.11 
There exists a good comparand in Middle Turkic erklig qan ‘mighty 
lord’, an epithet for the lord of the underworld.12 Exact cognates of this 

           

*…     *dawrəñ      *qulǰi     *qɪ
  great      middle?        Liao        Kitan-  
 ‘of the Great Middle? Liao Kitan’ (Tao.C 1-6).  
 

*…      *tyawrdu    *qulǰi      *qɪ ə
great      central?        Liao         Kitan- state-  

  ‘of the Great Central Liao Kitan State’ (YTi 1:1-5). 
 

There is also a hapax legomenon wordform  attested in YChüeh (24:14); although the 
sentence in which this wordform occurs is only partially decipherable, the Middle Kitan 
plural suffix *-s  is well known, and thus appears to be a plural of the Kitan 
ethnonym, i.e. * ɪ   ‹qɪta.s› ‘Kitan-PL’. The attested Middle Turkic word χɨtay 
‘China, Chinese’ (DTS 637), New Persian Khatāy (ختایی), and later variants (e.g. modern 
Kazak қытай qətay ‘id.’), as well as Russian китай [kʲɪˈ ], Marco Polo’s Catai, early 
modern English Cathay ‘China’, and variants in other European languages ultimately 
derive from Middle Kitan * ɪ ‹qɪta.i›, the genitive case form of the Kitan autonym. 
See Kane (2009: 164), de Rachewiltz (2004: 302), and Pelliot (1959: 216-229) for related 
discussion. The form * ɪ   also has a close comparand in Mongolian Khamnigan 
Mongol (Ker dialect) [kʰitʰasʊː ] ‘Chinese’ (documented by me in my 2009 fieldwork with 
native speakers in Dadal, Khentii); this Khamnigan wordform is from an earlier, unattested 
form *kʰitʰas with the plural suffix [-ʊː . 

10 Cf. Pul. 369, 204, 122.  
11 See Kara (2009: 104) for this Preclassical Written Mongol form.  
12 Beckwith proposes this Kitan word and its Turkic etymology (Beckwith 2007a; 2009: 392-

393, n. 25). The Middle Turkic form is cited from EDT 224 and DTS 180. 
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title are attested in the same Chinese transcription in Early Qay and 
early Shirwi (ALSSCR 102, 167). 

 
I-t’u-kan [ ] (LMC ʊ ʊ )13 ‘female shaman’ (TCH 14: 5b 

l. 8). 14  I reconstruct Old Kitan ʊ . Given the [-ATR] vowel 
harmony unambiguously indicated in the last two syllables of this word 
(ʊ ), this is probably best reconstructed as ɪ ʊ with the [-ATR] 
vowel [ɪ . See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates. 

 
Khagan [ཁ་གན་] (OTib. *kʰagan) ‘king (ལ་་)’ (PT 1283, l. 27). This is the only 

known glossed Old Tibetan transcription of Kitan. It is attested in the 
following passage: 
 
། ། འ་ང་གས་ར་ ། ་ཏང་ས་བི་བ་མ་ ། ལ་་་ཏན་ི་ཁ་གན་ 
‘…Looking north of this, there are those called the Getang [i.e. Kitan]. Their 
king is the khagan of the Getan [i.e. Kitan].’ (PT 1283, l. 27). 
 

13 ெི་ ʔyi *[ʔ ] (Tak. 332-333), and ་ do ~ ་ du * ʊ  for  (Tak. 310-311). See also Pul. 
365, 312, 102. Cf. also attested LMC  transcribed in Old Tibetan Script as གན་ gan ~ ཀན་ 
kan (Tak.LS l. 124, 158) 

14 This transcription, its semantic value, and its Mongolic cognate were identified by Dien 
(1956). The phonological reconstruction I present here is my own. This text gives two 
variant transcriptions— i-t’u-kan [ ] (TCH 14: 5b l. 8) and i-t’u-yü [ ] (l. 5). 
The form i-t’u-yü [ ] also appears in CTW (289: 1296b l. 5, 7). The transcription 
with yü is erroneous. This is a common typographical error, especially in Chinese 
transcriptions of foreign words—note the typographical error of yü for kan  in the 
Chinese transcription of T’u-yü-hun a-kan [ ] ‘elder brother’ (see Chapter Six for 
discussion). 
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This Old Kitan title is also attested in Late Middle Chinese 
transcription as [ ] (LMC kʰaɣ ),15 reconstructible as *qʰaʁ . 
This is a widespread title throughout Central Eurasia.16   

 
Mo-ho-fu [ ]17 (NEMC * ɣ )18 ~ mo-fu [ ] (NEMC * )                

(WS 100: 2223; Sui shu 84: 1881; LS 32: 378). Although not glossed, 
it is clearly a title, and has been long recognized as such by historians, 
although their segmentation of the word has not always been correct.  

The term first appears in the Wei Shu, in an account of 
Taghbach-Kitan political relations. The earliest attestation in Old Kitan 
is in reference to a Kitan mo-fu named Ho-ho-ch’en who was 
sent as an envoy to the Northern Wei in the  Hsien-tsu reign period, 
i.e. 460-475 A.D. (see entry for Ho-ho-ch’en below). 

This Old Kitan title is reconstructible as ʁ  
and is cognate to the Qay clan name Mo-ho-fu  ʁ )19 
and the Shirwi title ʁ  [ ] ~  [ ].20  As 
demonstrated by Chen Sanping, this is a loanword from Sogdian βγpwr 
(βaγapūr) ‘son of God’.21 

15 For the Chinese transcription of this Old Kitan title, read the discussion of Su K’o-han in 
§7.2.3 below. 

16 In Middle Kitan, this Old Kitan word was reanalyzed as a genitive case form; see discussion 
in 8.5.4 entry for OKit *qʰaʁ  ‘emperor’.  

17 The variant Mo-fu-ho [ ] (NEMC * ɣ ) occurring in the Wei Shu is clearly a 
typographical error for Mo-ho-fu [ ]. 

18 Cf. Tak. 382-383, 388-389; Pul. 218, 123, 99.  
19 Chou Shu (41: 899).  
20 Sui Shu (84: 1883).  
21 Chen (2002: 294). The Sogdian word is apparently almost exclusively used in reference to 

Chinese rulers. Gharib gives βγpwr (1995: 102 §2587) as a variant of βγp’wr (βaγpūr) 
‘prince, god’s son’ (§2582). Interestingly, βγpwr stny (βaγpūr-stanē) is a Sogdian word for 
‘China’ (Gharib 1995, §2590). Chen’s proposal is problematic for phonological reasons—
the Serbi title is transcribed in Northeastern Early Middle Chinese, which had *m, and not 
denasalized *[mb]. This is evident from numerous other transcriptions (see Chapter Five 
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7.2.2. UNGLOSSED OLD KITAN NAMES IN EARLY MIDDLE CHINESE 

TRANSCRIPTION 
 
Most Old Kitan data consists of unglossed Early Middle Chinese and Late 
Middle Chinese transcriptions of onomastic material, including personal 
names, clan names, and titles. To the best of my knowledge, these 
transcriptions have never been studied before as linguistic data. Although the 
transcriptions are not glossed, they are a source of important evidence on Old 
Kitan phonology, and provide clues on the Old Kitan phoneme inventory and 
phonotactic constraints. Certain transcriptions indicate that at least some 
dialects of Old Kitan were characterized by dental-alveolar affricates such as 
ʦ , e.g. the personal name of a Kitan envoy to the Northern Wei: 

 
Tsu-chen [ ] (NEMC ʦʊʁtśir)̃22 transcribes an Old Kitan form ʦʊʁčin, 

ʦʊʁčiñ, *ʦʊʁčir, or even ʦʊʁčiŋ. This is the name of a Kitan envoy 
to the Northern Wei in the 6th century A.D. (WS 100: 2224).23 The 
prestige dialect of Middle Kitan spoken several centuries later by the 
court of the Kitan Empire and attested in the extant Kitan epitaphs did 
not have the alveolar affricate ʦ.24 As such, this transcription provides 
evidence of the internal diversity of early Kitan dialects that was not 
reflected in Middle Kitan or Late Kitan records. 

 

for NEMC transcriptions of Taghbach). Only in Late Middle Chinese and Northern Late 
Old Chinese was the onset */m/ regularly denasalized to *[mb]. However, we cannot rule 
out the possibility that this transcription is in a different dialect of Early Middle Chinese 
characterized by denasalization. 

22 Cf. Pul. 423, 401.  
23 See Xu (2005: 31) for a translation of the relevant passage.   
24 This is evident because Liao Chinese *[ʦ] is often transcribed in Middle Kitan in Kitan 

Assembled Script with  ‹s›. See Kane (2009) for examples. The Kitan Assembled Script 
grapheme  ‹ts› is used only for transcribing Liao Chinese, and is not used to render native 
Kitan words. 
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Other Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Old Kitan names include 
the following unglossed names of early Kitan tribes in the Wei Shu (100: 
2223),25 presumably transcribed in Northern Wei Chinese (Northeastern Early 
Middle Chinese). These transcriptions provide important clues on the Old 
Kitan phoneme inventory and phonotactic constraints: 
 
Hsi-wan-tan [ ]26 (NEMC r ̃ r)̃.27 This transcription shows that 

Old Kitan permitted the sequence  without palatalization to ʃ . 
Note also T’u-yü-hun  ‘lynx’ (see Chapter Six).  

 
Jih-lien [ ] (NEMC ɛr)̃. 28  This is given as the name of an 

administrative region (  chou ‘prefecture’) in HTS (219: 6168). 
 
 The following are some Old Kitan personal names attested in the period 
of Northern and Southern division, transcribed in Northeastern Early Middle 
Chinese: 
 
Ho-ho-ch’en [ ] (NEMC ɣʊ ɣadźir)̃,29 a Kitan ruler (mo-fu, see above), 

who was sent to the Northern Wei in the  Hsien-tsu reign period, 
i.e. 460-475 A.D. (WS 100: 2223). 

 

25 See Xu (2005: 29) for a translation of the passage. There are other Old Kitan names 
transcribed elsewhere in the Wei Shu, Pei Shih, and T’ung-tien, but as shown by Marsone 
(2011: 194), there are many variants and copyist’s errors making it difficult to determine 
which transcriptions are erroneous. 

26 The prefecture transcribed as Wan-tan chou  in HTS (219: 6168) is a later error for 
this old clan name.  

27 Revised from Pul. 330, 318, 70.  
28 Revised from Pul. 266, 190.  
29 Revised from Pul. 122, 52.  
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Ho-wu-yü [ ] (NEMC ɣ ),30 a Kitan ruler (mo-fu, see above), 
whose name first appears in connection with events dated to the third 
year of the  T’ai-ho reign period of the Northern Wei, i.e. 479 A.D. 
(WS 100: 2223; LS 32: 378). 

 
 

7.2.3. UNGLOSSED OLD KITAN NAMES IN LATE MIDDLE CHINESE 

TRANSCRIPTION 
 
Old Kitan clan names mentioned in the Hsin T’ang Shu (219: 6168, 6173) 
include the following, transcribed in Sui-T’ang Late Middle Chinese:31 
 
Chui-chin [ ] (LMC dźwikɨ ),32 reconstructible as ǰ ɨ ǰ ɪ  
 
Fen-wen [ ] (LMC pʰun ),33 reconstructible as pʰunmun. This clan 

name provides evidence of a  cluster as well as a pʰ onset. 
 
Ho-pien [ ] (LMC ɣʊ ),34 reconstructible as ɢʊ . This clan 

name superficially resembles Middle Mongol qurban ‘three’ 35  (cf. 
WMgl γurban), but is probably a different word, since the  
element in MMgl ‘three’ is a Mongolic innovation (cf. Middle Kitan 
ɢ  ‘three’). 

 

30 Revised from Pul. 123, 327, 381.  
31 Xu (2005: 47). 
32 Revised from Pul. 417, 156; cf. Sino-Korean  ch’u ( ) and  kŭn ( ). 
33 Revised from Pul. 94; Tak. 382-383 gives འན་ ‘bun [ ] for . 
34 Revised from Pul. 122, 37. See Chapter Three for the reconstruction of the first syllable.   
35 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol qurban [ ] ‘three ( )’ (SHM 4) ~ late Middle 

Mongol qurban [قربان] ‘id.’ (MAA).  
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Jui-hsi [ ] (LMC dźwiayɣ ), 36  reconstructible as *(an)ǰuyʁ  or 
*(an)ǰuy *qay if the clan name is to be connected with the Qay ethnic 
group.  

 
Ta-ho [ ] (LMC ɣ ), reconstructible as * ʁ . 
 
T(’)a-ch(’)i [ ] (LMC ʰ ʰ ɛ ),37 reconstructible as tʰarkʰi, 

tarkʰi, or tʰarki. 
 
T’u-pien [ ] (LMC ə ),38 reconstructible as * ʊ . This name 

superficially resembles Middle Mongol dörben ‘four’, 39  but is 
probably not related (cf. Middle Kitan  ‘four’). 

 
Tu-huo [ ] (LMC ə ɣ ),40 reconstructible as * ʊʁ .  
 
 More Old Kitan personal names are attested in Sui-T’ang times, mostly 
in the seventh and eighth centuries, transcribed in Late Middle Chinese, 
including the following:41 
 
A-pu-ku [ ] (LMC ʔ ə ʊ)42 is mentioned as the Kitan governor-

general of Sung-mo (HTS 219: 6168).43 His name is reconstructible as 
ʊʁʊ  

36 Revised from Pul. 269, 329. See Chapter Three for the reconstruction of the second syllable. 
37 Revised from Pul. 69, 299, 138, 247.  
38 Revised from Pul. 311, 37. 
39 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol dörben [ ] ‘four ( )’ (SHM 11). 
40 Tak. 412-413; Pul. 82, 135.  
41  This list is incomplete. I have primarily included names from the Ta-ho ( ʁ ) 

confederation. There are around 15 or so more attested personal names which could be 
listed here, mostly dating to the Yao-nien confederation.   

42 Revised from Pul. 23, 42, 111; Tak. 310-311, 412-413. 
43 Xu (2005: 48).  
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K’u-ko [ ] (LMC kʰwə ),44 a seventh-century Kitan leader (HTS 219: 
6168). 45  Reconstructible as qʰʊ . Possibly cognate to Middle 
Mongol quriqa-n ‘lamb’ (SHM).46 

 
K’u-mo-li [ ] (LMC kʰʊ ),47  grandson of K’u-ko (HTS 219: 

6168). Reconstructible as qʰʊ , qʰʊ qʰʊ  
 
Shao-ku [ ] (LMC dźiawgʊ),48 an early Kitan khan (HTS 219: 6170; LS 

63: 956), reconstructible as ǰ ʊ ǰ ʁʊ. 
 
So-ku [ ] (LMC ʊ),49 a Kitan military leader (HTS 219: 6170). 
 
Su k’o-han [ ] (LMC ʊkʰaɣ ).50 I reconstruct Old Kitan ʊ *qʰaʁ . 

The ʊ element is probably cognate to Middle Mongol su ‘majesty, 
splendor’,51 exclusively used in reference to rulers. 

 
From these scanty transcriptions, we may tentatively conclude that Old 

Kitan had *ɪ, an alveolar affricate *ʦ (not attested in native words in Middle 

44 Revised from Pul. 175, 105. 
45 Xu (2005: 46).  
46 E.g. attested early MMgl quriqan [ ] ‘lamb ( )’ (SHM 87).  
47 Revised from Tak. 388-389; Pul. 175, 218, 187. 
48 Revised from Pul. 278, 111; Tak. 310-311. 
49 Revised from Pul. 297, 111; Tak. 310-311. 
50 Although this transcription is attested in the Liao Shih (LS 63: 950), a late source, given the 

historical events it refers to, it must be a T’ang (i.e. Late Middle Chinese) transcription of 
Old Kitan.  

51  E.g. attested early MMgl su [ ] ‘majesty, splendor ( )’ (SHM 275); cf. also 
Preclassical Written Mongol suu ‘majesty’ (Kara 2009: 268).  
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Kitan),52 the sequence *[si] (which appears to have palatalized in attested 
Middle Kitan),53 and uvulars ( ɢ ʁ).54 

 
 

7.3. MIDDLE KITAN 
 
Middle Kitan is the best-attested Serbi language and provides some of the most 
important Serbi data for the reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic. The 
corpus of data on Middle Kitan is, comparatively speaking, quite large and 
continues to expand as new inscriptions and manuscripts are uncovered in 

 
Although Middle Kitan is solidly attested, with around 50 or so texts 

in two different scripts,56 including epitaphs, commemorative stelae, texts on 
tiles, mirrors, and one book,57 the difficulty arises in the decipherment of these 

52 See entry for Tsu-chen above.  
53 See entry for Hsi-wan-tan above.  
54 See entries for Tsu-chen and Ho-ho-ch’en above. 
55 See also the bibliographies in Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2007).   
56 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 25-29, 32) for a listing of the extant Kitan Assembled 

Script texts, Kane (2009: 168-169) for the extant Kitan Linear Script texts found in 
northeastern China, and Perlee (1959a, 1959b, 1978) or Shimunek (2011a: 105b) for the 
Kitan Linear Script texts and fragments discovered in Mongolia, and Wang Ding (2004) 
for a Linear Script fragment found in East Turkistan (Xinjiang).   

57 See Zaytsev (2011) for an important study of the only known Kitan book, a manuscript 
written in cursive Kitan Linear Script (i.e. ‘Large Script’).  
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two writing systems. Currently, the Kitan Assembled Script 58  is the best 
understood of the Kitan scripts, with a large percentage of the 459 or so 
graphemes now semantically and/or phonologically reconstructible. The Kitan 
Linear Script (or ‘Large Script’) is less well understood, although gradual 
progress is being made in deciphering this script, too. Anya King has identified 
Arabic and Persian transcriptions of Kitan dating as early as the 10th century 
A.D. (King 2013). These transcriptions provide additional clues on the 
phonology and lexicon of Middle Kitan.59 

The Middle Kitan scripts are a great asset to Serbi-Mongolic linguistics, 
since all of the other Serbi languages—and the other known periods of Kitan 
for that matter—are attested only in transcriptions of individual words and 
some phrases, in foreign writing systems. The Middle Kitan corpus thus offers 
the richest data on Serbi phonology, lexicon, syntax, and most importantly, the 
functional morphology of the language. Although there apparently were 

58 I.e. the script often assumed to be the ‘Small Script’ (in Chinese,  hsiao-tzu) mentioned 
in Chinese sources. Although there are two attested Kitan scripts, both of which are 
mentioned in the Chinese sources, i.e. the ‘Large Script’ (  ta-tzu) and the ‘Small Script’ 
(  hsiao-tzu), the sources provide insufficient descriptions of the structures of these two 
scripts, making it difficult to determine which of the two attested scripts is the ‘Large Script’ 
and which is the ‘Small Script’. In light of this problem, Kara (1977, 1987, 2005) proposed 
English and Mongolian descriptive designations for the two attested Kitan scripts based 
simply on what we know about their organization of graphemic elements. His ‘Assembled 
Script’ or ‘Composite Script’ (and in Mongolian, бүлэглэмэл үсэг) denotes the script 
often assumed a priori to be the ‘Small Script’, and his ‘Linear Script’ (in Mongolian, 
цувраа үсэг) refers to the assumed ‘Large Script’. 

59 Anya King discusses an Arabic word of Kitan origin, i.e. khutū ختو ‘walrus or narwhal ivory’, 
corresponding to the Liao Shih transcription of Kitan [ ] and the Chinese word ku-
to  (MSC guduo) ‘id.’ (King 2013: 254, 263, 264). The Chinese transcription is 
attested in LS (116: 1549). Following a Late Old Mandarin reading of the transcription [

] (LOM *kutusi), I reconstruct Late Kitan * , which is probably a plural form, i.e. 
 composed of *kutu ‘walrus or narwhal ivory’ + *-s, a well known Kitan plural 

suffix. For 10th-12th c. Arabic and Persian transcriptions of the Kitan ethnonym identified 
by Anya King (2013: 271), see the entry for Ch’i-tan [ ] in §7.2.1 above.  
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writing systems for the other Serbi languages, none have yet been attested.60 
Middle Kitan is thus the only Serbi language attested in its own writing system.  

In this section, I have attempted to emphasize areas of potential value 
to general linguists interested in Middle Kitan. In other words, this section is a 
general, brief skeleton sketch of Middle Kitan grammar. As the best 
documented Serbi language, Middle Kitan is the only Serbi language for which 
this is possible. For early languages which have been extensively studied by 
historical linguists, a general grammatical sketch is usually not a prerequisite 
to a historical-comparative linguistic study involving data from such languages, 
but very few general linguists have studied Kitan. To date, with few exceptions, 
Kitan has mostly been studied by philologists and historians who have not 
necessarily been particularly interested in describing the grammatical structure 
of Kitan in such a way as to compare Kitan with other languages at both 
synchronic and diachronic levels. This preliminary work is necessary before 
comparing Kitan with other languages and demonstrating its divergent 
relationship with Mongolic.  

Kane (2009) has accomplished a great pioneering feat in producing the 
first philological account of Kitan morphology. I have approached the Middle 
Kitan data from a linguistic point of view, and as a result, I have refined many 
previous analyses and have described many areas of Middle Kitan grammar 
which have been overlooked or only cursorily addressed in the literature so far. 
My study here is an attempt to provide a brief, general historical-comparative 
linguistic grammar of Kitan morphology, with notes on phonology and syntax. 
Many holes remain, and future work in Kitan studies is sure to increase our 
knowledge of the expanding corpus of the language of the Middle Kitan texts. 

 

60 Although the Kitan scripts are each assigned an official date of creation in the Liao Shih, 
one cannot help but doubt the veracity of this. There remains the possibility that one or 
both of the Kitan scripts are the result of a longer tradition of sinoform writing for non-
Sinitic languages of Manchuria; see Janhunen (1994) for a productive hypothesis on the 
origins of the Kitan scripts. It is highly likely that the Kitan scripts are child systems of the 
earlier, unattested Serbi Script mentioned in the Sui Shu (see Chapter Five). 
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7.3.1. NOTES ON MIDDLE KITAN PHONOLOGY 
 
My reconstruction of Middle Kitan is the result of identifying phonological 
patterns and regularities in the Assembled Script orthography, normalizing its 
transcription, and reconciling differences among the known Chinese 
transcriptions of Late Kitan, known Mongolic cognates to Kitan words, Middle 
Kitan transcriptions of Chinese words, and erroneous and misleading 
romanizations of Kitan graphemes appearing in the Kitanological literature up 
to the present. My reconstruction is thus also a revision of the romanization of 
Kitan Assembled Script graphemes.61 The currently dominant romanization of 
the Kitan Assembled Script is a piecemeal collection of various proposals by 
many different scholars working with many different phonological 
assumptions and varying notations.  My revision of this system is aimed at 
identifying phonological patterns and producing something more like a natural 
language. 
 Much more can, and should, be written on Kitan phonology. I have 
only touched on some particularly salient issues relating to Middle Kitan 
phonology as relevant to this book. 
 
 

The Middle Kitan Consonant Inventory 
 

Below I present my reconstruction of the Middle Kitan phoneme inventories 
(I have excluded marginal phonemes which are attested only in Chinese 
loanwords):62  
  

61 See Appendix A for my revised analyses of the KAS graphemes appearing in this book.  
62 E.g. the graphemes *ɨ ‹ï›, *šɨ ‹šï›, *sɨ ‹sï›, ʦ ‹ts›, fu ‹fu›, and *ɥ ‹ › are 

used only to render Chinese words.   
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Table 19. The Middle Kitan consonant inventory (phonemic) 
 labial dental/alveolar palatal dorsal 
stop ɢ
affricate *č    *ǰ
fricative *š
nasal *ŋ
lateral 
rhotic 
glide 

 
Table 20. The Middle Kitan vowel inventory 

 ɪ  
ɛ ə ɔ

 
 

Velar and uvular phonemes 
 

At the synchronic level, */g/ and */ɢ/ are analyzable as distinct phonemes in 
attested Middle Kitan, as exemplified by the following near-minimal pairs: 

 
ɔ ɢɔʁ ɢ

‘tent’  ‘river’   ‘state’  ‘three’ 
(HsHu 23:14) (Hsüan 5:6)  (YHsiang 5:1) (HsTi 9:5) 

 
Likewise, */k/ and */ / show indications of phonemic contrast: 

ɔ
‘boy’  ‘elder sister’  ‘arrive’  ‘commander’ 
(Ku 17:5) (Ku 17:7)  (Tao 21:10) (Lang 1:7) 

 
Diachronically, the uvular phonemes */q/, */k/, */ɢ/, and */g/ were 

allophonic variants of Common Serbi-Mongolic */k/ and */g/, with the uvular 
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allophones *[q] and *[ɢ] surfacing in [-ATR] words and the velar allophones 
*[k] and *[g] surfacing in [+ATR] words. A remnant of this past allophony is 
the partial complementary distribution of */ə/ and */a/, i.e. Middle Kitan uvular 
*/ɢ/ and */q/ are not attested before */ə/,63 and velar */g/ and */k/ are not 
attested before */a/. The following table illustrates the allophonic origins of 
these dorsal segments in Common Serbi-Mongolic: 
 
Table 21. Allophonic origins of Middle Kitan dorsal consonant phonemes 

ɢ

ɢɔʁ
‘river’

ɔ
‘tent’ ‘spring’

 
ə

‘edict’
ɔ ɔ

‘ ’
ə

‘yurt’
*/kʰabʊ
‘spring’

*/kʰə
‘limit, 
measure’

 
 

Rounded vowel mergers 
 

Middle Kitan is characterized by several mergers of rounded vowels and 
vocoid sequences. Namely, Common Serbi-Mongolic */u/, */o/, and */ʊ/ 
merged to Middle Kitan */u/ (e.g.  MKit  ‘four’, cognate to MMgl 
dörbe-n ‘four’ < CSM  ‘four’; MKit  ‘person, human’ and MMgl 
kümü-n ‘id.’ < CSM *kʰu ‘person’; and MKit ɢ  ‘three’, cognate to MMgl 
qurba-n ‘three’ < CSM ʊ  ‘three’); and Common Serbi-Mongolic ɔ  and 

ə  merged to Middle Kitan ɔ  (e.g. MKit *ɢɔʁ ‘river’, cognate to MMgl 
qoroqan ‘small river’ < CSM * ɔrɔ ‘river’; MKit *gɔr ‘tent’, cognate to MMgl 
ger ‘tent, yurt’ < CSM *gwər ‘tent, yurt’; and MKit *ɔ ɔ ‘woman’, cognate 

63 I have been unable to find counterevidence in word-initial position. One possible exception 
is in non-initial syllables, e.g.  ‹γo.l.γ.er› ‘see-CP-PST’ (Lang 3: 1), probably 
ɢɔ ʁə , although we cannot rule out the possibility of ɢɔ ɣə  as the phonetic surface form 

of this word. 
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to MMgl eme ‘woman’ < CSM *wə ə ‘woman’). Common Serbi-Mongolic 
*/ʊ/ in non-initial syllables also merged to Middle Kitan */u/, e.g. MKit 
*  ‘autumn’, cognate to MMgl namur (< CSM * ʊ ).64 Since there are 
indications of *ʊ in Old Kitan as transcribed in Middle Chinese, 65  it is 
reasonable to propose that this merger occurred in the late Old Kitan dialect 
(or dialects) which gave rise to attested Middle Kitan.66 The following schema 
account for what may be termed the Middle Kitan Vowel Shift.67 
 
Figure 6. The Middle Kitan Vowel Shift 

     Common Serbi-Mongolic                Polarization          Middle Kitan 
  

 

64 There is one instance of CSM *ʊ merging with *ɔ in Middle Kitan, i.e. MKit *ɔ - ‘ride’ ~ 
‘fall’ < CSM *ʊ ʊ- ‘ride’ and CSM *ʊ - ‘fall’, but this appears to have been a sporadic 
change. Note also LKit *u ‘water’ < CSM *ʊ ‘water’ as evidence of the regular change of 
CSM *ʊ > Kitan *u in word-initial position.  

65 See entries for I-t’u-kan in §7.2.1, Tsu-chen and Ho-ho-ch’en in §7.2.2, and Su K’o-han in 
§7.2.3. 

66 Attested Old Kitan and attested Middle Kitan are obviously different regional varieties of 
Kitan. In other words, attested imperial Middle Kitan is unlikely to be a direct linear 
descendant of attested Old Kitan.  

67 Asterisks have been removed to improve readability. My usage of the term ‘polarization’ is 
adapted from Svantesson et al.’s description of Mongolic vowel shifts (Svantesson et al. 
2005). Although I agree with their otherwise solid methodology, I do not agree with their 
reconstruction of the Old Mongol vowel inventory. As demonstrated by Seongyeon Ko 
(2011, 2013), Old Mongol was not characterized by a front-back vowel harmony system, 
but rather by an ATR system. See Chapter Eight for my reconstruction of Common Serbi-
Mongolic phonology. 

ɪ

ɛ ə

ɔ

ɪ

ə ʊ

ɔ

ɪ

ə ʊ

ɔ
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Middle Kitan */ɛ/ 
 

At the synchronic level, Middle Kitan */ɛ/ is analyzable as an independent 
phoneme, e.g. ɛ   ‘to drink’ as in ɛ č  ‘drink-CVB’ (Lang 4:11), 
*šɛ   ‘new’ (Lang 3:14), and * ɛ   ~  ‘eight’.68 

One regular historical source of the vowel */ɛ/ is the regressive 
assimilation of Common Serbi-Mongolic */i/ or ɪ  in word-initial syllables 
when the nucleus of the following syllable is */a/ or */ə/, e.g. Middle Kitan 
ɛ  ‘goat’ (< CSM ɪ  ‘id.’) and *šɛ  ‘new’ (< CSM *sinə ‘id.’). Another 

source of Middle Kitan */ɛ/ is Common Serbi-Mongolic *ayɪ, e.g. Middle 
Kitan * ɛ  ‘eight’ (< CSM * ɪ  ‘id.’). 
 
 

Evidence for Middle Kitan *[ɪ] 
 

Evidence for Middle Kitan *[ɪ] comes from foreign segmental transcriptions 
of Old Kitan in Old Turkic, Old Tibetan, and Chinese. See entry for Ch’i-tan 
in §7.2.1 above.  

 
 

Middle Kitan Vowel Harmony 
 

Attested Middle Kitan exhibits remnants of rounding vowel harmony and ATR 
vowel harmony. Vowel harmonic alternations are evident in suffixal 
morphology, e.g. the genitive-attributive suffix  has different 
allomorphs depending on the vowel-harmonic class of the stem to which it is 
appended, as exemplified below:69 
 

68  See Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) for the reconstruction of Middle Kitan ‘eight’.                              
The phonological reconstruction above is my own revision of his proposal. 

69 This is not a comprehensive listing of the genitive-attributive case allomorphs.  
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Table 22. Remnants of rounding vowel-harmonic allomorphy in the Middle Kitan genitive-
attributive case 

 root genitive form gloss 
a : ə ə ‘tomb’ 
ə : ə ə ə ə ‘city’ 
ɔ : ɔ ɔŋ ɔŋ ɔ ‘prince’ 

‘human’ 
*giwŋ *giwŋ ‘palace’ 

 
There are numerous irregular forms which do not conform to this 

system, e.g. the genitive-attributive of ɔ  ‘generation’ is ɔ ə  not the 
expected ɔ ɔ ) and  ‘country’ becomes ə  instead of expected   

. This suggests that attested Middle Kitan was in the process of losing 
an earlier vowel harmony system. 

 
 

Neutralization of Obstruent Voicing Distinctions 
 

One of the most salient phonological characteristics of Middle Kitan 
distinguishing it from Mongolic is its free variation between voiced and 
voiceless obstruents at word peripheries, i.e. neutralization of voicing 
distinctions word-initially and word-finally.70 Note the examples below:  
 
Table 23. Word-initial free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents 

 Surface forms Orthographic forms Gloss 

ɔ ɔ ‹p.o.› ~ ‹b.o.› ‘be, become’ 
ə ə

ə ə
‹t.ur. r› ~ ‹d.ur. r›

‹t.ge › ~ ‹d.ge ›
‘fourth (masc.)’ 
‘die’ 

č ~ ǰ *čur ər ~ *ǰur ə
*čgən ~ *ǰgə

‹č.ur. r› ~ ‹ǰ.ur. r›
 ‹č.g.en› ~  ‹ǰ.g.en›

‘second (masc.’) 
‘left’ 

 

70 Shimunek (2011a: 106b).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:24 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



218 
 

 
 

Table 24. Word-final free variation between voiced and voiceless obstruents 
 Surface forms Orthographic forms Gloss 

ɔ ɔ ɔ ɔ ‹omo.t›71 ‹omo.d›72 ‘women, females’ 
č ~ ǰ č ~ * ǰ ‹k.ui.č› ~ ‹k.ui.ǰ› ‘arrive (CVB)’ 

 
 

Middle Kitan Consonant Clusters 
 

At the orthographic level, Middle Kitan appears to have many consonant 
clusters, some probably genuine clusters at the phonological level, others only 
orthographic and/or phonemic, with epenthetic vowels inserted at the phonetic 
level. Below are some of these problematic orthographic consonant clusters 
and their phonological equivalents: 
 
Table 25. Orthographic consonant clusters in Middle Kitan (not exhausative) 

 Orthographic forms Probable surface forms Gloss 
‹ › ‹č.č› 

‹k.č›
‹t.p› ~ ‹d.p›

ʧʰʧʰ
*[kʰʧʰ
*[tʰpʰ] ~ *[dpʰ]

‘et cetera’
‘border region’ (nom.)
‘upright’

‹ › ‹t.ge› ~ ‹d.ge› *[tʰgə ə ‘die’
‹ › ‹b.γ.an› ʁ ‘children’
‹ › ‹eñ.n› əɲə ‘now, of the present’
‹ › ‹ › l ̩ ‘order, in succession’
‹ ›   ‹r.l› ‹ge. r› r ̩ ə ‘was caused to serve’

 
For areal typological reasons (and if we assume a priori that Kitan followed 
similar phonological constraints as attested modern and medieval Mongolic 
daughter languages) one might be inclined to assume that wordforms whose 
orthographic representation consist of CC or CCC orthographic onsets or codas 
have epenthetic vowels inserted at the phonetic level; however, we cannot rule 
out the possibility that some (or many) of these could be genuine clusters at 

71 HsTi (18:9) etc. and Kane (2009: 140 §4.16).  
72 HsTi (12:12) etc.  
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the phonological level, since there are a few known languages to have such 
phonologically marked wordforms, e.g. the Salish language Nuxalk (‘Bella 
Coola’)73 and the Ryukyuan languages Miyako and Ōgami, which have a 
significant number of words with no sonorants. 74  Any account of Kitan 
phonology should accurately represent the sound system of the language as we 
currently know it. The attested philological data in Kitan Assembled Script 
undeniably gives indications of consonant clusters. Given the philological data, 
and the existence of cluster-rich languages elsewhere in the world, we thus 
cannot rule out the possibility of Middle Kitan surface forms like ʧʰʧʰ ‘et 
cetera’, *[kʰʧʰ] ‘border region’, *[tʰpʰ] ~ *[dpʰ] ‘upright’, and others. 
Likewise, given the fact that quite a few languages of the world allow 
vowelless words at the surface level with syllabic sonorants like [r ̩ , ɹ ̩ , or l ̩ ,75 
we also cannot rule out the possibility of Middle Kitan words like *[ l ̩  
‘order’.76 

Some Middle Kitan orthographic clusters are unlikely to exist as 
clusters at the phonological level for articulatory reasons, e.g. word-final nasal 
clusters like * ɲ . Other orthographic clusters are known from Chinese 
transcriptions and variant orthographic forms to have vowels at the 
phonological level, e.g. the Late Kitan reflex of Middle Kitan  
‹č.i.ši.d.b.ñ› ‘filial-PST’ is transcribed in Chinese as [ ]77  (LOM 
ʈʂ ʂ ə )78 and the Middle Kitan form is also attested in the orthographic 

variants  ‹č.i.ši.d.b. ñ› and  ‹č.i.ši.d.beñ›. Thus, 

73 E.g. Urbanczyk (2001: 70).  
74 See Pellard’s (2009) description of Ōgami with notes on Miyako.  
75 E.g. Serbian and some dialects of American English, to name just two of many. 
76 This Kitan word superficially resembles the unrelated vowelless endonym of the Slavic 

Serbs, i.e. [ r ̩  ‘Serb’. Note also the numerous American English words with syllabic ɹ ̩  
or l ̩ , e.g. [ˈtɹ ̩ ɾl ̩  ‘turtle’. 

77 See Shimunek (2007: 71) for this and other Chinese transcriptions of the word.  
78 Pul. 57, 282, 74, 32. 
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despite the word-final CCC cluster  ‹d.b.ñ› at the orthographic level, 
this word clearly should be phonologically reconstructed as MKit *čišidbə .79 

Unless there is a compelling phonological reason against it, I assume 
that all orthographic clusters are present at the phonetic level.80 The existence 
of these clusters makes Middle Kitan phonologically significantly different 

Middle Kitan Phonological Innovations82 
 
Middle Kitan is characterized by the ‘breaking’ of Common Serbi-Mongolic 
*i and ɪ in initial syllables, i.e. regressive assimilation to the vowel of the 
syllable it precedes, e.g. MKit ɛ  ‘goat’ (< CSM ɪ ), MKit *šawa ‘hawk, 
eagle’ (< CSM ɪ ), MKit *šɛ  ‘new’ (< CSM ə), and MKit *ǰur 
‘painting’ (< CSM *ǰɪ ʊ- ‘to paint, draw’), attested in the plural form *ǰur ən 
‘paintings’. 

79 For a reconstruction of the Late Kitan form of this word, see §7.4. and the §8.5.3 entry for 
MKit ə . 

80 Another possibility is that Kitan Assembled Script orthography regularly indicates stressed 
vowels and occasionally omits unstressed vowels, i.e.   ‹ › ‘child’ and 
*[baˈʁ   ‹b.γ.an› ‘children’. This possibility also deserves further consideration 
and study. 

81  See Wu Hugjiltu (2003), Fried (2010), Todaeva (1964), and Buhe & Liu (1982) for 
grammatical sketches of Baonang and Booŋan. See Georg (2003) for a sketch of Mongghul, 
and de Smedt & Mostaert (1933) for Mongghuor data. 

82 See Chapter Eight lexicon entries for Middle Kitan orthographic forms and their Mongolic 
cognates. 
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 Likewise, in native Kitan words (not in newer Chinese loanwords)  
triggers progressive raising of vowels, e.g. ə  ‘move’ (< CSM ʊ  ‘go’). 
 In monomorphemic roots, intervocalic CSM  lenited to MKit , 
e.g. MKit *  ‘five’ (< CSM *tʰabʊ), ə  ‘move’ (< CSM ʊ ), *šawa 
‘falcon’ (< CSM ɪ ), and *  ‘winter’ (< CSM ). 
 Common Serbi-Mongolic *əɣə and * ɣ  sequences were regularly 
retained in Middle Kitan (e.g. MKit ʁ  ‘emperor’ < CSM *kʰaɣ  
‘emperor’), with ɣ sometimes undergoing fortition to  (e.g. MKit *ǰgə  ‘left’ 
< CSM *ǰəɣən ~ *ǰəɣ ), while CSM ɣ  ( ʊɣ ɣə) lenited to MKit ə 
(e.g. MKit ə  ‘ordinal numeral suffix’ < CSM ɣ ), CSM ɔɣʊ > 
MKit  (e.g. MKit *  ‘sibling’ < CSM * ɔɣʊ),   CSM ɣʊ > MKit  
(e.g. MKit *ǰaw ‘hundred’ < CSM *ǰaɣʊ), and CSM əɣ  > MKit ə

 (e.g. MKit ə ‘cloud’ < CSM əɣ ə; MKit  ‘gather (intr.)’ < 
CSM  ‘gather (trans., intr.)’; and MKit  ‘intercalary’ < CSM 

 ‘id.’).  
 
 

7.3.2. MIDDLE KITAN MORPHOLOGY 
 
Middle Kitan morphology is largely agglutinative. Most word forms consist of 
affixes concatenated to a root. The attested language as we currently 
understand it is exclusively suffixing. 
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7.3.2.1. Word Classes 
Middle Kitan word classes include at least nouns, demonstratives, adjectives, 
adverbs, numerals, and verbs. There are also indications of mimetics83 and 
quotatives.84 
 
 

7.3.2.1.1. Nouns 
 
Nouns in Middle Kitan inflect for case and number. See §7.3.2.2 ‘Case’ and 
§7.3.2.3 ‘Number’ below. 
 
 

7.3.2.1.2. Demonstratives 
 
Probably owing to the epigraphical nature of the Middle Kitan texts, personal 
pronouns have yet to be identified.85 However, the inscriptions indicate that 

83 In the last line of the Eulogy to Empress Hsüan-i, ɔʁ ɔʁ ‹y.oγ.s› 
‹y.oγ.s› (Hsüan 30: 7-8) seems to be a reduplicative mimetic (as in Modern Mongolian) 
modifying the converb form ǰ  ‹dau.l.u.ǰ› (Hsüan 30: 9), the root of which 
is probably cognate to Middle Mongol daula- ‘sing’ (HIIY) and modern Written Mongol 
daγula- ‘sing’ or ‘hear’ (perhaps the MKit form denotes ‘wail’ or ‘cry out’ here). The 
Hsüan-i text also has the following reduplicative, probably mimetic words, but their precise 
meanings are not clear at present, and they are not all fully phonologically decipherable: 

ə ə ‹p.t› ‹p.t› (Hsüan 16: 11-12), *…b *…b ‹■195.b› ‹■195.b› 
(Hsüan 28: 27-28), and *gə… *gə…  ‹ ■356› ‹ ■ 356› (Hsüan 29: 3-4). 

84 Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 69) note a Middle Kitan quotative particle in 
the form  which I read as ‹k.Awr.uw.ǰ› and reconstruct əwruwǰ. Oyuunch & 
Janhunen propose that the root of this word is a verb cognate to keme- ‘to say’ and identify 
the converb suffix  as cognate to Mongolic (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 69). The full 
construction is probably cognate to WMgl kemegdeǰü (keme- ‘say’ + -gde- ‘passive suffix’ 
+ -ǰü ‘perfective converb suffix’). See Brosig (2014: 90) on MMgl -ǰü ‘perfective converb’. 

85 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) propose that  is a third-person personal pronoun, but the 
evidence is inconclusive. 
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Middle Kitan had demonstrative adjectives which simultaneously functioned 
as demonstrative pronouns.86 The epitaphs provide evidence of a proximal-
distal distinction, as in the table below: 
 
Table 26. The Middle Kitan demonstratives 

  KAS Transcription Reconst. Gloss 
PROX DEM.ADJ 87 88 ‹e›348 ~ ‹e›109 ə ‘this’ ~ ‘these’ 
 DEM.PRON 89 ‹e.γ› ə ɣ ‘they’90  
DIST DEM.ADJ ‹t› ‘that’ ~ ‘those’ 
 DEM.PRON (unattested)91  ‘they’ 
DISC DEM.ADJ ‹qai›323 ‘the aforementioned’ 
 DEM-

EMPH 

92 ‹qai.γ› ʁ ‘the very same, 
aforementioned’93 

 DEM-PL 94 ‹qai.t› ‘the aforementioned’ 

86 See Oyuunch (2011) for pioneering work on Kitan demonstratives. I have significantly 
revised his analysis of the Middle Kitan demonstrative system, including revision of the 
semantic values and phonological reconstructions, and I have included some additional 
examples to supplement those provided in his article. I have checked all the examples in 
the published photographs of the original Kitan Assembled Script texts. 

87 Ku (9: 17), Kao (3: 1).  
88 Chung (49: 13, 49: 21).  
89 YHsiang (13: 11).   
90  Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 167) propose the semantic value ‘they’. This must be a 

proximal demonstrative pronoun ‘they’ in the sense of ‘these people’, like MMgl ede [
] ‘they’ (HIIY). See Oyuunch (2011) for an etymology of the  ‹γ› element. 

91  Oyuunch (2011: 76) proposes a demonstrative pronoun in the form  (‹t.γ› in my 
transcription), which he tentatively glosses as “that (?)”. However, he provides no 
attestations of this wordform. I have been unable to locate this sequence of graphemes in 
the available Kitan corpora, i.e. the wordform lists in Chinggeltei et al. (1985), Liu et al. 
(2009), Chinggeltei (2002), Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), Oyuunch (2012) etc. 

92 Chung (20:33, 22:41, 22:52, 22:60, 23:9, 23:34, 23:41).  
93 Oyuunch proposes a connection between the final element of this form and WMgl kü 

‘emphatic particle’; e.g. tere kü ‘that very’ and ene kü ‘this very’ (2011: 76). Note also 
MMgl kü as in mün kü [  ] ‘the very same’ (SHM §84). 

94 Chung (8:17, 10:23).  
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See below for example sentences with demonstratives: 
 

‹e›          ‹l.ing› ‹g.ung.un›   ‹ebu›           ‹REPEAT›    ‹ai› 
ə *liŋguŋ ə ə

DEMPROX   PERS.N-GEN ancestor      ancestor father 
‘this  Ling Kung’s great-grandfather’ (Kao 3: 1-6).95 
 

‹ ›          ‹i.ir.de›       ‹s.a.ai›
ə ə

DEMPROX    name-DAT   reside-PFV.CNV 
‘while being in this position’ (HsTi 21: 17-19).96 
 

 ‹e›     ‹omo›     ‹ku.uw.un›     ‹b.aq› 
ə ɔ ɔ

  this   female    human-GEN     child 
‘this woman’s child’ (Hai 5: 24-27).97 
 
 An example of the proximal demonstrative pronoun əɣ  ‘they’ is 
given below. The fact that the predicate of this verbless sentence is a noun in 
the plural, i.e. ‘children’, may suggest that the pronoun was marked for 
plurality. 
 
 
 
 

95 Oyuunch (2011: 70) provides this sentence, but does not give the source. 
96  See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 100) for the Kitan sentence. The phonological 

reconstruction and morpheme gloss are my own. 
97 This example is from Oyuunch (2011: 71), although the transcription, reconstruction, and 

gloss presented here are my own. I have checked the photograph of the original text in 
Chinggeltei (2002) and the handwritten copy of the text in Lü & Yuan (1992).  
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‹ee.γ› ‹■091 › ‹ › ‹ › ‹b.γ.an›
əɣ *…ɔ ə ə ʁ

  PRONPROX    PERS.N          judge-GEN      child-GEN     child-PL

‘they were grandchildren of Judge *…ɔ ’ (YHsiang 13: 11). 
 
 A phrase with the distal demonstrative adjective  is given below: 
 

 
‹t›  ‹ r›98 ‹o.ǰ. ñ›

ə ɔǰ ə
  DIST   name-PL-AIC     reward-PST 
‘he was rewarded with those titles’ (YHsiang 12: 2).99 

 
Despite Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 147) and Oyuunch (2011),  

‹qai› is not a “distal pronoun” but a discourse deictic demonstrative referring 
to previous parts of the discourse, much like Literary Chinese  shih or  
kai.100 In fact, this Kitan word is a loan from Old Mandarin  kai (MSC gāi), 
its translation equivalent in the Kitan-Chinese bilingual Lang-chün Inscription.  

Note the examples below:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

98 The original has  which is an error for  as shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164).  
99 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164) translate the demonstrative as “these”, but it should 

instead be distal “those”.  
100 As a discourse deictic demonstrative Middle Kitan *qay  is semantically comparable 

(although not cognate) to the Modern Khalkha discourse deictic demonstrative өнөө  
~ өнөөх  ‘the aforementioned, that very same’. 
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 ‹qai›            ‹po›       ‹HEAVEN›    ‹t.iu.er›            ‹TEN›      ‹ǰur› 
ɔ *…      *ǰur 

  DISC.DEM     time     heaven         gather-PST       ten          two    
 

 
 ‹s.iau.qu›   ‹qa.γa.as›     ‹ai›    ‹dau.ur.eñ›    ‹uw.wl›   ‹TEN›    ‹dur›   ‹DAY›    ‹p.o.on› 

ʁ ə ? ɔ
  blue            tiger            year    middle         winter     ten       four     day       be-PST. 
‘That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-
winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9). 
 

 
‹qai.γ› ‹ ›

ʁ  
   DISC.DEM-EMPH     year 
‘that very same year’ (Chung 20: 33-34). 

 

‹ › ‹ ›
ə

   DISC.DEM-PL          year-PL-INS 
‘over the aforementioned years’ (Ku 8:17-18, 10:23-24) 

 
The last example above shows number agreement between the 

demonstrative *qay and the noun it modifies.   
 
 

7.3.2.1.3. Adjectives 
 
Adjectives in Middle Kitan precede the nouns they modify (i.e. Adj N). Note 
the examples below: 
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‹ › ‹ › ‹č › ‹u ›

čgə  
   red              dog      left            division 
‘red dog’ (YTi 14: 27-28).101  ‘the left division’ (Hsüan 2: 1-2).102 

‹ w ǰ›   ‹ ›
ǰ

  sacred        empress 
‘the sacred empress’ (Hsüan 13: 1-2).103 

 
Middle Kitan relative clauses are often translatable into English as adjectives. 
See §7.3.3.2 ‘Relative Clauses’ below for examples. 
 
 

7.3.2.1.4. Adverbs 
 
Attested Middle Kitan adverbs include *   ‘again, also’, *čar  
‘formerly, a long time ago, for a long time’, and *ə ə  ‘now’. Middle Kitan 
adverbs precede the verbs they modify. Most attestations of adverbs are clause-
initial: 
 

[R: ]
 ‹b.as›      ‹y.eu.ǰ›         ‹m.o›      ‹ ?.un›   ‹t.qo›   [R: ‹t.uw›]        ‹š.i›       ‹o.on› 

ə ǰ ɔ ? *tuwši        ɔ
  again      move-CVB    senior       ?                                governor.general     become-PST 
 ‘[He] moved again and became a senior … Governor General.’ (HsTi 21: 6-12; Oyuunch & 
Janhunen 2010: 99). 

101 Chinggeltei (2002: 226) erroneously gives  ‹l.iu.qu›, which Kane follows (2009: 198, 
n. 28), but the photograph of the rubbing of the original text in Chinggeltei (2002: 81) 
clearly shows it is  ‹l.iau.qu›. 

102 See also Kane (2009: 215, n. 59).  
103 See also Kane (2009: 218, n. 70).  
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  ‹čar›             ‹iu› 
ččar

   long.time     not.exist 
‘[She] died a long time ago’  
(YHsiang 15: 18-19, 21-22; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 171-173). 
 

 ‹čar›            ‹am.s›          ‹REGION.a.an›     ‹ui›            ‹eu.ñ› 
čar *… ə

  long.time      ?                region-GEN         matters       not.exist-SBRD.CNJC 
‘For a long time… there were no regional matters, so…’ (Lang 1: 11-15). 
 

 
 ‹eñ.e›     ‹omo.qu.ui›    ‹k.ui.ir.s.Awr›        ‹eñ.■›    ‹ǰur.en›         ‹š.ên›     ‹p.o.ǰ.Awr›   
ə ə ɔ ɔ ə əñ…  *ǰur ə *šɛ ɔǰ

  now        return-CVB     arrive-ATMP.CVB     ?          painting-PL    new        become-CVB 
‘Now, he returned, and … the paintings had become new, and…’ (Lang 3: 9-15). 
 
 

7.3.2.1.5. Numerals104 
 

7.3.2.1.5.1. Ordinal Numerals 
 
Below I present a table of Kitan ordinal numerals with sources, transcriptions,                      
and phonological reconstructions.105 The sources I list are not exhaustive—in 
many cases I have simply listed one of many attestations. They are meant 
simply to confirm the authenticity of the Kitan wordforms I quote here—it is 
not unusual to find a handful of non-existent ghost forms even in published 

104 See Kane (2009: 143-144) and Oyuunch (2011) for previous studies of the Kitan numerals. 
105 Middle Kitan  ‹ud.ur› ‘first’ (HsTi 4:1 etc.),   ‹nai› ‘head; first’ and other 

words denoting ‘first’ do not appear to have a gender distinction, and as Kane (2009: 38) 
argues, are probably not derived from the numeral ‘one’. 
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studies on Kitan. Therefore, I have carefully checked the published 
photographs and rubbings of the original texts to verify all forms presented 
here.  
 
Table 27. Middle Kitan ordinal numerals 2-5 

 Masculine Feminine 
 KAS Transcr. Reconst. KAS Transcr. Reconst. 
2 106

107 
‹č.ur. r›
‹ǰ.ur. r›

*čur ə
*ǰur ə

108

109 
‹č.ur.en›
‹ǰ.ur.en›

*čur ə
*ǰur ə

3 110

111 
‹γur. r›
‹γ.ur. r›

ɢ ə
ɢ ə

112

113 
‹γur.en›
‹γ.ur.en›

ɢ ə
ɢ ə

4 114

115 
‹t.ur. r›
‹d.ur. r›

ə
ə

116

117 
‹t.ur.en›
‹d.ur.en›

ə
ə

5 
 

‹t.od.o.oγ›
‹t.ad.o.oγ›

ɔ ɔʁ
ɔʁ

120

121
‹t.od.o.on›
‹t.ad.o.on›

ɔ ɔ
ɔ  

 
  

106 E.g. Chiao (21:4); Kao (5:3); HsTi (16:12, 24:20).  
107 E.g. Yung (15:6).  
108 E.g. Chiao (21:29); Ku (17:22); Hai (5:9); HsTi (6:16, 9:1, 12:28); YHsiang (1:19, 7:28). 
109 E.g. Yung (15:13).  
110 E.g. Kuei (5:34), but the text is somewhat damaged and it is difficult to make out the . 
111 E.g. Kao (5:14); Yung (15:20); HsTi (9:5, 10:3).  
112 E.g. HTi (13:33). 
113 E.g. Kao (4:21); Ku (18:3, 16:25); HsTi (24:22). Note also ‹k.ur.en› (Hsü 52:16), 

which is possibly a variant of this numeral, although the semantic value is unclear. 
114 E.g. Kao (5:25); HsTi (9:10, 25:12); and erroneously as  in YHsiang (2:7, 16:1). 
115 E.g. Hai (4:13); possibly also Hsü (52:31), although the Hsü inscription is badly damaged. 
116 E.g. Ku (18:13, 19:11). 
117 E.g. Hsü (52:31).  
118 E.g. HsTi (3:15, 25:15); Hai (4:17); Kao (6:22).  
119 E.g. Chung (6:55); Sung (11:5); Chiao (3:5). 
120 E.g. Ku (18:22). This modifies *awuy (*awi ?) ‘lady’, a noun with feminine natural gender.  
121 E.g. Chiao (20:8); Ku (3:14).   
122 Oyuunch (2007) reads  as ‹oγ› but it should be ‹on›. Note  (Lang 5:9). 
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Table 28. Kitan ordinal numerals 6-10 
 Masculine Feminine 
 KAS Transcr. Reconst. KAS Transcr. Reconst. 
6 123

124 
‹SIX r›
‹SIX♂ r›

*… ə
*… ə

(not attested)

7 125 ‹da.lu. r›   
8 126

127 
‹EIGHT r›
‹EIGHT r›

ɛ ə  
ɛ ə

  

9 128

129
‹iši.d. r›
‹iši.d.γ›

*iši ə
*iši əɣ

  

10 130 ‹TEN♂. r› ə   
 
 As noted many times before in the literature, the Kitan numeral system 
is clearly cognate to Mongolic.131  

For numerals 2-4, the masculine ordinal numerals take the suffix *-ər 
and feminine ordinal numerals take the suffix ə . The ordinal forms of ‘fifth’ 
take a partially suppletive root ɔ ‘five’ (compare with cardinal  
‘five’ below). The ordinal suffix for masculine ‘fifth’, i.e. ɔʁ, appears to be 
a rounded allomorph of the same morpheme as əɣ in *iši əɣ ‘ninth’. The 
feminine ordinal suffix for ‘fifth’ appears to be the result of syncretism, a blend 
of the ə  suffix for feminine 2-4 and the gender-neutral ordinal numeral 
suffix ɣ attested in masculine ‘fifth’. Numerals 6-10 are attested only in 
their masculine forms, and it is likely that there were no feminine forms. 

123 E.g. Hsing (10:1); Hai (4:20). 
124 E.g. HsTi (3:9); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 60).  
125 E.g. HsTi (3:3); Kao (7:19) has  ‹da.tum. r›, a mistake for  ‹da.lu. r›. 
126 E.g. Kao (13:6); YTi (4:37).  
127 Oyuunch et al. (2009: 142); HsTi (2: 25).  
128 E.g. HsTi (2:15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 57).  
129 E.g. YTi (5:30); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 60, §3-15/18).  
130 HsTi 2:9 (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 56-57). See entry for MKit *par  ‘ten’ in §8.5.4. 
131 Kara (1977, 1996), Chinggeltei (2002), Oyuunch (2007), Janhunen (2003), Oyuunch & 

Janhunen (2010), and Kane (2009). 
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Typologically, languages of the world tend to have the most distinctions, 
morphological complexity, and fusion in the lowest numerals, progressively 
decreasing in complexity and irregularity as the numeral value increases.132 

In addition to satisfying morphosyntactic constraints in the language, 
the gender distinction also contributed semantic content, sometimes 
distinguishing different senses of otherwise gender-ambiguous nouns. Note the 
following examples, in which the noun   ‘child’ denotes ‘son’ or 
‘daughter’ depending on the gender of the numeral modifying it. 
 

‹č.ur. r›  ‹b.aq› ‹č.ur.en›  ‹b.aq›
*čur ə *čur ə  
  two-ORD♂    child      two-ORD♀      child 
‘second child (son)’    ‘second child (daughter)’ 
(Chiao 21: 4-5).    (Chiao 21: 29-30). 

 
 The examples below for masculine and feminine ‘fifth’ likewise 
illustrate the natural gender denoted by the gender affixes: 
 

‹t.ad.o.oγ› ‹qa› ‹g.ing› ‹s.ung› ‹γong.di›
ɔʁ *giŋsuŋ   ʁɔŋdi

  five-ORD♂    khan     PERS.N                 emperor     
‘the fifth khan, Emperor Ching-tsung’ (Chiao 3: 5-9).     
 

                              
‹ ›    ‹ ›   ‹ ›‹ › ‹ ši.ñ.en› ‹ ›

ɔn       *baq     *qankuy          *pušiñ ə
five-ORD♀      child      PERS.N              lady-GEN        name 
‘the name of the fifth child, Lady Han Kuei’ (Chiao 20: 8-12). 

132 See also Universal #545 in Frans Plank et al.’s The Universals Archive for a similar claim 
which states that “The degree of morphological fusion varies inversely with the size of 
the numerical value” (http://typo.uni-konstanz.de/archive/), accessed January 2, 2013.  
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Ordinal numerals as zero-derived nominals 
 

As demonstrated by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), Middle Kitan ordinal 
numerals can function as zero-derived nominals: 
 

 
  ‹č.ur.en›          ‹ng.ing›  ‹iši.ï›     ‹au.ui› 

*čur ə *ŋiŋišɨ
   three-ORD♀       PERS.N                 lady 
 ‘The second one was Lady *ŋiŋišɨ.’ (YHsiang 21:9-12). 
 

 
  ‹γur.en›           ‹pu.uw›       ‹pu.iši.ñ› 

ɢ ə *pušiñ
   three-ORD♀      PERS.N         lady 
 ‘The third one (i.e. the third daughter) was Lady * .’ (YHsiang 18:32-34). 
 
 

7.3.2.1.5.2. Cardinal Numerals 
 
The Middle Kitan cardinal numerals exhibit two ‘genders’, as demonstrated by 
Oyuunch (2007) and further supported by Kane (2009: 27), Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010), and other subsequent research. I term these genders 
‘unmarked’ and ‘masculine’. Only the lower order cardinal numerals, i.e. 1 
through 10, exhibit this gender distinction. They appear to be distinct from the 
‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ genders attested for the ordinal numerals. See 
below: 
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Table 29. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 
Value Unmarked Masculine 
1 
2 *ǰur ~ *čur  
3 ɢ  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8 ɛ  
9 *iši  
10 

 
 The majority of the Middle Kitan cardinal numeral graphemes appear 
to be logograms, most of which were only used as numerals, with the exception 
of the graphemes for ‘five’, ‘nine’, ‘ten’, ‘thousand’, and ‘ten thousand’, which 
were used for their phonetic values in transcribing Liao Chinese words or for 
writing other Kitan words and names attested elsewhere in Chinese 
transcription, or which were transcribed in Old Mandarin, and which are 
consequently reconstructible.135 On a typological basis, one may hypothesize 
that the majority of the ordinal numerals, which are phonologically well-
attested, have cardinal numerals as their roots, as is the case with most of the 
ordinal numerals in modern Khalkha Mongolian.136 Following this assumption, 
I propose reconstructing the cardinal numerals 2-4 and 7 as  *čur ~ *ǰur 

133  Oyuunch has discovered solid philological evidence that  is pronounced                  
(Oyuunch 2014: 132-133), which I read as ‹ñ.iê.êm› and reconstruct phonologically as 
MKit * ɛ  ‘eight’. 

134 On the reading of this grapheme see entry for MKit *par  ‘ten’ in §8.5.4. 
135 Kane (2009: 98, 102, 109, 120, 122). 
136  It should not be forgotten, however, that the majority of the Middle Mongol ordinal 

numerals are formed from partially suppletive, irregular roots, as noted by Rybatzki (2003: 
70), and the Middle Kitan cardinal numerals may have been phonologically significantly 
different in form from the ordinal numerals.  
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‘two’, ɢ  ‘three’,   ‘four’, and  ‘seven’.137 The 
graphemes for ‘5’ and ‘9’ are well attested in Middle Kitan transcriptions of 
Liao Chinese and in other native Kitan words, and their phonological values 
are solidly known. The grapheme for ‘2’ is also used in rendering a Kitan word 
with a Mongolic cognate, and is thus phonologically decipherable as *ǰur.138 
 It is not clear whether the dotted masculine forms of the cardinal 
numerals differed phonologically from the unmarked forms, although it is 
highly likely that the dotted graphemes differ from the non-dotted forms only 
superficially, at the orthographic level. 
 The reconstruction of the cardinal numeral ‘one’ is somewhat 
controversial, so I have excluded it from my discussion here. See Chinggeltei 
(2002), Kane (2009), and Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for discussion. Middle 
Kitan ‘ninety’ has not yet been identified in the available corpora.  
 The cardinal numeral system is unique in that the marked forms are 
exclusively for nouns with masculine natural gender, while the unmarked 
forms are not specified for gender and are attested modifying words with 
masculine, feminine, and neutral natural gender. Note the examples below: 
 

 
‹ ❍› ‹ › ‹ ♂› ‹ › ‹ ❍› ‹m.o.qu›

ə ɢ *ku      *….       *mɔ
  four          sibling-PL       three♂         boy       one          elder.sister 
‘with four siblings—three boys and an elder sister’ (Ku 17: 2-7). 
 

 
‹ ♂› ‹ γa.ad›
*ǰur (?)  *qaʁ
  two♂       khan-PL  
‘two khans’ (Jen-i 20: 2-3).139    

137 See Chinggeltei (2013 [1999]: 12) for a similar reconstruction of the cardinal numerals.  
138 See §8.5.4 entry for MKit *ǰur ə ‹ǰur.en›, corresponding to ‘paintings ( )’ in the 

Lang-chün Inscription. 
139 See also Kane (2009: 50). The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. 
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‹omo.d› ‹p.ar› ‹ ❍› ‹ ❍›   ‹qau.ur›  
ɔ ɔ *ǰur ɢ

  female-PL    person[CLF?]    two❍  three❍       spring 
‘two wives’ (HsTi 12: 12-14).   ‘three springs’ (YP’u 23: 3-4). 
 
 Many details of Middle Kitan morphosyntax remain to be analyzed, but 
as the examples above illustrate, cardinal numerals can come before or after 
the nouns they modify, under certain morphosyntactic constraints which are 
not yet fully understood. The example ‘two wives’ above may 
suggest that cardinal numerals could follow the nouns they modify in classifier 
constructions; perhaps the phrase can be analyzed as [NOUN CLF NUM], but 
more examples are necessary to determine this with certainty.140 
 Middle Kitan is characterized by number agreement, as demonstrated 
by Oyuunch (2007, 2011). Note the following examples from Oyuunch (2011: 
72):141 
 

‹ñ.iau› ‹ › ‹ñ.iau.ñ. › ‹ ♂› 
 *…           ər         *…  
    sibling     one       sibling-PL          six♂  
 ‘one sibling’ (Yung 11: 28-29).142  ‘six siblings’ (Sung 7: 28-29).143 
 
 
 
 
 
 

140 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85) for the Middle Mongol cognate of  and an 
alternative analysis of  as a suppletive plural. 

141 The transcriptions, morpheme glosses, and phonological reconstructions here are my own.  
142 See Liu et al. (2009: 56) for a photograph of a rubbing of the original text.  
143 See Liu et al. (2009: 81, 269) for a rubbing of the original text and an analysis of it. Oyuunch 

(2011) erroneously cites this as line 18 of the text. 
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‹b.aq› ‹ ♂› ‹b.γ.an› ‹γur› 
 *baq      *…           ʁ ɢ
   child       one♂       child-PL      three  
 ‘one son’ (Kao 3: 18-19).144  ‘six children’ (Ku 16: 15-16).145 
 

 
Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 11-19 

 
The Middle Kitan numerals 11-19 are formed the same as Mongolian, Manchu, 
Chinese, Tibetan, Korean, Turkish, Nivkh, and many other neighboring 
languages, in the form [10 + n]. Thus, Middle Kitan  ‘thirteen’146 is 
composed of  ‘ten’ +  ‘three’, cf. Middle Mongol harban qurban ‘thirteen’, 
Manchu ǰuwan ilan ‘thirteen’, modern Mandarin ʂ̯ ̌˞ á  (Pinyin shí sān) 
‘thirteen’, modern Written Tibetan bcu gsum ‘thirteen’, modern Korean yŏr set 
‘thirteen’, Turkish on üç ‘thirteen’, and Sakhalin Nivkh /mχokr̥ caqrur̥k  
‘thirteen’,147 which all literally mean ‘ten three’.   
 
 
  

144 Oyuunch (2011) cites the source as Han Kao-shih line 2, but I have checked the photograph 
of the rubbing in Liu et al. (2009) and this phrase actually appears not in line 2, but in 
line 3, blocks 18-19.  

145 See Chinggeltei (2002) for a photograph of a rubbing of the original text.  
146 YChüeh (35:31).  
147 This Nivkh form is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 81, #669). 
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Table 30. Attested Middle Kitan numerals 11-19 
Value KAS orthography Transcription Reconstruction 
11 148 ‹par› ‹ ?›
12 149 ‹par› ‹ǰur› *par *ǰur
13 150 ‹par› ‹γur› ɢ
14 151 ‹par› ‹dur›
15 152 ‹par› ‹tau›
16 153 ‹par› ‹■› *par *…
17 (not attested)  
18 154 ‹par› ‹ñêm› ɛ
19 155 ‹par› ‹iši› *par *iši

 
 

Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000 
 
As demonstrated by Oyuunch et al. (2009: 143), the Kitan cardinal numerals 
have no gender distinctions for ‘20’ on up. Oyuunch et al. (2009) have also 
identified the grapheme for ‘80’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

148 YHsiang (2:3-4); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 139). 
149 Lang (4:19-20).  
150 YChüeh (35:31).  
151 Lang (5:6-7).  
152 Hsü (49:22-23); Chung (20:4-5).  
153 Chung (10:44-45). 
154 Ku (7:10-11).  
155 Chung (50:14-15).  
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Table 31. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000 
Value Grapheme Transcription Reconstruction 
20 ‹ǰ › (cf. LKit *ǰuri)156 
30 ‹■› (cf. MSer dial. ʊrčin)157 
40 ‹■›  
50 ‹■›  
60 ~ ~ ‹■›  
70 ~ ‹■›  
80 ‹■›  
90 (unattested)   
100 ‹ǰau› *ǰaw
1,000 ‹ming› ɪŋ159

10,000 ‹tum› 160

 
Higher order numerals follow the same pattern as the numerals 11-19, i.e. [20 
+ n], [30 + n], [40 + n], [50 + n], etc. The following table presents some 
relevant attested examples (not exhaustive): 
  

156 See LKit *ǰuri ‘twenty’ in the §8.5.4 entry for MKit *čur ~ *ǰur ~ *ǰur ‘two’. The 
reconstruction *ǰuri ‘twenty’ is my revision of Róna-Tas (2016: 133-134). 

157 See §8.5.4 entry for the Middle Serbi word ʊrčin ‘thirty’. Cf. also Róna-Tas (2016). 
158 See Kara (2005: 17) and other sources for the reconstruction of this grapheme. Late Kitan 

‘hundred’ is transcribed in Chinese as [ ] chao and the Middle Kitan grapheme is also 
used to transcribe Liao Chinese syllables such as  chao (Kane 2009: 102).   

159 See Kane (2009: 122) for the phonological reconstruction of this grapheme. 
160 See Kane (2009: 58, 72) for the phonological reconstruction of this grapheme.  
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Table 32. Some attested Middle Kitan numerals 21-99 (not exhaustive) 
Value Grapheme Transcription Reconstruction 
28 161 ‹ǰ › ‹ñêm› *ǰuri (?) *ñɛ
43 162 ‹■› ‹γur› *… *ɢ
53 163 ‹■› ‹γur› *… *ɢ
58 164 ‹■› ‹ñêm› *… *ñɛ
65 165 ‹■› ‹tau› *… *taw
67 166 ‹■› ‹dalu› *… *dalu
74 167 ‹■› ‹dur› *… *dur
75 168 ‹■› ‹tau› *… *taw

 
 

Attested functions of cardinal numerals 
 
In addition to denoting quantities, Middle Kitan cardinal numerals are also 
attested in dates, months, years, ages, and measurements: 
 

‹γγ ›     ‹ ›    ‹ ›     ‹ ›    ‹ ›    ‹ i› 
ɢ ? ?

  three      day     five       month     four     year 
‘the third day’   ‘the fifth month’   ‘the fourth year’ 
(Hsüan 4:  15-16).  (Chung 6: 36-37).  (HsTi 51: 3-4). 
 
 
 

161 YHsiang (1: 26-27); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 139).  
162 YHsiang (23: 25-26); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 185).  
163 HsTi (35:4-5); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 114).  
164 HsTi (15: 9-10); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 91).  
165 HsTi (21: 21-22); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 100).  
166 YHsiang (12: 14-15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 165).  
167 HsTi (22: 16-17); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 101).  
168 YHsiang (28: 14-15); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 195).  
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‹ › ‹d.em.y. › ‹ ❍› ‹ ›
*….         ə ə ɢ ə

heaven           favor                 three❍        year-
‘in the third year of the ‘Heaven Favor’ reign period’ (Chung 21: 12-14).169 
 

                          
‹eu.ur›     ‹ ›   ‹ ›         ‹ǰau.wl.γa.ai›       ‹ ñ›
ə *…     ɛ ə *ǰawlʁ ə

  age            fifty        eight-      reach.age-       die-  
‘He died at the age of 58.’170 (HsTi 15: 8-12). 
 

          
‹ku›       ‹ ›  ‹ǰ .en›             ‹eu.ur›          ‹ ›   ‹č.ia.aq›

*ku        *…i ǰ ə ə ɛ *čyaq
  human     life?         hundred-      age     eight     ch’ih 
‘human life is equal to a hundred years ( )’171 ‘eight ch’ih ( )’172  
(YHsiang 35: 7-10).      (YP’u 2: 21-22). 

169 See also Kane (2009: 152). On the identification of the reign period, see Kane (2009: 158).        
The original does not have  ‘heaven’, but this appears to be either an abbreviated form 
or an error for the well-attested reign period name  ‘Heaven Favor (  
T’ien-chüan)’. The word ə ə  ‘favor’ is probably a past verbal noun in       
*-ə . The verbal root ə probably denotes something like ‘to show favor’ and is 
possibly cognate to modern Written Mongol demǰi- ‘to support’ and dem ‘support’ (as in 
modern WMgl amin dem ‘vitamin’). See section on ‘Relative clauses’ below for 
additional examples of relative clauses formed from past verbal nouns. 

170 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 15: 8-12) for the semantic decipherment of this phrase.                        
The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.  

171 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 204-205) for the semantic identification of this phrase.                        
The phonological reconstruction above is my own.   

172 See Oyuunch (2014: 132) for the semantic decipherment of this phrase and the phonological 
reconstruction of the numeral ‘eight’. The phonological reconstruction presented above 
is my own revision. Ch’ih  is a Chinese unit of length, the precise value of which has 
historically varied depending on the time and place. Given the obstruent coda in the MKit 
form  *čyaq, this is clearly a loanword from MChi, cf. Pul. 56:  tśʰiayk.  
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Cardinal numerals and suffixation 
 
Middle Kitan cardinal numerals can take the dative-locative case suffix: 
 
 …                                

‹eu.ur›  ‹sixty›    ‹dalu.de›     …    ‹m.ir›    ‹on.s.Awr›   ‹■309›     ‹tu.ur.beñ›
əwr     *…     ə …    *mir    ɔ *…      *tur ə

  age        sixty       seven-DL    …       horse     ride-CVB        …         pass.away-PST.VN 
‘At the age of sixty-seven, …[he] died while riding horseback.’ (YHsiang 12:13-22). 

 
Certain numerals also take a genitive-attributive suffix (see §7.3.2.2). 

 
 

7.3.2.1.6. Verbs 
 
One of the earliest systematic studies of Kitan verbal affixal morphology is 
Chinggeltei (1992). See also Kane (2009). My book is the first attempt to 
present paradigms of verbs by their roots and give phonemic analyses. This 
has allowed for systematic identification of Mongolic cognates. See Chapter 
Eight for discussion. 

Below I present attested partial paradigms of three Middle Kitan verbs, 
illustrating the agglutinative structure of Kitan affixal morphology. As shown 
below, Middle Kitan verbs inflect at least for tense, aspect, gender, and voice. 
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Table 33. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *kuyr- ‘arrive ( )’ 

PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL 
Wordform Morph. gloss Orthographic representation Phon. reconst. 

č/ 
ǰ/

arrive-CVB ‹k.ui.č›173  
~ ‹k.ui.ǰ›174

č ~ 
*kuyǰ

ə arrive-PST ‹k.ui.ir.beñ›  ə
ə arrive-PST ‹k.ui.d.l. ñ›

‹k.ui.d.l.ñ›
ə

arrive-CVB ‹k.ui.ir.i›  
arrive-CP-CVB ‹k.ui.ir.ge.y›  ə
arrive-CP-PST ‹k.ui.ir.ge. r›  ə
arrive-CP-PST? ‹k.ui.ir.ge. ñ›  ə

bč? arrive-CVB? ‹k.ui.ir.b.č› *kuyrbč
ə č? arrive-CP?-CVB? ‹k.ui.ir.ge.č› əč
?…ə arrive-?-PST? ‹k.ui.d.l?… r› *kuydl…ə
ə arrive-ATMP.CVB ‹k.ui.ir.s.Awr›  ə
ə arrive-CVB ‹k.ui.ir.Awr›  ə

173 Lang (2:8).  
174 Jen-hsien (11:61).  
175 Tao (21:10); Jen-hsien (42:55).  
176 YChüeh (14:26, 45:26).  
177 YChüeh (39:41); YP’u (18:30, 20:13). This form is also attested in the dative-locative case,           

i.e.  (YChüeh 40:13-14), which is probably a temporal clause denoting 
‘when SUBJ reached/arrived …’  

178 Hsing (14:2).  
179 Tao (6:15), Jen-hsien (13:7).  
180 Tao (17:20).  
181 Hsing (14:18); YHsiang (26:31).  
182 HsTi (49:12).  
183 YHsiang (17:15).  
184 YHsiang (3:13). Considering that *[d] is an allophone of */r/ before */l/, it is likely that the 

grapheme  denotes a phonological sequence beginning with */l/.   
185 Lang (3:12). 
186 YChüeh (28:8).  
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Despite previous analyses of the verbal root as  ‹k.ui›, e.g. 
Shimunek (2007), Kane (2009: 89), and Takeuchi (2011: 21), the attested 
morphological paradigm of the verb as presented above makes it clear that 

 is in fact a phonologically-conditioned allomorph of phonemic 
. The allomorph  is of limited distribution, occurring only with the 

converb suffix č ~ ǰ. This indicates that Middle Kitan phonotactics did not 
allow the clusters *rč or *rǰ, or perhaps more specifically did not allow these 
clusters word-finally or across morpheme boundaries. 187  The allomorph 

 suggests that */r/ was realized as *[d] before */l/ under certain 
morphophonological conditions which are not yet fully understood.188  

Since it is not uncommon to find non-existent ghost forms quoted in 
the Kitanological literature, I provide example sentences and phrases from the 
extant inscriptions demonstrating the semantic values of some of the above-
mentioned forms as inflections of the verbal root ‘arrive’. I have checked all 
of these sentences in the published rubbings. The examples below are not 
exhaustive—I have simply chosen the most illustrative or easily 
comprehensible sentences and phrases from the inscriptions: 
 
 
 

187 Note also the Middle Kitan noun *čawǰ  ‹čau.ǰ› ‘one who does battle’ or ‘those who 
engage in battle’ (Kane 2009: 187, n. 2), which I analyze phonemically as */čaw / 
(attested elsewhere as  ‹čau.ur›) ‘battle’ (a deverbal noun from *čaw  ‘to do battle’; 
cf. Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 69) + */ ǰ/  ‘occupational suffix’, cognate to Middle 
Mongol -či > Khalkha -ч [ʧʰ] ‘occupational suffix’. Middle Kitan *čawǰ */čaw ǰ/ 

 ‘one who does battle’ should not be confused with the 
superficially homophonous   ‹čau.ǰ› ‘fighting’ (HsTi 6: 5), identified by Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010: 69), which I analyze as *čaw ǰ */čaw ǰ/ ‘doing battle’ (do.battle-CVB). 

188 Considering the wordform  ‘was caused to serve’ (e.g. YTi 9: 2-3), which I 
reconstruct as ə , it seems that coda */r/ was realized as *[d] before */l/ (as in 

ə   ‘arrived’ above) but that word-initial */r/ did not undergo this 
allophonic process (as in ə  above). Additional evidence is needed to confirm this. 
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 ‹ta.ang.en›        ‹ki.ên›    ‹l.ing.de›        ‹k.ui.č› 
*taŋ ə ɛnliŋ ə č                    
  T’ang-GEN       Ch’ien.ling-DL              arrive-CVB 
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and…’ (Lang 2: 5-8).189 
 

 ‹k.ui.ir.beñ›          ‹GREAT›      ‹čau.ur› 
ə *…        čawr    

  arrive-PST.VN     great             army 
‘the great army that had arrived (?)’ (Jen-hsien 42: 55). 
 

 ‹ordu.u.du›           ‹k.ui.d.l.eñ› 
ɔ ə    

  tent.palace-DL       arrive-PST 
‘He arrived at the tent palace.’ (YChüeh 14: 25-26). 
 

  ‹s.iê.ên›   ‹y.iu.uw›   ‹t.iê.ên.de›                 ‹k.ui.ir.ge.y›              ‹■.d.γa.ai› 
ɛ ɛ ə ə y              *…d ʁ    

   Hall.of.the.Wandering.Immortals-DL        reach-CP-CVB           place.in.coffin-CP-CVB 
‘… was taken to the Hall of the Wandering Immortals, was placed in a coffin, and…’190  
(Tao 6: 12-16). 
 

 
 ‹eñ.e›    ‹omo.qu.ui›    ‹k.ui.ir.s.Awr›           ‹eñ.■›      ‹ǰur.en›            ‹š.ên›        ‹p.o.ǰ.Awr›   
ə ə ɔ ɔ ə əñ…    *ǰur ə *šɛ ɔǰ

  now       return-CVB     arrive-ATMP.CVB      ?             painting-PL      new          become-CVB 
‘Now, he returned, and … the paintings had become new, and…’ (Lang 3: 9-15). 
 

189 See Shimunek (2014a: 101-102) for detailed discussion of this sentence and its context in 
the inscription.  

190 For the identification of  as a Kitan transcription of Chinese Hsien-
yu-tien  ‘Hall of the Wandering Immortals’, see Kane (2009: 18). 
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The morphological paradigms of several other Middle Kitan verbs can 
be partially reconstructed: 
 
Table 34. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *pɔǰ-  ‘become ( )’ 

PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL 
Wordform Morpheme gloss Orthographic representation Phonetic transcription 

ɔǰ ə become-PST ‹p.ɔ.ǰ.b. ñ›  ɔǰ ə
ɔǰ ǰ/ become-CVB ‹p ɔ.ǰ.uw.ǰ›  ɔǰuǰ193

ɔǰ become-CP-CVB ‹p.ɔ.ǰ.γa.ai ›  ɔǰʁ
ɔǰ become-CP-CVB  ‹p.ɔ.ǰ.γa. l›  ɔǰʁ

ɔǰ
become-CP-
PST.VN♂? 

‹p.ɔ.ǰ.γa.an›  ɔǰʁ

ɔǰ ə become-PST ‹p.ɔ.ǰ.l.ñ›   ɔǰ ə
ɔǰ become-CVB ‹p.ɔ.ǰ.Awr› ɔǰ

 
  

191 YTi (19:22). 
192 YTi (22:7).  
193 This suggests that Middle Kitan had a constraint banning geminates across morpheme 

boundaries (or perhaps more specifically banning ǰǰ geminates), which were repaired 
with epenthesis.  

194 YTi (22:37), Hsüan (9:4). 
195 YTi (27:6). 
196 YTi (35:31). 
197 YHsiang (14:27). 
198 Lang (3:16).  
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Table 35. Attested morphological paradigm of Middle Kitan *sa- ‘reside, live’ 
PHONEMIC LEVEL SURFACE LEVEL 
Wordform Morpheme gloss Orthographic representation Phonetic transcription 

 reside-CVB ‹s.a. l›   
 reside-CP-CVB ‹s.a. l.γa.ai›  ʁ  

 reside-PST ‹s.a.ar›   
 reside-CVB  ‹s.a.ai›   

 
As noted by Oyuunch (2007), Kane (2009), and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), 
the past tense distinguishes genders. I analyze these as the following: 
masculine  (realized as  after vowels) and feminine (realized 
as  after vowels). Note the gender declension of the honorific verb  

 ‘to pass away (of an emperor or empress)’: 
 

 
 ‹γong› ‹di›   ‹l.iu.r.er›  
ʁɔŋdi        *liwr əə

  emperor       pass-PST.VN♂   
‘The emperor… passed away.’    
(Hsing 2: 10-19).   
 

