The Interrogative Particle in
Early Middle Mongolian
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1. Introduction. During the 13th and 14th centuries the Mongolian
language used a single enclitic particle to form yes/no questions. The
shape -UU is used below to represent various shapes of this particle
found in the different writing systems then employed for Mongolian.

The particle was not required in questions of a second sort: those
formed by an interrogative word such as Secret History (hereafter SH)
ken ‘who?’, ker ‘how?’, or yeki- ‘do what?’, etc.. For the few cases
where such a word does occurs in the same sentence as the interroga-
tive particle, see §7.4 below.

Most if not all later varieties of Mongolian do have an inter-
rogative particle cognate with Middle Mongolian -UU. But usage
during the 13th and 14th centuries was quite different from that in
later varieties of the language, both spoken and written, so is worthy
of separate investigation.

There seem to be just 139 instances of -UU in the primary texts of
early Middle Mongolian: those included in the first three volumes of
Louis Ligeti’s series Monumenta linguae mongolicae collecta.' In
addition, the Twelve deeds of Buddha and Subhdsitaratnanidhi — two
works of early Middle Mongolian that have come down to us only in
17th-century copies — supply a further forty-seven occurrences.
(Being translations from Tibetan, such texts are not always free of
influence from Tibetan syntax.) Table 1 shows how many times the
particle occurs in different sources, and the nature of the immediately
preceding elements. The texts involved are the following; any text in
Ligeti’s volumes that is not specifically named here seems to contain
no occurrence of the interrogative particle. The Secret History (SH:
115 occurrences),” the Hua-i i-yii (HI: 2);> documents written in the
"Phags-pa script (Phgs: 10);* Sino-Mongolian inscriptions (SMI: 6),°
Letter of 1290 from Aryun to Pope Nicholas IV (Let: 2),* Hsiao-
ching (HC: 3), a tax exemption included in Ligeti’s “Documents
from Turkestan” (DocT: 1);* Twelve deeds of Buddha (TDB: 24),°
and Subhasitaratnanidhi (SRN: 23).1°
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Text:

Number of
occurences:

SH
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TOTAL

139

Prior
element:

(1) Noun

(2) Adjectival
element

Negative
adjective

(busu, tiger)

Other
adjective

Noun +
-tu/-tii

(3) Adverbial
element

Negative
adverb iilii

Negative
adverb ese

Noun plus
case-form

Other
adverb

23

14

21

(4) Verb form
Finite verb
-jul-jii

converb

Nomen
futuri

37

Table 1: Occurrences of the interrogative particle

in early Middle Mongolian documents
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The formal shapes and functions of these various occurrences are
discussed separately below. In transcriptions of the Secret History and
Hua-i i-yii here, the intervocalic apostrophes of de Rachewiltz and
Ligeti are omitted; their syllable-final i u ¢ k are replaced by y w d g.
Transliteration and transcription of "Phags-pa script follow the
conventions of Ligeti 1972b. The hadek usually used over ¢ and j in
romanization of Script Mongolian is here generally omitted as
redundant. In citing passages from all three writing systems, proper
names and sentence-initial words are capitalized, and inter-word
morpheme divisions are marked before inflectional endings, both
nominal and verbal. (But the copula bu-y/bu-i/bu-i is normally written
without a hyphen, as are y-final plurals of indicative endings such as
-bay/-bey.) In addition, a plural suffix is separated from its base by
a raised dot (*).

2. Form. The basic form of the interrogative particle in spoken
Middle Mongolian must have been a long high-rounded vowel, A/ or
/0/, suffixed respectively to front- or back-harmonic words. In the
vertical Mongol script these were generally represented by the letter-
sequences <ku> or <qu>. The initial letters here prove that the
particle was vowel harmonic (with either front or back vowels). That
those letters represented hiatus (romanized as g/y) rather than actual
velar stops in this particle is proved by "Phags-pa forms which Ligeti
transliterates as <"ii-lu--u>, <'e-sid--u> and transcribes as 7/ i, ése’ii.
Ligeti’s raised-dot symbol and apostrophe in such forms romanize the
special "Phags-pa letter which “in the Yiian epoch, ...in intervocalic
position served to indicate a hiatus between two adjacent vowels [the
second of them long] belonging to two separate syllables” (Poppe
1957:23).  The length of the vowel in our particle was apparently
primary rather than secondary, i.e. inherited from Proto-Mongolian
rather than itself the product of contraction of two separate vowels.