 
 ‹γong› ‹di›    ‹o.ordu.uw.du›   ‹s.a.ai›          ‹l.iu.r.er› 
ʁɔŋdi         *ɔ ə

  emperor        palace-DL          stay-CVB       pass-PST.VN♂ 
‘The emperor… passed away in the palace.’ 
(Tao 5: 8-22). 
 

199 HsTi (23:4).  
200 HsTi (29:6).  
201 YHsiang (16:39, 18:4, 19:25).  
202 HsTi (11:4).  
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 ‹s.ÿ.ên›     ‹i.i›       ‹neu.e›    ‹omo›        ‹l.iu.r.en› 
ɥɛ ə ə ɔ ɔ ə

  PERS.N                   earth        mother      pass.away-PST.VN♀ 
‘The Mother of Earth, Empress Hsüan-i… passed away’ (Hsüan 5: 1-8). 
 

 
7.3.2.2. Case 

 
Middle Kitan nouns inflect for case. There are at least five indentifiable cases 
in Middle Kitan: nominative and indefinite accusative (*-Ø); genitive-
attributive ( ə ɔ ), dative-locative        
( ə ɔ ); definite accusative-instrumental-comitative 
( ə ); and ablative ( dəi ~ * dɔi ~ * dər). The 
genitive-attributive, dative-locative, and definite accusative-instrumental-
comitative case suffixes are partially phonologically conditioned, but 
lexicalized allomorphs are not uncommon; compare ɔ ɔ ‘at the time’ but 
ɔ ɔ ə ‘to the woman’ in the table below, and nominative *gɔr ‘tent, home, 

family’ but *gɔt for its dative-locative form. The ablative case suffixes appear 
to be lexicalized. There is also at least one lexicalized genitive case suffix in 
*-i, e.g. *baq ‘child’ (nominative) but *baq-i ‘of the child’ (genitive). The table 
below summarizes the attested case affixes:203 
 

203 There sometimes does not exist a one-to-one correspondence between morphemes and their 
orthographic representations in Kitan Assembled Script. The Middle Kitan genitive 
allomorph *-n is represented orthographically as  ‹.n› as in *ɔmɔ-n  ‹omo.n› 
‘mother-GEN’ (Hsüan 1:4),  ‹.an› as in *lɛma-n  ‹l.êm.a.an› ‘scribe-GEN’ (YFu 
24: 15),  ‹.in› as in *ɢɔŋdi-n  ‹γong.di.in› ‘emperor-GEN’ (YHsiang 3:23),  
‹.on› as in *pɔ-n  ‹po.on› ‘time-GEN’ (HsTi 47:9), and  ‹.un› as in *čaŋšu-n 

 ‹ča.ang› ‹š.u.un› ‘imperial.secretary-GEN’ (Kao 22: 11-12). 
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Table 36. Attested Middle Kitan case affixes (reconstructed phonological forms) 
case reconstructed phonological forms  
NOM-ACCINDF 
GEN ə ɔ
DL ə ɔ
AIC ə
ABL ə ɔ ə

 
Table 37. Attested Middle Kitan case affixes (Assembled Script orthographic forms) 

case Kitan Assembled Script orthographic representation  
NOM-ACCINDF 

GEN 
‹.an› ~ ‹.en› ~ ‹.in› ~ ‹.on› ~ ‹.un› ~ ‹.n› ~ ‹.ñ› ~ 

‹.i›
DL ‹.de› ~  ‹.do› ~  ‹.du› ~  ‹.u›
AIC ‹.er› ~  ‹.ur› ~ ‹.ur›
ABL ‹.de.i› ~  ‹.do.i› ~  ‹.du.i› ~  ‹.d.er› ~  ‹.du.er›

 
See the tables below for some attested case paradigms of Middle Kitan 

nouns. Note that gaps in the tables below indicate unattested forms.  
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Table 38. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in vowels 
 ‘female, mother, woman’ ‘time, season’  
N-AINDF ɔ ɔ ‹omo›204 ɔ ‹po›205

GEN ɔ ɔ ‹omo.n›206 ɔ ‹po.on›
DL ɔ ɔ ə ‹omo.de›208 ɔ ɔ ‹po.do›
AIC ɔ ɔ ‹omo.er›210

ABL ɔ ɔ ə ‹omo.de.i›211 (?)

  

204 For example: ‘His elder wife had one son’ (HsTi 15: 17-21; 
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 91). See Nieh & Sun (2008: 88-89) and Tang (2011: 197) on 
the reading of the grapheme  as “omo”, which I revise to ɔ ɔ. 

205 For example:      
‘That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in 
mid-winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9).  

206 For example:   ‘Funerary inscription of 
Hsüan-i, Earth Mother’ (Hsüan 1:4). See Kane (2009) on the revision to 

207 For example:   ‘night time-GEN’ (HsHui 11: 8-9).  
208 For example: ...    ‘[SUBJ] wrote … for the mother [and] 

the filial elder brother’ (YChüeh 8: 1-9). This sentence indicates that one strategy for 
coordination in Middle Kitan is simple juxtaposition of inflected nouns. 

209 For example:   ‘at the time when she died’ (Hsüan 24: 12).  
210 For example:  …  ‘[SUBJ] buried the Mother …’ (Hsüan 10:24-11:1).  
211 At least superficially, this appears to be an ablative case form; however, the sentential 

context in which it occurs (Tao 33: 26) is largely undecipherable. As such, we cannot 
determine with certainty whether this is an ablative case form or something else. 
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Table 39. Case paradigm of Middle Kitan *ɔrdu 
 ‘palace, court’  
N-AINDEF ɔ  ‹ordu›212

GEN ɔ  ‹ordu.uw.un›213

DL ɔ  ‹o.ordu.uw.du›214

AIC ɔ  ‹ordu.uw.ur›215

ABL ɔ ‹ordu.u› ‹du.i›216

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

212 Hsü (11:18). Note also the variants ɔ   ‹o.ordu.uw› (Ku 13:7), ɔ   
‹ordu.uw› (Hsü 25:21), and ɔ ‹ordu.u› (YP’u 11: 13). For example:   

  ‘autumn court’ (YP’u 11: 12-13).  
213 For example:    ‘Grand Protector of the Court’ (Ling 17:3). Note also the form 

 ‹ordu.on›, attested in Hsü (58:13) according to Chinggeltei et al. (1985).  
214 Tao (5:20). Note also  in Hsing (2:17) and  (YChüeh 14: 25). For example:  

  ‘He arrived at the tent palace’ (YChüeh 14: 25-26). 
215 For example:   ‘court commander’ (HsTi 10:9; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 

80), literally probably ‘court-AIC command-DVN’.  
216 For example:    ‘He … V.CVB and …V.PST♂ to the southeast 

of the tent palace (lit. ‘from the tent palace’) and…’ (Jen-hsien 33: 28-32); see also 
Oyuunch 2007: 81). The fact that this suffix is written in a separate block is unremarkable, 
since several other case suffixes are commonly attested in separate graphemic blocks, as 
shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).  
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Table 40. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /w/ 
 ‘younger brother’  
N-AINDEF ə ‹deu›217

GEN ə
ə ə

‹deu.un›218 
‹deu.en›219

DL ə ə
ə

‹deu.de›220 
‹deu.du›221

AIC ə ‹deu.ur›222

ABL ə ‹deu.du.i›223 (?)

 
 
 
 

217 For example:    ‘The younger 
brother of the Emperor of the Great Golden State, Campaign Commander, Military 
Commissioner, Court Attendant’ (Lang 1:1-10).  

218 For example:  
‘[She] was given in marriage to the house of Grand Preceptor *Tu *Nu of the house of 
Prince *Sin of the junior uncles (lit. ‘of the younger fathers/men of the brothers’)’ (HsTi 
24: 7-19; for the semantic decipherment of this passage, see Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 
102-103). 

219 For example:                  
‘The funerary inscription of ən *Šm of the brothers of the prime minister of the 
maternal uncles of the external clans’ (HsHui.C 2:1-3:4; for the semantic decipherment 
of this passage, see Oyuunch 2012: 32).  

220 For example:    ‘to the brothers of the emperor’ (YChüeh 3: 21-23).  
221 For example:    ‘SUBJ was? friendly to [his] brothers’ (HsHu 22:41-

23:1). Oyuunch (2012: 203) translates  as ‘harmonious ( )’.  
222 For example:    ‘He drank wine and 

made merry with [his] younger brothers the local officials, and then returned’ (Lang 4:7-
13).  

223 For example:  ‘From [his] younger brother … 
was given as … by the concubine’s household’ (?) (HsHu 23:10).  
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Table 41. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /m/ and /n/ 
 ‘city, fortified settlement, region’224  
NOM-ACCINDEF ə ‹em›225

GEN ə ə ‹em.en›226  
DL 
AIC ə ə (pl.) ‹em.s.er›227 (?)
ABL ə ə ‹em.d.er›228 (?)

 

  

224 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 89) for the semantic value of this word.   
225 For example:  [R: ]     

  ‘He was conferred the title of … Supreme General ( ) and 
Governor General ( ) of the region of * ɔ  and the region of * nd …’ (HsTi 
14:13-24; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 89-90). 

226 For example:   ‘He was awarded an official title of his father’s 
region’ (YChüeh 32: 45-48) and  ‘local officials’ (Lang 4: 8-9). See also HsTi 
(14:16).  

227 Hsü (23:28) according to Chinggeltei et al. (1985) and Chinggeltei (2002: 157).  
228 Attested in Tao (20: 7) but the meaning is unclear from the context. This sequence of 

graphemes is also attested in HsHui (15: 17), which Oyuunch (2012: 43) glosses 
interlinearly as ‘city ( )’. Tentatively I translate    as ‘from the city 
where the commander was born …’ (HsHui 15: 15-17). 
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Table 42. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /m/ and /n/ 
 ‘generation’ 
NOM-ACCINDEF ɔ ‹n.on›229

GEN ɔ ə
ɔ ə  (pl.) 

‹n.on.en›230 
‹n.on.s.en›231

DL ɔ ə ‹n.on.de›232

AIC ɔ ə
ɔ ə  (pl.) 

‹n.on.er›
‹n.on.s.er›234 (?)

ABL 

 
  

229 For example:    ‘fifth generation’ (Kao 13: 2-3). 
230 For example:     ‘forefather of the fifth generation’ (YChüeh 3: 50-

53). 
231 For example:        ‘emperor of four generations’ (YChüeh 2: 29-31). 
232 For example:    ‘for ten thousand generations’ (HsHu 17: 14-15).  
233 Attested in HsHui (26: 26) but the meaning is unclear from context. This wordform is also 

identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen in YHsiang (37:14), who propose that it is an 
instrumental case form (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 208). They are probably correct. 

234 This wordform is attested in YChüeh (44:37). Although the context provides no clues on its 
meaning, it must be a plural form of  ‘generation’ with the accusative-instrumental-
comitative case suffix.  
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Table 43. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in velar nasals 
 ‘palace’ ‘prince’ 
NOM-ACCINDF *giwŋ ‹ › ɔŋ ‹ong›236

GEN *giwŋ ‹ › ɔŋ ɔ
ɔŋ ə

‹ong.on›238 
‹ong.en›239

DL *giwŋ ‹ › ɔŋ ‹ong.du›241

AIC 
ABL *giwŋ ‹ ›

 
  

235 For example:    ‘the palace halls’ (Lang 2: 9-10).  
236 For example:    ‘The Great Prince of the State of Ch’in’ (YChüeh 19: 40-

43).  
237 For example:          ‘Military Governor ( ) of the 

Eastern Palace’ (HsTi 10:11-16; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 80-81) and  [R: ]  
     ‘Military Governor of the Southern Palace’ (HsTi 10:23-11:3; 

Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 81). 
238 For example:    ‘regent (liu-shou ) of the … prince’s 

western palace’ (YChüeh 20: 53-57). This genitive case form is also written in separate 
graphemic blocks as   (e.g. YChüeh 45: 11; HsTi 8: 16). 

239 For example:      ‘General * ə  of the family of the 
Prince of Ch’in’ (HsHui 7: 18-23).  

240 For example:    ‘in/at/for/to the palace’, attested in YChüeh (16: 13), although the 
precise meaning is not clear from the context. This wordform appears as 
‹ › in Hsing (33:10)     and ‹ › in Hsing  (3:8) and Hsüan 
(15:20). These are obviously typographical errors for ‹ › resulting 
from the superficial resemblance among the graphemes  ‹ ›,  ‹ ›, and  ‹ ›. 

241 For example:     ‘to the Great Prince’ (YChüeh 26: 35-36).  
242 For example:  ‘From the palace [the emperor?] issued a … 

edict’ (Hsü 11:25-28). 
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Table 44. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /r/ 
 ‘tomb’ 
NOM-ACCINDF ‹n.ar›
GEN ə ‹n.ar.en›
DL ə ‹n.ar.de›
AIC 
ABL 

 
Table 45. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in /r/ 

 ‘country’ 
NOM-ACCINDF ‹g.ur›
GEN ə ‹g.ur.en›
DL ə ‹g.ur.de›
AIC 
ABL 

 

243 For example:        ‘the … tomb of [his] spouse, the Lady’           
(YHsiang 45: 7-10; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 218). See also Kane (2009: 123 §3.220). 
Note that my reading of the graphemes differs considerably from Kane (2009), who gives 
the reading ‹ne.ra›. It is clear that the grapheme  denotes a single consonant ‹n› (see its 
use as a genitive suffix for ɔ ɔ  ‘female, mother, woman’ above) and that  denotes 
‹ar› as in the Kitan word for ‘right’ (see Chapter Eight entry for MKit ). See also 
Shimunek (2011a: 102b). 

244 Attested in HsTi (39: 9), although the meaning of this wordform is not clear from context.  
245 For example:      ‘together with an 

epitaph and preface for the tomb of Field Marshal ( ) * ɛnñ’ (YHsiang 1: 6-11; 
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 137-138).  

246 For example:     ‘the country celebrated’ (YHsiang (5:1-2; Oyuunch & 
Janhunen 2010: 147).  

247 For example:              
… ‘The late …, Supreme General of the Left Dragon Tiger Army of the Great 

Central Liao Kitan State’   (YChüeh 1: 1-17; Oyuunch 2012: 270).  
248 For example:    ‘for/to/in the state of Wu ( )’ (HsTi 32: 12-13; Oyuunch & 

Janhunen 2010: 112). The precise meaning is not clear from the context.   
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Table 46. Case paradigms of Middle Kitan nouns ending in other consonants 
 ‘writing, script, scripture’   
NOM-ACCINDF *…g

*…g (pl.) 
‹■ ›

‹■ ›
GEN *…g ə ‹■ ›
DL *…g ə ‹■ ›
AIC *…g ə ‹■ ›
ABL 

 
  

249 For example:    ‘…was composed … in the Kitan 
and Chinese scripts’ (YHsiang 9: 20-25; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 158). Hsüan (30:1) 
etc.  

250 For example:      ‘the two scripts’ (YChüeh 20:15). 
251 This wordform is attested in such texts as YHsiang (46:19), HsHu (12:45), and Jen-i (32:4),        

but the precise meaning is not clear from context.  
252 For example:       ‘it is also said in the scripture’ (YHsiang 37: 26-28;                    

Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 208).  
253 For example:    ‘composed in Sung writing [i.e. Chinese] and …’ 

(HTi 7: 34-36). See Aisin Gioro Ulhicun (2004: 137) for the identification of this passage. 
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Table 47. Middle Kitan irregular (lexicalized) case forms 
 ‘tent’ ‘child’ 
NOM-ACCINDF ɔ ‹go.er› ‹b.aq›
GEN ɔ ə ‹go.er.en› ‹b.aq.i›
DL ɔ ‹go› ‹t› ə ‹b.aq.de›
AIC 
ABL 

 
As the table above shows, Kitan has a fusional dative-locative case form for 
‘tent’ and a lexicalized genitive for ‘child’. 
 
  

254 For example:  ‘… was given by the concubine’s household’ (HsHu 
23: 13-15). Occasionally this case form is written in two separate graphemic blocks, i.e.    

‹go› ‹er›, e.g. HTi (7: 43; Liu et al. 2009: 28, 493).  
255 For example:    ‘the child of the prime minister’ (HsTi 13:10-11). This case 

form is occasionally written vertically, e.g. HsTi (12: 27). 
256 For example:  ‘[She] was given 

in marriage to the house of Grand Preceptor *Tu *Nu of the house of Prince *Sin’ (HsTi 
24: 7-19). For the semantic decipherment of this passage, see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 
102-103). 

257 For example:   ‘grandchild (lit. child of child)’ (Tao 7: 26). 
258 For example:   ‘She was given in marriage to the house of the 

Grand Preceptor’ (HsTi 24: 15-19). This case form is usually written with two separate 
graphemes, i.e. ‹go› ‹t›, although occasionally it is written in a single graphemic 
block, i.e. ‹go t›. 

259 For example:       ‘said … to the child’ (?) (YChüeh 9: 41-43). 
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Table 48. Partially suppletive paradigm of Middle Kitan *mir ‘horse’ 
 ‘horse’ 
NOM-ACCINDF 

 (plural?) 
‹m.ir›260

‹m.ir.d›261

GEN ə ‹m.ir.en›262

DL 
AIC ə ɔ ‹m.ir.er›263 ‹m.ir.or›264

ABL ə ‹m.ir.de.i›

 
 

Nominative-Indefinite Accusative Case (NOM) 
 
Like Modern Mongolian, Middle Kitan conflated nominative and indefinite 
accusative.266 Neither of these cases is denoted with affixes (or, alternatively, 
both are denoted with a null affix -Ø).  
 Examples of the nominative include the following: 
 

 ‹g.iu.ung›   ‹t.iê.ên›    …       ‹gi›       ‹γo.l.γ.er› 
*giwŋtyɛ …      *gi    ɢɔ ʁə or ɢɔ ɣə  ?
  palace.halls-NOM      …         NEG      see-CP-PST 
‘The palace halls … were not seen.’ (Lang 2: 9-3:1). 
 
 

260 For example:    ‘He passed away while riding a horse’ (YHsiang 
12: 19-22). 

261 Attested in Chung (11:28). This is probably a plural form with the plural suffix *-d, but the 
precise meaning of this wordform is not clear from context.. 

262 Attested in YChüeh (22: 23) and Hsing (11:23), but the meaning is not clear from context. 
263 Attested in YChüeh (29: 33) and Chung (11:19), but the meaning is not clear from context. 
264 Attested in Chung (12:23), but the meaning is not clear from context. 
265 For example:    ‘[he] fell from a horse and passed away’ (HsHu 16: 

15-17).  
266 See Thompson (2008) for notes on Modern Khalkha cases.  
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 ‹eñ.■›       ‹ǰur.en›                      ‹š.ên›         ‹p.o.ǰ.Awr›   
*əñ…       *ǰur-ən-Ø                  *šɛn           *pɔǰ-awr 

?             painting-PL-NOM       new           become-CVB 
‘the paintings had become new [again], and…’ (Lang 3: 13-16). 
 
 See below for examples of the indefinite accusative: 
 

 
‹m.ir› ‹on.s.Awr›          ‹■309› ‹tu.ur.beñ›

-Ø ɔ *…     ə
  horse-ACCINDF     ride-ATMP.CVB       …            die-PST.VN 
‘He died … while riding a horse’ (YHsiang 12:19-22).267 
 
 

 
 ‹l.i›     ‹č.eu.en›           ‹nai.d.er›                 ‹b.ang.γ.ai›       

*čə ə ə *baŋɢ
  Li       province-GEN    official-PL-AIC       issue.orders-CVB     
 

‹š.de›      ‹uw.ǰ.d›                       ‹■›          ‹s.qo.■.l.γa.Al.eñ›   
*šdə *uǰd *…       ɔ… ʁ ə  
   ?           craftsmen-ACCINDF       ?           repair-CP-PST 
‘He ordered the officials of Li province to have some craftsmen… repair [the palace]…’ 
(Lang 3: 2-9). 

 
  

267 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) for the decipherment of this sentence. Note that I 
have revised their translation. The phonological reconstruction here is my own. 
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Genitive-Attributive Case (GEN) 
 
Examples of the genitive case include the following: 
 

 
‹ta.ang. › ‹ki.ên› ‹l.ing.de› ‹k.ui.č› 

*taŋ ə ɛnliŋ ə č 
  T’ang-GEN    Ch’ien.ling-DL           arrive-CVB 
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and…’ (Lang 2: 5-8). 
 

 
‹ong.on›        ‹t.ad.o.on›      ‹b.aq› 
ɔŋ ɔ ɔ

  prince-GEN      five-ORD♀       child 
‘the prince’s fifth daughter’ (Ku 3: 13-15). 
 
 The suffix also has an attributive usage, appearing on certain cardinal 
numerals modifying nouns, similar to the ‘hidden -n’ of Modern Mongolian.268 
Note the following: 
 

‹ǰ › ‹eu.ur› ‹ › ‹u › 
*ǰaw ə ə
  hundred-ATTR     age      five-ATTR       division   
‘one hundred years of age’     ‘the Five Divisions’  
(YHsiang 35: 3-4)269    (YHsiang 7: 15-16).270 

 
 
 

268 See Thompson (2008) for a study of the ‘hidden -n’ in modern Khalkha Mongolian.  
269 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 205) for discussion. The phonological reconstruction and 

morpheme glosses above are my own.  
270 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 152) treat  as a genitive suffix.  
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Accusative-Instrumental-Comitative Case (AIC) 

This case denotes definite accusative, instrumental, and comitative.  
 

...
 ‹č.ur. ›       ‹ ›    …   ‹ ♂›     ‹qa.γa.ad. ›      ‹ ›       ‹ ›    
*čur ə …   *ǰur? ʁ əə ə
  two-ORD♂      child    …     two         khan.PL-AIC      serve-CP-PST.VN♂ 
‘the second son… was caused to serve the two khans.’271 (definite accusative). 
 

 
 ‹l.i›     ‹č.eu.en›           ‹nai.d.er›                 ‹b.ang.γ.ai›       

i      *čə ə ə *baŋɢ
  Li       province-GEN    official-PL-AIC       issue.orders-CVB     
 

‹š.de›      ‹uw.ǰ.d›                       ‹■›          ‹s.qo.■.l.γa.Al.eñ›   
*šdə *uǰd *…       ɔ… ʁ ə  
   ?           craftsmen-ACCINDF       ?           repair-CP-PST 
‘He ordered the officials of Li province to have some craftsmen… repair…’ 272 (definite 
accusative). 

‹ › ‹■ › ‹COMPOSE.l.γa.ai›
*suŋ     *…g ə *…lʁ
  Sung       writing-AIC      compose-CP-PFV.CNV 
‘composed in Sung writing [i.e. Chinese] and…’  (instrumental). 
 

271 YTi (8:37-9:3). See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 136) and Kane (2009: 132). In the original text, 
the verb ə  ‘he was caused to serve’ appears to be written as  ‹ › ‹ › 
in two graphemic compounds (YTi 9: 2-3). See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) for numerous 
examples of inflected Middle Kitan words written in separate graphemic blocks which do 
not correspond to syllable or morpheme boundaries.  

272 Lang (3: 2-9).  
273 HTi (7: 34-36). See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 137) and Kane (2009: 132). 
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‹eu.ur› ‹■›     ‹t.ur›    ‹s.em.Awr.er›        ‹ ›
ə *…      *tur    ə ə əə ə

  age            thirty    four        illness-AIC               die-PST.VN♂ 
‘He passed away [at] the age of 34 due to illness.’274 (instrumental denoting cause). 
  

▓ ▓           ? ▓           ▓▓
‹ǰur› ‹ › ‹▓ ▓› ‹čau.ur › ‹š. ▓› ‹▓ › ‹k.ui.ǰ›

*ǰur    *tum              *…       *čawr ə *šal…    *… ə ǰ
  two     ten.thousand       ?           troops(?)-AIC        P.N              mountain-DL      arrive-CVB 
‘[They] arrived at *šal… Mountain with 20,000 … troops, and ....’275 (comitative). 
 

 
 ‹em.en›      ‹nai.d›     ‹deu.ur›                     ‹WINE342.b›  ‹êm.č›      ‹k.i.ši.uw.ui›     ‹p.od.l.eñ›    
ə ə ə *…b       ɛ č    *kišyuw ɔ ə  

  city-GEN   official-PL  younger.brother-AIC   wine        drink-CVB  be.merry-CVB  return-PST 
‘He drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then returned’ 

(comitative). 
 
 

Dative-Locative Case (DL) 

Examples of the dative-locative case include the following: 
 

 
‹ta.ang.en›     ‹ki.ên›       ‹l.ing.de›        ‹k.ui.č›    
*taŋ ə ɛnliŋ ə č 
 T’ang-GEN     Ch’ien.ling-DL                 arrive-CVB 
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and…’ (Lang 2: 5-8).

274 Hung (11: 22-26). See also Oyuunch (2007: 76), but note that Oyuunch gives the erroneous 
form  ‹tir› instead of  ‹tur›. In the rubbing of the original text published in Liu 
et al. (2009: 56, plate 54), the text clearly has  ‹ur› and not  ‹ir›. 

275 Jen-hsien (41:73-42:2). Oyuunch’s reading of this sentence (Oyuunch 2007: 75) requires 
revision. See the rubbing of the original text as published in Chinggeltei (2002).  
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‹t.ge.en›       ‹po. ›
ə ɔ ɔ 

   die-PST.VN♀   time-DL 
‘at the time she died’ (Hsüan 24: 12).276 
 

There are also instances of lexicalized dative-locatives, e.g. ɔ  ‘to the 
tent/house’ in the sentence below:277 
 

 
‹tai›  ‹š .en›              ‹go› ‹t›     ‹ .wl.ge.en›
*tayšɨ ə ɔ ə
  grand.preceptor-GEN      tent.DL              give-CP-PST.VN♀ 
‘She was given in marriage to the house of the Grand Preceptor.’ (HsTi 24: 15-19). 

 
 

Ablative Case (ABL) 

The ablative case is less well attested than the other Middle Kitan cases. 
Nevertheless, there are still good examples, such as the following: 
 

  
‹ r›  ‹p.ar.ñ›   ‹k.em›   ‹■.or›  

*giwŋ ə *…ɔ   
  palace-ABL                  ?             edict          issue-PST.VN♂ 
‘from the palace [the emperor] issued a … edict.’ (Hsü 11: 25-28).278 

276 See also Kane (2009: 221). The phonological reconstruction and morpheme glosses given 
above are my own. 

277 As shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 102). The phonological reconstruction presented 
here is my own. See also Kane (2009: 138 §4.13) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 94) 
for other lexicalized dative-locatives. 

278  See Kane (2009: 37 §2.017) on the semantic value of the verbal root  ‹■017› as 
corresponding to  MSC feng ‘to present to a superior or receive from a superior’. Here 
it is attested in the meaning ‘receive from a superior’, although elsewhere (e.g. the Lang-
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7.3.2.3. Number 
 
Middle  Kitan nouns and certain demonstratives inflect for number. Plural 
suffixes appear to be largely lexicalized (i.e. not phonologically conditioned). 
For example, *ay-d  ‘fathers’ vs. *ay-s  ‘years’, where the otherwise 
homophonous *ay ‘father’ and *ay ‘year’ are distinguished by 
lexicalized plural suffixes.279  

There is also a lexicalized plural suffix for certain nouns denoting 
humans, i.e. MKit *- ə   ‹.ñ. › (and its free variant *- ə  ‹.ñ. ›).280 
Note the examples below: 

 

‹ñ.iau. ›   ‹ ❍› ‹ñ.iau.ñ. ›  ‹ ♂› 
ə ɢ ə *…

  sibling-PL         three❍          sibling-PL         six♂                   
‘There were three siblings.’  ‘There were six siblings.’ 
(Ku 17: 3-4).    (Yung 14: 26-27). 
 

‹au.ñ. r›  ‹ ❍› ‹deu.ñ. ›          ‹ ♂› 
ə ə ə *ǰur

  lady-PL      four❍             younger.brother-PL    two♂                   
 ‘There were four ladies.’   ‘SUBJ had two younger brothers.’ 
(Ku 17: 1-2).    (Chen 46: 7-8). 

chün Inscription), it is also attested in the sense of ‘to present to a superior’. Although the 
phonetic value of this grapheme is not fully known, the fact that its past tense form takes 

 ‹.or› indicates that  probably includes the vowel , i.e. the grapheme  should be 
read ‹…o› or, less likely, ‹…o…›.  

279 See Chinggeltei (2002) and Kane (2009: 49) for the identification of  as ‘fathers’ and 
 as ‘years’.  

280 See Chapter Eight for Mongolic cognates.  
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…     
‹ñêm›     ‹č. ›    …     ‹b.γ.an›     ‹deu.ñ. ›          
ɛm      *čə ɔ …    ʁ ə ə

  eight        Tsupu               …          children        younger.brother-PL                   
‘The … children and younger brothers of the eight Tsu-pu …’ (Jen-hsien 46: 57-63). 
 
There is also a phonologically conditioned allomorph of this suffix,     

ə ‹. › ~ * ə  ‹. › (in free variation with each other), attested after 
noun stems ending in .281 Note the examples below: 

‹bu.d›            ‹na.γ ›   
ʁ ə

  external.clans      maternal.uncle-PL  
‘maternal uncles of the external clans’ (YP’u 7: 18-19).    

 

‹bu.d›       ‹na.γ ›  ‹ǰ ›    ‹ia›               ‹deu.un›                  ‹qutuq.ñ›
ʁ ə ə ǰ ɔ ə

  external.clans   uncle-PL-GEN   minister-GEN  elder.brother  younger.brother-GEN   pers.n 
‘* , of the brothers of the prime minister of the maternal uncles of the external clans’ 
(YChüeh 31:55-32:11). 
 

                       
‹bu.d›       ‹na.γ › ‹ǰ ›  ‹ia›           ‹deu.en›              ‹k.ui.ir.ge.en›                           

ʁ ə ǰ ɔ ə ə ə
external.clans   uncle-PL        minister-GEN   elder.brother   younger.brother-GEN   pers.n 
 ‘* ə  of the brothers of the prime minister of the maternal uncles of the external clans’  
(HsHui.C 2: 1-6).   

281 It is very likely that this allomorph was attached to noun stems ending in consonants in 
general, but I have currently only been able to identify instances of this allomorph after 
noun stems ending in */n/. 

282 Previous scholarship has read  (two separate graphemes) but in the original texts this is 
a single grapheme  as demonstrated by Kane (2009).    
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‹ › ‹t.iau.rdu›  ‹ ɪ .i›   ‹gur.en›   ‹bu.d›         ‹na.γ ›  ‹t.l.ge.en›       
*…       ɪ ə ʁ əə ə ə

    great       central        Kitan-GEN   state-GEN   external.clans  uncle-PL-GEN       pers.n 
 ‘* ə  of the maternal uncles of the external clans of the Great Central Kitan State’ 
(HsHu 1: 6). 

 
Certain Middle Kitan nouns are attested with the lexicalized plural 

suffix *-an ~ *-ən, cognate to the Middle Mongol lexicalized plural suffix *-n, 
e.g. MKit *ǰur ə   ‹ǰur.en› ‘paintings’ 283  and ʁ ‹b.γ.an› 
‘children’284 vs.   ‹ › ‘child’ (unmarked for number).285 

See §7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’ and §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’ above for 
more examples of overt plural marking in Middle Kitan. 
 
 
 

7.3.3. MIDDLE KITAN SYNTAX 
 

7.3.3.1. Clausal Order 
 
Middle Kitan is characterized by SV and OV basic clausal order. See the 
sentences in §7.3.4 ‘A Middle Kitan Text’ below for examples.  

Like Mongolic, Turkic, Tungusic, Chinese, Russian, Classical Tibetan, 
informal spoken Korean, and many other Eastern Eurasian languages, 286 
Middle Kitan syntax permits fully grammatical sentences formed purely of 
nouns, with nominal subjects and nominal predicates, completely lacking 
verbs, i.e. [NSubj NPred]. Note the following examples: 

283 For example, Lang (3: 13).  
284 For example, YHsiang (18: 6). 
285 HsTi (13: 11). 
286 Aramaic also permits predicative sentences with no explicit predicative verb (Christopher 

I. Beckwith, p.c., June 21, 2015).  
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‹ia›              ‹ñ.mu.qu›    ‹ir.g.en›    

ə
elder.brother      PERS.N              chief 

‘His elder brother was Chief * .’ (YHsiang 3: 7-9). 
 

‹omo›   ‹ku›       ‹t.iê.ên.e›         ‹pu. ši.ñ›    
ɔ ɔ ɛ ə *pušiñ

  woman      person        PERS.N                     lady 
‘His wife was Lady * ɛ ə.’ (YHsiang 13: 28-31). 
 

‹u ›      ‹ai›    ‹ku.uw.r› ‹γ.mu.or›    
ɢ

  forefather      father      PERS.N              PERS.N             
‘His forefather was *  *ɢ .’ (HsTi 2: 11-14). 
 

 
‹t.od.o.oγ›    ‹n.on.en›        ‹ ›  ‹ai›     ‹to.on.ñ›  ‹■195 ›  ‹tai› ‹ong›    
ɔ ɔʁ ɔ ə ɔ *…ə ɔŋ

  five.ORD          generation-GEN    forefather    father       PERS.N       PERS.N         grand.prince 
‘His forefather of the fifth generation was Grand Prince ɔnñ *…ə .’ (HsTi 3: 15-22). 
  

Middle Kitan syntax also permits verbless sentences of the form [NSubj 
NUMPred]. Note the following example: 
 

 
‹g.ung›   ‹ǰ.u.un›     ‹b.γ.an›        ‹ ♂›

*guŋǰu ʁ ?

  princess-GEN                   children              five♂ 
‘The princess had five sons’ (Chung 6: 18-21). 
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‹omo.t›        ‹b.γ.an›      ‹γur›    
ɔ ɔ ʁ ɢ

  female-PL            children            three 
‘She/he had three daughters.’ (lit. ‘the daughters [were] three’) (YHsiang 18: 5-7). 

 

 

 7.3.3.2. Phrasal Order 
 
Middle Kitan phrasal order is characterized by postposed case suffixes, i.e. [N 
Post]: 
  

 ‹ta.ang.en›              ‹ki.ên›        ‹l.ing.de›         ‹k.ui.č› 
*taŋ ə ɛnliŋ ə č                    
  T’ang-GEN             Ch’ien.ling-DL                 arrive-CVB 
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and…’ (Lang 2: 5-8). 

 
Relative clauses precede the noun phrases they modify, i.e. [Rel N], as 

exemplified below: 

‹d.ge.en›     ‹s.uñ›   
ə

  die-PST.VN♀     night 
‘the night on which she died’ (HsTi 50: 1-2). 
 
 See §7.3.3.4 below for more discussion on relative clauses. 

Adjectives, numerals, and demonstratives precede the nouns they 
modify, i.e. [Adj N], [Num N], and [Dem N], as in the examples below: 
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 ‹s.iau.qu›     ‹qa.γa.as› 
ʁ

  blue              tiger 
‘blue tiger’ (Lang 5: 2). 

 
‹ ❍› ‹ ›

ə
  four              siblings-PL 
‘four siblings’ (Ku 17: 2-3).  
 

 ‹e›     ‹omo› 
ə ɔ ɔ

 this    female 
‘this woman’ (Hai 5: 24-25). 
 

Adverbs precede the verbs they modify, i.e. [Adv V]: 
 

[R: ]
 ‹b.as›    ‹y.eu.ǰ›        ‹m.o›     ‹ ?.un›     ‹t.qo›   [R: ‹t.uw›]        ‹š.i›       ‹o.on› 

ə ǰ ɔ ? *tuwši       ɔ
  again    move-CVB   senior        ?                                governor.general       become-PST 
 ‘[He] moved again and became a senior … Governor General.’ (HsTi 21: 6-12; Oyuunch & 
Janhunen 2010: 99). 
 

Possessive constructions are formed with the possessor in genitive case 
preceding the possessum, i.e. [Possr-GEN Possm], as in the following example: 
 

 
‹ong.on›         ‹t.ad.o.on›       ‹b.aq› 
ɔŋ ɔ ɔ

  prince-GEN       five-ORD♀         child 
‘the prince’s fifth daughter’ (Ku 3: 13-15). 
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7.3.3.3. Pro-Drop 
 
Like many languages of the world, Middle Kitan is characterized by pro-drop.               
Unlike languages such as English and French, where an overt subject is 
obligatory for a grammatical sentence, Middle Kitan, Old Turkic, Manchu, 
Tibetan, Japanese, Korean, Italian, Russian, and numerous other null subject 
languages do not require that a subject be expressed in the surface form. In the 
attested Middle Kitan corpus, as much as can be currently understood, subjects 
are rarely expressed. Below are some examples of sentences with null subjects 
(i.e. pro-drop): 
 

 
 ‹em.en›    ‹nai.d›       ‹deu.ur›        ‹WINE342.b›   ‹êm.č›         ‹k.i.ši.uw.ui›      ‹p.od.l.eñ›    
ə ə ə *…b       ɛ č    *kišyuw ɔ ə

  city-GEN   official-PL  brother-AIC    wine          drink-CVB   be.merry-CVB     return-PST 
‘[He] drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then 
returned.’ (Lang 4: 7-13). 

 
‹t›    ‹ r›287 ‹o.ǰ. ñ›

ə ɔǰ ə
  DIST      name-PL-AIC       reward-PST 
‘[He] was rewarded with those titles’ (YHsiang 12: 2).288 
 
 

7.3.3.4. Relative Clauses 
 
The Middle Kitan corpus offers no evidence that Kitan employed relative 
pronouns to relate relative clauses to their antecedents. As in Mongolian, the 
relative clause directly modifies the noun phrase, with no complementizer, and 

287 The original has  ‹oi› which is clearly a mistake for  ‹er›.  
288 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 164) translate the demonstrative as “these”, but it should be 

distal “those”.  
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like in Mongolian, Middle Kitan relative clauses end in verbal nouns (or 
‘participles’). Middle Kitan verbal noun suffixes capable of forming relative 
clauses include (at least) the past or perfective verbal noun suffix *-bəñ, the 
‘masculine’ past verbal noun , and the ‘feminine’ past verbal noun 
suffix .289 Note the examples below: 
 

‹č.i.ši.d.beñ›       ‹w.un›   ‹γong.di›
*čišid ə ʁɔŋdi
  be.filial-PST.VN         literary      emperor 
‘the literary emperor who was filial’ or ‘the filial, literary emperor’ (Tao 1: 4-7). 
 
Note also the two examples below with the verb ə ə  ‘die, pass away’: 
 

‹ r›         ‹tai› ‹š.eu› ‹ts.u›                    
ə *šə ʦ

  die-PST.VN♂        official.title 
‘the late Grand Uncle ( )’; literally  ‘the Grand Uncle who died’ (T’ai.C, 1: 1-10).290 
 

‹d.ge.en›     ‹s.uñ›   
ə

  die-PST.VN♀     night 
‘the night on which she died’ (HsTi 50: 1-2).291  
 
 

289 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) frequently term the past tense suffixes which I reconstruct    
*-Vr ~ *-r and *-Vn ~ *-n as “finite” past tense suffixes. In fact, however, these are not 
“finite” since they can modify nouns to form relative clauses. 

290 See Chinggel & Liu (2003: 17). The phonological reconstruction above is my own.  
291 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 126) translate the subject as “he”, but it should probably be 

“she”, given the feminine past verbal noun suffix *-n. 
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7.3.3.5. Subordination and Conjunctions 
 
Our current understanding of Middle Kitan offers only a few hints on 
subordination and conjunctions in the language. In Shimunek (2014a), I 
identified a subordinative conjunction-forming suffix *-ñ in the Lang-chün 
Inscription which is attested in that text in two clauses: in one clause it is 
affixed to a copular noun ə   ‘not existing’ and in the other attested clause 
it is affixed to a common noun   ‘bandits and robbers’.292 
In both sentences the suffix exhibits the semantic value ‘because of X’, ‘since 
X’, or ‘due to X’.  
 

 ‹čar›             ‹am.s›          ‹REGION.a.an›      ‹ui›             ‹eu.ñ› 
*čar      *… ə
  long.time        ?                region-GEN          matters       not.exist-SBRD.CNJC 
‘For a long time… there were no regional matters, so…’ (Lang 1: 11-15). 
 

  ‹g.iu.ung› ‹t.iê.ên›  ‹y.u.■›          ‹p.u.ui.i›          ‹dau.ñ›    ‹gi›       ‹γo.l.γ.er› 
*giwŋtyɛ *yu…       ɢɔ ʁə or ɢɔ ɣə  ?
   palace.halls             collapse-?      bandits-SBRD.CNJC         NEG      see-CP-PST.VN♂ 
‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’ 
(Lang 2:9-3:1). 
 
 

7.3.3.6. Negation 
 
At least one verbal negation construction in Middle Kitan employs a negative 
marker  ‹gi›146 ~  ‹gi›336 which precedes the verb it modifies.293 This is 
cognate to the Middle Mongol negative noun ügei ‘not existing’, although 

292 Middle Kitan  is a loanword from Chinese  ‘bandits and robbers’ (cf. Late 
Middle Chinese ; Shimunek 2014a: 115).  

293 This has been demonstrated by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).
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phonologically reduced 294  and morphosyntactically closer to the unrelated 
Middle Mongol pre-verbal negative particles ülü and ese.  
 Note the following examples: 
 

‹ai› ‹p.ur.s›            ‹gi›  ‹č. r›       
*č ə

  male     descendant-        write- ♂ 
‘As for [his] male descendants, [they] did not write [about them]’ (HsTi 26: 17-20).295 
 

‹g.ir›   ‹gi›    ‹k.ui.ir.ge.y›       
ə

   ?         NEG      arrive-CP-CVB 
‘[They] did not give [him] a , and…’ (YHsiang 25: 1-3).296 
 

 ‹g.iu.ung› ‹t.iê.ên›    ‹y.u.■›          ‹p.u.ui.i›     ‹dau.ñ›      ‹gi›       ‹γo.l.γ.er› 
*giwŋtyɛ *yu…      ɢɔ ʁə or ɢɔ ɣə  ?
   palace.halls             collapse-?     bandits-SBRD.CNJC         NEG      see-CP-PST.VN♂ 
‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’ 
(Lang 2:9-3:1). 
 
 
 
 

294 See Chapter Eight for cognates. 
295 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 106). The phonological reconstruction and gloss given 

above are my own.  
296 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 188). The phonological reconstruction and gloss given 

above are my own. This is possibly a Koguryoic loanword in Kitan, cf. Old Koguryo ɨ  
[ ] ‘writing ( )’ (Beckwith 2007a: 126). The Koguryo form was later borrowed into 
Koreanic as well, cf. Modern Korean kŭr ( ) ‘writing’. In Kitan it may be a type of 
document or possibly a title, although the semantics remain unclear. 
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[R: ]
‹š.γa.ri›  ‹š.a.ri›]       ‹ku.r› ‹ ›    ‹uw. ›       

*šari]        ə
                          court.attendant      official.position     NEG      give- PST.VN♂ 
‘[They] did not give [him] the official position of Court Attendant.’ (YP’u 7: 2-5).297 

[R: ]298 
‹■›           ‹p.ur.s›   ‹ ›       ‹■ ›   ‹■ r›]       

*…   *…g ə
  grandson     descendant-PL         NEG                                make.records-PST.VN♂ 
‘[They] did not make records [about] [his] grandsons and [other] descendants.’  
(YHsiang 9: 29-32). 
 
 
 

7.3.4. A MIDDLE KITAN TEXT: THE LANG-CHÜN INSCRIPTION 
 
As previously mentioned, Middle Kitan is the only Serbi language with an 
extant body of literature—there is an increasing corpus of texts written in 
Middle Kitan. Here I present a new annotated decipherment of the best-known 
Middle Kitan inscription, the Lang-chün Inscription of 1134 A.D. (Lang.), 
applying my phonological reconstruction and morphological analyses of 
Middle Kitan to the only truly bilingual Kitan-Chinese text. See Shimunek 
(2014a) for a detailed study of this Kitan text and its Chinese translation.  
 
 
 
 
 

297 See Oyuunch (2012) for the identification of  as a typographical error for  
‘Court Attendant ( )’ and for the identification of  as ‘official position ( )’.  

298 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) identify numerous examples of  as a typographical error for 
.  
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[1:1-10] 

‹GREAT›     ‹GOLD›       ‹g.ur.en›         ‹qa.γa.an›           ‹deu›   
…     ə ʁ ə

  great         gold            state-GEN       emperor-GEN       brother  
 

‹čau.ǰ›               ‹qur.u›            ‹g.iŋ›  ‹l.iau.uw›                ‹š.a.ri› 
*čaw ǰ            *quru            *giŋlyaw                      *šari
battle-OCCUP      commander    military.commissioner     court.attendant 
‘The younger brother of Emperor of the Great Golden State, 299  Campaign Commander, 
Military Commissioner, Court Attendant.’ 
 
[1:11-15] 

 ‹čar›            ‹am.s›         ‹REGION.a.an›      ‹ui›              ‹eu.ñ› 
*čar        *… ə
  long.time      ?               region-GEN           matters        not.exist-SBRD.CNJC 
‘For a long time… there were no regional matters, so…’ 

 
[1:16-2:4] 
   
  ‹l.iang›     ‹š.a.an›       ‹ǰa.ki.i›                 ‹m.an.eñ›                   ‹s.m.i› 
 *lyaŋšan   *ǰaki      *man-əñ                   *sm-i 

Liang.Mt  south.slope(?)  hunt-CVB                  go.along-CVB 
‘he went hunting along the southern slopes of Liang Mountain and…’300 
 

299 I.e. the Jurchen Empire (Chin  Dynasty).  
300 In Shimunek (2014a: 100), I erroneously glossed   as ‘go along’ and   

as ‘hunt’. In fact, these glosses should be switched, i.e.   denotes ‘hunt’ and 
  denotes ‘go’ or ‘go along’. The verb *man- ‘hunt’ is possibly cognate to WMgl 

mana- ‘watch guard over, keep watch’. Although no Middle Mongol forms of this word 
are attested, reflexes of this word are attested in Daur  and Shira Yoghor [manaː  
‘id.’; the Daur and Shira Yoghor forms here are from Sun et al. (1990: 479). 
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[2:5-8] 
   
 ‹ta.ang.en›       ‹ki.ên›        ‹l.ing.de›      ‹k.ui.č›    
*taŋ-ən            *kyɛnliŋ-də                     *kuy-č  
  T’ang-GEN       Ch’ien.ling-DL                arrive-CVB 
‘He arrived at the Ch’ien-ling Tombs of the T’ang and…’ 
 
[2:9-3:1]    

 ‹g.iu.ung› ‹t.iê.ên›   ‹y.u.■›          ‹p.u.ui.i›     ‹dau.ñ›     ‹gi›       ‹γo.l.γ.er› 
*giwŋtyɛ *yu…     ɢɔ ʁə or ɢɔ ɣə  ?
  palace.halls              collapse-?    bandits-SBRD.CNJC         NEG     see-CP-PST.VN♂ 
‘The palace halls had collapsed(?) and because of bandits and robbers, they were not seen.’ 
 
[3:2-8] 

 
 ‹l.i›   ‹č.eu.en›         ‹nai.d.er›          ‹b.ang.γ.ai›           ‹š.de›  ‹uw.ǰ.d›     ‹■›  ‹s.qo.■.l.γa.Al.eñ›   

*čə ə ə *baŋɢ *šdə *uǰd   *… ɔ… ʁ ə
  Li    province-GEN  official-PL-AIC  issue.orders-CVB    ?       craftsmen   ?    repair-CP-PST 
‘He issued orders to the officials of Li province, and had craftsmen … repair…’ 

 
[3:9-15] 
   
 ‹eñ.e›    ‹omo.qu.ui›    ‹k.ui.ir.s.Awr›        ‹eñ.■›     ‹ǰur.en›         ‹š.ên›       ‹p.o.ǰ.Awr›   
*əñə     *ɔmɔqu-y        *kuyr-səwr            *əñ…     *ǰur-ən          *šɛn        *pɔǰ-awr 
  now      return-CVB      arrive-ATMP.CVB    ?            painting-PL    new        become-CVB 
‘Now, he returned, and … the paintings had become new, and…’ 

 
[4:1-4] 
   
 ‹l.ang›       ‹go.č›        ‹ku.ud.uw.ui›       ‹■.en.er›       
*laŋ           *gɔ-č *kuduw-i *…ən-ər.       
  corridor     ?-CVB       ?-CVB                   ?-PST.           
‘The corridors were … and…’                  
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[4:5-6] 
 

 ‹k.i.■›                         ‹■.eñ› 
*ki…                          *…-(l?)əñ. 
  inexpressibly(?)          be.delighted(?)-PST 
‘He was inexpressibly (?) delighted (?).’ 
 
[4:7-13] 
    
 ‹em.en›    ‹nai.d›      ‹deu.ur›        ‹WINE342.b›   ‹êm.č›         ‹k.i.ši.uw.ui›        ‹p.od.l.eñ›    
ə ə ə *…b       ɛ č       *kišyuw ɔ ə

  city-GEN  official-PL brother-AIC    wine           drink-CVB   be.merry-CVB      return-PST 
‘He drank wine and made merry with his younger brothers the local officials, and then 
returned.’ 
 
[4:14-5:9]  

 ‹qai›            ‹po›       ‹HEAVEN›    ‹t.iu.er›            ‹par›       ‹ǰur› 
ɔ *…            *tiw *ǰur 

  DISC.DEM     time     heaven         gather-PST       ten          two    

 
 ‹s.iau.qu›   ‹qa.γa.as›     ‹ai›    ‹dau.ur.eñ›    ‹uw.wl›   ‹TEN›    ‹dur›    ‹DAY›    ‹p.o.on› 

ʁ ə ? ɔ
  blue            tiger            year    middle         winter     ten       four      day       be-PST. 
‘That time was the twelfth Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-
winter, on the fourteenth day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9). 
 
[5:10-18] 
 
 ‹y.au›  ‹g.ün›         ‹pu.r.k.er›         ‹č.iau.qu.ui› ‹i.ir›     ‹ong› ‹g.ui›  ‹■017.or›      ‹č.er›.  

ə *čyawquy   ɔŋguy       *…ɔ *č ə
  Yu       prefecture  control(?)-PST  Chinese        name   Wang.Kuei  present-PST  write-PST 
‘Written by [a man with the] Chinese name [of] Wang Kuei, in charge of Yu prefecture.’ 
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[5:19-30] 

 ‹č.iau.qu.ui› ‹■068.g›   ‹č.ang› ‹š.u›     ‹ǰï› ‹pong› ‹l.ang› ‹ǰ.ung› ‹γong› ‹ing› ‹k.i›  ‹č.er›. 
*čyawquy   *…g    *čaŋšu        *ǰɨ ɔŋlaŋǰuŋ               ʁɔŋiŋki            *č ə
  Chinese       writing   official.title      official.title                        PERS.N                  write-PST 
‘Written in Chinese writing by court minister and director of the bureau of operations, Huang 
Ying-ch’i.’ 

 
 

7.4. LATE KITAN 
 
The main contribution of Late Kitan to our understanding of the Kitan 
language is in the area of the lexicon, and in the reconstruction of Kitan 
phonology, although the Late Kitan corpus does offer scanty data on a few 
affixes. There are well over a hundred Late Kitan words transcribed in Chinese, 
the majority of which have not yet been identified in the extant Middle Kitan 
sources. Late Kitan thus offers a significant contribution to the reconstruction 
of the Kitan lexicon. On the other hand, since only two dozen or so Middle 
Kitan words have attested reflexes in Late Kitan, we know very little about the 
precise phonological differences between Middle Kitan and Late Kitan. 
Among the few Middle Kitan words with attested Late Kitan reflexes, note the 
following correspondences: 
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MKit ‹n.i.gu› ‘gold’301 > LKit  [ ] ‘id.’302 
MKit ‹tau.li.a› ‘hare’ > LKit  ‘id.’303 
MKit *šya  ‹š.ia› ~ *šyay  ‹š.ia.ai› > LKit *šɛ [ ] ‘good ( )’.304 
MKit ɛ ʁ   ‹l.êm.γ.a› ‘scribe’305 > LKit  [ ] ‘id.’306  

 
Many Late Kitan words closely retain Middle Kitan forms, for example: 
  

MKit ə  ‹ir.g.en› > LKit *irgin [ ] ‘official ( )’.307  
MKit   ‹l.iau.qu› > LKit *lyawqu/*lyawχu [ ] ‘red’.308 
MKit   ‹au› ‘lady’ > LKit  [ ] ‘lady’.309 
MKit ɔ  ‹po› ‘time’ > LKit ɔ [ ] ‘time’.310 
MKit  ‹nai› ‘head’ > LKit *nay [ ] ‘head’.311  
MKit *šawa  ‹š.au.a› > LKit *šawa [ ] ‘bird of prey’.312 
MKit *čawr  ‹čau.ur› ‘battle’ > LKit *čawr [ ] ‘battle’.313 
MKit  ‹tau› ‘five’ > LKit *taw [ ] ‘five’.314 

301 This reading is confirmed by the Hsiao Chü-shih  inscription, where  transcribes 
EOM  (cf. LOM , Pul. 162). See Kuo et al. (2009) and Liu et al. (2009: 490) for  
and the OM syllable it transcribes. See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 237-238). 

302 This LKit form is from LS (116: 1544).  
303 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878). Cf. Daur  ‘rabbit, hare’ (Engkebatu 1984: 244). 
304 This Late Kitan form is from LS (116: 1543).  
305 This is a Middle Turkic loanword in Kitan, from MTrk alɨmʁa ~ ɨlɨmʁa ‘secretary, scribe’ 

(Vovin 2013: 621). The Middle Turkic transcription here is my revision.  
306 This Late Kitan form is transcribed and glossed in LS 116: 1537). 
307 This Late Kitan form is from LS (116: 1549).  
308  This Late Kitan form is from YPL (cf. Kane 2009: 95, 113). The phonological 

reconstruction presented here is my own. 
309 This LKit form is from YPL (cf. Kane 2009: 95). The reconstruction above is my own. 
310 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878).  
311 This LKit form is from LS (53: 879; 116: 1543).  
312 This LKit form is from LS (116: 1539).  
313 The LKit form is from LS (53: 879; 116: 1543).  
314 This LKit form is from LS (53: 878).  
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There is also one official title attested in Old Kitan and Late Kitan: 
 
OKit ʁ  [ ] >> LKit  [ ].315 
 
The transcriptions above suggest that Late Kitan was characterized by 

further loss of certain non-syllable-initial vowels and breaking of Middle Kitan 
 in certain environments. It also seems that MKit *yay sequences 

monophthongized to ɛ in Late Kitan (see the forms for ‘good’ above) and that 
MKit ʁ sequences lenited to *my (see the forms for ‘scribe’ above). 

Late Kitan was also characterized by regressive labial assimilation of 
Common Serbi-Mongolic ʊ to  (where L denotes a liquid), a change 
apparently distinguishing it from Middle Kitan, e.g. CSM ʊ  ‘seven’ > 
MKit  ‘seven’ but CSM ʊ  ‘press, oppress’ > unattested MKit 
*daru- (?) > attested LKit  [ ] ‘pacify ( )’.316 

Transcriptions of bound morphemes also provide clues on other 
phonological innovations in Late Kitan: The Middle Kitan past or perfective 
verbal noun suffix ə  (attested in KAS as ‹.b.ñ› ‹.b.eñ›
‹.beñ›) has a Late Kitan reflex transcribed in Old Mandarin as [ ] wan (MSC 
wan) and [ ] pen (MSC ben), suggesting a Late Kitan form βə  or βə , 
and implying the intervocalic lenition of Middle Kitan  > LKit β across 
morpheme boundaries.317  

See Kara (1975, 1987, 2005), Franke (1976), Vovin (2003), Kane 
(2006), Shimunek (2007), Sun & Nieh (2008), and others for studies of the 
Late Kitan lexicon. Hasbagan (2013) provides a brief study of late Kitan 
personal names and clan names in the Yüan Shih. Late Kitan lexical items 

315 The LKit form is transcribed and glossed in LS (116: 1537).  
316 See Chapter Eight for discussion of this Late Kitan word and its etymology.  
317 Common Serbi-Mongolic *-b- in monomorphemic roots regularly lenited to *w in Middle 

Kitan (see entries for MKit *qawr ‘spring’, *šawa ‘falcon’, *taw ‘five’, *uwl ‘winter’, 
and *yəw- ‘move’ in Chapter Eight), with few exceptions (e.g. MKit ə  ‘grandfather’), 
but not across morpheme boundaries. The example above shows that Middle Kitan 
intervocalic  lenited to  across morpheme boundaries in Late Kitan.  
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relevant to the reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic will be mentioned 
individually in Chapter Eight. 

 
 

7.5. THE KITAN LEXICON 
 
Due to the large size of the Middle Kitan corpus, with at least 50 texts in the 
two Kitan scripts, and the fact that there are well over a hundred Kitan words 
in Chinese transcription, I will not present a lexicon here. To do so in any 
comprehensive sense would require a separate, collaborative lexicographical 
project. I have included relevant Old Kitan, Middle Kitan, and Late Kitan 
words and grammatical morphemes in Chapter Eight. For the first English-
Kitan lexicon, I refer the reader to Kane (2009). Shimunek (2007) and Sun & 
Nieh (2008) discuss many of the Chinese transcriptions of Late Kitan.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: 
TOWARD A RECONSTRUCTION OF COMMON SERBI-

MONGOLIC
 
 

8.1. SHARED FUNCTIONAL MORPHOPHONOLOGY 
 
The fundamental feature of language that is accepted to be solid ground for 
establishing linguistic relationships is shared morphophonology.1 This is the 
traditional view of comparative-historical linguistics,2 and no one has ever 
disproved it—no comparative-historical linguists contest it. This assumption 
is formalized in the Law of Frequency and Retention, whereby “the very 
highest frequency [morphemes]3 in any language have heavy functional load 
and light semantic load, and are inherited from the proto-language”.4 This law 
has been tested on a number of different language families, with results 

1 Based on lexical frequency data for a number of both modern and ancient languages from 
many different language families, it has been demonstrated that “…the very highest 
frequency words [are] exclusively semantically light, functionally heavy, and inherited 
from the proto-language. By contrast the semantically heavier, functionally light words—
particularly nouns, as well as adjectives and adverbs—are borrowed often enough that 
heritability is unpredictable” (Beckwith 2007a: 208). Nearly anything can be borrowed, but 
morphology is comparatively stable diachronically. Shared morphology is thus strong 
evidence of common origins. Note also Tadmor et al. (2010), who provide good evidence 
that content words are more borrowable than function words; however, this does not 
validate their untenable claim that words for specific concepts are resistant to change—an 
attempt to save Swadesh’s disproven theory of lexicostatistics. See Beckwith (2008a) on 
attempts to save disproven theories. 

2  E.g. Meillet (1967 [1925]), Newman (1980); Szemerényi (1996); Campbell (1997); 
Beckwith (2007a, 2008a).  

3 The original law in Beckwith (2008a: 19) has “words”; he later revised this to “morphemes” 
(p.c., October 2010).  

4 Beckwith (2008a: 19). 
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accurately predicting widely agreed upon language relationships, e.g. 
Germanic, Sinitic, and Romance.5  

Very little work has been done on identifying the common morphology 
of Mongolic and the attested Serbi languages. In fact, even within the relatively 
small corpus of currently deciphered Kitan words and the even smaller corpora 
of attested Taghbach and T’u-yü-hun words, it is evident that these languages 
shared a significant number of identifiable cognate functional morphemes with 
Mongolic, including both derivational and inflectional affixes.  

On morphophonological grounds, and based on their shared anomalous 
innovations, Kitan, Taghbach, T’u-yü-hun, and Mongolic should be seen as 
daughter languages of a common proto-language, Proto-Serbi-Mongolic. 

As the best attested Serbi language, Kitan offers us a glimpse at 
morphological paradigms of a Serbi language. Below I present the attested 
morphological paradigms of the Middle Kitan verbs  ‘come, arrive’, 

 ‘reside, live’, and ɔǰ  ‘become’, compared with their Middle Mongol 
cognates. Note that Middle Mongol forms are from Kuribayashi (2003, 2009) 
unless otherwise noted, and Preclassical Written Mongol forms are from Kara 
(2009) and Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari (2006), unless otherwise noted. In 
several instances I have reconstructed unattested Middle Mongol and 
Preclassical Written Mongol forms. These are indicated with asterisks. Middle 
Kitan forms below are given in phonemic transcription.6  
 
  

5 Beckwith (2007a, 2008a).  
6 See Chapter Seven for discussion of these Middle Kitan verbal paradigms, including their 

orthographic forms and reconstructed surface forms. 
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Table 49. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *kuyr- with Middle Mongol gür- (Pcl. 
kür-) ‘arrive’ 

MIDDLE KITAN FORMS (PHONEMIC) MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES 
Middle Kitan Morpheme gloss Orthography Phonemic transcr. 

č/ ~ */ ǰ/ arrive-PFV.CVB   gürčü (Pcl. kürčü) kʰur J ̌

ə arrive-PST   gürbei (Pcl. kürbei)  /kʰur

ə arrive-PST *gürülü’e  
(Pcl *kürülügei)7 

/kʰur ɦ

arrive-CVB *gürüyü 
 (Pcl. kürüyü) 

/kʰur

arrive-CP-CVB *gürgeyü  
(Pcl. kürgeyü) 

/kʰur
/kʰur

arrive-CP-PST *gürgerün  
(Pcl. kürger-ün)  

/kʰur
(< *kʰur
+ ‘GEN’)

  gürgere8  
(Pcl. *kürger-e) 

/kʰur
(< *kʰur

 ‘DL’
arrive-CP-?   gürgen  

(Pcl. kürgen) ? 
/kʰur

? arrive-ATMP.CVB *gürügse’er ~ 
*gürügseber  
(Pcl. *kürügseger) 

/kʰur ɦAr
bAr  

7 This specific declension is not attested in spoken Middle Mongol or Preclassical Written 
Mongol, but it is attested in Preclassical in the causative voice as kürgelügei (ES: Kara 2009: 
167). The active voice equivalent would be *kürülügei, with an epenthetic *-ü- inserted to 
avoid the *-rl- cluster. Note the related attested Middle Mongol wordform gürülčeǰü          
[ ] (SHM §108), i.e. gür- ‘arrive’ + -ü- ‘cluster-avoiding epenthetic vowel’ +     
-lče- ‘reciprocal suffix’ + -ǰü ‘perfective converb suffix’. I thus reconstruct spoken MMgl 
*gürülü’e and written Pcl. *kürülügei. 

8 Attested MMgl gürgere ‘in order to bring’ (SHM §169), morphologically composed of gür- 
‘reach’ + -ge- ‘causative voice suffix’ + -re ‘in order to V’.  
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Table 50. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *sa- with Middle Mongol sa’u- ‘sit, 
live, reside’ 

MIDDLE KITAN (PHONEMIC) MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES 
MKit Morpheme gloss Orthography Phonemic transcription 

 reside-CP-PFV.CVB *sa’ulqayu  
(Pcl. *saγulγayu) 

*/saɦʊ-lGA-yU/ 

 reside-PST   sa’urun  
(Pcl. saγur-un) 

/saɦʊ-rUn/  
< *saɦʊ-r-Un 

 reside-PFV.CVB  *sa’uyu  
(Pcl. *saγuyu) 

*/saɦʊ-yU/ 

 
Table 51. Attested morphological paradigm of Kitan *pɔǰ- ‘become’ with Middle Mongol 
bol- ‘become’ 

MIDDLE KITAN PHONEMIC) MIDDLE MONGOL COGNATES 
MKit Morpheme gloss Orthography Phonemic transcription 

ɔǰ ə become-PST   bolbai ɔ

ɔǰ ǰ/ become-PFV.CVB   bolǰu ɔ J ̌

ɔǰ become-CP-CVB   bolqayu (Pcl. bolγayu) ɔ

ɔǰ become-CP-?   bolqan (Pcl. bolγan) ɔ

ɔǰ ə become-PST *bolulu’ai (Pcl. *boluluγai) ɔ ɦ

 
 Among the most striking functional morpheme correspondences above, 
note the following:9 

  

9 I follow Brosig’s analysis of Middle Mongol TMA (2014).  
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Table 52. Some cognate functional morphology between Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol 
MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 

č/ ~ */ ǰ/ converb J ̌ perfective converb 

ə past past factual 

converb generic finite 

causative-passive causative 

past verbal noun preparative converb  
(< *-r ‘deverbal noun suffix’) 

ə past ɦ past firsthand 

 
These suffixes are some of the most common verbal affixes in the 

Middle Kitan corpus, and they all have close cognates in Mongolic. Given the 
close correspondences between the above-mentioned Middle Kitan and Middle 
Mongol wordforms, in phonological form, semantic values, morphemic 
structure, and even more significantly, the correspondence between the 
paradigms as a whole, it is clear that Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol have 
substantial shared functional morphology, and thus are, according to scientific 
historical-comparative linguistic theory, divergently related languages.   
Although the extant Taghbach and T’u-yü-hun data does not allow us to 
determine morphological paradigms, we have evidence of both languages’ 
functional morphology with good cognates in Mongolic (see §8.3 ‘The 
Common Serbi-Mongolic Lexicon’ below). 
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8.2. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC PHONOLOGY 
 

8.2.1. Serbi-Mongolic Sound Correspondences 
 
Shared phonological innovations and retentions in Kitan and Taghbach suggest 
a common immediate ancestor for these two languages. This accords well with 
the Chinese accounts of their ethnolinguistic identity as Serbi peoples.10 
      The great comparative-historical linguist Antoine Meillet argued that 
shared, systematic, divergent innovations are among the most important 
criteria for classifying languages.11 The majority of historical linguists follow 
this principle in classifying languages. Among the shared innovations between 
Kitan and Taghbach, we may note *se > *ši and *ze > *ži in such forms as 
Late Kitan *širbi [ ] ‘slaves ( )’,12 a pejoration of the name of the 
*Širβi/*Širwi  people, which in turn ultimately comes from the ethnonym 
Serbi .13 As evidence of the innovation in Taghbach, we may note the 
form *žirpəŋ [ ] ‘raised earth, embankment ( )’,14 cognate to modern 
Written Mongol serbeng (from unattested MMgl *serbeng ?) > modern 
Khalkha сэрвэн ‹serwen› [ˈ ɪ əŋ̆ ~ ̍ sɛ əŋ̆] ‘projecting, overhanging, jutting 
out’.15 In Kitan, there is evidence of the raising of  after other coronal 
obstruents as well, e.g. Middle Kitan   ‹t.iu.› ‘gather ( )’, cognate 
to early Middle Mongol temgü- ‘collect, gather’ and late Middle Mongol tǖ- 
‘collect’ (cf. WMgl tegü- ‘id.’) < CSM *tʰəɣ  ‘gather, collect’. 

10 See Chapter Two for an ethnolinguistic history of the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples.  
11 Meillet (1967 [1925]: 29, 41-43).  
12 YPTC (SF1927, SF1986 4: 9b).  
13  Pelliot (1928: 142, n. 6) and Pulleyblank (1983: 453) on the reconstruction of these 

ethnonyms. 
14 See Chapter Five entry for Shih-pen.  
15 In modern Khalkha Mongolian the word is used for describing landscape features and 

commonly occurs in toponyms for places with formations that are projecting, overhanging, 
or jutting out, e.g. Serwen Khaalga (Сэрвэн Хаалга) ‘Jutting Gate’ in Bayankhutag 
county, Khentii province. 
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      Another innovation attested in both Kitan and Taghbach is the lowering 
of ɔ to  before dorsals, e.g. Middle Mongol noqai ‘dog’ but Taghbach 

ɲ ɲ  and Middle Kitan ɲ  ‘id.’ There are no doubt many 
more shared innovations between Kitan and Taghbach, and it is quite likely 
that future progress in the decipherment of the Kitan scripts and Chinese 
transcriptions of the language will uncover more cognates to the Taghbach 
words we have available in our small extant corpus.  
      Divergent innovations characterizing the Mongolic branch to the 
exclusion of Serbi include the depalatalization of syllable-initial  (e.g. 
Kitan  and Tabgach  ‘dog’ but Middle Mongol noqai ‘id.’)16; the 
vocalization of word-final *Vñ# > *Vi (e.g. Middle Kitan *-bǝñ ‘past tense 
verbal noun suffix’ : Middle Mongol -bai ~ -bei ‘past factual suffix’17); the 
lenition of *p- > *h- (e.g. Kitan ɔ ‘season, time’,  ‘ten’, 18  *par 
‘people’,19 and  ‘intercalary’ but Middle Mongol hon ‘year’, harba-n 
‘ten’, hara ‘person’, and hüle’ü ‘surplus, extra, intercalary’); the lenition and 
eventual loss of ɣ  where this segment was retained in Serbi in certain 
environments (e.g. Kitan *ǰgə   ‹ǰ.g.en› ‘left’ but Middle Mongol ǰe’ün 
‘left’ > Modern Khalkha зүүн ʦuːŋ] ‘left; east’;20 and Taghbach *pʰurtugčin 

16 In this sense, Pelliot was basically right when he claimed that the Kitans spoke “une langue 
très palatalisée” [a highly palatalized language] (Pelliot 1928: 127) and that “…les Khitan 
parlaient une langue mongole fortement palatalisée” [the Kitans spoke a strongly 
palatalized Mongolic language] (Pelliot 1943: 37). 

17 See Brosig (2014: 54 et seq.) for the precise value of this TMA suffix in Middle Mongol.  
18 This  ‘ten’ is my revision of Róna-Tas (2016). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit   

‹p.ar› ~  ‹par› ‘ten’ for discussion. 
19 Middle Kitan  ‹p.ar›, identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85, 153). See §8.5.4 

entry for MKit   ‘person, people’ for discussion. 
20 Early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic provide further evidence of this intervocalic 

dorsal fricative. Note Ewenki ǰəgin ‘left’ (Poppe 1959: 270; Poppe 1966: 190). This is 
probably an instance of fortition whereby CSM  became MKit , i.e. MKit  ‘left’ 
< CSM > PMgl  > MMgl ǰe’ün  ‘left’. Common Serbi-Mongolic 
intervocalic  was regularly lost in Kitan and Taghbach in most other attested 
environments: Common Serbi-Mongolic  (*ʊɣa ~ ) regularly lenited to MKit   
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[ ] ‘people who ride the postal relay route’ but modern Khalkha 
өртөөчин [ɵr ̥̍ tɵʧʰĭŋ], presumably from an unattested Middle Mongol form 
*hörtö’ečin);21 and the delabialization of *wǝ > e *[ǝ] (e.g. CSM *gwǝr ‘tent, 
yurt’ > MKit *gɔr and MMgl ger ‘id.’).  

Regular sound correspondences can be established for these cognates 
and regular sound changes can be identified. Among some of the most 
informative sound correspondences, we may note the following:22 

 
Serbi *p(ʰ) : Middle Mongol h (> Khalkha Ø) 
LKit *pʰɔ ‘season, time’ : MMgl hon [hɔn] ‘calendrical year’ 
MKit *p(ʰ)ulu ‘intercalary’ : MMgl hüle’ü > Khalkha илүү [iˈɮ ] ‘id.’ 
MKit *p(ʰ)ar ‘ten’ : MMgl harba-n > Khalkha арав [ˈ ɾə ] ‘id.’ 
Tagh *pʰɔr ‘surrounding’ : PMgl ɔ  as in MMgl horči- ‘surround’ etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(e.g. MKit  ‘past tense suffix’ < CSM  ‘past tense suffix’); CSM  > MKit 
and LKit  (e.g. MKit  ‘sibling, child’ < CSM  ‘child, son, sibling’ and LKit 

 ‘villain’ < CSM  ‘slave’); CSM  > MKit  (e.g. MKit  ‘army, 
battle’ < CSM  ‘id.’) and Tagh  (e.g. Tagh  ‘nobles who prepare food’ < 
CSM  ‘cooks, chefs’); and CSM  > MKit  ~  (e.g. MKit *pulu 
‘intercalary’ < CSM  ‘extra, surplus’ and MKit  ‘gather’ < CSM  
‘gather, collect’) and Tagh  (e.g. Tagh  ‘cloud’ < CSM  ‘cloud’). 

21 Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4) was the first to propose this Taghbach-Mongol cognate. Note also 
Ligeti (1970a) and Ligeti (1986: 429). The reconstruction presented here is my own 
revision of Pelliot and Ligeti’s proposals. 

22 Note that all of these words have modern Khalkha cognates, but I only provide these 
cognates if they are particularly divergent, or are otherwise noteworthy. 
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Serbi *Vñ# : Middle Mongol Vi# 
MKit *-bǝñ ‘past verbal noun suffix’ : MMgl -bAi ‘past factual suffix’23 
MKit *-lǝñ ‘past suffix’ : MMgl -lU’Ai ‘past firsthand suffix’24 
Tagh *ñaqañ ‘dog’ : MMgl noqai ‘id.’ 
Tagh *čirqañ ‘artemisia’ : WMgl čirγai ~ MMgl *čirqai ‘Cotoneaster’ 
T’u-yü-hun *aqañ ‘elder brother’ : MMgl aqa ~ aqai ‘id.’ 
 
Serbi *ñ : Middle Mongol n 
MKit *ə ə ‘now’ : MMgl ene ‘this’ 
MKit *  ‘dog’ : Tagh *ñaqañ : MMgl noqai ‘id.’ 
LKit *  ‘sun/day’ : MMgl naran ‘sun’. 
MKit *  ‘sibling, child’ : MMgl nu’un *[ ʊɦʊ ] ‘son’. 
MKit ə  ‘lexicalized plural suffix for humans’ : MMgl -nAr ‘id.’ 
 
Serbi *Vw(V) (in monomorphemic stems) : Middle Mongol VbV 
MKit *šawa ‘eagle, hawk’ : MMgl šiba’u-n *[ʃ ɦʊ ] ‘bird’. 
MKit *taw ‘five’ : MMgl tabu-n ‘id.’ 
MKit *yəw- ‘go’ : MMgl yabu- ‘id.’ 
Tagh *qɔw ‘pig, boar’ : WMgl qobosu-n ‘wild boar in its second year’ 
 
Common Serbi-Mongolic *ɔ/_C[dorsal] : Serbi *a : Middle Mongol o (~ u) 
CSM *ñɔɣʊ : MKit *ñaw ‘sibling, child’ : MMgl nu’un ‘son’ 
CSM *bɔɣʊl : LKit *bawl ‘villain’ : MMgl bo’ol *[ ɔɦɔ ] ‘slave’ 
CSM *ñɔkʰañ : MKit *ñaq ‘dog’ : Tagh *ñaqañ : MMgl noqai ɔqʰaj] ‘id.’ 
 
 
 
 
 

23 See Brosig (2014: 54) for the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.  
24 See Brosig (2014: 54) for the semantic value of this Middle Mongol suffix.  
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Kitan *Vyr : Middle Mongol Vr 
LKit *sayr ‘moon/month’ : MMgl sara ~ zara ‘month’ ~ zaran ‘moon’ 
LKit *ñayr ‘sun/day’ : MMgl  naran ‘sun’ 
MKit *kuyr- ‘reach, arrive’ : MMgl gür- ~ kür- ‘reach, arrive’ 
 
Kitan *ɔ : Middle Mongol e *[ə] 
MKit *ɔmɔ ‘female, woman, mother’ : MMgl  eme ‘id.’ (< CSM *wəmwə) 
MKit *gɔr ‘tent’ : MMgl ger ‘tent, yurt’ (< CSM *gwər) 
 
Kitan *s : Middle Mongol z ~ s : Taghbach  
LKit *sayr ‘moon/month’ : MMgl sara ~ zara ‘month’ ~ zaran ‘moon’ 
WMgl serbeng (unattested MMgl *serbeng ?) : Tagh ž əŋ ‘embankment’ 
 
 

8.2.2. Common Serbi-Mongolic Phoneme Inventory 
 
The reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic phonology presented here is 
largely the result of applying the historical-comparative method to the 
currently available Kitan, Taghbach, T’u-yü-hun, Middle Mongol, and other 
Mongolic data, taking into consideration the regular sound correspondences 
among the currently identifiable cognates. 
 I present the Common Serbi-Mongolic consonant and vowel 
inventories below: 
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Table 53. The Common Serbi-Mongolic consonant inventory (phonemic) 

 labial dental/alveolar palatal dorsal glottal 

stop 
*pʰ   

*tʰ   *d
*kʰ   

affricate *čʰ    *ǰ
fricative (*β ?) ɣ ɦ
nasal *ŋ
lateral 
rhotic 
glide 

 
Table 54. The Common Serbi-Mongolic vowel inventory 

[+ATR] [-ATR] 
ɪ

ʊ

ɔ

ə
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Vowels and vocoid sequences 
 

Diphthongs are reconstructible for Common Serbi-Mongolic, as demonstrated 
in the table below:25 
 
Table 55. SM correspondences in diphthong and vocoid sequences with *y in 
monomorphemic roots 

SERBI MONGOLIC CSM 
LKit  MMgl naran  

LKit  MMgl zara ~ zaran 

MKit  MMgl kür- *kʰuyr  
Tagh *čarʁʊ čɪ MMgl *ǰarqu-či ǰ ʊ čʰɪ 

MKit nayč  ~ *nayǰ   WMgl nayiǰa ɪǰ
MKit ɛ  (< */ñaym/) MMgl nayima ɪ
MKit   MMgl üyile 
MKit *šyay (~ *šya) MMgl sayin ɪ

MKit  MMgl üdür 
Tagh ʊ ɪ MMgl muǰi ʊ ɪ

 
The correspondences in the table above are for monomorphemic 

roots. There is also limited data on a different correspondence in suffixes, i.e. 
Serbi *Vy : Mongolic *Vy. See the table below:26 

 
Table 56. SM correspondences in diphthong and vocoid sequences with *y in affixes 

SERBI  MONGOLIC CSM

Tagh ɣ MMgl *-Ai ~ -’Ai ɣ
MKit ə WMgl -nAr 

 

 
 

25 For the semantic values of the words in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.4. 
26 For the semantic values of the morphemes in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.3. 
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8.3. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC MORPHOSYNTAX 
 

8.3.1. Verbal suffixal morphosyntax 
 
Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol share cognate tense, mood, aspect, and voice 
suffixes.27 
 
Table 57. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate verbal suffixal morphosyntax 

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
č ~ * ǰ converb [V.ROOT]-J̌U perfective converb 

ə past [V.ROOT]-bAi past factual 

converb [V.ROOT]-yU generic finite 

past verbal noun [V.ROOT]-rUn  
   (< *r-Un) 

preparative converb  
(< *-r ‘DVN suffix’) 

ə past [V.ROOT]-lU’Ai past firsthand 

causative-passive [V.ROOT]-GA- 
 ~ -lGA- 

causative 

 
From these correspondences I reconstruct the following Common 

Serbi-Mongolic verbal suffixes:
  

CSM J ̌  ‘perfective converb suffix’ 
CSM  ‘past (factual?) verbal noun suffix’ 
CSM  ‘generic converb or finite verb suffix’ 
CSM  ‘deverbal noun suffix’ or ‘past tense deverbal noun suffix’ 
CSM ɣ  ‘past tense suffix’ 
CSM  ~  ‘passive voice suffix’ 

 
There is also at least one identifiable cognate deverbal suffix shared by 

Taghbach, Late Kitan, and Middle Mongol: Taghbach and Late Kitan share 

27 I follow Brosig’s careful analysis of the Middle Mongol TMA system (2014: 52-104).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



296 
 

 
 

cognates to the Middle Mongol perfective verbal noun suffix, as shown in the 
table below: 
  
Table 58. Taghbach, Late Kitan, and Middle Mongol cognate verbal noun affix 

 TAGHBACH LATE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
ʁ ʁ  -’A ~ -’Ay 

perfective verbal noun28 
-A ~ -Ay 

 
I reconstruct CSM ɣ  ~ ɣ  (after stems ending in vowels) and  ~  

 (after stems ending in consonants) ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’.  
 
 

8.3.2. Case suffixal morphosyntax 
 
As demonstrated in §8.1 above, Middle Kitan case suffixal morphology is 
sufficiently attested to allow for establishing correspondences with Middle 
Mongol. It is also possible to establish correspondences between the 
morphosyntactic constructions in which these affixes occur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28 As demonstrated by Brosig (2014), this Middle Mongol suffix denotes resultative perfective.  
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Table 59. Comparison of attested Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol case forms 
MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 

NOM
 [NOUN]-Ø 

NOM 

INDF ACC INDEF ACC 

DL
ə ɔ ~ *-du ~ *-t [NOUN]-DA ~ -DU 

DL 
 

ABL

ə  [NOUN]-DUr 
[NOUN]-A 

ə ɔ  

DEF ACC

ə  [NOUN]-’Ar ~ -i’Ar INS INS

COM

GEN ATTR
 [NOUN]-Un ~ -U ~ -yin GEN ATTR 

 

 

[NOUN]-čA ~ -AčA ABL 

[NOUN]-yi ~ -i DEF ACC 

[NOUN]-lU’A COM 

 
In the table above, the majority of the attested Middle Kitan cases have 

cognates in Mongolic, but three Middle Mongol cases—namely, the Middle 
Mongol ablative, definite accusative, and comitative case suffixes—have no 
cognates in Kitan. It is clear from the above comparison of the Middle Kitan 
and Middle Mongol case systems that case mergers and innovations took place 
in both Serbi and Mongolic, but the precise mergers that took place and their 
directionality remain to be determined. The Middle Mongol comitative suffix 
-lU’A (< PMgl ɣ ) is known to correspond with the Old Turkic comitative 
suffix -lVgU (cf. Erdal 2004: 180), and is probably an Old Turkic loanword 
into the Mongolic branch, borrowed long after Serbi and Mongolic had 
branched off from their common ancestor. 29  The origins of the Mongolic 

29 A possible historical context for this loan is with the Meng-wa ~ Meng-wu (i.e. speakers of 
Proto-Mongolic), who are known to have neighbored Old Turkic speakers in about the 7th 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



298 
 

 
 

definite accusative and ablative case suffixes remain obscure, but it is possible 
that they, too, are innovations in Mongolic.30 

For now, it is possible to partially reconstruct the Common Serbi-
Mongolic case system as follows; 

 
Table 60. Partial reconstruction of the CSM case system 

COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC VALUE 

nominative 

indefinite accusative 

dative-locative 

ɣ instrumental 

genitive-attributive 

 
 

8.3.3. Number in Common Serbi-Mongolic 
 
Both attested Serbi and Mongolic are characterized by two-term number 
systems, in which two categories are distinguished, i.e. [UNMARKED FOR 

NUMBER] and [MARKED PLURAL]. In this type of system, which is common 
across many languages of Eastern Eurasia, bare noun stems are unmarked for 
number, and can be interpreted as singular or plural depending on context or 
when number is specified with a modifying numeral or demonstrative. Overt 
plural suffixes are used to unambiguously indicate plural number. 

c. A.D. (cf. Ratchnevsky 1966: 232). Poppe claims that the Written Mongol comitative 
suffix -luγ-a ~ -lüge is a fusion of earlier *-l ‘deverbal noun suffix’ + “*-gāi” (i.e. *-GAy 
in my transcription) ‘denominal noun suffix’ (Poppe 1976: 472); however, this proposal is 
highly problematic both semantically and phonologically, and it does not explain the vowel 
u ~ ü. More likely, the Mongol comitative suffix is an early grammatical borrowing from 
Old Turkic.  

30 The Middle Mongol ablative case suffix phonologically resembles the Old Turkic equative 
suffix -čA, and is possibly related, although the semantic divergence is difficult to explain 
(Schönig 2003: 416). 
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Table 61. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax 
MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
unmarked for number -Ø unmarked for number 

plural (lexicalized) -s plural (after V) 

plural (lexicalized) -t plural (nouns ending in C) 

ə plural (lexicalized) -n plural (lexicalized) 

ə ə plural for humans (lexicalized) -nAr plural for humans (lexicalized) 

 
For example, note the attested number paradigms for Middle Kitan *ay ‘father’, 
*ay ‘year’, *baq ‘child’ and Middle Mongol noyan ‘nobleman’, noqai ‘dog’, 
and elči ‘envoy’, respectively: 
 
Table 62. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax 

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
‘father’ (YHsiang 3) noyan-Ø ‘nobleman’ (SHM §8) 

‘fathers’ (YHsiang 3) noya-t ‘noblemen’ (SHM §146) 

 
Table 63. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax 

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
‘year’ (YTi 40) noqai-Ø ‘dog’ (SHM §78) 

‘years’ (YTi 38) noqai-s ‘dogs’ (SHM §195)31 

 
 
 
 
 
 

31 Although many scholars analyze this Middle Mongol form as “noqas” (e.g. de Rachewiltz 
2006: 706; Kuribayashi 2009: 320), undoubtedly based on the Written Mongol form noqas 
‘dogs’, the Early Middle Mongol form is unambiguously transcribed in Chinese as noqais 
[ ] (SHM §195), clearly indicating ai as the nucleus of the second syllable. 
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Table 64. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax 
MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 

‘child’ (HsTi 15) elči-Ø ‘envoy’ (SHM §126) 

ʁ ‘children’ (HsTi 15) elči-n ‘envoys’ (SHM §133, Mang. 15) 

 
Table 65. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol cognate number affixal morphosyntax 

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
ə ‘younger brother’  

(Lang 1: 5) 
de’ü-Ø ‘younger brother’  

(SHM §18) 

ə ə ‘younger brothers’  
(Jen-hsien 46: 63) 

de’ü-ner ‘younger brothers’  
(SHM §23) 

 
There is not always a one-to-one correspondence between the attested 
paradigms; for example, although MKit *- ə  is clearly cognate to MMgl -nAr, 
they sometimes do not appear on cognate roots in both languages: 
 
Table 66. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol plural marking mismatch for cognate root 
‘sibling’ 

MIDDLE KITAN MIDDLE MONGOL 
‘sibling’  
(Yung 11:28) 

nu’un-Ø ‘son’  
(SHM §65) 

ə ‘siblings’  
(Ku 17:3) 

nu’ut  (and not nu’un-nar ) ‘sons’  
(SHM §267) 

 
From a cross-linguistic typological perspective, however, divergences such as 
these are unremarkable, since Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, although 
divergently related as daughter languages of Common Serbi-Mongolic at the 
diachronic level, are separate languages at the synchronic level. 
 Taking into account all the correspondences discussed above, I 
reconstruct the Common Serbi-Mongolic nominal number system as follows: 
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Table 67. Common Serbi-Mongolic nominal number system 
COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC NUMBER CATEGORY 

unmarked for number 

plural (after stems ending in vowels) 

plural (after stems ending in consonants) 

plural (lexicalized) 

plural for humans (lexicalized) 

 
 

8.4. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC SYNTAX 
 

Although there are some well-known obstacles to syntactic reconstruction, 
most notably analogy and borrowing, these are also obstacles that one must 
address in phonological reconstruction (Harris & Campbell 1995: 367-374), 
and it has been demonstrated that syntactic reconstruction is possible using the 
same comparative method employed in other areas of historical-comparative 
linguistic reconstruction.32 Owing to the increasingly large corpus of Middle 
Kitan texts, we now possess potentially very informative syntactic data on the 
best understood Serbi language. Clues on the syntax of other Serbi languages 
is lacking due to the absence of attested texts in T’u-yü-hun or Taghbach, but 
one T’u-yü-hun sentence is transcribed in Chinese, and there is scanty evidence 
of compound nouns in Taghbach.33 

As demonstrated by Harris & Campbell (1995), “when there are 
responses to identical or essentially identical stimuli in two stages of a 
language, we may be justified in saying that those responses correspond” (1995: 
350). The ideal syntactic correspondences are achieved when “a single version 
of a text is translated at two stages of a language, or into two languages that 
can be independently shown to be relatively closely related” (1995: 350). 
Although we are not fortunate enough to have translational correspondences 

32 Campbell (1999: 226-253), Harris & Campbell (1995), Trask (1996: 133-164). 
33 See Chapter Five entry for I-ch’in Ti-ho  
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for early Serbi-Mongolic languages, the closest alternative source of data are 
sentences and other syntactic constructions of similar or parallel semantic 
value containing cognate lexical items and morphemes. As much as possible, 
I have attempted to find such sentences or otherwise lexically and 
morphologically parallel constructions in comparing Middle Kitan and Middle 
Mongol syntax.                                                                                             

  
                                                                                                                                                         

8.4.1 Common Serbi-Mongolic word order 
 

8.4.1.1. Common Serbi-Mongolic clausal order 
 
Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol share the same basic, unmarked order of 
clausal constituents within a clause. Common Serbi-Mongolic clausal order is 
thus reconstructible as the same. Gaps in the table below indicate unattested 
comparanda. 
 
Table 68. Comparison of Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol clausal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol T’u-yü-hun Common Serbi-Mongolic 

OV OV  *[OV] 
SV SV  *[SV] 
SOV SOV  *[SOV] 
SNP PredNP/Num SNP PredNP  

(also Khalkha [SNP PredNum]) 
SNP PredNP *[SNP PredNP] 

 
Note the following examples: 
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Table 69. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [OV] clausal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

‹ordu.u.du› ‹k.ui.d.l.eñ›   ger-tür-iyen         gürbe  
ɔ ə *gə tʰur ə ə 

  tent.palace-DL       arrive-PST   tent-DL-REFL       arrive-PST 
‘[He] arrived at the tent palace.’  ‘[He] arrived at his tent.’ 
(YChüeh 14: 25-26)  (SHM 93)34 

 
Table 70. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SV] clausal order 

Middle Kitan 

‹ǰur.en› ‹š.ên› ‹p.o.ǰ.Awr›
ǰ ə *šɛ ɔǰ

 painting-PL-NOM    new       become-CVB 
‘The paintings had become new, and…’ 
(Lang 3: 13-15) 

Middle Mongol 

  Bodončar        Borǰigin            oboqtan                        bolba 
ɔ ɔ ʧʰ ɔ ʧ ɔ ɔ tʰan                 *bɔ

  PERS.N-NOM     P.N                    clan.name-SUFF.PL       become-PST 
 ‘Bodonchar became [the ancestor of] those which have the clan name Borjigin.’ 
 (SHM 42; Cleaves 1982: 9)35 

 
 
 
 

34 de Rachewiltz (2006: 29). 
35 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘from Bodončar [stemmed the] Borǰigin [clan]’ (2006: 8).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



304 
 

 
 

Table 71. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SOV] clausal order 

Middle Kitan 

‹ai›            ‹s.êng.un›    ‹s.a.ar› 
ɛŋun

 father-NOM  title-ACCINDF   serve-PST.VN♂  
‘[His] father served as Field Marshal.’ 
(YHsiang 16: 37-39).36 

Middle Mongol 

 Münglik    ečige              Temüǰin-i         a(b)ču              irebe. 
*muŋlik əʧʰ ə *tʰəmuǰin ʧʰʊ ə ə
  PERS.N      father-NOM     PERS.N-ACC     take-PFV.CVB    come-PST 
‘Father Münglik came with (lit. ‘bringing’) Temüjin.’  
(SHM 69)37 

 
 
These clausal orders are very common cross-linguistically, and are thus 
unremarkable from a typological perspective.  
 In addition to the above, there is also the verbless copular clause [SNP 
PredNP], i.e. [Sent = NP + NP], attested in Middle Kitan, Middle Mongol, and 
in the only known T’u-yü-hun sentence. 
 
 
 
 
 

36 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 174) translate this as ‘[the] father held the rank of Field 
Marshal’. 

37 ‘…Father Mönglik brought Temüǰin back with him’ (de Rachewiltz (2006: 17).  
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Table 72. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SNP PredNP] clausal order 

Middle Kitan 

‹č.ur.en›      ‹omo›  ‹ku›     ‹š.l› ‹g.e› ‹pu. ši.ñ›
*čur ə ɔ ɔ *šlgə *pušiñ
second-ORD♀    woman    person     PERS.N            lady 
‘[His] second wife [was] Lady *Šlgə.’ 
(YHsiang 13: 1-6).38 

Middle Mongol 

bi              Ma’aliq       Baya’udai
ɦ ɦʊ

1SG.NOM   clan.name-NZR 
‘I am a Ma’aliq Baya’ut.’ 
(SHM 15)39 

T’u-yü-hun 

*tśʰɨ kʰaɣ
čʰɪ   *qʰaʁ

  you     emperor 
‘You are the emperor.’ 
(Sung Shu 96: 2369) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

38 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 167) for translation.  
39 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘I am a man of the Ma’aliq Baya’ut’ (2006: 3).  
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Table 73. Serbi-Mongolic syntactic correspondences for [SNP PredNum] clausal order 

Middle Kitan 

 
‹g.ung› ‹ǰ.u.un›       ‹b.γ.an›           ‹ ♂› 
*guŋǰu ʁ

 

‘The princess had five sons.’ 
(Chung 6: 18-21) 

Modern Khalkha 

Манайхан                                       гурвуулаа. 
[maˈnæχ̯ɴ̆ ʊrˈwʊɮ  

xŋ ɢʊ ɮ

 

‘There are three people in our family.’ 
(lit. ‘Ours three’).  

 
 
This clausal order is common in languages of Eastern Eurasia, e.g. 

Russian, Manchu, informal spoken Modern Korean, and others. 
 
 

8.4.1.2. Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order 
 
The Kitan Assembled Script corpus provides substantial evidence of Middle 
Kitan phrasal order, including the following, which I have compared with 
attested Middle Mongol: 
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[Adj N] 
In both attested Middle Kitan and attested Middle Mongol, adjectives precede 
the nouns they modify: 
 
Table 74. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Adj N] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹ › ‹ ›   hula’an     de’el 

ʊ ɦ əɦə  
  red            dog   red             garment 
 ‘red dog’  ‘red garment’ 
  (YTi 14: 27-28)  (SHM ; Ozawa 1986: 164; Cleaves 1982: 73)40 

 
 

 [Dem N] 
Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol demonstratives precede the nouns they 
modify: 
 
Table 75. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Dem N] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹ ›       ‹ ›   tere         eme 
ə ɔ ɔ *tʰərə      *əmə 

  PROX    woman   DIST        woman 
‘this woman’ (Hai 5: 24-27  ‘that woman’ (SHM 38; Ozawa 1984: 180) 

 
 

[G N] 
In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, the possessor precedes the 
possessum: 

40 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘a red coat’ (2006: 67). 
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Table 76. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [G N] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹g.ung›   ‹ǰ.u.un›    ‹b.γ.an› Qaidu-yin      ke’üt 
*guŋǰu ʁ ʊ əɦ
princess-GEN            child-PL      pers.n-GEN    son.PL    
‘children of the princess’   ‘sons of Qaidu’ 
(Chung 6: 18-20)   (SHM §47) 

 
 

[Num N] 
In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, numerals precede the nouns they 
modify: 
 
Table 77. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Num N] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹ ♂› ‹ ›   qurban            ke’üt 
ɢ ʊ *kʰəɦ

   three♂         boy   three-ATTR      son-PL 
  ‘three boys’ (Ku 17: 4-5) ‘three sons’ (SHM 17: de Rachewiltz 2006: 3) 

 
 

[Rel N] 
Relative clauses precede the nouns they modify: 
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Table 78. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Rel N] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

‹d.ge.en›     ‹s.uñ›     iregü                    čaq 
ə ə ʧʰ

  die-PST.VN♀     night   come-FUT.VN       time  
‘the night on which she died’   ‘the time [when he] will come’ 
(HsTi 50: 1-2)   (SHM 31; Cleaves 1982: 7; Ozawa 1984: 162)41 

  
 

[Adv V] 
In both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, adverbs precede the verbs they 
modify: 
 
Table 79. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Adv V] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹ › ‹y.eu.ǰ›    bi         basa       odču … 

ə ǰ ɔtʰ čʰʊ …
   again       move-CVB    1SG        also        go-CVB … 
‘[he] moved again and…’  
(HsTi 21: 6-7) 

‘I too shall go and…’  
(SHM 169; cf. Ozawa 1986: 340)42 

 
 

[Neg V] 
Both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol are characterized by preverbal negative 
marking. In Middle Mongol, ese negates perfective verbs, ülü negates 
imperfective verbs, and there is a prohibitive marker bü. All of these precede 
the verb they modify. In attested Middle Kitan, *gi is a preverbal negative 

41 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘the time of his coming’ (2006: 6).   
42 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘I too shall go and…’ (2006: 87).  
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marker. Although this word is not etymologically related to Middle Mongol 
ese or ülü, its syntactic patterning is identical.43   
 
Table 80. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [Neg V] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 [ ]     [ ] 
‹gi›      ‹k.ui.d.l.ñ›   ese       oldalai 

ə ə ə ɔ  
NEG        arrive-PST   NEG        find-PASS-PST.1H 
‘[Subject] did not arrive.’ ‘[She] was not found.’ 
(YP’u 20: 12-13). (SHM 112; Ozawa 1985: 305; Cleaves 1982: 47)44 

 
 

[N Post] 
Like Middle Mongol, and most OV languages for that matter, Middle Kitan 
grammar is characterized by postpositional affixes, e.g. case suffixes. 
 
Table 81. Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol [N Post] phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

 
‹po.do›   hon-tur 
ɔ ɔ ɔ tʰʊ

  time-DL   year-DL 
 ‘at the time’   ‘in/by the year’ 
(HsTi 3:27) (SHM 204)45 

43 Middle Kitan *gi ‘preverbal negative marker’ is cognate to Middle Mongol ügei ‘not 
existing, absence’. See §8.5.3 for details.  

44 de Rachewiltz translates this as ‘[he] could not find her’ (2006: 42), but in the original text 
the verb is in the passive voice.  

45 In this specific passage in the SHM, this construction is functioning as an adverb, which de 
Rachewiltz translates as ‘yearly’ (2006: 136). 
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The above-mentioned Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order correspondences 
are summarized in the table below: 
 
Table 82. Comparison of Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol phrasal order 

Middle Kitan Middle Mongol 

Adj N Adj N 
Dem N Dem N 
G N G N 
Num N Num N 
Adv V Adv V 
Rel N Rel N 
Neg V Neg V 
N Post N Post 

 
From this, it is clear that attested Middle Kitan phrasal order, as we currently 
understand it, was basically identical to attested Middle Mongol phrasal order. 
I thus reconstruct Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order as follows: 
 
Table 83. Common Serbi-Mongolic phrasal order 

Common Serbi-Mongolic  

*[Adj N]  
*[Dem N]  
*[G N]  
*[Num N]  
*[Rel N]  
*[N Post]  
*[Adv V]  
*[Neg V]  
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8.4.3. Null subjects (‘Pro-Drop’) in Common Serbi-Mongolic 
 
Middle Kitan and Mongolic are null subject (or ‘pro-drop’) languages, i.e. a 
sentence does not need to have a subject in its surface representation to be 
grammatical. Note the following examples: 
 
Table 84. Pro-drop in Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol 

Middle Kitan 

‹ǰau›   ‹tau›                    ‹b.o.or›
*ǰawtaw                     *bɔ
punitive.commissioner    become-PST 
‘[He] became a Punitive Commissioner.’ (HsTi 5:4-6; Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010:67). 

Middle Mongol 

  Noyakin        oboqtan                       bolba 
ɔyakʰin  ɔ ɔqtʰan               ɔ

   P.N                clan.name-SUFF.PL      become-PST 
‘[He] became [ancestor of] those with the clan name Noyakin.’  
(SHM §46; Ozawa 1984:198). 

 
Pro-drop is a cross-linguistically very widespread phenomenon, well known in 
such unrelated language families as Indo-European (e.g. Russian and Italian), 
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Turkic, Tibetan, and many others. Given the fact 
that both Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol are pro-drop languages, it is highly 
likely that Common Serbi-Mongolic was also characterized by pro-drop. 
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8.5. THE COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC LEXICON 
 

There are a significant number of cognates between the Serbi and Mongolic 
languages, enough to strongly suggest, and with the additional morphological 
evidence discussed above, support a claim of genetic affinity, but the majority 
of the cognates are different enough in phonological form, and sometimes also 
semantically, from what we can reconstruct of Old Mongol and Proto-
Mongolic that it is clear that Kitan, Taghbach,  and T’u-yü-hun were not direct 
ancestors of Mongolic, i.e. Poppe’s (1976) “Ancient Mongolian”, but that they 
represented a sister branch to Mongolic—the Serbi branch, constituent 
languages of which were spoken at least by the ruling elite of the Serbi peoples. 
      Note the following Kitan-Taghbach-Mongol cognates: 

 
Table 85. Some attested Kitan-Taghbach-Mongol cognates 

gloss MKit Taghbach Middle Mongol Pcl WMgl Common Serbi-Mongolic 

‘dog’ noqai ɔqʰaj] noqai ɔkʰañ
‘cloud’ ə e’üle-n əɦ ə egülen əɣ ə

 
      A large component of the Kitan lexicon has Mongolic cognates:                     
Numerous grammatical suffixes, all of the deciphered numerals (with the 
possible exception of ‘one’), most of the zoonyms (‘ox/cow’, ‘dog’, ‘bird of 
prey’, ‘goat’, ‘horse’, ‘snake’, ‘chicken, hen’, ‘rabbit, hare’), directions (e.g. 
‘left’, ‘right’, ‘east’), kinship terms (e.g. ‘maternal uncle’, ‘siblings’, 
‘grandfather’, ‘child’, and ‘younger brother’), time and cosmology-related 
words (e.g. ‘sun/day’, ‘moon/month’, ‘season/time’, ‘autumn’, ‘winter’, 
‘spring’,46 ‘summer’, ‘night’, ‘intercalary’), certain adjectives (e.g. ‘good’, 
‘new’), verbs (e.g. ‘be, become’, ‘die’, ‘reach, arrive’, ‘move, transfer’, ‘ride’, 
‘fall’, ‘give’, ‘reside’, ‘gather/collect’, ‘pacify’, ‘be friendly’, ‘return, come 
back’), words relating to military (‘army’), demonstratives (‘this’, ‘that’), 
words for dwellings (‘tent’), natural phenomena (‘river’, ‘water’, ‘lake’, 

46 Kara (1996a).  
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‘cloud’, ‘salt’), culture (‘shoot, archery’, ‘tilling land, farming’, ‘female 
shaman’), the word for ‘person’, and numerous other lexical items have good 
cognates in Mongolic. This is just within the limited corpus of currently 
deciphered words. Further progress in the decipherment of the Kitan scripts, 
and work on the Chinese transcriptions of the language, is sure to uncover more 
and more words cognate to Mongolic. The Taghbach and T’u-yü-hun corpora 
likewise offer good Mongolic cognates. Taghbach words with Mongolic 
cognates include nouns: ‘house’, ‘cook, chef’, ‘judge’, ‘wolf’, ‘artemisia’, 
‘net’, ‘cord, strap’, ‘relay route’, ‘assassin’, ‘interpreter’, ‘prefect’, ‘dog’, 
‘bridge’, ‘weapon’, ‘dirt, soil, earth’, ‘cloud’, and ‘raised earth, embankment’; 
the verbs ‘be warm’, ‘go’, ‘cultivate’, and ‘surround’; and the adjective ‘bald’. 
Solidly attested T’u-yü-hun words with Mongolic cognates include words for 
‘elder brother’, ‘you’, and ‘river’. There are also at least two other Middle 
Serbi words with Mongolic cognates: the Yü-wen dialect word ‘grass’ and an 
unspecified Middle Serbi dialect word for ‘thirty’. 
 Below I provide a lexicon of reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic 
forms and a few Common Serbi forms with comparanda within the Serbi 
branch but not Mongolic. All of these forms are arranged alphabetically by 
attested Serbi reflexes. For discussion of individual reflexes in Taghbach and 
T’u-yü-hun, see Chapter Five and Chapter Six. This lexicon presents 19 
reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic suffixes and grammatical morphemes, 
106 reconstructed Common Serbi-Mongolic words, one reconstructed 
Common Serbi suffix, and two reconstructed Common Serbi words. 

In identifying cognates I have focused primarily on data from early and 
medieval languages. I have included data from modern languages only when 
particularly relevant or informative. 

See below for the alphabetical order employed in this lexicon: 
 

a b č čʰ ɛ ə ɢ ɣ ɦ ɪ ǰ k kʰ l m n ñ ŋ 
ɔ ʰ ʰ ʁ s š t tʰ ʊ V w x y ž
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8.5.1. COMMON SERBI SUFFIXES AND GRAMMATICAL MORPHEMES 

T’u čin/* čiñ [ན་] ‘having X’, cognate to Qay čin/ čiñ [ ]47 < 
CSer čin / * čiñ ‘id.’48 

 
 

8.5.2. COMMON SERBI WORDS 
 
Tagh * ɪ  ‘write’, attested as a verbal noun ɪ ʁ  [ ] ‘writing ( )’.49 

Cognate to Middle Kitan *č  ‹č.› ‘write an inscription ( )’.50 CSer ɪ
*dɪ- ‘to write’ (←  LOC dial. ɨ ‘to write’).51 

Tagh ʰ ʁ čɪ  [ ] ‘door guards ( )’.52 The  is a plural 
suffix (see entry for MKit ə  ‘lexicalized plural suffix’ 
below). Taghbach ʰ ʁ čɪ ‘door guard’ is cognate to LKit *qaba(q)čɪ
[ ] ‘person who guards the chambers of the chancellor’.53 CSer 
*kʰaɣbaGčɪ ‘door guard’.54  

47 As in the Qay hydronym *tʰɔʁʊ čiñ/*tʰɔʁʊ čin [ ] (HTS 219: 6173). See §6.2.1.1 
entry for T’u-yü-hun Silgucïn for discussion.  

48 Cf. also Ewenki -cii ‘suffix denoting the holder or owner of something’ (Vasilevich 1958: 
682). This suffix is possibly related to the CSM occupational suffix (see entry for Tagh       
čɪ či  [ ] ‘plural occupational suffix’ below). 

49 See Chapter Five entry for I-ch’in-ti-ho.  
50 This Middle Kitan verb is attested in the masculine past tense form *č ǝr ‹č. r› ‘write-

PST♂’, e.g. Lang (5: 30).  
51 See Chapter Five for discussion.  
52 NCS (57: 985).  
53 CTKC: See Vovin (2003) for the Chinese transcription and translation of this Kitan word 

and Chapter Five entry for K’o-po-chen for discussion. The phonological reconstruction 
given above is my own, based on an Old Mandarin reading of the characters. 

54 As noted several times before in the literature, this word is clearly related to Turkic, cf. 
Vovin (2003, 2007) and Franke (1976). Previous studies have generally assumed that this 
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Tagh ʰ ʁ ʊ  [ ] ‘imperial consort ( )’ ~ ʰ ʁ ʊ  [ ] ‘the 
imperial ancestral mothers ( )’. Cognate to T’u-yü-hun *qʰaʁʦʊ  
[ ] ‘wife ( ) of the khaghan ( )’. CSer ʰ ʊ  ‘wife of the 
khaghan’.55 

is a Turkic loanword into Taghbach, an assumption which is historically problematic since 
Turkic-speaking peoples of the Mongolian Plateau and North China did not rise to prestige 
until the 6th century, several centuries after the Taghbach, who are known to have founded 
an influential state which dominated North China for several centuries. On historical 
grounds, this is likely to be a Serbi-Mongolic loanword into Turkic. See Shimunek et al. 
(2015) for linguistic and historical considerations on the Archaic Turkic-speaking Chieh. 
On the sound change of ATrk V̆ > attested OTrk VC, e.g. attested ATrk ă  
‘capture ( )’ > attested OTrk tut- ‘capture, grab, catch’, see Shimunek et al. (2015) for 
discussion. I thus propose CSer *kʰaɣbaGčɪ ‘door guard’ < *kʰaɣ  ‘door’ (composed of 
a verbal root *kʰaɣ  with *-G ‘deverbal noun suffix’) < CSM *kʰaɣ͡β  ‘to close (e.g. a 
door)’ > PMgl *kʰaɣ  > attested early MMgl qa’a- [ ], i.e. ɦ  as ‘to 
enclose ( )’ (SHM ) and ‘to close ( )’ (HIIY 1.09a6) > Khalkha хаа- [χaː  ‘id.’ > 

 + ɮ  ‘deverbal noun suffix’ > хаалга ɮG/ [ˈχaːɮə̆  ‘door’. On CSM ʁ͡β
ɣ͡β  see also 5.2.2 entry for Ta-po shih. Attested Old Turkic qapɨʁ ‘gate’ (8th c., GOrkT 

341) and the attested Middle Turkic words qapʁa ‘gate’ (11th c.) ~ qapuʁ ‘gate, door’ (11th 
c.) ~ qapaʁ ‘gate, door’ (presumably 10th c.) and qapaʁčɨ ~ qapɨʁčɨ ‘doorman, gatekeeper, 
guard, standing at the gate’ (presumably 10th c.) ~ qapuʁčɨ ‘id.’ (ca. 14th c. edition of 11th 
c. text) are not based on an attested Turkic verbal root, and are thus probably reflexes of 
unattested Archaic Turkic words borrowed from Common Serbi *kʰaɣbaGčɪ ‘door guard’ 
and *kʰaɣ  ‘door’. The Middle Turkic forms and their earliest attestations which I quote 
above are from DTS 420-421. Given the lack of a *ɣ reflex in the Late Kitan form, the 
possibility remains that it is a loanword from Middle Turkic (i.e. Taghbach *qʰaʁbaGčɪ
*/*kʰaɣbaGčɪ ‘door guard’ → unattested ATrk > OTrk > MTrk qapaʁčɨ ‘door guard’ → 
MKit > LKit *qaba(q)čɪ ‘id.’), but we know too little about the phonological differences 
between Middle Kitan and Late Kitan to determine this with certainty. 

55 This word is first attested ca. 4th-5th c. in Taghbach and T’u-yü-hun, i.e. Middle Serbi dialects. 
The word subsequently spread to other languages of Central Eurasia. In Turkic, it is first 
attested in early Old Turkic in a Chinese transcription dating to ca. 6th c. as ʁ  [

] (e.g. Chou Shu 50: 909); the first inscriptional attestation in Turkic is 8th c. OTrk 
qatun ‘empress’ (GOrkT 342-343). Early Middle Mongol qatun [ ] ‘lady ( )’ 
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8.5.3. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC SUFFIXES AND GRAMMATICAL 

MORPHEMES 
 
Tagh ɣ ɣ  and LKit  ‘verbal noun suffix’.56 Cognate to 

Middle Mongol -Ai ə  ~ -’Ai ɦ ɦə  ~ -A ə  ~ -’A 
ɦ ɦə   ‘resultative perfective verbal noun suffix’.57 CSM 

ɣ ɣ  ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’. 

Tagh  ‘deverbal noun suffix’.58 Cognate to Middle Mongol -l as in 
MMgl belči-l ‘pasture’,59 törö-l ‘birth, existence’,60 ükü-l ‘death’,61 taqi-l 

(SHM §64) is probably a late borrowing from Turkic, or is otherwise phonologically 
influenced by Turkic, since it does not retain the  sequence of the earlier Serbi forms. 
Note also late Middle Mongol qatun [قاتوُن] ‘lady’ (Leid. 75a-08-1-2) ~ χatun [خَاتون] ‘id.’ 
(Leid. 75a-06-3-2). Modern Persian khātūn (خَاتوُن) ‘lady, noble lady, matron’ (Aryanpur-
Kashani 1986: 95) is a loanword from a Middle Turkic reflex of Old Turkic qatun < 
unattested ATrk *qaqtun ← Taghbach ʰ ʁ ʊ  ‘id.’; on the phonological change of ATrk 
*VqC > OTrk VC, see Shimunek et al. (2015) and the entry for Taghbach ʰ ʁ čɪ  
‘door guards’ above. Moghol [ ɔˈ ] ‘Frau’ (Weiers 1972: 167a) and Āzragī (Hazāragī) 
[χɒˈ  .wife’ (Mālistānī 1993) are loanwords from Persian or Middle Turkic, i.e‘ (خاتو) 
Moghol ~ Āzragī ← (Persian ←) MTrk < OTrk < ATrk ← Taghbach. CSer ʰ ʊ  is 
undoubtedly connected with the masculine CSM titles ʰ ɣ  ‘emperor’ and ʰ  ‘ruler’ 
(see entries in §8.5.4 below), but the details remain to be conclusively determined. 

56  See entries for Taghbach * ɪ ʁ  ‘writing’, *ɦɔ  ‘go’ as in *ɦɔ  ‘going’, ɦʊ ʁ  
‘cultivation’, *kʰɪ ʁ  ‘killing’ in *kʰɪ ʁ čɪ  ‘assassin’ and Late Kitan  
‘returning’ below. 

57 E.g. attested Middle Mongol ayis-ai (SHM §129), ire-’ei (SHM §67), ana-’ai (SHM §175), 
bari-qda-’a (SHM §53) etc. In his careful analysis of Middle Mongol tense, mood, aspect, 
and evidentiality, Brosig concludes that this Middle Mongol suffix denotes a perfective, 
and in most instances, a resultative perfective (2014: 97-99). 

58 See entries for Taghbach  ‘warmth’ and  ‘bridge’ below. 
59 MMgl belčil [بیلجل] ‘pasture’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 116a).  
60 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 287).  
61 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 316).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



318 
 

 
 

‘worship, sacrifice, offering’,62 abura-l ‘redemption, saving’,63 soyurqa-l 
‘bestowal, show of grace’.64 CSM  ‘deverbal noun suffix’. 

MKit  ‹ › ə  ‹ › ‘lexicalized plural suffix’, e.g. MKit         
ʁ   ‹b.γ.an› ‘children’ and *ǰur ə   ‹ǰur.en› ‘paintings’.65 

Cognate to Middle Mongol -n ‘lexicalized plural suffix’66 and Taghbach 
*-n ‘plural suffix’.67 CSM  ‘plural suffix’.

MKit ə   ‹ b.ñ› ~  ‹ b.eñ› ~  ‹ beñ›68 ‘past or perfective verbal 
noun suffix’. Cognate to Middle Mongol -bAi *[-baj ~ -bəj] ‘past factual 
suffix’.69 The Late Kitan reflex seems to be βǝñ/ βǝn [ ] ~ [ ], 
attested in Old Mandarin transcription in the Liao Shih, e.g. *pʰusu
βǝñ/*pʰusu βǝ  [ ] ‘flourishing ’,70 βǝñ/
βǝ  [ ] ‘thriving ’,71 βǝñ/ βǝ  [ ] 

62 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 274).  
63 E.g. ES: Kara (2009: 3).  
64 E.g. attested early MMgl soyurqal [ ] ‘bestowal, show of grace ( )’ (SHM 

§202).  
65 See also §7.3.2.3.  
66 In Middle Mongol this suffix is attested on nouns as well as adjectival nouns, e.g. MMgl 

elči [ ] ‘envoy’ (SHM §126) vs. elči-n [ ] ‘envoys’ (SHM §133; although not 
glossed as plural) and mawu ‘bad (unmarked for number)’ (SHM §111) vs. mawu-
n [ ] ‘bad (plural)’ (SHM §245; de Rachewiltz (2006: 882) translates this mawun as 
‘naughty ones’). See Poppe (1954: 72 §270, §271, §272) for discussion of this plural suffix 
in Written Mongol.  

67  See entries for Taghbach čɪ , ʊčɪ , *čarʁʊyčɪ , ɣyamčɪ , *kʰɪ ʁayčɪ , and 
*kʰɪ ɔrčɪ  in 8.5.4 below. 

68 See §7.3.2.1.6, §7.3.3.4, and Kane (2009: 147) for examples of this well-attested Middle 
Kitan suffix. 

69 E.g. MMgl ǰirqa-bai [ ] ‘rejoiced’ (HIIY 2.25b3) and kör-bei [ ] ‘became 
cold’ (HIIY 1.03b2). Brosig analyzes Middle Mongol -bAi as ‘past factual’ (2014: 54, 100).  

70 LS (31: 365).  
71 LS (31: 364).  
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‘pacification ( )’,72 and *čišid βǝñ/*čišid βǝ  [ ] ‘filial piety 
( )’.73 CSM  ‘past (factual?) verbal noun suffix’. 

Tagh čɪ či  [ ] ‘plural occupational suffix’.74 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol -či ʧʰ plural -či-n ʧʰ ‘id.’ and Middle Kitan */ ǰ/  
‘occupational suffix’ as in *čawǰ  ‹čau.ǰ› ‘one who does battle’, 
phonemically probably */čawr/  ‹čau.ur› ‘battle’ + */ ǰ/.75 Given the 
Middle Mongol lexicalized plural suffix -n (see entry for MKit *-an ~         
*-ǝn ‘plural suffix’ above), the Taghbach form is likely to be a plural, i.e. 
*-či , composed of *-či ‘occupational suffix’ +  ‘plural suffix’. Note 
also the Late Kitan reflex čʰɪ [ ] ‘occupational suffix’.76 CSM čʰI 
‘occupational suffix’.77 

MKit   ‹.d› ~   ‹.t› and   ‹.s› ‘lexicalized non-obligatory plural 
suffix’. 78  Cognate to the phonologically-conditioned Middle Mongol 
plural suffixes -s (on stems ending in vowels) and -t (replacing the final 
consonant of stems ending in consonants). CSM  ‘non-obligatory 
plural suffix’. 

72 LS (31: 365).  
73 LS (31: 370).  
74 See entries for Taghbach ʊčɪ , č ʁʊ čɪ , *ɣyamčɪ , *kʰɪ ʁ yčɪ , and kʰɪ ɔrčɪ

kʰɪ ʊrčɪ  below. 
75 See Kane (2009: 187, n. 2) for the Kitan form. See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 69-

70). The reconstructions and phonological analyses presented here are my own. On the 
deletion of phonemic  before */ǰ/ and */č/, see the discussion of MKit */kuyr-/ ‘reach, 
arrive’ in §7.3.2.1.6. 

76 E.g. attested LKit čɪ [ ] (OM śɨ) ‘person who guards the chambers of 
the chancellor’. See Chapter Five entry for K’o-po-chen for discussion. 

77 See entry for MKit  ‘plural suffix’ above for CSM *-n ‘plural suffix allomorph’. 
78 E.g. Middle Kitan   ‹ai.d› ‘fathers’ but   ‹ai.s› ‘years’ (Kane 2009: 49). 

Note also Kitan *qʰɪ   ‹qɪta.s› ‘Kitans’ and   ‹g.ur.s› ‘countries’. These 
examples clearly show that these plural suffixes were lexicalized, i.e. they were not 
phonologically conditioned in Middle Kitan. 
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MKit ə  ‹.de› ɔ  ‹.do›   ‹.du› ‘dative-locative case suffix’. 
Cognate to the Middle Mongol dative-locative -DU ~ -DA. Middle Mongol 
-DUr ‘dative-locative case suffix’79 is probably the result of a morpheme 
merger with an older ablative  (cf. MKit ablative ). CSM  
‘dative-locative case’. 

MKit ɔʁ əɣ  ‹.d.γ› ə  ‹.d. r› ə  ‹. r›
ə  ‹.ir. r› ‘masculine ordinal numeral suffix’.81 Cognate to spoken 

the Middle Mongol ordinal numeral suffix -DA’Ar ~ -DU’Ar ɦ
əɦə tʰaɦ tʰəɦə ʊɦ ɦə tʰʊɦ tʰuɦə ,82 as in 

quta’ar ~ qutu’ar ‘third’, dötü’er ‘fourth’, tabtu’ar ‘fifth’, dolodu’ar 
‘seventh’, etc.83 and Preclassical Written Mongol -DAGAr ~ -DUGAr as in 
γutaγar ‘third’, dötöger ‘fourth’, tabtaγar ‘fifth’, ǰirγuduγar ‘sixth’, 
doloduγar ‘seventh’, naimaduγar ‘eighth’, yisüdüger ‘ninth’, etc.84 The 
modern Daur reflex is -dAAr as in nək-dəər ‘first’, xoir-daar ‘second’, 
gʷarəb-daar ‘third’, durub-dəər ‘fourth’, taawu-daar ‘fifth’, ʤirɣoo-daar 
‘sixth’, doloo-daar ‘seventh’, naim-daar ‘eighth’, is-dəər ‘ninth’, xarəb-
daar ‘tenth’, etc.85 The modern Khalkha reflexes are the ordinal numeral 
suffix / Ŭ /, realized as -дугаар ʊ̆ˈʁ  ~ -дүгээр ŭˈɣɛ , and the 

79 E.g. MMgl in Preclassical orthography -dur as in Qara Qorum-dur ‘in Qara Qorum’ (Mön. 
I, l. 9-10), -dür as in ibegen-dür (Qub. II, l. 2), -tur as in ǰrlγ-tur (Qub. I, l. 8), and -tür as 
in sümes-tür (Qub. I, l. 17).   

80  The allomorph ɔʁ does not have a one-to-one match in Kitan Assembled Script 
orthography, i.e. ɔ ɔʁ  ‹t.od.o.oγ› ɔʁ  ‹t.ad.o.oγ› ‘fifth 
(masculine)’.  

81 See §7.3.2.1.5.1 for Middle Kitan  ~  ‘fifth (masculine)’,  ~  
‘ninth’,  ‘tenth’, etc.  

82 The phonological reconstructions presented here are my own, based on Old Mandarin 
transcriptions.  

83 See Rybatzki (2003: 70) for a discussion of the Middle Mongol ordinal numerals.  
84 See Kara (2009: 82, 85, 112, 135, 189, 270, 331).  
85 Tsumagari (2003: 139-140) and Engkebatu (1984: 52, 57, 116, 243, 284, 288).  
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noun / ʊɢ / дугаар ʊˈʁ ‘number (e.g. phone number, journal issue 
number, etc.)’. CSM ɣ  ‘masculine ordinal numeral suffix’.86 

MKit ə ‹.en› ɔ ‹.on› ‹.un› ‹.n› ‹.ñ›                   
‘genitive suffix’87 and T’u-yü-hun  [ ] ‘genitive-attributive 
suffix’. Cognate to Middle Mongol -Un  ʊ ~ -U ʊ  ~       
-yin ‘genitive-attributive suffix’. CSM  ‘genitive-
attributive suffix’.

MKit ə  ‹.er› ~   ‹.ur› ~  ‹.ur› ‘accusative-instrumental-
comitative case suffix’.88 Cognate to Middle Mongol instrumental -’Ar ~  
-i’Ar ‘instrumental case’ 89  < PMgl ɣ βAr ~ * ɣ βAr 
‘instrumental case suffix’. CSM ɣ  ‘instrumental case suffix’. 

MKit ə ‹.er› ‹.er› ~ ‹.ar› ~ ‹.or› ~ ‹.ur› ‘masculine past 
tense suffix’. 90  Probably cognate to Proto-Mongolic  ‘verbal noun 
suffix’,91 also attested in Middle Mongol reanalyzed as the first element in 
the converb suffixes -rA ‘in order to’ (< PMgl *-r + dative-locative *-A) 

86 The Proto-Serbi-Mongolic feminine ordinal numeral suffix may have been something like              
ɣ , as suggested by the Middle Kitan feminine ordinal numeral suffixes, i.e. *-ə  

~ ɔ . However, since Middle Mongol lost many of the gender distinctions of Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic, I have been unable to identify comparative evidence in Mongolic to 
support this reconstruction. On remnants of gender in Middle Mongol and Proto-Mongolic, 
see Janhunen (2003: 21-22), Rybatzki (2003: 75-78), and Brosig (2014: 54). 

87 This list of orthographic forms is not exhaustive. See Chapter Seven for attested examples 
and for details on the orthographic forms.  

88 See Chapter Seven for attested orthographic forms and discussion.  
89 The Written Mongol instrumental case suffixes -bar ~ -ber ~ -iyar ~ -iyer must represent 

early dialectal variants of Old Mongol or Middle Mongol. 
90 See Chapter Seven.  
91 Poppe (1954: 49 §178; 1955: 198). Note Middle Mongol hirü’er ‘benediction, blessing’ (< 

hirü’e- ‘to bless’ + *-r) and amur ‘rest’ (< amu- ‘to rest’ + *-r). 
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and -rUn ‘preparative converb’92 denoting ‘in consequence of doing…’ (< 
PMgl *-r + genitive *-Un).93 CSM  ‘deverbal noun or past tense suffix’. 

MKit *gi  ‹gi› ~  ‹gi› ‘preverbal negative marker’.94 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol ügei ‘not existing, absence’95 and Booŋan and Baonang gi [ ] 
‘negative copula’96 < PMgl *ugǝi ‘not existing, absence’. CSM *ugǝi ‘not 
existing, absence’.97 

MKit ǰ  ‹.ǰ› ~  ‹.ǰ› ~ ‹.ǰï› ~ č  ‹.č› ‘converb suffix’.98 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol -J̌U ʧʊ ʧ ʧʰʊ ʧʰ  ‘perfective converb 
suffix’99 and its modern Khalkha reflex -ж ʧ  ~ -ч ʧ ‘imperfective 

92 “Converbum praeparativum” in Poppe’s terminology (1954).  
93 Poppe (1954: 98 §379, §380); Poppe (1955: 198, 279, 285). The orthographic forms of these 

suffixes in Preclassical Written Mongol are faithful to their etymology: note Pcl. -r-un ~      
-r-ün ‹r wn› ‘preparative converb suffix’ and -r-a ~ -r-e ‹r ’› ‘in order to’.   

94 See §7.3.3.6 for discussion.  
95 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol ügei [ ] ‘not existing, absence ( )’ (SHM §11). The 

modern Khalkha reflex, үгүй [ugui], means ‘no’ In spoken Khalkha this negative 
exclamation is regularly reduced to  ‘nope’ or even pulmonic ingressive [↑ u ̥ [↑ ʷ  
‘nope’, although the standard form is үгүй [uˈkui] ‘no’. The Middle Mongol word has also 
developed into a negative-abessive suffix in modern Khalkha -гүй [ ], which 
negates verbal participles and denotes abessive ‘without’ when affixed to nouns. 

96 Fried (2010: 95-96, 226-232); Todaeva (1964: 136); Sun et al. (1990: 689); Buhe & Liu 
(1982: 84).  

97 Note also Sakhalin Nivkh /uige/ ‘no’, which Fortescue compares to Chukotko-Kamchatkan 
/ujŋæ/ ‘no, not any’ (1998: 150). These words are probably related as early areal 
borrowings. 

98  Cf. Kane (2009: 153) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 197). See Chapter Seven for 
attestations. 

99 E.g. Middle Mongol yabu-ǰu ʊʧʊ ‘went’ (SHM §118), ire-ǰü *[irǝʧ  ‘had come’ 
(SHM §10), qar-ču ʧʰʊ  ‘went out’ (SHM §73), and emüs-čü *[ǝmusʧʰ  ‘wearing’ 
(SHM §195). As shown by Brosig, Middle Mongol -J̌U is a perfective converb suffix (2014: 
89-90). 
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converb suffix’.100 In Kitan the voiced and voiceless allomorphs were in 
free variation, e.g. the verb  ‘arrive’ is attested with both the voiced 
and voiceless forms, i.e. ǰ and č. 101  CSM J ̌  ‘converb 
suffix’. 

MKit ə   ‹.l. ñ› ~ ‹.l.ñ› ‘past tense suffix’.102 This is cognate to 
the Middle Mongol firsthand past tense suffix -lU’Ai ɦ əɦə
ʊɦ ɦə ~ -lU’A * ɦ əɦə ʊɦ ɦə ,103 and is further 

evidence of the sound correspondence of Middle Kitan word-final  to 
Middle Mongol Vi#. The modern Khalkha reflex of the Middle Mongol 
form is -лаа ~ -лээ ~ -лоо ~ -лөө ɮ ɮ ɮɔ ɮɵ , which marks 
immediate past or eminent future.104 CSM ɣ  ‘past tense suffix’. 

100  Although these allomorphs were phonologically conditioned in Middle Mongol, their 
modern Khalkha reflexes have lost this phonological conditioning, and are now lexically 
assigned. For the modern Khalkha semantic value of this suffix as an imperfective 
converb, see Svantesson (2003: 173).  

101 See Chapter Seven for examples.  
102 See Kane (2009: 146) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented above are 

my own. 
103 I follow Brosig (2014: 54), who analyzes this Middle Mongol suffix as ‘past firsthand’. The 

phonological reconstructions I present above are my own, and are based on Old Mandarin 
transcriptions of Middle Mongol. For attested examples of this suffix, note Middle 
Mongol ab-u-la’ai [ ] ‘took’ (SHM §133), ke’e-le’ei [ ] ‘said’ (SHM 
§179), ügüleldü-lü’ei [ ] ‘said to each other’ (SHM §177), yabu-lu’a [

] ‘went’ (SHM §170) ~ yabu-la’a [ ] ‘id.’ (SHM §149), ire-le’e [
] ‘came’ (SHM §90), and nököče-lü’e [ ] ‘became companions’ (SHM 

§223). This suffix is attested in Middle Mongol in Preclassical orthography as -laγ-a ~ -
luγai ~ -legei ~ -lügei, e.g. Pcl. ontutulaγ-a (Yis., l. 5), arγadaluγai (ES: Kara 2009: 37), 
kürgegdelegei (ES: Kara 2009: 167), and kürgelügei (ES: Kara 2009: 167).

104 See Song (1997: 160-218) for a detailed study of the pragmatically rich past tense suffixes 
of modern Khalkha Mongolian.   
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MKit  realized as ʁ   ‹.l.γa› ~ ʁ   ‹.γa› ~          
ə   ‹.l.ge› ~ ə   ‹.ge› causative-passive suffix’.105 Cognate to 

Middle Mongol lGA  ʁ ə  ~ -GA- ʁ ə  ‘causative 
suffix’.106 Note Middle Kitan ə   ‹k.ui.ir.ge.› ‘cause to 
arrive’, cognate to Middle Mongol gür-ge- ‘cause to arrive’. 107  CSM          

 ‘causative suffix’. 

Tagh ɔ ʊ  [ ] ‘deverbal noun suffix’.108 Cognate to Written Mongol 
-mur ~ -mür ~ -mer ~ -mar ‘deverbal adjectival noun suffix’.109 CSM         

ʊ ~  ‘deverbal noun suffix’. 

MKit ə  ‹.ñ. r› ~ ə  ‹.ñ. › ~ ə  ‹. r› ~ ə  ‹. ñ› 
‘lexicalized plural suffix for nouns denoting humans’. 110  Cognate to 
Middle Mongol -nar ~ -ner ‘id.’  CSM *-  ‘id.’ 

105 See Kane (2009: 148-149) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented here 
are my own. 

106 The reconstructed forms presented here are my own. For examples, note MMgl sa’u-lqa- 
‘cause to sit’ (HIIY 2.28a1), düli-lge- ‘cause to march’ (SHM §185), bol-qa- ‘cause to 
become’ (SHM §121), e’üs-ge- ‘cause to originate’ (SHM §54). The Middle Mongol 
causative voice allomorph -’Ul- ɦʊ ɦ  (i.e. WMgl -γul- ~ -gül-), as in MMgl 
oro-’ul- ɔ ɔɦʊ  ‘cause to enter’ (SHM §66) and ire-’ül- *[irǝɦ  ‘cause to come’ 
(SHM §68), has no identified cognates in Kitan or other Serbi languages. 

107 Note the correspondence of attested MKit ə   ‹k.ui.ir.ge. r› (Tao 17: 20), 
which probably means ‘caused to arrive masculine past tense)’, to attested Middle 
Mongol gürgere [ ] ‘in order to bring’ (SHM §169), lit. ‘in order to cause to 
arrive’, from gür- ‘arrive’ + -ge- ‘causative suffix’ + -re ‘in order to’.  

108 See entry for Taghbach kʰɪ ɔrčɪ kʰɪ ʊrčɪ  ‘interpreters’ below.  
109 Cf. Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007). 
110  See §7.3.2.3 for examples. See also Aisin Gioro (2004: 143) for a similar proposal.                         

My phonological reconstruction differs significantly from hers. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



325 
 

 
 

MKit  ‹.s.Awr› ‘abtemporal converb’. 111  Cognate to Middle 
Mongol -qsabar ~ -qsa’ar ~ -kseber ~ -kse’er ‘abtemporal converb’.112 
CSM *-(G)sAbAr ‘abtemporal converb’.113 

MKit   ‹y› ~   ‹i› ‘converb suffix’.114 This suffix is probably cognate 
to the Middle Mongol -yU ‘generic finite verb suffix’115 (WMgl -yu ~ -uyu 
~ -yü ~ -üyü). A particularly illustrative example of this suffix in Middle 
Kitan is the wordform ə   ‹k.ui.ir.ge.y› 116  (arrive-
CAUS-CVB), which is cognate morpheme by morpheme to Preclassical 
Written Mongol kürgeyü, 117  morphologically kür-ge-yü (arrive-CAUS-
FIN.GNR) ‘SUBJ caused OBJ to arrive’. Note also Middle Kitan  

 ‹k.ui.ir.i›,118 the perfective converb form of  ‘arrive’. CSM 
 ‘generic converb or finite verb suffix’. 

 

111 E.g. YHsiang (12: 20). See §7.3.2.1.6 for my reading of the grapheme ‹Awr›. Note also 
the MKit converb suffix  ‹.Awr› (e.g.  attested in Lang 3: 15), the 
precise semantic value of which remains to be determined. 

112 E.g. attested MMgl -qsabar ‘abtemporal converb’ as in učira-qsabar [ ]     
‘meet-ATMP.CVB’ (HIIY 3.13a2) and -kseber ‘abtemporal converb’ as in önggere-kseber 
[ ] ‘pass-ATMP.CVB’ (HIIY 2.11b2). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script           

əɦə  as in ə ə ə əɦə   ‹del.ge.reg.se.ɦer› ‘unfold-ATMP.CVB’ 
(CYK2 l. 11) and MMgl in Preclassical orthography -γsaγar ~ -gseger, e.g. Pcl. oroγsaγar 
(ES: Kara 2009: 137) and Pcl. küsegseger (ES: Kara 2009: 114). 

113 Janhunen proposes Proto-Mongolic “*-gsA-xAr” ‘abtemporal converb’ (2003: 26).  
114 Cf. Kane (2009: 149) for examples. The phonological reconstructions presented here are 

my own. 
115 I follow Brosig’s treatment of this as a generic finite verbal suffix (Brosig 2014: 11-12). 

According to Poppe, this suffix “expresses actions considered a logical result of previous 
actions” (1954: 92, §349). Rybatzki explains the suffix as meaning “it can be [inferred] 
that” or “obviously…” (2003: 76).  

116 See Kane (2009: 208, n. 49) for the sentential context of this wordform in the Epitaph of 
Yeh-lü Ti-lieh . 

117 This Preclassical form is attested in Kara (2009: 167).  
118 Attested in Hsing (14: 2). 
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8.5.4. COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC WORDS 
 
MKit   ‹a.› ‘be’.119 Cognate to Middle Mongol a- ‘be, exist’.120 CSM  

‘be, exist’. 

Tagh ɪ / ɪ [ ] ‘house ( )’.121 Cognate to Middle Mongol ayil 
‘camp’ 122  and Written Mongol ayil ‘encampment, family, household,
group of tents’. CSM ɣɪ ‘encampment, family, household, group of 
tents’.123 

T’u-yü-hun  [ ] ‘elder brother’.124 Cognate to Middle Mongol aqa 
‘elder brother, elder male relative’125 and Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol 
χ æ̯  ‘id.’126 Cf. also MMgl aqai in the compound aqai egeči ‘elder 

aunt’.127 CSM *akʰañ ‘elder male relative’.128  

119 See Kane (2009: 158; 196, n. 25; 218, n. 68) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 71, 73 et 
seq.) for examples.  

120 E.g. attested early MMgl a- [ ] ‘be, exist ( )’ (SHM §209).  
121 See §5.2.1 entry for Wu-yin shih for discussion.  
122 E.g. attested early MMgl ayil [ ] ‘camp ( )’ (SHM §84), which de Rachewiltz 

translates as ‘a small nomadic camp consisting of only one or a few tents (yurts, mo. ger), 
with carts and animals, belonging to one family’ (de Rachewiltz 2006: 375). 

123 Attested 11th c. MTrk aʁɨl ‘corral, pen, cattle-pen’ (DTS 18a) phonologically resembles this 
CSM word, but the semantic value is quite different. 

124 See Chapter Six for discussion.  
125 E.g. attested early MMgl aqa [ ] ‘elder brother ( )’ (SHM §18).  
126 This Khamnigan form is from my 2009 fieldwork in Binder county and Dadal county, 

Khentii province, Mongolia.  
127 E.g. MMgl aqai egeči [ ] ‘elder aunt ( )’ (HIIY 1.14b4).  
128 See entries for MKit , , Tagh , and  for more evidence of CSM 

word-final *Vñ# > PMgl *Vi#. CSM  ‘elder male relative’ has close comparanda 
in Nivkh, Turkic, Tungusic, Inuit, Persian, Syriac, Koreanic, Finno-Ugric, Chukotko-
Kamchatkan, and Late Old Chinese; see discussion in §6.2.2.1 entry for A-kan. 
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MKit   ‹b.aq› ‘child’129 (lexicalized plural ʁ   ‹b.γ.an› 
‘children’130). Cognate to reconstructed western Middle Mongol  
‘small’.131 CSM *  ‘small, young’.132 

MKit *  ‹b.as› ‘again’.133 Cognate to Middle Mongol basa ‘again’.134 
CSM *basa ‘again, also’.135 

129 E.g. Chiao (21: 5).  
130 E.g. Chung (6: 20). 
131 Although this word is not attested in any Middle Mongol text, it is known as a western 

Middle Mongol loanword in New Persian baqa  بقه  ‘small’, as identified by Doerfer (1963: 
213 §91). Reflexes of the Proto-Mongolic form of this word include Shira Yoghor [ ʁ ] 
‘little, small’ (Tenishev & Todaeva 1966: 49; Juunast 1981: 97), and other cognates in 
Buryat, Oirat, and Ordos, as well as Khalkha and other dialects of Mongolian Proper (cf. 
Sun et al. 1990: 130). Martin gives “bage” as a Daur word for ‘little, young’, but remarks 
that this word is “apparently not common” (1961: 117); most likely this wordform, which 
is not attested in other accounts of Daur, is probably a loanword from Mongolian Proper, 
or is the result of interference from Mongolian Proper in the idiolect of his consultant.  

132 Starostin et al. connect WMgl “baγa” ‘young, small’ (in fact, baγ-a at the orthographic 
level) with OJpn  ‘young’ (the superscript star  is my addition), which they claim 
goes back to PJpn *baka- ‘young’ (2003: 336). Although there is possibly a loanword 
relationship between the Serbi-Mongolic word and OJpn  ‘young’, Starostin et 
al.’s PJpn reconstruction “*baka-” seems unlikely—as demonstrated by Beckwith 
(2007a), OJpn word-initial *w regularly goes back to *w or *u, e.g. OJpn  
‘to ford ’ < PJpn  ‘crossing’ +  ‘to reach, attain’, OJpn wi ‘well ’ < 
CJK *wir ‘spring, well’, and OJpn wi [ ] ‘pig, boar ’ < CJK *wi ‘id.’ (Beckwith 
2007a: 141, 142). Most likely OJpn  ‘young’ is a reflex of a Serbi-Mongolic 
loanword into early continental Japanese-Koguryoic. On the early continental speakers 
of Japanese-Koguryoic, see Kiyose (2001: 136-137).

133 E.g. HsTi (21: 6).  
134 E.g. early Middle Mongol: Basa Tayang Qan J̌amuqa-dača asaqurun te’ün-ü qoyina-ča 

ayisuqun ken buyu ke’eǰü’üi “Again Tayang Qan asked J̌amuqa, ‘Who is approaching 
after him?”’ (SHM §195; translation from de Rachewiltz 2006: 121). 

135 According to Kara, Middle Mongol basa ‘then, again’ is a loanword from Middle Turkic 
basa, a verbal adverb form of bas- ‘to press, follow’ (Kara 2001: 83). Cf. MTrk basa 
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MKit   ‹b.ar.a.an› ‘right (direction)’. 136  Cognate to early 
Middle Mongol bara’un ɦʊ ‘right (direction)’, 137  late Middle 
Mongol barawun ~ baran ‘id.’, 138  and Preclassical Written Mongol 
baraγun ‘id.’139 The Middle Mongol form bara’un is probably the result of 
morphological syncretism with ǰe’ün ʧǝɦ ‘left (direction)’. In Modern 
Mongolian and other ‘central’ dialects of Mongolic, the word also denotes 
‘west’, a post-medieval semantic innovation. Note also Daur [ ə ]140 and 
Baarin [ˈpaɾə̆  ‘right (side); west’. CSM  ‘right (direction)’. 

LKit  [ ] ‘vile person, villain ( )’. 142  Perlee (1959a) first 
suggested that this Kitan word is cognate to Written Mongol boγol 
‘slave’143 and modern Khalkha боол [ ɔːɮ] ‘id.’144 Although his proposal 
is correct, he did not reconstruct the Kitan form. Following an Old 
Mandarin reading of the characters, I reconstruct Late Kitan [

]145 ‘vile person, villain’, cognate to Middle Mongol bo’ol ɔɦɔ

‘after’, attested no earlier than the 11th c. A.D. (DTS 85). Middle Kitan  is attested as 
early as the Hsing-tsung Huang-ti Ai-ts’e inscription of 1055 A.D., roughly 
contemporaneous with the Middle Turkic word. It is thus difficult to determine in which 
language the word has chronological precedence. The ultimate relationship among the 
Middle Kitan, Middle Mongol, and Middle Turkic forms requires further study. Starostin 
et al. (2003: 906) connect MTrk basa with MMgl maši ‘very’ and with a Tungusic word 
for ‘hard’, but their proposal is semantically and phonologically implausible. 

136 Chung (19:12; 19:39); Yung (9:3); Liu et al. (2009: 493). 
137 E.g. MMgl bara’un [ ] ‘right ( )’ (HIIY 1.25b7).  
138 E.g. late MMgl barawun [براوون] ~ baran [بَران] ‘right’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 112a, 433b).  
139 E.g. Pcl. baraγun (Hin., l. 6, 11).  
140 Engkebatu (1984: 72).  
141 This is my own transcription. I thank Dr. Otgon Borjigin of Lanzhou University (a native 

speaker from Baarin Left Banner) for allowing me to interview him several times and 
learn Baarin phonology from him in May 2006 in Bloomington, Indiana.  

142 LS (116: 1535).  
143 Note also Pcl. boγol (Qqor I, l. 21) ~ boγal (Aruγ, l. 18).  
144 Perlee (1959a: 15). The IPA transcription presented here is my own. 
145 LOM.Ph [baw], [li] (Cob. 532, 187); note that Old Mandarin had no lateral codas. 
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‘slave’146 and its modern Khalkha reflex. This correspondence provides 
evidence of CSM ɔɣʊ  > ɣʊ  > ʊ  > Late Kitan . CSM 

ɔɣʊ  ‘slave’147 (←  LOC or EMC ɔ  ‘slave’ + SM ‘plural 
suffix’148). 

146 E.g. attested early MMgl [ ] ‘slaves ( )’ (SHM §137), MMgl bo’ol [ ] ‘slaves 
( )’ (HIIY 1.14b1), and late MMgl bōl [بول] (MAA: JSPS). 

147 Note also Manchu bolγosu ~ bolχosu ‘a slave of the third generation’, which Rozycki 
considers to be an early Mongolic loanword into Manchu (Roz. 34). I propose the 
following etymology: CSM ɔɣʊ  ‘slave’ > pre-PMgl ɔɣʊ  ~ ɔɣʊ  → early 
Jurchen-Manchu > attested Manchu bolγosu *[ ɔ ʁɔ ] ~ bolχosu *[ ɔ χɔ ] ‘a slave of 
the third generation’. The Manchu form is probably the result of metathesis to satisfy 
phonotactic constraints in early Jurchen-Manchu. See Appendix D for additional 
examples of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU. Norman glosses bolγosu ~ bolχosu as ‘a slave of 
the third generation’ (1978: 34a). Zakharov glosses bolχosu (i.e. болхосу in his 
transcription) as “рабъ третьяго колѣна въ домъ родившійся” (1875: 518a) but glosses 
bolγosu (i.e. болгосу) as “чистый, чистякъ” (1875: 517b). The Manchu-Chinese-
Mongolian Triglot Dictionary of 1780 glosses bolχosu as ‘slave of the third generation 
( )’ (Kuribayashi & Hurelbator 2008: 61). 

148 See Shimunek et al. (2015) for the Chinese etymology of this Serbi-Mongolic word and 
Zhengzhang (1991) on voiced codas in Old Chinese. 
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MKit  ‹b.uw.› 149  ~ ɔ  ‹b.o.› 150  ɔ  ‹p.o.› ‘be, 
become’.151 Cognate to Middle Mongol bü- ‘be, exist’.152 CSM 

 ‘be, become’. 

Tagh ʊčɪ  [ ] ‘nobles who prepare food ( )’.153 The final      
 is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above). Cognate to Middle 

Mongol bawurči ‘chef, cook’ ~ bawurčin ‘chefs, cooks’. 154  CSM 
ɣʊrčʰɪ ‘cook, chef’.155  

Tagh č ʁʊ čɪ  [ ] ‘people who send out and receive accusations on 
behalf of the ruler ( )’,156 i.e. a position equivalent to a judge. 
The final  is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above). This 
Taghbach title is cognate to Preclassical Written Mongol ǰarγučin 
‘judges’, 157  formed from Middle Mongol ǰarqu ~ ǰarγu ‘judgement, 

149 E.g. MKit  ‹b.uw.ur› ‘was (masculine past)’ in the sentence 
‘At the … time when [he] was at a young age’ (YHsiang 22: 9-13).  

150 E.g. MKit ɔ   ‹b.o.or› ‘was (masculine past)’ as in the sentence                
‘[He] became a Punitive Commissioner’ (HsTi 5: 4-6).  

151 E.g. MKit   ‹p.o.or› ‘was (masculine past)’ as in the sentence  
  ‘[He] became Field Marshal of the Northern Jurchen’ (YHsiang 26: 5-9) 

and   ‹p.o.on› ‘was (feminine past tense)’ as in the sentence  
  ‘That time was the twelfth 

Blue Tiger year of the Celestial Gathering reign period, in mid-winter, on the fourteenth 
day’ (Lang 4:14-5:9; cf. Shimunek 2014a: 107).  

152 This is a well-attested verb in Middle Mongol, e.g. note the numerous inflected forms in 
the Secret History: bü-gü [ ] ‘exist-FUT.VN’ (§128), bü-ǰü [ ] ‘exist-PFV.CVB’ 
(§189), bü-ksen [ ] ‘exist-PRF.VN’ (§155), bü-rün [ ] ‘exist-PREP.CVB’ (§106) 
etc. 

153 NCS (57: 985).  
154  E.g. attested early MMgl bawurči [ ] ‘chef, cook ( )’ (SHM §130) ~ 

bawurčin [ ] ‘chefs, cooks ( )’ (SHM §192).  
155 For an explanation of the sound changes here, see Chapter Five entry for Fu-chen [ ].  
156 NCS (57: 985).  
157 Attested in an undated Turfan document (Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari 2006: 424).  
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sentence’ 158  and the plural occupational suffix -čin ʧʰ  (i.e. -či
‘occupational suffix’ + -n ‘plural suffix’). CSM ǰ ʊ čʰɪ ‘judge’ <
ǰ ʊ ‘judgement, sentence’ + čʰɪ ‘occupational suffix’.159 

MKit *č   ‹čau.ur› ‘army’ ~ ‘war, battle’160 > LKit *čʰ  [ ] ~  
[ ] ‘war, battle ( )’.161 Cognate to the Middle Mongol noun ča’ur 
*[ʧʰ ɦʊ ] ‘military campaign’162 and the derived verb ča’ura- *[ʧʰ ɦʊ ] 
‘battle, go on a military campaign’. 163  The meaning of ‘army’ is also 
retained in the Modern Mongolian compound noun цэрэг цуур [ˈʦʰɪ ǝ̆
ʦʰʊːr ~ ˈʦʰɛ ǝ̆ ʦʰʊːr  ‘army’. 164  CSM *čʰ ɣʊ  ‘battle, military 

158 See Kara (2009: 130) for this Middle Mongol word. 
159 Kane (2009: §2.169) mentions a form  ‘prime minister ( )’ which I read as 

‹ǰa.ir.qo› and reconstruct as MKit . This may be cognate to the above Taghbach 
and Mongol terms, although this correspondence poses phonological and semantic 
problems.  

160 E.g. Jen-hsien (42: 55). See Kane (2009: 84 §3.004, 125 §3.234) for this Middle Kitan form. 
The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. 

161 LS (53: 879); see Shimunek (2007) for the CTKC transcription [ ].  
162  E.g. attested early MMgl ča’ur [ ] ‘military campaign ( )’ (SHM §254) ~                 

[ ] ‘military campaign ( )’ (SHM §255). According to Oyuunch & Janhunen, 
“it is difficult to determine whether the Mongolic noun is an inherited lexical item or a 
[Kitan] loanword” (2010: 70). Given the existence of other Mongol deverbal nouns 
ending in -r (e.g. amur ‘rest’ < amu- ‘to rest’ + *-r ‘deverbal noun suffix’), this is likely 
to be a shared lexical retention in Mongolic and Serbi, despite the fact that the verbal root 
of this particular word is not retained in Mongolic. The verbal root was probably lost in 
Mongolic but retained in Middle Kitan. 

163 E.g. MMgl ča’ura- [ ] ‘go on a military campaign, to battle ( )’ (SHM §236); 
cf. also somewhat later MMgl čawura- [ ] ‘id.’ (HIIY 3.19b2). 

164 See Kara (2005: 8) for this modern Khalkha form. The phonetic transcription given above 
is my own.  
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campaign’ 165  < *čʰ ɣʊ  ‘to do battle’ 166  + *-r ‘masculine past tense 
deverbal noun suffix’ (see above). 

165 Starostin et al. are correct to connect MMgl ča’ur ‘army’ with Tungusic forms such as 
Negidal čauχa, Written Manchu “čōχa” (which should be corrected to čooχa, spoken 
*čauχa), Jurchen čauχa, Ulcha čauχa, Uilta čauχa, Nanai čaoχa, Oroch čauχa, Udihe 
čawaha ~ čauha, and Solon čoγa (2003: 406-407); however, despite their claim of genetic 
affinity, these correspondences are evidence of a Serbi-Mongolic → Tungusic loanword. 
Aisin Gioro also connects Jurchen *čauχa  (reconstructed by her as “ ʧ ”) with 
the Kitan word (2004: 98 #54). Oyuunch & Janhunen claim that Tungusic borrowed the 
verbal root of this word from Kitan (Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 70). Although they are 
undoubtedly correct that the directionality of this loan is from Kitan to Tungusic, the 
verbal root was not borrowed as a full-fledged root—in other words, this root does not 
function as a full verb in Tungusic languages—it is attested only in this single lexical 
item. The following scenario seems more likely: The Kitan deverbal noun construction 
*čaw  ‘battle, war’ (from *čaw  ‘fight in a war’ +  ‘masculine past tense deverbal 
noun suffix’) was calqued into Jurchen as *čauχa ‹čau.χa› ‘army ( ); martial, 
military ( )’ (cf. NT 127, 248 for this Jurchen form), composed of *čau  (borrowed 
directly from Kitan *čaw ) with Jurchen χa ‘perfective verbal noun suffix’, i.e. the 
native Jurchen approximate equivalent to Middle Kitan  ‘masculine past tense deverbal 
noun suffix’. The Jurchens are known to have employed Kitan writing in the early part of 
their empire, and many Jurchens undoubtedly had functional knowledge of spoken Kitan. 
Attested forms of this word in other Tungusic languages are phonologically so close to 
the Jurchen form that they are very likely to be intrafamily loanwords from Jurchen. The 
Manchu reflex of the Jurchen word was later borrowed into the Mongolic daughter 
language Daur, in the form [ʧʷɑɣ] ‘soldiers, army, troops’; cf. Engkebatu (1984: 307) for 
this Daur form and its Manchu etymology. Jurchen *čauši ‹čau.šï› ‘troops, army’ 
is probably a further reanalysis with the *-ši  element from Chinese shih  (MSC shi) 
‘soldier’ (note the fact that the Jurchen grapheme  is otherwise attested only in 
transcriptions of the Mandarin syllable shih (MSC shi), e.g. , ,  etc. Cf. NT 93 for 
attestations of Jurchen  ‹šï›. 

166 As shown by Oyuunch & Janhunen, Kitan  is a verbal root denoting ‘to fight a war’ (e.g. 
HsTi 6: 5), and Kitan  ‘war, army’ is a deverbal noun based on this root (Oyuunch & 
Janhunen 2010: 69-70). I reconstruct this verbal root as MKit *č   ‹čau.› ‘to battle, 
to fight a war’. As further evidence of this verbal root, note attested MKit *č ʁ  
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T’u-yü-hun *čʰɪ [ ] ‘you ( )’.167 Cognate to Middle Mongol či *[ʧʰ ] ‘you’ 
(singular).168 CSM čʰɪ ‘you (singular)’.169 

Tagh čʰɪ ɔ [ ] ‘wolf ( )’.170 The fact that Middle Mongol had no 
attested instances of  clusters in monomorphemic roots171  may 
suggest that Common Serbi-Mongolic was lost in Proto-Mongolic 

 ‹čau.wl.γa.ai› (HsHui 18:2), which is clearly formed from the verbal root *č  
‘to fight a war’ + ʁ ‘causative-passive suffix’ +  ‘converb suffix’. 

167 See Chapter Six.  
168 E.g. early MMgl či [ ] ‘you ( )’ (SHM §15) and late MMgl či [جِى] ‘you’ (Leid.).   
169 Ultimately this word and other personal pronouns of Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, Turkic, 

Finno-Ugric, East Germanic, and other Eurasian languages come from Indo-European, 
possibly via Hunnic (Beckwith 2005: 11; 2010: 8; 2011a). Note also Sakhalin Nivkh чи 
[ ʰ ] 2T ‘you (ты)’ (Tangiku et al. 2008: 44), which undoubtedly has the same origin.  

170 WS (113: 3013). The Mongolic cognate of this Taghbach word was first identified by 
Shiratori (1911a: 1283), although he did not reconstruct the Taghbach form or deal with 
the phonological problems entailed.  

171 There is scanty evidence that -rn- clusters were permitted across morpheme boundaries in 
late Middle Mongol wordforms such as γar-ni غارنی ‘hand/arm-3POSS’ as attested in the 
Muqaddimat al-Adab (JSPS 2008: 191a), but these are all clearly secondary 
developments—earlier dialects of Middle Mongol have postposed third-person 
possessive markers, i.e. inu for singular and anu for plural (ultimately genitive forms of 
the third person pronoun stems, i.e. Proto-Mongolic ɪ ʊ and ʊ). Moreover, the 
consonant cluster -rn- is not attested for Middle Mongol in monomorphemic roots. A 
search through the available Middle Mongol glossaries and the most reliable dictionaries 
of Written Mongol—Kowalewski’s Dictionnaire mongol-russe-français (1844-1849) 
and Lessing et al.’s Mongolian-English Dictionary (1995)—reveals that -rn- clusters 
appear only in loanwords. The only identifiable instances of -rn- in monomorphemic 
words that are not loanwords are WMgl örni- ‘grow, increase, develop’ and sarni- ‘scatter, 
disperse’, but since these words are, to the best of my knowledge, not attested in Middle 
Mongol, they are probably post-Middle Mongol innovations in Modern Mongolian. We 
may thus conclude that -rn- clusters were not a part of normal, inherited Middle Mongol 
phonology. Comparative data on the modern Mongolic languages and dialects of Middle 
Mongol likewise provide no evidence of such a cluster for Proto-Mongolic. Common 
Serbi-Mongolic *-rn- clusters must have regularly simplified to *-n- in Proto-Mongolic. 
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before nasals, or perhaps only before the homorganic nasal . Thus, 
Common Serbi-Mongolic čʰɪ ɔ ʧʰɪ ɔ > Middle Mongol čino ʧʰ ɔ
‘wolf’172 > modern Khalkha чоно ʧʰɔ  ‘id.’ The Kitan word for ‘wolf’ 
has not yet been identified. The -a in Written Mongol čino-a ‘wolf’ (often 
erroneously transcribed činu-a) is simply an orthographic convention to 
distinguish the otherwise homographic čino ‘wolf’ from činu ‘your 
(2T)’, 173  although there are Middle Mongol dialectal variants with a 
secondary unrounded vowel *a, e.g. čina ‘wolf’.174 CSM *čʰɪ ɔ ‘wolf’. 

Tagh *čʰɪ  [ ] ‘a type of artemisia ( )’.175 Cognate to modern Written 
Mongol čirγai ‘tall, straight, and densely growing (e.g. of grasses)’ < 
unattested MMgl *čirqai ‘Cotoneaster’ (cf. modern Khalkha чаргай 
ʧʰarˈʁ  ‘Cotoneaster’). CSM *čʰɪ ‘flowering plant of the eudicot 

clade’.176 

Tagh čʰ čʰʊ  [ ] ‘hand net ( )’.177 Cognate to Written Mongol toor 
‘net’ and Middle Mongol tor tʰɔ ‘net’.178 CSM ʰʊ ~ ʰɔ ‘net’.179 

MKit *čur  ‹č.ur › ~ ‹č.ur › ~ *ǰur  ‹ǰ.ur › ~ *ǰur ‹ǰur› 
‘two’.180 This numeral is the base of attested Late Kitan *ǰuri [ ] 

172 E.g. MMgl čino [ ] ‘wolf ( )’ (SHM §78).  
173 György Kara, p.c.  
174 Cf. attested late western Middle Mongol čina [جینا] (MAA: JSPS).  
175 WS (113: 3012).  
176 Since artemisia and cotoneaster share a common eudicot ancestor in the distant past, the 

Common Serbi-Mongolic form probably denotes some kind of eudicot plant possessing 
common traits of plants of both the artemisia and cotoneaster genera.  

177 WS (113: 3009).  
178 MMgl tor [ُتر] ‘net’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 448).  
179 Cf. Middle Turkic tor ‘net, mesh’, first solidly attested in the 11th c. (DTS: 578; EDT 528). 

This word is not attested in runiform Old Turkic, and is likely to be a Serbi-Mongolic 
loanword into Turkic. New Persian tōr (تور) ‘net, fishing net’ is a loanword from Turkic, 
as demonstrated by Doerfer (1965: 606 §954).  

180 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.  
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‘twenty ( )’.181 Cognate to Middle Mongol ǰirin ‘two (feminine)’,182 
Daur [ʤuːr] ~ [ʤuːruː] ‘pair’,183 and Mongghul jur ‘pair’.184 CSM *ǰ
*ǰ ‘two’ (→ PTung ‘two’185). 

MKit   ‹da.lu.› ~  ‹dalu › ‘seven’.186 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol dolo’a-n ‘seven’ 187  and dala-n ‘seventy’. 188  CSM ʊ 
‘seven’.189 

181 The Late Kitan reconstruction above is my revision of Róna-Tas (2016: 133). Róna-Tas 
connects this Late Kitan form with Kitan Assembled Script  ‘twenty’, and identifies 
attested MKit ‘two’ as the root of LKit ‘twenty’ (2016: 133). The Late Kitan form is 
transcribed and glossed in CTKC.  

182 E.g. early MMgl ǰirin [ ] ‘two ( )’ (SHM §70). 
183 Engkebatu (1984: 321).  
184 Mongghul jur ‘pair ( )’ (Ch’ün et al. 2007: 228b).  
185 Rozycki (1994: 128) considers this a ‘pre-loan correspondence’ between Middle Mongol 

and Manchu ǰuru ‘pair’, but given the Tungusic forms for ‘two’ and their congruency 
with Middle Kitan ‘two’, as well as the prestige that must have been attached to the 
historically dominant Serbi-Mongolic peoples, it seems likely to be a Serbi or early Serbi-
Mongolic dialectal word borrowed into Proto-Tungusic. Compare Late Jurchen *ǰuwǝ 

 ‘two ( )’, written  in Jurchen Script (NT 2), Manchu ǰuwǝ ‘two’, Ewenki, Ewen, 
and Solon ǰuur, Negidal ǰuul, Oroch and Udihe ǰuu, Uilta duu, Ulcha ǰuǝl, and Nanai ǰuǝr 
‘two’ (Tsintsius 1975-1977), and Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [ʤuːr] ‘two’ 
(Rinchen 1969: 50; written “джу́р” in his transcription system). Jurchen *ǰirχɔ   [

] ‘twelve’ (NT 204) is another early loanword from a Serbi-Mongolic language, with 
the root *ǰir  cognate to MMgl ǰirin ‘two (feminine)’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, 
Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the 
precise details of this etymology and its historical context. 

186 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’. 
187 E.g. MMgl dolo’an [ ] ‘seven ( )’ (SHM §45).  
188 E.g. MMgl dalan [ ] ‘seventy ( )’ (SHM §129). Note also the Kojia reflex [ ɔ] 

~ [ ɔ ɔ] ‘seven’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 298a). 
189 Poppe reconstructs “Ancient Mongolian *dalubān” ‘seven’ (1962: 468), but the  

suffix is not attested in Serbi languages and instead seems to be a later innovation 
distinguishing the Mongolic branch from the Serbi branch. See the footnote in the entry 
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LKit  [ ] ‘salt ( )’.190 Cognate to Middle Mongol dabusu ‘salt’.191                     
CSM ʊ ʊ ‘salt’.192 

MKit   ‹d.ur.› ~   ‹t.ur.› ~ *dur  ‹dur› ‘four’.193 Cognate 
to Middle Mongol dörben ‘four’ and *dö- as in dötü’er ‘fourth’ (< *dör-
tü’er).194 CSM  ‘four’.195 

for MKit *ɢ  ‘three’ below. Jurchen χɔ   [ ] ‘seventeen’ (NT 83) is an 
early borrowing from a Serbi-Mongolic language, with the root  undoubtedly 
cognate to MMgl dolo’an ‘seven’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti 
1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this 
loanword and its historical context. 

190 Franke identified this transcription in the 1044 A.D. military handbook Wu-ching tsung-
yao  in the Kitan phrase Mi-tao-ssu Niao [ ], corresponding to Chinese 
Ta Yen P’o  (WCTY 16b: 148), which Franke translates as “Grosse Salzsee” [Great 
Salt Sea] (1969: 38). In fact, p’o  here probably denotes ‘lake’ and not ‘sea’. These are 
thus glossed transcriptions of Late Kitan  [ ] ‘great ( )’,  [ ] ‘salt ( )’, 
and  [ ] ‘lake ( )’. Although  ‘great’ has no currently identifiable cognates, 
*daws ‘salt’ is cognate to Middle Mongol dabusu ‘salt’ as shown by Franke (1969: 38), 
and  ‘lake’ is cognate to Middle Mongol na’ur ‘lake’. See entry for LKit *ñaw below. 

191 E.g. MMgl dabusun [ ] ‘salt ( )’ (HIIY 1.12b5). Manchu dabsun ‘salt’ < Jurchen 
*dabsun  [ ] ‘salt ( )’ (NT 150), Ewenki dawusun, Solon doosoŋ, Ulcha and 
Uilta dawsun, and Nanai daosũ ‘salt’ are loanwords from Middle Mongol or Proto-
Mongolic. Negidal daksun, Oroch daksu ‘salt’, and Udihe daugu ‘salt box’ are probably 
borrowings from an earlier Serbi-Mongolic dialect. See Roz. 52-53 for these Tungusic 
forms, and for an alternative etymology. 

192 This Serbi-Mongolic word is probably related to modern Sakhalin Nivkh тафтьиӈ [tafciŋ] 
‘salt’, although the history of the word in Nivkh remains to be examined, making it 
difficult to determine the directionality of this loanword. The Nivkh form I cite here is 
from Tangiku et al. (2008: 29 #53). On geographical grounds, it seems likely that this is 
an early Nivkh loanword in Serbi-Mongolic, perhaps via an intermediary donor language. 

193 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.   
194 E.g. MMgl dötü’er [ ] ‘fourth ( )’ (HIIY 2.27b3).  
195 Jurchen *durχɔn  ~  [ ] ‘fourteen’ (NT 83) is undoubtedly a loanword from an 

early Serbi-Mongolic language, with the root *dur- cognate to Middle Mongol dörben 
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LKit  [ ] ‘put down a revolt, pacify ( )’.196 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol daru- *[ ʊ ] ‘press down, crush, conquer’.197 CSM ʊ  ‘press 
down, conquer, pacify’. 

MKit ə  ‹e› ‘this’.198 Cognate to Middle Mongol *e- as in ene ‘this’,199 
e’ün- ‘this (oblique stem)’,200 ede ‘these’,201 eyimü ‘like this, this kind 
of’, 202  eyimün (plural of eyimü), 203  eyin ‘in this manner’. 204  CSM *ə 
‘proximal demonstrative’. 

‘four’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See 
Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this loanword and its historical 
context. CSM *dor- ‘four’ also superficially resembles Old Turkic tört ‘four’ and 
Tokharian B (Kuchean) śtwerä ~ śtwāra ~ śwer ‘four’. The Tokharian forms here are 
cited from Peyrot (2013: 665, 677, 684, 696, 715). 

196  This Late Kitan verb is attested in the past or perfective verbal noun form 
βǝñ/*dwar βǝn [ ] ‘pacification ( )’ (LS 31: 365, 116: 1544).  