In addition to these basic forms, however, our texts show a number
of alternative writings for the particle, as discussed below.

2.1 Forms in Script Mongolian. Table 2 shows all the shapes
assumed by the interrogative particle in our texts written in the
Mongol script. The extreme paucity of examples, especially from our
primary texts, leaves us uncertain as to the distribution of some forms.
We find, for example, no passages at all with the particle occurring
after a consonant other than y or (in the SRN) n.

From the Table we see that our most reliable texts almost always
write the particle as part of the prior word; only after the 14th century
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did it become common practice to write the particle as a separate

ti ’ . .
- ’t[yhe use of doubled vowel letters in some of the shapes in Table 2

was apparently intended as a graphic representatiqn of vael 1ant'1-li;
Such writings are, of course, common at a later tlm‘e. witness ;ﬁg’
‘younger brother’, ileguiii ‘much’, buu ‘gun’., cooqur rnotlely, s%o ¢ a;
etc.. But this spelling convention was available ‘at an e’ar ier ‘;nrm’
well: our primary texts show buu ‘don’t!’, doom belqw , q%ordo ible-
and a few other such forms. For the interrogative pa}rt.lcge, treetation °
iti f preventing misinterp
vowel writing had the advantage o r : . >
<ku> as the emphatic particle ki (SH gid), Whld}’ ;gltstz;ll ;ts fao :r?sartahe
i i s la \
word, was not vowel-harmonic. Asin variou .
double-vowel writing created what was 1 effect a .morphqlogloci
spelling (like English byte vs. bite and bight), uniquely identifying

specific morpheme.

It should be noted that all the g- and v-initial shapes of Table 2

occur after a vowel; these and the other single-vowel shapes leave the

length unmarked.

Text: | SMI | Let | HC | DocT TOTAL TDB | SRN
6 213 1 12 24 23

Occurrences: —

-gti | -yu 6 2 11 1 10 9
#eti [ #yu 3 2
il -u :|:1 2
-yt (or -ii) 1
syuyu (o1 - uyw) 1 1
#iivi | #uu | 10

#igii 1 1 J

i I 1

Table 2: Shapes of the interroga.tive particle
in early Script Mongolian
(A hyphen indicates that the particle is connected to the
prior word; # that a space separates the two)
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Other shapes on the Table are somewhat more problematic. The
unique shape -/ found in SRN garasquni (see below) turns up also in
the Secret History; see examples #82 and #88 below. Whether this
was a reduction — perhaps a dialect form — of ##/%, or an historically
separate suffix, is unknown. Two possible y-initial forms of the
particle occur in HC ugamuyu/yJu and TDB sedkimiiyii; for these see
§2.31 below. The -wyu of the former word, and the #iigii occurring
in that same text’s iigei #igii must simply represent the long vowel,
though such writings for our particle are unique in early Script
documents.

* * *

The actually occurring words that include interrogative particles are
the following, with hyphens representing morpheme divisions within
a graphic word: cida-qu-yu ‘would be able?’ and busu-yu ‘not?’ (SMI
1335.21, 40);" bu-yu-yu ‘do exist?’? (SMI 1338.13); and dlii-gii
‘not?” (SMI 1335.39; SMI 1338.20, 23; Let 1290.26, 32). Twice we
find #ile-gii (HC 33bl, DocT 16) with a doublet of il known from
the Muqakaddimat al-Adab (Cleaves in HJAS 17:107-08, citing
Mostaert). There is also the form cited above from the Hsiao-ching:
tigei tgii “[was there] not?” (HC 16b1; de Rachewiltz 1982:33). That
text also has a lacuna that is to be filled as ugamuyu/yju [ci] ‘do you
understand?”," representing either uga-mu-yuyu or uga-muy-uyu (HC
1b4; see §2.31 and example #7 below).

Forms in the Subhasitaratnanidhi are bol-qu-yu ‘may arise?’ (220),
ala-yu-yu ‘would kill?’ (420), and gicki-kii-gii ‘would step?’ (377), in
addition to #/ii-gii (26, 56d, 67, 89, 189, 220, 264, 312, 351, 367, 389,
417), 1ilii gii (179, 379), and ese-gii (56b, 243, 338). Also a-qu-n-u
(167; example #88 below), gural-qun-u (342), and qaras-qu-n-i
(360).