197 E.g. attested early MMgl daru- [ ] ‘conquer, defeat ( )’ (SHM §153) ~ ‘press down, 
crush ( )’ (SHM §209).   

198 See §7.3.2.1.2 for discussion and attestations.  
199 E.g. MMgl ene [ ] ‘this ( )’ (SHM §15).  
200 E.g. MMgl e’ü-ber [ ] ‘PROX.DEM-INS’ (SHM §90), e’ün-eče [ ] 

‘PROX.DEM-ABL’ (SHM §134), e’ün-i [ ] ‘PROX.DEM-ACC’ (SHM §152), and e’ün-
ü [ ] ‘PROX.DEM-GEN’ (SHM §154).  

201 E.g. MMgl ede [ ] ‘these’ (SHM §18).  
202 E.g. MMgl eyimü [ ] ‘like this, this kind of ( )’ (SHM §86).  
203 E.g. MMgl eyimün [ ], plural of eyimü, as in the phrase eyimün üges [ ] [

] ‘such words’ (SHM §255).  
204 E.g. MMgl eyin [ ] ‘like this ( )’ (SHM §71), where it modifies a verb in the phrase 

eyin ke’egdeküi [ ] [ ], translated by Cleaves as ‘ we have been  so spoken 
against’ (1982: 20) and by de Rachewiltz as ‘we are being spoken to in this way’ (2006: 
17).  

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



338 
 

 
 

MKit ə   ‹ebu› ‘grandfather, old man, ancestor’.205 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol ebüge ‘ancestor’206 and ebügen ‘old man’.207 CSM ə  ‘old man, 
grandfather, ancestor’208 (→ PTung ə  ‘grandfather’209). 

MSer (Yü-wen dialect) ə ə ə  [ ] (LMC ɨ )210 ‘grass ( )’.211 
Cognate to Middle Mongol ebesü ~ ebesün ‘grass’. 212  CSM ə ə  
‘grass’.213 

205 E.g. YHsiang (7: 33). Oyuunch & Janhunen propose the reading ‹ebu› and identify the 
Mongolic cognate (2010: 154).  

206 E.g. MMgl ebüge [ ] ‘ancestor ( )’ (SHM §40).  
207 E.g. MMgl ebügen [ ] ‘old man ( )’ (SHM §72). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) 

identified the Kitan form and its Mongolic cognate.  
208  CSM ə  > pre-PMgl ə ɣə  > PMgl ə ɣə  > > Khalkha өвөө ɵˈ ɵ  

‘grandfather, grandpa’ ~ өвөг [ˈɵ ɵ̆  ‘ancestor’ ~ өвгөн [ˈɵ ɣɵ̆ŋ] ‘old man’. See 
Appendix D ‘Pre-Proto-Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for additional examples 
of pre-PMgl ɣ . 

209 Rozycki (1994: 66) considers the correspondence of Written Mongol ebügen ‘old man’ to 
Manchu efu ‘husband of one’s elder sister’ to be “problematic”, but given the Middle 
Kitan form above, and the Tungusic forms Rozycki cites, this is clearly a Kitan or earlier 
Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Tungusic. As shown by Rozycki, Manchu efu in the sense 
of ‘husband of an imperial princess’ was later borrowed into early Modern Mongolian as 
efu ‘son-in-law of an emperor or king’ (Rozycki 1994: 66), i.e. CSM *əbu → PTung 
*əpu > Manchu efu → early Modern Mongolian efu.  

210  for  (Pul. 367, LMC ɨ );  (Pul. 94, LMC ).  
211 TCTC (81: 2590).  
212 E.g. MMgl ebesü [ ] ‘grass ( )’ (HIIY 3.13a3) ~ ebesün [ ] ‘grass ( )’ (SHM 

§24) and late Middle Mongol ebesün [ ْابسَُن] ‘grass ( ْعَلَف)’ (Leid. 64a.3.6).  
213  See Appendix D for a discussion of , a morphological innovation in Pre-Proto-

Mongolic distinguishing the Mongolic branch from Serbi. This transcription is significant 
in that it gives evidence of a post-nominal *-n suffix which is otherwise not attested in 
Serbi. Alternatively, the CSM form may be monomorphemic ə ə  ‘grass’, which was 
later reanalyzed in pre-Proto-Mongolic as dimorphemic ə ə ə ə . 
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MKit ɛ   ‹ › ‘goat’.214 Cognate to Middle Mongol ima’an ‘ram, 
goat’.215 CSM ɪ  ‘goat’.216 

214 E.g. Hsüan (4: 13). Cf. Kane (2009: 67, 99). This Kitan word is probably the origin of the 
Korean word for ‘goat’; I propose the following etymology: attested MKit ɛ  ‘goat’ > 
unattested LKit ɛ  (?) ‘id.’ → unattested EMK > attested LMK yem- H ə́  as in 
yem-syo HH ə́ ʊ́  ‘goat ( )’ (a compound with LMK syo H ‘cattle’) > 
MSK yemso  ə̹ ʊ ‘goat’. The LMK forms cited here are from Nam (2002: 873a-
b, 1088b) and Yu Ch’angton (2000: 471a, 568a). Early Middle Korean did not have the 
vowels *ɛ ; the sequence * ə was thus the closest possible approximation to foreign 
*ɛ. See Seongyeon Ko (2011) for an analysis of the Early Middle Korean vowel inventory. 

215 E.g. MMgl ima’an [ ] ‘ram ( )’ (HIIY 1.06a7). Note also the MMgl plural form 
ima’at [ ] ‘goats’ (SHM §151) and Preclassical Written Mongol imaγa ~ imaγan 
‘goat’ (ES: Kara 2009: 124). Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [imagaːn] ‘goat’ 
(Rinchen 1969: 63; written “имага́н” in Rinchen’s transcription system) is a borrowing 
from Proto-Mongolic or another early variety of Mongolic. See Appendix D for pre-PMgl 
ɣ .  

216 Starostin et al. connect the Mongol word with Turkic “ɨmɣa” (i.e. ɨmʁa) ‘wild mountain 
she-goat’, Middle Korean yem-syo HH ‘goat’, and such Tungusic forms as Ewenki ñamii, 
Ewen ñami, Negidal ñamii, and Uilta namị ‘female deer’ (2003: 1003-1004); see also 
Tsintsius (1975-1977: 312). The proposed connection with the Tungusic forms seems 
unlikely for semantic reasons, and the Middle Korean form is likely to be a loanword 
from Late Kitan, as I demonstrate in the footnote above. Clauson considered this Turkic 
word to be among the “first layer” of Turkic loanwords in Mongolic (1962: 235). Vovin 
proposes that the attested Kitan word for ‘goat’ is a loanword from Turkic ɨmʁa ~ yɨmʁa 
‘she-goat, mountain goat’, and claims that the fact that MMgl has an -n suffix which is 
absent in the Turkic form “strongly suggest[s] the direction of borrowing being from 
Turkic to Mongolic” (Vovin 2013: 622); however, MMgl -n appears to be a later 
innovation distinguishing the Mongolic branch from the Serbi branch of the Serbi-
Mongolic language family. Note such correspondences as MKit ɔ ‘time, season’ to 
MMgl hon ‘calendrical year’, and MKit *šawa ‘eagle, hawk, bird of prey’ to MMgl 
siba’u-n ‘bird, eagle, hawk’. The Turkic word in question is first solidly attested in 
Middle Turkic, i.e. approximately contemporaneously with the Middle Kitan word: MTrk 
yɨmʁa ‘female wild mountain goat’ ~ ɨmʁa ‘goat’, both attested in the 12th-13th c. edition 
of the 11th c. Qutadγu Bilig: DTS 267a, 218b). This is probably an early Serbi-Mongolic 
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MKit ə ə  ‹eñ.e› ‘now, at present’.217 Cognate to Middle Mongol ene 
*[ə ə] ‘this’.218 CSM ə ə ‘proximal ad-word (temporal or spatial)’.219 

MKit ə   ‹eu.r› ‘long time ( )’.220 Cognate to Middle Mongol e’üre 
*[əɦ ə] ~ e’üri *[əɦ ] ‘a long time, eternity’221 and Preclassical Written 
Mongol egüri ‘id.’222 CSM əɣ  for a long time, eternity’. 

loanword into Archaic Turkic. See Shimunek et al. (2015) for a possible historical context 
in which such a loan could have occurred. Clauson claims this word is attested in early 
8th c. Old Turkic in the Kül Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D. and the Bilge Qaγan Inscription 
of 735 A.D. (EDT 158; see GOrkT 9-12 for the dates of these inscriptions), but both 
occurrences he cites are treated as place names by Tekin, who reads these as amγï ~ amγa 
(GOrkT 301, 302); i.e., amʁɨ ~ amʁa in my transcription system. The Common Serbi-
Mongolic form ɪ  ‘goat’, or an early Serbi reflex of it, is the source of Nanai, Udihe, 
Ulcha, and Oroch ima ~ iman ‘goat’ (these Tungusic forms are from Roz. 116 and 
Tsintsius 1975-1977: 312). Jurchen *imala/*imara  [ ] ‘goat ( )’ (NT 
10, 34, 155) is also clearly related; the *-ra/*-la element is probably a suffix – as shown 
by Gorelova, Manchu -rA ~ -lA is a reanalyzed suffix of unknown semantic value 
appearing in certain noun roots (Gorelova 2002: 114). Manchu imaχû ‘goral 
(Naemorhedus goral)’ (Norman 1978: 148a) is the same word as the attested Jurchen 
word, with a different suffix: The -χû element closely resembles Manchu -χon ~ -xun ~ -
χûn ‘noun-forming suffix’ (Gorelova 2002: 148-150). Manchu niman ‘goat’ is a “recent” 
borrowing from Mongolian (Roz. 162).   

217 See §7.3.2.1.4 for discussion.   
218 E.g. MMgl ene [ ] ‘this ( )’ (SHM §15).  
219 This word is probably related to CSM ə ‘this’; see entry for MKit ə ‘this’ above. 
220 This is attested with the genitive-attributive suffix  in the phrase *ǝwrǝñ *ɢɔʁ  

 ‹ › ‹γ. γ› (Hsüan 5: 5-6), corresponding to Ch’ang ch’ing ch’uan , i.e. 
‘Eternal Blessings River’, in the Chinese parallel text (Hsüan.Ch 4: 8-10). On the reading 
of the grapheme  as ‹ ›, see Shimunek (forthcoming, d).  

221 E.g. e’üre [ ] ‘for a long time ( )’ (SHM §201) and e’üri [ ] ‘for a long 
time ( )’ ~ ‘eternity ( )’ (HIIY 2.05b2, 2.10b2). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script 
ɛɦ    ‹ė.ɦu.ri› ‘long-lasting, enduring’ (CYK2 l. 7).  

222 E.g. Pcl. egüri (Chang, l. 40, 48; J ̌ig., l. 35; Hin., l. 7, 41).  
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Tagh ‘sandal cord ( )’.223 Cognate to attested late Middle Mongol 
ǰirim and Written Mongol ǰirim ‘saddle strap which wraps around a horse’s 
belly’.224 Cf. also reflexes in modern Mongolic daughter languages, e.g. 
Daur [ʤ ], Shira Yoghor [ʤə ə ], and Santa zhirin [ɖʐ ] ~ zhirun 
[ɖʐ ] ‘id.’225 CSM ‘cord, strap’. 

MKit ɔ   ‹go. r› ‘tent’.226 Middle Mongol ger *[gǝr] ‘yurt, home’.227 
CSM ə  ‘yurt, home’.228 

MKit *ɢɔʁ  ‹γ. γ› ‘river ( )’.229 Cognate to Middle Mongol qoroqan 
‘small river, rivulet’.230 CSM * ɔ ɔ ‘river’.231 

223 WS (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Ch’i-lien shih.  
224 Attested late Middle Mongol ǰirim [جیریم] (MAA: JSPS, 248b). 
225 Sun et al. (1990: 446); Ma & Ch’en (2001: 461a); 
226 E.g. HsHu (23: 14). See Kane (2009) for the semantic identification of this word. The 

phonological reconstruction is my own.  
227 E.g. MMgl ger [ ] ‘tent, home’ (SHM §16). Jacques (2010: 162) also proposed this 

Mongolic cognate.  
228 There is probably an areal or loanword relationship between this Serbi-Mongolic word and 

Tibetan gur (ར་) ‘tent’ (cf. Jacques 2010 for a similar proposal). These forms also 
superficially resemble Hindi ghar  [gʱə  ‘house, home’ (from Sanskrit gṛha  ‘house, 
home’ < PIE) and Pashto kor (کور) ‘house’, but a connection, if any, remains to be 
demonstrated.  

229  This is attested in Hsüan (5: 6). For the identification of this word, see Shimunek 
(forthcoming, d). See also the entry for MKit *ǝwr above.  

230 E.g. MMgl qoroqan [ ] ‘small river ( )’ (SHM §5) ~ ‘rivulet, brook ( )’ 
(HIIY 1.02a1). This MMgl word is clearly formed with -qan ‘diminutive suffix’. The 
Middle Mongol form thus must go back to an earlier form such as *qoro ‘river’ + -qan 
‘diminutive suffix’. Modern Daur [xʷarǝɣ] ‘creek ( )’ (Engkebatu 1984: 135) ~ ‘river 
( )’ (Nashundalai 2001: 128) is a regular reflex of the attested Middle Mongol form. 
Modern Khalkha Mongolian горхи [ ɶ ] ‘creek’ is a somewhat phonologically 
divergent reflex. 

231 The MKit form is probably the result of a sporadic change of CSM intervocalic *r > MKit 
*ʁ. This change was not regular: note MKit  ‘bless’ < CSM ʰ  and not MKit         
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MKit *ɢ   ‹γur › ~  ‹γ.ur › ~ *ɢ  ‹γur› ‘three’.232 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol qurban ~ γurban ‘three’.233 CSM ʊ  ‘three’.234 

Tagh ɣyamčɪ [ ] ‘people who ride along the relay route through all 
provinces ( )’.235 The final  is a plural suffix (see entry for 
MKit *-an above) and čɪ is a suffix denoting the names of occupations 
(see entry for Tagh čɪ in 8.5.3 above). This title is cognate morpheme 
by morpheme to Middle Mongol ǰamučin ‘post-station masters’,236 i.e. 
ǰamu-či-n. Taghbach ɣ ‘road, relay route’ is cognate to Middle 

puʁ (see entry for MKit  below). CSM ɔ ɔ ‘river’ phonologically resembles, and 
is probably related to, CSM ɔ  ‘river’ (see entry for T’u-yü-hun *kɔl ‘river’ below). 
Alternatively, MKit ɢɔʁ could be an instance of the free variation between ʁ  
attested in certain MKit words; see footnote in Chapter Five entry for Taghbach P’u shih 
for details. 

232 See §7.3.2.1.5 ‘Numerals’.  
233 E.g. MMgl qurban [ ] ‘three ( )’ (SHM 4) and γurban [غُرباَن] ‘three’ (Leid. 67a).   
234 Given the Middle Kitan words *ɢ  ‘three’ and *dur ~ *tur ‘four’ and their Middle Mongol 

cognates qurba-n ‘three’ and dörbe-n ‘four’, the *-bA- element in the Mongolic forms is 
a morphological innovation distinguishing Mongolic from Serbi (note also the innovative 
*-sU suffix in Mongolic, see Appendix D for discussion). Jurchen ɔ χɔ   [ ] 
‘thirteen’ (NT 93-94) is undoubtedly an early loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, with the 
root ɔ  cognate to MMgl qurban ‘three’ (cf. Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, 
Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the precise details of 
this loanword and its historical context. 

235 NCS (57: 985). See §5.3.1 entry for Hsien-chen. 
236 Attested early MMgl ǰamučin [ ] ‘post-station masters ( )’ (SHM 279; English 

translation from de Rachewiltz 2006: 215); Cleaves translates this as ‘keepers of post 
stations’ (1982: 225).  
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Mongol ǰam ‘id.’237 Modern Khalkha зам ʦ  ‘road’ < MMgl ǰam ~ 
ǰamu ‘road, relay route’ < < CSM ɣ ʊ ɣ ‘road, route’.238 

Tagh ɦorbǝ  [ ] ‘warmth ( )’. Cognate to modern Written Mongol 
örbid- ~ örbis- (Kow. 587) ‘catch fire, ignite, flare up’ < ? unattested 
Middle Mongol *örbit- ‘id.’. CSM ɦ ‘be warm, hot, or flaming’.239 

Tagh *ɦɔ  [ ] ‘go ( )’ attested as a verbal noun *ɦɔ  [ ] ‘going 
( )’.240 Cognate to Middle Mongol ot- *[ɔtʰ  ‘go’.241 CSM ɦɔ ‘go’.242  

Tagh ɦʊ ʁ  [ ] ‘cultivation ( )’, phonemically ɦʊ ‘cultivate’ + 
deverbal noun suffix .243 Cognate to Middle Mongol urgu- *[ʊ ʁʊ ] 

237 This cognate was identified by Ligeti (1970a). Cf. attested early MMgl ǰam [ ] ‘post 
station ( )’ (SHM 279) and in the wordform ǰamud-iyan [ ], i.e. ǰam ‘post 
station ( )’ + -ud ‘plural suffix ( )’ + -iyan ‘reflexive suffix ( )’ (SHM 279). 
Shiratori was the first to compare this word with Turkic yam ‘road, etc.’ (1902: 17). 
Boodberg connects this with Turkic “yamčin” → Russian ямщик ‘rider of the post’ 
(1936: 170). Turkic yamčɨ ‘post-rider’ is first attested very late, in the Chagatai-Persian 
dictionary Sanglakh of 1759 A.D. (EDT 933, xxi). 

238 Despite the widespread belief that the Middle Mongol word is a loanword from Turkic (e.g. 
Rozycki 1994: 90; Clauson 1962: 242), the chronology instead favors treating this as an 
early Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Archaic Turkic (see Shimunek et al. 2015 on Archaic 
Turkic; see also Clauson, who states that the Turkic word “prob[ably] reached Turki[c] 
via Mongol[ic]”, EDT 933), i.e. CSM ɣ ʊ ɣ → unattested ATrk > unattested 
OTrk > attested MTrk yam ‘a posting station’. The Turkic word is first attested in Middle 
Turkic in a 14th century Chinese-Uygur Dictionary (EDT 933, xix), nearly a millennium 
after the Taghbach attestation. Note also Manchu giyamun ‘relay station, relay post, 
military post station’ (Norman 1978: 109), i.e. [ ], which is a reanalysis of CSM 
ɣ ʊ , i.e. CSM ɣ ʊ ‘road, route’ +  ‘genitive-attributive suffix’.  

239 See §5.2.1 entry for Wa-p’en shih for a discussion of the morphology and phonology.  
240 WS (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Yüan-lai shih for discussion.  
241 E.g. MMgl ot- [ ] ‘go ( )’ (SHM 83).  
242 See §5.2.1 entry for Yüan-lai shih for the morphological analysis and sound changes.   
243 WS (113: 3013). See §5.2.1 entry for Ho-hsi shih for discussion.  
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‘grow’244 and resultative perfective verbal noun suffix -’A ~ -’Ai.245 
ɦʊ ‘grow (intr.); cultivate (trans.)’. 

OKit ʊ probably: ɪ ʊ  [ ] ‘female shaman’.246 Cognate to 
Daur yadɣən ‘female shaman’ 247  and Middle Mongol iduqan ‘female 
shaman’248  > Modern Khalkha удган [ˈʊ ʁəɴ̆] ‘female shaman’. CSM 
ɪ ʊ  ‘female shaman’.249 

MKit *iši  ‹ ši› ‘nine’.250 Cognate to Middle Mongol yisü-n ‘nine’.251 CSM 
 ‘nine’.252

244 Attested in late Middle Mongol in Arabic transcription as urʁu- [اورغو] ~ hurʁu- [ھورغو] 
(MAA: JSPS).  

245 See entry above for Tagh ɣ ɣ  and LKit . I follow Brosig’s careful 
treatment of the Middle Mongol tense-mood-aspect-evidentiality system (Brosig 2014).  

246 TCH (14: 5b l. 8). This transcription, its semantic value, and its Written Mongol cognate 
were identified by Dien (1956). The phonological reconstruction above is my own. 

247 Engkebatu (1984: 328).  
248 E.g. MMgl iduqan [ ] ‘female shaman ( )’ (HIIY 1.16a2).  
249 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly related to OTrk ɨduq ‘sacred’ (attested 8th c., 

GOrkT 332), as suggested by Starostin et al. (2003: 611), but not as reflexes of a common 
proto-form. The directionality of this loan remains to be determined. Clauson claims 
OTrk ɨduq is a deverbal noun from ɨd- ‘send’ (EDT 46a), but this etymology is unlikely 
given that OTrk ɨduq is only attested with the meaning ‘sacred, holy’. The Old Kitan word 
is attested ca. 8th c. A.D. in the collected works of the T’ang statesman Chang Chiu-ling 

 (Dien 1956: 13), roughly contemporaneously with the earliest Turkic attestation. 
This Serbi-Mongolic word was also borrowed into Tungusic, e.g. KDKE [idakɔn] ‘female 
shaman’ (Rinchen 1969: 53; “идакон” in Rinchen’s transcription).  

250 See footnote in Appendix A, section §3 entry for grapheme #033 for the reconstruction of 
this numeral.  

251 E.g. MMgl yisün [ ] ‘nine ( )’ (HIIY 1.22.a3) ~ yisün [ییسون] (MAA: Poppe 1938: 450).   
252 One regular source of MMgl ü [u] and u [ʊ] is CSM *uy and *ʊy. See entries for MKit 

*kuyr- ‘arrive’, Tagh čarʁʊyčɪ  ‘judge’ etc. Kitan phonology does not seem to have 
permitted  sequences, and it seems likely that such a sequence would have palatalized, 
i.e. CSM *swi > *šwi > *ši (cf. LMK suy > Modern Korean swi ɕ ʷ ɕ  for a 
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MKit *ǰaw  ‹ǰau› ‘hundred’253 > LKit *ǰaw [ ] ‘hundred ( )’.254 Cognate 
to Middle Mongol ǰa’u-n ʧ ɦʊ  ‘hundred’255 and Preclassical Written 
Mongol ǰaγun ‘id.’256 CSM *ǰ ɣʊ ‘hundred’. 

MKit *ǰgə   ‹ǰ.g.en› ~ *čgə   ‹č.g.en› ‘left (side)’.257 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol ǰe’ün ʧəɦ  ‘left (side)’258 and Preclassical Written 
Mongol ǰegün  ‘left (side)’.259 The secondary meaning of ‘east’ or ‘eastern’ 
is a recent innovation restricted to the ‘central’ dialects of modern 
Mongolic, e.g. Khalkha, Kalmyk, Buryat, Khamnigan, etc.260 CSM *ǰəɣ
~ *ǰəɣə  ‘left (side)’.261 

MKit *ǰun  ‹ǰu.un› ‘summer’.262 Cognate to Middle Mongol ǰun ʧʊ  
‘summer’263 and Modern Khalkha зун ʦʊŋ/ ‘id.’ CSM *ǰʊ  ‘summer’. 

similar development). The non-existence of  sequences in Middle Kitan suggests that 
earlier  lenited to MKit . 

253 E.g. HsTi (38: 11).   
254 LS (116: 1547). See also Shimunek (2007: 77). 
255 E.g. MMgl ǰa’un [ ] ‘hundred ( )’ (HIIY 1.22.a8).  
256 Pcl. ǰaγun (Chang, l. 25; Aruγ, l. 12; BcaT 156b11). The earliest attestation of this numeral 

in Preclassical Written Mongol is in the plural form ǰaγud (Yis., l. 4).  
257 E.g. Yung (7:10), YP’u (13:5; 5:30), YChüeh (13:33), HsHu (1:16). See also Kane (2009: 

94 §3.053, 104 §3.114). The phonological reconstructions presented above are my own.  
258 MMgl ǰe’ün [ ] ‘left side ( )’ (HIIY 1.25.b6). The reconstruction presented above is 

my own. 
259 E.g. Pcl. ǰegün (Chang, l. 32). 
260 See entry for MKit  ‘east’ below for the CSM word for ‘east’.  
261 Early reflexes of this CSM form were borrowed into Tungusic, e.g. Ewenki ǰəgin ‘left’, 

Ewen ǰɵgɵŋgidə ~ ǰigəngidəə ‘left’, and Solon dziɣun ‘east, left’ (Tsintsius 1975-1977: 
282; the meaning ‘east’ in the Solon form is probably due to recent interference from 
Modern Mongolian) and Hailar Ewenki [ʤə ] ‘left’ (Hu & Chog 1986: 171a). 

262 E.g. YHsiang (28:12, 30:36); Kane (2009: 119 §3.202); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 194-
195, 198). 

263 E.g. MMgl ǰun [ ] ‘summer ( )’ (HIIY 1.03a2). 
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MKit *ǰur ə   ‹ǰur.en› ‘paintings ( )’.264 Cognate to Middle Mongol ǰiru-               
‘draw, paint’.265 CSM *ǰɪ ʊ  ‘draw, paint’.266 

MKit *kč  ‹k.č› ‘border region ( ); territory ( )’.267 Cognate to Daur 
əʧ  ‘side’ ~ ‘edge, margin, border, shore, beach, riverside’,268 Middle 

264 E.g. Lang (3: 13): See Shimunek (2014a: 103-104) for discussion.  
265 E.g. MMgl ǰiru- [جیرو] ‘draw, paint’ (MAA).  
266 This Serbi-Mongolic word is probably somehow related to Manchu niru- ‘draw, paint’ and 

its cognates in other Tungusic languages, but the precise relationship remains to be 
determined. Rozycki considers the correspondence to be “problematic phonologically” 
(1994: 163).   

267 E.g. Tao (10:13, 25:8, 34:30), YTi (8:27), and possibly Hsü (25:34). Jurchen hečen(i)  
‘city, city wall’ is a borrowing from this Kitan word (Aisin Gioro 2004: 89 #27; Kane 
2009: 86). Given the final -en in the Jurchen form, it is probably a reanalysis of MKit 
*kč ə  ‹k.č.en› ‘border.region-GEN’. There seems to have been a widespread 
reanalysis of genitive noun forms as uninflected nouns in Jurchen-Manchu words of early 
Serbi-Mongolic origin, e.g. Ma. gurun ‘country’ (< Jurchen *gurun  ‹guru.un› NT 
62 ← early SM, cf. MKit ǝn ‹g.ur.en› ‘country-GEN’), Ma. giyamun 
*[ ] ‘relay station’ (< unattested OJur. ← CSM ɣ ʊ  ‘road-GEN’), and Ma. 
fon [fɔn] ‘time, season’ (< LJur ɔ < ɔ   ‹po.on› NT 76 ← early SM, cf. MKit 

ɔ  ‹po.on› ‘time-GEN’).  
268 See Engkebatu (1984) and Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 126) for this Daur form. In Manchu 

Script for Daur (presumably representing the orthographic form in Ch’ing Daur), this 
word is written ‹keči› (Nashundalai 2001: 13), but this is due to an orthographic 
convention – wordforms cannot end with ‹č› in Manchu Script orthography. Thus, at the 
phonological level the Ch’ing Daur form is probably *kʰəčʰ despite its misleading 
orthographic representation. This is probably a Kitan substratal element in Daur. A 
loanword relationship between the Kitan word and attested Late Middle Korean kyech H 

əʦ́ʰ   ‘side’ (attested in Wŏrin Sŏkpo , 1459 A.D.) ~ kyeth L ət̀ʰ]  
‘side ( )’ (attested in Yongbi Ŏch’ŏn’ga, 1447 A.D.) cannot be ruled out; see Nam (2002: 
87b-88a) and Yu Ch’angton (2000: 59a) for these Late Middle Korean forms. 
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Mongol kiǰa’ar ‘side, margin, edge, border’269 and Preclassical Written 
Mongol kiǰaγar ‘id.’270 CSM *kʰɪǰ  ‘border, margin, side’.271 

MKit ə  ‹k.em› ‘edict’.272 Cognate to Middle Mongol kem ‘limit’.273 
CSM *kʰə  ‘limit, measure’. 

T’u-yü-hun ɔ  [ལ་] ~ *kʰɔ  [ལ་] ‘river ( )’.274 Cognate to Middle Mongol 
qol ‘brook, mountain stream’. 275  CSM ɔ  ‘river, brook, mountain 
stream’.276 

269 Jacques proposed this Kitan-Mongol lexical correspondence (2010: 162). This Middle 
Mongol form, e.g. attested MMgl kiǰa’ar [ ] ‘side, margin, edge, border ( )’ 
(HIIY 1.25.b8), is probably from a reanalyzed instrumental case form, i.e. CSM *kʰɪǰ
‘border’ + ɣ  ‘instrumental case suffix’. 

270 Pcl. kiǰaγar (Bur. 51b).  
271 An early Serbi reflex of this word is probably the loan source, or is otherwise connected 

with, attested 8th c. OTrk käč- ‘to pass, cross over’, i.e. CSM *kʰɪǰ  ‘border, margin, side’ > 
PSer (cf. MKit *kč) → ? unattested ATrk > OTrk käč- ‘cross over, pass’. This Old Turkic 
verb is attested in the Kül Tegin Inscription of 732 A.D., the Toñuquq Inscription, and 
other early 8th century inscriptions (GOrkT 348). 

272  E.g. Hsü (11: 25-28). See Kane (2009: 66 §2.257, 68-69 §2.283, 94-95 §3.054) for 
discussion. The phonological reconstruction is my own.  

273 E.g. MMgl kem [ ] ‘limit ( )’ (SHM ).  
274 OTA1: 123, 195. See §6.2.1 entries for Jïma Khol and ‘O Kol ~ ‘O Khol for discussion.  
275 E.g. MMgl qol [ ] ‘brook, mountain stream ( )’ (SHM 118). Cf. Modern Khalkha 

гол ɢɔɮ ɔɮ  ‘river’.  
276 This word is probably related to CSM *gɔ ɔ ‘river’; see entry for MKit *ɢɔʁ ‘river’ above.  
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MKit   ‹ › ‘younger daughter’277 ~  ‹ › ‘boy, son’.278 Cognate 
to Middle Mongol ke’ü ~ ke’ü-n ‘son, boy’279 and kübe’ün ‘son’.280 Note 

277 For example:  
  ‘[He had] two wives. [His] elder wife [was] Lady ə. [His] 

second wife [was] Lady *Šlgə. [They were] the elder daughter [and] younger daughter of 
the same parents’ (YHsiang 12:28-13:10; revised from Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 167).  

278 Kane (2009: 116) and Oyuunch (2011: 72) show that  ‹k.u› denotes ‘boy’, since it is 
modified with the masculine numeral  ‘three (masculine)’ in the Ku Yeh-lü Shih Ming-
shih  inscription:    ‘… four siblings—three 
sons and one daughter’ (Ku 17: 2-7). The identification of  and  as orthographic 
variants of one word and the phonological reconstructions above are my own. Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010), Kane (2009), and others treat the grapheme  as ‹iu›, and it is known 
to transcribe the Old Mandarin front rounded vowel [y], but there is no evidence of a front 
rounded vowel in native Middle Kitan words; Late Kitan *ü *[y] is a secondary 
development resulting from umlaut, i.e. LKit *nügu ‘gold’ < MKit *nigu (see also §7.4). 
When used to render native Kitan words, the grapheme  probably denoted *[u]. 

279 For example: early MMgl ke’ü [ ] ‘son (  ~  ~ )’ (SHM 66, 68, 109) ~  
ke’ü-n [ ] ‘son (  ~ )’ (SHM 2, 40) and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *kʰǝɦ  
‘son’, attested in the larger Chü-yung-kuan Inscription in the genitive case as *kʰǝɦ   

   ‹kʰe.ɦ › ‘son-GEN’ (CYK2 l. 13). Note also late MMgl kǖn [كون] ‘son’ (Yem.). 
The Modern Khalkha reflex хүү [xuː ~ huː] ‘son, boy’ is also frequently used as an 
affectionate term for addressing one’s child, without regard to gender, especially in the 
phrase миний хүү [minixuː], literally ‘my son’, frequently used to affectionately address 
one’s own daughter as well. Early MMgl ke’üken [ ] ‘young son ( )’ (HIIY 1.15b2) 
is a diminutive form derived from MMgl ke’ü ‘son’ + -ken ‘diminutive suffix’. The 
Modern Khalkha Mongolian reflex of this diminutive form, хүүхэн [ˈxuːxǝŋ̆ ~ ˈhuːxǝŋ̆], 
has taken on a new meaning and now denotes ‘young lady’. Modern Mongolian хүүхэд 
[ˈxuːxǝ̆  ~ ˈhuːxǝ̆ ] ‘child’ is a reanalysis of the Middle Mongol plural diminutive ke’üket 
[ ] ‘children )’ (HIIY 3.18a3), i.e. MMgl ke’ü ‘son’ + -ke(n) ‘diminutive 
suffix’ + -t ‘plural suffix’. Daur [kǝkʷ] ‘son’ (Engkebatu 1984: 145) ~ kǝwk ‘child, young 
of an animal’ (Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008: 126) is a reflex of MMgl ke’üken ‘young son’. 

280 E.g. attested in Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script in the larger Chü-yung-kuan Inscription 
as *kʰubǝɦ     ‹kʰ .be.ɦun› ‘son’ (CYK2 l. 4). This Middle Mongol word is 
probably from pre-Proto-Mongolic *kʰuβǝ ~ *kʰuɣǝ *kʰǝɣ . 
It is well known that in pre-Proto-Mongolic the phones *β and *ɣ were in free variation 
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also Kojia [ ʉ ɔ] ‘son, boy’281 and Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol [kʰuɣɵː] 
‘affectionate term of address to a child or younger person’. 282  CSM 
*kʰǝβ͡ɣ  ~ *kʰuβ͡ɣǝ ‘boy, son, daughter, child’. 

MKit   ‹ku›283 ~   ‹ku.u › (e.g. genitive   
‹ku.uw.un› ) ‘human, person’.285 Cognate to Daur xuu ~ kuu ‘person, 
people, human’286 and Middle Mongol kü’ün ~ gü’ü ~ gü’ün ~ kümü ~ 
kümün ‘person, human’287 > modern Khalkha хүн [xuŋ ~ huŋ] ~ plural 
хүмүүс [xuˈmus ~ huˈmus] ‘people’, Oirat küm [kʰym], oblique kümn- 
[kʰymn ].288 CSM *kʰu ‘human, person’. 

(see Poppe 1955: 98  for discussion). The *-ɦun element (< *-ɣ -n) is Mongolic 
innovation, the precise semantic value of which is not yet known. Note the phonologically 
identical     *-ɣU-n element in Middle Mongol šiba’un ‘bird, bird of prey’ < ɪ ɣ  
< CSM ɪ  ‘bird, bird of prey’ > MKit *šawa ‘bird of prey’. See Appendix D ‘Pre-
Proto-Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for pre-Proto-Mongolic *-ɣU.   

281 Sechinchogt (1999: 287a).  
282 This Mongolian Khamnigan Mongol form is from my 2009 fieldwork in Binder county and 

Dadal county, Khentii province.  
283 E.g. YHsiang (7: 24); see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 153) for discussion.  
284 E.g. HsTi (11: 16).  
285 Kane (2009: 56-57 §2.178, 105 §3.122). The phonological reconstructions are my own.  
286 See Engkebatu (1984: 123) and Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 128) for these Daur forms.  
287 E.g. attested Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *kʰuɦ   ‹kʰ .ɦun› ‘human, person’ 

(CYK1 l. 6), early Middle Mongol gü’ü [ ] ‘person, human ( )’ (SHM 83) ~ gü’ün 
[ ] ‘person, human ( )’ (SHM 12), and late Middle Mongol kümün [كمُن] ‘man’ (IM) 
~ kümü [كمو] (Ist. 162a.5-2) ~ kǖn  .person’ (MAA: JSPS)‘ [كوون] ~ [كووون]

288 The earliest attested spoken Middle Mongol forms of this word have no medial *-m-. In 
other words, late Middle Mongol kümü ‘human, person’ is a late innovation, probably 
due to regressive nasal assimilation triggered by the final *-n suffix, i.e. attested early 
MMgl *kʰuɦ n > *kʰuɦ̃ attested late MMgl *kʰumun ~ *kʰumu ~ Pcl. kümün ~ 
modern WMgl kümün ‘person, human’. Cf. Saitô (2003: 109) for a similar proposal. 
Chronologically, the Preclassical WMgl form kümün is attested earlier, in 1240 A.D. in 
Tör. (l. 1), but, as discussed in Chapter One (see Table 3), this m is an orthographic feature 
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MKit  ‹k.ui.ir.› ‘reach, arrive ( )’ (converb stem  
‹k.ui.›). 289  Cognate to Middle Mongol kür- *[kʰur ] ‘reach, arrive’. 290 
CSM *kʰuyr  ‘reach, arrive’.  

Tagh kʰɪ ɔrčɪ or kʰɪlmʊrčɪ  [ ] ‘interpreters ( )’.291 The 
final  is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above) and čɪ is a 
suffix denoting the names of occupations (see entry for Tagh či in 
8.5.3 above). The word was first connected with Mongolic by Shiratori 

(1902: 17) and Pelliot (1925: 255, n. 4).292 Cognate to attested late Middle 
Mongol kelemeči ‘interpreter’.293 I reconstruct Taghbach kʰɪ ɔrčɪ or

of Pcl. WMgl orthography which probably reflects the phonology of an innovative 
peripheral dialect of Old Mongol, since the spoken forms of the central varieties of early 
Middle Mongol do not give evidence of this m, which only appears in western late Middle 
Mongol and in later-attested Mongolic daughter languages. Middle Mongol *kʰuɦ  
‘human, person’ is a regular reflex of Proto-Mongolic *kʰuɣ  ‘id.’, which, given the 
Middle Kitan cognate, must be from pre-Proto-Mongolic *kʰu ɣ  ‘id.’ The same          
*-ɣU- suffix is found in other Mongolic words with Kitan cognates, e.g. MMgl šiba’u-n 
‘bird, bird of prey’ << pre-PMgl *sɪba-ɣU-n < CSM *sɪba (see entry for MKit *šawa 
‘eagle, hawk’), and MMgl kübe’ün ‘son’ << pre-PMgl *kʰuβǝ ɣ *kʰuβ͡ɣǝ (see 
entry for MKit *ku ‘son, younger daughter’ above). This *-ɣU- suffix is thus clearly a 
pre-Proto-Mongolic morphological innovation distinguishing the Mongolic branch from 
Kitan and probably other Serbi languages in general. See Appendix D for pre-PMgl          
*-ɣU. 

289 See §7.3.2.1.6 for the attested paradigm of this Middle Kitan verb.  
290 E.g. attested late Middle Mongol kür- [كور] (MAA: JSPS) and attested eastern Early Middle 

Mongol gür- [ ] ‘arrive ( )’ (SHM 24). The Hua-I i-yü attests both variants: kür-    
[ ] ‘arrive ( )’ as in kür-tele [ ] ‘until’ (HIIY 1.28a6) and gür- [ ] 
‘arrive ( )’ as in gür-tele [ ] ‘until’ (HIIY 2.01b5). 

291 NCS (57: 985).  
292 Cf. also Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007: 194).  
293 I.e. attested late MMgl kelemeči ‘interpreter’ (Yem.: Ligeti & Kara 2012: 143).  
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kʰɪ ʊrčɪ ‘interpreters’. The Taghbach and Middle Mongol forms go 
back to CSM *kʰɪ ʊrčʰɪ ~ *kʰə rčʰi ‘interpreter’.294     

Tagh kʰɪ ʁayčɪ  [ ] ‘assassins ( )’. 295  Cognate to Middle 
Mongol kidu’ači ʰ ʊɦ ʧʰ ‘killer’296 kiduγači 
‘killer’. The final  is a plural suffix (see entry for MKit *-an above) and
čɪ is a suffix denoting the names of occupations (see entry for Tagh či
in 8.5.3 above).  CSM *kʰɪ ʊ ɣ čʰɪ ‘killer’ < CSM *kʰɪ ʊ  ‘kill’.    

294 See also entry for Tagh ɔ ʊ  in §8.5.3 above. CSM ʊ  (> Taghbach   
ɔ ʊ ) is a deverbal suffix cognate to WMgl -mür ~ -mur ~ -mar ~ -mer ‘deverbal 

adjectival noun suffix’; see Ligeti (1970a) and Vovin (2007: 194) for discussion, and 
Poppe (1954: 48 169) for the Written Mongol suffix. The root of the Taghbach word is 
thus kʰɪ , cognate to attested early Middle Mongol kele- ‘speak’ (e.g. SHM 85) ~ 
kelele- ‘speak’ (e.g. SHM 83) and kele ‘speech’ (e.g. SHM 141) ~ kelen ‘speech, tongue, 
spoken language’ (e.g. SHM 104). Oyuunch identifies Middle Kitan  (which I read 
as ‹k.l›) as ‘language ( )’ (Oyuunch 2012: 16), attested in the plural form 
‹k.l.s› (Hsüan 11: 7-10), the dative-locative case form  ‹k.l.de› (YChüeh 9: 37), 
and in the accusative-instrumental-comitative case as  ‹k.l.er› (HsHu 25: 8). 
Assuming Oyuunch’s semantic decipherment of this Kitan word is correct, I reconstruct 
MKit l ̩ at the phonetic level) ‘language’, cognate to these Taghbach 
and Middle Mongol words, and CSM kʰɪ *kʰə  ‘speak, speech, tongue, language’. 

295 NCS 57: 985; see §5.3.1 for discussion.  
296 E.g. early MMgl kidu’ači [ ] ‘killer ( )’ (SHM §181).  
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MKit ŋ (*mɪŋ ?   ‹miŋ› ‘thousand’. 297  Cognate to Middle Mongol 
minqan ‘thousand’298 and Preclassical Written Mongol mingγan ‘id.’299 
CSM ɪŋ ‘thousand’.300 

MKit  ‹m.ir› ‘horse’.301  Note also the Middle Kitan accusative-
instrumental-comitative variants ɔ  and ə , 302  the former 
suggesting an earlier root with a rounded vowel *ɔ. Cognate to Middle 

297 E.g. Hsüan (30: 3).  
298 E.g. early MMgl minqan [ ] ‘thousand ( )’ (SHM 170) and late MMgl minγan [مینغان] 

‘thousand’ (MAA: Poppe 1938: 441b). The early Middle Mongol form appears to have 
the diminutive suffix -qan reanalyzed as part of the root; the fact that this suffix appears 
in the [-ATR] variant -qan and not the [+ATR] variant -ken suggests that the vowel i in 
attested Middle Mongol minqan must be a [-ATR] vowel *[ɪ], i.e. early MMgl * ɪɴ  
‘thousand’ < * ɪŋ ‘thousand’. In most phonological environments, Old Mandarin could 
not distinguish [i] ~ [ɪ] ~ [ɨ] in transcriptions of foreign words. In Modern Mongolian, the 
final n element has been reanalyzed as the attributive suffix -n, resulting in the modern 
Khalkha form мянга [ ɴ ] /myaŋɢ  ‘thousand’ and its attributive form мянган 
[ˈ ɴɢǝɴ̆] myaŋɢ ŋ/ as in мянган жил [ˈ ɴɢǝɴ̆ ʧ ɮ] myaŋɢ ŋ čiɮ  ‘one thousand 
years’. Middle Mongol minqan ‘thousand’ was borrowed into Jurchen-Manchu, e.g. 
Ming Jurchen *mingan  [ ] ‘thousand’ (NT 61) > Manchu mingγan ‘thousand’. 
Note also modern Sakhalin Nivkh нямӄаӈ ɲamqaŋ] ‘thousand’, which is probably a 
metathesized reflex of an earlier, unattested Nivkh form borrowed from Jurchen-Manchu. 
The Nivkh wordform is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 82, #683). On the reconstruction of 
*/ɪ/ for early Mongolic, see Seongyeon Ko (2013).  

299 Pcl. mingγan (J̌ig., l. 30).   
300 Note also 8th-century Old Turkic biŋ ~ bɨŋ ‘thousand’ (GOrkT 313, 314) and 11th-century 

Middle Turkic miŋ ‘thousand’ (DTS 344-345). The Turkic forms are undoubtedly related 
to the Common Serbi-Mongolic word above.  

301  E.g. YHsiang (12: 19). See Shimunek (2014a: 112). As shown by Kane (2009), the 
grapheme  should be read ‹ir›. This reading has good explanatory power, and resolves 
phonological problems with the previously proposed reading ‹ri›. Thus, the Kitan word 
for ‘horse’ must be read  and not “ ” or “ ” as others have proposed. 

302 See Chapter Seven for attestations.  
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Mongol morin ɔ  ‘horse’.303 Cf. also Old Koguryo * ʊ ‘colt’.304 
CSM * ɔ ɪ ‘horse’ (↔ ? Kulturwort).305 

MKit ɔʁɔ  ‹m.oγ.o› ‘snake’.306 Cognate to Middle Mongol moqai ~ 
moqoi ‘snake’. 307  The ai /Ay/ element in the Middle Mongol form is 
probably the result of analogical change, cf. MMgl noqai ‘dog’, qaqai ‘pig’, 
taulai ‘hare’, etc. Note also Daur [ ɣʷ] ‘snake’.308 CSM ɔ ɔ ɔ 
‘snake’. 

303 E.g. attested early MMgl mori [ ] ‘horse ( )’ (SHM §99) ~ morin [ ] ‘horse 
( )’ (SHM §31) and attested late MMgl mori [ وريمُ  ] ‘horse (اسْب)’ (Leid. 66a-13-1) ~ 
morin [مُوریْن] ‘horse (الفَرس)’ (Leid. 75a-10-3-1). 

304 Beckwith (2007a: 252).  
305  This is a widespread Kulturwort, with cognates in Old Chinese, Koreanic, Tungusic, 

Japanese-Koguryoic, Old Tibetan, Nivkh, and other languages, e.g. Sakhalin Nivkh мурӈ 
[murŋ] ‘horse’, Late Middle Korean ɔ̀   ‘horse’ (> MSK mar  ɭ  ‘id.’), Middle 
Mongol morin ‘horse’, Jurchen   ‹muri.in› [ ] ‘horse’, Late Old 
Chinese  ʁ ‘horse’, Indo-European (e.g. English mare), Old Tibetan rmaŋ ‘horse’, 
and Old Koguryo ʊ ‘colt’. The Nivkh form is from Tangiku et al. (2008: 33 #98), 
the LMK form from Yu Ch’angton (2000: 288b-289a), and the Jurchen form is from NT 
(90, 215, 244). See Beckwith for the Indo-European, Old Chinese, and Old Tibetan 
comparanda, and for discussion of this Kulturwort (2002b; 2007a: 55; 2009: 402 n. 45). 
On the connection between the Kitan and Jurchen words, see Aisin Gioro (2004: 93 #38) 
and Kane (2009: 102). Note also 12th c. Koryŏ Early Middle Korean [ ] ‘horse ( )’ 
(KYS #100: Sasse 1976), which I reconstruct as ar (cf. Pul. 218) or, more likely, ɔ .  

306 E.g. Tao (4: 8). See discussion in Appendix A ‘Toward a Revised Analysis of the Kitan 
Assembled Script’ for the reading of grapheme #224 as  ‹m›. 

307 E.g. attested MMgl moqai [ ] ‘snake ( )’ (HIIY 1.06b4). Note also late Middle Mongol 
in Arabic script as moʁay [موغاي] ‘snake’ (MAA: JSPS, 24b).  

308 Engkebatu (1984: 202).  
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LKit  [ ] ‘river ( )’.309 Cognate to Middle Mongol müren ‘river’,310 
Kojia [ ʉ ɔ] ‘large river, the Yellow River’,311 and Daur [mur] ‘large 
river’312. CSM *murə ‘large river’.313 

Tagh ʊ ɪ [ ] ‘prefect ( )’.314 This Taghbach word is cognate to 
Middle Mongol muǰi ‘province, position’315 and modern Khalkha муж 
[ ʊʧ] ‘province’.316 CSM ʊ ɪ ‘position’.  

Tagh ʊ ʊ ɪ [ ] ‘bald ( )’.317 Cognate to Middle Mongol muqular
ʊqʰʊ ‘hornless’. 318  CSM ʊ ʰʊ ɪ ~ ʊ ʰʊ ‘bald, 

hornless’.319 

309 CTKC (see Shimunek 2007).  
310  E.g. attested early MMgl müren [ ] ‘river ( )’ (SHM §24) and late MMgl 

mören/müren [موران] ‘great river’ (MAA: JSPS, 24a).  
311 This Kojia form is from Sechinchogt (1999: 293a).  
312 This Daur form is from Engkebatu (1984: 206). Cf. also Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 132).  
313 The Late Kitan word appears to have been borrowed into Early Middle Korean, i.e. LKit 

*mur ‘river’ → EMK  [ ] ‘water ( )’ > LMK ̯ ́   ‘water’ > MSK   
‘id.’ See Chapter One discussion of the Mongolic-Korean Theory.  

314 NCS (57: 985). See §5.3.1 for discussion.  
315 Ligeti (1970a), Vovin (2007: 197). The Middle Mongol form is attested in Muqaddimat al-

Adab in the ablative case as muǰi-āsa [موجیاسھ] (MAA: JSPS, 195a).  
316 Early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic provide more evidence of *di ~ *dɪ > MMgl 

ǰi (cf. Poppe 1966: 192-193). 
317 WS (103: 2289).  
318 E.g. attested early MMgl muqular [ ] ‘hornless ( )’ (SHM §121) ~ ‘hornless 

( )’ (SHM §214).  
319 See §5.2.4 entry for Mu-ku-lü.   
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MKit ʁ   ‹na.γa.an› ‘maternal uncle’. 320  Cognate to Middle 
Mongol naqaču ‘maternal uncle’, 321  Mongghul [ ɑɢɑi] ‘maternal 
uncle’,322 and Ordos naγan ‘id.’323 CSM  ‘maternal uncle’. 

MKit   ‹n.am.ur› ‘fall, autumn’.324 Cognate to Middle Mongol 
namur ʊ  ‘id.’325 CSM ʊ  ‘fall, autumn’. 

MKit *nayč   ‹n.ai.č.› ~ *nayǰ   ‹n.ai.ǰ.› ‘be friendly’.326 This 
word is cognate to Modern Khalkha найз [næˑʦ  ‘friend’ and modern 
Written Mongol nayiǰa ‘friend’.327 CSM ɪǰ  ‘be friends’.328 

320 E.g. YP’u (7: 18-19). See also Kane (2009: 106 §3.124). The phonological reconstruction 
presented above is my own. 

321 E.g. MMgl naqaču [ ] ‘maternal uncle ( )’ (HIIY 1.14b5). This MMgl form is the 
donor of Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki [ ʧ ] ‘maternal uncle’ (Rinchen 1969: 
54, 56). See Doerfer (1963: 516-517 §383) for other comparanda. The -ču element in the 
Middle Mongol form is difficult to explain, but one could imagine a scenario where early 
Mongolic speakers with reading knowledge of Kitan and Chinese reanalyzed the Kitan 
grapheme  ‹an› as Chinese  ch’u.  

322 Sun et al. (1990: 497).   
323 This Ordos form is from Mostaert (1944: 480a).  
324 E.g. YP’u (11: 12).  
325 E.g. MMgl namur [ ] ‘autumn ( )’ (SHM §153). The phonological reconstruction 

above is my own.  
326 The Kitan forms here are from Kane (2009: 89, 99, 148). The phonological reconstruction 

is my own. Note the sentence: s *nayǰ ʁ    ‹g.ur.s› 
‹n.ai.ǰ.l.γa.a.an› (country-PL be.friendly-CP-PST♀) ‘achieved friendly relations between 
states’ (lit. ‘countries were caused to become friendly’) (Jen-hsien 12). 

327 Close cognates of this word in the modern Mongolic daughter languages are only found in 
the ‘central’ dialects and languages, e.g. Khalkha, Chakhar, Baarin, Bargu, Buryat, 
Muumingan (Darkhan), Kharachin, East Sönid, and Oirat, e.g. Kokonor Khoshuud 
(Dulan) and the Bayanghol dialect of East Turkistan (Xinjiang). See Sun et al. (1990: 497) 
for these forms.   

328 See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 74) for a similar proposal. See entry for MKit  
above for a discussion of the vowel correpondences. 
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Tagh   [ ] ‘dog (  for )’.329 Cognate to Middle Mongol noqai
ɔ ʰ ‘dog’330 and Middle Kitan ‹ñ.aq› ‘dog’331 > LKit 

*ñaq/*ñaχ [ ] ‘dog ( )’.332 CSM ɔkʰañ ‘dog’.333 

MKit *ñaw  ‹ñ.iau› ‘sibling, child’ 334  (plural *ñaw-ñər  
‹ñ.iau.ñ.er›335 ~ *ñaw-ñəñ  ‹ñ.iau.ñ.eñ› ‘siblings’336). Cognate to 
Daur ɲoːɲ  ‘children’, [ɲoːn] ~ [noːn] ‘son’,337 and early Middle Mongol 
nu’un ʊɦʊ ‘son, boy’338 (WMgl nuγun ‹nwγwn›).339 From the Written 
Mongol form, we have a bookish modern Khalkha reading нуган [ˈ ʊʁəɴ̆] 
‘son’.340 Classical Manchu nionio ɲɔɲɔ ‘an expression of affection used 
by adults to children’341 is a borrowing from Kitan or a related Serbi 
language. Since Kitan regularly lenited Common Serbi-Mongolic *ɣʊ to 
*w,342  and because of the lowering of Common Serbi-Mongolic *ɔ > 
Common Serbi *a before dorsal obstruents (see the Taghbach and Kitan 

329 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 for discussion. 
330 E.g. early MMgl noqai [ ] ‘dog ( )’ (SHM §78) and late Middle Mongol in Arabic 

script as noqay [نوقاي] ‘dog’ (MAA: JSPS 146b). Note also Daur [ ɣʷ] ‘dog’ (Engkebatu 
1984) ~ nox ‘dog’ (Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008: 136).  

331 E.g. YTi (14: 28). 
332 LS (53: 879). 
333 See §5.2.1 entry for Jo-kan shih for sound changes and loanwords into Tungusic. 
334 E.g. Yung (11: 28).  
335 E.g. Ku (17: 3).  
336 E.g. Yung (14: 26).  
337 See Engkebatu (1984: 65, 61) for these Daur forms.  
338 E.g. MMgl nu’un [ ] ‘son, boy ( )’ (SHM §65).  
339 Poppe notes the Preclassical Written Mongol variant niγun ‹nyγwn› ‘son, boy’ (Poppe 1955: 

66). 
340 Tsewel (1966: 387a); the default modern Khalkha word for ‘son, boy’ in everyday speech 

and writing is хүү [xuː ~ huː], with a bookish, literary variant in хөвгүүн [ ɵwˈɣuŋ ~ 
ɵwˈɣuŋ]. For some Khalkha speakers, the phrase нуган хүү [ˈ ʊʁəɴ̆ xuː] denotes ‘eldest 

son’. 
341 Norman (1978: 215a). 
342 E.g. LKit  < CSM ɔɣʊ  ‘slave’.  
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examples in §8.2.1 ‘Serbi-Mongolic Sound Correspondences’ above), we 
may reasonably posit a Pre-Kitan or Common Serbi form *ñaɣʊ < 
Common Serbi-Mongolic *ñɔɣʊ.343 CSM *ñɔɣʊ ‘child, son, sibling’.344  

343 For other examples of this vowel lowering rule, see also the entries for LKit *bawl ‘villain, 
vile person’ and MKit *ñaq ‘dog’. Middle Kitan ɔʁɔ ‘snake’ is an exception to this 
rule, probably due to the vowel of the second syllable..  

344 There are also good comparanda to Kitan *ñaw ‘sibling, child’ in Samoyedic, e.g. Nenets 
ñu ‘child, baby’ and Nganasan ñuː ‘child’ (Janhunen reconstructs Proto-Samoyedic *ńuə ̑
‘child; cub’, 1977: 111), as well as Proto-Tibeto-Burman , reconstructed on the 
basis of Tibetan ་་ nu-bo ‘a man’s younger brother’ (Jäschke 1881: 305), ་་ nu-mo ‘the 
younger sister of a female’ (Jäschke 1881: 305), Jingpho (“Kachin”) nau ‘younger 
sibling’, Mizo (“Lushei”) nau ‘id.’, Garo no ‘younger sister’, and several other possible 
cognates (Benedict 1972: 63). Note also Proto-Tungusic əkuːn, reconstructed on the 
basis of Ewenki nəku ‘younger sister’, Solon nəxu ‘younger sibling’, Ewen nɵː ~ nɵːŋil ~ 
nɵːnul ‘id.’, Negidal nuxu ~ nəxu ‘id.’, Oroch nokko ~ noːk ‘id.’, Udihe nəŋu ~ ɲəŋu 
‘brother or sister’, Ulcha nəku ‘younger sibling’, Uilta noɣoɲeː ~ nokonoː ~ noːk ~ nuːggu 
~ nuːkku ~ nuku ~ nəw ~ nəu ‘younger sibling’, Nanai nəil ~ nəgil ‘younger siblings’, 
nəku ~ nəkũ ‘younger sibling, child’, Manchu non ‘younger sister’ and other cognates 
(Tsintsius 1975: 617-618). Note also Wu Chinese, e.g. Shanghainese  ɲ ɲ  
‘affectionate term of address for one’s daughter’,344 and Korean   
‘affectionate term of address used by male speakers to a female older than them’. I thank 
Christopher I. Beckwith for bringing the Shanghainese word to my attention and 
suggesting the connection. I also thank Shanghainese native speakers  Pan Fang and 

 Gu Xiaoqin (Indiana University, Bloomington) for confirming the phonological 
form and its orthographic representation (p.c., June 2011). I have not included the tones, 
since they are not relevant to the analysis. The existence of good comparanda in such 
demonstrably unrelated language families as (at least) Samoyedic, Tibeto-Burman, 
Tungusic, Serbi-Mongolic, Sinitic, and Koreanic strongly suggests that we are dealing 
with a Kulturwort, spread over a large geographic area among genetically unrelated 
languages; this word may therefore be deemed non-distinctive for historical-comparative 
reconstruction purposes. However, the fact that we have phonologically closer cognates 
between Mongolic and Serbi as opposed to the Tibeto-Burman, Tungusic, Samoyedic, 
Wu, and Korean forms, and the regular sound changes which can be identified in the 
development of the attested Serbi and Mongolic forms from a common proto-form 
justifies reconstructing the Common Serbi-Mongolic form. The ultimate origins of the 
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LKit  [ ] ‘lake ( )’.345 Cognate to Middle Mongol na’ur ɦʊ
‘lake’.346 CSM * ɣʊ ‘lake’. 

LKit *ñayr [ ] ‘day, dawn, daybreak ( )’. 347  Cognate to Middle 
Mongol nara-n ‘sun’.348 CSM *ñayra ‘sun’.349 

MKit ɛm  ‹ › ~  ‹EIGHT› ‘eight’. 350  Cognate to Middle 
Mongol naiman ‘eight’351 and Preclassical Written Mongol naiman ‘id.’352 
CSM * ɪ  ‘eight’.353 

word beyond Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, however, are surely the result of language contact, 
and cannot be taken as evidence to support a macro-family. Cf. Campbell’s thorough 
criticism of Greenberg’s method of multilateral (or mass) comparison as a means of 
determining lexical inheritance (2003: 35-39).  

345 See the footnote in the entry for LKit  ‘salt’ above for discussion. 
346 E.g. early MMgl na’ur [ ] ‘lake ( )’ (SHM §53).  
347 LS (53: 877).  
348 E.g. attested early Middle Mongol naran [ ] ‘sun ( )’ (SHM 21).  
349 Late Middle Korean   ‘sun, day, weather’ is probably a reflex of an unattested 13th 

c. EMK borrowing from an unattested progressive dialect of Middle Mongol. See Chapter 
One discussion of the Mongolic-Korean Theory for details.  

350 E.g. YHsiang (3: 11). Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) identified the word  as a variant 
rendering of  ‘eight’. The phonological reconstruction above is my own revision of his 
proposal.  

351 E.g. early MMgl naiman [ ] ‘eight ( )’ (SHM §90).  
352 Pcl. naiman (J̌un., l. 2; BcaT 156b7).  
353 Jurchen   [ ] ‘eighteen’ (NT 200) is probably an early borrowing from a Serbi-

Mongolic language, with the root  cognate to MMgl naiman ‘eight’ (cf. Kane 2009, 
Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, and Ligeti 1986). See Shimunek (forthcoming, c) for the 
precise details of this loanword and its historical context. 
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MKit ɔ ɔ ‹omo› ‘female, woman, wife, mother’.354 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol eme ‘female, woman, wife’.355 CSM ə ə ‘woman, female, 
wife’. 

MKit ɔ  ‹on.› ‘ride’.356 Cognate to Middle Mongol unu- *[ʊ ʊ-] ‘ride’357 
and Daur [onu-] ‘ride’358 ~ on- ‘ride’.359 CSM ɔ ʊ ʊ ʊ  ‘ride’. 

MKit ɔ  ‹on.› ‘fall, drop, descend ( )’.360 Cognate to Middle Mongol 
una- *[ʊ -] ‘fall’361 and Daur ə  ‘fall, fall down’362 ~ [waːn  ‘fall, 
set (of the sun), collapse, fall down, slip’.363 CSM ɔ ʊ  ‘fall’. 

MKit ɔ   ‹ordu›364 ~  ‹ordu.u›365 ~  ‹o.ordu.u ›366 ~ 
‹ordu.u › 367  ~  ‹ordu.u› 368  (dative-locative ɔ   

354 E.g. YHsiang (13: 2). 
355 E.g. early MMgl eme [ ] ‘woman ( )’ (SHM §38) ~ ‘wife ( )’ (SHM §109) and 

late MMgl eme [ مھا ] ‘id.’ (Yem.).  
356  E.g. YHsiang (12:20); Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) identify this word and its 

Mongolic cognate.  
357 E.g. early MMgl unu- [ ] ‘ride ( )’ (SHM §90). The phonological reconstruction above 

is my own.  
358 Engkebatu (1984: 37).  
359 Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 138).  
360 E.g. Hsü.C (4: 6). 
361 E.g. early MMgl una- [ ] ‘fall ( )’ (SHM §245). The phonological reconstruction 

presented above is my own. 
362 Engkebatu (1984: 333).  
363 Yu Wonsoo et al. (2008: 156).  
364 E.g. Hsü (11: 18).  
365 E.g. YP’u (11: 32).  
366 E.g. Ku (13: 7).  
367 E.g. Chung (10: 48, 16: 30).  
368 E.g. Jen-hsien (27: 19).  
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‹o.ordu.u .du› 369  ~  ‹ordu.u .du› 370  ~  ‹ordu.u.du› 371  ~ 
 ‹ordu.u.du›,372 genitive ɔ   ‹ordu.u .un›373 ~ ɔ  

 ‹ordu.on›, 374  accusative-instrumental-comitative ɔ   
‹ordu.u .ur›375 ~  ‹ordu.u.ur›376 ~  ‹o.ordu› ‹u.ur›,377 and 
ablative ɔ   ‹ordu.u › ‹du.i› 378  ~  ‹ordu.u› 
‹du.i›379) ‘ordo, palace, court’380 > LKit ɔ ɔ ‘tent palace (

)’.381 Cognate to Middle Mongol ordo ‘palace’.382 CSM *ɔrdʊ ‘ordo, 
tent palace’ (← Central Eurasian Kulturwort).383 

369 E.g. Tao (5: 20).  
370 E.g. Hsing (2: 17).  
371 E.g. YChüeh (14: 25).  
372 E.g. YChüeh (22: 33).  
373 E.g. Ling (17: 3).  
374 E.g. Hsü (58: 13).  
375 E.g. HsTi (10: 9).  
376 E.g. Jen-hsien (15: 10). Chinggeltei reads this as  (2002: 170) but the rubbing of the 

original text clearly has .  
377 E.g. Hsü (25: 21-22) – this is one word written in two graphemic blocks. See Oyuunch & 

Janhunen (2010) for other examples of single words written in separate graphemic blocks.  
378 Chung (13: 46-47).  
379 E.g. Chung (13: 46-47).  
380  See Kane (2009: 58, 77-78) for the Kitan orthographic forms. The phonological 

reconstructions are my own. 
381 LS (116: 1541).  
382 E.g. attested early MMgl ordo [ ] ‘palace ( )’ (SHM §177).  
383 This is possibly an early Puyo-Koguryoic loanword in Serbi-Mongolic and Turkic, first 

attested in Archaic Koguryo as  [ ] ~ ʊ [ ] ‘capital city ( )’ (Beckwith 
2007a: 52, 96-97, 250). See Beckwith (2007a: 37) for discussion of this etymology. The 
earliest Turkic attestation is 8th c. Old Turkic ordu ‘capital, khaghan’s residence’ (GOrkT 
360).  
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MKit *par  ‹p.ar› ~  ‹par› ‘ten’.384 Cognate to Middle Mongol harba-n 
‘ten’.385 CSM *pʰar ‘ten’.  

MKit *par  ‹p.ar› ‘person, people’ (or a classifier for people).386 Cognate 
to Middle Mongol hara ‘person’ and its plural forms haran ~ harat 
‘people’.387 CSM *pʰara ‘person’.388 

Tagh  [ ] ‘bridge ( )’.389 Cognate to Middle Mongol bari- ‘hold, 
grasp’ and the deverbal noun suffix -Al, cf. modern Khalkha бари- 

‘build’, and ˈ ɮə̆ ‘building’, a deverbal noun 
based on this root. CSM ɪ ‘grasp, hold, build’. 

MKit ɔ  ‹po› ‘time, season’390 > LKit pʰɔ [ ] ~ [ ] ‘time, season 
( )’.391 Cognate to Middle Mongol hon ‘calendrical year’.392 CSM *pʰɔ 
‘time, season’.393 

384 Róna-Tas has identified  as an orthographic variant of  ‘ten’ (2016). 
385 E.g. early MMgl harban [ ] ‘ten ( )’ (SHM §53), ‘Phagspa Script harban  

‹hr.bn› ‘ten’ (Dagi, l. 18), and late MMgl harban [ھَرباَن] ‘ten ( َْده)’ (Leid. 67a-11-2). 
386 See §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ for discussion.  
387 E.g. early MMgl hara [ ] ‘person ( )’ (SHM §246), haran [ ] ‘people ( )’ 

(SHM §39), and *harat ‘people’, attested in the accusative case as harad-i [ ] ‘the 
people ( )’ (HIIY 2.27a4). Note also MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script haran   ‹h.rn› 
‘people’ (BuyK1 l. 18). See also Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85). 

388 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 84-85) for a similar proposal.   
389 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 entry for Pa-lieh shih for discussion. 
390 E.g. Lang (4: 16).  
391 LS (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007: 88-89) for these MKit and LKit forms.  
392 E.g. attested early MMgl hon [ ] ‘year ( )’ (SHM §26) and attested late MMgl hon [ھُوْن] 

‘year (سَال)’ (Leid. 63b-13-1). 
393 The Kitan form or another early Serbi-Mongolic cognate is the donor form to Jurchen pon 

‘time, spring’ > Manchu fon ‘time, season’. See Ligeti (1986: 439) and Kara (2005: 8) 
for this Kitan-Mongol cognate, with discussion of the Jurchen-Manchu forms. See also 
Rozycki (1994: 78-79). The Jurchen form ɔ  < OJur ɔ   ‹po.on› ‘time’ (NT 76) 
is a reanalysis of MKit ɔ  ‹po.on› ‘time-GEN’ (e.g. HsHui 11: 9). 
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MKit *pulu  ‹p.wl.u› ~ *pulu  ‹p.wl.u › ‘intercalary ( )’.394 
Cognate to Middle Mongol hüle’ü əɦ ‘more’395 and Preclassical 
Written Mongol ülegü ‘id.’396 CSM *pʰuləɣ  ‘extra, surplus’.397 

MKit   ‹pu.r.› ‘to bless’.398 Cognate to MMgl hirü’e- ɦə ‘to 
bless’.399 CSM *pʰ - ‘to bless’.400 

394 E.g.  ‘That same year, on the first day of the intercalary eighth 
month…’ (HsHui 20: 16-22). 

395 E.g. early MMgl hüle’ü [ ] ‘more ( )’ (SHM §201). The modern Khalkha reflex 
of this word is илүү [iˈɮu] ‘extra, surplus, intercalary’.  

396 Pcl. ülegü (J̌ig., l. 8; BcaT 160b14). 
397 Early Serbi-Mongolic reflexes of this word were borrowed into Tungusic, and provide 

additional evidence of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *pʰ. Cf. Rinchen (1966: 154-155), Ligeti 
(1986: 439), and Rozycki (1994: 82). 

398 See Shimunek (2014a: 110) for the phonological reconstruction of this word and the 
identification of its Middle Mongol cognate.  

399 E.g. MMgl *hirü’e- ‘to bless’ as in attested early MMgl hirü’er [ ], a deverbal 
noun glossed as ‘wishing someone a long life ( )’ (SHM §201), from *hirü’e- ‘to 
bless’ + -r ‘deverbal noun suffix’. Note also Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script * ɦǝ   

 ‹hi.ru.ɦer› ‘benediction’ (Mang. l. 8). The modern Khalkha reflex of the verbal 
root is ерөө- [ ɵˈ ɵ ] ‘to bless, to say a benediction’ and the Khalkha reflex of the Middle 
Mongol noun hirü’er is ерөөл [ ɵˈ ɵɮ] ‘benediction’. 

400 Poppe compares MMgl hirü’e- and WMgl irüge- “einen Segenspruch hersagen, segnen”, 
Ewenki “ e ̮-̄” (i.e. hirugəə-) “segnen, beten”, Manchu firu- “beten”, and Korean pil- 
“beten” (Poppe 1960: 60, 127), i.e. -, pir- in my romanization. See also Lee Ki-Moon 
& Ramsey (2011: 18). Clearly these are related words, but the history of the word in 
Koreanic remains to be elucidated. The Ewenki word is a loanword from early Middle 
Mongol or late Old Mongol. Manchu firu- ‘curse, implore, beg’ is an early Serbi-
Mongolic loanword in Jurchen-Manchu: cf. Ligeti (1986: 439) and Rozycki (1994: 77). 
Note also Jurchen *firur [ ] ‘spirit ( )’, attested in Jurchen Script as  probably 
representing an Old Jurchen form  ‹piru.r› (NT 237), which is probably formed 
from a verbal root   ‹piru.› and   ‹.r› ‘deverbal noun suffix’ 
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MKit  ‹p.ur.s› ‘descendants’.401 The *-s is a plural suffix (see 
entry for MKit *-d ~ *-t ~ *-s ‘plural suffix’ above). Middle Kitan 

 ‘descendant’ is cognate to Middle Mongol hüre *[hurǝ] ‘seed’402 
and Written Mongol üre ‘seed, offspring, descendant’ (and its plural 
üres).403 CSM *pʰurə ‘seed, offspring, descendant’.404 

Tagh pʰɔ  [ ] ‘surround ( )’.405 Cognate to the common root of Middle 
Mongol horči- ɔ ʧʰ ‘surround, turn around’406 and unattested Middle 
Mongol *horiya- ɔ ‘wrap’ 407  < < pre-Proto-Mongolic ɔ
‘surround, wrap’.408 CSM *pʰɔ ‘surround, wrap’. 

401 E.g. YHsiang (37: 11). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 208) identified this word and its 
semantic value.  

402 Cf. attested MMgl hüre [ ] ‘seed ( )’ (HIIY 1.04a8) and attested MMgl -s ‘plural 
suffix’. Note also attested late Middle Mongol hüre-n [ ورانہ ] ‘seed’ (MAA: JSPS 37a) and 
Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script *hurǝ  ‹heu.re› ‘fruit, merit’ (CYK1 l. 3).  

403 Note also Kojia ʉ  ~ ʉ  ‘seed, sperm’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 285a).  
404 Manchu fursun ‘shoots, sprouts’ is a borrowing from an early Serbi-Mongolic dialectal 

variant of this word. Rozycki (1994: 83) considers it an ‘Early Mongol’ to Manchu loan. 
The -su- element in the Manchu form indicates that it is probably from an early Mongolic 
language; *-sU is a morphological innovation distinguishing Mongolic from the Serbi 
languages (see Appendix D).  

405 WS (113: 3006). See §5.2.1 entry for P’u shih.  
406 E.g. early MMgl horči- [ ] ‘surround, move around ( )’ (SHM §121) ~ ‘turn 

around ( )’ (SHM §254) and late MMgl *horči- attested in the past factual form horči-
ba [ھُرجِبَا] and glossed in Arabic as ‘turn ( ْداَر)’ (Leid. 72b-13-3). On -bA see Brosig (2014). 

407 Cf. WMgl oriya- and reflexes of the Middle Mongol or Proto-Mongolic form of the word 
in modern Mongolic daughter languages, e.g. Shira Yoghor horo:- ~ Mongghul furo:- ~ 
Santa xoro- ~ ‘Bonan’ (probably Booŋan) horǝ- ‘to tie around, to bandage, to wind, reel, 
roll around’ (Sun et al. 1990: 531), Mongghuor furo- “envelopper, bander, plier en 
rouleau” (de Smedt & Mostaert 1933: 111), and Santa horo- [χoro-] ‘wrap around, wind 
around, roll up ( , )’ (Ma & Ch’en 2001: 163b).  

408 See Chapter Five for discussion. 
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MKit   ‹qa› ‘emperor, khan’409 > LKit  [ ] ‘emperor ( ); ruler 
( )’.410 Cognate to Pcl. qan ‘king, khan, sovereign, ruler’, as distinct from 
Pcl. qaγan ‘monarch, emperor, khaghan’. 411  CSM *kʰa (← Central 
Eurasian Kulturwort).412 

LKit *qa [ ] ~ [ ] ‘shoot, archery ( )’.413 Cognate to Middle Mongol qabu 
‘archery’,414 qarbu- ‘shoot arrows’,415 Kalmyk xa- ‘shoot’ etc.416 CSM 
*kʰa ‘shoot, archery’.417 

409 E.g. YChüeh (2: 31).  
410 CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 99). 
411 See Kara (2009: 225, 228-229) for these Preclassical forms and their meanings. In the 

Secret History of the Mongols, the Middle Mongol forms qa [ ] (e.g. §57), qan [ ] 
(e.g. §123), and qahan [ ] (e.g. §53) are attested, but all of these forms are 
inaccurately glossed as ‘emperor ( )’. Note also plural early Middle Mongol qat [

], glossed as ‘monarchs ( )’ (SHM §21) ~ ‘princes ( )’ (SHM §112) ~ 
‘emperors ( )’ (SHM §74). 

412 This is probably an early Japanese-Koguryoic loanword into Serbi-Mongolic: Archaic 
Koguryo *ka [ ] ‘tribal chief, official, minister ( , )’ < OKog *kan ‘head’, cognate 
to OJpn *ka- ‘head’ (Beckwith 2007a: 122). Cf. also 8th-century OTrk qan ‘king, khan’ 
(GOrkT 341). Modern Persian khān (خان) ‘Mr.’ (Aryanpur-Kashani 1986: 96) is a 
borrowing from a Middle Turkic reflex of OTrk qan ‘khan’. Cf. 11th c. MTrk χan ‘khan, 
ruler’ (DTS 636a). In Modern Mongolian, Middle Mongol qan ‘ruler, king, khan’ and 
qa’an ~ qahan ‘emperor, khaghan’, have merged to a single lexeme, in Khalkha, хаан 
[χaːɴ] ‘king, ruler, khan, emperor, khaghan’. Jurchen *χaʁ   ‘emperor, khan’ (NT 
9) is undoubtedly a loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, and Manchu χan ‘emperor, khan’ is 
a loanword from Early Modern Mongolian, borrowed after Middle Mongol qan and qa’an 
~ qahan had merged to a single lexeme. 

413 LS (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007: 103) for the CTKC transcription [ ].  
414 E.g. early MMgl qabu [ ] ‘archery ( )’ (SHM §244).  
415 E.g. early MMgl qarbu- [ ] ‘shoot arrows ( )’ (SHM §26).  
416 See Kara (2005: 9) and Shimunek (2007: 102-103) for discussion. 
417 Note also modern Sakhalin Nivkh ӄа-  ~ ҳа- [χa  ‘shoot’, which is undoubtedly a 

loanword from Serbi-Mongolic, perhaps via an intermediate donor language. The Nivkh 
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LKit  [ ] ‘returning, coming back ( )’.418 This is a deverbal 
noun with *-a ‘verbal noun suffix’.419 The verbal root, LKit *qary- ‘return, 
come back’, is cognate to Middle Mongol qari- ‘return’.420 CSM *kʰarɪ  
‘return, come back, go back’.  

MKit   ‹qau.ur› ‘spring ( )’.421 Cognate to Middle Mongol qabur 
*[qʰabʊ  ‘spring’.422 CSM *kʰabʊ  ‘spring’. 

LKit * ɔ  [ ] ‘sheep ( )’.423 Cognate to Middle Mongol qoni ~ qonin 
‘sheep’.424 CSM *kʰɔ ɪ ‘sheep’.425 

form is cited from Tangiku et al. (2008: 50, #299). See §9.2.1 ‘Cultural Vocabulary’ 
above for discussion of comparanda in Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic. 

418 LS (74: 1231).  
419 See entry for CSM *-Ay ~ *-ɣAy ~ *-A ~ *-ɣA ‘verbal noun suffix’ above. 
420 Cf. attested early MMgl qari- [ ] ‘return ( )’ (SHM §149).  
421 E.g. Ku (13: 6).  
422 E.g. attested early MMgl qabur [ ] ‘spring ( )’ (SHM §19). 
423 This transcription and its gloss were identified by Nieh & Sun (2008: 71-72) in the CTKC 

preface. The phonological reconstruction I present above is my own revision of their 
proposal.  

424 E.g. attested early MMgl qonin [ ] ‘sheep ( )’ (SHM §19) and attested late MMgl 
qoni [ ْقنُِي] ‘sheep (كُوسفنَْد)’ (Leid. 66b-03-3).  

425 Old Turkic qoñ ‘sheep’ (732 A.D., Kül Tegin Inscription: DTS 453b, GOrkT 347) is 
undoubtedly related as a loanword, the directionality of which remains to be determined 
with certainty. Clauson considered this to be among the “first layer” of Turkic loanwords 
in Mongolic (1962: 235), but since the Turkic-speaking peoples were probably originally 
a western people who moved east into North China and the Mongolian Plateau (cf. 
Beckwith 2009: 115; Beckwith 2011b; and Shimunek et al. 2015), it seems likely that this 
is an early Serbi-Mongolic loanword into Archaic Turkic. This is unlikely to be an Old 
Turkic loanword borrowed independently into Serbi and Mongolic, since the Serbi-
Mongolic peoples have a long history of pastoral nomadism. We also cannot entertain the 
possibility that this is a Turkic loanword into Common Serbi-Mongolic, since that would 
need to have taken place before ca. 7th c. B.C. (i.e. the earliest known date of the 
appearance of the Serbi-Mongolic Eastern Hu in Chinese records), while the earliest 
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Tagh ɔ [ ] ‘pig or boar ( )’.426 Cognate to Written Mongol qobosu-n 
‘two-year-old boar’ (< pre-PMgl *kʰɔ ɔ ) > modern Khalkha ховс
ɔws/ [χɔw̥ ɔw̥ ‘two-year old boar’. CSM *kʰɔb/*kʰɔ ɔ ‘two-year-

old boar’. 

MSer (dialect unspecified) ʊrčɪ  [ ] ‘thirty ( )’. 427  Cognate to 
Middle Mongol qučin ʊʧʰ  ‘thirty’428 and Pcl. γučin ‘thirty’.429 CSM 

ʊrčʰɪ  ‘thirty’.430 

Tagh ʊragčɪ  [ ] ‘people who carry weapons ( )’, composed of 
ʊ  ‘weapon of war ( )’,  čɪ ‘occupational suffix’, and  ‘plural 

suffix’.431 Taghbach ʊ  [ ] ‘weapon of war’ is cognate to Middle 

known historical documentation on the Turkic peoples comes many centuries later, in the 
2nd c. A.D., with the Turcae along the Sea of Azov, far to the west (cf. Beckwith 2009 on 
the Turcae and their identification with the later Türk). Jurchen *χɔ   [ ] ‘sheep 
( )’ (NT 11; the phonological reconstruction is my revision), Manchu χonin ‘sheep’, and 
their cognates in other Tungusic languages are reflexes of an early Mongolic loanword in 
Tungusic, as shown by Rozycki (1994: 108). 

426 WS (113: 3006). See §5.2.1 entry for Hou shih for justification of this semantic analysis. 
427  This transcription was noted by Pelliot (1929: 251-252), although the reconstruction 

presented above is my own. See Franke (1969: 13-14) for other variants of the 
transcription. As suggested by Róna-Tas, this is possibly an early Kitan word for ‘thirty’ 
(Róna-Tas 2016: 133-134). 

428 E.g. attested early MMgl qučin [ ] ‘thirty ( )’ (SHM §121) and attested late MMgl 
γučin [غُوجِیْن] ‘thirty (ثلثون)’ (Leid. 70a-13-4) ~ qučin [ ْقوُجِن] ‘thirty ( ْسِي)’ (Leid. 67b-03-
3). 

429 See Kara (2009: 111) for this Preclassical form.  
430 This CSM numeral is clearly based on the root ʊ  ‘three’. See entry for MKit ɢ  ‘three’ 

above. 
431 See section §5.3.1 entry for Hu-lo-chen for discussion. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 
������������130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:28 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



367 
 

 
 

Mongol kituqai ~ kituγa ~ qituγa ‘knife’. 432  CSM *kʰɪtʰʊ  ‘knife, 
weapon’.433 

MSer (Ch’i-fu dial.) *qʰaʁ  [ ] ‘khaghan’ ~ Taghbach *qʰaʁ  [ ] 
‘khaghan, imperial ancestor’ ~ T’u-yü-hun *qʰaʁ  [ ] ‘sovereign (

)’434  ~ OKit ʁ  [ཁ་གན་] ‘king (ལ་་)’435  ~ MKit ʁ   
‹qa.γa.an› ‘of the emperor’ (genitive)436 ~ ʁ   ‹qa.γa.u› ‘to/for 
the emperor’ (dative-locative)437 ~ ʁ   ‹qa.γa.ad› ‘emperors’ 
(plural nominative) 438  ~ ʁ ǝn ‹qa.γa.ad.en› ‘of the 
emperors’ (plural genitive) 439  ~ ʁ ə   ‹qa.γa.ad.er› 
‘emperors’ (plural accusative-instrumental-comitative). 440  Cognate to 

432 E.g. attested early MMgl kituqai [ ] ‘knife ( )’ (SHM §149). Note also attested 
late MMgl qituγa [قیتوغھ] ‘knife’ (MAA: JSPS, 135a) and kituγa [كیْتوُغَا] ‘knife’ (Leid. 67a). 
At the phonological level, these transcriptions probably transcribe ʰɪ ʰʊʁ  ~ 

ʰ ʰʊʁ . See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on ɪ  in early Mongol. This Middle Mongol form 
is the donor of Khentii-Dornod Khamnigan Ewenki  ‘knife’ (Rinchen 1969: 58) 
and Manchu kituqan ‘scissors for making models from feathers’ (Roz. 140).  

433 On the rhoticism of intervocalic */t/ and */d/ in Taghbach, see §5.5 ‘Taghbach Phonology’. 
Rozycki identifies Ewenki, Solon, Nanai, and Negidal koto ɔ ɔ ‘knife’ as “an earlier, 
perhaps substrata borrowing” from Mongolic (Roz. 140). These Tungusic forms are 
probably borrowed from a Proto-Serbi form—the Taghbach form ʊ  ‘weapon of war’ 
(probably with the basic meaning of ‘knife’) is from earlier (Proto-Serbi?) */ ʰʊ ʰ / 
‘knife’. 

434 Sung Shu (96: 2369). 
435 PT 1283 (l. 27).  
436 E.g. Lang (1: 4).   
437 E.g. YChüeh (43: 42).  
438 E.g. Tao (14: 2).  
439 E.g. YHsiang (3: 1).  
440 E.g. YChüeh (4: 46). 
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Middle Mongol qahan ~ qa’an ‘emperor’.441 CSM *kʰaɣ  ‘emperor’442 
(← Central Eurasian Kulturwort).443 

MKit   ‹s.a.› ‘reside, stay’. 444  Cognate to Middle Mongol sa’u- 
ɦʊ  ‘sit, reside’ 445  and Preclassical Written Mongol saγu- ‘id.’ 446 

CSM  ‘sit, reside, dwell’. 

441 E.g. early MMgl qahan [ ] ‘emperor ( )’ (SHM §53). See also Kara (2009). 
442 Note also MKit *  ‘emperor’ above. Synchronically, MKit *  ‘emperor’ is the same 

lexeme as MKit * ʁ  ‘of the emperor’—MKit *qa is attested only in the nominative 
case, and there is no attested nominative case equivalent of MKit * ʁ  ‘of the emperor’. 
Middle Kitan * ʁ  ‘emperor’ is thus a lexical merger of two distinct, earlier 
words—CSM *kʰa ‘sovereign, ruler’ and CSM *kʰaɣ  ‘emperor’. Note attested OKit 
* ʁ  ‘king’ (or, more likely, ‘emperor’). 

443 This word is first attested among the Ch’i-fu Serbi ca. early 3rd c. A.D. (before 265 A.D.), 
transcribed k’o-han [ ] (Chin Shu 125: 3113; see also Liu 1989: 98). The earliest 
inscriptional attestation is in Taghbach in the 443 A.D. Serbi Cave Inscription, in the 
form k’o-han [ ] with the appositive gloss ‘the imperial ancestors ( )’ (SCI, l. 
16). The next earliest attestations in transmitted texts are in Jou-jan and T’u-yü-hun, 
transcribed k’o-han [ ] ~ [ ] (WS 113: 2291; Sung Shu 96: 2369). The word is 
attested later, ca. 6th-10th c., in Europe among the Avar, Bulgar, and Khazar ruling elite, 
transcribed in Byzantine Greek as [χαγάν] (Moravcsik 1958: 332-334), i.e. * ɣ  in 
Byzantine Greek. Given the earlier-attested Koguryoic form (see entry for MKit *qa 
above), I am inclined to analyze CSM *kʰaɣ  as a Puyo-Koguryoic loanword into early 
Serbi-Mongolic (the *-ɣ - element, of unknown meaning, is an addition in Serbi-
Mongolic), with later borrowings into Turkic, i.e. PJK *ka- ‘head’ > AKog *ka ‘tribal 
chief’ → CSM *kʰa ‘king, sovereign, ruler’ (cf. Beckwith 2007a: 122) > *kʰa ɣ  
‘emperor’ → unattested ATrk > ca. 6th c. early OTrk ʁ  [ ] (e.g. Chou Shu 50: 
909) > attested 8th-century inscriptional OTrk qaʁan ‘emperor’ (GOrkT 338). The words 
for ‘empress’ and ‘queen’ are also related. 

444 E.g. Tao (5: 11). See discussion above and in Chapter Seven for the attested paradigm of 
this verb.  

445 E.g. attested early MMgl sa’u- [ ] ‘sit ( )’ (SHM §214).  
446 Pcl. saγu- (BcaT 157b2).  
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LKit  [ ] ~ [ ] ~ [ ] ‘moon, month ( )’.447 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol sara ~ zara ‘month’ and zaran ‘moon’ (Pcl. sara ‘month’ 
and saran ‘moon’).448 CSM  ‘moon, month’. 

MKit   ‹s.uñ› ‘night’.449 Cognate to Middle Mongol söni ‘night’.450 
CSM  ‘night’. 

447 LS (53: 878) and CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 90).  
448 E.g. attested early MMgl sara [ ] ‘month ( )’ (SHM §63). Cf. Kara (2009: 248) for 

the Preclassical Written Mongol forms. Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script has  
‘month’, attested in the genitive case as     ‹z.r.yin› ‘month-GEN’ (Mang. 
l. 21; BuyK2 l. 23) and  ‘moon’, attested in the plural as ʊɦʊ    
‹z.r.nu.ɦud› ‘moons’ (CYK2 l. 9). These are the only attested words in ‘Phagspa Script 
Middle Mongol with word-initial *[z], which suggests that this phoneme was marginal in 
Middle Mongol phonology, and in its earliest attestation in the Edict of Mangala (1276 
A.D.) was already in the process of merging with /s/. Late Middle Mongol in Arabic 
Script provides no evidence of word-initial *[z] in reflexes of this word or in other 
inherited lexical items; cf. attested late MMgl sara [سَرَا] ‘month (الشھر)’ (Leid. 71a-03-5). 
Note also the modern Kojia reflex [ ] ~ [ʦ ] ‘moon, month’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 
293a). Late Middle Korean ɔ̀   ‘moon, month’ (> MSK tar ) is probably a loanword 
from a progressive dialect of Middle Mongol; see Chapter One discussion of the 
Mongolic-Korean Theory for details.  

449 E.g. HsTi (4: 4). See Kane (2009: 25) for a brief overview of previous studies on this word 
and its Mongolic cognate. The phonological reconstruction given above is my own.  

450 E.g. early MMgl söni [ ] ‘night ( )’ (SHM §28) and late MMgl söni [ ْسُوْني] ‘night ( ْشَب)’ 
(Leid. 64a-05-5). See Kara (2009: 266) for Preclassical Written Mongol söni ‘night’.  
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MKit *šawa  ‹š.au.a› > LKit *šawa [ ] ‘bird of prey ( )’.452 
Cognate to Middle Mongol šibawun ‘bird, eagle, hawk’453 and Daur [ʃ ɣoː] 
~ [ʃowoː] ‘falcon’.454 CSM ɪ  ‘bird, eagle, hawk’.455 

MKit *šɛn  ‹š.ên› ‘new ( )’.456 Cognate to Middle Mongol šini ~ sini ~ 
šine ‘new’457 and Preclassical Written Mongol sine ‘new’.458 CSM ə 
‘new’ (← ?  LOC dial. ĕ ‘new’).459 

451 E.g. YP’u (19: 1).  
452 LS (116: 1539). See Kara (2005: 8), Shimunek (2007: 92), and Kane (2009: 93, 97) for 

discussion.  
453 E.g. attested early MMgl šibawun [ ] ‘bird ( )’ (SHM §111) ~ ‘eagle, hawk ( )’ 

(SHM §195).  
454 These Daur forms are from Engkebatu (1984: 238-239, 240).  
455 See Jacques (2010: 159) for a similar proposal. See Appendix D for pre-Proto-Mongolic  

ɣ . 
456 Kane claims that  denotes ‘good’ (2009: 100 §3.086), but I have been unable to verify 

this meaning in the published Kitan Assembled Script texts. In Lang (7:6),  
unambiguously corresponds to ‘new ( )’. 

457 E.g. MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *šinə ‘new’, attested in dative-locative case as *šinə ə 
 ‹ši.ne.de› ‘new-DL’ (Dagi l. 18).  

458 See Kara (2009: 261) for these Middle Mongol and Preclassical Written Mongol forms. 
Note also Kojia ʃ  ‘new’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 295a).  

459 For tradition-based ‘Old Chinese’ reconstructions note Bax. 798 *syin and Sag. 52 *bsin. 
On disyllabic monomorphemic words in Late Old Chinese, see Kiyose & Beckwith 
(forthcoming).  
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MKit *šya  ‹š.ia›  ~ *šyay  ‹š.ia.ai› ‘good, goodness’461 > LKit 
*šɛ [ ] ‘good ( )’.462 Cognate to Middle Mongol sayin ‘good’.463 CSM 

ɪ ‘good’ (< ? ɣɪ).464 

MKit   ‹t› ‘that’.465 Cognate to Proto-Mongolic *tʰə  ‘distal demonstrative 
root’ as in Middle Mongol tere *[tʰə ə  ‘that’, tede ‘they’, tedüi ‘in such a 
manner’, teyimü ‘like that’, and tende ‘there’, and te’ü- ~ te’ün- ‘distal 
demonstrative oblique stem’,466 Kojia [te] ‘that, he, she, it’467 and Moghol 
[ ɛ] ‘he, this’.468 CSM *tʰ ə  ‘distal demonstrative’. 

460 E.g. YChüeh (40: 42).  
461  E.g. YTi (3: 2). See Kane (2009: 100 §3.086) for discussion. The phonological 

reconstructions given above are my own. On the reading of grapheme  see Kane (2009: 
68 §2.274). Kane reads  as ‹ah› (2009: 59 §2.197), but this grapheme clearly transcribes 
Chinese [ai], as he notes. It must denote ‹ai›. 

462 LS (116: 1543). See Shimunek (2007: 93) for discussion of this Late Kitan form, its 
Mongolic cognates, and loanforms in Manchu. See also Rozycki (1994: 173) for more on 
this Serbi-Mongolic → Jurchen-Manchu loan.  

463 E.g. attested early MMgl sayin [ ] ‘good ( )’ (SHM §6) and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script 
sayin   ‹s.yin› ‘good’ (CYK2 l. 4). Jurchen *  ‹sai.in› [ ] ‘good’ (NT 90, 
295) is a loanword from late Old Mongol or early Middle Mongol.  

464 A connection between MMgl sayin ‘good’ and MTrk /sag/ [ ʁ] ‘good’ (first attested ca. 
11th c., DTS 480b) has long been assumed, but remains to be fully explained. Probably, 
early SM ɣɪ ‘good’ → unattested ATrk *sag̯ ̆> > attested MTrk /sag/ [saʁ] ‘good’. 

465 See §7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’ for attestations and discussion.  
466 E.g. attested early MMgl tere [ ] ‘that ( )’ (SHM §14), tede [ ] ‘they ( )’ 

(SHM §6), tedüi [ ] ‘in such a manner’ (SHM §56), teyimü [ ] ‘like that’ (SHM 
§9), tende [ ] ‘there ( )’ (SHM §9), and te’ü- ~ te’ün- ‘distal demonstrative 
oblique stem’ as in te’ü-ber [ ] ‘DIST.DEM-INS’ (SHM §244), te’ün-i [ ] 
‘DIST.DEM-ACC’ (SHM §111), te’ün-eče [ ] ‘DIST.DEM-ABL’ (SHM §205), te’ün-
tür [ ] ‘DIST.DEM-DL’ (SHM §73), and te’ün-ü [ ] ‘DIST.DEM-GEN’ (SHM 
§12).  

467 Sechinchogt (1999: 297a).  
468 Weiers (1972: 181).  
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MKit   ‹t.aq.a› ‘chicken, hen ( corresponding to )’.469  
to Middle Mongol takiya ~ taqiya ~ taγa ‘chicken, hen’.470 Note also Kojia 
[taχa] ~ ɯχa] ~ [tχa] ‘chicken’.471 CSM *tʰakʰɪɣ  ‘chicken, hen’.472 

MKit   ‹tau› ‘five’473 > LKit *tʰaw [ ] ‘five ( )’.474 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol tabu-n ‘five’.475 CSM *tʰabʊ ‘five.’476 

469 E.g. Hsüan (4: 81). See Kane (2009) for discussion of the semantic value. The phonological 
reconstruction presented above is my own.  

470 E.g. attested early MMgl takiya [ ] ‘chicken ( )’ (SHM §141), MMgl in ‘Phagspa 
Script ʰ ʰ   ‹ ʰ ʰ › ‘chicken’ (Dagi, l. 18), and late MMgl taqiya [تاَقیَِا] 
‘domestic fowl’ (Leid. 66b-11-1; see Saitô 2006: 7) ~ *taγa ‘hen/rooster’, attested in the 
plural form taγa-wut [ ْتغََاوُت] ‘hen (الدجَُاج)’ ~ ‘rooster (یك  .(Leid. 68b-12-5, 68b-13-2-2) ’(الدِّ
See also Shimunek (2007: 96) for discussion and Jurchen-Manchu loanforms. 

471 Sechinchogt (1999: 296b).  
472 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly related to Middle Turkic takagu [ ʁ ] ‘hen’, 

first solidly attested ca. 11th c. (DTS 536a), but the directionality of the loan remains to 
be determined with certainty. Clauson considered this to be among the “first layer” of 
Turkic loanwords in Mongolic (1962: 235), but the Turkic form is first attested at roughly 
the same time as the earliest Serbi-Mongolic attestation – Middle Kitan    first 
appears in 1076 A.D. in Jen-i (11: 23) and in 1080 A.D. in HsHui (28: 12). Early loanword 
relationships between these forms, Korean tark  àk̚ ‘chicken’, Hungarian tyúk ‘hen’, 
and Manchu čoqo ‘chicken’ < attested Jurchen *tiqɔ  [ ] ‘chicken ( )’ (NT 225) 
are also highly likely; cf. Ligeti (1986: 43), Kara (2005: 13-14), Kane (2009: 88), and 
Aisin Gioro (2004: 96 #50). 

473 E.g. Chung (6: 36). 
474 LS (53: 878).  
475 E.g. early MMgl tabun [ ] ‘five ( )’ (SHM §19).  
476 Jurchen ɔ ɔχɔ   [ ] ‘fifteen’ (NT 27) is an early borrowing from a Serbi-

Mongolic language, with the root ɔ ɔ undoubtedly cognate to MMgl tabun ‘five’ (cf. 
Kane 2009, Janhunen 2003, Poppe 1979, Ligeti 1986, and Laufer 1921). See Shimunek 
(forthcoming, c) for the precise details of this loanword and its historical context. 
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MKit   ‹tau.li.a› ‘rabbit, hare’477 > LKit *tʰawly [ ] ~ [ ] 
‘rabbit, hare ( )’478 (→ Daur  ‘rabbit, hare’479). Cognate to Middle 
Mongol taulai ~ ta’ulai ‘rabbit, hare’.480 The final ai in the Middle Mongol 
form is probably the result of syncretism with noqai ‘dog’ or metathesis of 
the sequence. CSM *tʰawlya ‘rabbit, hare’.481 

MKit   ‹t.iu› ~ *diw   ‹d.iu› ‘gather ( )’.482 Cognate to Written 
Mongol tegü- ‘collect’, attested late western Middle Mongol tǖ- 
‘collect’, 483  attested early eastern Middle Mongol temgü- ‘pick up, 
gather’,484 and numerous reflexes of these words in the modern Mongolic 
daughter languages.485 PMgl *tʰə  ~ *tʰəɣ  ‘gather, collect, pick up’. 
CSM *tʰəɣ  ‘gather (transitive or intransitive)’. 

477 E.g. Hsüan (4: 8).   
478 LS (53: 878). See Shimunek (2007) for the CTKC transcription [ ]. Note that the 

phonological reconstruction I provide here is a significant revision of my 2007 proposal.  
479 See Engkebatu (1984) for the Daur form.  
480 E.g. attested early MMgl taulai [ ] ‘rabbit, hare ( )’ (SHM §257) ~ ta’ulai [ ] 

‘rabbit, hare ( )’ (SHM §239).  
481 There is probably an areal connection with the Japanese-Koguryoic, Koreanic, Chinese, 

Nivkh, and Turkic words for ‘rabbit, hare’ (Christopher I. Beckwith, p.c., 2011). 
482 See Shimunek (2014a: 107) for discussion.  
483 This verb is attested in late Middle Mongol in the past factual form tǖ-be [توبھ] ‘collected’ 

(MAA: JSPS). On the value of -bA in Middle Mongol, see Brosig (2014). 
484 Early eastern MMgl temgü- [ ] ‘gather, pick up ( )’ (SHM §74). 
485 E.g. Daur [tuŋkəː  (Engkebatu 1984: 262), Santa qiangu- ʨiaŋgu  (Ma & Ch’en 2001: 

326), ‘Bonan’ (probably Booŋan) [toŋgə  (Sun et al. 1990: 656), Baonang [tuŋgə ] (Buhe 
& Liu 1982: 91) and “туҕэ-” (Todaeva 1964: 148), i.e. probably [tʰuɣə  or [tʰuʁə , 
Mangghuer chuangmu- ʈʂʰ ɑŋ̃ˈmu  (Slater 2003: 56, 105, 241, 368), Mongghuor 
[tʰuŋgu  (de Smedt & Mostaert 1933: 432), Mongghul tuŋgu- (Faehndrich 2007: 340), 
Kojia ʉŋgi  (Sechinchogt 1999: 298a), Moghol ɔ  (Weiers 1972: 181b), Shira 
Yoghor [tyː ] (Sun et al. 1990: 656), Khalkha түү- [tʰuː , Buryat түү- [tʰuː , Oirat [tʰyː  
etc., all denoting ‘gather (trans.), pick up, collect’.  
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MKit   ‹tu.ur.› ‘die, pass away ( )’ (honorific).486 Cognate to Middle 
Mongol töre- ~ törö- ~ törü- ‘be born’487 ~ ‘be reborn’488 and Preclassical 
Written Mongol törö- ‘be born’.489 CSM *tʰorV  ‘be born’.490 

486  E.g. YHsiang (12: 22). See also Kane (2009: 59 §2.202; 91 §3.039) for the Kitan 
orthographic form and its semantic value. The Middle Kitan phonological reconstruction 
presented above is my own. See Shimunek (2011a: 104a) for the identification of the 
Mongolic cognates.  

487 E.g. attested early MMgl töre- [ ] ‘be born ( )’ (SHM §22) ~ törö- [ ] ‘be born 
( )’ (SHM §281) ~ törü- as in törü-n [ ] ‘being born ( )’ (SHM §174). 

488 E.g. attested Middle Mongol in ‘Phagspa Script ʰ  ‘be born’ or ‘be reborn’ (in the 
Buddhist sense of reincarnation), attested in the deverbal noun form ʰ  ‘rebirth’ 
(be.born-DVN) in the dative-locative case as ʰ  ‹tʰeo.reol.dur› 
‘rebirth-DL’ (Mann., l. 7). 

489 See Kara (2009: 287) for this Pcl form.  
490 This Serbi-Mongolic word is undoubtedly connected with Old Turkic törü- ‘be born’ (first 

attested 8th c., GOrkT 386), which Clauson considers to be an “early” Turkic → Mongol 
loanword (EDT 533a), but the directionality of this loanword remains to be determined. 
See Tekin (1968: 386) for the Old Turkic form.  
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Tagh *tʰaʁ [ ] ‘dirt, soil, earth ( )’.491 Cognate to Middle Mongol to’osu-n 
‘dust’492 and Qay *tʰɔʁʊ ‘mud, dirt’.493 CSM *tʰaɣ ‘dirt, dust, soil, 
earth’ (←  LOC *tʰâʁ).494 

LKit *tʰirya (or *tʰɪ  [ ] ‘tilling land, farming ( )’.495 Cognate to 
Middle Mongol tariyan ~ tariyat ‘crops, grains’496 and Written Mongol 

491 WS (1: 1). On the reconstruction of this word and the Taghbach ethnonym, see Beckwith 
(2005, 2006a, 2010).   

492 E.g. attested early MMgl to’osun [ ] ‘dust ( )’ (SHM §170). Also attested in MMgl 
in ‘Phagspa Script as *tʰɔɦɔ ʊ     ‹tʰo.ɦo.sun› in the phrase *tʰariyan *tʰɔɦɔ ʊ  
‘crops’ (CYK2 l. 12).  

493 Attested as the root of the Early Qay hydronym *tʰɔʁʊ čiñ/*tʰɔʁʊ čin [ ] (HTS 219: 
6173; ALSSCR 111) < *tʰɔʁʊ ‘mud, dirt, soil’ + čiñ/* čin ‘suffix denoting possession’ 
< PSer čin/* čiñ ‘having X’ (see entry for T’u-yü-hun čin/* čiñ above). Late Kitan 
*tʰawuys/*tʰawis [ ] (CTKC) is clearly related to the Taghbach, Qay, and Mongol 
forms above, but poses a morphological problem. Since Middle Kitan morphology is only 
partially known, and Late Kitan morphology even less known, we cannot rule out the 
possibility that this is a polymorphemic form composed of *tʰaw ‘dirt, soil’ with a suffix  

 or , possibly denoting attributive, since it occurs in the phrase *tʰawuys/*tʰawis 
 [ ], glossed ‘Muddy River ( )’. Note that the regular phonological 

outcome of CSM *aɣ is *aw in Middle Kitan and Late Kitan (see entries for LKit , 
MKit and LKit *ǰaw, and MKit ). My discussion of this Late Kitan word in 
Shimunek (2007: 97-98) is now obsolete. Another, more likely possibility, is that  in 
the Old Mandarin transcription of this LKit word is a typographical error for  (OM 
*ǝn); if this is correct, the transcription should be corrected to *[ ] (OM 
*tʰawuyǝn/*tʰawiǝn) for LKit *tʰaw ɪ , the ɪ  element of which is probably a genitive-
attributive suffix cognate to attested MMgl -yin ~ -Un ~ -U ‘genitive case suffix’. 

494 This LOC → Taghbach loanword was identified by Beckwith (2010a). See Chapter §9.2.3 
for discussion and for the etymology of the Middle Mongol reflex. See Appendix D for 
pre-PMgl *-sU. 

495 YPTC: cf. Shimunek (2007: 95) for this transcription. My 2007 phonological reconstruction 
is now obsolete.   

496 E.g. attested early MMgl tariyat [ ] ‘grains ( )’ (SHM §177) and MMgl in 
‘Phagspa Script ʰ     ‹tʰ.ri.yn› ‘crop’ (CYK2 l. 12). 
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tariy-a ‘grain, crop, field’.497 CSM *tʰarɪɣ  ‘grain, crop, field, growing, 
tilling land’.498 

LKit *u [ ] ‘water ( )’. 499  Cognate to Middle Mongol usu-n *[ʊ ʊ ] 
‘water’500 (< PMgl *ʊ ʊ < pre-PMgl ʊ ). CSM ʊ ‘water’.501 

MKit   ‹ud.ur› ‘east, eastern’502 ~  ‹ud.ur› ‘eastern’.503 Cognate 
to Middle Mongol üdür  ‘day, daytime’ and Preclassical Written 
Mongol edür ~ üdür ‘id.’504 The sun rises in the east, the direction from 

497 See Shimunek (2007: 95) for sources and modern Mongolic cognates.  
498 This is probably a deverbal noun from a verbal root *tʰarɪ- ‘to plant’; cf. WMgl tari- ‘to 

plant’ and late MMgl tar- ‘to plant’, attested in the past factual as tar-ba [تربا] and glossed 
as ‘to sow (زرع)’ (Leid. 73a-07-5-2); on the value of -bA in Middle Mongol, see Brosig 
(2014). See Seongyeon Ko (2013) on the reconstruction of *ɪ for early Mongolic. CSM 
*tʰarɪɣ  < *tʰarɪ  ‘to plant, sow’ is related to M rk tarɨ- ‘to sow’ (first attested ca. 13th c., 
DTS 537a, EDT 532) and the deverbal noun /tarɨ-g/ [tarɨʁ] ‘grain, cereals, bread, millet, 
agriculture, tilling land’ (first attested ca. 11th c., DTS 537a, EDT 532). This is probably 
an early Serbi-Mongolic → ATrk loan, i.e. early SM *tʰarɪɣ  → unattested ATrk * ɨʁă > 
unattested OTrk > attested MTrk tarɨʁ ‘grain, cereals, bread, millet, agriculture, tilling 
land’. On agriculture among the Eastern Hu (i.e. speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic), see 
Pulleyblank (1983). Note also Hailar Ewenki [ ] ‘field, paddy’ (Hu & Chog 1986: 
170), which is probably a borrowing from Proto-Mongolic. Note also Ewenki taragay 
“плешивый, теленок” ← Sakha ← early Mongolic (Tsintsius 1975-1977: 167). 

499 CTKC: Shimunek (2007: 98).  
500 E.g. early MMgl usu [ ] ‘water ( )’ (SHM §272) ~ usun [ ] ‘water ( )’ (SHM 

§72).   
501 See Appendix D for pre-PMgl *-sU.  
502  E.g. Jen-hsien (21: 49). See Kane (2009: 94) for the semantic and phonological 

identification of this word. The reconstruction presented here is my own modification of 
his proposal. 

503 E.g. HsTi (10: 11), identified by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010). 
504 Pcl. edür (Bur. 7a) ~ üdür (Chang, l. 17; Hin., l. 52). Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari read the 

latter as “ödür” (2006: 505), but since there is no orthographic difference between ö and 
ü in Written Mongol, and given the Middle Mongol forms transcribed in Chinese script, 
this Preclassical form is certainly üdür.  

T
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which daylight comes. Thus, I propose that the Mongolic form is a 
semantic innovation, and that the primary meaning of the word is ‘east’. A 
historical reason suggesting that ‘east’ is the original semantic value of the 
word is the fact that the early Eastern Hu peoples are described as having 
the doors of their yurts face east.505 CSM  ‘east’. 

MKit   ‹uñ› ‘cow’.506  Cognate to Middle Mongol üniyen ~ üneyen 
‘cow’,507 Daur ɲeː] ‘cow’,508 etc. CSM  ‘cow’.509 

MKit   ‹ › ‘give’.510 Cognate to Middle Mongol ök- ~ ög- ‘give’511 > 
Modern Khalkha өг- ɵ ɵɣ  ‘give’. CSM  ‘give’. 

505 See §2.1 ‘The Early Serbi-Mongolic Peoples’.  
506 E.g. HsHui (28: 23). See Kane (2009: 110 §3.149) for the Kitan orthographic form and 

discussion. The phonological reconstruction presented above is my own.  
507 E.g. attested early MMgl üniyen [ ] ‘cow ( )’ (SHM §121) ~ üneyen [ ] 

‘cow ( )’ (HIIY 1.06a6). The romanizations given here are my own, and are based on 
the Old Mandarin transcriptions. Kuribayashi gives “üni’en” and “üne’en” (Kuribayashi 
2009: 516; 2003: 18-19), but the Old Mandarin transcriptions clearly indicate a palatal 
glide -y- with the transcriptional character yen (MSC yan)  (Pul. 356: LOM ɛ ).  

508 Engkebatu (1984: 44).  
509 CSM  ‘cow’ > pre-PMgl ɣə  > PMgl ɣə  ~ əɣə  → Ewk, e.g. Hailar 

Ewenki ə ə  ‘cow’ and Solon [ ə]̃ ~ [ əə] ‘cow’. See Appendix D ‘Pre-Proto-
Mongolic Morphological Innovations’ for other examples of pre-PMgl ɣ . See Hu & 
Chog (1986: 172a) for the Hailar Ewenki form and Tsintsius (1975-1977: 274a) for the 
Solon form. Manchu uniyen ‘female of certain animals, milk cow’ is a recent loan from 
Mongol (Roz. 218).  

510 E.g. YP’u (7: 5). See also Kane (2009: 99 §3.083). The reconstruction given above is my 
own.  

511 E.g. attested early MMgl ök- [ ] ‘give ( )’ (SHM §15) ~ ög- as in ög-ü-ksen [ ] 
‘give-PRF.VN’ and MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script  as in bǝe ̯  ‹ʔeog.beė› ‘go-
PST’ (BuyK2 l. 19).  
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MKit   ‹ › ‘winter’. 512  Cognate to Middle Mongol übül 
‘winter’513 and Preclassical Written Mongol ebül ‘winter’.514 CSM  
‘winter’.515

Tagh  [ ] ‘cloud ( )’.516 Cognate to Middle Kitan ə ‹eu.wl›             
‘cloud ( )’517 and Middle Mongol e’üle-n əɦ ə ‘cloud’.518 CSM
əɣ ə ‘cloud’. 

MKit   ‹ui› ‘matter, affair, deed ( )’.519 Cognate to Middle Mongol 
üyile *[ujilǝ] ~ el̯ǝ ‘deed, matter, affair’.520 CSM  ‘matter, deed, 
affair’ (←  LOC ‘to do’).521 

512 E.g. Lang (5: 5).  
513 E.g. attested MMgl übül [ ] ‘winter ( )’ (SHM §151).  
514 Tumurtogoo & Cecegdari (2006: 377-378); Kara (2009: 89).  
515 Despite Starostin et al. (2003: 589), this word is not related to Ewenki iwaksa ‘winter’ and 

its cognates in Negidal, Ulcha, Oroch, and Udihe.  
516 WS (113: 3012). See §5.2.1 entry for Yu-lien shih. 
517 E.g.  ‘cloud’ as in  ‘Commander of the Heaven Cloud Army’ (Yü1), 

corresponding to  ‘id.’ in the Liao Shih . See Kane (2009: 89).  
518 E.g. attested early MMgl e’ülen [ ] ‘cloud ( )’ (SHM §238).  
519 E.g. Lang (1: 14).  
520 E.g. attested early MMgl üyile [ ] ‘matter, deed, affair ( )’ (SHM §277) and MMgl 

in ‘Phagspa Script el̯ǝ ‘matter, deed, affair’, attested in the plural as el̯ǝ    
‹ʔeuė.le › ‘deed-PL’ (CYK2 l. 9). The Modern Khalkha reflex is үйл [ iɮ̯] ‘matter, deed, 
affair, action’. Note also the following modern reflexes: Baarin [yːl], Daur [uil], Shira 
Yoghor [ ], Mongghul [uile], Santa [uiliǝ] (Sun et al. 1990: 690), Baonang [le] ‘work, 
job’ (Buhe & Liu 1982: 82) and as the root of the verb “лэгэ-”, i.e.  ‘to do, work’ 
(Todaeva 1964: 142), Booŋan ə ə  ‘work, job’ (Fried 2010: 43, 59, 99), and 
Kojia [ile] ‘labor, activity’ (Sechinchogt 1999: 280). Juunast gives Shira Yoghor [ ː] 
(1997: 96).  

521 See §9.2.3 for this etymology, and for comparanda in Tungusic and Sakha.  
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MKit ə   ‹y.eu› ‘move, transfer ( )’.522 This Kitan verbal root is 
retained as a substratal element in modern Mongolian dialects of eastern 
Inner Mongolia, such as Baarin and Aru Khorchin; note the Baarin form 
[jɛw-] ‘go’. The word is cognate to Middle Mongol yabu- ‘go, move, 
travel’ > modern Khalkha яв- [jaw-] ‘id.’ CSM ʊ  ‘go, move’. 

Tagh ž əŋ (phonemically probably */ əŋ/) [ ] ‘raised earth, 
embankment ( )’. 523  Cognate to Written Mongol serbeng > modern 
Khalkha сэрвэн ˈ ɪ əŋ̆ ~ ˈsɛ əŋ̆ ‘land formation that is projecting, 
overhanging, or jutting out’. CSM əŋ ‘raised earth or a projecting, 
overhanging land formation’ (> PMgl * əŋ). 

 
 
  

522 E.g. HsTi (21: 7). See Kane (2009) for the semantic identification of this word. The 
phonological reconstruction presented above is my own. 

523 WS (113: 3007). See §5.2.1 entry for Shih-pen shih.  
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8.6. RECONSTRUCTED SENTENCES IN COMMON SERBI-MONGOLIC 
 

Utilizing the reconstructed phonology, morphophonology, morphosyntax, 
syntax, and lexicon presented above, it is possible to reconstruct a limited 
number of sentences in Common Serbi-Mongolic. These are hypothetically 
grammatical sentences in Common Serbi-Mongolic—in other words, whether 
or not these specific sentences were ever actually uttered by Common Serbi-
Mongolic speakers, they would have been both possible and grammatical 
according to the currently reconstructible grammar of the language. 
 The reconstructed sentences are organized as follows: 
 

a. Phonological reconstruction, with inflectional morphemes segmented out. 
b. Interlinear morpheme glosses. 
c. Phrasal structure. 
d. Clausal structure. 
e. Translation. 

 
1. 
*kʰaɣ ʊr         *ǰargʊyčʰɪ

 

 
ɪ ɔ ɪ ɣ ʊ

 

‘The emperor’s three judges went on good horses.’ 
 
2. 
*akʰañ ʊrčʰɪn  *kʰɔ ɪ ɣ

 

‘Elder brother gave thirty sheep.’ 
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3. 
ɣʊ ʊ ʊ

 

‘The lake on the right side had salt.’ 
 

ɔɣʊ ə ɦɔ ɣ

 

‘The/a slave went to (the) maternal uncle’s yurt/home.’ 
 
5. 
*akʰañ ə ə ɪ ʊ

 

 ‘Elder brother’s wife is a shamaness.’ 
 
6. 
ə ɔ ɪ ʊr   *kʰarɪ

 

‘The birds of this river went back in autumn.’ 
 
7.  
ə ɣɪ ʊ ɣ

 

‘This family left in winter.’524 

524 Bare nouns denoting seasons (i.e. ‘spring’, ‘summer’, ‘fall’, and ‘winter’) and noun phrases 
headed by these and other bare nouns denoting time words (i.e. ‘year’) can function as 
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*kʰabʊ ə ə ə ɦʊ

 

  ‘In spring, new grass grew.’ 
 

adverb phrases in attested Middle Kitan and Middle Mongol, e.g. MKit 
‘[In] the summer [of] the ninth year of the Ta-k’ang  

reign period, having reached the age of seventy-five, [he] …’ (YHsiang 28: 12; see 
Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 194-195 for translation) and early MMgl Tere übül ǰerge’er 
ne’üǰü Činggis Qahan Quba Qaya-yi übülǰebe (SHM §151), translated by Cleaves as 
‘That winter they journeyed in [parallel] ranks and Činggis Qahan wintered at Quba Qaya’ 
(1982: 80) and by de Rachewiltz as ‘That winter, in an orderly way they moved to new 
pastures and Činggis Qa’an wintered at Quba Qaya’ (2006: 74).  
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CHAPTER NINE: 
THE PROTO-SERBI-MONGOLIC HOMELAND

  
 

9.1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Serbi (Hsien-pei), together with the Awar (Wu-huan), were descendants 
of the Eastern Hu,1 and are known to have been neighbors of the Hsiung-nu, 
with whom they shared a common artistic tradition and material culture.2 
Nevertheless, the Hsiung-nu and Eastern Hu languages were undoubtedly 
unrelated. 

Although Hsiung-nu elements have yet to be identified in the earliest 
Serbi-Mongolic languages, partly due to the mysterious linguistic identity of 
the early Hsiung-nu language itself, 3  mainstream historical-comparative 
linguistic methods provide us with the tools to identify other languages spoken 
by peoples neighboring the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic speakers (probably the 
Eastern Hu) in the formative early history of the Serbi-Mongolic family. 

In modern historical-comparative linguistics, early loanwords, 
isoglosses, and culture words (Kulturwörter) are used as evidence to 
reconstruct the linguistic prehistory and ‘homeland’ (Urheimat) of a given 

1 See §2.1 ‘The Early Serbi-Mongolic Peoples’ for the reconstruction of these ethnonyms and 
their history.  

2 “Much of [Serbi] art is based on [Hsiung-nu] iconography and ornamental forms, but… 
evidence of other cultures is nonetheless evident, as in the depiction of winged animals and 
the great goddess…, both of which appear to stem from Bactrian contact transmitted 
through still unascertainable channels” (Psarras 2003: 104). 

3 The Hsiung-nu language remains unidentified, despite many attempts to connect it with one 
or another language of Eastern Eurasia, including the popular Yeniseic proposal by 
Pulleyblank (1962b: 264-265) and Vovin (2000), based on considerations in Ligeti (1950). 
The glossed Old Chinese transcriptions of the Hsiung-nu language require further study 
before we can elucidate the ethnolinguistic identity of the Hsiung-nu.  
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ethnolinguistic group.4 This has been done for the diachronically best-studied 
language families, i.e. Indo-European, Uralic, Semitic, as well as several others, 
such as Japanese-Koguryoic.5 

This chapter is an attempt to determine information about the early 
history and homeland of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic speakers and their 
neighbors implementing this methodology. Namely, there is evidence of Late 
Old Chinese, Japanese-Koguryoic, Tibeto-Burman, and possibly Indo-
European contact with Proto-Serbi-Mongolic. The Mongolic branch 
additionally exhibits early lexical correspondences with an Archaic Turkic 
dialect which has yet to be conclusively identified with a historically known 
ethnolinguistic group.6 There also exists evidence of early Serbi-Mongolic 
contact with Southern Tungusic and possibly Samoyedic.7 
 
 

9.2. VOCABULARY 
 
Historical-comparative linguistics traditionally distinguishes between ‘cultural 
vocabulary’ and ‘primary vocabulary’ (or ‘basic vocabulary’). ‘Cultural 
vocabulary’ refers to words borrowed as part of a technological or cultural 
innovation, the spread of knowledge or skills, or similar developments. On the 
other hand, ‘primary vocabulary’ encompasses numerals, body parts, personal 
pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, animal names, words for natural 
phenomena like ‘sun’, ‘moon’, certain adjectives like ‘good’, ‘new’, and many 
other words which are traditionally assumed to be ‘basic’ or resistant to 

4 See Campbell (1999: 339-373) for an introduction to the study of linguistic prehistory and 
ethnolinguistic homelands. 

5 See Beckwith (2007a) for the reconstruction of Common Japanese-Koguryoic. 
6 It is probably to be connected with the Chieh  or *Kɨr people. See Shimunek et al. (2015) 

for the earliest attested data on the Archaic Turkic dialect of the Chieh.  
7 Cf. Rozycki (1994), Krippes (1992: 112-121, 126-128), Poppe (1955, 1960, 1966, 1972, 

1976), Khabtagaeva (2010), Ramstedt (1916), Pelliot (1925), etc. Certain early Serbi-
Mongolic loanwords into Tungusic and Archaic Turkic are discussed in Appendix D. 
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borrowing. This is also referred to as ‘core vocabulary’ in the literature.8 The 
‘basic vocabulary’ theory has been disproven numerous times (Beckwith 
2007a, 2008a), and Swadesh’s theories of lexicostatistics and 
glottochronology are now considered pseudoscience. Instead, the real loan-
resistant core of the lexicon is its semantically light functional morphology, as 
discussed in §8.1. In this chapter I have retained the traditional distinction 
between ‘cultural vocabulary’ and ‘primary vocabulary’ primarily to 
demonstrate that a significant number of borrowings have occurred in both, 
and hopefully thereby dispel the myth of their validity which still persists, 
especially among scholars working on East Eurasian historical linguistics.  

 
 

9.2.1. CULTURAL VOCABULARY 
 
While numerous foreign loanwords in the Middle Mongol lexicon have been 
studied, mostly borrowings from Old Turkic, Middle Turkic, Old Mandarin, 
Middle Chinese, Persian, and Tibetan,9 loanwords from Old Chinese have not 
been identified by previous scholarship, despite the documented historical fact 
that the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples lived in close proximity to the Chinese. 
Neighboring peoples very rarely do not exert linguistic influence on each other. 
We should thus expect to find Old Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic, and 
early Serbi-Mongolic borrowings in Chinese as well. Although a handful of 
tenable proposals have been put forth for Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in 
Chinese, e.g. ‘elder brother’ 10  and ‘mushroom’ 11 , the important task of 

8 Cf. Campbell (1999: 177-186 et seq.) for a discussion of ‘basic vocabulary’.  
9 Cf. Kara (2001, 2002, 2009, etc.), Doerfer (1963, 1965, 1967, etc.), and numerous others.  

10 Sagart (1999: 169-170).  
11  Schmidt (1898: 36), Laufer (1916: 408), and Bazarragchaa (1984: 48) consider this a 

Mongolic element in Chinese. Sechinchogt (1988: 1423b-1424a), Rozycki (1994: 156), 
and others assume it is a Chinese element in Mongolic, but the word in question,  
MSC mógu ‘mushroom’, is attested very late in Chinese, ca. 16th century A.D., and as 
Laufer notes, at least at the time he was writing, “the best mushrooms are still supplied to 
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identifying Old Chinese elements in Serbi-Mongolic, and additional early 
Serbi-Mongolic elements in Old Chinese, remains to be undertaken. This 
chapter aims to address this problem, and offers a number of etymologies 
explaining the early intercultural relations of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples and 
determining the approximate location of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic homeland. 

 
 

Middle Mongol aruγ ‘basket, cage’ 
 

In Middle Mongol, the word aruγ (phonemically / ʊ /) denotes ‘basket, 
cage’.12 The Modern Khalkha Mongolian reflex  [ˈaɾə̆  is the result of 
semantic narrowing, and refers only to a specific type of basket used for 
collecting the dung of livestock.14 No tenable etymologies have been put forth 
for this word.15 

China from Mongolia” (Laufer 1916: 408). Moreover, the Chinese form is non-
compositional, i.e. the characters  mó and  gu do not represent individual morphemes, 
but together represent the monomorphemic noun ‘mushroom’. The word is thus very likely 
not a native Chinese word, but a borrowing from Mongolic. 

12  This form is attested in Sonom Gara’s late 13th or early 14th century Middle Mongol 
translation of the Tibetan scholar Saskya Paṇḍita’s Saskya Legs bshad (Kara 2009: 19). A 
late western Middle Mongol form appears in the Muqaddimat al-Adab as aruq [آروق] 
‘basket’ (MAA; Poppe 1938). 

13 The Modern Mongolian form is written араг ‹arag› in Cyrillic orthography and  ‹ γ› 
in Classical Mongolian orthography. 

14 Note also cognates in other modern Mongolic daughter languages, including Santa arou 
ə  ‘wicker basket made of twigs’ (Ma & Ch’en 2000: 15; Todaeva 1961: 111), 

Mongghul ɑrɑɢ] and ‘Bonan’ (probably Booŋan) ɑrɢoŋ] (Sun et al. 1990: 115), Baonang 
“ароҕ” ‘basket’ (Todaeva 1964: 134), i.e. probably [ ʁ], Mangghuer aruoghuo 
ʐwoˈqwo] ‘basket carried on the back’ (Slater 2003: 238, 286), Kojia ɑruʁ ~ a ʁ  

(Sechinchogt 1999: 279a), and others. 
15 Starostin et al. (http://starling.rinet.ru/) connect the word with Written Mongol arγamǰi ‘rope, 

tether’, a proposal which is in and of itself problematic for phonological and semantic 
reasons, not to mention the implausible ‘Proto-Altaic’ etymology they abstract from these 
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Note  MSC lǒu ‘basket’. The word is not attested in foreign 
transcriptions of Late Middle Chinese, although the tradition-based 
reconstruction of the theoretical Late Middle Chinese form is ə  (Pul. 199), 
for which Starostin reconstructs ‘Old Chinese’  *rōʔ ʔ.16 Given the fact 
that LMC rising tone regularly comes from Late Old Chinese *ʁ codas,17 and 
the fact that one regular source of LMC l- is Old Chinese *r-, it is well 
motivated to reconstruct  LOC dial. * ʊʁ ‘basket’.18 

 
MMgl aruγ ʊ  ‘basket, cage’ < PSM ʊ  ←  LOC ʊʁ ~  ʊŋ ~ 

ʊ  ‘basket, cage’ > LMC ə  (Pul. 199) ~ əwŋ (Pul. 198) > 
MSC lǒu ~ lóng ‘id.’ 

 
 Although the character  is not attested until the Ch’in-Han period, 
when the Chinese are first known to have had heavy contact with Serbi-
Mongolic peoples, given the long history of basket making in China19 and the 

two words and other unlikely comparanda in different unrelated languages. Bazarragchaa 
attempts to explain Written Mongol aruγ ‘basket’ as coming from the same Mongolic-
internal origin as such unrelated words as Written Mongol aru ‘back; north’, aruu ‘the 
back side of a sheep talus bone’, and even aral ‘shaft of a cart’ (Bazarragchaa 1995: 482), 
which is untenable for both semantic, phonological, and general methodological reasons. 

16 From the “Chinese Characters” database compiled by Sergei Starostin and uploaded on 
January 13, 2006. http://starling.rinet.ru/. Accessed February 12, 2012. Starostin further 
conjectures that this Old Chinese word is ultimately an early loan from Mon-Khmer. 
However, this is more likely to be a Late Old Chinese element in Mon-Khmer, probably 
via other languages, rather than a Mon-Khmer word borrowed into Chinese. 

17 Beckwith (2007a, etc.). 
18 For  MSC lóu ‘mound’, the phonetic component of the character  MSC lǒu, Baxter 

reconstructs unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’ *C-rjo, which should be corrected to *C-ro after 
removing the spurious “j”, and Schuessler (2007) gives  for ‘Old Chinese’. On the 
‘spurious yod’ in tradition-based reconstructions of Old Chinese, see also Chapter Three, 
footnote 4.   

19 As Laufer notes, “since [the] earliest times, baskets have occupied a prominent position in 
Chinese civilization, although naturally, owing to climatic and soil conditions, no ancient 
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fact that the character  MSC lóng ‘basket’, a dialectal variant of the same 
Old Chinese word as  MSC lǒu, is attested in Middle Old Chinese20 texts 
predating the earliest solidly documented period of Chinese contact with Serbi-
Mongolic peoples (e.g. Chuang Tzu, Hsün-Tzu, etc.), the directionality of the 
loan must be Late Old Chinese to Proto-Serbi-Mongolic.21 
 The prosthetic  of the Serbi-Mongolic form is due to a phonotactic 
constraint banning rhotic initials. This constraint is still characteristic of most 
Mongolic daughter languages today. Note recent loanwords in modern 
Khalkha such as: радио [aˈɾ ʧʊ  ‘radio’ and рак [aˈɾ  ‘cancer’, from 
Russian радио [ˈradʲɪ  ‘radio’ and рак  ‘cancer’. Note also Middle 
Mongol erdini ‘jewel’22 (← OUyg ← Sanskrit ratna ‘jewel’), Buryat Araaxa 
(< Prelassical WMgl Raqu ‘personification of the eclipse, a mythic planet that 
devours the Sun and the Moon’ 23  ← Sanskrit Rahu) and Kalmyk Araaš                              
(< Raši ← Tibetan bkra-shis).24 
 
 
 
 
 

baskets have survived. In the ancient Book of Songs [Shih Ching] and in the ancient Rituals 
occur many terms for various kinds of baskets…” (Laufer 1925: 3). 

20 ‘Middle Old Chinese’ refers to the language of the Bronze Inscriptions and the earliest 
literary texts. See Beckwith (2002) for the periodization of Old Chinese. 

21 Although there are some possible indications of weaving weights among the Hsiung-nu 
(Psarras 1994: 18), the evidence is ambiguous and inconclusive. It is also relevant to note 
that the earliest Serbi people described in relatively rich historical accounts, the Kitan, 
apparently did not have widespread knowledge of weaving until ca. 900 A.D. (Wittfogel 
& Fêng 1946: 135). The early Serbi, however, are known to have practiced agriculture 
(Pulleyblank 1983), and possibly had weaving as well. 

22 E.g. attested MMgl erdini [ ] ‘jewel ( )’ (HIIY 1.13b3).  
23 Gloss from Kara (2009: 244).  
24 I thank György Kara for pointing out these Middle Mongol, Buryat, and Kalmyk examples 

(p.c.).  
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Middle Mongol mindasu-n ‘floss silk’ 
 
Modern Khalkha мяндас [ˈmʲandə̆  ‘silk thread’, Buryat mindahaŋ ‘silk 
ribbon’, and Ordos mindasu ‘silk thread’,25 and Kalmyk ă n̩  ‘wadding, 
stuffing’,26 from Middle Mongol mindasu-n ‘floss silk’27 denotes a textile 
uniquely Chinese in origin. In medieval times, as far as we know, Mongolia 
imported silk from China, the first country to develop silk fabric. This fact 
alone is grounds for considering the word a borrowing. 

Chinese  MSC mián, a variant of  mián ‘floss silk, soft, downy’ 
(Pul. 214) is reconstructed in tradition-based, unperiodized Old Chinese as 

 (Sch. 417), revised to . Given the existence of 
northeastern frontier dialects of Late Old Chinese with partly oralized codas28 
and the existence of disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese,29 this character 
would have been pronounced  in such dialects. The Middle Mongol 
form provides clear evidence of this donor form, with reanalysis of the Pre-
Proto-Mongolic suffix  as part of the root.30 Note also  MSC mián 

25 I thank György Kara for the Buryat and Ordos forms. Cheremisov gives the Buryat form 
миндаhа(н) “шёлковая тесьма” (1951: 314a). 

26 This is my interpretation of Ramstedt’s transcription mindɒsn̥ “watte, ausstopfung” (1935: 
263).  

27 E.g. attested MMgl mindasun [ ] ‘floss silk ( )’(HIIY 1:12b1). 
28 See Beckwith (2010b) for evidence of coda denasalization in northeastern Late Old Chinese. 

Sagart (1999: 203) and Rybatzki (1994: 214-215) discuss further evidence of prenasalized 
stops in what I consider a Late Old Chinese frontier dialectal loanword in Tokharian, i.e. 
Tokharian A nkiñc and Tokharian B ñkante ‘silver’ ←  LOC dial. (cf. attested MChi 
ŋ , Tak. 380). The Tokharian forms suggest a Chinese donor form with not only a 

prenasalized onset, but also a denasalized coda. I reconstruct ŋ ə̆  or ŋ ə̆  as the 
LOC frontier dialectal donor form to the Tokharian words. See Kiyose & Beckwith 
(forthcoming) on disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese. 

29 See Kiyose & Beckwith (forthcoming) for a study of disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese.  
30 See entry for ‘boots’ and ‘plough’ below and the §2.3 ‘Primary Vocabulary’ entries for ‘soil’, 

‘Chinese chives’ etc. See also Appendix D. 
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‘cotton’, which is clearly the same word as  ~  (LMC  , Pul. 
214). I propose the following etymology:31 
 

Khalkha [ˈmʲandə̆ ‘silk thread’ < MMgl mindasu-n ‘floss silk’ < < pre-
PMgl ɪ  < PSM ɪ  ←  ~  ~  LOC 
northeastern dial. ă ~ central dial. ă > > LMC  
(Pul. 214) > MSC mián ‘id.’ 

 
The semantic change in the word’s meaning in Mongolic is 

undoubtedly due to the borrowed syllable’s association with  MSC sīmián 
‘silk wadding’, a phrase attested at least as early as the Late Old Chinese text 
Lun Heng  (ca. 80 A.D.).32 

This appears to be a northeastern Late Old Chinese dialect similar to 
(or the same as) the one that contributed a number of loanwords to Korean. 
This dialect had denasalization of codas, but had full nasal onsets, e.g. Middle 
Korean  miru (MCR mirŭ) ‘dragon’ < Old Korean ɣ ←  LOC 
northeastern dial. *mrug ~ *mruŋg ~ LOC central dial. *mruŋ ‘id.’33  
 
 
 
 
 
 

31  Sechinchogt (1988: 1397b) independently speculates that Written Mongol mindasu is 
somehow connected with this Chinese word, but he does not provide a detailed etymology, 
simply stating that the word “seems to be of the same origin as Chinese  mián ‘cotton’ 
(    mián     ).”   

32 According to an online edition of  Lun Heng, “ ” (accessed 
November 15, 2012, at <www.zdic.net/cd/ci/5/ZdicE4ZdicB8Zdic9D38006.htm>). It is 
necessary to check a printed and carefully studied edition of Lun Heng before this 
attestation can be fully verified. I did not have access to such an edition when writing this 
chapter. 

33 See Beckwith (2010b) for this Late Old Chinese frontier dialect word in Korean.  
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Middle Mongol ɢ  : Japanese kutsu ‘boots, shoes’ 
 

Poppe (1960) noted the correspondence of Korean kwutwu (MCR kudu), which 
he glossed as ‘shoes (Schuhe)’, to Written Mongol γutusun ‘boots’.34 He used 
this correspondence as evidence to support an ‘Altaic’ theory. As György Kara 
notes, however, “using dictionaries alone is not sufficient to determine the 
meaning of a word and its related senses.” 35  Modern Korean kudu  
specifically denotes ‘Western-style leather dress shoes’.36 The word is not 
attested even in Late Middle Korean,37 let alone earlier,38 and does not appear 
until very recently in the Korean lexicon as a colonial-period loanword from 
Modern Japanese kutsu  ( ) ‘shoes, footwear, boots’.39 The Japanese 
word, on the other hand, has a long history, and is attested in Old Japanese as 

 ‘boots, shoes’.40 Reflexes of the Middle Mongol form41 include Written 
Mongol γutul, Written Oirat γodosun, Oirat dial. ɢosn̩, 42  Western Buryat 

34 Poppe (1960: 24, 101, 130, 158).   
35 Kara (2007: 98).  
36 Lee Iksop & Ramsey (2000: 133). I have confirmed this with many native speakers of 

Korean. 
37 The attested Late Middle Korean word denoting the concept of footwear is the verb ǐ  

( ) ‘to wear shoes’ (Nam 2002: 925a; Vovin 2010: 16), with the modern reflex sinpar 
(MCR sinbar)  í ɕʰí ɭ  ‘shoes, footwear’, a folk etymologization of LMK 
ǐ  ‘to wear shoes’ and LMK á  ( ) ‘foot’. See Nam (2002: 653b) and Yu Ch’angton 

(2000: 367b) for LMK  ‘foot’. 
38 The earliest attested Koreanic word for ‘boots’ is Silla Old Korean ɛ  [ ] ‘boots ( )’ 

(Liang Shu 54: 806). Note also 12th century northern Early Middle Korean [ ] (LMC            
dźiayŋ) ‘shoes ( )’ (Kyerim Yusa, Sasse 1976: 124, #232). 

39  See Lee Iksop & Ramsey (2000: 133) for the identification of this modern Japanese 
loanword in Korean. See also Martin (1987: 467). 

40 See Martin (1987: 467) for the Old Japanese form. 
41 E.g. attested early MMgl qudusun [ ] ‘boots ( )’ (SHM 145) and late MMgl 

γutusun [غوتوسون] ‘id.’ (MAA; Poppe 1938: 180-181).  
42 Kara (1958: 140). 
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gɔdəhəŋ ɢɔ ɔ ɔŋ] ~ Eastern Buryat gʊtəhəŋ ɢʊ ə əŋ] ~ gʊtəl ɢʊ ə ,43 
Khalkha гутал ʊʰ ɬ ~ ˈqʊ̥ əɮ̆ ,44 Santa ghudusun ɢudusuŋ  ‘boots, leather 
boots’, 45  Kojia ɢ ə ə  ‘boots’, 46  and others, 47  indicating free 
variation in  Proto-Mongolic between ʊtʰʊ ʊtʰʊ . There are 
numerous other lexemes which provide evidence of this free variation between 
PMgl . Note early, attested free variants such as MMgl kimul ~ 
kimusu ‘fingernails, toenails’, which appear in the same text—the Secret 
History of the Mongols—with no variation in meaning,48 and MMgl horγal 
(IM)49 ~ harγal (MAA)50 and its modern cognates, e.g. Khalkha аргал [ˈ ʁəɮ̆]
‘cattle dung’, Daur ɣə  ‘dried cow manure’,51 Shira Yoghor [ ɑrʁɑl],52 
Santa hhangva [haŋʁ ] ~ hhanggha [haŋɢ ],53 Kojia [ ʁ ],54 Khamnigan 
[ ʁ ], and the following Oirat forms from unattested MMgl *harγasu-n : 
Kalmyk ʁă n̩  ‘dried cattle manure (used for fuel)’55 and Alshaa [ɑrgɑs].56 
 

43  See Rassadin (1982: 155) for the Buryat forms. The IPA forms given here are my 
interpretations of his Cyrillic transcriptions. 

44 In Cyrillic orthography, гутал. 
45 Ma & Ch’en (2001: 125).  
46 Sechinchogt (1999: 288).  
47 See Kara (2009: 113) for additional comparanda.  
48 E.g. attested early MMgl kimul [ ] ‘fingernail, toenail ( )’ (SHM §276) and kimusu, 

attested in instrumental reflexive form as kimusu-’ar-iyan [ ] ‘fingernail-
INS-REFL’ (SHM §199). 

49 Ibn Muhannâ gives MMgl horγal [ھُرغل], which Poppe (1938: 438) considers to be an error 
for *harγal. 

50 MMgl harγal [ھرغل] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 182). 
51 Engkebatu (1984: 106).  
52 Sun et al. (1990: 118).  
53 Ma & Ch’en (2000: 152-153).  
54 Sechinchogt (1999: 286a).  
55 The IPA transcription given here is my interpretation of arγɒsn̥ ‘trockner Rindermist (als 

Brennmaterial)’ in Ramstedt’s transcription system (Ramstedt 1935: 14). 
56 Sun et al. (1990: 118).  
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Table 86. Evidence of a *-sU ~ *-l alternation in Pre-Proto-Mongolic 
Proto-Mongolic Pre-Proto-Mongolic 

*harqasun57 harγal58 ʊ   
kimusun59  ~ qimusun60 kimul61 *kʰɪ ʊ ʊ n ~ *kʰɪ ʊ  *kʰɪ ʊ  
qudusun62  ~ γutusun63 *γutul64 ʊtʰʊ ʊ ʊtʰʊ  ʊtʰʊ  

 
Given the identification of a  suffix for Pre-Proto-Mongolic,65 and 

the historical documentation of Japanese-Koguryoic people neighboring the 
Serbi in Late Antiquity northeastern China,66 ‘boot ~ footwear’ comparanda is 
clearly evidence of early linguistic contact between Serbi-Mongolic and 
Japanese-Koguryoic. 67  The following etymology summarizes this lexical 
contact: 
 
 

57 Although this form is not attested as a common noun, it is reconstructible from the above-
mentioned reflexes in modern Mongolic daughter languages, and is attested as a personal 
name, Harqasun [ ], in SHM 276.   

58 E.g. attested late MMgl harγal [ھرغل] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 182).  
59 E.g. attested MMgl kimusun [ ] ‘fingernail, toenail ( )’ (HIIY 1.23b8).  
60 E.g. attested late MMgl qimusun [قیموسون] ~ qimusu [قیموسو] (MAA; Poppe 1938: 298b). 
61 E.g. attested early MMgl kimul [ ] ‘fingernail, toenail ( )’ (SHM 276).  
62 E.g. attested early MMgl qudusun [ ] ‘boots ( )’ (SHM 145).  
63 E.g. attested late MMgl γutusun [غوتوسون] ‘boots’ (MAA; Poppe 1938: 180).  
64 Although this form is not attested in Middle Mongol, it is reconstructible based on reflexes 

in the modern Mongolic daughter languages; see the Eastern Buryat, Kojia, and Khalkha 
forms above. Note also modern Written Mongol γutul. 

65 See the entry for Taghbach tʰaʁ ‘earth, dirt, soil’ in §2.3 ‘Primary Vocabulary’ below and 
Appendix D.  

66 As shown by Kiyose (2001: 136-137) and Beckwith (2007a: 34-35).  
67  Kara (2007: 97) mentions other “thought-provoking resemblances” between certain 

Japanese and Mongolic lexemes. Many of these are probably early loanwords between 
early mainland Japanese-Koguryoic and Serbi-Mongolic. They remain to be investigated 
in this light. 
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Attested MMgl ɢutusun ~ qudusun ~ unattested MMgl *γutul (cf. WMgl 
γutul) ‘shoes, boots’ < pre-PMgl ʊtʰʊ ʊ ʊ

ʊtʰʊ  < PSM ʊtʰʊ ʊ ʊ ↔ Japanese-Koguryoic > OJpn 
*kutu > MSJ kutsu ‘boots, footwear’, shoes’ → Korean kudu   
‘Western-style leather dress shoes’. 

 
 The directionality is difficult to determine with certainty, but given the 
fact that the early Japanese-Koguryoic peoples were subjects of the Serbi, it 
seems likely that this was an early Serbi-Mongolic to Japanese-Koguryoic 
borrowing. 

 
 

Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *anǰa ~ *anda ‘plough’ 
 
The Proto-Serbi-Mongolic word for ‘plough’ is reconstructible based on 
Middle Mongol anǰasu-n [ ] ‘plough ( )’68 < Proto-Mongolic *anǰasʊ
 ‘plough’ (<*anǰa ), as well as early Serbi-Mongolic cognates of the same 

word which were borrowed into Southern Tungusic, i.e. Manchu, Ulcha, and 
Nanai anǰa ‘plough’.69  

The fact that a word for ‘plough’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic is significant for the cultural history of the early Serbi-Mongolic 
peoples in that it indicates that they practiced agriculture early in their history, 
a fact confirmed in the Chinese accounts of the Serbi and Awar.70 

At present we cannot say for certain when the Serbi-Mongolic peoples 
obtained the plough, or at what point they first began practicing agriculture. In 
their earliest attested history, however, they are recorded as practicing 

68 HIIY (1:10a4). 
69 Rozycki (1994: 19) explains the Manchu, Ulcha, and Nanai forms as ‘Early Mongol’ 

elements in Southern Tungusic. Solon anǰasũ ‘plough’ is a borrowing from a later 
Mongolic language, probably Middle Mongol. Despite Bazarragchaa (1995: 417), there is 
unlikely to be any connection with Written Mongol ang ‘beasts, wild animals, game’. 

70 See Pulleyblank (1983: 454) on agriculture among the Serbi-Awar.  
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agriculture. Given the fact that cultural innovations, such as the plough, are 
often borrowed with the words denoting them, we should expect this to be a 
foreign cultural loanword in Serbi-Mongolic, although it is not clear from what 
language. The word is possibly the same as the first element in Old Japanese 

 ‘good plough’ < Proto-Japanese  ‘good plough’.71 
 
MMgl anǰasu-n < PMgl *anǰasʊ  < pre-PMgl *anǰ  < PSM *anǰa ← ? 

→ PJK > PJpn  > OJpn  ‘a good plough’. 
 
The donor form is likely to be a frontier dialect of Old Chinese.72 

 
 

Serbi-Mongolic ‘shoot arrows’ ~ ‘archery’ 
 
The Serbi-Mongolic peoples are known to have practiced archery since early 
times. The Hou Han Shu records the Serbi people as making bows ( ) from 
cattle horns: 
 

...   
 “…Their fowl and beasts are different from those of China they have wild 
horses, steppe sheep, and long-horn cattle,73 the horns of which they use to 
make bows, so they are commonly called ‘people of the longhorn bows’.” 
(HHS 90: 2985).  

 
 The known Serbi-Mongolic words for ‘archery’ and ‘shooting arrows’ 
share close resemblance to Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic forms. Note Middle 
Mongol qabu ‘archery’ (SHM), Late Kitan  ‘archery, shooting (arrows)’, 
Oirat xa- ‘shoot’, Middle Mongol qarbu- ‘shoot with a bow’ (SHM), Proto-

71 Starostin (http://starling.rinet.ru/), accessed March 8, 2012.  
72 Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., February 26, 2013).  
73 Christopher I. Beckwith suggested ‘longhorn cattle’ as the meaning of this word (p.c., 

February 25, 2010). 
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Tibeto-Burman  ‘shoot’ (Ben. 73), and such Tungusic forms as Manchu 
γabta- ‘shoot an arrow’, Ewenki garpa-, etc.74 
 

MMgl qabu ‘archery’ ~ qarbu- ‘shoot’ ~ LKit  ‘archery’ : PTB  
‘shoot’ : Manchu γabta- ‘shoot’, Ewk garpa- ~ garpu- ‘shoot’.75 

 
 Although it is difficult to determine the directionality of the loans with 
certainty, the striking phonological and semantic similarity of these forms 
indicates that they are culture words, borrowed with archery itself or certain 
archery-related technological innovations. Given the known and documented 
importance of archery among the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, and for 
phonological reasons, it seems likely that these forms are Serbi-Mongolic 
loans into Tibeto-Burman and Tungusic.76 
 Another archery-related word, borrowed from Serbi-Mongolic to 
Tungusic, is known from Written Manchu niyamniya- [ɲ ɲ ] ‘shoot arrows 
from horseback’ and Written Mongol namna- ‘shoot arrows from horseback.77 
 

WMgl namna- < PMgl < PSM  ‘shoot arrows from horseback’ → 
unattested Archaic Jurchen > attested Manchu niyamniya- [ɲ ɲ ] 
‘shoot arrows from horseback’. 

 

74 Bazarragchaa (1995: 233) treats the monomorphemic Written Mongol verb qarbu- ‘to shoot 
arrows’ as coming from a polymorphemic form  (asterisk added by me), which is 
unjustifiable in itself, and he further proposes a semantically and morphologically 
problematic Mongol-internal etymology connecting the word with Written Mongol γar- 
‘to emerge, go out’. 

75  The connection among Late Kitan *qa ‘archery, shooting’, the Mongolic forms, and 
Tungusic was first noted by Shiratori (1913: 39). For the Tungusic forms, see Tsintsius 
(1975-1977), Vasilevich (1958), and Doerfer (2004). 

76 Note also comparanda in Nivkh. See entry for LKit *qa ‘shoot, archery’ in §8.5.4 above.  
77 Doerfer (1985: 56) identifies this as an early Mongol loan in Manchu. Rozycki considers 

the correspondence ‘problematic’ (1994: 164).  
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Reflexes of the Proto-Tungusic form also occur in Ewenki, Negidal, 
Ulcha, Uilta, and Nanai.78 Solon nanna- is a recent borrowing directly from 
Mongolic, probably from (unattested) Middle Mongol  ‘id.’  

The sound correspondence of Tungusic  to Proto-Mongolic  in 
Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic is further supported by the following 
lexical comparanda:  

 
MMgl noqai ‘dog’ < PMgl < PSM ɔkʰañ ‘dog’ > PSer *ñakʰañ → 

unattested Archaic Jurchen > attested Jurchen *ñaχa ‘puppy’ ~ 
Manchu niyaχan [ɲaχan] ‘puppy’.79 

 
 

9.2.2. PRIMARY VOCABULARY 
 

Taghbach *tʰaʁ ‘earth, dirt, soil’ ~ Middle Mongol to’osu  ‘dust’ 
 

As demonstrated by Beckwith (2010a), the Taghbach word for ‘earth, dirt, soil’ 
is a borrowing from Late Old Chinese:80 
 

Taghbach *tʰaʁ ‘earth, dirt, soil’ < PSM *tʰaɣ ←  LOC *tʰâʁ > > MSC 
tǔ ‘id.’ 

 
The Taghbach word is cognate to Middle Mongol to’osu-n ‘dust’. 
 

PSM *tʰaɣ ‘dirt’ > pre-PMgl *tʰɔɣ  > PMgl *tʰɔɣɔ ʊ  (with 
epenthetic ɔ to satisfy phonotactic constraints) > MMgl to’osu-n 
‘dust’ > Khalkha тоос [tʰɔːs] ‘id.’ 

 

78 Rozycki (1994: 163). 
79 See Shimunek (2011a: 103b-104a) for further discussion of the Serbi and Proto-Serbi-

Mongolic forms.  
80 The reconstruction of the Taghbach form is my revision of Beckwith’s proposal (Beckwith 

2010: 8), and the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic form presented here is my own reconstruction. 
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The semantic value of Middle Mongol ‘dust’ may be due to later folk 
etymologization of the word relating it to Middle Turkic toz ‘dust’81 during 
one of the several known periods of widespread Turkic bilingualism in the 
history of the Mongolic branch of Serbi-Mongolic.82 This must have occurred 
around the Proto-Mongolic period, after the Mongolic reflex acquired a  
suffix.83 The rounded *[ɔ  in the Proto-Mongolic form is due to sporadic 
regressive rounding assimilation.  

The Mongolic words for ‘dust’ have been compared to Middle Turkic 
toz ‘dust’, but the Turkic word is probably a reflex of an early loanword from 
Tokharian.84 See below: 
 

MTrk toz ‘dust’ < unattested OTrk < PTrk ř ← Tokharian A tor ~ 
Tokharian B taur ‘dust’. 

 
 Regarding the ultimate history of the Old Chinese word, the character 

 is attested as early as the Oracle Bone Inscriptions, implying that the word 
has a very long history in Chinese. Earlier phonological forms of the word in 
Chinese have yet to be carefully reconstructed. 
 
 
 
 

81 Middle Turkic toz is first attested ca. 11th c. (DTS 578b-579a).  
82  There are believed to have been at least two main periods of early Turkic-Mongolic 

bilingualism (György Kara, p.c.). See Beckwith (2011b) for the historical contexts of these 
contact events. 

83 See Appendix D for pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU.  
84 Lubotsky and Starostin consider this a Turkic loanword in Tokharian (2003: 259-260), but 

this is more likely to be a Tokharian loanword in Turkic. The precise historical context of 
this borrowing remains to be elucidated in detail, but it likely suggests the spread of Turkic 
from the west eastward; cf. Shimunek et al. (2015) for indications of the eastern spread of 
Turkic. See Róna-Tas (1974) for more Tokharian elements in Turkic. 
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Middle Mongol qoqosu-n ‘Chinese chives’ 
 

Middle Mongol qoqosu-n ‘Chinese chives’ is first attested in The Secret 
History of the Mongols and the Hua-I i-yü.85 The word is also attested in 
Middle Mongol in the Chih-yüan i-yü as qoqo ‘Chinese chives’.86 Reflexes of 
this word in the modern Mongolic daughter languages include Modern 
Khalkha гогод [ˈqɔʁɔ̆  ‘Chinese chives’, Kalmyk ɢ ʁə̆ n̩  ‘wild leek’,87 
Mongghul ghughu ‘Chinese chives’,88 and others.  

MSC  jiǔ ‘Chinese chives’ is reconstructed for tradition-based, 
unperiodized Old Chinese as ə ʔ (Sch. 325) and ʔ (Bax. 769), 
revised to ə ʁ or ʁ for Late Old Chinese, or possibly a disyllabic form 

V̆ ə V̆.89 We may reasonably assume that certain frontier dialects 
may have had slightly different vowels, and the specific donor form which was 
the ultimate source of Middle Mongol qoqosu-n may have been something like 

ɔ V̆ ɔʁV̆.  
 

MMgl qoqosu-n ‘Chinese chives’ < < pre-PMgl ɔ ɔ  < PSM ɔ  
←  LOC northeastern dial. ɔ V̆ ~ ɔʁV̆

ʁ ə ʁ > > LMC  (Pul. 161) > MSC jiǔ ‘id.’ 

85 E.g. attested early MMgl qoqosu-n [ ] ‘Chinese chives ( )’ (SHM 75). The 
Modern Khalkha reflex of this MMgl word, гогод [ˈqɔʁɔ̆  ‘id.’, although still a productive 
word in rural Khalkha, is now essentially obsolete or highly bookish in urban varieties of 
Khalkha, where it has been largely replaced by жууцай [ˈʧʊːʦʰ ], a recent loanword from 
Modern Mandarin  jiǔcài ‘Chinese chives’. 

86 MMgl qoqo [ ] ‘Chinese chives ( )’ (CYIY; Ligeti & Kara 1990: §57b). Kara (1990: 
318) considers this a mistake for qoqo(sun) or qoqo(t), but the transcription clearly gives 
qoqo with no additional syllable. Given the Mongghul form (see above), it seems likely 
that qoqo is a dialectal variant of Middle Mongol qoqosun.  

87 The IPA transcription given here is my interpretation of Ramstedt’s transcription g˱oγɒsn̥ 
(Ramstedt 1935: 149b).  

88 The Mongghul form is from Ch’ün (2007: 121). 
89 See Beckwith (2007a etc.) for the phonology of Late Old Chinese and Kiyose & Beckwith 

(forthcoming) on disyllabic words in Late Old Chinese. 
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For discussion of the innovative pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix *-sU, see 
Appendix D. 

Chinese chives ( ) are known from the earliest Chinese literary texts, 
dating back nearly three millennia, and are probably native to China. This fact 
gives further historical grounding to the phonological evidence presented 
above, confirming the directionality of the loan. 
 
 

Serbi-Mongolic ‘monkey’ 
 

Written Mongol sarmaγčin ‘monkey’ is attested in Middle Mongol in Ibn 
Muhannâ as sormeči [سُرمجى],90 i.e. ɔ əʧʰ . Starostin et al. connect the 
word with Japanese  ( ) saru ‘monkey’ and consider this a Mongolian-
Japanese isogloss within their ‘Altaic’ construct.91 Although numerous critical 
flaws have been identified in Starostin et al.’s methodology, and despite the 
fact that the ‘Altaic’ language family has been disproven many times, 92 
Starostin et al. are correct to link this Mongol word with Old Japanese saru 
‘monkey’,93 but they are not cognates as they claim—instead, the Mongol and 
Japanese words in question share a common loanword origin in Old Chinese, 
i.e.  OChi  ‘monkey’94 was borrowed into both Serbi-Mongolic and 
Japanese-Koguryoic. The similarity in form implies that Proto-Japanese-
Koguryoic and Serbi-Mongolic speakers were located near the same Old 
Chinese dialect at approximately the same point in time. This accords well with 

90 Poppe (1938: 446) considered this to be an error for *sarmači, but the Arabic transcription 
has a superscript ḍammah (  ُ◌ ) clearly indicating a rounded vowel. Considering the 
Japanese evidence, the original transcription of the Middle Mongol form as sormeči has 
more explanatory power than Poppe’s proposal. 

91 Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).  
92 Clauson (1956), Doerfer (1963, 1965, 1967), Clark (1977), Janhunen (1996), Beckwith 

(2007a, 2008), and Vovin (2005, 2007). 
93 Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).  
94 OChi  is reconstructed  by Kiyose & Beckwith (2008: 11-12). 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:34 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



401 
 

 
 

the known history of the Serbi and Japanese-Koguryoic peoples—it is known 
that some Wa (early Japanese) were still located in Liao-hsi, near Serbi 
speakers, around the 2nd century A.D.,95 i.e. the Late Old Chinese period (see 
§9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below). From this we may reconstruct  LOC 

. 
Starostin et al. (2003) further explain the Written Mongol forms 

sarmaγčin ~ sarbačin ‘monkey’ as reanalyzed variants of mečin ~ bečin 
‘monkey’ with “Proto-Altaic” *sara ‘monkey’. Although they are correct about 
the second element of the word, and its “restructuring”,96 their proposal on 
‘Proto-Altaic’ “*sara” is vacuous given the fact that the Altaic hypothesis has 
been thoroughly disproven. In fact, Middle Mongol sormečin ‘monkey’ is a 
blend of a loanword from Old Chinese   ‘monkey’ and Middle Mongol 
bečin ‘monkey’,97 a loanword from Old Turkic bičin ‘monkey’.98 Pre-Proto-
Mongolic (possibly even Proto-Serbi-Mongolic) ɔ  must be the old 
word for ‘monkey’, borrowed from Old Chinese (possibly via Japanese-
Koguryoic) before the Old Turkic word bičin was borrowed into the early 
languages of the Mongolic branch. Since there are no monkeys in Mongolia 
today, and probably were none in late Antiquity, people must have been 
forgetting the meaning of the old word, which they blended with bečin ~ mečin, 
the new word for ‘monkey’, and the word later underwent analogical change, 
ultimately resulting in modern Written Mongol sarmaγčin ‘monkey’. The 
following etymologies thus seem likely: 

 

95 Kiyose (2001) and Beckwith (2007a). As demonstrated by Kiyose & Beckwith on the basis 
of dated excavated texts, the Japanese animal cycle, including the Old Chinese loanword 
for ‘monkey’, must have been borrowed in the period from just before to slightly after the 
Ch’in unification in 221 B.C. The traditional scholarly dating of the Wa (Yayoi) migration 
to Japan puts it in about the 3rd century B.C., approximately the same time (Kiyose & 
Beckwith 2008). 

96 Starostin et al. (2003: 1213).  
97 E.g. attested MMgl bečin [ ] ‘monkey ( )’ (HIIY 1.05b5).  
98 E.g. attested 8th c. OTrk bičin ‘monkey’ (DTS 98a, GOrkT 313).  
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PSM ɔ  ‘monkey’ ← early JK (cf. OJpn saru ‘monkey’) ← 
OChi  ‘monkey, ape’ > > MSC yuán ‘ape’. 

 
WMgl sarmaγčin ~ sarbačin < MMgl sormeči (blend with OTrk bičin) < 

PSM ɔ  ‘monkey’ ← early JK (cf. OJpn saru ‘monkey’) 
← OChi  ‘monkey’. 

 
In Kitan, the Chinese loanword seems to have been replaced by another 

word for ‘monkey’, borrowed from Tangut, i.e. Middle Kitan ɔ  ‹p.o›  
 ‹p.o.o› ‘monkey’.  
 
MKit ɔ    ‘monkey’ ← Tangut dial. *[ ɒ] ~ attested Tangut 

  ‘ape’.99 
 
This is evidence of relatively late Tibeto-Burman influence on a Serbi 

language. The attested Tangut word  ‘ape’ is usually reconstructed as  
based on its Tangut fan-ch’ieh spelling, but its Old Mandarin transcription, ɔ 
[ ]100 (MSC bá), suggests a different reading. See the ‘Phagspa Chinese 
transcription of this syllable in Late Old Mandarin.101  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

99 The attested Tangut form is from Li Fanwen (1997: 360, §2174). The Tangut → Kitan 
etymology and the variant reading are my own proposals. Guillaume Jacques (p.c., July 
2016) upholds Li Fanwen’s  reading, but agrees with the possibility of a Tangut dialect 
form *[ ɒ] for this word. I originally proposed *[ ɔ], which G. Jacques revised to *[ ɒ]. 

100 See Li Fanwen (1997: 360 2174) for this Mandarin transcription.  
101 Coblin (2007). 
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Middle Mongol ke’ü-n ‘child, son, boy’ 
 

The Middle Mongol word ke’ü-n ‘child, son, boy’ (plural ke’ü-t)102 and its 
diminutive ke’üken ‘small child’ (with the diminutive suffix -KAn) 103  is 
cognate to Middle Kitan  ‘boy, son, younger daughter’,104 from Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic *kʰǝβ͡ɣu ~ *kʰuβ͡ɣǝ ‘child’. As such, this word is both 
semantically and phonologically comparable to Old Koguryo  ‘child’105 
and MSJ  ( ko) ‘child’. Considering the documented historical contact 
between early Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic peoples106  and the 
relative phonological complexity of the reconstructible Serbi-Mongolic form, 
this seems to be an early Serbi-Mongolic loanword in Japanese-Koguryoic. 

 
OKog *ku, MSJ ko < PJK ← PSM *kʰǝβ͡ɣu ~ *kʰuβ͡ɣǝ ‘son, child’ > > 

MMgl ke’ü ~ ke’ü-n ‘child, son’107  > Khalkha хүү [huː ~ xuː] ‘son, 
boy’. 

 
 Written Mongol köbegün, Khamnigan [kʰuˈβoːŋ],108 Buryat [xubuːŋ], 
Oirat köwüün ~ küwüün (Written Oirat küböün)109 ‘son, boy’ and the bookish 
literary Khalkha variant хөвгүүн ɵwˈɣuŋ ~ xɵwˈɣuŋ] ‘son, boy’ are reflexes 

102 For attestations of this word and its cognates, see entry for MKit *ku in Chapter Eight. 
103 See Poppe (1954: 42, §124) for this etymology. 
104 MKit  ‹k.u› ‘younger daughter’ ~  ‹k.u› ‘son, boy’. See Chapter Seven §7.3.2.1.5.2 

‘Cardinal Numerals’ and Chapter Eight entry for MKit *ku for sources and discussion.  
105 See Beckwith (2007a) for the reconstruction of this Old Koguryo form.  
106 See §9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below. 
107 This eastern MMgl dialect form was in variation with western MMgl ke’ü-n. See Poppe 

(1927a: 1022) for the western dialectal variant. 
108 This Khamnigan form was provided by Khamnigan speaker †Bazarsadiin Tsendjaw (p.c., 

in Dadal county, Khentii province, Mongolia, summer 2006).  
109 See Kara (1958: 149) for the Oirat forms.  
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of the Middle Mongol dialect form kübe’ün ‘son’, 110  from a Pre-Proto-
Mongolic variant form *kʰuβǝ ɣ  ‘son, boy’ (< *kʰuβǝ).  
 

Khamnigan [kʰuˈβoːŋ], Buryat [xubuːŋ], Oirat köwüün ~ küwüün ‘son, boy’ 
< MMgl dial. kübü’ü-n < PMgl *kʰubǝɣ  < pre-PMgl *kʰuβǝ ɣ

 < PSM *kʰǝβ͡ɣu ~ *kʰuβ͡ɣǝ → PJK > OKog *ku, MSJ ko ‘child’. 
  
 

Middle Mongol čisu : Old Japanese *ti ‘blood’ 
 

Modern Khalkha цус ʦʰʊ  ‘blood’ and its modern cognates are reflexes of 
attested Middle Mongol čisu ‘blood’. 111  Internal reconstruction methods 
applied to Mongolic comparanda allow us to analyze the Middle Mongol word 
as a reflex of Pre-Proto-Mongolic *tʰɪ , which must be from Proto-Serbi-
Mongolic *tʰɪ ‘blood’, closely resembling Old Japanese *ti ‘blood, milk, etc.’ > 
MSJ chi  ‘blood’.112 There are also good comparanda in Tibeto-Burman, e.g. 
Proto-Tibeto-Burman  ‘water’ (Ben. 26). All these forms may ultimately be 
loanwords from Early Old Chinese.113 
 

MMgl čisu-n ‘blood’ < PMgl *čʰɪ ʊ < pre-PMgl *tʰɪ  < PSM *tʰɪ : OJpn 
 ‘blood, milk, etc.’ : PTB  ‘water’ : EOC  ‘water’. 

 
See Appendix D for discussion of the pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix *-sU. 

110 I.e. MMgl in ‘Phagspa Script *kʰubəɦ  ‘son’; see Chapter Eight entry for MKit *ku for 
attestations and the orthographic form.. 

111 E.g. attested early MMgl čisu [ ] ‘blood ( )’ (SHM 201) ~ čisun [ ] ‘blood ( )’ 
(SHM 131) and attested late MMgl čisu [جیسو] ~ čisun [جیسون] ~ [جیصُون] (MAA, IM; 
Poppe 1938: 135, 435a). 