The Twelve Deeds of Buddha provides the following forms: bol-
umu uu ‘is?’ (8r26), t6r¢ i “[is the] rule?” (8v1); tediii 1iii ‘thus?’ and
ire-kii iiii ‘will come?” (both 28125); esrua uu ‘Brahma?’, qurmusta uu
‘Indra?’, vayisiravani uu ‘VaiSravana?’, and tngri iisi ‘a god?’ (32r25-
32v2); cida-qu uu ‘would be able?’ (27r16; cf. the cida-qu-yu above),
a-qu uu ‘will be?” (56v26). All of these are written with a space

before the interrogative particle, as is one instance of zilii gii (60r19),
one of ese gii (58v5-6), and one odd bu-yu gii (34r18). The remainder
have no such space: siled-be-ii ‘have you performed?’ (62v25), sedki-
mii-yii or sedki-miiy-ii ‘do you think?’ (20v11; see §2.31 below); bu-
yu-yu ‘exists? (7122, 37r27), busu-yu ‘not?’ (40r6), and iilii-gii ‘not?’
(30r12, 30r20, 40v6, 42r3, 55111, 65r5). (In two further cases, Poppe
1967 takes the <ku> of <iiluku> to represent the emphatic particle ki
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[20v11, 62v25], despite the fact that this is not written as a separate
entity, as one might expect.)

2.2 Forms in *Phags-pa script. The nine instances of #lii i noted in
Table 1 are found in Ligeti 1972b:23, 37, 42, 47, 53, 66, 71[bis], 82;
the ese’si, in Ligeti 1972b:101.

2.3 Forms in Chinese syllabic transcription. The Secret History
and Hua-i i-yli together show 117 instances of the interrogative
Table 3 shows how these are written after different conso-
nants and consonant-vowel sequences at the end of the immediately
preceding morpheme. The second column shows (a) the Chinese
character or characters that are used to write a particular collocation

of prior-element plus interrogative particle: the romanizations with

superscript numbers refer to the Chinese characters of Hattori 1973.40-

44. There follow (b) a transliteration of these characters, and (c) a
transcription of the sequence, in italics. The third column shows the
number of instances of each particular collocation; the last two give
examples with back- and front-harmony, with reference to specific
lines in the SH or HL'* Note that this table does not mark any vowel
length, but romanizes words as they actually appear in the text.

The Table has three exceptional forms labelled “exceptional”. The
g of ese-gii (see example #43) is clearly an erroneous writing for the
expected ese-ii, which actually occurs twenty times in the SH; it was
a carry-over from the hypothetical Mongol script version of the SH
which 14th-century transcribers used to produce the version known to
us today.' The forms olon-ta-wu ‘[too] many times’ and coen-te-wii
‘[too] few times’ (see #37) are both written with the characters tau-+u’.
The suffix here is the well-known one forming multiplicative numerals
(SH niken-te ‘once’, qurban-ta ‘three times’, etc.), here occurring after
morphemes meaning ‘many’ and ‘few’. The w here simply reflects a
fleeting transitional sound between the two vowels, normally written
only within a morpheme. Cf. one SH occurrence of mauy-la- vs. three
of mawuy-la- ‘be displeased, angry’, and many further instances of -w-
in mawuy ‘bad’ and related forms. This w was certainly non-phone-
mic, and could well be omitted in romanization.'®

A few forms are rather more problematic. At first sight the shape
Jociyuu (in “residual instances”, top row) might be taken as having
-yuu after the -i of Joci, a man’s name. But this turns out to be a
representation of Joci-yu-u (or just possibly an abbreviated form of
* Joci-yi-uu) with the accusative ending intervening between the name
and the particle; see example #9 below. The form kondelediiyii in SH

particle.