112 This connection was suggested by Christopher I. Beckwith (p.c., March 23, 2011). 
113 See Beckwith (2007a) for the Early Old Chinese reconstruction and for the comparison 

with Japanese-Koguryoic.  
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Written Mongol and Middle Mongol čisu-n ‘blood’ have been 
compared to Middle Kitan *čiši  ‹č.i.ši›, which Kane (2009), Shimunek 
(2007), and others have interpreted as denoting ‘blood, blood relatives’, 
ultimately following Shiratori (1913).114 However, attestations of this Kitan 
word in the extant Kitan texts provide no clear indication of these meanings. 
This Kitan wordform, whose semantic value is not yet known, is possibly an 
unrelated word with no connection to Middle Mongol ‘blood’ or to the Middle 
Kitan verbal noun *čišid ə  attested in Kitan Assembled Script variously as 

 ‹č.i.ši.d.b.ñ› ~  ‹č.i.ši.d.b.əñ› ~  
‹č.i.ši.d.bəñ› and glossed as ‘filial piety, filial ( )’ in the Liao Shih  and 
other Chinese sources. 
 
 

Middle Mongol döyi ‘younger sister’ ~ de’ü ‘younger brother’ 
 

The attested Middle Mongol words döyi ‘younger sister’115 and de’ü ‘younger 
brother’116 share remarkable phonological and semantic resemblance to Proto-
Tibeto-Burman  ‘younger sibling’ (Ben. 67, §309) as well as to Old 
Chinese. Baxter reconstructs Chinese  ‘younger brother’ as ɨ ʔ (Bax. 754) 
for unperiodized ‘Old Chinese’. Following Beckwith (2007a), the glottal stop 
in this reconstruction should be revised to a voiced uvular fricative. We thus 

114 Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) employ this meaning. Shiratori originally 
proposed a connection between the Kitan (precisely ‘Late Kitan’ in my terminology) 
word form *čišid ə  [ ] ‘filial piety ( )’ (my reconstruction) and WMgl čisu 
‘blood’ (Shiratori 1913: 28-30). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 116) further claim that the 

 suffix (or  as they propose) “was already present in the common Pre-Proto-
Mongolic lineage ancestor of the Proto-Mongolic and Para-Mongolic lineages.” This 
claim is based on their interpretation of the semantically unidentified word  
discussed above. In fact, there is significant counterevidence demonstrating that  is 
a morphological innovation unique to the Mongolic branch (see Appendix D for details). 

115 E.g. attested early MMgl döyi [ ] ‘younger sister ( )’ (SHM 165).  
116 E.g. attested early MMgl de’ü [ ] ‘younger brother ( )’ (SHM 18).  
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arrive at ɨ ʁ as the partially periodized, approximately Late Old Chinese 
form of the word. Middle Mongol de’ü ‘younger brother’ is cognate to Middle 
Kitan ə  ‘younger brother’.117 The following etymology seems likely: 
 

MMgl döyi ‘younger sister’ < < PSM ← PTB  ‘younger sibling’ ←  
LOC ɨ ʁ ‘younger brother’ → ? PSM əɣ  > PMgl > MMgl 
de’ü ‘younger brother’. 

 
 Clearly this is a shared lexical item between Serbi-Mongolic, Tibeto-
Burman, and Old Chinese, most likely a Late Old Chinese loanword into Serbi-
Mongolic and Tibeto-Burman, with a doublet in Serbi-Mongolic borrowed 
through Tibeto-Burman.  
 
 

Written Mongol kiru- ~ kira- : Japanese kir- : Manchu giri- : Turkic qɨr- ~ 
kert- 

 
Kara (2007) notes “remarkable phonetic and semantic uniformity” among 
Japanese kir- ‘to cut’,118 Manchu giri- ‘to cut, trim’, Written Mongol kiru- ~ 
kira- ‘to mince’, and Middle Turkic qɨr- ‘to scrape’.119 Note also modern 
Khalkha хэрч- ɛrčʰ ɛrʧ̥ ɪrʧ̥  ‘to mince, chop’, Early Middle Korean 

ʦɨ  ‘cut’,120 and Middle Turkic kert- ‘to make an incision’. Given the 
documented historical fact that the ancestors of the Japanese lived in Liao-hsi 
near the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples,121 these must be loanwords among 

117 Chinggeltei (2002), Kara (2005), Kane (2009), etc.  
118 I.e.  ( ) in modern Japanese orthography, morphemically kir-u.  
119 Kara (2007: 96), commenting on Robbeets (2005: 383). 
120 As in the deverbal noun ʦɨ  [ ] ‘scissors ( )’ < ʦɨ  ‘to cut’ +  

‘deverbal noun suffix’ in Kyerim Yusa; see Shimunek (forthcoming, a). On the 
morphological structure of this word and its MSK reflex kawi  ‘scissors’, see Lee 
Ki-Moon & Ramsey (2011: 91, 146).  

121 Beckwith (2007a).  
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Japanese-Koguryoic, Serbi-Mongolic, Tungusic, and Turkic, and suggest 
ethnolinguistic contact, or more likely, multiple contact events. The 
phonological complexity of the Mongol form, and the fact that Serbi-Mongolic 
speakers were politically dominant in North China and Mongolia at numerous 
points throughout Antiquity, may suggest that an early Serbi-Mongolic dialect 
or dialects are the donors to the Japanese, Tungusic, and Turkic forms. 

Given attested Tokharian B kärst- ~ karst- ‘to cut’, kertte ‘sword’, and 
Tokharian A kärst- ‘to cut’ < < PIE  ‘to cut’, ultimately an Indo-
European etymology seems likely for the Mongolic, Japanese, Koreanic, and 
Tungusic forms.122 
 
 

Tibeto-Burman gar- ‘leave’ : Middle Mongol qar- ‘emerge, leave’ 
 

This is another shared lexical item between Tibeto-Burman and Serbi-
Mongolic. The Serbi-Mongolic form is not attested before Middle Mongol, 
although it can be reconstructed for Proto-Mongolic as  ‘emerge, leave’ 
on the basis of reflexes in the modern Mongolic daughter languages.123 This 
correspondence probably suggests an early Tibeto-Burman—Serbi-Mongolic 
contact event. I propose the following etymology: 

 
PTB  ‘leave’ (Ben. 19) ↔ PMgl  ‘emerge, ‘leave’ > MMgl qar- 

‘emerge, go out’ 124  > Khalkha гар-  ~ Buryat ɢ  ~ 
Khamnigan ɢ  ‘id.’ 

122 Róna-Tas (1974: 503) proposes that Old Turkic kert- ‘to make an incision’ (a verb possibly 
related to qɨr- ‘to scrape’), is a borrowing from Tokharian. The Tokharian and PIE forms 
I provide above are from his article. The phonological similarity to  LMC kʰɛ  ‘carve, 
cut a notch’ (revised from Pul. 254) is also remarkable. 

123 See Sun et al. (1990: 285) for reflexes of this word in the modern Mongolic daughter 
languages.  

124 E.g. attested early MMgl qar- [ ] ~ [ ] (HIIY 1:18b3; SHM 26) and late MMgl 
qar-, attested in the past as qar-ba [قَربا] (Leid. 75a-02-1-2). 
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The directionality of this borrowing is not clear, but given the 
homeland of the Tibeto-Burman peoples in Amdo (Ch’inghai-Kansu),125 very 
near to the Serbi-Mongolic homeland, this is probably a borrowing between 
these two independent language families. 
 
 

MKit *uy ~ MMgl üyile ‘deed, matter, affair’ : OChi  ‘do’ 
 

Kane notes the phonological and semantic correspondence between Kitan  
‹ui› ‘matter, affair ( )’ and “Mongol [and] Manchu weile” (2009: 106). This 
spurious Mongol form “weile” should be corrected to attested Middle Mongol 
üyile ‘deed, matter, affair, action’.126 Relevant comparanda exists in many 
Tungusic languages. Tsintsius gives the following forms and etymologies:127 
 

Ewenki ulǝhit ‘worker’ ← Sakha ülesit ‘worker’ < üle ‘work, job’.128 
Ewen ulǝ ‘work, job’ ← Sakha üle ‘work, job’. 
Ulcha uylǝ- ‘to work’ ← Manchu ← Mgl. 
Uilta uilǝ ~ uylǝ ‘work, job, labor’ and uilǝ- ~ uylǝ- ‘to work, labor, toil, 

work on, dress  (an animal pelt), create, make’ ← Manchu ← Mgl.  
Nanai uylǝ- ‘to work, labor, toil, work on, dress (an animal pelt), create, 

make’ ← Manchu ← Mgl. 
Manchu wǝilǝ- ‘to work, engage in a handicraft, build, create’ ~ wǝilǝn 

‘work, job, handicraft, craftsmanship, construction, building, 
creation, labor’ ~ uylǝ- ‘to serve, look after, care for’ ~ uylǝn 
‘service, service (to one’s parents)’ ← Mgl. 

125 See footnote in §9.3 ‘A Possible Homeland’ below. 
126 See entry for MKit *uy ‘matter, deed, affair’ in Chapter Eight for attestations of this MMgl 

form.  
127 Tsintsius (1975-1977: 266a-266b).   
128 Clearly, the Sakha form üle ‘work’ is a loanword from Middle Mongol üyile ‘matter, deed, 

affair’. Otto Böhtlingk, in his Wörterbuch (1851: 50), compared Sakha “ÿlä” (i.e. üle) 
with WMgl üile. Böhtlingk (1851) identified many Sakha-Mongol lexical 
correspondences.   

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:34 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



409 
 

 
 

 Note also Jurchen *wǝilǝ  ‹ › [ ] ‘matter, deed, affair ( )’ 
(NT 27, 95). 

Literary Chinese  MSC wéi ‘to do, make’ is attested in Late Middle 
Chinese in Old Tibetan Script as ’u ་ *[ ] ~ yu ་ *[ ] ~ ’yu འ་ *[

] and in Khotanese Brahmi transcription as uvi (Tak. 330-331 #0298). 
Assuming these variant transcriptions represent a single phonological form, I 
reconstruct attested LMC   *[ ] ‘to do, make’. The tradition-based 
Middle Chinese reading is  (Pul. 320). Tradition-based unperiodized ‘Old 
Chinese’ reconstructions include *w(r)jaj (Bax. 794) and *wjaj (Sch. 635b), 
which I revise to *wyay. There are also attested Late Old Chinese 
transcriptions of Indic Buddhist terms which provide clues on the LOC value 
of this grapheme, e.g. the Gāndhārī Prakrit word equivalent to the city name 
known in Sanskrit as uruvilvā and Pali uruvelā (PED) is transcribed in LOC 
as [ ]; Coblin reconstructs  as “*γjwei” (Coblin 1983: 254), i.e. 
*ɣywei in my transcription system. To the best of my knowledge, there is no 
foreign transcriptional evidence supporting the proposed initial “*ɣ” for this 
word in Late Old Chinese. Thus, I revise Coblin’s reconstruction to *ywey. 

Given the phonological and semantic resemblance between the Serbi-
Mongolic forms and the Chinese forms, it is highly likely that this is an Early 
Middle Chinese or Late Old Chinese loanword in Serbi-Mongolic. Given the 
existence of numerous other Late Old Chinese loanwords in Serbi-Mongolic, 
this is probably best analyzed as a LOC → SM loan. I thus propose the 
following etymology: 
 

 LOC *wyay/*ywey ‘do, make’ → PSM  ‘deed, matter, affair’ (cf. 
MKit *uy ‘id.’) > *uyi + *-lA- ‘denominal verb suffix’ > *uyi-lǝ- 
‘to do’ (cf. STung uylǝ- ‘to work’) > *uyilǝ ‘deed, matter, affair’ ~ 
*uyilǝ-n (cf. Jurchen wǝilǝ ~ Manchu wǝilǝn) > MMgl üyile ‘id.’ 
(cf. Sakha üle) > Modern Khalkha үйл iɮ̯  ‘action’. 
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Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic ‘pig, boar’ 

 
The early Serbi-Mongolic peoples are known to have engaged in agriculture.129 
It is thus no surprise that there are words for suids in the earliest attested Serbi-
Mongolic languages: 

 
Table 87. Early Serbi-Mongolic words for ‘pig, boar’ 

Taghbach 
*qɔw ‘pig, boar’ *uy/*wi ‘pig, boar’ qaqai ‘pig’ ~ qaban ‘wild boar’ 

 
Middle Kitan *uy/*wi  ‹ui› ‘pig, boar’130 is a lexeme shared with 

Japanese-Koguryoic:  note Old Japanese  and Old Koguryo ʊ ‘id.’131 As 
shown elsewhere in this chapter, it is historically well attested that the 
Japanese-Koguryoic peoples once had extensive contact with the Serbi. This 
is thus a loanword between Kitan and Japanese-Koguryoic. 

The attested Taghbach word for ‘pig, boar’, *qɔw [ ],132 is cognate to 
Written Mongol qobosu-n > Modern Khalkha ховс [χɔw̥ ɔw̥  ‘two-year-
old boar’. This may be taken as further evidence of a  suffix in pre-Proto-
Mongolic. I thus reconstruct Proto-Serbi-Mongolic *kʰɔ  or *kʰɔ ʊ ‘two-year-
old boar’. 

Middle Mongol qaqai ‘pig’133 has the following cognates in modern 
Mongolic daughter languages:134 

129 Pulleyblank (1983).  
130 E.g. YChüeh (34: 16). See also Kane (2009: 8, 66-67, 176-177).  
131 See Beckwith (2007a) for these Old Japanese and Old Koguryo forms.  
132 WS (113: 3006). 
133 E.g. attested early MMgl qaqai [ ] ‘pig ( )’ (SHM 166).  
134 Most of the forms here are from Sun et al. (1990: 289) unless noted otherwise. The Khalkha 

form is my own transcription. See also Ma & Ch’en (2001: 210b) for the Santa form, 
written in Santa orthography as khighei. The Kalmyk forms are my interpretations of 
Ramstedt’s transcriptions (1935: 141b). The Khamnigan form is from my 2006 and 2009 
fieldwork in Binder county and Dadal county, Khentii province, Mongolia. 
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Table 88. Words for ‘pig’ in the modern Mongolic daughter languages 
Language Form 
Daur ɑgɑ]
Shira  Yoghor [qəɢɑi] 
Mongghul [xɢɑi] 
Santa [qɯɢəi] 
Baonang [ɢ i]135 ~ [ɢə ]136 
Booŋan [ɢ ]137 
Kojia [ɢ ʁ ] ~ [ɢəʁ ]138 
Khalkha [qɑˈχæ] 
Chakhar [ ɑˈxɛ] 
Kharachin [kɛˈxɛ] 
Buryat [ɢɑχɑ ] 
Khamnigan ɢ χ æ̯
Kalmyk [ɢɑχɑ] ~ [ɢɑˈχæ] 

 
 The phonological differences between Middle Mongol qaqai ‘pig’, 
qaban ‘wild boar’,139 and Written Mongol qobosun ‘two-year-old boar’ are 
very likely due to dialectal variation. One may suppose there were at least three 
early Serbi-Mongolic dialectal variants, *gakʰa ~ *kʰaba ~ *kʰɔbɔ , 
all denoting suids.140  

135 Buhe & Liu (1982: 88). 
136 This is my interpretation of Todaeva’s Cyrillic transcription “ҕэi” (1964: 138). 
137 Fried (2010: 139). 
138 Sechinchogt (1999: 288a). 
139 E.g. attested MMgl qaban [ ] ‘wild boar ( )’ (HIIY 1.05b3). 
140 Bertagaev (1969) gives evidence of an early  alternation in Mongolic (1969: 139-

140) and an *ɔ ~ *a alternation (1969: 157-159). Other indications of free variation 
between  in early Mongolic (or early Serbi-Mongolic) were advanced by 
Poppe (1955, 1976, etc.), e.g. debel ~ degel ‘robe’. The word kaban ~ qaban is widely 
attested in Turkic, and was borrowed into Russian (cf. modern Russian кабан ‘boar’), 
probably from Turkic. To the best of my knowledge the word is not attested in Old Turkic; 
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Thus, the fact that we can reconstruct a specific word for a ‘wild boar 
in the second year’ provides linguistic evidence that suids played an important 
role in the early formative history of the Serbi-Mongolic peoples, contrary to 
popular belief.  

 
 

9.3. A POSSIBLE HOMELAND 
 
Although the sources do not provide a great deal of information on the Eastern 
Hu ( ), we have important clues on their two main constituent peoples—
the Serbi ( ) and the Awar ( ). Regarding their geographic location, 
the Hou Han Shu  account of the Serbi crucially mentions that the Serbi 
were not originally from Mongolia, but in fact moved there after the Northern 
Hsiung-nu fled sometime around 100 A.D., during or shortly after the Yung-
yüan reign period (89-105 A.D.).141 
 

 
“In the Yung-yüan reign period of Emperor Ho-ti (89-105), the great general 
Tou-hsien dispatched Commander of the Right, Keng-k’uei, to attack and 
defeat the Hsiung-nu; the northern ch’an-yü (*darɣa)142 fled, and the Hsien-
pei (Serbi) thereupon turned around and moved, occupying their land” (HHS 
90: 2986). 

 
Thus, despite common belief, the Serbi-Mongolic peoples were not 

originally from the Mongolian plateau; as this passage clearly indicates, the 
early Serbi-Mongolic peoples were originally from somewhere around 
southeastern Inner Mongolia and the Liao-hsi region. 

it is probably a loanword from Middle Mongol or an earlier Mongolic language, i.e. 
Mongolic → Turkic → Russian. 

141 I thank C. I. Beckwith for advice on this passage (p.c., 2010). 
142 See Beckwith (2009: 387, n. 7) for the reconstruction of this important Hsiung-nu title. 
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Early sources also mention the Serbi living in close proximity to early 
Japanese-Koguryoic peoples. As early as the time of T’an-shih-huai (136-181 
A.D), the Serbi people are documented as sharing borders with Puyo-
Koguryoic peoples such as the  Puyŏ and the  Maek (probably an 
abbreviation for the  Ye-Maek).143 
 The Hou Han Shu discusses the fact that the Wa people ( ), 
ancestors of the Japanese, lived in Liao-hsi near the Serbi, who made them 
their subjects and had them fish for them to help alleviate their food supply 
problems.144 
 

“In the first year of the Kuang-ho reign period [178 A.D.]… The tribe’s [i.e. 
the Serbi’s] population was increasing daily, and their crops, livestock, and 
wild game were not enough to provide sustenance. T’an-shih-huai thereupon 
personally travelled all around, and saw the wide Wu-hou-ch’in River [i.e. 
Lao-ha River]. He followed the river for 100 li to a place where the river 
water did not flow. In the river were fish, but he was unable to catch them. 
He heard that the Wa people were skilled at net fishing, so they went east 
and attacked the Country of the Wa People, obtaining over 1,000 families 
and moving them to the Ch’in [Wu-hou-ch’in] River, ordering them to fish 
as a means of helping supplement their [i.e. the Serbi’s] grain and other food 
supplies” (HHS 90: 2994).  

 
These sources provide a historical context for the identifiable shared 

lexical items between Serbi-Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic, i.e. ‘blood’, 
‘monkey’, ‘child’, possibly ‘plough’, and the Middle Kitan word for ‘pig’. It 
is quite clear that the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic people lived in close proximity to 
the Japanese-Koguryoic peoples in their formative early history.  

143 SKC (30: 837-838).  
144 Kiyose (2001: 136-137) and Beckwith (2007a).  
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 The historical-comparative data on the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic language 
confirms that its speakers lived in close proximity to the Chinese in the Late 
Old Chinese period, i.e. Ch’in-Han. This accords well with the documented 
history of the earliest known Serbi-Mongolic peoples, the Eastern Hu, who 
lived north of Ch’in. Some words in the Old Chinese layer have good 
comparanda in Tibeto-Burman (e.g. ‘blood’, ‘younger sibling’), indicating that 
early Tibeto-Burman peoples, early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, early Japanese-
Koguryoic peoples, and Chinese lived in generally the same area at the times 
of these borrowings. In other words, the linguistic evidence suggests that the 
speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic lived approximately in what is now eastern 
and southern Inner Mongolia, possibly extending into Amdo,145 northeastern 
Inner Mongolia, and the territory of present-day northeastern China, given the 
identifiable early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic and the assumed 
(although not yet demonstrated) Tungusic homeland in northeastern China. 

The correspondences and loanwords discussed in this chapter provide 
important clues on the culture and lifestyle of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
speakers, supplementing the documented history of the Serbi-Mongolic 
peoples and their neighbors. From these lexical correspondences, we may 
conclude that the speakers of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic engaged in agriculture (e.g. 
PSM *anǰa ~ *anda ‘plough’) and swine husbandry or boar hunting (e.g. PSM 
*kʰɔ  or *kʰɔ ɔ ‘boar in the second year’ and MKit  ‘pig, boar’), made 
use of silk textiles from China (e.g. PSM ɪ  ‘silk thread’), used basket 
weaving techniques borrowed from Ch’in-Han China (e.g. PSM ʊ  
‘basket’), and engaged in archery and shot arrows from horseback (e.g. PSM 

 ‘shoot arrows from horseback’). Most of these cultural and 
technological developments occurred as a result of ethnolinguistic contact 
among the early Serbi-Mongolic peoples, early Japanese-Koguryoic peoples, 
Old Chinese speakers, Tibeto-Burman peoples, and Tungusic peoples. We thus 
have a good preliminary understanding of the cultural inventory of the Proto-
Serbi-Mongolic speakers. 

145 The Tibeto-Burman homeland is believed to be Amdo (Beckwith 1987: 5). 
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CHAPTER TEN: 
CONCLUSION 

 
 
In this book, I have given an account of the Serbi languages and their divergent 
relationship with the Mongolic languages. Throughout the book I have 
illustrated that standard historical-comparative linguistic methods, in addition 
to careful philology with considerations from attested history, are the best 
methods to elucidate the origins of a given language, demonstrate language 
family theories, and identify evidence of early ethnolinguistic contact events. 

Prompted by the shortcomings and inadequacies of the existing 
theories on the origins of the Mongolic and Serbi languages, this monograph 
set out to construct a scientific, potentially falsifiable Serbi-Mongolic language 
family theory. Returning to the hypothesis posed at the beginning of this study, 
it is now possible to state that Serbi-Mongolic is a valid, demonstrable 
language family, with numerous identifiable contact events with neighboring 
ethnolinguistic groups at various points in its formative early history. 

Specifically, I have shown that systematic, regular sound 
correspondences exist among the Taghbach, Kitan, T’u-yü-hun, and Mongolic 
languages and that a rich system of shared functional morphology exists 
among the Serbi and Mongolic branches. I have also shown that the Mongolic 
branch is characterized by anomalous morphological and phonological 
innovations distinguishing it from the Serbi languages, and that although 
Mongolic and Serbi are demonstrably divergently related, they represent two 
different daughter branches of Proto-Serbi-Mongolic, with mutually exclusive 
innovations in phonology and functional morphology. Some of these 
innovations are given in Table 89 and Table 90 below: 

 
Table 89. Phonological innovations distinguishing Mongolic and Serbi 

Mongolic innovations (CSM > PMgl) Serbi innovations (CSM > PSer) 
*p > *h *ɔ > *a / _C[dorsal] 
*#ñ > *#n *ze > *ži 
*Vñ# > *Vi# *se > *ši
*z > *s *VbV > *Vw(V) 
*wə > *ə *wə > *ɔ 
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Table 90. Mongolic morphological innovations 
Pre-Proto-Mongolic Proto-Serbi 

 Ø 

ɣ Ø 

ɣ Ø 

 Ø 

 
The results of the investigation also indicate that there have been 

numerous ethnolinguistic contact events in the attested history and inferable 
prehistory of the Serbi-Mongolic language family, including contact with 
several periods of Chinese, Japanese-Koguryoic, Tibeto-Burman, Tungusic, 
Indo-European, and later, Turkic. Careful study of these early contacts has 
allowed for a tentative identification of the Serbi-Mongolic homeland and 
important clues on the culture and lifestyle of the Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
speakers. 

The current findings—the first rigorous and systematic, unified theory 
on the origins of the Mongolic and Serbi languages—add substantially to our 
understanding of the linguistic geography of early Eastern Eurasia, and to the 
ethnolinguistic history of the Mongolic peoples. This book has also gone some 
way towards enhancing our understanding of attested Late Middle Chinese 
phonology, Northern Wei Chinese phonology, and northeastern Early Old 
Mandarin. Moreover, it is the first study to present linguistic sketches of 
Taghbach, T’u-yü-hun, and Kitan, the first systematic comparison of Middle 
Kitan and Middle Mongol functional morphological paradigms, and the first 
reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic phonology, morphology, and 
lexicon. In addition, this book offers a revised approach to the Kitan 
Assembled Script and Kitan phonology, including the first periodization of the 
Kitan language, into Old Kitan, Middle Kitan, and Late Kitan. 

The methods used in demonstrating the Serbi-Mongolic family, and in 
addressing the Chinese and Tibetan transcriptions of linguistic data, modeled 
in part on Beckwith’s (2007a) approach to the Chinese transcriptions of the 
Japanese-Koguryoic languages, may be applied to other early languages 
transcribed in Chinese and Tibetan. We may successfully apply many of the 
same methods utilized in this book to the reconstruction of other important 
early Eastern Eurasian languages, such as Silla Korean (the earliest attested 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:39 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



417 
 

 
 

Koreanic language), Jou-jan (Rouran), Archaic Turkic, Hsiung-nu (Xiongnu), 
and numerous others. 

The greatest limitation of this study is the fact that no frequency counts, 
and no computational corpora in general, exist for Middle Mongol or Kitan. 
Owing to the lack of such frequency counts, and the lack of substantial 
computational linguistic work on the Serbi-Mongolic languages, this 
shortcoming has been unavoidable. It is recommended that further research be 
undertaken toward producing computational, frequency-based corpora of 
Middle Mongol and Middle Kitan morphemes. Frequency counts of Modern 
Khalkha Mongolian morphemes are likewise necessary. Corpus linguistics has 
much to contribute to the field of historical-comparative linguistics, and 
research should be undertaken in this area to further elucidate the Serbi-
Mongolic theory. 

More work on the reconstruction of Old Chinese and Middle Chinese 
would help us to establish a greater degree of accuracy in the treatment of 
Chinese transcriptional data. Considerably more work needs to be done on the 
foreign transcriptions of Middle Chinese, such as the Nestorian Inscription, 
Old Tibetan, Old Uygur, and Khotanese Brahmi transcriptions of Middle 
Chinese, and additional work on Old Chinese reconstruction and foreign words 
transcribed in Old Chinese is absolutely necessary to arrive at a more accurate 
treatment of the earliest Serbi-Mongolic onomastic data. 

Further research might explore Kitan syntax, a largely untouched and 
potentially fruitful area of study. Work in this vein is likely to shed light on 
comparative Serbi-Mongolic sentence structure, and allow for a more complete 
reconstruction of Common Serbi-Mongolic syntax. 
 Despite these shortcomings and limitations, this monograph—an 
interdisciplinary endeavor spanning the fields of linguistics, Central Eurasian 
Studies, Chinese, and history—rigorously and systematically demonstrates the 
Serbi-Mongolic divergent language family theory using accepted scientific 
methods. 
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APPENDIX A 
TOWARD A REVISED ANALYSIS OF THE KITAN ASSEMBLED 

SCRIPT 
 

 
This appendix presents my readings of Kitan Assembled Script graphemes 
appearing in this book. For the currently most complete list of Kitan 
Assembled Script graphemes, see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010). See also Kane 
(2009).  
 My readings of certain graphemes deserve special attention. See below 
for discussion: 
 
 

1. Phonologically Conditioned Readings 
 

Graphemes with Default Vowels 
 

I agree with Kane (2009) that certain Kitan Assembled Script graphemes have 
default (or ‘inherent’) vowels; however, my analysis differs with regard to the 
specific graphemes, the vowels, and the phonological conditions that 
determine the variant readings. Specifically, the graphemes , , , ,  
and  have different readings depending on the phonological environments in 
which they occur—word-initial, post-consonantal, and post-vocalic. See the 
tables below for details: 
 
Table 91. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  

Grapheme My reading Word-initially After C After V 
 ‹er› ? *[ə ] 

‹d.ur. r› 
*durər 
‘fourth (masc.)’ 

*[ ] 
‹go. r› 

ɔ
‘tent’ 
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Table 92. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  

Grapheme My reading Word-
initially After C After V

 ‹eñ› *[ə ]  
‹eñ.e› 
*ə ə 
‘now’ 

*[ə ]  
‹l.eñ› 
*-lə  
‘past tense suffix’ 

*[ ]  
‹qɪ ñ›
* ɪ  
‘Kitan’ 

 
Table 93. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  

Grapheme My 
reading 

Word-
initially After C After V 

‹iši› *[iši]   
‹iši›  
*iši 
‘nine’ 

*[iši]  
‹č.i.iši.d.b.ñ›  

čišid-bəñ 
‘filial-PST’ 

*[ši] 
‹pu. iši.ñ›  
*pušiñ  
‘lady’ 

 
Table 94. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  

Grapheme My 
reading 

Word-
initially After C After V 

‹ad›  ? *[ad]  
‹t. d.o.oγ›  

ɔʁ
‘fifth’ 

*[d]  
‹n.ad› ‹ebu.ad›1 

‘tent palace ( )’ 

 
The variant readings of the grapheme  appear to be lexically determined, 
with the post-consonantal reading  in certain words but ə  in other 
words. See below for examples: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 See Kane (2009: 56 2.176) for this wordform. The reading presented above is my own. 
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Table 95. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  

Grapheme My 
reading Word-initially After C After 

V 
 ‹ebu› *[ə ]  

‹ebu› 
*ə  
‘forefather’ 

*[ ]  
‹n.ad› ‹ebu.ad› 

‘tent palace ( )’ 

  
? 

*[ə ] 
‹č.ebu.γ› 
*čə ʁ
‘Tsu-pu ( )’2 

 
 

Graphemes with Non-Linearly Associated Vowels 
 
At least one grapheme has an associated vowel which is not linearly fixed. The 
variant readings are phonologically conditioned, with CV appearing word-
initally, but VC after consonants. See the table below for examples:  
 

Table 96. Phonologically conditioned readings of the grapheme  
 My 

reading Word-initially After C After V 

 ‹γo› ~ ‹oγ› ɢɔ  
‹γo.l.γ.er› 
ɢɔ ʁə  

‘seen’ 

ɔʁ   
‹m.oγ.o› 

ɔʁɔ
‘snake’ 

 
‹γ.oγ.en› 
ɢɔʁə  

‘river-G’ 

ʁ  
‹ar.u.o.oγ› 

ʁ
‘assistance’3 

2 The Tsu-pu  ~  ~ Chu-pu-ku  were a confederacy including the Tatar, 
Kereyit, and certain other peoples of the Mongolian Plateau in the centuries before the rise 
of Temüjin and the Mongol Empire. Their name is attested in Middle Kitan as *čǝbuqu 

 ‹č.ebu.qu› (HsHu 4: 14), *čǝbuqɔ  ‹č.ebu.qo› (Jen-hsien 39: 40; 51: 52), *čǝbuʁ 
 ‹č.ebu.γ› (HsTi 27: 26), and in the compound *čǝbuqɔ tadar  

‹č.ebu.qo› ‹t.ad.ar› ‘Tsu-pu Tatar’ (Hsü 17: 3; Jen-hsien 39: 40; 51: 52; 56: 14). Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010) identify tadar  as the Kitan form of the ethnonym ‘Tatar’.   

3 This word is attested in Tao (5: 32) in the Kitan reign period name  which, as 
shown by Kane, corresponds to Chinese Ch’ien-t’ung  ‘Celestial Government’ (2009: 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:48:44 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



422 
 

 
 

In runiform Old Turkic, a literary language which possibly influenced Kitan 
writing at some level, there exist certain graphemes which indicate a consonant 
and a vowel associated with it, but which are unspecified as to the order of 
these two segments, i.e. in certain contexts the grapheme denotes CV while in 
others it denotes VC or even C only. For example, the Old Turkic runiform 
grapheme  denotes ‹ɨq› in some words, but ‹qɨ› in others. Other similar 
CV/VC/C runiform graphemes include ök ~ ük ~ kö ~ kü ~ k and oq ~ 
uq ~ qo ~ qu ~ q  
 
 

2. Previously Undeciphered Graphemes 
 

The grapheme  
 
This grapheme often renders part of a verbal suffix, e.g. s…  
(Lang 3:12) with the verbal root  ‘arrive’, and ɔ s…  (YHsiang 
12: 20) with the verbal root ɔ  ‘ride’. This suffix, i.e. *-s… , denotes a 
meaning similar to Preclassical Written Mongol -γsaγar ~ -gseger ‘abtemporal 
converb suffix’ (‘converbum abtemporale’ in Poppe’s Latin terminology). 
Note the following sentence:  
 
 
 

161).  denotes ‘heaven’, and as suggested by Kane, the word  is probably formed 
of the same verbal root as attested Late Kitan [ ], glossed as ‘support, assist ( )’ 
(Kane 2009: 161; LS 116: 1545). I reconstruct Late Kitan βə βə . The βə
βə  suffix of the LKit form is cognate to MKit (see §8.5.3 entry for MKit ə  ‘past or 

perfective verbal noun suffix’); thus, the verbal root of the attested LKit form is *aru- ‘assist, 
support’ and the MKit form ʁ  ‹ar.u.o.oγ› is a deverbal noun ʁ <  
‘assist’ + ʁ ‘deverbal noun suffix’. Middle Kitan ʁ ‘deverbal noun suffix’ is probably 
cognate to MMgl /-G/ ‘deverbal noun suffix’ (WMgl -γ ~ -g). The Kitan reign period name 
thus means ‘Heavenly Assistance’.  
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-Ø ɔ ss…  *…    ə

horse-ACCINDF    ride-ATMP.CVB       …         pass.away-PST.VN

‘He died … while riding a horse.’ (YHsiang 12:19-22).4

 
Ignoring the  element, which is of unknown semantic and phonological value, 
this sentence is parallel to Written Mongol mori unuγsaγar ükübei ‘he died 
while riding a horse’, which suggests that the Middle Kitan suffix s… 
is cognate to Middle Mongol -qsa’ar ~ -kse’er ~ -qsabar ~ -kseber (HIIY) and 
modern Preclassical Written Mongol -γsaγar ~ -gseger ‘abtemporal converb 
suffix’. It is thus motivated to reconstruct Middle Kitan  ‘abtemporal 
converb suffix’, implying that the grapheme should be read something like
‹awr›, possibly with archiphonemic /A/, i.e. /Awr/, realized phonetically as 
*[awr] in [-ATR] words and *[əwr] in [+ATR] words. Reading the grapheme 

 as ‹Awr› also offers a potential solution to the Middle Kitan name of the 
Qay people, i.e.  ‹qai.Awr.ñ›,5 possibly a compound form with the 
ethnonym *qay  ‘Qay’ and the early Serbi-Mongolic ethnonym Wu-huan   

 (*awar).6 Thus I tentatively read the grapheme  as ‹Awr›.

 
3. Kitan Assembled Script Graphemes Appearing in this Book 

 
Unless otherwise mentioned in footnotes, the semantic and phonological 
readings given here are from Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) and Kane (2009). 
My study is the first to identify phonologically conditioned readings of 
graphemes and organize them into table format.  

4 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 166) for the decipherment of this sentence. Note that I have 
revised their translation. The phonological reconstruction here is my own. 

5 See Kane (2009: 73 .323) for the identification of  as the Kitan name for the Hsi  
(i.e. Qay) people, attested in YP’u (14:23, 15:24). The phonological reading given above is 
my own.  

6 See Chapter Two for the reconstruction of this early ethnonym.  
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 The graphemes are organized according to the standard numbering 
system in Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).  
 The phonologically conditioned readings presented here are not 
exhaustive—they are merely a start. More work is needed to determine the 
variant readings of all graphemes in their attested contexts. 
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

002 ‹ǰuri?›7   twenty 

007 ‹ñ m›8   eight 

008 ‹ñ m?›   eight 

011   ‹an›  

014 ‹qur›9    

015 ‹ǰau›10   hundred 

016  ‹od›   

017     

018  ‹in› ‹in›  

019  ‹iu›   

020 ‹y›    

021 ‹omo›11    

022 ‹čau›12    

023     

026    one 

7  This reading is based on a Late Kitan word in Chinese transcription and Róna-Tas’ 
reconstruction of it (2016). See §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ and LKit *ǰuri ‘twenty’ 
in the §8.5.4 entry MKit *čur ~ *ǰur ~ *ǰur ‘two’ for discussion.  

8 Oyuunch (2014: 132-133) identified the word  as a variant rendering of  ‘eight’. 
The reading above is my revision of his proposal. 

9 Kane (2009: 37) reads this grapheme as ‹hur›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 259) read this 
as ‹húr›.  

10 Kane (2009: 37) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 259) read this as ‹jau›.  
11 As shown by Nieh & Sun (2008: 88-89) and Tang (2011: 197), this grapheme should be 

read not as ‹mo› (a reading which dominates the Kitanological literature), but rather ‹omo›, 
which I reconstruct as ɔ ɔ. See Kane (2009) and Shimunek (2007) for attestations and 
for the Chinese transcription of the Late Kitan form attested in LS (116: 1548). 

12 Kane (2009: 38) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) read this as ‹cau›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

027    one (masculine) 

028 ‹š›13 ‹š› ‹š›  

029 ‹tau›   five 

030 ‹tau?›   five (masculine) 

033 ‹iši›14 ‹iši ‹ši› nine 

034 ‹iši?› ‹iši?› ‹ši?› nine (masculine) 

036 ‹qu›15    

037 ‹di›    

041   ‹r›16  

048     

13 Kane (2009: 38) transcribes it as ‹ś›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) transcribe this as 
‹sh›.  

14 Chinggeltei proposed reading this grapheme as ‹is› partly based on “spoken Mongolian     
( … )” [ ] ‘nine’ (Chinggeltei 2002: 33). The specific “spoken Mongolian” 
dialect on which this is based was not specified by Chinggeltei. One may speculate it was 
his native Kharachin dialect; Sun et al. give the Kharachin form [jis] ‘nine’ (1990: 738). 
Note also Daur [is] ‘nine’ (Engkebatu 1984: 34). Many other Kitanologists have followed 
Chinggeltei’s [is] reading, e.g. Kane (2009: 39) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260). 
Kara (1996) proposed reading the grapheme ‹ši›. In Shimunek (2011a: 102b) I 
demonstrated that the reading ‹is› contradicts Chinese transcriptions of Kitan, and 
proposed reading the grapheme as ‹iši› word-initially and ‹ši› medially. The phonological 
sequence which this grapheme represents is transcribed in Old Mandarin word-initially as 
i-shih (MSC yishi) [ ] (Old Mandarin ʂ , Pul. 367, 285) and medially as shih (MSC 
shi)  ~  (Old Mandarin ʂ , Pul. 282-283). 

15 Kane (2009: 39) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) read this as ‹xu›.  
16 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) read this grapheme as ‹su›, but as shown by Shimunek (2014a), 

this reading is unlikely. In Shimunek (2014a: 110), I proposed ‹ru›, and in Shimunek 
(forthcoming, d), I refined this reading to ‹r›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

051  ‹γa›17 ‹γa›  

052    record 

053 ‹qa›   emperor 

058     

059 ‹uñ›18 ‹uñ›  cow 

060     

061     

062  ‹iang›19   

067 ‹eu› ‹eu›   

068 20     

069   ‹ri›  

070 ‹w›    

071 ‹ong› ‹ong›  prince 

072 ‹udur›21  east  

073  ‹ên›   

075 ‹γong›22    

17 Kane (2009: 41) reads this grapheme as ‹ha›, which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 260) 
follow.  

18 Chinggeltei read this grapheme as ‹un› ~ ‹unj› (2002: 59-60), which Kane (2009: 41) and 
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read as ‹uni›. 

19 Chinggeltei (2002: 39) read this as ‹ ɑŋ› which Kane (2009: 42) reads as ‹iáŋ› and Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010: 261) as ‹iáng›.  

20 Chinggeltei (2002: 39-40) read this grapheme as ‹us›, which Kane (2009: 42) and Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010: 261) follow, but the evidence is not convincing.  

21 One Middle Kitan word for ‘east, eastern’ is written  ‹ud.ur›, as identified by Kane 
(2009: 94). I propose that the grapheme , known to mean ‘east’, is probably the same 
word, and thus propose reading  as ‹udur›.    

22 Chinggeltei (2002: 41) read this as ‹ɣuaŋ›, which Kane (2009: 43) revises to ‹hoŋ›, and 
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) to ‹hong›. 
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

076 ‹γo›23 ‹oγ› ‹γ›  

080  ‹Awr›24 ‹Awr›  

081 ‹sayr?›25   month 

082  ‹ÿ›26   

083 ‹sï›27    

084  ‹ar›28   

085    six 

086    six (masculine) 

087 ‹ǰï›29 ‹ǰ› ‹ǰ›  

23 Kane (2009: 43) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read this grapheme as ‹ho›.  
24 Chinggeltei (2002: 42) read this grapheme as ‹i›. Kane (2009: 44) transcribes this ‹ii› and 

Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) follow. However, the data presented to support this 
reading is not convincing. See discussion in Appendix A §2 ‘Previously Undeciphered 
Graphemes’ above for data supporting my reading. 

25 Chinggeltei (2002: 42) read this grapheme as ‹sær›. Kane (2009: 44) and Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010: 261) treat it as phonologically undeciphered. Although the exact Middle 
Kitan reading of this grapheme is currently unknown, it corresponds to the well-known 
Late Kitan word *sayr [ ] ~ [ ] ‘moon, month ( ). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit 
*sayr. 

26 Chinggeltei (2002: 42-43) read this as ‹ue›. Kane (2009: 44) reads it as ‹y› and Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010: 261) read it as ‹üe›.  

27 This reading is from Chinggeltei (2002: 43) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261). Kane 
(2009: 44-45) renders this as ‹ss›.  

28 Kane (2009: 45) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 261) read this as ‹ra›, but it must have 
been ‹ar› (Shimunek 2011e: 102b).  

29 Chinggeltei (2002: 44) read this as ‹ ʂ ›, which Kane (2009: 45) transcribes ‹tz› and Oyuunch 
& Janhunen (2010: 261) transcribe ‹jï›. My reading is essentially the same as Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010), with the exceptions of the háček ( ˇ ) and my identification of the 
phonologically conditioned variant ‹ǰ›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

090 ‹u›30 ‹u› ‹u›  

091     

092 ‹ud›31 ‹ud› ?   

093     

097  ‹ur›32   

098  ‹Al› ‹Al›33  

099  ‹ad› ‹d›  

100   ‹en›  

101 ‹deu›   younger brother 

104 ‹ǰ›34  ‹ǰ›  

105 ‹ud›    

106  ‹ung›   

107  ‹oi›   

109 ‹e› ‹e›   

112  ‹ge›   

113  ‹ï›   

118   ‹qu›35  

119 ‹dau›    

122 ‹ai› ‹ai› ‹ai› year, father 

30 Chinggeltei (2002: 44) read this as ‹ʊ›, which Kane (2009: 45) and Oyuunch & Janhunen 
(2010: 262) read as ‹ó›.  

31 This reading is from Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262).  
32  I follow Kara (1988: 58), who reads this grapheme as ‹ur›. This same reading was, 

apparently independently, proposed by Toyoda (1998: 79). Kane (2009: 46) renders this 
‹úr›, which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262) follow. 

33 On this archiphonemic reading see Shimunek (forthcoming, d). 
34 Shimunek (2011e: 130).  
35 Kane (2009: 48) reads this as ‹qú› and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 262) follow.   
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

123 ‹ar›36 ‹ar› ‹ar›  

131 ‹uw›37 ‹uw› ‹uw›  

133 ‹m›    

134 ‹ǰ ›38   two 

135 ‹ǰur?›   two (masculine). 

137 ‹r›39 ‹r› ‹r›  

139 ‹na›    

140 ‹en› ‹en›   

141 ‹dalu›40   seven 

144 ‹eñ›41 ‹eñ› ‹ñ›  

36 Kane (2009: 49) reads ‹ár›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) read this as ‹ar›.  
37 Chinggeltei (2002: 52) reads  as ‹u›, which Kane (2009: 50) and Oyuunch & Janhunen 

(2010: 263) follow. I propose reading this grapheme as ‹uw› because there are indications 
of an approximant  element in certain words written with this grapheme. Namely, the 
Middle Kitan word for ‘winter’ is written . Since Middle Kitan preserved Common 
Serbi-Mongolic medial  as  in other words (e.g. MKit   ‹š.au.a› ‘bird of 
prey’ < CSM  ‘bird, eagle, hawk’; MKit   ‹tau› ‘five’ < CSM  ‘id.’; and 

  ‹qau.ur› ‘spring’ < CSM  ‘id.’), this segment was probably also 
preserved in this word, which is cognate to attested Middle Mongol übül ‘winter’. Thus, I 
propose the reading  ‹uw.wl›, rendering MKit  ‘winter’ < CSM  ‘id.’ 

38 Chinggeltei (2002: 52-53) proposed the reading ‹ʧur›, which I read as ‹ǰ › (Shimunek 
2014a: 103-104, 114). See also discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above.  

39 Shimunek (2011e: 131).  
40 Chinggeltei (2002: 54) read this as ‹dol›. I propose the reading ‹dalu› based on the root of 

the ordinal numeral form ‘seventh’. See discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ 
above. 

41 Chinggeltei (2002: 54-55) read this as ‹ən›. Kane (2009: 51-52) reads this as ‹ún›, which 
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) follow. As noted by Shimunek (2011e: 131),  ‘Kitan’ 
corresponds to the Old Turkic transcription Qɨtañ  ‹iqit1ñ›, clearly indicating a 
palatal nasal coda. See discussion in the entry for Ch’i-tan in §7.2.1 above. 
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

145    forty 

146 ‹gi›42   not 

147 ‹ǰu›43    

149 ‹ǰ›44    

150 ‹ǰa›    

151 ‹γ›45 ‹γ› ‹γ›  

152   ‹ǰ›46  

154 ‹on› ‹on›   

155    fifty 

159 ‹ñayr?›47   day 

161 ‹au› ‹au›   

162 ‹č›48    

163 ‹ki›    

165 ‹gu› ‹gu› ‹gu›  

42 This is the reading proposed by Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263).  
43 Kane (2009: 52) proposes ‹jú›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 263) read ‹ju3›. 
44 Chinggeltei (2002: 56) reads this as ‹ʧ›. Kane (2009: 52) proposes ‹ju›, which Oyuunch & 

Janhunen (2010: 263) follow.  
45 Chinggeltei (2002: 56-57) reads this as ‹ɣ› ~ ‹γ›. See also Shimunek (2011e: 131).  
46 Shimunek (2011e: 131).  
47 Chinggeltei (2002: 58) read this as ‹ ›. Kane (2009: 53) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 

264) prefer to treat this as phonologically undeciphered. Although the precise phonological 
value of this word in Middle Kitan is unknown, I tentatively propose the reading ‹ñayr?› 
based on attested Late Kitan *ñayr ‘day’ (see entry for LKit *ñayr in Chapter Eight).  

48 Chinggeltei (2002: 59) proposes ‹ʧ›. Kane (2009: 54) reads ‹c› ~ ‹ci› and Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010: 264) read ‹ci›. For my reading, see Shimunek (2011e: 102b) and 
Shimunek (2014a: 113, 114).  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

166 ‹γur›49   three 

167 ‹γur?›   three (masculine) 

168  ‹aq›50   

169  ‹qo›51   

172  ‹u›52   

174 ‹as› ‹as› ‹s› ?  

175  ‹iang›53   

176 ‹bu›54 ‹bu›   

177   ‹ lǰ ›55  

178 ‹ku›    

179  ‹du›56 ‹du›  

180 ‹šï›57    

184 ‹am› ‹am›   

186 ‹o› ‹o› ‹o›  

49 I follow the reading proposed by Chinggeltei (2002: 60). See also Shimunek (2011e: 131) 
and §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above.  

50 Shimunek (2011e: 103).  
51 Kane (2009: 55) reads this grapheme as ‹qó›, which Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) 

follow.  
52 I follow Chinggeltei’s (2002: 61) reading of this grapheme as ‹u›.  
53 Shimunek (2011e: 103).  
54 Kane (2009: 56) reads this as ‹bú› and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) follow.  
55 This reading is from Kane (2013b). Aisin Gioro reads this grapheme as ‹ ʤ › (Aisin Gioro, 

undated, p. 2). Note the words  ‘Liao ( )’ (Kane 2013b: 42-43) and  ‘Jurchen’ 
(cf. Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 164), which I read as *qulǰi ‹ lǰ › and *ǰulǰin ‹ǰ lǰ ›, 
respectively. Middle Kitan *qulǰi ‘Liao’ is probably the origin of the Mongolian clan name 
and hydronym Хулж [χʊɮʧ , q.v. Shimunek & Mönkh-Amgalan (forthcoming).  

56 Kane (2009: 57) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) read this grapheme as ‹dú›.  
57 Chinggeltei (2002: 64) read this grapheme as ‹ʂï›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 264) read 

‹shï›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

187 ‹tum›58   ten thousand 

188     

189 ‹a› ‹a›   

191    grandson59 

195     

196 ‹ebu›60 ‹ebu› ~ 
‹bu›  ancestor, grandfather 

197  ‹ai›61   

199  ‹ang›   

202 ‹tu›    

205  ‹de› ‹de›  

206   ‹li›62  

207 ‹ming›63   thousand 

208 ‹lu›64   dragon 

210 ‹au›65   lady 

211    thirty 

213 ‹to›    

214 ‹da›66    

217 ‹do›  ‹do›  

58 Chinggeltei (2002: 65) read this grapheme as ‹t‘um›.  
59 See Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 159) for the semantic decipherment of  as ‘grandson’.  
60 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 183) propose reading the graph as ‹ebu›.  
61 Chinggeltei (2002: 67) proposes the reading ‹ɑi›.  
62 Chinggeltei (2002: 68).   
63 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265).  
64 Chinggeltei (2002: 68).  
65 Kane (2009: 60) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as ‹aú›.  
66 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as ‹da2›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

220 ‹mu›67 ‹mu›   

222 ‹ñ›68  ‹ñ›  

224 ‹m›69    

227     

229 ‹ta›    

234     

235 ‹ir›70 ‹ir› ‹ir›  

236  ‹ur› ‹ur›  

238    born 

240 ‹par›71   ten 

241 ‹pu›    

242 ‹fu›    

243    heaven 

244 ‹s› ‹s› ‹s›  

245 ‹u›72 ‹u› ‹u›  

67 Kane (2009: 61) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 265) read this as ‹mú›.  
68 Shimunek (2011e: 131); Shimunek (2007).  
69 Chinggeltei (2002: 70) reads this grapheme as ‹m›. Kane claims that the grapheme  “seems 

to be used with rounded or back vowels”, and gives the reading ‹mu› (2009: 61 2.224). 
Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 61) also follow the reading ‹mu›. However, there is direct 
evidence of this grapheme with wordforms that do not have rounded vowels or back vowels, 
e.g.  ‹m?.l.g.en› (Hsüan 14:3),  ‹m?.i› (Jen-i 4:1), and  ‹m?.en› (Hsüan 
28:18). Although none of these wordforms have been semantically deciphered, they 
provide phonological evidence that the grapheme  is not associated exclusively with 
rounded vowels or back vowels. Thus, I follow Chinggeltei’s reading of  as ‹m›. 

70 Shimunek (2014a: 112).  
71 This is my revision of Róna-Tas (2016). See §8.5.4 entry for MKit  ‘ten’ for discussion. 
72 Chinggeltei (2002: 74) reads this grapheme as ‹u›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

246  ‹qu›73 ‹qu›  

247 ‹t›  ‹t›  

249   ‹rdu›74  

250 ‹qau›75    

251 ‹n› ‹en› ? ‹n›  

252  ‹o›76   

253  ‹o›77   

254 ‹d› ‹d› ‹d›  

255  ‹or› ‹or› ?  

257 ‹em› ‹em›   

258 ‹ts›78    

259 ‹γur›79   three 

260 ‹t›80    

261 ‹l› ‹l› ‹l›  

262 ‹ui› ‹ui› ‹ui› deed, matter; pig 

264 ‹ng›81    

266    sixty 

267    sixty 

73 Kane (2009: 64).  
74 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 87). See also Shimunek (2014a: 108).  
75 Shimunek (2011e: 131).   
76 Kane reads this grapheme as ‹ó› (2009: 65) and ‹ô› (2009: 304). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 

266) read this as ‹ô›.  
77 Kane reads this grapheme as ‹ô› (2009: 304). Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 266) read this as 

‹ô2›.  
78 Chinggeltei (2002: 77).  
79 Chinggeltei (2002: 77).  
80 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 266) read this as ‹t2›.  
81 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267).  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

270 ‹êm› ‹êm› ‹êm›  

273  ‹un›82 ‹un›  

274  ‹ia›83   

279 ‹po›   season, time 

280  ‹ang›84   

283 ‹k›    

285 ‹nigu›85   gold, golden, yellow 

286 ‹nigu?›   gold, golden, yellow (?) 

288 ‹beñ›86 ‹beñ›   

289  ‹u›87 ‹u›  

290  ‹an›88 ‹an›  

294    south 

295 ‹p› ‹p›   

297 ‹pu›89    

82 Chinggeltei (2002: 80-81).  
83 Chinggeltei (2002: 81) reads this as ‹ ɑ›.  
84 Chinggeltei (2002: 81) reads this as ‹ɑŋ›. Kane (2009: 68) reads this as ‹áŋ› and Oyuunch & 

Janhunen (2010: 267) read ‹áng›.  
85 In the Lang-chün Inscription, the grapheme  corresponds to Chinese Chin  ‘golden’ in 

the sequence  ‘Great Golden State ( )’, i.e. the Jurchen Empire. This state 
name also appears in the Chin-tai Chen-kuo shang-chiang-chün mu-chih-ming 

 inscription—another Jurchen-period Kitan text—in the form  
‘the Golden State’ (Chen, l. 11), identified by Liu et al. as corresponding to ‘Golden State 
( )’ (2009: 462). Since the grapheme  corresponds to *nigu  ‹n.i.gu›, the 
grapheme  undoubtedly should be read ‹nigu›. 

86 Shimunek (2011e: 131).  
87 This is my revision of previous proposals. Chinggeltei (2002: 83) reads this as ‹iu›. Kane 

(2009: 69) reads ‹iú› and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) follow.  
88 Kane (2009: 69-70) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) read this as ‹án›.  
89 Kane (2009: 71) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 267) read this as ‹pú›.  
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

300    seventy90 

301    seventy91 

302 ‹il?›    

303 ‹ing›92 ‹ing›   

308    compose 

309 93     

311 ‹b› ‹b› ‹b›  

312 ‹tum›94   ten thousand 

313   ‹lu›95  

314  ‹iang›96   

319 ‹go›    

320 97     

322 ‹on›98    

323 ‹qai›99   aforementioned 

90 Kane (2009: 71) reads this as ‘eighty’. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) and Kane (2013a: 
19) read this as ‘seventy’. See also discussion in 7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’. 

91 Kane (2009: 71) reads this as ‘eighty’. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read it as ‘seventy’. 
92 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268).  
93 Kane (2009: 72) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as ‹hó›.  
94 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268).  
95 I follow Chinggeltei’s reading of this grapheme as ‹ › (2002: 87). Kane (2009: 72) reads 

this as ‹ló›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as ‹lo›.  
96 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268). 
97 Kane (2009: 73) treats this grapheme as undeciphered, but offers the mnemonic reading ‹yỏ›. 

Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) treat this grapheme as undeciphered.  
98 Kane (2009: 73) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read this as ‹ón›.  
99 Kane (2009: 73) reads this as ‹qi› and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) follow. Chinggeltei 

(2002: 88) reads ‹mun›. Despite the divergent proposals existing in the literature on the 
reading of this grapheme, we can be certain of its value as ‹ › since it also transcribes the 
first syllable of the Kitan name of the Qay ethnic group, known from Middle Turkic and 
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

324   ‹ên›100  

327  ‹iê›101   

328 ‹γong›102    

329  ‹ün›   

331 ‹neu›    

332 ‹nai›   head, government official 

334 ‹g› ‹g› ‹g›  

335 ‹ia› ‹ia›  elder brother 

336 ‹gi›103    

337   ‹ǰ›104  

339 ‹i› ‹i› ‹i›  

340 ‹k›105 ‹k›   

341  ‹er› ‹r›106  

342    wine 

344  ‹ud› ‹ud›  

Middle Chinese transcriptions to have been *Qay. The Middle Kitan demonstrative  
 ‹qai› ‘the aforementioned’ is undoubtedly a loanword from Old Mandarin  kai (MSC 

gāi) ‘id.’ See Chapter Three for discussion. See also 7.3.2.1.2 ‘Demonstratives’. 
100 Chinggeltei (2002: 88) reads this grapheme as ‹en›. Kane (2009: 73-74) reads this as ‹iên›. 

Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) ‹üen›.   
101 Chinggeltei (2002: 88) reads this as ‹ie›.  
102 Kane (2009: 74) reads this as ‹hoŋ›. Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 268) read ‹hong2›.  
103 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269) read this as ‹gi2›.  
104 Shimunek (2014a: 301 n. 16). See also Chapter Eight entry for Tagh čɪ či  [ ] 

‘plural occupational suffix’.  
105 Chinggeltei (2002: 92) reads this as ‹x› ~ ‹k‘›. Kane (2009) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010) 

read ‹x›.  
106 The phonologically conditioned reading ‹r› is my proposal. See discussion in Appendix A 

1 ‘Phonologically Conditioned Readings’ above. 
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Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

345  ‹ung›107 ‹ung›  

347  ‹oi›108   

348 ‹e› ‹e›   

349 ‹ge› ‹ge›   

353  ‹ï› ‹ï›  

355 ‹ordu›109  ‹ordu› palace 

356     

357  ‹ung›110   

360 ‹pong›111    

361  ‹en›112 ‹en›  

362  ‹iau›113   

365 ‹qɪta›114    

366   ‹wl›115  

368 ‹dur›116   four 

369 ‹dur?›   four 

107 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).  
108 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269). 
109 Kane (2009: 77-78).  
110 Chinggeltei (2002: 95) read this as ‹uŋ›. Kane (2009: 78) reads ‹úŋ› and Oyuunch & 

Janhunen (2010: 269) read ‹úng›. 
111 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).  
112 Kane (2009: 78) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269) read this as ‹én›.  
113 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 269).  
114  This reading is my revision of previous proposals. See §7.2.1 entry for Ch’i-tan for 

attestations. 
115 This is my revision of previous proposals; see discussion in the footnote for grapheme #131 

 above. Chinggeltei (2002: 102) read this as ‹ul›, and Kane (2009: 79) and Oyuunch & 
Janhunen (2010: 269) follow.  

116 Chinggeltei (2002: 102). See also discussion in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal Numerals’ above. 
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# Graph 
Readings 

Logographic meaning (if any) initial/isolated 
medial/final 

C_ V_ 

371    region 

372 ‹uw›117 ‹uw› ‹uw›  

373    great 

374 ‹tai›    

375 ‹ča›118    

378    (repeats a grapheme preceding 
it) 

379 ‹qutuq›119   good fortune 

424    sixty120 
449    eighty121 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

117 Shimunek (2011e: 129, 131).  
118 Kane (2009: 80) and Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 270) read this as ‹ca›.  
119 Identified as a single grapheme by Kane (2009: 81). Kane (2009: 81) reads this as ‹qudug›. 

Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 270) treat this grapheme as phonologically undeciphered.  
120 Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 271).  
121  See Table 31. Middle Kitan cardinal numerals 20-10,000 in §7.3.2.1.5.2 ‘Cardinal 

Numerals’ above.  
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Alphabetical List of Phonologically Deciphered Graphemes in this Book 
 

Below I give an alphabetical listing of phonologically deciphered Kitan 
Assembled Script graphemes appearing in this book. The following 
alphabetical order is employed: 
 
 a  b  č  d  e  ê  f  g  γ  i  ɪ  ï  ǰ  k  l  m  n  ñ  o  p  q  r  s  š  t  u  ü  w  y  ÿ 
  
 

Reading Graph # 
‹a›  189
‹ad›  099
‹ai›  122
‹ai›  197
‹Al›  098
‹am›  184
‹an›  011
‹an›  290
‹ang›  199
‹ang›  280
‹aq›  168
‹ar›  084
‹ar›  123
‹as›  174
‹au›  161
‹au›  210
‹Awr›  080
‹b›  311
‹beñ›  288
‹bu›  176
‹bu›  196

Reading Graph # 
‹č›  162
‹ča›  375
‹čau›  022
‹d›  254
‹d› 099 
‹da›  214
‹dalu›  141
‹dau›  119
‹de›  205
‹deu›  101
‹di›  037
‹do›  217
‹du›  179
‹dur›  368
‹dur?›  369
‹e›  109
‹e›  348
‹ebu›  196
‹em›  257
‹en›  100
‹en›  140
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Reading Graph # 
‹en›  361
‹eñ›  144
‹er›  341
‹eu›  067
‹êm›  270
‹ên›  073
‹ên›  324
‹fu›  242
‹g›  334
‹ge›  112
‹ge›  349
‹gi›  146
‹gi›  336
‹go›  319
‹gu›  165
‹γ› 151 
‹γa› 051 
‹γo› 076 
‹γo› 076 
‹γong› 075 
‹γong› 328 
‹γur› 166 
‹γur› 259 
‹γur?› 167 
‹i›  339
‹ia›  335
‹ia›  274
‹iang›  062
‹iang›  175
‹iang›  314

Reading Graph # 
‹iau›  362
‹iê›  327
‹il?›  302
‹in›  018
‹ing›  303
‹ir›  235
‹iši›  033
‹iši?›  034
‹iu›  019
‹ï›  113
‹ï›  353
‹ǰ›  087
‹ǰ›  104
‹ǰ›  149
‹ǰ›  152
‹ǰ›  337
‹ǰa›  150
‹ǰau›  015
‹ǰï›  087
‹ǰu›  147
‹ǰ ›  134
‹ǰur?›  135
‹ǰuri?›  002
‹k›  283
‹k›  340
‹ki›  163
‹ku›  178
‹l›  261
‹li›  206
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Reading Graph # 
‹lu›  208
‹lu›  313
‹m›  133
‹m›  224
‹ming›  207
‹mu›  220
‹n›  251
‹na›  139
‹nai›  332
‹neu›  331
‹ng›  264
‹ñ›  144
‹ñ›  222
‹ñayr?›  159
‹ñ m?›  008
‹ñ m›  007
‹o›  107
‹o›  186
‹o›  252
‹o› 253 
‹od›  016
‹oγ› 076 
‹oi›  347
‹omo›  021
‹on›  154
‹on›  322
‹ong›  071
‹or›  255
‹ordu›  355
‹p›  295

Reading Graph # 
‹par› 240 
‹po›  279
‹pong›  360
‹pu›  241
‹pu›  297
‹qa›  053
‹qai›  323
‹qau›  250
‹qɪta›  365
‹qo›  169
‹qu›  036
‹qu›  118
‹qu›  246
‹qur›  014
‹qutuq› 379
‹r›  137
‹r›  341
‹r› 041 
‹rdu›  249
‹ri›  069
‹s›  244
‹sayr?›  081
‹sï›  083
‹š›  028
‹ši›  033
‹ši?›  034
‹šï›  180
‹t›  247
‹t›  260
‹ta›  229
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Reading Graph # 
‹tai›  374
‹tau›  029
‹tau?›  030
‹to›  213
‹ts›  258
‹tu›  202
‹tum›  187
‹tum›  312
‹u›  090
‹u›  245
‹u›  289
‹u›  172
‹ud›  092
‹ud›  105
‹ud›  344
‹udur›  072
‹ui›  262
‹ulǰ › 177 

Reading Graph # 
‹un›  273
‹ung›  106
‹ung›  345
‹ung›  357
‹uñ›  059
‹ur›  097
‹ur›  236
‹uw›  131
‹uw›  372
‹ün›  329
‹w›  070
‹wl›  366
‹y›  020
‹ÿ›  082
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APPENDIX B 
KITAN ASSEMBLED SCRIPT: COMMON TYPOGRAPHICAL 

ERRORS 
 
 
In this section I offer a listing of common typographical errors in Kitan 
Assembled Script. The following typographical errors have been identified by 
Kane (2009), Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010), and Oyuunch (2012): 

 
Table 97. Previously identified common KAS typographical errors 

ERROR INTENDED  EXAMPLE IDENTIFIED BY 
‹qu› ‹ai› Hsüan (1: 6) Kane (2009: 59, 64)
‹ › ‹ › YHsiang (9: 29-32) Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010)
‹ › ‹ › HsTi (14: 13-24)  Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010: 89-90) 
‹γa› ‹ › YP’u (7: 2-5) Oyuunch (2012)

 
Additional typographical errors include the following:   

 
Table 98. Common KAS typographical errors 

ERROR INTENDED  EXAMPLE 
‹ › ‹un › Hsing (33: 10) 
‹ › ‹ › Hsing (3: 8), Hsüan (15: 20) 
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APPENDIX C 
GLOSS FORMULAE 

 
 
This appendix presents a non-exhaustive list of gloss formulae, i.e. syntactic 
constructions for glossed transcriptions of foreign words. Gloss formulae 
presented here include Late Old Chinese transcriptions of Middle Serbi 
dialects; Early Middle Chinese transcriptions of Taghbach, T’u-yü-hun, and 
Old Kitan; Late Middle Chinese transcriptions of Old Kitan; Early Old 
Mandarin transcriptions of Kitan; Late Old Mandarin transcriptions of Middle 
Mongol; an Old Tibetan transcription of Kitan; Latin transcriptions of Middle 
Mongol; and New Persian transcriptions of medieval Mongolic languages and 
dialects. I have excluded Georgian and Armenian transcriptions of Late Middle 
Mongol because at the time of writing I did not have access to the original 
manuscripts in which these transcriptions are attested. In the tables below ‘T’ 
denotes a transcription of a foreign word or phrase, and ‘G’ denotes a gloss. 
 
Table 99. Late Old Chinese glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words 

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 
T G As for T, in Chinese it is called G. Chin Shu 

G T The Serbi call G T. Chin Shu
T G As for T, it is the designation for G. Chin Shu 

 
Table 100. Early Middle Chinese glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words 

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 
G T They call G T. Chou Shu 
G T They call G T. Sung Shu, NCS 
G T They call G T. Chou Shu 

G T They call G T. NCS 
T G The word T in the Miscreant language  

is G in Chinese. 
Sung Shu 

T G T is G in Chinese. Sung Shu 
T G T is comparable to G. WS 
G T G is translated as T. NCS 
T G T is the Wei (i.e., Taghbach) word for G. WS 
T G  The T clan was later changed to the G clan. WS 
G T… The G, the T… SCI 
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Table 101. Late Middle Chinese glossed transcription of Serbi-Mongolic words 
GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 
T G As for T, it is the Hu word for G. TCTC 

 
Table 102. Old Mandarin glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words 

GLOSS FORMULAE ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 
T G They say T for what is called G in Chinese. CPYPL 

T G T is G in Chinese. CPYPL 
G T As for G, in the foreigners’ language they call it T. CPYPL 
G T As for G, the foreigners call it T. CPYPL 
T G T denotes G. LS 
T G  T is a name for G. LS 
T G T is G. LS, YPTC 

G T They say T for G. YPTC 
T G T is that which is known as G in Chinese. CTKC 
T G T denotes G. SWCCL 
T G As for T, it is a translation of the word G. MTPL 

 
Table 103. Old Tibetan glossed transcription of Serbi-Mongolic 

GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 

G ་ཏན་ི་ T G is the Kitan T. PT1283 

 
Table 104. Latin glossed transcriptions of Serbi-Mongolic words 

GLOSS FORMULA ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCE 
… T, id est G … … T, that is, G … HM 

Table 105. Persian glossed transcriptions of medieval Mongolic languages and dialects 
GLOSS FORMULAE  ENGLISH EQUIVALENT SOURCES 

] بوده.Gکھ [ ] بھ جھت آن گفتھ اندTاو را [   He was called T because he was G. JT 202 
.[T2] گویند و ایشان [T1] را دیگران [G]  The others call G T1, but they  

[call it] T2. 
JT 99 

باشد. ]G] [T[و  ،] گفتھ اندTاو را [   She was called T, and T means G. JT 115 
] است.G] یعنی [Tمعنی [   The meaning of T is G. JT 115 
است. ]T] [G[معنی    The meaning of T is G. JT 248 
باشد. ]T] [G[معنی    T means G. JT 189 

 ]T] یعنی [G.[   The meaning of T [is] G. JT 211 
 ]T] [G[ .بوده   T means G. JT 178 
 ]T] [G[ .باشد   T means G. JT 219 
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APPENDIX D 
PRE-PROTO-MONGOLIC MORPHOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS

 
 
The Mongolic branch is characterized by several identifiable morphological 
innovations distinguishing it from the Serbi branch. Namely, the pre-Proto-
Mongolic suffixes ɣ , , and ɣ  appear on certain nouns, and the 
suffix *-bA appears on certain numerals. These suffixes, precise semantic 
values of which have yet to be determined, were later reanalyzed in Proto-
Mongolic as part of the root. See below for examples: 
 
 

Pre-Proto-Mongolic ɣ  
 
This pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix is attested with certain livestock terms (e.g. 
‘cow’, goat’) certain kinship terms (e.g. ‘grandfather’), and the numeral 
‘seven’. The precise meaning is unclear, but comparanda in Mongolic, Serbi, 
Tungusic, and Turkic, as well as clues in Preclassical Written Mongol 
orthography, provide evidence of this suffix. 
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Figure 7. Reflexes of Common Serbi-Mongolic *uni 'cow' 

           CSM  ‘cow’ 
 
 

 
                             pre-PMgl ɣə                           PSer 
      
 
                   MKit  ‘cow’ 
      

PMgl ɣə əɣə  → NTung 
      (e.g. Hailar Ewk unəgən ‘cow’) 
        

       
attested MMgl   üniyen   ~   üneyen   
 
 

 
                 Daur         Khalkha  ‘cow’    
 

 
See entry for MKit *uñ ‘cow’ in Chapter Eight for discussion and 

attestations of these wordforms. 
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Figure 8. Reflexes of Common-Serbi-Mongolic *ɪma ‘goat’ 
 
           CSM ɪ  ‘goat’ 

 
 

 
MTrk ɨmʁa ~ yɨmʁa  ← pre-PMgl ɪ ɣ         PSer ɪ → Tung.   
         ‘female wild          ima ‘goat’     
          mountain goat’         
                  MKit *ɛma ‘goat’ 
      
       PMgl ɪ ɣ  → Ewenki  

                              (e.g. KDKE imagaan ‘goat’)   
 
 
 

                 MMgl ima’a-n    
 
 
   

 
            Khalkha  ‘goat’    

 
 
 See entry for MKit *ɛma ‘goat’ in Chapter Eight for discussion and 
attestations of these wordforms. 
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Figure 9. Reflexes of Common-Serbi-Mongolic *əbu ‘old man, grandfather, ancestor’ 
 
           CSM ə  ‘old man, grandfather, ancestor’ 

 
 

 
             pre-PMgl ə ɣə                PSer 
      
 
     MKit *əbu → Jur. > Ma. əfu1 → WMgl efu2 
 
                       PMgl ə ɣə      

    
 

                       MMgl ə ə ‘ancestor’ ə ə  ‘old man’ 
 
 
                    Khalkha [ˈɵ ɵ̆ ‘ancestor’ ɵˈ ɵ ‘ ’    [ˈɵ ɣɵ̆ŋ] ‘old man’ 
         
 
 See the entry for MKit *əbu ‘grandfather, old man, ancestor’ in Chapter 
Eight for discussion and attestations of these wordforms. 
 The same suffix, or a homophonous suffix, appears in the numeral 
‘seven’: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

1 Manchu efu [əfu] denotes ‘husband of one’s elder sister’ (Norman 1978: 70-71). 
2 Written Mongol efu ‘son-in-law of an emperor or king’ (Roz. 66). 
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Figure 10. Reflexes of Common Serbi-Mongolic ʊ ‘seven’ 
 
           CSM ʊ ‘seven’ 

 
 

 
             pre-PMgl ʊ ɣ                           PSer 
      
 
                MKit *dalu ‘seven’ 
         
                       PMgl ɔ ʊɣ       

    
 

                       MMgl dolo’a-n ‘seven’  
 
 
                    Khalkha ɔˈɮɔ ‘seven’ 

 
 

Pre-Proto-Mongolic  
 
Serbi-Mongolic cognates, Late Old Chinese loanwords into early Serbi-
Mongolic, shared lexemes between Archaic Turkic and Mongolic (i.e. the 
earliest identifiable layer of words in Mongolic with obvious Turkic 
connections), early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords in Tungusic, and at least two 
early Serbi-Mongolic lexical correspondences with Japanese-Koguryoic 
provide a substantial body of evidence for  as a divergent morphological 
innovation in pre-Proto-Mongolic distinguishing the Mongolic branch from 
the Serbi branch. 3  This suffix was appended to nominal roots and was 
subsequently regularly reanalyzed as part of the root in Proto-Mongolic, losing 
its semantic distinctions. Its precise meaning can no longer be determined with 
certainty. The table below presents cognates between Serbi and Mongolic 

3 See Janhunen (2003: 12-13), Rybatzki (2003: 64-66), Choimaa (1990), and Poppe (1981: 
387-388) for Mongolic-internal evidence of this suffix.  
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languages exhibiting a  suffix in Mongolic and lacking this suffix in 
Serbi:4 
 
Table 106. Serbi-Mongolic correspondences indicating *-sU as a Mongolic innovation 

Serbi Mongolic (pre-PMgl > PMgl > MMgl (WMgl)) PSM 
*ǝbǝn (MSer) *ǝbǝ  > *ǝbǝsu  > ebesü-n *ǝbǝ  
*tʰaʁ (Tagh) *tʰɔɣ  > *tʰɔɦɔ ʊ  > to’osu-n *tʰaɣ 

 (LKit) ʊ  > ʊ ʊ  > usu-n [ʊ ʊ ] ʊ 
ɔ *kʰɔb(ɔ)-sU-n > *kʰɔbɔsʊ-n > (qobosun) *kʰɔ ɔ

*silɣu (T’u-yü-hun)5 *siliɣu-sU-n > sili’üsü-n [ʃ ] *siliɣu 

 
 Significant work has been undertaken on the early Serbi-Mongolic 
elements in Tungusic, although under the label ‘Early Mongol’ or ‘Ancient 
Mongol’, e.g. Poppe (1960), Rozycki (1994), etc. To the best of my knowledge, 
however, no previous studies have made note of the striking regularity of a     

 suffix in attested Mongolic and the absence of this suffix in the known 
Serbi-Mongolic elements in Tungusic.6 Below I present a table providing some 
particularly illustrative examples: 
 
 
 

  

4 For the semantic values of the words in this table, see the relevant entries in §8.5.4. 
5 See §6.2.1.1 entry for Silgucïn ~ Sïlgucïn.  
6 Doerfer made a similar observation, noting that “The suffix -sUn [i.e. *-sU-n], characteristic 

of [Middle Mongol], is frequently lacking in [Manchu and Daur]. Since these languages are 
close to pre-Yüan [Mongol], it is likely that -sUn often lacked in [Taghbach and Kitan], too” 
(1993: 81).  
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Table 107. Tungusic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation7 
Middle Mongol SM Loanwords in Tungusic PSM 
burqasun ‘elm’8 Ma. buǰan ~ Ewk. burgan ‘id.’9 ʊ
anǰasun ‘plough’10 Ma., Ulcha, Nan. anǰa ‘plough’11 *anǰa ~ *anda
ne’üresün ‘coal’12 Ma. nemu ~ nemuri ‘mine’13 *nǝɣ͡β ~ *nǝɣ͡βurǝ
huliyasun ‘poplar’14 Ma. fulχa ‘aspen, poplar’15 *pʰʊ ɪɣ
hutasun ~ hudasun ‘string’17 Ma. futa ‘rope, line, string’18 *pʰʊtʰa
görö’esün ‘game animal’19 Ma. gurgu ‘wild animal’20 ɣǝ
*sili’üsü-n ‘lynx’21 Ma. silun ‘lynx’22 ɣu ~ *silǝɣ

7  Several of these are noted by Doerfer (1993: 81). I independently noticed these 
correspondences and later found Doerfer’s study. 

8 E.g. attested early MMgl burqasun [ ], glossed as ‘elm twig ( )’ (SHM 103). 
9 This correspondence was identified by Tsintsius (1974-1975: 111). See also Roz. 37.  

10 E.g. attested MMgl anǰasun [ ] ‘plough ( )’ (HIIY 1.10a4).  
11 See Roz. 19 for this Manchu-Mongol correspondence. 
12 E.g. attested MMgl ne’üresün [ ] ‘charcoal ( )’ (HIIY 1.11b3). Note also 

Khalkha нүүрс [nuːrs] and Kharachin [niːrə  (Sun et al. 1990: 520). 
13 Norman glosses Manchu nemu as ‘mine, mine shaft’ (1978: 211a). See also Tsintsius (1974-

1975: 621) for this Manchu word. Foreign coda *r is regularly lost in Mongol loanwords 
in Manchu (Rozycki 1994). The variant nemuri ‘coal mine’ (Zakharov 1875: 220a) is a 
paragogic repair of the same SM donor form to conform to JM phonotactics. 

14 Poppe (1974: 130). Attested MMgl huli(y)asun (Kara 1990: 299). Note also Santa xulasuŋ 
‘aspen’ (Todaeva 1961: 139). 

15 Sanzheev (1930b: 702), Doerfer (1985: 23 §37), Krippes (1992: 128, 144), Roz. 81.  
16 Krippes (1992: 144) reconstructs ‘proto-Mongolian’ *puliyasun (equivalent to *pʰʊ ʊ

, but the Manchu form clearly shows that its early Serbi-
Mongolic donor form had a dorsal fricative ɣ which lenited to -y- in attested Mongolic.  

17 MMgl hudasun [ ] ‘string ( )’ (HIIY 1.12a8). Cf. also Ligeti & Kara (2012: 176). 
18 Krippes (1992: 128); Roz. 84. 
19 E.g. attested early MMgl görö’esün [ ] ‘wild animals ( )’ (SHM 123) ~ 

görö’esü [ ] ‘game animal ( )’ (SHM §179).   
20 Despite Rozycki (1994: 93), this is an early SM element in JM, as it lacks  and preserves 

the early SM intervocalic fricative ɣ  which was regularly lost in Modern Mongolian. 
21 See discussion in §6.2.1.1 entry for Silgucïn ~ Sïlgucïn. 
22 Rozycki considers this an “early” Mongolic loanword in Manchu (Roz. 182).   
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Further evidence is found in the early Archaic Turkic lexical 
correspondences with Mongolic. Here we have a number of nouns which were 
borrowed between pre-Proto-Mongolic and an Archaic Turkic dialect,23 which 
later acquired a  suffix in Mongolic. 

Mongolic-Turkic correspondences indicating this *-sU suffix are 
summarized below:  

 
Table 108. Turkic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation 

Mongolic Turkic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
MMgl balaqasu ~ balaqasun OTrk balɨq < ɨ ă 
MMgl kilqasun ~ qilγasun MTrk qɨl < *qɨlqa ̆ > Chuv. ɘ ɘ  *kʰɪlga ~ *kʰɪ
MMgl deresü-n  MTrk yiz < řĕ řĕ *dǝrǝ

 
Specifically, Middle Mongol balaqasu ~ balaqasun ‘walled city’24 

corresponds to attested Old Turkic balɨq ‘city’;25 Middle Mongol kilqasun ~ 
qilγasun ‘hairs’ 26  corresponds to attested Middle Turkic qɨl ‘hair’ 27  and 

23 Despite the dominant view that these are Turkic → Mongolic loanwords, they are likely to 
be early Serbi-Mongolic loanwords into Archaic Turkic.   

24 E.g. attested early MMgl balaqasu [ ] ‘walled city ( )’ (SHM 247) ~ balaqasun 
[ ] ‘walled city ( )’ (SHM 247). See also de Rachewiltz (2006: 905). 

25 E.g. attested 8th c. Old Turkic balɨq ‘city’ (GOrkT 307).  
26 Attested early MMgl kilqasun [ ] ‘tail hair ( )’ (SHM 25) and attested late 

MMgl qilγasun [قیلغاسون] ‘hair’ (MAA; Poppe 1938: 298a). De Rachewiltz translates MMgl 
kilqasun as ‘hair from the mane and tail of a horse, horse hair’ (de Rachewiltz 2006: 270).  

27 Attested in MTrk as qɨl ‘hair’ in a 12th-13th c. edition of the 11th c. Qutadγu Bilig (DTS 442a). 
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Chuvash ɘ ɘ  ‘horse hair’;28 and Middle Mongol deresün ‘feather grass’29 
corresponds to attested Middle Turkic yiz ‘reed’.30 These correspondences 
provide evidence of Archaic Turkic ɨ ă ‘walled city’,31 ɨ ă ‘hairs’,32 
and řĕ řĕ ‘reed, feather grass’ as well as Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 

‘walled city’,33 *kʰɪlga ~ *kʰɪ  ‘hairs’, and *dǝrǝ ‘feather grass’. 
 There are also at least two lexical correspondences with both Tungusic 
and Turkic comparanda: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28 Chuvash хӗлӗх [ ɘ ɘ ] specifically denotes ‘horse hair (коньский волос)’ according to the 
online Chuvash-Russian dictionary Электронлӑ сӑмахсар (<samah.chv.su/cgi-bin/s.cgi>, 
accessed October 24, 2015). Zolotnitskii transcribes the Chuvash word in the Russian 
Phonetic Alphabet as [хилих] and glosses this as ‘string, cord (струна)’ (1875: 92). 
Fedotov glosses Chuvash хӗлӗх as “волос конский; рыболовная леска; струна” and 
notes Turkic cognates, Mongolic cognates, Ewenki kil (← Sakha), Solon xilgaas (← Mgl.), 
and Hill Mari ӹльык ‘horse hair’ ← Chuv. (Fedotov 1996, v. 2: 342).  

29 E.g. early MMgl deresün, attested in the genitive case form deresün-ü [ ] ‘of 
feather grass’ (SHM 249; cf. de Rachewiltz 2006: 178, 905).  

30 The earliest attestation in Turkic is 11th c. Middle Turkic yiz ‘reed’ (DTS 264b). Numerous 
Old Turkic lexical items exhibit free variation between i ~ e, e.g. attested 8th c. OTrk il ~ 
el ‘people, state’ (GOrkT 334), yegirmi ~ yigirmi ‘twenty’ (GOrkT 401), yer ~ yir ‘earth, 
place, land, soil’ (GOrkT 401), ye- ~ yi- ‘eat’ (GOrkT 401), and yeti ~ yiti ‘seven’ (GOrkT 
401-402). 

31 Kara (2006: 104). The word is possibly also related to Manchu falγa ‘clan, tribe, all the 
people living on one street’, as discussed by Rozycki (1994: 73-74) and Sinor (1981: 97-
100). 

32 This is essentially the “Bulghar Turkic” reconstruction proposed by Schönig (2003: 407).  
33 Note also modern Daur [ əɣ] ‘earth, soil, dirt’ (Engkebatu 1984: 70). This Daur-Mongol 

correspondence was identified by Ceberhas (2015: 96).  
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Table 109. Tungusic and Turkic evidence of *-sU as a Mongolic innovation 
Middle Mongol Manchu Turkic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
düri (~ WMgl dürsü-n) durun OTrk yüz 34 < *ðüř *dur ~ *duri ‘form, face’ 
harqasun 35 faǰan 36 MTrk arq < *harqă 37 *pʰarga ~ *pʰarka ‘dung’ 

 
Northeastern Late Old Chinese loanwords in early Serbi-Mongolic 

provide additional evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU. See the table below:  
 
Table 110. Late Old Chinese evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU 

Mongolic Serbi Late Old Chinese (northeastern dial.) Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
qoqosun   ɔ V̆ ~ ɔʁV̆ ɔ  
to’osun   *tʰaʁ ‘earth’  *tʰâʁ *tʰaɣ 
mindasun ă ɪ

 
 The following Mongolic and Japanese-Koguryoic lexical 
correspondences provide further evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU (see 
§9.2.1 for discussion): 

 
Table 111. Japanese-Koguryoic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-sU 

Mongolic Japanese-Koguryoic Proto-Serbi-Mongolic 
qudusun OJpn *kutu > MSJ kutsu ʊtʰʊ ʊ ʊ
čisun OJpn *ti > MSJ chi *tʰɪ

 
 
 
 

34 The earliest attestation in Turkic is 8th c. Old Turkic yüz ‘face’ (GOrkT 408).  
35 See Table 84 in Chapter Nine for this Middle Mongol form and its attestation.  
36 Norman translates this Manchu word as “feces (of animals and birds), dung” (1978: 81b). 

Rozycki treats this word as an “early” Mongol-Manchu correspondence (Roz. 72-73). 
Manchu is characterized by a regular sound change of earlier *rg > ǰ (see Rozycki 1994 for 
examples). 

37 E.g. MTrk arq ‘excrement’ (EDT 213a). For the initial *h, cf. Khalaj harq ‘feces’ (Doerfer 
1971: 43, 291).  
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Pre-Proto-Mongolic ɣ  
 
 The following correspondences attest a ɣ  suffix in Mongolic lacking 
in Serbi:  
  
Table 112. Serbi and Mongolic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-ɣU 

Mongolic Serbi Common Serbi-Mongolic 
MMgl šiba’u-n MKit *šawa ɪ
MMgl gü’ü-n ~ kü’ü-n MKit  *kʰu
MMgl ke’ü-n ~ kübe’ün MKit *kʰəβ͡ɣ *kʰuβ͡ɣə

 
See §8.5.4 entries for MKit *šawa ‘bird of prey’,  ‘human, person’, and 

 ‘younger daughter, boy, son’. See also the Chapter Nine discussion of 
Middle Mongol ke’ü-n ‘child, son, boy’. 
  
 

Pre-Proto-Mongolic  
 

I have identified three Serbi-Mongolic correspondences providing evidence of 
pre-Proto-Mongolic *-bA in certain numerals:  
 
Table 113. Serbi-Mongolic evidence of pre-Proto-Mongolic *-bA 

Mongolic Serbi Common Serbi-Mongolic 
MMgl qurba-n ‘three’ MKit *ɢ  ‘three’ ʊ
MMgl dörbe-n ‘four’ MKit *dur ~ *tur ‘four’ 
MMgl harba-n ‘ten’ MKit par ‘ten’ pʰa

  
See §8.5.4 entries for MKit *ɢ  ‘three’, MKit  ‘four’, and MKit  ‘ten’ 
for discussion and attestations of these forms. 
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Publishers. 

Bacot, Jacques 1956. Reconnaissance en haute Asie septentrionale par cinq envoyés ouigours 
au VIIIe siècle. Journal Asiatique 244: 137-153. 

Badamdorj = Бадамдорж, Д. 2007. Монгол хэлний үгийн сангийн дархлаа. Эрдэм 
шинжилгээний бичиг: Монгол судлал 27 (2): 17-22. Улаанбаатар: Монгол улсын их 
сургууль. 

Bawden, Charles 1997. Mongolian-English Dictionary. London: Kegan Paul International. 
Baxter, William H. 1992. A Handbook of Old Chinese Phonology. Trends in Linguistics, 

Studies and Monographs 64. New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 
Bazarragchaa = Базаррагчаа, М. 1992. Монгол үгийн гарлыг мөшгөх нь. I, II боть. 

Улаанбаатар. 
Bazarragchaa = Базаррагчаа, М. 1995. Монгол үгийн гарлыг мөшгөх нь. III, IV, V боть. 

Улаанбаатар. 
Bazarragchaa = Базаррагчаа, М. 2008. Монгол хэлний “qasi-, basi-, masi-, asi-, esi-, ösi-, 

isi-” зэрэг хоршмол үе-утгалбараас үүссэн үгс. Эрдэм шинжилгээний бичиг XXIX 
(300): 25-35. Улаанбаатар: Монгол улсын их сургууль, Монгол хэл соёлын сургууль. 

Bazarragchaa = Базаррагчаа, Ц. 1984. Хятад хэлэнд орсон монгол үгс. Эрдэм 
шинжилгээний бичиг № 3 (87): 45-50. Улаанбаатар: Монгол улсын их сургууль. 

Bazin, Louis 1950. Recherches sur les parlers T’opa. T’oung Pao 39: 228-329. 
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Beckwith, Christopher I. 1977. A Study of the Early Medieval Chinese, Latin, and Tibetan 
Historical Sources on Pre-Imperial Tibet. Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Uralic and 
Altaic Studies, Indiana University (November, 1977). 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 1987. The Tibetan Empire in Central Asia: A History of the Struggle 
for Great Power among Tibetans, Turks, Arabs, and Chinese during the Early Middle 
Ages. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 1996. The morphological argument for the existence of Sino-Tibetan. 
Pan-Asiatic Linguistics: Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium on 
Languages and Linguistics, January 8-10, 1996, Volume III. Bangkok: Institute of 
Language and Culture for Rural Development, Mahidol University at Salaya, pp. 812-826. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2002a. Review of The Roots of Old Chinese by Laurent Sagart. In: 
Anthropological Linguistics 44 (2): 207-215. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2002b. The Sino-Tibetan problem. In: Medieval Tibeto-Burman 
Languages, edited by Christopher I. Beckwith. Leiden: E.J. Brill. pp. 113-157. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2005. On the Chinese Names for Tibet, Tabghatch, and the Turks. 
Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 14: 5-20. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2006a. The Frankish Name of the King of the Turks. Archivum 
Eurasiae Medii Aevi 15: 5-11. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2006b. Comparative morphology and Japanese-Koguryoic history: 
Toward an ethnolinguistic solution of the Altaic problem. Altaistic Studies 1: 125-137. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2006c. Toward a Tibeto-Burman theory. In: Christopher I. Beckwith 
(ed.) Medieval Tibeto-Burman Languages II. Leiden: Brill. pp. 1-38. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2006d. Old Tibetan and the dialects and periodization of Old Chinese. 
In: Beckwith (ed.) Medieval Tibeto-Burman Languages II. Leiden: Brill, pp. 179-200. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2006e. The Sonority Sequencing Principle and Old Tibetan syllable 
margins. In: Beckwith (ed.) Medieval Tibeto-Burman Languages II. Leiden: Brill, pp. 45-
55. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2007a. Koguryo, the Language of Japan’s Continental Relatives: An 
Introduction to the Historical-Comparative Study of the Japanese-Koguryoic Languages, 
with a Preliminary Description of Archaic Northeastern Middle Chinese. Leiden: Brill. 
Revised second edition. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2007b. A note on the name and identity of the Junghars. Mongolian 
Studies 29: 41-46. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2008a. An introduction to theoretical and methodological problems 
in the comparative-historical linguistics of Eastern Eurasian languages. In: Christopher I. 
Beckwith (ed.) Medieval Tibeto-Burman Languages III. Halle: IITBS GmbH. pp. 10-48. 
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Beckwith, Christopher I. 2008b. Old Chinese loanwords in Tibetan and the non-uniqueness of 
‘Sino-Tibetan’. In: C.I. Beckwith, ed., Medieval Tibeto-Burman Languages III. Halle: 
IITBS GmbH, pp. 161-201. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2009. Empires of the Silk Road: A History of Central Eurasia from 
the Bronze Age to the Present. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2010a. A note on the heavenly kings of ancient and medieval Central 
Eurasia. Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 17: 6-10. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2010b. Old Chinese loanwords in Korean. In: Sang-Oak Lee, ed., 
Contemporary Korean Linguistics: International Perspectives. Seoul: Thaehaksa, pp. 1-
22. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2010c. Could there be a Korean-Japanese linguistic relationship 
theory? Science, the data, and the alternatives. International Journal of Asian Studies 7 
(2): 201-219. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2011a. A note on the ‘Uralic and Altaic’ pronouns, IE words, and 
lost languages. Unpublished manuscript. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. 2011b. Huns and Turks. Central Eurasian Colloquium, Indiana 
University, March 30, 2011. <http://www.indiana.edu/~iaunrc/resources/av/podcasts>. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. & Michael Walter 2015. Dating and characterization of the Old 
Tibetan Annals and the Chronicle. In: From Bhakti to Bon: Festschrift for Per Kvaerne. 
Oslo: Novus. pp. 53-88. 

Beckwith, Christopher I. (forthcoming). The earliest Chinese words for ‘the Chinese’: The 
phonology, meaning, and origin of the epithet Ḥarya ~ Ārya in East Asia. To appear in 
Journal Asiatique, 2016, 304 (2). 18 pp.  

Benedict, Paul K. 1972. Sino-Tibetan: A Conspectus. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bernardini, Michele & Donatella Guida 2012. I Mongoli: Espansione, imperi, eredità. Torino: 

Piccola Biblioteca Einaudi. 
Bertagaev = Бертагаев, Т. А. 1969. Морфологическая структура слова в монгольских 

языках. Москва: Академия Наук СССР, Институт языкознания. 
Bertagaev = Бертагаев, Т. А. 1974. Лексика современных монгольских литературных 

языков (на материале монг. и бурят. языков). Москва. 
Binnick, Robert I. 1987. On the classification of the Mongolian languages. Central Asiatic 

Journal 31: 178-195. 
Böhtlingk, Otto 1851. Über die Sprache der Jakuten. Theil 2: Jakutisch-Deutsches 

Wörterbuch. St. Petersburg: Kaiserliche Akademie der Wissenschaften. 
Bold et al. = Болд, Л. 2008. Монгол хэлний дэлгэрэнгүй тайлбар толь. 5 боть. 

Улаанбаатар: Шинжлэх ухааны академи. 
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Boodberg, Peter A. 1936. The language of the T’o-pa Wei. Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 
1 (2): 167-185. 

Boyle, John Andrew (trans.) 1958. The History of the World-Conqueror by ‘Ala-ad-Din ‘Ata-
Malik Juvaini. Vol. 1. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Brosig, Benjamin 2014. Aspect, tense, and evidentiality in Middle Mongol. Урало-алтайские 
исследования 2 (13): 7-38. 

Buhe & Liu = Pu-ho  & Liu Chao-hsiung  1982. Pao-an-yü chien-chih 
. Chung-kuo shao-shu min-tsu yü-yen chien-chih ts’ung-shu 

. Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she. 
Campbell, Lyle. 1997. American Indian Languages: The Historical Linguistics of Native 

America. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Campbell, Lyle 1999. Historical Linguistics: An Introduction, Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Campbell, Lyle 2003. Beyond the comparative method? In: Barry J. Blake et al. (eds.) 

Historical Linguistics 2001: Selected Papers from the 15th International Conference on 
Historical Linguistics, Melbourne, 13-17 August 2001, Philadelphia: John Benjamins 
Publishing Company. pp. 33-57. 

Carpini = Giovanni di Pian di Carpine (a cura di P. Daffinà, C. Leonardi, M. C. Lungarotti, E. 
Menestò, e L. Petech) 1989. Storia dei Mongoli. Spoleto: Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto 
Medioevo. 

Carroll, Thomas D. 1953. Account of the T’u-yü-hun in the History of the Chin Dynasty. 
Chinese Dynastic Histories Translations, No. 4. Berkeley: Institute of East Asiatic Studies, 
University of California Press. 

Ceberhas = Ch’i-pu-erh-ha-ssu  2015. Ta-wo-erh-yü chung so pao-liu te meng-
ku-yü ku-chiu tz’u-yü chi ku-chiu tz’u-i 

. Altai Hakpo 25: 93-104. 
Chang Chiu-ling  1922. T’ang ch’eng-hsiang ch’ü-chiang Chang hsien-sheng wen-chi 

. <ctext.org>. 
Chen Sanping = Ch’en San-p’ing  and Kuo Chung-wu  1996. Nu-ts’ai k’ao—

yüan-shih Meng-ku-yü tz’uhui hua-hua i-li — . 
Journal of Oriental Studies 34: 82-92. 

Chen, Sanping 2002. Son of Heaven and Son of God: Interactions among ancient Asiatic 
cultures regarding sacral kingship and theophoric names. Journal of the Royal Asiatic 
Society, Third Series, 12 (3): 289-325. 

Chen, Sanping 2005. Turkic or Proto-Mongolian? A note on the Tuoba language. Central 
Asiatic Journal 49 (2): 161-174. 

Ch’en Shou  1971. San Kuo Chih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
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Cheremisov = Черемисов, К. М. 1951. Бурят-монгол–ород словарь / Бурят-монгольско–
русский словарь. Москва: Государственное издательство иностранных и 
национальных словарей. 

Chin Ch’i-tsung  1984. Nü-chen-wen tz’u-tien . Peking: Wen-wu ch’u-
pan-she.  

Chinggel & Liu = Ch’ing-ko-le  (Chinggel) & Liu Feng-chu  2003. Ch’i-tan 
hsiao-tzu “Huang-t’ai Shu-tsu ai ts’e wen” k’ao-shih 

. Min-tsu yü-wen  5: 13-19. 
Chinggeltei = Ch’ing-ko-erh-t’ai , Liu Feng-chu , Ch’en Nai-hsiung , 

Yü Pao-lin , and Hsing Fu-li  1985. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu yen-chiu 
, Peking: Chung-kuo she-hui k’o-hsüeh ch’u-pan-she . 

Chinggeltei = Ch’ing-ko-erh-t’ai  1992. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu chung te tung-tz’u fu-
chia ch’eng-fen . Min-tsu yü-wen  2: 1-9. 

Chinggeltei = Ch’ing-ko-erh-t’ai  2002. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu shih-tu wen-t’i 
, Tokyo: Kuo-li Ya Fei yü-yen wen-hua yen-chiu-so 

. 
Chinggeltei = Ch’ing-ko-erh-t’ai  2013 [1999]. 20 shih-chi Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu yen-

chiu te chung-yao shou-huo 20 . In: Hua Hsi yü-wen 
hsüeh-k’an  (Acta Linguistica et Litteraturaria Sinica Occidentalia), Vol. 
8: Ch’i-tan hsüeh chuan-chi  (Monograph of Khitan Studies), edited by Fu 
Yung-lin , Ch’eng-tu : Ssu-ch’uan ch’u-pan chi-t’uan , pp. 10-
17. Originally published in Mongolian in Öbör mongγol-un yeke surγaγuli-yin erdem 
sinǰilegen-ü sedkül, 1999, Vol. 4.  

Choimaa = Чоймаа, Ш. 1990. Монгол хэлний үг бүтээх нэгэн дагаврын түүхэн хувьсал. 
Эрдэм шинжилгээний бичиг №4 (102): 233-241. Улаанбаатар: Монгол улсын их 
сургууль. 

Chou Wei-chou  2006. T’u-yü-hun shih . Chung-kuo ku-tai pei-fang min-tsu 
shih ts’ung-shu . Kuang-hsi shih-fan ta-hsüeh ch’u-pan-she 

. 
Chu Chih-min  1995. Nei-meng-ku Ao-han ch’i Lao-hu kou Chin-tai Po-chou fang-

yü-shih mu . K’ao ku  9: 802-807. 
Ch’ün K’o-chia  et al. 2007. Qidar Mongghul ugonu marlong. Hsi-ning : Ch’ing-

hai-sheng min-tsu shih-wu wei-yüan-hui , Shao-shu min-tsu yü-
wen wen-tzu kung-tso pan-kung-shih . 

Clackson, James 2007. Indo-European Linguistics: An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
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Clark, Larry V. 1973. The Turkic and Mongol words in William of Rubruck’s Journey (1253-
1255). Journal of the American Oriental Society 93 (2): 181-189. 

Clark, Larry V. 1977. Mongol elements in Old Turkic? Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 
75: 110-168. 

Clauson, Sir Gerard 1956. The case against the Altaic theory. Central Asiatic Journal 2 (3): 
181-187. 

Clauson, Gérard 1957. À propos du manuscrit Pelliot tibétain 1283. Journal Asiatique 245: 
11-24. 

Clauson, Sir Gerard 1960. Turk, Mongol, Tungus. Asia Major, New Series 8 (1): 105-123. 
Clauson, Sir Gerard 1962. Turkish and Mongolian Studies. London: The Royal Asiatic Society. 
Clauson, Sir Gerard 1972. An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish. 

Oxford: The Clarendon Press. 
Cleaves, Francis Woodman 1982. The Secret History of the Mongols, Volume I (translation), 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
Coblin, W. South 1983. A Handbook of Eastern Han Sound Glosses. Hong Kong: The Chinese 

University Press. 
Coblin, W. South 1995. Two notes on the London Long Scroll. Bulletin of the School of 

Oriental and African Studies, University of London 58 (1): 104-108. 
Coblin, W. South 2007. A Handbook of ‘Phags-pa Chinese, ABC Chinese Dictionary Series. 

Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press. 
Csongor, B. 1952. Chinese in the Uighur script of the T’ang period. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 2: 73-121. 
Csongor, B. 1954. Some more Chinese glosses in Uighur script. Acta Orientalia Academiae 

Scientiarum Hungaricae 4: 251-257.  
Csongor, B. 1960. Some Chinese texts in Tibetan script from Tun-huang. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 10: 97-140. 
Csongor, B. 1962. Chinese glosses in Uighur texts written in Brahmi. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 15: 49-53. 
Davids, T. W. Rhys & William Stede 1921-1925. The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English 

Dictionary. London: The Pali Text Society. 
Dawson, Christopher 1998. Mission to Asia. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 
de Kőrös, Alexander Csoma 1834. A Grammar of the Tibetan Language. Calcutta. Reprinted 

1984 in Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 
de Rachewiltz, Igor 2006. The Secret History of the Mongols: A Mongolian Epic Chronicle of 

the Thirteenth Century. 2 vols. Leiden: Brill. 
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de Rachewiltz, Igor, and Volker Rybatzki 2010. Introduction to Altaic Philology: Turkic, 
Mongolian, Manchu. Handbook of Oriental Studies, Section Eight: Central Asia, Volume 
20. Leiden: Brill. 

de Smedt, A. & A. Mostaert 1933. Le dialecte Monguor parlé par les Mongols du Kansou 
occidental. IIIe partie: Dictionnaire monguor-francais.  

Dien, Albert E. 1956. A possible early occurrence of Altaic iduγan. Central Asiatic Journal 2 
(1): 12-20.  

Dien, Albert E. 2007. Six Dynaties Civilization. Early Chinese Civilization Series. New Haven: 
Yale University Press. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1963. Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen: Unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung älterer neupersischer Geschichtsquellen, vor allem der 
Mongolen- und Timuridenzeit. Band I: Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen. 
Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GMBH. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1965. Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen: Unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung älterer neupersischer Geschichtsquellen, vor allem der 
Mongolen- und Timuridenzeit. Band II: Türkischen Elemente im Neupersischen. 
Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GMBH. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1967. Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen: Unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung älterer neupersischer Geschichtsquellen, vor allem der 
Mongolen- und Timuridenzeit. Band III: Türkischen Elemente im Neupersischen. 
Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GMBH. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1971. Khalaj Materials. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University 
Publications. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1985. Mongolo-Tungusica. Tungusica, Band III, ed. Michael Weiers. 
Wiesbaden. 

Doerfer, Gerhard. 1988. Grundwort und Sprachmischung: Eine Untersuchung an Hand von 
Körperteilbezeichnungen. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1992. Mongolica im Alttürkischen. In: B. Lewin zu Ehre: Festschrift aus 
Anlass seines 65 Geburtstages, Bd. III: Korea. Bochumer Jahrbuch zur Ostasienforschung. 
Bochum: Brockmayer. pp. 39-56. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 1993. The older Mongolian layer in Ancient Turkic. Türk Dilleri 
Araştırmaları 3: 79-86. 

Doerfer, Gerhard 2004. Etymologisch-ethnologisches Wörterbuch tungusischer Dialekte 
(vornehmlich der Mandschurei). Zürich: Olms Verlag. 
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Dotson, Brandon (and Guntram Hazod) 2009. The Old Tibetan Annals: An Annotated 
Translation of Tibet’s First History, With an Annotated Cartographical Documentation. 
Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

Douglas, Carstairs 1873. Chinese-English Dictionary of the Vernacular or Spoken Language 
of Amoy, with the Principal Variations of the Chang-Chew and Chin-Chew Dialects. 
London: Trübner & Co. 

Drompp, Michael 2005. Tang China and the Collapse of the Uighur Empire: A Documentary 
History. Brill’s Inner Asian Library, 13. Leiden: Brill. 

Dwyer, Arienne 1992. Altaic elements in the Linxia dialect: Contact-induced change on the 
Yellow River Plateau. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 20 (1): 160-179. 

Edkins, Joseph 1871. China’s Place in Philology: An Attempt to Show that the Languages of 
Europe and Asia have a Common Origin. London: Trübner & Co. 

Engkebatu 1984. Daγur kelen-ü üges / Ta-wo-erh-yü tz’u-hui . Kökeqota. 
Erdal, Marcel 2004. A Grammar of Old Turkic. Leiden: Brill. 
Erdenibagatur 2008. Tsai t’an Ch’i-tan ta-tzu “tiu” te tu-yin chi ch’i hsiang-kuan wen-t’i 

 . Altai Hakpo 18: 79-88. 
Faehndrich, Burgel R. M. 2007. Sketch Grammar of the Karlong Variety of Mongghul, and 

Dialectal Survey of Mongghul. University of Hawai‘i, Department of Linguistics. 
Doctoral dissertation. 

Fan Yeh  1965. Hou Han Shu . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 
Fang Chuang-yu  1930. Hsien-pei yü-yen k’ao . Yen-ching hsüeh-pao 

 8: 1429-1468. 
Fang Hsüan-ling  1974. Chin Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü .  
Fedotov = Федотов, М. Р. 1996 Этимологический словарь чувашского языка. Том I, Том 

II. Чебоксары: Чувашский государственный институт гуманитарных наук.  
Fortescue, Michael 1998. Language Relations Across Bering Strait: Reappraising the 

Archaeological and Linguistic Evidence. London: Cassell. 
Franke, Herbert 1969. Bemerkungen zu den sprachlichen Verhältnissen im Liao-Reich. 

Zentralasiatische Studien 3: 7-43.  
Franke, H. 1976. Two Chinese-Khitan macaronic poems. In: Heissig et al. (eds.) Tractata 

Altaica. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 
Fried, Robert Wayne 2010. A Grammar of Bao’an Tu, a Mongolic Language of Northwest 

China. Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Linguistics, University of Buffalo, State 
University of New York. 

Gai Zhiyong = Kai Chih-yung  2001. Yeh-lü Yü chih mu-chih-ming k’ao-cheng 
. Pei-fang wen-wu  65 (1): 40-48.  
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Gai Zhiyong et al. = Kai Chih-yung, Ch’i Hsiao-kuang, Liu Feng-chu 2008. Ch’i-tan hsiao-
tzu “Yeh-lü Fu-pu-shu mu-chih-ming” k’ao-shih. Nei-meng-ku wen-wu k’ao-ku 1: 81-111. 

Ganbaatar = Ганбаатар, Я. 1997. Хятад хэлэнд орсон сяньби үг. Эрдэм шинжилгээний 
бичиг (МСДС) № 8 (116): 31-36. Улаанбаатар: Монгол улсын их сургууль. 

Georg, Stefan 2003. Mongghul. In: The Mongolic Languages, edited by Juha Janhunen. pp. 
286-306. 

Georg, Stefan 2004a. Review of Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages. In: 
Diachronica 21 (2): 445-450. 

Georg, Stefan 2004b. Unreclassifying Tungusic. In: Carsten Naeher (ed.) Proceedings of the 
First International Conference on Manchu-Tungus Studies (Bonn, August 28 – September 
1, 2000). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz. pp. 45-58. 

Gharib, B. 1995. Sogdian Dictionary: Sogdian-Persian-English. Tehran: Farhangan 
Publications. 

Goddard, Josiah 1883. A Chinese and English Vocabulary in the Tie-Chiu Dialect. Second 
Edition. Shanghai: American Presbyterian Mission Press. 

Golden, Peter 1992. An Introduction to the History of the Turkic Peoples. Wiesbaden: Otto 
Harrassowitz. 

Grenet et al. = Frantz Grenet, Pénélope Riboud, and Yang Junkai 2004. Zoroastrian scenes on 
a newly discovered Sogdian tomb in Xi’an, Northern China. Studia Iranica 33: 273-284. 

Hambis, Louis 1948. Note sur les T’u-yü-houen. Journal Asiatique 236 (2): 239-241. 
Harris, Alice C. & Lyle Campbell 1995. Historical Syntax in Cross-Linguistic Perspective. 

Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 74. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Hasbagan = Ha-ssu-pa-ken  2013. Kuan-yü “Yüan Shih” chung Ch’i-tan jen te 

hsing-shih . In: Hua Hsi yü-wen hsüeh-k’an 
 (Acta Linguistica et Litteraturaria Sinica Occidentalia), Vol. 8: Ch’i-tan hsüeh chuan-

chi  (Monograph of Khitan Studies), edited by Fu Yung-lin , Ch’eng-
tu : Ssu-ch’uan ch’u-pan chi-t’uan , pp. 134-137. 

Haudricourt, André-G. 1954a. Comment reconstruire le chinois archaïque. Word 10: 351-364. 
Haudricourt, André-G. 1954b. De l’origine des tons en viêtnamien. Journal Asiatique 242: 69-

82. 
Henthorn, W. E. 1963. Korea: The Mongol Invasions. Leiden: Brill. 
Hill, Nathan 2009a. The Ḥphags-pa letter <ḥ> and laryngeal phenomena in Mongolian and 

Chinese. Central Asiatic Journal 53 (2): 183-205. 
Hill, Nathan W. 2009b. Tibetan <ḥ-> as a plain initial and its place in Old Tibetan phonology. 

Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Area 32 (1): 115-140. 
Hill, Nathan 2011. Multiple origins of Tibetan o. Language and Linguistics 12 (3): 707-721. 
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Hong Kimun = Хун Ги Мун 1961. Солонгос, монгол хэлний харьцаа. Олон улсын монгол 
хэл бичгийн эрдэмтний анхдугаар их хурал. 2-р дэвтэр. Улаанбаатар: ШУАХ. 313-
324 дэх тал. 

Hsiao Tzu-hsien  1972. Nan Ch’i Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü .  
Hsü Shen  2002. Shuo wen chieh tzu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü . 
Hsüeh Sheng-hai  2008. T’u-yü-hun wei “A-ch’ai lu” chih-i “ ” . 

Ch’ing-hai she-hui k’o-hsüeh  3: 122-126. 
Hu & Chog = Hu Tseng-i  & Ch’ao K’o   [Chog] 1986. E-wen-k’o-yü chien-chih 

. Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she. 
Hucker, Charles O. 1985. A Dictionary of Official Titles in Imperial China. Stanford 

University Press. 
Iwao Kazushi, Nathan Hill, and Takeuchi Tsuguhito 2009. Old Tibetan Inscriptions. Tokyo: 

Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa, Tokyo University of 
Foreign Studies. 

Jacques, Guillaume 2009. Le développement du tibétain ancien -e- dans les dialectes 
occidentaux. Études mongoles et sibériennes, centrasiatiques et tibétaines 40.  

Jacques, Guillaume 2010. Review of The Kitan Language and Script by Daniel Kane. In: 
Diachronica 27 (1): 157-165. 

Janhunen, Juha 1977. Samojedischer Wortschatz: Gemeinsamojedische Etymologien. 
Castrenianumin toimitteita, 17. Helsinki. 

Janhunen, Juha 1994. On the formation of Sinitic scripts in mediaeval Northern China. Journal 
de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 85: 107-124. 

Janhunen, Juha 1996. Manchuria: An Ethnic History. Helsinki: Finno-Ugrian Society. 
Janhunen, Juha (ed.) 2003. The Mongolic Languages. New York: RoutledgeCurzon. 
Janhunen, Juha, Marja Peltomaa, Erika Sandman, and Xiawu Dongzhou 2008. Wutun. 

Languages of the World/Materials 466. Muenchen: LINCOM EUROPA. 
Jäschke, H. A. 1881. A Tibetan-English Dictionary, with Special Reference to the Prevailing 

Dialects. London. 
JSPS = The Japan Society for the Promotion of Science 2008. The Muqaddimat al-Adab: A 

Facsimile Reproduction of the Quadrilingual Manuscript (Arabic, Persian, Chagatay and 
Mongol). Tokyo: The Alisher Navoi State Museum of Literature and The Japan Society 
for the Promotion of Science. 

Juunast = Chao-na-ssu-t’u  1997. Tung-pu yü-ku-yü chien-chih . 
Chung-kuo shao-shu min-tsu yü-yen chien-chih ts’ung-shu . 
Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she .  
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Kane, Daniel 1989. The Sino-Jurchen Vocabulary of the Bureau of Interpreters. Bloomington: 
Indiana University, Research Institute for Inner Asian Studies. 

Kane, Daniel 2006. Khitan and Jurchen. In: Alessandra Pozzi et al. (eds.) Manchu Studies in 
Honour of Giovanni Stary, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. pp. 122-132. 

Kane, Daniel 2009. The Kitan Language and Script. Leiden: Brill. 
Kane, Daniel 2013a. Deciphering the Kitan language and scripts – an update. Journal of Song-

Yuan Studies 43: 11-26. 
Kane, Daniel 2013b. The Great Central Liao Kitan State. Journal of Song-Yuan Studies 43: 

27-50. 
Kara, György 1958. Notes sur les dialectes oirat de la Mongolie occidentale. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 8 (2): 111-168. 
Kara, György = Кара, Дьердь 1972. Книги монгольских кочевников. Москва: Наука.  
Kara, György 1975. À propos de l’inscription de 1150 en écriture khitane. Annales 

Universitatis de Rolando Eötvös nominatae, Sectio Linguistica. Budapest. pp. 163-167. 
Kara, György 1977. Хятан бичгийн хоёр тогтолцооны тухай. Олон улсын монголч 

эрдэмтний III их хурал. Улаанбаатар: БНМАУ. Олон улсын монголч эрдэмтний их 
хурлын байнгын хороо. 86-89 дэх тал.  

Kara, György 1987. On the Khitan writing systems. Mongolian Studies 10: 12-24. 
Kara, György = Qaradorǰi 1988. Kitan-u baγ-a bičig dotoraki mongγol üges. Öbör mongγol-

un yeke surγaγuli-yin erdem sinǰilegen-ü sedkül 1: 55-56. 
Kara, György 1990. Zhiyuan yiyu: Index alphabétique des mots mongols. Acta Orientalia 

Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 44: 279-345. 
Kara, György 1996a. Siniform scripts in Inner Asia: Kitan and Jurchin. In: Peter T. Daniels 

and William Bright (eds.) The World’s Writing Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
pp. 230-238. 

Kara, György 1996b. Aramaic scripts for Altaic languages. In: Peter T. Daniels and William 
Bright (eds.) The World’s Writing Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 536-558. 

Kara, György 2001. Late Mediaeval Turkic elements in Mongolian. In: Louis Bazin and Peter 
Zieme (eds.) De Dunhuang a Istanbul: Hommage à James Russell Hamilton. Silk Road 
Studies, Vol. 5. Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols Publishers, pp. 73-119. 

Kara, György 2002. On Sino-Mongol cultural relations as seen in the Mongolian lexicon. 
Meng-ku min-tsu yü chou-pien min-tsu kuan-hsi hsüeh-shu hui-i lun-wen-chi 

. Taipei : Meng Tsang wei-yüan-hui , 
pp. 61-80. 

Kara, György 2004. Altaic: Various Common (and Uncommon) Words in the Altaic 
Languages. Unpublished manuscript. 
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Kara, György, translated by John R. Krueger 2005. Books of the Mongolian Nomads: More 
than Eight Centuries of Writing Mongolian. Bloomington: Research Institute for Inner 
Asian Studies, Indiana University. 

Kara, György 2006. Review of The Mongolic Languages edited by Juha Janhunen. In: 
Anthropological Linguistics 48 (1): 99-106. 

Kara, György 2007. Review of Is Japanese Related to Korean, Tungusic, Mongolic, and Turkic? 
by Martine Irma Robbeets. Anthropological Linguistics 49 (1): 95-98. 

Kara, György 2009. Dictionary of Sonom Gara’s Erdeni-yin Sang: A Middle Mongol Version 
of the Tibetan Sa skya Legs bshad. Mongol – English – Tibetan. Brill’s Inner Asian 
Library, Vol. 23. Leiden: Brill.  

Karlgren, Bernhard 1957. Grammata Serica Recensa. Stockholm: Museum of Far Eastern 
Antiquities. 

Kessler, Adam et al. 1995. Empires Beyond the Great Wall: The Heritage of Genghis Khan. 
Los Angeles: Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. 

Khabtagaeva, Bayarma 2010. Mongolic elements in Barguzin Evenki. Acta Orientalia 
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 63 (1): 9-25. 

Khaidaw & Choijamts = Ц. Хайдав, Д. Чойжамц 2013. Монголын анагаах ухаанд 
хэрэглэгддэг зарим эмийн ургамлын нэр томъёо (орос-монгол-төвд-латин хэлээр). 
Reprinted in: Бүтээлийн Чуулган / The Collected Works of Ts. Khaidav, III боть. 
Улаанбаатар: “Соёмбо принтинг”. 8-38 дах тал. (Originally published in 1965 by the 
Mongolian Academy of Sciences Press). 

Kim & Duanmu = Mi-ryoung Kim & San Duanmu 2004. “Tense” and “lax” stops in Korean. 
Journal of East Asian Linguistics 13: 59-104. 

Kim & Erdenebat = Kim Yongmun  & U. Erdenebat 2011. Pokt’agŭi kiwŏn’gwa 
pyŏnch’ŏne kwanhan yŏn’gu . Chung’ang asia yŏn’gu 

 16: 151-178. 
Kim Juwon, Ko Dongho, D. O. Chaoke, Han Youfeng, Piao Lianyu, & B. V. Boldyrev 2008. 

Materials of Spoken Manchu. Altaic Languages Series 1. Seoul: Seoul National 
University. 

King, Anya 2010. Tibetan musk and medieval Arab perfumery. In: Anna Akasoy et al. (eds.) 
Islam and Tibet: Interactions along the Musk Routes. Burlington: Ashgate. pp. 145-161. 

King, Anya 2013. Early Islamic sources on the Kitan Liao. Journal of Song-Yuan Studies 43: 
253-271. 

Kiyose, Gisaburō  2001. Wajin to wago no torai . Himeji 
Dokkyō Daigaku gaigokugogakubu kiyō  14: 133-148. 
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Kiyose, Gisaburo N. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2006. The Silla word for ‘walled city’ and 
the ancestor of Modern Korean. Altaistic Studies 1: 1-10. 

Kiyose, Gisaburo N. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2008. The origin of the Old Japanese Twelve 
Animal Cycle. Altaistic Studies 2: 1-18. 

Kiyose, Gisaburo & Christopher I. Beckwith (forthcoming) Japanese evidence for disyllabic 
morphemes in Old Chinese: Nigōgana and apocope of Late Old Chinese short *-a. 32 pp. 
in ms. 

Ko, Seongyeon 2011. Vowel contrast and vowel harmony shift in the Mongolic languages. 
Language Research 47 (1): 23-43. 

Ko, Seongyeon 2013. The end of the Korean Vowel Shift controversy. Korean Linguistics 15 
(2): 195-216. 

Kowalewski, Józef Szczepan 1964. Dictionnaire mongol-russe-français. 3 vols. New York: 
Paragon Reprint Corp. Originally published in Kazan: Impr. de l’Universite, 1844-1849. 

Kradin, Nikolay N. 2011. Heterarchy and hierarchy among the ancient Mongolian nomads. 
Social Evolution & History 10 (1): 187-214. 

Krippes, Karl A. 1992. The Reconstruction of Proto-Mongolian *p-. Ph.D. dissertation. 
Indiana University, Department of Uralic and Altaic Studies. 

Kuo et al. = Kuo T’ien-kang , Ts’ui Sung , Wang I , & Liu Feng-chu 
 2009. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu Chin-tai “Hsiao Chü-shih mu-chih-ming” k’ao-shih

. Wen-shih 1: 227-256.  
Kuribayashi & Hurelbator =  2008. “Gyosei Manju Mōko kanji sangō 

setsuon shin bunkan” Manshūgo hairetsu taishō goi 
. Sendai: CNEAS, Tohoku University (

). 
Kuribayashi Hitoshi  2003. Ka-i yakugo (kōshubon) Mongorugo zen tango, gobi sakuin 

. Sendai : Tōhoku Daigaku 
Tōhoku Ajia Kenkyū Sentā . 

Kuribayashi Hitoshi  2009. “Genchō hishi” mongorugo kanji on’yaku, bōyaku kango 
taishō goi.  . Sendai : 
Tōhoku Daigaku Tōhoku Ajia Kenkyū Sentā . 

Kuz’menkov = Кузьменков, Е. А. 1997. Киданьский язык. Алпатов, В.М. – Кормушин, И. 
В. – Пюрбеев, Г.Ц. – Романова, О.И. (ред.). Языки мира: Монгольские языки, 
Тунгусо-маньчжурские языки, Японский язык, Корейский язык. Москва: Изд. 
“Индрик”, с. 87-90.  

Lan Yen  et al. 1988. Han-yü Ta Tzu-tien . Hu-pei Tz’u-shu Ch’u-pan-she 
.  
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Latham, Ronald (trans., ed.) 1958. The Travels of Marco Polo. London: Penguin Books. 
Laufer, Berthold 1916. Loan-words in Tibetan. T’oung Pao, Second Series 17 (4/5): 403-552. 
Laufer, Berthold 1921. Jurči and Mongol numerals. Kőrösi Csoma-archivum 1 (2): 112-115. 
Laufer, Berthold 1925. Chinese Baskets. Anthropology Design Series No. 3. Chicago: Field 

Museum of Natural History. 
Laursen, Sarah 2011. Leaves that Sway: Gold Xianbei Cap Ornaments from Northeast China. 

Ph.D. dissertation, Department of East Asian Languages and Civilizations, University of 
Pennsylvania.  

Lee Jae-sung = Yi Chaesŏng  1996. Kodae tongmonggo sa yŏn’gu  . 
Seoul: Pŏbin munhwa sa . 

Lee Ki-Moon 1964. Mongolian loan-words in Middle Korean. Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 35 
(Fac. D): 188-197. 

Lee Ki-Moon = Yi Kimun  2008. Kugŏsa kaesŏr . Sinjŏngp’an . 
Seoul: Thaehaksa.  

Lee Ki-Moon & S. Robert Ramsey 2011. A History of the Korean Language. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Lee, Iksop & S. Robert Ramsey 2000. The Korean Language. Albany: State University of 
New York Press.  

Lessing, Ferdinand, et al. 1995. Mongolian-English Dictionary. Bloomington: The Mongolia 
Society. 

Li Fanwen  1997. Hsia-Han Tzu-tien . Peking. 
Li Yen-shou  1974. Pei Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
Li Yen-shou  1975. Nan Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
Li, Bing 1996. Tungusic Vowel Harmony: Description and Analysis. Amsterdam: Universiteit 

van Amsterdam. 
Ligeti, Lajos 1986. A magyar nyelv török kapcsolatai a honfoglalás előtt és az Árpád-korban. 

Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 
Ligeti, Louis 1950. Mots de civilization de la Haute Asie en transcription chinoise. Acta 

Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 1: 141-185. 
Ligeti, Louis 1970a. Le tabghach, un dialect de la langue sien-pi. In: Mongolian Studies, L. 

Ligeti (ed.), Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. pp. 265-308. 
Ligeti, Louis 1970b. Monuments préclassiques. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 
Ligeti, Louis 1971. À propos du «Rapport sur les rois demeurant dans le Nord». In: Études 

tibétaines, dédiées à la mémoirés de Marcelle Lalou. Paris: Librairie d’Amérique et 
d’Orient. pp. 166-189. 
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Ligeti & Kara = Louis Ligeti & György Kara 1990. Un vocabulaire sino-mongol des Yuan: le 
Tche-yuan Yi-yu. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 44 (3): 259-277.  

Ligeti & Kara = Louis Ligeti & György Kara 2012. Vocabulaires mongols des polyglottes de 
Yemen. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 65 (2): 137-221. 

Lin Kan  1995. Tung-hu Wu-huan Hsien-pei yen-chiu yü fu-lun 
. Höhhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsüeh ch’u-pan-she. 

Ling-hu Te-fen  1971. Chou shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü . 
Liu Fengzhu = Liu Feng-chu  1983. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu chieh-tu tsai-t’an 

. K’ao-ku hsüeh-pao  2: 255-270. 
Liu Fengzhu = Liu Feng-chu  2014. Ch’i-tan wen-tzu yen-chiu lei-pien 

. Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 
Liu Fengzhu et al. = Liu Feng-chu , T’ang Ts’ai-lan , & Ch’ing-ko-le  

(Chinggel) 2009. Liao Shang-ching ti-ch’ü ch’u-t’u te Liao-tai pei-k’o hui-chi 
. Peking: She-hui k’o-hsüeh wen-hsien ch’u-pan-she 

.  
Liu Hsü  1975. Chiu T’ang Shu . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 
Liu P’u-chiang  1999. Nei-meng-ku Ao-han ch’i ch’u-t’u te Chin-tai hsiao-tzu mu-chih 

ts’an-shih k’ao-shih . K’ao-ku  
5: 85-89.  

Liu P’u-chiang  2008. Sung mo chih chien: Liao Chin Ch’i-tan Nü-chen shih yen-chiu 
— . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 

Liu Yingsheng 1989. Zur Urheimat und Umsiedlung der Toba. Central Asiatic Journal 33 (1-
2): 86-107. 

Lubotsky, Alexander & Sergei Starostin 2003. Turkic and Chinese elements in Tocharian. In: 
Language in Time and Space: Festschrift for Werner Winter on the Occasion of his 80th 
Birthday, edited by Brigitte L. M. Bauer and Georges-Jean Pinault. New York: Walter de 
Gruyter. pp. 257-269. 

Lusching, C.A.E. 2007. An Introduction to Ancient Greek: A Literary Approach. Indianapolis: 
Hackett Publishing.  

Luwsandendew = Лувсандэндэв, А. 1980. Тоба гэдэг нэрийн учир. Хэл зохиол судлал 
(Studia Linguae et Litterarum) 14 (4): 12-14. 

Luwsandendew = Лувсандэндэв, А. 1997. Сяньбийский язык. Монгольские языки, 
тунгусо-маньчжурские языки, японский язык, корейский язык. Москва: Изд. 
“Индрик”. с. 144-147.  
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Lü & Yuan = Lü Chen-k’uei  & Yüan Hai-po  1992. Liao-ning Fu-hsin Hai-
t’ang-shan fa-hsien Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu tsao-hsiang-pei 

. K’ao ku  8: 766-768. 
Ma & Ch’en = Ma Kuo-chung  and Ch’en Yüan-lung  2001. Tung-hsiang-yü 

Han-yü tz’u-tien . Lan-chou : Kan-su min-tsu ch’u-pan-she 
. 

Maclay, R.S. and C.C. Baldwin 1870. An Alphabetic Dictionary of the Chinese Language in 
the Foochow Dialect. Foochow [Fuzhou]: Methodist Episcopal Mission Press. 

Mālistānī, ‘A. Ḥ. ( مالستانى طارق  Farhang-i ibtidā’ī-i millī-i hazārah : bi-inḍimām-i .1993 (ع.ح. 
tarjamah bih fārsī-i inglīsī ( انگلیسى - فارسى بھ ترجمھ بانضمام:  ملى ھزاره ابتدائى فرھنگ ) / 
Hazaragi-Dari/Farsi-English: A Preliminary Glossary. Quetta. 

Manduqu, Ü. 1995. Mongγol i iüi toli bičig. Peking: Min-tsu ch’u-pan-she. 
Manomaivibool, Prapin 1975. A Study of Sino-Thai Lexical Correspondences. Ph.D. 

dissertation, University of Washington. 
Marsone, Pierre 2011. La steppe et lʼempire: La formation de la dynastie Khitan (Liao) IVe - 

Xe siècle. Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 
Martin, Samuel E. 1961. Dagur Mongolian: Grammar, Texts, and Lexicon. Based on the 

Speech of Peter Onon. Indiana University Publications. Uralic and Altaic Series, Vol. 4. 
Bloomington: Indiana University. 

Martin, S. E. 1987. The Japanese Language Through Time. New Haven. 
Maspero, Henri 1920. Le dialecte de Tch’ang-ngan sous les T’ang. Bulletin de l’Ecole 

française d’Extrême-Orient 20 (2): 1-124.  
Mathews, R. H. 1975. Mathews’ Chinese-English Dictionary. Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press. Revised American Edition. [originally published: Shanghai: China Inland Mission 
and Presbyterian Mission Press, 1931]. 

Medhurst, W. H. 1832. Dictionary of the Hok-këèn Dialect of the Chinese Language, 
According to the Reading and Colloquial Idioms. Macao: The East India Company’s 
Press. 

Mei Tsu-lin 1970. Tones and prosody in Middle Chinese and the origin of the rising tone. 
Harvard Journal of Asian Studies 30: 86-110. 

Mei Tsu-lin  1980. Ssu sheng pieh i chung te shih-chien ts’eng-tz’u 
. Chung-kuo yü-wen  6: 427-443. 

Meillet, Antoine. Gordon B. Ford, Jr. (trans.) 1967. The Comparative Method in Historical 
Linguistics. Paris: Librairie Honoré Champion. Originally published in French as La 
méthode comparative en linguistique historique (Paris, 1925). 
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Menges, Karl H. 1968. Tungusen und Ljao. Wiesbaden: Deutsche Morgenländische 
Gesellschaft, Kommissionsverlag F. Steiner. 

Mi Wen-p’ing  1981. Hsien-pei shih-shih te fa-hsien yü ch’u-pu yen-chiu 
. Wen-wu  1981 (2): 1-7. 

Miyake, Marc 2003. Old Japanese: A Phonetic Reconstruction. New York: RoutledgeCurzon. 
Molè, Gabriella 1970. The T’u-yü-hun from the Northern Wei to the Time of the Five Dynasties. 

Serie Orientale Roma XLI. Roma: Instituto Italiano per il Medio Ed Estremo Oriente. 
Monier-Williams, Sir Monier 1964. A Sanskrit-English Dictionary, Etymologically and 

Philologically Arranged with Special Reference to Cognate Indo-European Languages. 
Oxford University Press. Originally published in 1899 in Oxford at The Clarendon Press. 
Scanned pdf available online from the Universität zu Köln, Institut für Indologie und 
Tamilistik: <www.sanskrit-lexicon.uni-koeln.de/scans/MWScan/index.php?sfx=pdf>. 

Moriyasu, Takao 1980. La nouvelle interprétation des mots Hor et Ho-yo-hor dans le 
manuscrit Pelliot Tibétain 1283. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 34: 
171-184. 

Mostaert, Antoine, C. I. C. M. 1944. Dictionnaire ordos. Peking: The Catholic University. 
Moule, A.C. & Paul Pelliot (trans.) 1938. Marco Polo: The Description of the World. Vol. 1. 

London: George Routledge & Sons Limited.  
Möllendorff, P.G. 1892. A Manchu Grammar, with Analysed Texts. Shanghai: The American 

Presbyterian Mission Press. 
Müller, Max 1855. The Languages of the Seat of War in the East, with a Survey of the Three 

Families of Language, Semitic, Arian, and Turanian. Second Edition. London: Williams 
and Norgate. 

Murayama Shichirō 1957. The language of the Naiman, Kereyit, Merkit and the Ongut. 
Transactions of the International Conference of Orientalists in Japan, No. 11. [Tokyo]: 
Toho Gakkai (Institute of Eastern Culture). pp. 38-39. 

Murayama, S. 1958-1959. Sind die Naiman Türken oder Mongolen? Central Asiatic Journal 
4: 188-198. 

Nadelaev et al. = Наделяев, В. М., Д. М. Насилов, Е. Р. Тенишев, А. М. Щербак 1969. 
Древнетюркский словарь. Ленинград: Наука. 

Nakajima, Motoki 1979. Conversational texts in two Min dialects. Journal of Asian and 
African Studies 18: 220-245. 

Nam Kwang’u  2002. Ko’ŏ sajŏn . Seoul: Kyohaksa . 
Nashundalai = Na-shun-ta-lai  2001. Niakan Daor Bulku Biteg / Han-Ta Tz’u-tien 

. Höhhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsüeh ch’u-pan-she . 
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Newman, Paul 1980. The Classification of Chadic within Afroasiatic. Leiden: Universitaire 
Pers Leiden. 

Nieh Hung-yin  2001. Hsien-pei yü-yen chieh-tu shu-lun . Min-tsu 
yen-chiu  1: 63-70. 

Nieh & Sun = Nieh Hung-yin  and Sun Po-chün  2008. Ch’i-tan-yü yen-chiu 
. Peking: CASS. 

Norman, Jerry 1978. A Concise Manchu-English Lexicon. Seattle: University of Washington 
Press. 

Ou-yang Hsiu  1975. Hsin T’ang Shu . Peking; Chung-hua shu-chü. 
Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che  2007. Ch’i-tan-yü ching-tz’u yü-fa fan-ch’ou yen-chiu 

. Höhhot: Nei-meng-ku ta-hsüeh ch’u-pan-she . 
Oyuunch = Oyuunch 2011. Deciphering some demonstrative pronouns in Khitan Small Script. 

Altai Hakpo 21: 69-77. 
Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che  2012. Kittan shōji shinhakken shiryō shakudoku mondai 

. Tokyo: ILCAA. 
Oyuunch = Wu Ying-che  2014. Kuan-yü jo-kan ch’i-tan yüan-tzu te tu-yin 

. Altai Hakpo 24: 129-134. 
Oyuunch & Janhunen = Wu Yingzhe & Juha Janhunen 2010. New Materials on the Khitan 

Small Script: A Critical Edition of Xiao Dilu and Yelü Xiangwen. Corpus Scriptorum 
Chitanorum I. Languages of Asia 9. Global Oriental.  

Oyuunch et. al = Wu Ying-che , Pao-yin Te-li-ken , Chi-ju-ho  
2009. Kuan-yü hsin-chin fa-hsien te chi chien Ch’i-tan-wen mu-chih chi i-wang fa-piao 
te Ch’i-tan-wen tzu-liao . 
Altai Hakpo 19: 139-154. 

Ozawa Shigeo  1984 (Shōwa 59). Genchō hishi zenshaku  ( ). 
Tokyo: Kazama Shobō . 

Ozawa Shigeo  1985 (Shōwa 60). Genchō hishi zenshaku  ( ). 
Tokyo: Kazama Shobō . 

Ozawa Shigeo  1986 (Shōwa 61). Genchō hishi zenshaku  ( ). 
Tokyo: Kazama Shobō . 

Pan Ku  1964. Han Shu . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 
Pellard, Thomas 2009. Ōgami – Éléments de description d’un parler du Sud des Ryūkyū. 

<https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-00444150>. Accessed November 29, 2015.   
Pelliot, Paul 1914. Les noms propres dans les traductions chinoises du Milindapañha. Journal 

Asiatique, ser. II, 4: 379-419. 
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Pelliot, Paul 1915. Quelques transcriptions chinoises de noms tibétains. T’oung Pao 16: 1-
26. 

Pelliot, Paul 1921. Note sur les T’ou-yu-houen et les Sou-p’i. T’oung Pao, Second Series 20 
(5): 323-331. 

Pelliot, Paul 1925. Les mots à H initiale, aujourd’hui amuie, dans le mongol de XIIIe et XIVe 
siècles. Journal Asiatique (Avril-Juin 1925): 193-263.

Pelliot, Paul 1928. L’édition collective des oeuvres de Wang Kouo-wei. T’oung Pao, Second 
Series 26 (2/3): 113-182.

Pelliot, Paul 1929. Neuf notes sur des questions d’Asie central. T’oung Pao, Second Series, 
26 (4/5): 201-266. 

Pelliot, Paul 1930. Les mots mongols dans le  Korye Să. Journal Asiatique, Octobre-
Décembre 1930: 253-266. 

Pelliot, Paul 1943. Une tribu méconnue des Naiman: les Bätäkin. T’oung Pao, Second Series, 
37 (2): 35-72. 

Pelliot, Paul 1959. Notes on Marco Polo. I. Ouvrage postume publié sous les auspices de 
l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belle-Lettres et avec le concours du Centre national de la 
Recherche scientifique. Paris: Imprimerie nationale, Librairie Adrien-Maisonneuve. 

Perlee = Пэрлээ, Х. 1959a. Хятан нар, тэдний монголчуудтай холбогдсон нь. Studia 
Historica Instituti Historicae Comiteti Scientiarum Reipublica Populi Mongoli, Tomus I, 
Fasc. 1. Ulaanbaatar. 

Perlee = Пэрлээ, Х. 1959b. Чинтолгойн балгасны бичигт ваар. Studia Mongolica, Instituti 
Linguae et Litterarum Comiteti Scientiarum et Educationis Altae Reipublicae Populi 
Mongoli. Tomus I, Fasciculus 5. Улаанбаатар: Шинжлэх ухаан, дээд боловсролын 
хүрээлэнгийн хэвлэл.  

Perlee = Пэрлээ, Х. 1978. Киданчуудын бичгийн дурсгал монголоос олдсон нь. Хэл 
зохиол судлал 13: 15-30. 

Peyrot, Michaël 2013. The Tocharian Subjunctive: A Study in Syntax and Verbal Stem 
Formation. Leiden: Brill. 

Plank, Frans et al. 2009. The Universals Archive. Available at: <http://typo.uni-
konstanz.de/archive/intro/index.php>. Accessed January 2, 2013. 

Pokorny, Julius 1959. Indogermanisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch. Bern: Francke Verlag. 
Polo, Marco = Valeria Bertolucci Pizzorusso (ed.) 1975. Milione: Versione Toscana del 

Trecento. Gli Adelphi, 59. Milano: Adelphi Edizioni. 
Poppe, N. 1927a. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Erster 

Abschnitt. Известия Академии Наук СССР (Bulletin de l’Académie des Sciences de 
l’URSS). 1927: 1009-1040. 
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Poppe, N. 1927b. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Zweiter 
Abschnitt. Известия Академии Наук СССР (Bulletin de l’Académie des Sciences de 
l’URSS). 1927: 1251-1274. 

Poppe, N. 1928. Das mongolische Sprachmaterial einer Leidener Handschrift. Dritter 
Abschnitt. Известия Академии Наук СССР (Bulletin de l’Académie des Sciences de 
l’URSS). Отделение Гуманитарных Наук (Classe des Sciences Historico-Philologiques). 
1928: 55-90. 

Poppe = Поппе, Н. Н. 1937. Грамматика письменно-монгольского языка. Москва: 
Издательство Академии Наук, СССР. 

Poppe = Поппе, Н. Н. 1938. Монгольский словарь Мукаддимат ал-Адаб. Часть I-II. Труды 
Института Востоковедения, XIV. Москва: Издательство Академии Наук, СССР.  

Poppe, Nicholas 1954. Grammar of Written Mongolian. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 
Poppe, Nicholas 1955. Introduction to Mongolian Comparative Studies. Mémoires de la 

société finno-ougrienne, 110. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura. 
Poppe, Nicholas (trans. and ed. by John R. Krueger) 1957. The Mongolian Monuments in 

Ḥp‘ags-pa Script. Göttinger Asiatische Forschungen. Band 8. Wiesbaden: Otto 
Harrassowitz. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1959. On the velar stops in intervocalic position in Mongolian. Ural-Altaische 
Jahrbücher 31: 270-272. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1960. Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen. Teil 1: 
Vergleichende Lautlehre. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.  

Poppe, Nicholas 1965. Introduction to Altaic Linguistics. Ural-Altaische Bibliothek. 
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1966. On some Ancient Mongolian loan-words in Tungus. Central Asiatic 
Journal 11: 187-198. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1967. The Twelve Deeds of the Buddha: A Mongolian Version of the 
Lalitavistara. Asiatische Forschungen, Band 23. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1970. Mongolian Language Handbook. Washington D.C.: Center for Applied 
Linguistics. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1972. On some Mongolian loanwords in Evenki. Central Asiatic Journal 16: 
95-103. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1974. Remarks on comparative study of the vocabulary of the Altaic 
languages. Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 46: 120-134.  

Poppe, Nicholas 1976. Ancient Mongolian. In: Walther Heissig et al. (eds.) Tracta Altaica: 
Denis Sinor, sexagenario optime de rebus altaicis merito dedicata. Wiesbaden: Otto 
Harrassowitz. pp. 463-478. 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:02 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



481 
 

    
 

Poppe, Nicholas 1979. Jurchen and Mongolian. In: Studies on Mongolia: Proceedings of the 
First North American Conference on Mongolian Studies, edited by Henry G. Schwarz. 
Studies on East Asia, Vol. 13. Bellingham: Western Washington University. pp. 30-37. 

Poppe, Nicholas 1981. On some suffixes of plant names in Mongolian. Zentralasiatische 
Studien 15: 383-388. 

Popper, Karl 2002 [1935]. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. New York: Routledge. Originally 
published in German as Logik der Forschung (Vienna, 1935). 

Psarras, Sophia-Karin 1994. Exploring the North: Non-Chinese cultures of the Late Warring 
States and Han. Monumenta Serica 42: 1-125. 

Psarras, Sophia-Karin 2003. Han and Xiongnu: A reexamination of cultural and political 
relations (I). Monumenta Serica 51: 55-236. 

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1962a. The consonantal system of Old Chinese (Part I). Asia Major, 
New Series 9 (1): 58-144. 

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1962b. The consonantal system of Old Chinese (Part II). Asia Major, 
New Series 9 (2): 206-265. 

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1983. The Chinese and their neighbors in prehistoric and early historic 
times. In: The Origins of Chinese Civilization, ed. D. N. Keightley. Berkeley. pp. 411-466. 

Pulleyblank, E. G. 1984. Middle Chinese: A Study in Historical Phonology. Vancouver: 
University of British Columbia Press.  

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1991. Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunciation in Early Middle 
Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early Mandarin, Vancouver: University of British 
Columbia Press. 

Ramstedt, G. J. 1916. Ein anlautender stimmloser labial in der mongolisch-türkischen 
ursprache. Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 32: 1-10. 

Ramstedt, G. J. 1935. Kalmückisches Wörterbuch. Lexica Societatis Fenno-Ugricae III. 
Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura. 

Ramstedt, G. J. 1951 [1939]. Über die Stellung des Koreanischen. Suomalais-Ugrilaisen 
Seuran Aikakauskirja 55: 47-58. 

Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh Hamadānī ( ھمدانى ا๡ّٰ  فضل الدین رشید ) 1373 SH [1994]. Jāmi‘u’t-
tawārīkh ( التواریخ جامع ), edited by Muḥammad Rawshan ( روشن محمّد ) and Muṣṭafá Mūsavī 
( موسوى مصطفى ). Tehran: Nashr-i Alburz. 

Rassadin = Рассадин, В. И. 1982. Очерки по исторической фонетике бурятского языка. 
Академия наук СССР. Сибирское отделение. Бурятский филиал. Институт 
общественных наук, Москва: Издательство “НАУКА”. 
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Ratchnevsky, Paul 1966. Les Che-wei étaient-ils des Mongols? In: Mélanges de Sinologie 
offerts à Monsieur Paul Demiéville, Vol. 1. Paris: Bibliothèque de l’Institut des Hautes 
Études Chinoises (Vol. 20). pp. 225-251. 

Rinchen = Ринчен, Б. 1964. Монгол бичгийн хэлний зүй. Тэргүүн дэвтэр: Удиртгал. 
Улаанбаатар: ШУА-ийн хэвлэх үйлдвэр.  

Rinchen = Ринчен, Б. 1966. Монгол бичгийн хэлний зүй. Дэд дэвтэр: Авиан зүй. 
Улаанбаатар: ШУА-ийн хэвлэх үйлдвэр.  

Rinchen = Ринчен, Б. 1969. Монгол ард улсын хамниган аялгуу. Улаанбаатар: ШУАХ. 
Ringe, Don & Joseph F. Eska 2013. Historical Linguistics: Toward a Twenty-First Century 

Reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Robbeets, Martine Irma 2005. Is Japanese Related to Korean, Tungusic, Mongolic, and Turkic? 

Turcologica 64. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag. 
Rockhill, William Woodville, trans. 1900. The Journey of William of Rubruck to the Eastern 

Parts of the World, 1253-55, as narrated by himself. With two accounts of the earlier 
journey of John of Pian de Carpine. London: The Hakluyt Society. 

Róna-Tas, A. 1974. Tocharische Elemente in den altaischen Sprachen? Sprache, Geschichte 
und Kultur der altaischen Völker: Protokolband der XII Tagung der P.I.A.C. 1969 in 
Berlin. pp. 499-504. 

Róna-Tas, András 2016. Khitan studies I: The graphs of the Khitan Small Script: 1. General 
remarks, dotted graphs, numerals. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 
69 (2): 117-138. 

des Rotours, Robert (trans.) 1962. Histoire de Ngan Lou-chan (Ngan Lou-chan Che Tsi). Paris: 
Presses Universitaires de France. 

Rozycki, William 1994. Mongol Elements in Manchu. Indiana University Uralic and Altaic 
Series, Volume 157. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Research Institute for 
Inner Asian Studies. 

Rudnev = Рудневъ, А. Д. 1911. Матеріалы по говорамъ восточной монголіи: С-
Петербург: В. Ө. Киршбаума. 

Rybatzki, Volker 1994. Bemerkungen zur türkischen und mongolischen Metallterminologie. 
Studia Orientalia 73: 193-251. 

Rybatzki, Volker 2003. Middle Mongol. In: The Mongolic Languages. Juha Janhunen, ed., 
New York: RoutledgeCurzon. pp. 57-82.  

Rybatzki, Volker 2006. Die Personennamen und Titel der mittelmongolischen Dokumente: 
Eine lexicalische Untersuchung. Publications of the Institute for Asian and African 
Studies 8. Helsinki. 
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Sagart, Laurent 1999. The Roots of Old Chinese. Amsterdam Studies in the Theory and History 
of Linguistic Science. Series IV: Current Issues in Linguistic Theory. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins Publishing Company. 

Saitô, Yoshio   2003. Chūki mongorugo no bunji to onsei 
. Kyoto: Syokado. 

Saitô, Yoshio 2006. The Mongolian Words in Kitâb Majmû‘ Turjumân Turkî wa-‘ajamî wa-
Muğalî: Text and Index. Kyoto: Shoukadoh. 

Saitô, Yoshio 2013. The Mongolian words in the quadrilingual vocabulary preserved in the 
Topkapı Palace Museum Library. In: Kim Juwon and Ko Dongho (eds.) Current Trends 
in Altaic Linguistics: A Festschrift for Professor Emeritus Seong Baeg-in on His 80th 
Birthday. Seoul: Altaic Society of Korea. pp. 305-338. 

Sanzheev = Санжеев, Гарма Д. 1930a. Маньчжуро-монгольские языковые параллели. 
Часть первая. Известия АН СССР, отделение гуманитарных наук, сер. VII, № 8: 
601-626. 

Sanzheev = Санжеев, Гарма Д. 1930b. Маньчжуро-монгольские языковые параллели. 
Часть вторая. Известия АН СССР, отделение гуманитарных наук, сер. VII, № 9: 
673-708. 

Sasse, Werner 1976. Das Glossar Koryŏ-pangŏn im Kyerim Yusa. Veröffentlichungen des 
Ostasien-Instituts der Ruhr-Universität Bochum. Band 18. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.  

Schmidt, P. 1898 Der Lautwandel im Mandschu und Mongolischen. Journal of the Peking 
Oriental Society 4: 29-78. 

Schönig, Claus 2003. Turko-Mongolic relations. In: Juha Janhunen (ed.) The Mongolic 
Languages, pp. 403-419. 

Schuessler, Axel 1987. A Dictionary of Early Zhou Chinese. 3 vols. Honolulu: University of 
Hawai‘i Press. 

Schuessler, Axel 2007. ABC Etymological Dictionary of Old Chinese. Honolulu: University 
of Hawai‘i Press. 

Sechinmönkh = Sečenmöngke 2002. Geser-ün bürin bičig. [Kökeqota]: Ündüsüten-ü keblel-
ün qoriy-a.  

Sechinchogt = Sečenčoγtu 1988. Mongγol üges-ün iǰaγur-un toli. Kökeqota: Öbör mongγol-
un arad-un keblel-ün qoriy-a.  

Sechinchogt = Ssu-ch’in-ch’ao-k’o-t’u  1999. K’ang-chia-yü yen-chiu 
. Shanghai: Shang-hai yüan-tung ch’u-pan-she . 

Shagdarsüren = Шагдарсүрэн, Ц. 1999. Монгол хэлний хөгжлийн эртний үе, түүнийг 
судласан тойм. Эртний монгол хэлний судлал. Улаанбаатар: Монгол Улсын Их 
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Сургууль, Монгол Судлалын Сургууль. Монголын судлалын сонгомол өгүүлэлийн 
эрхи, I хэлмэли: монгол хэл бичиг, II дэвтэр. 67-126 дахь тал. 

Shelach, Gideon 2005. Early pastoral societies of Northeast China: Local change and 
interregional interactions during c. 1100-600 BCE. In: Mongols, Turks, and Others: 
Eurasian Nomads and the Sedentary World, edited by Reuven Amitai & Michal Biran. 
Leiden: Brill. pp. 15-58. 

Shen Zhongwei = Shen Chung-wei  2006. Liao-tai pei-fang Han-yü fang-yen te yü-yin 
t’e-cheng . Chung-kuo yü-wen  6: 483-498. 

Shen Zhongwei 2011. The origin of Mandarin. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 39 (1): 1-31. 
Shimunek, Andrew 2007. Towards a Reconstruction of the Kitan Language. unpublished M.A. 

Thesis, Department of Linguistics and the Department of Central Eurasian Studies, 
Indiana University, Bloomington. 

Shimunek, Andrew 2011a. Review of The Kitan Language and Script by Daniel Kane. Acta 
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 64 (1): 129-135. 

Shimunek, Andrew 2011b. The phonology and lexicon of 17th-century Korean as transcribed 
in Witsen (1692). Kim Panghan Sŏnsaeng ch’umo haksul taehoe    

 [Professor Kim Bang-han Memorial Conference]. October 15-16, 2011, Mokpo 
University ( ), Mokpo, South Korea.. 

Shimunek, Andrew 2014a. A new decipherment and linguistic reconstruction of the Kitan-
Chinese bilingual inscription of 1134 A.D. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum 
Hungaricae 67 (1): 97-118. 

Shimunek, Andrew 2014b. Notes on the phonology and lexicon of Early Modern Mongolian 
and Late Southern Middle Mongol as documented in a 17th century Ming Chinese-
Mongolian dictionary. Ming Qing Yanjiu (Naples, Italy) 18: 97-131. 

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, a). Clues on the internal diversity of the early Koreanic 
language family: Early Middle Korean and Late Middle Korean. 23 pp. in ms. 

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, b). A Grammatical Sketch of the Khalkha Mongolian 
Personal Pronouns, with Notes on Phonology. 50 pp. in ms. 

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, c). Early Serbi-Mongolic–Tungusic lexical contact: Jurchen 
numerals from the Shirwi (Shih-wei) in North China. To appear in a Festschrift 
commemorating the 80th birthday of Professor György Kara. Leiden: Brill. 10 pp. in ms. 

Shimunek, Andrew (forthcoming, d). Toward a decipherment and linguistic reconstruction of 
the 1101 A.D. Kitan Eulogy for Empress Xuanyi, with notes on Mongolic cognates: Lines 
1-6. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 2017, Vol. 70. 17 pp. in ms. 
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Shimunek, Andrew, Christopher I. Beckwith, Jonathan North Washington, Kurban Niyaz, and 
Nicholas Kontovas 2015. The earliest attested Turkic language: The  *Kɨr language of 
the fourth century A.D. Journal Asiatique 303 (1): 143-151. 

Shimunek & Mönkh-Amgalan (forthcoming). Хятан хэлнээс гаралтай Хулж хэмээх усны 
тухайт нэрийн асуудалд. 10 pp. in ms. 

Shin Yong-Kwon = Shin Yonggwon  2009. “Nogŏrdae”e nat’anan Han’aŏn’ŏe taehayŏ 
. Altai Hakpo  19: 185-213. 

Shiratori, K. 1902. Über die Sprache der Hiungnu und der Tunghu-Stämme. Bulletin de 
l’Académie Impériale des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg 17 (2): 1-33. 

Shiratori Kurakichi 1911a. Tōko minzoku kō (dai roku-kai): Takubatsushi 
. Shigaku zasshi  22 (11): 1-24.

Shiratori Kurakichi 1911b. Tōko minzoku kō (dai nana-kai): Takubatsushi 
. Shigaku zasshi  22 (12): 1-27. 

Shiratori Kurakichi 1913. Tōko minzoku kō (dai jūsan-kai): Kittan 
. Shigaku zasshi  24 (1): 17-45. 

Simonov, Mikhail D. 1996. Towards an etymology of the Xianbi anthroponym Wuyin Kehan. 
Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 1: 77-84. 

Sims-Williams, Nicholas 1996. The Sogdian merchants in China and India. In: Cina e Iran: 
da Alessandro Magno alla dinastia Tang. Firenze: L. S. Olschki. pp. 45-67. 

Sinor, Denis 1978. Altaica and Uralica. In: Denis Sinor (ed.) Studies in Finno-Ugric 
Linguistics in Honor of Alo Raun. Indiana University Uralic and Altaic Series, Vol. 131. 
Bloomington: [Indiana University Press]. pp. 319-332. 

Sinor, Denis 1981. The origin of Turkic balïq ‘town’. Central Asiatic Journal 25: 95-102. 
Sinor, Denis 1990. The establishment and dissolution of the Türk Empire. In: The Cambridge 

History of Early Inner Asia, edited by Denis Sinor. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, pp. 285-316. 

Sinor, Denis 1995. Western information on the Kitans and some related questions. Journal of 
the American Oriental Society 115 (2): 262-269.  

Slater, Keith W. 2003. A Grammar of Mangghuer: A Mongolic Language of China’s Qinghai-
Gansu Sprachbund. RoutledgeCurzon Asian Linguistics Series. New York: 
RoutledgeCurzon. 

Sneath, David 2010. Introduction to Part 1: The Pre-Chinggisid Era. In: The History of 
Mongolia, Volume 1: The Pre-Chinggisid Era, Chinggis Khan and the Mongol Empire. 
Folkestone: Global Oriental. pp. 3-9. 

Song Jae-mog 1997. Tense, Aspect, and Modality in Khalkha Mongolian. Ph.D. dissertation. 
School of Oriental and African Studies, the University of London. 
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Song Ŭimin = Сон Ый Минь 2000. Монгол, солонгос хэлний бие эрхтний нэрийн зарим 
үгс хоорондын харьцуулалт. Эрдэм шинжилгээний бичиг. МУИС, Монголын 
Судлалын Сургууль, 16 (12): 100-105. 

Sophocles, E. A. 1900. Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (From B.C. 146 
to A.D. 1100). Memorial Edition. New York: Charles Schribner’s Sons. 

Sŏ Chŏngbŏm  1989. Uri marŭi ppuri: Han’gugŏ cho’ŏŭi chaeguwa ŏwŏn yŏn’gu 
 :    . Seoul: Koryŏwŏn . 

Ssu-ma Ch’ien  1963. Shih Chi . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
Ssu-ma Kuang  1956. Tzu chih t’ung chien . Peking: Ku chi ch’u-pan-she.  
Starostin, Sergei A. 1989. Ρеконструкция древнекитайской фонологической системы. 

Moscow: Nauka. 
Starostin, Sergei, Anna Dybo, and Oleg Mudrak 2003. Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic 

Languages. Handbook of Oriental Studies/Handbuch der Orientalistik, Section Eight: 
Central Asia, Volume 8. 3 volumes. Leiden: Brill. 

Street, John C. 2013. Street’s Text of the Secret History of the Mongols. Version 24 of October 
10, 2013. <https://mywebspace.wisc.edu-jcstreet-web-SH-24UHlg.htm>. Accessed 
March 21, 2014. 

Sun Chu et al.  1990. Meng-ku yü-tsu yü-yen tz’u-tien . Hsi-ning 
: Ch’ing-hai jen-min ch’u-pan-she .  

Sun Po-chün  2004. Chin-tai nü-chen-yü . Shen-yang: Liao-ning min-tsu 
ch’u-pan-she. 

Sükhbaatar = Сүхбаатар, О. 1997. Монгол хэлний харь үгсийн толь. Улаанбаатар. 
Svantesson, Jan-Olof 2003. Khalkha. In: Juha Janhunen (ed.) The Mongolic Languages, pp. 

154-176.  
Svantesson, Jan-Olof, Anna Tsendina, Anastasia Karlsson, and Vivian Franzén 2005. The 

Phonology of Mongolian. The Phonology of the World’s Languages. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Szemerényi, Oswald J. L. 1996. Introduction to Indo-European Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

T’ao Tsung-i  1927. Shuo Fu . Shanghai: Shang-wu yin-shu-kuan. 
T’ao Tsung-i  1986. Shuo Fu . Peking: Hsin-hua Shu-tien. 
T’o-t’o [Toqto’a]  1974. Liao Shih . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
T’o-t’o [Toqto’a]  1975. Chin Shih . Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chü. 
Tadmor, Uri, Martin Haspelmath, and Bradley Taylor 2010. Borrowability and the notion of 

basic vocabulary. Diachronica 27 (2): 226-246. 
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Takata Tokio . 1988. Tonkō shiryō ni yoru Chūgokugoshi no kenkyū 
. Tōkyō: Sōbunsha.  

Takata Tokio  1993. Chibetto moji shosha Chōkan no kenkyū (honbunhen) 
. Tōhō Gakuhō  65: 380-313. 

Takeuchi Yasunori  2008. Burāhumī moshi de onchō wo fushita kanbun kyōten ni 
tsuite: Hokudai D020 Kongōhannyaharamitsukyō 

D020 . Kyōto Daigaku Gengogaku 
Kenkyū  27: 169-188. 

Takeuchi Yasunori 2011. Kitan transcriptions of Chinese velar initials. Acta Orientalia 
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 64 (1): 13-23. 

Tang, John 2011. On the terms for goat recorded in Khitan and Jurchen scripts. Altai Hakpo 
21: 191-203. 

Tang, John 2014. On the Khitan terms for “Tiger”. Altai Hakpo 24: 135-149. 
Tangiku, I., N. Ya. Tanzina, and N. V. Nitkuk 2008. Basic Vocabulary of the Sakhalin Dialect 

of Nivkh Language (Nogliki Dialect). Asian and African Lexicon, No. 51. Tokyo: ILCAA, 
TUFS. 

Tekin, Talat 1968. A Grammar of Orkhon Turkic. Bloomington: Research Center for the 
Language Sciences, Indiana University. 

Tenishev & Todaeva = Тенишев, Э.Р. & Тодаева, Б.Х. 1966. Язык желтых уйгуров. Языки 
народов Азии и Африки. Москва: Издательство “НАУКА”. 

Thackston, Wheeler M. (trans.) 2012. Jami’u’t-tawarikh: Compendium of Chronicles by 
Rashiduddin Fazlullah. Classical Writings of the Islamic World, Volume III. London: I.B. 
Tauris & Company. 

Thomas, F. W. 1927. Documents concerning Chinese Turkestan. I: The Ha-za. Journal of the 
Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland 1: 51-85. 

Thompson, Mikael Adrian 2008. A Study of the Analogical Extension of the Mongolian 
Hidden-N Declension in Colloquial Standard Khalkha. Ph.D. dissertation. Department of 
Linguistics, Indiana University. December 2008.  

Todaeva = Тодаева, Б. Х. 1961. Дунсянский язык. Москва: Издательство Восточной 
литературы. 

Todaeva = Тодаева, Б. Х. 1964. Баоанский язык. Москва: Издательство Восточной 
литературы. 

Todaeva = Тодаева, Б. Х. 1985. Язык монголов Внутренней Монголии: Очерк диалектов. 
Москва: Издательство “НАУКА”. 

Toyoda Gorō = Feng-t’ian Wu-lang  1998. Ch’i-tan hsiao-tzu tui ssu-chi te ch’eng-
hu . Min-tsu yü-wen  1: 78-80. 
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Tömörtogoo = Төмөртогоо, Д. 1992. Монгол хэлний түүхэн хэлзүйн үндэс. Нэгдүгээр 
дэвтэр: Монгол хэлний түүхэн авианзүй. Улаанбаатар. 

Trask, R. L. 1996. Historical Linguistics. Arnold. 
Traugott, Elizabeth Closs & Richard B. Dasher 2004. Regularity in Semantic Change. 

Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, 97. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Tseng Kung-liang  2009. Wu Ching Tsung Yao . Peking: Pei-ching Ai ju 

sheng shu-tzu hua chi-shu yen-chiu chung-hsin. 
Tsewel = Цэвэл, Я. 1966. Монгол хэлний товч тайлбар толь. Ulaanbaatar. 
Tsintsius = Цинциус, В. И. 1975-1977. Сравнительный словарь тунгусо-маньчжурских 

языков: Материалы к этимологическому словарю. 3 vols. Leningrad: Nauka. 
Tsumagari Toshio 2003. Dagur. In: Janhunen (2003), pp. 129-153. 
Tu Yu  1984. T’ung-tien . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü.
Tumurtogoo, D. & Cecegdari, G. 2006. Mongolian Monuments in Uighur-Mongolian Script 

(XIII-XVI Centuries): Introduction, Transcription and Bibliography. Language and 
Linguistics Monograph Series A-11. Taipei: Academia Sinica. 

Tung Kao  1990. Ch’üan T’ang wen . Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-pan-she. 
Tüdew = Түдэв, Л. 1996. Үгсийн нууц уурхай. Улаанбаатар: Хэвлэлийн “Сүхбаатар” 

компани. 
Twitchett & Tietze 2008. The Liao. In: The Cambridge History of China. Volume 6: Alien 

Regimes and Border States, 907-1368, edited by Denis Twitchett and John K. Fairbank. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 43-153. 

Uray, G. 1978. The Annals of the ’A-ža Principality: The problems of chronology and genre 
of the Stein Document, Tun-huang, vol. 69, fol. 84. Proceedings of the Csoma de Kőrös 
Memorial Symposium. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 

Urbanczyk, Suzanne 2001. Patterns of Reduplication in Lushootseed. Outstanding 
Dissertations in Linguistics. New York: Garland Publishing. 

Vaissière, Étienne de la 2003. Sogdians in China: A short history and some new discoveries. 
The Silk Road Foundation Newletter 1 (2): 23-27. PDF version. Accessed October 10, 
2012. <www.silkroadfoundation.org/newsletter/>. 

Vaissière, Étienne de la 2005. Sogdian Traders: A History. Translated by James Ward. Leiden: 
Brill. 

Vasilevich, G. M. = Василевич, Г. М. 1958. Эвенкийско-русский словарь. Москва: 
Государственное издательство иностранных и национальных словарей. 

Venturi, Federica 2008. An Old Tibetan document on the Uighurs: A new translation and 
interpretation. Journal of Asian History 42 (2): 1-35. 
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Viktorova = Викторова, Л. Л. 1961. К вопросу о найманской теории происхождения 
монгольского литературного языка и письменности (XII-XIII вв.). Ученые записки 
ЛГУ 305: 137-155. 

Vladimirtsov = Владимирцов, Б. Я. 1929. Сравнительная грамматика монгольского 
письменного языка и халхаского наречия. Введение и фонетика. Ленинград. 

von Gabain, Annemarie 1974. Alttürkische Grammatik. Third edition. Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz. 

Vovin, Alexander 2003. Once again on Khitan words in Chinese-Khitan mixed verses. Acta 
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 56 (2-4): 237-244. 

Vovin, Alexander 2005. The End of the Altaic Controversy, a review article of Sergei Starostin, 
Anna Dybo, and Oleg Mudrak’s Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages. In: 
Central Asiatic Journal 49 (1): 71-132. 

Vovin, Alexander 2007. Once again on the Tabgač language. Mongolian Studies 29: 191-206. 
Vovin, Alexander 2009. Japanese, Korean, and other Non-Altaic languages. Central Asiatic 

Journal 53 (1): 105-147. 
Vovin, Alexander 2010. Koreo-Japonica: A Re-evaluation of a Common Genetic Origin. 

Hawai‘i Studies on Korea. Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press. 
Vovin, Alexander 2013. Old Turkic loanwords in the Khitan language. In: Yalım Kaya Bitigi: 

Osman Fikri Sertkaya Armağanı, edited by Hatice Şirin User and Bülent Gül. Ankara. pp. 
621-625. 

Walter, Michael L. 2009. Buddhism and Empire: The Political and Religious Culture of Early 
Tibet. Brill’s Tibetan Studies Library, Vol. 22. Leiden: Brill. 

Walter, Michael L. and Christopher I. Beckwith 2010. The dating and interpretation of the Old 
Tibetan inscriptions. Central Asiatic Journal 54: 291-319. 

Wang Ding 2004. Ch 3586: ein khitanisches Fragment mit uighurischen Glossen in der 
Berliner Turfansammlung. In: Desmond Durkin-Meisterernst, et al., eds., Turfan 
Revisited: The First Century of Research into the Arts and Cultures of the Silk Road. 
Berlin: Dietrich Reimer Verlag. pp. 371-379, 465. 

Wang Li  1982. T’ung-yüan tzu-tien . Peking.  
Watson, Burton (trans.) 2010. The account of the Xiongnu. Reprinted in: The History of 

Mongolia, Volume 1, edited by David Sneath & Christopher Kaplonski. Folkestone, Kent: 
Global Oriental. pp. 43-66.  

Wei Cheng 1973. Sui Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü . 
Wei Shou  1974. Wei Shu , Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü . 
Wei Zheng = Wei Cheng  2009. Hsien-pei mu-tsang yen-chiu . K’ao-ku 

hsüeh-pao  3: 349-378.  
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Weiers, Michael 1972. Die Sprache der Moghol der Provinz Herat in Afghanistan 
(Sprachmaterial, Grammatik, Wortliste). Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag. 