kilbar-u X076-77
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Prior Prior element plus
. : Occur-
interrogati
element particl ega ve rences Examples
-
o (C)V+u -—_u p SH 3/5, | man-a-u 5439, ese-ii 6232 etc.,
= ufij 22/26 | uga-ba-u 1354; tikii-be-ii 2020
) . ab-qu-u 2335, 2029; biig- :
(Clu; HI 0 | bu-yu-u 2452 Py
(see endnote 26) | 4ili-ii 6275 etc.
(C)V+u'+u! ;
(Ceor S SH 0/1 ile-ijii 6354
Q)i i
(C) Exceptl(c;r:;l§2 , SH 12 olon-ta-wu 1465 ese-gii 7249,
3) chen-te-wii 1466
2. -
, buu' = 311 SH2/2 | tab-uu 5431, Job-titi 5430
= uu/ijii 5466 5466 ,
.
bi' = bi = bi SH 1/1 tab-i Z305 Job-i Z305
-t tw?=tu=du SH3/0 | busutu (=
busurd-u) 3041,
3042, 3125
-n nl=u=u SH7/0 | a-qun-u 2428
nu’tu' = uu SH 0/2 mékori-iil-de-
= g gi-n-iiti 5061,
niken-titi Y337
L R
yiu' = yE - SH 25/5 | a-quy-u 2155, 0g-giiy-ii 5232
3 - §—2y;41yu ajira-bay-u 2498, | ije-bey-ii X297;
31) yada-quy-u 5043 | kondelediiy-ii(?)
6218 (see §2.31)
yu'+u' = yuu SH 1/1 alda
- -quy-uy tije-bey-titi
= yuulyii | HI 1/0 Y318, bol-quy-uu Jerbey i 1368
HI 3:06a5
-g=/Hk | qu+u'=quu SH 10 | cag-uu Y044
= quu
- 3 = = 7
7 v =ru = rulri SH 3/1 ama-ar-u 6224, kele-er-ii 6227

Table 3: ‘Collocations of morpheme-final elements
plus interrogative particle in SH and HY

T ‘ Residual instances:
op row: olja-u 2338; busu-u SH 8295, HI 2:11b3; Joci-yu-u Y225; juga-ju-u
Fire 6354; bebrke-dzl'-ii = berke-tii-ii 7164, itege-jii-ii 5407 ’ /
irst -n row: abura-qu-n-u 2124, bol-qu'n-u 7267, taala d
. Dy ; ? g @ ks
First -y row: hirifc]e-giiy-ii 6337, iigiile-gde-giiy-ii Zl96.q e 345
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ifying giiiin) is unique,”” and somewhat puzzling. If not
Sileir(()r;l:c?iywﬁﬁig o% some sort, it is the sole qlear 1nst%nce sz ay-
initial allomorph of our particle in the Secret Hls.tory: kondele u-)iu
(see §2.31 below). Further, one passage hgs two instances C(iegarglglg
#82 below) of the shape -i for the interrogative particle fogn in o
360 (example #38), and also apparently in the Bodhicaryava

Bosson 1969:25). _ . .
( Of)f the remairzing 110 clear instances of the interrogative particle,

eleven show a doubled vowel (six front Tiiiz, ﬁve ‘back -UlL) wh;le
ninety-nine have simple -ii/-u. Careful mvesﬁgaﬁon ha; thust all;
unearthed nothing in the graphic, phonqloglcal, or syntactic clon ex
that systematically correlates with the dlf.fererllgce between the ongczl:
and shorter forms of the interrogative particle, - so we must apparen
that they were equivalents.

v aISrfu\anI?at follovgs here it is assumed that al.l of these two el
forms reflect similar two-vowel Script w‘ritllngslén the Urtext on w 1(:1

the Chinese editors based their transcription;” and that ‘Ehe simple
one-vowel writings reflect the Script’s one-vowel sh_apgs gii, gu, ul,{ u.
All would thus represent simply long /i{/ apd /a/ in thfi1 spolc eln
language. In romanizing the SH and HI, ngetl, de Rachew11tz, e a; S
distinguish two-vowel writings as #ii/u u, glmple one-voweh onesb ;
7 and @ That practice will be continued in what follows here, bu

with the apostrophe omitted, as always between vowels.

-vowel

2.31 Problems with intervocalic -y-. Table 3 reflects one unsttg;ced
assumption that requires discussion. Any or all of the thlrty-h ee

forms listed in the -y rows might theoretically I}ave the morp 6mﬁ
division before that consonant rather than after it. That.ls hov;za20
these forms were treated in Ligeti 1971 and de. Rachew1.ltz 19 ' .1