Wilkins, David P. 1996. Natural tendencies of semantic change and the search of cognates. In: 
M. Durie & M. Ross (eds.) The Comparative Method Reviewed: Regularity & Irregularity 
in Language Change. Oxford University Press. pp. 264-304. 

Witsen, Nicolaes 1785. Noord en oost Tartaryen. 2 vols. Amsterdam: M. Schalekamp. Reprint 
(first printing: Amsterdam, 1692; second printing: Amsterdam, 1705). 

Wittfogel, Karl A. & Fêng Chia-shêng 1946. History of Chinese Society: Liao (907-1125). 
Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, New Series, Vol. 36.  

Wu Hugjiltu 2003. Bonan. In: The Mongolic Languages, edited by Juha Janhunen. New York: 
Routledge, pp. 325-345. 

Xu, Elina-Qian 2005. Historical Development of the Pre-Dynastic Khitan. Doctoral 
dissertation. University of Helsinki. 

Yao Ssu-lien  1973. Liang Shu . Peking: Chung-hua shu-chü. 
Yeh Lung-li  1985. Ch’i-tan kuo chih . Edited by Chia Ching-yen  

and Lin Jung-kuei . Shanghai: Shang-hai ku-chi ch’u-pan-she . 
Yu Ch’angton  2000. Yijoŏ sajŏn . Seoul: Yŏnse Taehakkyo Ch’urp’ansa. 

University Press. 
Yu Wonsoo et al. 2008. A Study of the Tacheng Dialect of the Dagur Language. Seoul: Seoul 

National University Press. 
Yu Wonsoo 2008. Academic tradition of Mongolian Studies in Korea. Academic Traditions 

of Mongolian Studies in the World ( ). 1st International 
Conference on Mongolian Studies, Institute for Mongolian Studies, Dankook University, 
October 29, 2008, Cheonan, South Korea. pp. 153-162.  

Zakharov = Захаровъ, Иванъ 1875. Полный маньчжурско-русскій словарь. 
Санктпетербургъ: Типографія Императорской Академіи Наукъ. 

Zaytsev = Зайцев В. П. 2011. Рукописная книга большого киданьского письма из 
коллекции Института восточных рукописей РАН. Письменные памятники Востока, 
№ 2 (15): 130-150. 

Zhengzhang Shangfang 1991. Decipherment of Yue-Ren-Ge (Song of the Yue boatman). 
Cahiers de linguistique Asie Orientale 20 (2): 159-168. 

Zolotnitskii = Золотницкій, Николай 1875. Корневой чувашско-русскій словарь, 
сравненный съ языками и нарѣчіями разныхъ народовъ тюркскаго, финскаго и 
другихъ племенъ. Казань: въ типографій Императорскаго университета. 
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LANGUAGE INDEX 
 
This index includes the names of languages, dialects, and language families occurring in this 
book, with a few exceptions: The words ‘Serbi’, ‘Mongolic’, ‘Mongol’, ‘Mongolian’, 
‘Chinese’, ‘Tibetan’, ‘Taghbach’, ‘Turkic’, ‘T’u-yü-hun’, and ‘Kitan’ occur on nearly every 
page, and as such are not included in this index. 
 
Agnean see Tokharian  
Alashan see Alshaa 
Algonquian, 32 
Alshaa, 392 
Altaic, 5, 17, 30, 34, 386, 391, 400, 401 
Amdo, 191, 192, 220 
Amoy, 153, 154 
Arabic, xxxvii, xxxix, 10, 92, 110, 111, 

199, 210, 344, 353, 356, 363, 369, 400 
Aramaic, xliii, 10, 266 
Aru Khorchin, 379 
Avar, 57, 185 
Awar, 35, 41, 42, 55, 56, 57, 184 
Āzragī (Hazāragī), 317 
Baarin, 328, 355, 378, 379 
‘Baoan’ see ‘Bonan’, Baonang, and 

Booŋan. 
Baonang, 220, 322, 373, 378, 386, 411 
Bargu, 355 
Bayanghol, 355 
Bella Coola see Nuxalk 
‘Bonan’ (Baonang or Booŋan, 

unspecified), 136, 159, 363, 373, 386; 
see Booŋan and Baonang. 

Booŋan, 136, 159, 220, 322, 363, 373, 378, 
386, 411 

Buryat, 56, 327, 345, 355, 373, 388, 389, 
391, 392, 393, 403, 404, 407, 411 

Cantonese, 139 
Chakhar, 355, 411 
Chaozhou see Teochew 

Ch’i-fu, 35, 54, 76, 162, 367, 368 
Chieh , 49, 155, 316, 384 
Chukotko-Kamchatkan, 186, 322, 326  
Chuvash, 6, 457 
Darkhan see Muumingan 
Daur, 68, 132, 159, 275, 279, 320, 327, 

328, 332, 335, 341, 344, 346, 348, 349, 
353, 354, 356, 359, 370, 373, 377, 378, 
392, 411, 426, 450, 454, 457 

Dongxiang see Santa 
Dravidian, 34 
Duan see Tuan 
English, xxvi, 3, 14, 23, 109, 201, 219, 270, 

353 
Eskimo-Aleut, 32, 34 
Ewen, xxv, 335, 339, 345, 357, 408 
Ewenki, xxv, 126, 179, 195, 289, 315, 335, 

336, 339, 344, 345, 355, 357, 362, 367, 
376, 377, 378, 396, 397, 408, 450, 451, 
455, 457 

Finno-Ugric, 186, 188, 326, 333 
Foochow, 153, 154 
French, 270 
Fuzhou see Foochow 
Gāndhārī Prakrit, 409 
Garo, 357 
Georgian, 220, 447 
German, 1, 3 
Germanic, 3, 188, 284, 333 
Gilyak see Nivkh 
Gothic, 3 
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Greek, xliii, xlvii, 2, 3, 4, 14, 22, 23, 30, 
73, 88, 368 

Hazāragī see Āzragī 
Hindi, 109, 151, 341 
Hokkien, 153, 154 
Hsi  see Qay 
Hsi , 60 
Hsiung-nu , 41, 152, 187, 383, 412, 

417 
Hua , 57, 184 
Hungarian, 6, 372 
Hunnic, 188, 333 
Indic, 23, 25, 51, 183, 195, 409 
Indo-European, 1, 2, 3, 4, 22, 30, 31, 32, 

34, 35, 46, 48, 157, 188, 312, 333, 353, 
384, 407, 416 

Inuit, 186, 326 
Iranic, 23, 188 
Irish, 3 
Italian, 1, 74, 270, 312 
Jalait-Durbet, 20 
Japanese, xlviii, 130, 139, 270, 312, 327, 

364, 391, 393, 394, 395, 400, 401, 402, 
403, 404, 406, 407, 410, 458 

Japanese-Koguryoic, 2, 6, 32, 35, 177, 327, 
353, 364, 373, 384, 393, 394, 400, 401, 
402, 403, 404, 407, 410, 413, 414, 416, 
453, 458 

Jin Chinese , 154 
Jingpho, 357 
Jou-jan , 63, 88, 152, 368, 417 
Jurchen, 15, 45, 66, 99, 100, 101, 102, 105, 

106, 107, 108, 134, 199, 200, 332, 335, 
336, 340, 342, 346, 352, 353, 358, 361, 
362, 364, 366, 371, 372, 396, 397, 409 

Jurchen-Manchu, 16, 126, 180, 329, 352, 
361, 362, 371, 372 

Kachin see Jingpho 
Kalmyk, 139, 180, 181, 345, 364, 388, 389, 

392, 399, 410, 411 
Kangjia see Kojia 
Kazak, 201 
Kazakh see Kazak 
Kerait see Kereyit 
Kereyit, 7, 8, 35 
Khalaj, 458 
Khamnigan Ewenki, 335, 339, 344, 355, 

367, 451 
Khamnigan Mongol ~ ‘Khamnigan’, 138, 

187, 201, 326, 345, 349, 392, 403, 404, 
407, 410, 411 

Kharachin, 411, 426, 455 
Khoshuud, 355 
Khotanese, xlv, 81, 93, 141, 189, 409, 417 
Kirghiz, 63, 152 
Koguryo, 87, 90, 130, 273, 353, 360, 364, 

368, 403, 404, 410 
Kojia, 335, 349, 354, 363, 369, 370, 371, 

372, 373, 378, 386, 392, 393, 411 
Korean, xlviii, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 

34, 48, 54, 61, 87, 90, 92, 100, 102, 
135, 140, 154, 164, 177, 183, 186, 206, 
236, 266, 270, 273, 306, 312, 339, 344, 
346, 353, 354, 357, 358, 362, 369, 372, 
390, 391, 394, 406, 416 

Koreanic, xlviii, 186, 273, 326, 353, 357, 
362, 373, 391, 407, 417 

Kuchean see Tokharian 
Kyrgyz see Kirghiz 
Lamut see Ewen 
Lao, 158 
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Latin, 2, 3, 4, 30, 67, 72, 73, 422, 447, 448 
Lituanian, 3 
Lushei see Mizo 
Manchu, xlvii, xlviii, 15, 16, 102, 106, 107, 

108, 126, 134, 137, 147, 148, 159, 176, 
180, 186, 236, 270, 306, 329, 332, 335, 
336, 338, 340, 343, 346, 352, 356, 357, 
361, 362, 363, 364, 366, 367, 371, 372, 
377, 394, 396, 397, 406, 408, 409, 452, 
454, 455, 457, 458 

Mangghuer, 373, 386 
Mari, 457 
Merkit, 7, 35, 73 
Min Chinese , 153, 154 
Miyako, 219, 220 
Mizo, 357 
Moghol, 317, 371, 373 
Mongghul, 136, 159, 220, 335, 355, 363, 

373, 378, 386, 399, 411 
Mongghuor, 220, 363, 373 
‘Monguor’ see Mangghuer, Mongghul, 

Mongghuor 
Mon-Khmer, 387 
Mu-jung, 35, 80, 169 
Murong see Mu-jung 
Muumingan, 355 
Nanai, xxvi, 126, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 

367, 394, 408, 455 
Negidal, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 339, 357, 367, 

378, 397 
Nenets, 357 
Nganasan, 357 
Nivkh, 6, 177, 186, 236, 322, 326, 333, 

336, 352, 353, 364, 373, 396 
Norse, 3 

Nuxalk, 219, 220 
Ōgami, 219 
Oirat, xliv, 327, 349, 355, 373, 391, 392, 

395, 403, 404 
Ordos, 133, 327, 355, 389 
Oroch, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 378 
Orok see Uilta 
Pali, 409 
Pashto, 341 
Persian, xxxvii, xxxix, 67, 186, 187, 198, 

199, 201, 210, 317, 326, 327, 334, 343, 
364, 385, 447, 448 

Polish, 220 
Puyo-Koguryoic, 360, 368 
Qay, 35, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 66, 

69, 77, 81, 93, 178, 179, 183, 202, 203, 
315, 375 

Qifu see Ch’i-fu 
Romani, 32 
Rouran see Jou-jan 
Russian, 1, 23, 201, 220, 266, 270, 306, 

312, 343, 388, 411, 412, 457 
Ryukyuan, 219 
Sakha, 376, 378, 408, 409, 457 
Salish, 219 
Samoyedic, 30, 357, 384 
Sanskrit, 3, 23, 24, 25, 30, 51, 183, 188, 

341, 388, 409 
Santa, 136, 159, 341, 363, 373, 378, 386, 

392, 410, 411, 455 
Scythian, 4 
Semitic, 2, 32, 384 
Shanghainese, 357 
Shih-wei see Shirwi 
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Shira Yoghor, xliv, 136, 159, 275, 327, 
341, 363, 373, 378, 392, 411 

Shirwi, 12, 35, 58, 59, 60, 63, 64, 65, 66, 
69, 77, 93, 202, 203 

Shiwei see Shirwi 
Silla, 20, 87, 90, 391, 416 
Sinitic, 124, 128, 129, 154, 211, 284, 357 
Sino-Korean, 54, 61, 92, 102, 128, 130, 

140, 206 
Sogdian, xliii, 22, 23, 25, 27, 37, 52, 89, 

91, 93, 203 
Solon, xxv, 332, 335, 336, 345, 357, 367, 

377, 394, 397, 457 
Sönid, 355 
Syriac, 23, 93, 94, 186, 326 
Tangut, 53, 67, 171, 172, 402 
Tatar, 35, 74 
Teochew, 153, 154 
Thai, 151, 158 
Tibetic, 23 
Tibeto-Burman, 35, 53, 357, 365, 384, 395, 

396, 402, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 414, 
416 

Tocharian see Tokharian 
Tokharian, 87, 96, 337, 389, 398, 407 
Tuan , 35, 54, 76 
Tungusic, xliii, 2, 4, 11, 15, 23, 30, 46, 64, 

66, 126, 137, 139, 147, 159, 186, 188, 

190, 266, 289, 326, 328, 332, 333, 335, 
336, 338, 339, 340, 344, 345, 346, 353, 
354, 356, 357, 362, 365, 366, 367, 378, 
384, 394, 395, 396, 397, 407, 408, 414, 
416, 449, 453, 454, 455, 457, 458 

Turkish, 5, 127, 186, 236 
Udihe, xxv, 126, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 

378 
Uilta, xxvi, 126, 332, 335, 336, 339, 357, 

397, 408 
Ulcha, xxvi, 332, 335, 336, 340, 357, 378, 

394, 396, 408, 455 
Uralic, 2, 4, 32, 384 
Uto-Aztecan, 32 
Uygur, xxv, xliii, xlv, 4, 7, 8, 10, 22, 24, 

25, 35, 63, 68, 84, 93, 94, 95, 97, 116, 
152, 174, 343, 417 

Welsh, 3 
Wu Chinese , 357 
Wu-huan see Awar 
Wutun, 186 
Xi see Hsi  and Hsi  
Xiongnu see Hsiung-nu 
Yakut see Sakha 
Yeniseic, 383 
Yü-wen,  35, 43, 53, 54, 76, 197, 314, 338
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GENERAL INDEX 

 
I have excluded most occurrences of the words ‘Kitan’, ‘Mongol’, ‘Taghbach’ (T’o-pa), ‘T’u-
yü-hun’ (‘Azha), ‘Serbi’ (Hsien-pei), ‘Awar’ (Wu-huan, Wu-wan), ‘Chinese’, ‘China’, 
‘Mongolia’, and derived words. The names of primary sources are only included if they are 
mentioned in full in the main text, i.e. abbreviated sigla of primary sources are not included in 
this index. The names of modern scholars and authors have also been largely excluded from 
this index, with a few exceptions. Words occurring in glosses, translations, example sentences, 
other linguistic data, and most words occurring in the Serbi-Mongolic comparative lexicon 
(§8.5. ‘The Common Serbi-Mongolic Lexicon’) are likewise not included here, with few 
exceptions; the few glosses that do appear in this index are indicated with single quotes, e.g. 
‘river’. Other words which occur throughout the text with high frequency are excluded. 
 
abalone, 133, 166 
Abel-Rémusat, Jean-Pierre, 1 
abessive, 322 
ablative, l, 247, 249, 263, 297, 298, 320, 

354, 360 
abtemporal converb, 325, 422, 423 
accusative, l, 90, 247, 253, 258, 259, 261, 

297, 298, 321, 351, 352, 360, 361, 367 
A-chen-chu , 158 
[Adj N], 226, 268, 307, 311 
adjectival, 47, 318, 324, 351 
adjectival noun, 47, 324, 351 
adjective, 222, 223, 225, 226, 227, 268, 

283, 307, 313, 314, 384 
administration, 55, 148, 198 
administrative division, 47 
administrative region, 205 
[Adv V], 269, 309, 311 
Advanced Tongue Root (ATR), xxiii, 129, 

146, 147, 163, 192, 200, 202, 214, 215, 
216, 293, 352, 423 

adverb, 222, 227, 269, 283, 309, 310, 327, 
382 

ad-word, 340 

affection ~ affectionate, 187, 348, 349, 
356, 357 

affix ~ affixed, 149, 190, 221, 231, 241, 
247, 248, 258, 272, 278, 284, 287, 294, 
296, 299, 300, 310, 322 

affricate, 15, 50, 74, 94, 130, 151, 153, 192, 
204, 208, 213, 293 

affrication, 130 
Afghanistan, 32 
agglutinative, 221, 241 
agreement, 226, 235 
agriculture, 31, 38, 39, 45, 70, 376, 388, 

394, 395, 410, 414 
A-hui , 63 
Ai clan , 130 
A-kan , 185, 202, 326 
Alan Qo’a, 71, 74 
alcohol see millet alcohol 
Alexandria, 82 
allograph, xliii, 108 
allomorph, 173, 190, 191, 216, 217, 230, 

243, 247, 265, 319, 320, 323, 324 
allophone, xliii, 110, 143, 214, 242 
allophonic, 146, 213, 214, 243 
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allophony, 214 
Altaic, 1, 2, 5, 17, 30, 34, 386, 391, 400, 

401 
alternation, 8, 216, 393, 411 
A-lu-wan , 422 
alveolar, 50, 85, 94, 96, 107, 127, 192, 199, 

204, 208, 213, 293 
Alyebangdïgzhing (ཨ་ེ་བང་ག་ང ་), 158, 184 
Amdo, 408, 414 
America, 169 
Amerigo Vespucci, 169 
An Lu-shan Shih Chi , 63 
anachronism, 28 
Anagai, 88 
A-na-kuei see Anagai 
analogy ~ analogical, 301, 353, 401 
ancestor ~ ancestral, 11, 13, 16, 34, 43, 53, 

60, 61, 65, 66, 68, 155, 162, 167, 224, 
288, 297, 303, 312, 313, 316, 334, 338, 
367, 368, 405, 406, 413, 433, 452 

Ancient Mongol Theory, 1, 2, 7, 8, 11, 12, 
13, 454 

animal husbandry, 38 
animals, 44, 45, 178, 326, 348, 377, 383, 

384, 394, 401, 408, 455, 458 
Annals of the ‘Azha Principality, 158, 169, 

172, 173, 182, 183, 194 
antecedent, 270 
Antiquity, 177, 393, 401, 407 
ape, 402 
approximant, xliii, 85, 89, 430 
approximation, xxvii, 10, 83, 112, 131, 

339 
A-pu-ku , 207 
Arabic script, xxxvii, xxxix, 10, 92, 110, 

111, 199, 210, 344, 353, 356, 369, 400 

Aramaic script, xliii, 10 
archaeological, 37, 38, 39, 45, 46, 52 
Archaic Mongol Theory, 7 
archery, 44, 314, 364, 395, 396, 414 
architecture, 29 
areal, 19, 21, 218, 322, 341, 373 
army, 15, 56, 170, 171, 172, 244, 255, 290, 

313, 331, 332, 378 
Arsilas, 88 
art, 46, 383 
artemisia, 11, 15, 83, 86, 126, 127, 134, 

166, 291, 314, 334 
articulate ~ articulatory, 12, 127, 219 
Aša Gambu, 171 
A-shih-na see Arsilas 
aspect, xxvi, 131, 134, 142, 241, 295, 317, 

344 
aspirated, 110, 113 
aspiration, 177 
assassin, 83, 149, 150, 165, 167, 314, 317, 

351 
Assembled Script, definition, 210 
assimilation, 280, 349; ethnolinguistic, 60, 

74, 75; progressive, 221; regressive, 
216, 220, 398 

asterisk, xlix, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 39, 215, 
284, 396 

astrology, 127 
ATR see Advanced Tongue Root 
Atrāk (اتراك) ‘Turks’, 71 
attributive, l, 133, 190, 195, 198, 216, 217, 

241, 247, 260, 298, 321, 340, 343, 352, 
375 

autumn, 215, 250, 313, 355, 381 
Avar, 57, 184, 368 
Baarin Left Banner, 328 
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back vowel, xlvii, 215 
back-formation, 157 
Bacot Document, 59, 109, 114, 115, 117, 

172, 173 
Bactria, 46, 383 
baγatur, 41, 187 
bald, 62, 83, 147, 148, 314, 354 
bandit, 134, 167, 272, 273, 276 
Baqɨr Balɨq, 112, 115, 118 
Bardar (བར་དར་), 109 
Barsqan, 98 
basic vocabulary see primary vocabulary 
basket, 386, 387, 388, 414 
Basmɨl, 115 
battle, 39, 40, 55, 138, 166, 171, 243, 275, 

279, 290, 319, 331, 332 
Bayankhutag county (Баянхутаг сум), 

288 
Bazin, Louis, 122, 124, 127, 131, 132, 133, 

144, 152, 156, 160 
bilabial, 85, 94, 96 
Bilge Qaγan, 98, 199, 340 
Bilge Qaγan Inscription, 199, 340 
bilingualism, 398 
Binder county (Биндэр сум), 326, 349, 

410 
bird, 45, 144, 183, 279, 291, 313, 339, 349, 

350, 370, 381, 430, 458, 459 
blacksmith, 125 
blade, 133, 148 
blend, 230, 401, 402 
blon (ན་), 110 
blood, 178, 404, 405, 413, 414 
boar, 83, 101, 132, 164, 167, 291, 327, 366, 

410, 411, 412, 414 

Bodončar, 303 
body part, 20, 384 
Böhtlingk, Otto, 408 
Bolívar, Simón, 169 
Bolivia, 169 
‘Bon Dargyal (འན་ད་ལ་), 177, 178 
Boodberg, Peter, 47, 51, 122, 124, 130, 

150, 152, 155, 156, 158, 160, 161, 343 
bookish, 150, 177, 356, 399 
boot, 391, 392, 393, 394 
boqta ~ boqto ~ boqtaq, 160, 161 
Borǰigin, 303 
boy, 18, 213, 234, 308, 348, 349, 356, 403, 

404, 459 
braid, 42 
bread, 376 
bridge, 90, 135, 163, 167, 314, 317, 361 
Bronze Age, 37 
Bronze Inscriptions , 388 
brother, 11, 161, 169, 185, 186, 187, 195, 

202, 249, 251, 262, 264, 265, 267, 270, 
275, 277, 291, 300, 313, 314, 326, 357, 
380, 381, 385, 405, 406, 429, 438 

btsanpo (བཙན་་), 175, 178 
Buddhism ~ Buddhist, 22, 23, 25, 26, 29, 

374, 409 
Bulgar, 368 
cage, 386, 387 
calque, 152, 176, 332 
carp, 176, 177, 195 
Carpini, Iohannes de Plano, 72, 73, 74 
Caspian Sea, 67 
Cathay, 75, 201 
cattle ~ cow, 45, 70, 313, 326, 339, 377, 

392, 395, 427, 449, 450 
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causative, 149, 285, 287, 295, 324, 333 
CC, 60, 218 
CCC, 218, 220 
CCCVC, 218 
CCV, 218 
CCVC, 218 
Čech, 169 
Central Asia, 37, 170 
Central Eurasia, 64, 169, 187, 188, 316 
centralization ~ centralized, 191 
cereal, 376 
Chan clan , 143 
Chan-ch’ih clan , 143 
Ch’ang-an, 170 
Ch’ang ch’ing ch’uan , 340 
Chang Chiu-ling , 344 
chef, 290, 314, 330 
Che-hui-chen , 150 
Chi clan , 92, 130 
chicken, 313, 372 
Chīdan Yār (چیدن یار), 67 
Ch’ieh Yün , 93 
Ch’ien-t’ung  reign period, 421 
Ch’i-fu , 54, 76, 368 
Ch’i-hai-chen , 149, 164, 165 
Chih-chen , 158 
Chih-chien Lo-lo , 48, 49 
Ch’ih-kan clan , 126, 134 
Ch’ih-le , 44 
Ch’ih-lu clan , 127 
Ch’ih-nu clan , 89, 123, 128 
Ch’ih Shan , 44 
Chih Yüan i-yü , xxxviii, 399 
Ch’i-ko , 62 
Ch’i-lien clan , 125, 140, 341 
Ch’in Empire , 79, 401, 414 

Chinggeltei, 209, 223, 224, 227, 230, 234, 
236, 241, 250, 252, 262, 264, 360, 406, 
426, 427, 428, 429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 
434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439 

Chinggis Khan, 71, 74, 75 
Ch’in-Han , 40, 80, 387, 414 
Ch’in K’ai , 39 
Chin Shih , xxv, 65, 99, 101, 106 
Chin Shu , 53, 54, 159, 172, 185 
Ch’i-tan Kuo Chih , 58, 70, 197 
Chiu clan , 142 
Ch’iu-li-chü , 55, 56 
Chiu T’ang Shu , 64 
chives, 389, 399, 400 
Ch’i-wan-chen , 150 
chos (ས་), 174 
Chou clan , 135 
Chou Shu , 42, 43, 53, 54, 61, 63, 172, 

185 
Chu clan , 127 
Ch’ü clan , 145 
Ch’ü-chin clan , 130 
Ch’ü-chü , 62 
Ch’üeh-chi , 48, 49 
Ch’üeh-chü , 48, 49 
Chui-chin , 206 
Ch’u k’o-han , 188  
Ch’u-lien clan , 129, 140 
Chung-yüan yin-yün , 101 
Chu-pu-ku , 421 
Ch’u-tai-han clan , 143 
Chü-yung-kuan inscriptions, xxxviii, 348 
Činggis Khan, 382 
classification ~ classify, xxv, xxvi, 14, 34, 

35, 288 
classifier, 235, 361 
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clause, 227, 240, 242, 268, 270, 271, 272, 
302, 304, 308 

clausal, 302, 380; clausal order, 188, 266, 
302, 303, 304, 305, 306 

Clauson, Sir Gerard, 1, 59, 112, 114, 115, 
116, 117, 118, 119, 122, 124, 132, 186, 
339, 340, 343, 344, 365, 372, 374, 400 

clerk, 156, 157, 167 
cliff, 71, 72, 181 
clothing, 44, 145, 160, 161, 167 
‘cloud’, 87, 90, 140, 142, 151, 164, 167, 

221, 290, 313, 314, 378 
cluster, 60, 98, 108, 110, 111, 117, 145, 

146, 193, 206, 218, 219, 220, 243, 285, 
333 

‘collect’, 103, 288, 290, 313, 373 
Colombia, 169 
Colombo, Cristoforo, 169 
colt, 353 
comitative, 247, 253, 261, 262, 297, 298, 

321, 351, 352, 360, 367 
comitatus, 201 
comparative method, xlix, 30, 32, 68, 76, 

292, 301 
complementary distribution, 110, 214 
complementizer, 270 
complex ~ complexity, 111, 132, 193, 220, 

231, 403, 407 
Composite Script see Assembled Script 
compositionality ~ compositional ~ non-

compositional, 386 
compound, xlviii, 181, 261, 301, 326, 331, 

339, 421, 423 
concatenation ~ concatenated, 47, 149, 

221 

confederacy ~ confederation, 51, 64, 65, 
66, 76, 77, 184, 198, 207, 421 

conjunction, 272 
conservative, 8, 9, 140, 153 
consonant cluster see cluster 
consort, 83, 130, 155, 156, 167, 189, 316 
constituent, 302, 313, 412 
consummation ~ consummate, 45 
contact, xliv, 33, 46, 179, 358, 383, 384, 

387, 388, 393, 398, 403, 407, 410, 414, 
415, 416 

converb, 173, 174, 222, 243, 285, 287, 295, 
321, 322, 323, 325, 333, 350, 422, 423 

convergence, 1, 4, 26, 27, 31, 126 
cook, 148, 151, 164, 290, 314, 330 
coordination, 249 
copula, 322 
copular clause, 304 
copular noun, 272 
core vocabulary see primary vocabulary 
coronal, 288 
cosmology, 313 
Cotoneaster, 127, 291, 334 
cotton, 390 
cow see cattle 
critical edition, 19, 73 
crop, 375, 376, 413 
cultivate, 38, 84, 88, 131, 166, 314, 317, 

343, 344 
cultural vocabulary, 384, 385 
culture word see Kulturwörter 
cursive, 173, 209 
customs, 41, 59, 60, 67, 75, 174 
CVCV, 27 
Cyrillic, 20, 179, 386, 392, 411 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:09 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



500 
 

 
 

Czech Republic, 169 
Dadal county, 201, 326, 349, 403, 410 
Dadpyi (དད་་) see Qay 
dairy, 44, 70 
ḍammah, 400 
Dared (ད་ད), 183 
dative-locative, 181, 241, 242, 247, 257, 

262, 298, 320, 321, 351, 359, 367, 370, 
374 

daughter, 185, 231, 232, 260, 268, 269, 
348, 349, 350, 357, 403, 459 

daughter language, 1, 76, 89, 129, 159, 
218, 284, 300, 332, 341, 350, 355, 363, 
386, 388, 393, 399, 407, 410, 411 

Daur (people), 68 
day, 8, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 37, 291, 292, 

313, 358, 376, 431 
dbu med (ད་ད་), 173 
debel see robe 
declension, 246, 285 
de’el see robe 
deer, 126, 339 
definite, 247, 261, 297 
degel see robe 
delabialization, 290 
deletion (sound loss), xliii, 72, 86, 88, 100, 

101, 106, 107, 108, 116, 126, 133, 139, 
141, 148, 154, 280, 289, 319, 323, 333, 
455 

[Dem N], 268, 307, 311 
demonstrative, 222-226, 264, 266, 268, 

270, 298, 307, 313, 337, 371, 438; 
demonstrative adjective, 223, 225; 
demonstrative pronoun, 223, 224, 384; 
discourse deictic demonstrative, 225 

denasalization ~ denasalized, 40, 50, 80, 
187, 203, 204, 389, 390 

denominal verb, 160, 409 
dental, 94, 192, 204, 213, 293 
depalatalization ~ depalatalized, 11, 289 
derivational morphology, 149, 228, 232, 

284, 331, 348 
derived see derivational morphology 
deverbal noun, 47, 88, 131, 135, 139, 142, 

149, 150, 154, 163, 165, 243, 287, 295, 
298, 316, 317, 318, 322, 324, 331, 332, 
343, 344, 351, 361, 362, 365, 374, 376, 
406, 422 

dharma, 4, 22 
diacritic, xlix, 110 
Dien, Albert, 55, 202, 344 
diet, 44 
digraph, xlviii 
diminutive, 341, 348, 352, 403 
diphthong, 84, 116, 183, 294 
directions, 313, 328, 376 
dirt, 167, 179, 314, 375, 393, 397, 457 
discourse, 225 
distal, 223, 225, 270, 371 
disyllabic, 370, 389, 399 
divergence ~ divergent ~ divergently, 1, 6, 

14, 15, 17, 20, 21, 32, 34, 54, 186, 188, 
191, 194, 197, 211, 287, 288, 289, 290, 
298, 300, 341, 415, 417, 437, 453 

diverse ~ diversity, xlviii, 13, 18, 72, 74, 
75, 172, 191, 204 

Dobun Bayan, 71 
Doerfer, Gerhard, 13, 137, 149, 186, 327, 

334, 355, 385, 396, 400, 454, 455, 458 
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dogs, 16, 38, 83, 86, 133, 134, 167, 187, 
227, 289, 291, 299, 307, 313, 314, 353, 
356, 357, 373, 397 

door, 44, 316, 377 
door guard, 124, 146, 155, 167, 315, 316, 

317 
Dornod province (Дорнод аймаг), 335, 

339, 355, 367 
dorsal, xliii, xlvii, 192, 213, 214, 289, 291, 

293, 356, 415, 455 
doublet, 406 
dragon, 86, 175, 255, 390, 433 
Dream of the Red Chamber, 179 
drinking, 45, 216, 262, 270, 277 
duke, 161, 162, 167 
dung, 386, 392, 458 
Dürlükin, 72 
dust, 375, 397, 398 
dwelling, 29, 313 
Dwenswen (ན་ན ་), 184 
Dwonsod (ན་ད་), 183 
eagle, 220, 291, 339, 350, 370, 430 
earth, 87, 137, 167, 168, 179, 247, 249, 

288, 314, 375, 379, 393, 397, 457, 458 
‘east’, 8, 289, 313, 345, 376, 377, 427 
Eastern Hu , 37, 38, 39, 41, 52, 54, 61, 

76, 365, 376, 377, 383, 412, 414 
Eastern Steppe, 46 
Edict of Mangala, 369 
Elunchun see Orochen Banner 
Elxe Taifin (K’ang-hsi), 191 
embankment, 87, 90, 137, 168, 288, 292, 

314, 379 
emphatic, 223 

epenthesis ~ epenthetic, 116, 142, 218, 
245, 285, 397 

epic, 191, 192 
epigraph, 222 
epitaph, 197, 204, 209, 223, 255, 325 
eponymous, 50, 169 
equative, 298 
Ergene Qun, 71, 181 
Ergune (Ergüne) River, 65, 69, 71 
Erh Ch’ien Shih , 162 
Erklig Qan see Erlig Qaγan 
Erlig Qaγan, 201 
euphemism, 133, 145 
euphemistic replacement, 145 
Europe, 32, 57, 368 
evidentiality, 131, 134, 142, 317, 344 
exclamation, 322 
expansion, 55, 68, 75 
fabric, 389 
factual, 136, 287, 289, 291, 295, 318, 319, 

363, 373, 376 
falcon, 183, 196, 221, 280, 370 
fall (n.) see autumn 
fall (v.), 130, 215, 313, 359 
falsifiability ~ falsifiable, 23, 31, 32, 34, 

415  
Fan clan , 135 
fan-ch’ieh , xxvi, 103, 104, 402 
Fang clan , 139 
Fang Chuang-yu , 122, 173 
farming, 314, 375; see agriculture 
father, 187, 188, 195, 264, 299, 319, 429 
fauna, 45 
feasting, 45 
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feminine, xxvii, 229, 230, 231, 232, 234, 
246, 271, 321, 330, 335 

Feng clan , 137 
Fen-wen , 206 
fermentation ~ fermented, 44, 70 
field, 135, 167, 376; see agriculture 
filial, 249, 271, 319, 405, 420 
fingernail, 392, 393 
finite, 271, 287, 295, 325 
firsthand, l, 134, 287, 291, 295, 323 
fish, 45, 176, 413 
fishing, 45, 334, 413 
folk etymology ~ folk etymologization, 24, 

28, 42, 52, 176, 180, 391, 398 
food, 151, 158, 166, 174, 290, 330, 413 
forced etymologies, 22 
Former Yen , 54 
fortition, 20, 221, 289 
Franke, Herbert, 155, 280, 315, 336, 366 
free variation, xliv, 113, 136, 154, 217, 

218, 265, 323, 342, 348, 392, 411, 457 
frequency, 283, 417 
fricative, xliii, xlvii, 40, 58, 87, 94, 111, 

112, 118, 135, 192, 213, 289, 293, 405, 
455 

front rounded vowel, xliv, 110, 348 
front vowel, xlvii 
frontier, 9, 37, 40, 44, 56, 67, 69, 79, 83, 

85, 86, 88, 89, 95, 97, 100, 104, 112, 
140, 157, 170, 389, 390, 395, 399 

Fu clan , 123 
Fu-chen , 142, 151, 158, 330 
Fu-chu-chen , 158 
Fu-lü clan , 123 

functional morphology, 6, 16, 22, 124, 165, 
185, 188, 190-191, 194, 195, 210, 283, 
284, 286, 287, 385, 415, 416 

furs, 44, 45 
fusion, 231, 257, 298 
future, l, 323 
[G N], 307, 308 
gambu  (Tangut title), 171, 172 
gamma, xliii, xlvii, 10 
Gansu see Kansu 
geminate, xlviii, 245 
gender, xxvii, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 234, 

237, 241, 246, 321, 348 
genitive, 181, 190, 191, 195, 198, 200, 201, 

203, 216, 217, 241, 247, 254, 255, 257, 
260, 269, 298, 321, 322, 333, 340, 343, 
346, 348, 349, 360, 367, 369, 375, 457 

Georgia, 169 
ger see yurt 
Gesar, 191, 192 
Geser see Gesar 
Getan (་ཏན་) ~ Getang (་ཏང་), 112, 115, 

117, 174, 200, 202 
ghost form, 228, 243 
ghost morpheme, 23, 29, 33 
ghost transcription, 156 
ginger, 86 
girl, 42, 186 
girth strap, 87, 125 
glacier, 182 
glide, xliii, 94, 96, 192, 193, 213, 293, 377 
glottal, 192, 293; glottal stop ʔ , 87, 102, 

141, 405; glottal transition ɦ , 9, 10, 
111  

Gñïjïgen (ག་་ན ་), 181 

 © 2017, Otto Harrassowitz GmbH & Co. KG, Wiesbaden
 ISBN Print: 9783447108553 # ISBN E-Book: 9783447196567

This content downloaded from 130.237.165.40 on Wed, 15 Sep 2021 14:49:09 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



503 

    
 

goat, 38, 126, 216, 220, 313, 339, 340, 449, 
451 

god ~ goddess, 54, 187, 203, 383 
gold, 26, 42, 45, 59, 251, 275, 279, 348, 

436 
good, 6, 11, 108, 279, 280, 313, 370, 371, 

380, 384, 395, 440 
Go-on , 139 
gown, 145 
grain, 375, 376, 413; see agriculture 
grandfather, 224, 280, 313, 338, 449, 452 
grandson, 208, 274, 433 
grass, 5, 6, 71, 96, 126, 178, 314, 334, 338, 

382, 457 
gyrfalcon, 183 
ɦ  see glottal transition 

háček, 428 
hair, 42, 52, 160, 456, 457 
Hambis, Louis, 172, 173, 174 
Han clan , 143 
Han Empire , 40, 41, 55, 56, 79, 154, 

161 
Han Kao-shih mu-chih-ming 

, 236 
Han Shu , 39, 44, 82 
hapax legomenon, 201 
haplology, 146 
hare, 5, 6, 11, 279, 313, 353, 373 
Harodpar (ཧ་ད་པར ་), 184, 189 
hawk, 220, 291, 339, 350, 370, 430 
He (་) see Qay 
headdress, 42, 160 
heaven, xlviii, 43, 124, 226, 240, 277, 378, 

422, 434 
Hebei , 37 

Hei-t’a , 43 
Hei Ta Shih-lüeh , 103 
Henan , 131 
Hepburn romanization, xlviii 
Hephthalite Empire, 57, 64, 184 
hero, 3, 41, 187 
‘hidden -n’, 260; see post-nominal -n 

suffix 
high vowel, 8 
Historia Mongalorum, xxix, 72, 73, 448 
Ho clan , 145 
Ho-ch’i ~ Ho-chi clan , 130 
Ho-ho-ch’en , 203, 205, 209, 215 
Ho-hsi clan , 92, 130, 343 
Ho-ku clan , 131 
homeland, 6, 32, 383, 384, 386, 401, 403, 

408, 412, 414, 416 
homograph, 67, 334 
homophone ~ homophonous, 81, 123, 133, 

138, 143, 243, 264, 452 
homorganic, 111, 334 
Ho-nan see Henan 
Ho-nan Kuo , 169 
Ho-nan wang , 169 
honorific, 186, 246, 374 
Ho-pei see Hebei 
Ho-pien , 206 
horse ~ horses ~ horseback, 24, 38, 42, 45, 

57, 70, 87, 117, 118, 119, 125, 174, 
175, 241, 258, 259, 313, 341, 352, 353, 
380, 395, 396, 414, 423, 456, 457 

Ho-tou-ling clan , 131 
Hou clan , 132, 144, 366 
Hou Han Shu , 41, 44, 45, 55, 395, 

412, 413 
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houses, 38, 86, 89, 90, 135, 139, 140, 165, 
251, 257, 263, 314, 326, 341 

Ho-wu-yü , 206 
Hsi  see Qay 
Hsi , 60, 63 
Hsien-chen , 151, 342 
Hsin-chih-pen , 40 
Hsing-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e 

, 328 
Hsin T’ang Shu , 62, 63, 64, 65, 

206  
Hsi-tou-lu clan , 132 
Hsiung-nu , 37, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 

60, 152, 187, 383, 388, 412, 417 
Hsi-wan-tan , 205 
Hsüan-i huang-hou ai-ts’e , 

222 
Hsüeh clan , 126 
Hsüeh-yen-t’o , 68 
Hu , 37, 38, 39, 41, 52, 54, 61, 76, 112, 

131, 365, 376, 377, 383, 412, 414, 448 
Hua , 57, 184 
Hua-I i-yü , 350, 399 
Huai-t’ou , 48, 49 
Huan clan , 130 
Huan clan , 146 
Hu-ku-k’ou-yin clan , 144 
Hu-lo-chen , 143, 151, 165, 366 
Hung Lou Meng , 179 
Hunminjŏng’ŭm Haeryebon 

, 18 
hunt ~ hunting, 38, 43, 44, 70, 192, 275, 

414 
hydronym, 44, 45, 58, 59, 61, 63, 178, 315, 

375, 432 
hyphen, xlix  

Ibn Muhannâ, xxxix, 392, 400 
I-ch’in-ti-ho , 63, 152, 157, 315 
idiolect, 327 
I-li-fa clan , 133 
I-lo-ho , 66, 201 
imitation see phonetic imitation 
imperfective, 309, 322, 323 
indefinite, 247, 258, 259, 298 
India, 37 
Indo-European peoples, 46, 48 
inflectional morphology ~ inflect ~ 

inflected ~ uninflected, 198, 222, 241, 
243, 247, 249, 261, 264, 284, 330, 346, 
380 

ink, 26, 27, 28 
Inner Mongolia, 38, 46, 68, 162, 209, 379, 

412, 414 
insertion see epenthesis 
instrumental, 247, 253, 261, 262, 298, 321, 

347, 351, 352, 360, 367, 392 
intercalary, 221, 289, 290, 313, 362 
interference, 139, 327, 345 
internal reconstruction, xxv, 76, 77, 404 
interpreter, 90, 150, 167, 185, 314, 324, 

350, 351 
intervocalic, 8, 9, 10, 67, 88, 116, 134, 140, 

143, 146, 149, 152, 164, 165, 193, 221, 
280, 289, 341, 367, 455 

intrafamily borrowing, 153 
intrafamily convergence, 31, 126 
intrafamily loanword, 332 
intransitive, 373 
IPA (International Phonetic Alphabet), 

xliii, xliv, xlv, xlvii, 18, 20, 47, 158, 
183, 328, 392, 399  
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irregularity ~ irregular, 21, 28, 146, 217, 
231, 233, 257 

Išbara, 98 
isogloss, 383, 400 
I-tou-chüan clan , 133 
I-t’u-kan , 202, 215 
ivory, 3, 210 
jade, 42, 43 
Jalayir, 74 
Jāmi‘u’t-tawārīkh ( ), 74, 181 
Jao-le , 45, 58, 66 
jewel, 25, 388 
Jih-lien , 205 
Jih-lü T’ui-yen , 48, 50 
Jïma Khol (་མ་ལ་), 175, 347 
Jo-kan clan , 127, 133, 356 
Jo-k’ou-yin clan , 134 
Jo-lo-kuei , 169 
Joru (་་), 191 
Jou-jan Empire , 68 
judge, 225, 314, 330, 331, 344, 380 
Ju-ho-chu , 62 
Jui-hsi , 207 
Ju-lo-kuei , 59 
Jurcha see Jurchen people 
Jurchen Empire, 99, 197, 275, 436 
Jurchen people, 45, 65, 66, 330, 332, 335, 

432 
Jurchen script, xxv, 99, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

362 
Juvayni, 74 
Kai clan , 132 
K’ang-hsi  see Elxe Taifin 
Kan-on , 139 
Kansu , 54, 408 

Kao clan , 137 
Karlgren, Bernhard, 13, 80, 128, 129 
Kerait see Kereyit 
Kereyit, 7, 8, 73, 113, 421 
Khagan (ཁ་གན་), 113, 114, 174, 182, 183, 

184, 188, 195, 202; see also khaghan 
khaghan, 88, 162, 170, 183, 188, 189, 195, 

316, 360, 364, 367 
khaghtun, 162; see also khatun and qatun 
khan, 364 
khān (خان), 364 
Khar Tsan (ཁར་ཙན ་), 171 
Khatāy (ختایی), 201 ,67 
khatun, 162; see also khaghtun and qatun 
khātūn (ُخَاتن), 317 
Khazar, 368 
Khentii province (Хэнтий аймаг), 201, 

288, 326, 335, 339, 344, 349, 355, 367, 
403, 410 

Khinggan Range, 52 
Khitāi ( ْخِتٰای), 67 
Khri ‘Od (་ད་), 99, 111 
Khri Srong Lde Brtsan (་ང་་བན་), 171 
Khri Srong Rtsan (་ང་ན་), 170 
Khrigzigs (་གཟིགས་), 181 
Khunyemon (་་ན་), 182 
Kirghiz, 63, 68, 152  
Kitan Empire, 57, 66, 70, 77, 100, 171, 

197, 198, 204 
knife, 152, 367 
K’o-chu-hun clan , 144 
k’o-han , 96, 98, 162, 188, 190, 203, 

208, 215, 368 
K’o-hou clan , 144 
Kokonor, 169, 355 

التواريخ جامع
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K’o-pi-neng , 51, 76 
K’o-po-chen , 155, 315, 319 
Korea, 18 
Koryŏ , 20, 353 
K’o-sun , 155, 189 
K’o-tsui , 48, 50 
K’o-tsun , 189 
Kou clan , 133 
Kou clan , 144 
K’ou clan , 134 
Kowalewski, Józef, xxix, 138, 159, 333, 

343 
Ko-wu-t’u , 43 
Ku clan , 138 
Ku Yeh-lü shih ming-shih , 

348 
Kuang-yün , 103 
Kuchi, 32 
K’u-ko , 208 
Kül Tegin Inscription, 110, 119, 340, 347, 

365 
Küli Čor Inscription, 199 
Kulturwort ~ Kulturwörter, 6, 152, 166, 

187, 188, 194, 195, 353, 357, 360, 364, 
368, 383, 396 

K’u-mo Hsi , 60, 61; see also Qay 
K’u-mo-li , 208 
Kyerim Yusa , 19, 391, 406 
labial, 85, 94, 96, 192, 213, 280, 290, 293 
labiodental, 94 
lady, 105, 156, 186, 189, 229, 231, 232, 

255, 264, 267, 279, 305, 316, 317, 348, 
420, 433 

lake, 11, 45, 176, 313, 336, 358, 381 
Lang clan , 123, 128 

Lang-chün hsing-chi , xxxvi, 
103, 225, 234, 263, 272, 274, 436 

language shift, 54 
language universals, 34 
Lao-ha River , 46, 58, 413 
lapel, 52 
Large Script see Linear Script 
laryngeal, 141 
Later Chao , 157 
Later Yen , 54 
lateral, xlviii, 90, 94, 135, 145, 192, 213, 

293, 328, 358 
Laufer, Berthold, 335, 336, 337, 342, 372, 

385, 386, 387, 388 
leek, 399 
lenition ~ lenited, xliii, 9, 58, 81, 107, 108, 

116, 117, 142, 146, 164, 165, 221, 280, 
289, 345, 356, 455 

lexical interference, 139 
lexicalization ~ lexicalized ~ lexically 

assigned, 150, 247, 257, 263, 264, 266, 
291, 299, 301, 315, 318, 319, 323, 324, 
327 

Liang clan , 135 
Liang Shu , 172, 184 
Liao , 59, 200, 201, 432 
Liao River , 48, 58 
Liao Shih , 61, 63, 70, 171, 198, 208, 

210, 211, 318, 378, 405 
Liao-hsi , 55, 56, 401, 406, 412, 413 
Liaoning , 38 
Liao-tung , 169 
Ligeti, Lajos Louis), xlvii, 7, 11, 12, 15, 

59, 114, 115, 121, 122, 129, 140, 155, 
156, 157, 159, 335, 336, 337, 342, 343, 
351, 358, 361, 383 
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Linear Script, definition, 210 
liquid (consonant), 140, 280 
Liu clan , 138 
livestock, 174, 386, 413, 449 
logogram ~ logograph ~ logographic, 233, 

425-440 
Lou-pan , 56 
low vowel, 8 
lowering see vowel lowering 
Loyang , 40 
Lu clan , 144 
Lun Heng , 390 
lynx, 178, 179, 180, 195, 205, 455 
Maek , 48, 413 
Maga Thogon Khagan (མ་ག་་ན་ཁ་གན་), 182, 

184, 188 
Malgal ~ Margar  see Mo-ho 
Manchu Script, 346 
Manchuria, 37, 177, 209, 211 
Manchurian Sprachbund, 177 
Mangala see Edict of Mangala  
Mangporje (མང་་་), 182 
Man-t’ou , 40 
manure, 392 
mare, 353 
marriage, 42, 45, 69, 251, 257, 263 
masculine, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 

246, 271, 315, 317, 320, 321, 324, 330, 
332, 348, 426, 428, 430, 432 

Maspero, Henri, 94 
Mdosmad (མ་ད་), 111, 181 
meat, 44, 70 
medial, xlix, 9, 72, 88, 98, 108, 142, 145, 

149, 152, 349 
medicine, 127 

Megrit see Mekrit 
Meillet, Antoine, 283, 288 
Mekrit, 73, 74 
Meng-ku , 69, 70, 76, 77 
Meng-ku-li , 70, 76, 77 
Meng Ta Pei Lu , 71 
Meng-wa  ~ Meng-wu , 11, 65, 

68, 69, 70, 76, 77, 297 
merger ~ merge ~ merged ~ merging, 11, 

82, 85, 101, 104, 106, 116, 214, 215, 
297, 320, 364, 368, 369, 396, 407 

Mergit see Merkit 
Merkit, 7, 73, 74 
metaphorical extension, 139 
metathesis ~ metathesized, xxvi, 329, 348, 

352, 373 
Mgar Stong Rtsan (མགར་ང་ན་), 170 
Mi-chia , 48, 50 
mid vowel, 8 
military, 48, 208, 251, 254, 275, 313, 331, 

332, 336, 343 
milk, 178, 377, 404 
millet, 87, 376; millet alcohol, 87 
mimetics, 126, 139, 222 
Ming clan , 133 
minimal pairs, 213 
Min-yüeh , 154 
Mi-tao-ssu Niao , 336 
Mo-chieh , 60 
modification ~ modify ~ modifying, 222, 

226, 227, 229, 231, 234, 235, 260, 268, 
269, 270, 271, 272, 298, 307, 308, 309, 
337, 348 

Mo-fu , 203, 205, 206 
Mo-fu-ho , 203 
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Mo-ho , 60, 65, 66 
Mo-ho , 187 
Mo-ho-fu , 62, 203 
Mo-ho-fu , 203 
Möllendorff-Norman romanization, xlvii 
monarch, 364 
Mongol Conquests, 70, 151, 191 
Mongol Empire, 66, 75, 421 
monkey, 400, 401, 402, 413 
monomorphemic, 24, 25, 29, 33, 157, 200, 

221, 280, 291, 294, 333, 338, 370, 386, 
396 

monophthongization ~ monophthongized, 
84, 151, 164, 280 

monosyllabic, 147 
‘month’, 17, 18, 19, 20, 239, 292, 313, 369, 

428 
mood, xxvi, 131, 134, 142, 295, 317, 344 
moon, 3, 17, 18, 19, 20, 70, 87, 292, 313, 

362, 369, 384, 388, 406, 428 
morpheme-initial, 164 
morphophonology ~ morphophonological, 

243, 283, 284, 380 
morphosyntax ~ morphosyntactic, 100, 

231, 235, 273, 295, 296, 299, 300, 380 
Mostaert, Antoine, xliii, 220, 355, 363, 

373 
‘mother’, 25, 247, 249, 255, 293, 359 
Mo-tun , 41, 187 
mountain valley, 72, 181, 195 
mouse, 154 
mud ~ muddy, 179, 375 
Muglden (ག་ན ་), 183, 184 
mugwort, 130, 167 
Mu-jung (person) , 48, 50 

Mu-jung (eponymous clan name) , 50, 
54, 80, 169, 190 

Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan , 190 
Mu-ku-lü , 147, 354 
Mu-k’un , 62 
Mulgil ~ Murgir  ( ) see Wu-chi 
Müller, Max, 30, 31 
Muqaddimat al-Adab, xxxix, 333, 354, 

386 
Murayama, Shichirō , 7, 8  
mushroom, 385, 386 
Mu-t’i , 156 
mutual intelligibility ~ mutually 

intelligible, 60, 77, 122, 125 
myth ~ mythology, 71, 73, 188, 385 
-n see post-nominal -n suffix 
[N Post], 310 
Naiman, 7, 74 
Naiman-Kereyit Theory, 7 
Nan Ch’i Shu , 52, 125, 142, 148, 

152, 156, 159, 162, 163, 172 
Nankiyas, 75 
Nan-lou , 56 
na-po , 420, 421 
narrowing see semantic narrowing 
narwhal, 210 
nasal, xlvi, 16, 40, 80, 81, 85, 86, 94, 96, 

101, 106, 107, 108, 127, 137, 178, 182, 
192, 199, 200, 213, 219, 254, 293, 334, 
349, 390, 430; see also denasalization 
and prenasalization 

nasalization ~ nasalized, 81, 86, 89, 107, 
108, 127 

[Neg V], 309, 310 
negation ~ negative, 272, 273, 309, 310, 

322 
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neologism, 133 
Nestorian Stele, 94, 417 
net, 87, 129, 166, 314, 334, 413 
neutralization ~ neutralized, 177, 217 
Nganlam Klu Khong (ངན་ལམ་་ང ་), 171  
Nganlam Stag Sgra Klu Khong see 

Nganlam Klu Khong 
Niao-lo-ko , 45 
Niru’un, 72, 74 
No-ho-po , 189 
nomad ~ nomadic ~ nomadism, 30, 31, 32, 

34, 38, 39, 44, 65, 67, 74, 326, 365 
nominal, 232, 266, 300, 301, 338, 453 
nominative case, 21, 188, 247, 258, 298, 

367, 368 
non-distinctive, 186, 357 
non-initial, 133, 214, 215 
Northern and Southern Dynasties period 

, 55, 148, 161, 183, 197, 198, 
205 

Northern Ch’i , 55, 122 
Northern Chou , 53, 121 
Northern Wei , 52, 79, 81, 84, 85, 86, 

87, 88, 121, 122, 123, 125, 129, 136, 
140, 141, 159, 162, 172, 197, 199, 203, 
204, 205, 206, 416 

Nü-chen-kuan i-yü , xxiv 
Nüküz, 71 
null (Ø), 10, 98, 99, 102, 146, 258, 270, 

312 
[Num N], 308, 380 
number , 222, 226, 235, 264, 266, 298, 299, 

300, 301, 318 
numeral, 222, 228, 229, 230, 231, 233, 236, 

237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 266, 268, 298, 

308, 313, 334, 335, 336, 342, 344, 345, 
348, 366, 384, 449, 452, 459; cardinal 
numeral, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 
238, 239, 241, 260, 361, 403, 425, 430, 
432, 437, 439, 440; ordinal numeral, 
221, 228, 229, 230, 232, 233, 320, 321, 
430 

oblique, 337, 349, 371 
obsolete, 177, 399 
obstruent, xlvi, 45, 85, 88, 94, 95, 110, 128, 

154, 177, 217, 218, 240, 288, 356 
occupational suffix, 149, 150, 151, 160, 

165, 243, 315, 319, 331, 342, 350, 351, 
366, 438 

‘Odang (་དང་), 175 
Oirat (people), 74 
‘O Khol (་ལ་) ~ ‘O Kol (་ལ་), 177, 178, 

180, 181, 347 
Old Tibetan Annals, 54, 172, 173, 175, 

180, 182, 194 
Old Tibetan Chronicle, 110, 194 
Öng’üt (Önggüt) people, 74 
onomastica ~ onomastic ~ onomasticon ~ 

non-onomastic, 41, 49, 54, 55, 61, 66, 
75, 79, 80, 122, 123, 125, 148, 182, 
183, 189, 204, 417 

onset (syllable or morpheme onset), xxvi, 
xlv, 40, 50, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 91, 94, 
95, 100, 101, 103, 106, 110, 111, 112, 
139, 141, 142, 143, 172, 174, 180, 204, 
206, 218, 220, 389, 390 

Oracle Bone Inscriptions , 398 
oral tradition, 71 
oralized, 389 
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ordo ~ ordu, 244, 246, 250, 303, 359, 360, 
439 

Ordu Balɨq, 68  
origin myth, 71, 188 
Orkhon inscriptions, 152, 199 
Orochen Banner, xxxi, 162 
Oroqen see Orochen Banner  
orthographic convention, 334, 346 
Oʁraq, 118 
OV, 266, 302, 303, 310 
overt, 266, 270, 298 
Özmiš Qaγan, 98 
palatal ~ palatalization ~ palatalized ~ 

palatalizing, xliii, xlvii, 11, 15, 16, 50, 
67, 69, 85, 94, 96, 100, 127, 148, 151, 
178, 182, 187, 189, 192, 193, 199, 200, 
205, 209, 213, 289, 293, 344, 377, 430; 
see depalatalized and unpalatalized 

Pa-lieh clan , 135, 361 
Pao clan , 133 
Pao clan , 145 
‘Para-Mongolic’, 2, 14, 15, 16, 17, 57, 405 
paradigm, 16, 142, 163, 241, 242, 243, 245, 

246, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 
255, 256, 258, 284, 285, 286, 287, 299, 
300, 350, 368, 416 

paragoge ~ paragogic, 126, 455 
participle, 271, 322 
particle, 222, 223, 273 
passive, 222, 287, 295, 310, 324, 333 
past tense, 11, 103, 134, 136, 240, 246, 

264, 271, 280, 287, 289, 290, 291, 295, 
315, 318, 319, 321, 322, 323, 324, 337, 
407, 420, 422; feminine past, 330; 
immediate past, 323; masculine past, 
324, 330, 332; past factual, 136, 287, 

289, 291, 295, 318, 319, 363, 373, 376; 
past firsthand, 134, 287, 291, 295, 323 

pastoral ~ pastoralism, 38, 39, 365 
Pei shih , 61, 63, 64, 65, 172, 185, 

187, 205 
pejoration (semantic change), 64, 137, 288 
Pelliot, Paul, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 15, 39, 64, 

65, 68, 74, 98, 99, 112, 122, 137, 155, 
157, 159, 173, 185, 187, 188, 201, 288, 
289, 290, 350, 366, 384 

P’eng Ta-ya , 103 
perfective, 11, 131, 134, 142, 149, 154, 

222, 271, 280, 285, 287, 295, 296, 309, 
317, 318, 322, 323, 325, 332, 337, 344, 
422 

periodization, xxiv, 13, 33, 68, 75, 76, 388, 
406, 416 

Perlee, Kh. (Пэрлээ, Х.), 209, 328 
person (grammatical category), l, 188, 195, 

222  
personal name see onomastica 
personal pronouns, 4, 185, 222 
‘Phagspa Script, xxiv, xxxvii, xxxviii, xliv, 

xlv, 16, 42, 67, 100, 101, 103, 325, 
340, 348, 349, 361, 362, 363, 369, 370, 
371, 372, 374, 375, 377, 378, 402, 404 

phonetic imitation, 138, 143, 144 
phonological conditioning ~ 

phonologically conditioned ~ 
conditional ~ conditioned, xxvii, 136, 
151, 243, 247, 264, 265, 319, 323, 419, 
420, 421, 423, 424, 428, 438 

phonotactics, xxvi, 45, 97, 111, 126, 142, 
147, 148, 163, 164, 182, 200, 204, 205, 
243, 329, 388, 397, 455 
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phrase ~ phrasal, xxv, 64, 119, 158, 175, 
176, 180, 200, 210, 225, 235, 236, 240, 
243, 336, 337, 340, 348, 356, 375, 390, 
447; adverb phrase, 382; noun phrase, 
270, 381; phrasal order, 268, 306, 307, 
308, 309, 310, 311; phrasal structure, 
380 

Pi clan , 129 
pig, 38, 83, 101, 132, 164, 167, 291, 327, 

353, 366, 410, 411, 413, 414 
Pinyin, xlvi, 176, 236 
pitch, xxiii, xxiv, xxvii, xlviii, 154, 155 
Pi-te-chen , 156 
P’i-ti (Tuan Serbi leader), 53 
plosive see stop 
plough, 389, 394, 395, 413, 414, 455 
plural, 67, 128, 149, 150, 151, 155, 160, 

165, 198, 199, 200, 201, 210, 220, 224, 
235, 253, 258, 264, 266, 291, 298, 299, 
300, 301, 315, 318, 319, 324, 327, 329, 
330, 331, 333, 337, 339, 342, 343, 345, 
348, 349, 350, 351, 356, 361, 363, 364, 
366, 367, 369, 372, 378, 403, 438 

polarization, 215 
Polo, Marco, 11, 74 
polymorphemic, 24, 29, 375, 396 
Pontic Steppe, 88 
Poppe, Nicholas, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 23, 

47, 133, 289, 298, 313, 317, 318, 321, 
322, 325, 328, 334, 335, 336, 337, 342, 
344, 349, 351, 352, 354, 356, 358, 362, 
372, 384, 386, 391, 392, 393, 400, 403, 
404, 411, 422, 453, 454, 455, 456 

Popper, Karl, 34 
possessive, 133, 269, 333  

possessive attributive suffix, 133 
possessor, xxv, 269, 307 
possessum, xxv, 269, 307 
post-nominal -n suffix, 338; see ‘hidden -

n’ 
postposition ~ postposed ~ postpositional, 

xxv, 268, 310, 333 
P’o-to-lo clan , 135 
pragmatics ~ pragmatically, 323 
predicate ~ predicative, 224; nominal 

predicate, 266; predicative sentence, 
266; predicative verb, 266 

prefect, 11, 156, 167, 314, 354 
prefecture, 205, 277 
prefix, 14, 154 
prehistory, 23, 33, 383, 384, 416 
prenasalization ~ prenasalized, 94, 95, 111, 

389 
preparative converb, l, 287, 295, 322 
primary, xliv, 159, 377; primary 

vocabulary, 384, 385, 389, 393, 397 
pro-drop, 270, 312 
progressive (language), 20, 106, 358, 369 
progressive raising, 221 
prohibitive, 309 
proper noun see onomastica 
prosthesis ~ prosthetic (sound change), 

388  
proximal, l, 223, 224; proximal ad-word, 

340; proximal demonstrative, 337; 
proximal demonstrative pronoun, 224 

P’u clan , 133, 135, 342 
P’u-hui , 43 
Pu-liu-ku clan , 144 
pulmonic ingressive, xxvii, 322 
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P’u-ta-chen , 160 
Pu-yao , 50, 80 
Puyo (Puyŏ ) people, 48, 60, 

360, 368, 413  
Puyo-Koguryoic peoples (Puyŏ-Koguryŏ 

) , 48, 60, 
360, 368, 413 

qa (title), 201, 231, 364, 368, 427 
qa’an (title), 364, 368 
qaγan (title), 98, 110, 199, 201, 340, 364 
qahan (title), 188, 364, 368, 382 
Qaidu (11th c. Mongol ruler), 49, 132 
Qalach, 75 
qan (title), 201, 327, 364 
Qara Khitai, 57, 67, 197, 198 
Qarluq, 75, 96, 112, 118 
qat (plural title), 364 
qatun (title), 95, 130, 156, 189, 316, 317; 

see also khaghtun and khatun 
Qay people, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64, 

76, 92, 178, 183, 203, 207, 315, 423, 
437  

Qiyan, 71 
Qorolas, 71 
quotatives, 222 
Qutadγu Bilig, 339, 456 
rabbit, 6, 11, 279, 313, 373 
raising see vowel raising 
Ramstedt, G.J., 17, 139, 181, 384, 389, 

392, 399, 410 
Raole see Jao-le 
Rashīdu’d-dīn Faḍlul’lāh, 67, 71, 74, 181 
rat, 154 
Ratchnevsky, Paul, 64, 65, 298 
reanalysis ~ reanalyzed (language change), 

73, 175, 176, 178, 186, 200, 203, 321, 

332, 338, 340, 343, 346, 347, 348, 352, 
355, 361, 389, 401, 449, 453  

reaping, 38 
Rebgong, 191 
reciprocal, 285 
reduction see vowel reduction 
reduplication ~ reduplicative, 222 
reflexive, 42, 343, 392 
regularity ~ regular ~ regularly, 5, 6, 20, 

21, 23, 28, 33, 40, 51, 80, 82, 84, 102, 
116, 135, 141, 143, 154, 159, 187, 191, 
200, 204, 215, 216, 221, 280, 289, 290, 
292, 322, 327, 333, 341, 344, 350, 356, 
357, 375, 387, 415, 453, 454, 455, 458 

reincarnation, 374 
[Rel N], 268, 308, 309, 311 
relative clause, 227, 240, 268, 270, 271, 

308 
relay route ~ relay system ~ relay station, 

124, 133, 151, 156, 158, 159, 166, 167, 
290, 314, 342, 343, 346 

religion, 25, 174 
resultative, 131, 296, 317, 344 
rgyalpo (ལ་་), 173, 174 
rhotacism ~ rhotacization ~ rhotacizing ~ 

rhotacized ~ rhotic ~ non-rhotic, 31, 
38, 58, 60, 61, 66, 86, 89, 98, 130, 145, 
149, 164, 165, 201, 267 

rhymes, xxvi, xlix 
‘ride’, 130, 215, 241, 259, 313, 359, 422, 

423 
‘right’ (side), 255, 313, 328, 381 
Right Pei-p’ing , 48, 56 
Rinchen, B. (Ринчен, Б.), 7, 65, 335, 339, 

344, 355, 362, 367 
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rivers, 38, 45, 46, 52, 58, 59, 60, 65, 66, 69, 
71, 72, 73, 169, 175, 176, 179, 180, 
413 

‘river’ (word for ~), 17, 18, 19, 58, 100, 
113, 136, 175, 176, 177, 178, 180, 181, 
195, 213, 214, 313, 314, 340, 341, 342, 
347, 354, 375, 381, 421 

‘road’, 151, 342, 343, 346 
‘robe’, 145, 146, 166, 411 
‘roe deer’, 126 
Romani people, 32 
romanization ~ romanized, xxiv, xxvi, xliii, 

xliv, xlvii, xlviii, 92, 212, 362, 377 
rounded vowel, xliii, xliv, 8, 84, 111, 135, 

214, 230, 348, 352, 398, 400, 434; see 
also unrounded vowels 

royal seal, 43 
Rudnev, A. (Рудневъ, А.), 20 
runiform, xlvii, 59, 110, 174, 199, 334, 

422 
šad (title), 99 
saddle strap see girth strap 
Saint George, 169 
Saka, 52, 132, 167 
salt, 151, 314, 336, 358, 381 
Samganghaengsildo , 18 
San Kuo Chih , 42, 47, 55 
sandal cord, 11, 87, 125, 166, 341 
Sanglakh, 343 
Sanzheev, Garma D. (Санжеев, Гарма Д.), 

7, 16, 126, 455 
Saskya Legs bshad, 386 
Saskya Paṇḍita, 386 
scissors, 367, 406 
scribe, 7, 157, 247, 279, 280 

script see writing 
Scythian people, 52, 132, 167 
‘sea’, 3, 336 
Sea of Azov, 366 
seal see royal seal 
season, 45, 70, 249, 289, 290, 313, 339, 

346, 361, 381, 436 
secondary (language change), xliv, 333, 

334, 345, 348 
Secret History of the Mongols, 8, 72, 113, 

147, 171, 330, 364, 392, 399 
secretary, 152, 166, 247, 279 
sedentary, 31, 32, 34 
‘seed’, 363 
semantic change, 28, 390 
semantic narrowing, 386 
Serwen Khaalga (Сэрвэн Хаалга), 288 
shaman ~ shamaness, 108, 202, 314, 344, 

381
Shan clan , 138 
Shan-tung see Shandong 
Shandong , 54 
Shang-ching , 70 
Shang-ku , 48, 56 
Shao-ku , 208 
Shara (ཤ་ར ་), 175 
shared: functional morphology, 22, 188, 

190-191, 283, 284, 287, 295, 415; 
innovations, 154, 284, 288, 289; 
lexicon, 63, 331, 406, 407, 410, 413, 
453; phonological innovations, 288, 
289 

shaving ~ shaved, 45 
sheep, 38, 45, 70, 174, 365, 366, 380, 387, 

395 
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shift see language shift 
Shih Chi , 39, 44 
Shih-lou clan , 137 
Shih-pen clan , 89, 136, 137, 288, 

379 
Shih-te , 62 
Shih-t’u clan , 145 
Shih-wei  see Shirwi 
Shiratori, Kurakichi , 13, 122, 

147, 155, 156, 158, 159, 173, 185, 333, 
343, 350, 396, 405 

Shirwi, 11, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 64, 65, 66, 
69, 71, 76, 77, 203 

shoe ~ shoes, 391, 394 
Shou-pieh-kuan , 161 
Shu-lo-kan see Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan 
sibilant, 88 
sibling, 11, 16, 221, 234, 235, 264, 269, 

290, 291, 300, 313, 348, 356, 357, 405, 
406, 414 

Silgucïn (ལ་་ན་) ~ Sïlgucïn (ལ་་ན་), 
177, 178, 180, 193, 315, 454, 455 

silk, 389, 390, 414 
Silla  (state), xlviii, 87 
‘silver’, 389 
simplified ~ simplification (phonological 

change), 333 
singular, 188, 195, 298, 333 
Sino-Tibetan Treaty Inscription, 111 
Sinor, Denis, 23, 67, 157, 185, 457 
sister, 213, 234, 338, 357, 405, 406, 452 
sister language ~ sister branch, xlviii, 8, 13, 

136, 313 
Small Script see Assembled Script 
smith, 125 
smoke, 15, 107, 108 

snakes, 44, 181, 313, 353, 357, 421 
[SNP PredNP], 305 
society ~ social structure, 23, 31, 32  
Sogdian people, 52, 91 
Sogdian script, xliii, 10 
‘soil’, 167, 314, 375, 389, 393, 397, 457 
So-ku , 208 
So-lu clan , 132 
‘son’, 17, 18, 186, 203, 231, 236, 249, 261, 

290, 291, 300, 307, 308, 338, 348, 349, 
350, 356, 357, 403, 404, 452, 459 

Sonom Gara, 386 
sonorant, 88, 219 
sound correspondence ~ correspond, 5, 6, 

15, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 33, 51, 58, 80, 
81, 86, 102, 103, 112, 113, 115, 126, 
127, 134, 136, 143, 187, 288, 290, 292, 
294, 323, 357, 397, 415 

Southern Liang , 53 
Southern Yen , 54 
SOV, 302, 304, 380 
sovereign, 364, 367, 368 
spatial, 340 
spear, 126 
speech, 30, 53, 60, 122, 351, 356 
spirant see fricative 
spirantization, 15, 16, 153 
spirit, 25, 44, 362 
sporadic, 81, 146, 215, 341, 398 
Sprags (སགས་), 175 
Spu (་), 170 
Square Script see ‘Phagspa Script 
Stammbaum see tree 
Starostin, Sergei (Старостин, Сергей), 13, 

79, 82, 87, 327, 328, 332, 339, 344, 
378, 386, 387, 395, 398, 400, 401 
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stop ~ plosive, 15, 87, 88, 94, 96, 102, 141, 
177, 192, 213, 293, 389, 405 

stress, 220 
Subašida see Saskya Legs bshad 
subject (grammatical subject), xxvi, l, 266, 

270, 271, 310, 312 
subjects (social division), 40, 66, 69, 122, 

124, 172, 394, 413 
subordinate conjunctive converb suffix, 

173, 174 
subordination, 272 
subordinative conjunction, 272 
substratal elements ~ substrata, 191, 346, 

367, 379 
Su-ho-kuei , 190 
Sui dynasty , 60, 170; see also Sui-

T’ang 
Sui Shu , 61, 62, 63, 64, 121, 211                                                                                                                                         
Sui-T’ang , xxiv, 43, 57, 93, 94, 128, 

129, 183, 189, 197, 198, 206, 207 
Su K’o-han , 203, 208, 215 
Su-li , 51 
summer, 181, 313, 345, 381, 382 
sun, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 291, 292, 313, 

358, 359, 376, 384, 388 
Sung dynasty , 103, 197, 256, 261 
Sung-mo , 207 
Sung Shu , 169, 172, 185, 187, 188 
superstrate, 154 
suppletion ~ suppletive, 230, 233, 235, 

258 
Su-p’u-yen , 56 
surname, 43, 124, 125 
SV, 266, 302, 303, 381 
Swadesh, Morris, 283, 385 

syllable nuclei, 84, 104, 114 
syllable-final, xxvi, xlviii 
syllable-initial, xxvi, 81, 82, 113, 141, 280, 

289 
syncretism, 230, 328, 373 
syntax ~ syntactic, 188, 194, 210, 211, 266, 

267, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 310, 
380, 417, 447 

Szemerényi, Oswald, 283 
taboo, 43, 145 
Ta-chi ~ Ta-ch’i ~ T’a-chi ~ T’a-ch’i , 

207 
Ta-fei Ch’uan , 175 
Ta-ho , 76, 198, 207 
Tai  (state), 52 
T’ai-tsu Emperor Wen , 43 
ta-jen , 48 
Tajik, 75 
tally sticks, 172 
Ta-mo-kan clan , 145 
Ta-mo-lou , 60 
T’ang dynasty , xxvi, xxix, 37, 57, 93, 

170, 175, 208, 244, 260, 262, 276; see 
also Sui-T’ang 

Tangqut see Tangut people 
Tangut people, 53, 170, 171 
Tangut Empire, 53, 172 
Tangut Script, 67, 172, 402 
T’an-shih-huai , 47, 48, 51, 76, 413 
Tao-tsung huang-ti ai-ts’e , 

200 
T’ao-wei-ssu Mo-li , 179, 375 
Ta-po clan , 145, 316 
Tartar, 73 
Tártaros (Τάρταρος), 73 
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ta-shuai , 48 
Tatabɨ see Qay 
Tatar, 71, 73, 74, 103, 421 
Tata[r]-Toŋa, 7 
T’a-tun , 56 
technology ~ technological, 28, 384, 396, 

414 
temporal, 242, 340 
Temüǰin, 304, 421 
tense, xxvi, 11, 131, 134, 136, 142, 241, 

246, 264, 271, 289, 290, 295, 315, 317, 
321, 322, 323, 324, 330, 332, 344, 373, 
420; see also past tense, future, and 
TMA 

tent see yurt 
text-critical notes, 126, 135, 142, 143, 144, 

145 
textile, 389, 414 
Thogon (་ན་), 169, 183, 184, 188, 196 
Tibet, 175, 192 
Tibetan Empire, 109, 111, 170, 171, 172, 

190  
Tibetan people, 110, 129, 170, 386 
Tibetan script, 82, 111, 114, 135, 137, 140, 

173, 180, 202, 409 
T’ieh-le , 44 
T’ien-chüan  reign period, 240 
T’ien-hui  reign period, 103 
till ~ tilling, 314, 375, 376; see agriculture 
‘time’, 226, 247, 249, 263, 277, 279, 289, 

290, 309, 310, 313, 330, 339, 346, 361, 
436 

Ting-ling , 44 
TMA, xxvi, 286, 289, 295; see tense, 

mood, and aspect 

Todaeva, B. Kh. (Тодаева, Б. Х.), 20, 220, 
322, 327, 373, 378, 386, 411, 455 

toenail, 392, 393 
tone, xxvii, xlv, xlvi, 40, 80, 141, 154, 155, 

357, 387 
Toñuquq Inscription, 199, 347 
T’o-pa clan , xxvi, 52, 53, 121, 122, 

123 
T’o-pa Yüan-hao  (Tangut 

emperor), 53 
toponyms, 66, 125, 138, 169, 175, 176, 

177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 189, 193, 
288 

Tou clan , 131 
T’ou-lu-hou , 47 
Tou-mo-lou , 57, 61 
transitive, 373 
tree (language family tree) ~ Stammbaum, 

11, 14, 31 
trill, xlvii, 89 
tsheg, xlix, 173 
Tsintsius, V. I. (Цинциус, В. И.), 335, 339, 

340, 345, 357, 376, 377, 396, 408, 455 
Tsu-chen , 204, 209, 215 
Tsu-pu  ~ , 265, 421 
Tuan clan , 53, 54, 76 
T’u-fa  (state), 52, 53, 54, 76 
T’u-hsi clan , 138 
Tu-huo , 207 
Tu-ku clan , 138 
t’u-li  (Late Kitan title), 64 
t’u-li  (Qay title), 64 
T’u-nan clan , 138 
Tung Hu  see Eastern Hu 
Tungusic peoples, 414   
Tun-huang , 48, 109, 110 
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T’u-pien , 207 
Turcae, 366 
Turfan, 330 
Türgiš, 119 
Türk, 3, 60, 68, 85, 88, 98, 366 
‘Turk’ (Rashīdu’d-dīn’s generic usage), 

71; see also Atrāk 
typology ~ typological, 34, 177, 218, 220, 

231, 233, 300, 304 
Tzu Chih T’ung Chien , 55 
umlaut, xliv, 110, 348 
unaspirated see aspiration 
uncle, 186, 187, 266, 271, 313, 355 
unification, 401 
unintelligibility, 65 
universals see language universals 
unpalatalized, 140 
unrounded vowel, 8, 334 
Urheimat see homeland 
uvular, xliii, xlvii, 40, 85, 87, 89, 135, 209, 

213, 214, 405 
Uyghur see Uygur people 
Uygur people, 7, 10, 68, 84, 92, 112, 114, 

116, 118, 129, 131, 174 
Uygur script, xliii, 7, 8, 10, 174 
Vasilevich, G. M. (Василевич, Г. М.), 

315, 396 
VCC, 218 
velar, xliii, 40, 85, 86, 87, 88, 94, 96, 100, 

101, 107, 111, 112, 118, 127, 137, 213, 
214, 254 

Vladimirtsov, Boris Yakovlevich 
(Владимирцов, Борис Яковлевич), 
xliii, xliv, 7, 8 

Vladimirtsov-Mostaert romanization, xliii 

vocalization, 289 
vocoid sequences, 116, 214, 294 
voice (grammatical category), 241, 285, 

295, 310, 324 
voiced ~ voicing, xliii, xlvii, 9, 10, 40, 67, 

88, 110, 111, 112, 118, 135, 140, 154, 
176, 177, 217, 218, 323, 329, 405 

voiceless, 88, 110, 143, 154, 177, 217, 218, 
323 

vowel harmony ~ vowel harmonic, xlvii, 
129, 147, 163, 200, 202, 215, 216, 217 

vowel lowering, 289, 356, 357 
vowel raising, 221, 288 
vowel reduction ~ reduced, 191 
vowel shift, 215 
Wa people , 46, 401, 413 
Wade-Giles, xlvi, 103 
walrus, 210 
Wang-chien River  see Ergune 

River 
Wan-t’ou , 190 
Wa-p’en clan , 138, 343 
Warring States , 37 
warrior, 201 
weapon, 133, 151, 152, 165, 167, 314, 366, 

367 
weaving, 388, 414 
Wei clan , 144 
Wei Shou , 41, 122 
Wei Shu (3rd c., lost book), 41 
Wei Shu (6th c.), 41, 53, 54, 59, 61, 

64, 81, 87, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 
129, 143, 147, 148, 158, 172, 185, 187, 
199, 203, 205 

Wen clan , 138 
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Western Chin , 54 
Western Ch’in , 54 
Western Liao  see Qara Khitai 
Western Yen , 54 
‘white’, 15, 16, 107, 108 
wife ~ wives, 156, 161, 189, 195, 235, 249, 

267, 305, 316, 317, 348, 359, 381 
window, 27, 28, 29 
Witsen, Nicolaes, 102 
wolf, 15, 84, 123, 128, 166, 314, 333, 334 
‘woman’ ~ ‘women’, 193, 214, 224, 247, 

249, 255, 267, 269, 292, 305, 307, 359, 
381 

word order, 302 
word-final, 50, 88, 106, 107, 126, 134, 136, 

148, 164, 187, 200, 218, 219, 220, 243, 
289, 323, 326 

word-initial, 10, 27, 56, 82, 84, 95, 214, 
215, 216, 217, 243, 327, 369, 419, 420, 
421, 426 

word-medial, xlix, 88 
Wŏrin Sŏkpo , 346 
writing (n.), 8, 43, 44, 83, 87, 121, 153, 

154, 157, 164, 166, 172, 210, 211, 256, 
261, 273, 278, 315, 317, 332, 356, 422 

Wu-ai-chen , 161 
Wu-chi , 59, 65 
Wu-ching tsung-yao , 336 
Wu-hou-ch’in River , 46, 416 
Wu-i-shan-li , 82 
Wu-sun , 44 
Wu Wang see Mu-jung Shu-lo-kan 
Wu-yen , 56 
Wu-yin clan , 139, 326 
Wu-yin K’o-han , 190 
Xiajiadian, 38, 39 

Xiongnu see Hsiung-nu 
xylograph, 191 
Yale Romanization, xxvi, xlviii, 92 
Yang-chen , 161 
Yao-nien , 76, 198, 207 
Yār (یار), 198 ,67; see also Chīdan Yār 
Yaʁlaqar clan, 112, 118 
Ye-Maek see Maek 
Yeh-lü  (clan name), 67, 198 
Yeh-lü Ch’u-ts’ai , 66 
Yeh-lü Jen-hsien , 103 
Yeh-lü Ti-lieh mu-chih-ming inscription 

, 200, 325 
Yellow River , 52, 58, 60, 169, 354 
Yellow River  (in southeastern Inner 

Mongolia), 58, 60 
Yen  (state), 39, 43 
Yen-li-yu , 48, 51 
Yen Pei Lu , 197 
Yen Pei Tsa-chi , 197 
Yongbi Ŏch’ŏn’ga , 155, 346 
‘you’, 3, 15, 188, 305, 314, 333 
Yüan clan , 123 
Yüan dynasty , 67, 72, 99, 100, 197, 198, 

454 
Yüan-lai clan , 131, 142, 150, 164, 

165, 343 
Yüan Shih , 280 
Yü-ch’iu-pen , 40 
Yü-jo , 161 
Yu-lien clan , 140, 151, 378 
Yün clan , 140 
yurt, 29, 44, 45, 193, 214, 290, 292, 326, 

341, 377, 381 
Yü-wen  (clan), 43, 53, 54, 57, 61, 76, 
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Yü-wen T’ai , 43, 53 
Zakharov, Ivan (Захаровъ, Иванъ), 176, 

329, 455 
Zawkhan province (Завхан аймаг), 179 
zero derivation ~ zero-derived, 47, 232 
Zhang Btsantore Lhasbyin (ཞང་བཙན་་་ས་

ན་), 177, 178 

Zhangjiakou , 56 
Zhol Inscription, 170, 171 
Zhubugu see Chu-pu-ku 
zodiac, 132 
zoonym, 313 
Zrïdmdá (ད་མདའ་), xlix, 178 
Zubu see Tsu-pu
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