But in thirty-two cases the morpheme prior to the interrogative pqr}tic i
is one otherwise known to have had altemantcs both with and wit .0111

a final -y; unless there is independent evidence that the partltch e
sometimes had y-initial allomorphs one would certalpl}{ asi)urnlet 1e
consonant was part of that prior element. In fact this is abso uﬂi 3;
necessary in the case of three finite-verb forms, whefe we know tha
the shorter shapes -ba/-be (past tense) and mu/;??u (nori-pa?t) fa;:
singular, while the -y forms -bay/-bey apd :muy/—mgy are p ugr7a .‘h °
morpheme division must be after the y in iije-bey-1i (SH ‘X'Zd ) a;f]
[you two] seem [them]?” and tje-bey-iiti ta (SH ’{36"8) c.1‘1 ‘gpél[p .]
see?’, vs. the singular found, for example, in the /uku-‘be-u./ id [he

die?” of 2020, 2029. The agjira-bay-ui of SH 2498 111§ew1se ha;r an
overt plural subject. A morpheme cut before the y in these three
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forms would be simply wrong. It might be thought that the same
argument proves that two problematic forms mentioned above should
be cut before the -y-, as HC uga-mu-yu/yju and SRN sedki-mii-yu; for
each of these unquestionably has a singular subject, implied if not
stated. But it turns out that the so-called plural alternants of the finite-
verb endings are often used, in the SH and elsewhere, to show respect
on the part of the speaker or writer for a single man or woman overtly
specified, or implied, as subject of the clause. The SH, for example,
shows dozens of instances where the plural alternant -bay/-bey is used
in this fashion,”’ and we find similar use of the plural -muy/-miiy.
Now the SRN form with which we are concerned is addressed to the
Bodhisattva, who is referred to as ci just a few lines earlier; the HC
sentence is addressed by Confucius to one of his favorite disciples,
Tseng-Tzu. Hence we may assume morpheme cuts uga-muy-ufyju
and sedki-miiy-u, with respect-plural forms of the finite ending.

The situation is less clear in twenty-nine of the thirty-three SH
instances, where our particle occurs after a singular nomen futuri; for
in such cases there is no principled way of deciding how to interpret
such forms. The short nomen futuri is -ksi/-qu in the Script, the longer
one -kily/-quy; the SH and HI have additionally a seemingly random
-k~-g alternation in both. Unfortunately the semantic/syntactic
distinction between the shorter and longer forms is unclear in most
syntactic positions,” so context is of no help in deciding between the
two. A form such as aquyu (a- plus nomen futuri plus -UU), could
always be interpreted as either a-qu-yu or a-quy-u. In SH line 2155,
Pelliot’s edition uses the latter transcription (without the macron, as
always) in the text proper, but mentions the former with a question
mark in a footnote (Pelliot 1949:17); two lines later he reverses these,
although the context is identical! Thereafter, for both front- and back-
harmony forms he seems to prefer sometimes one form, sometimes the
other (always mentioning the other option in a footnote) — thus
seemingly attempting to introduce a distinction not overtly represented
in our text. What his basis may have been for individual decisions of
this sort we do not know.

Without some theory as to the syntactic or semantic difference
between pairs such as a-gu-yu and a-quy-u, anyone who prepares an
index or edition of the Secret History must, in effect, cut the Gordian
knot by rather arbitrarily choosing one solution or the other. De
Rachewiltz, in his 1972 index, wrote all such forms, front and back,
as the shorter nomen futuri plus the y-initial interrogative particle; so
also did Ligeti in his edition of the text. Kuribayashi 2001, on the
other hand, always shows the morpheme division after the y in both
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front and back forms. It is this second solution that is ?epresented in
Table 3 and the sections below — tentatively preferred simply bgcgu_se
the assumption of existence, at this stage of the language, of y-1mt1al
allomorphs of the interrogative particle rests solely on one unique
form, apparently kondeledii-yi, in line 6218 of the Secr;t History.
Of course such y-initial forms became more common i1 later stages
of Script Mongolian, and are found in many if not all modern varieties
of the language. But I would suggest that such foms originated,
through false analogy, sometime after the Secret H1§tory was first
written down, and were not present in Proto-Mongohan: One may
hope that further research will eventually shed more light on this

whole matter.

3. Function: neutral position and local emphasis. In Iangpages like
contemporary Japanese and Khalkha Mongolian the lqcatlon of an
interrogative particle within a sentence is generally pred1c§able: t}}es_e
occur at or very near the end of a sentence, real or potepnal. This is
by no means the case in Middle Mongolian, where -UU is much freer
in its occurrence. On the one hand, the particl.e may occur at or near
the end of the predicate of the main clause what may be call.ed
neutral position: there it simply queries the truth value of the entire
sentence. On the other, the particle may be located at some point
earlier in the sentence, having in effect been moved back.for wha't may
be called local emphasis on some sentence element ‘Fhat is the primary
focus of the question. This is somewhat like the difference beEween
a simple English question such as Will you be home by three o’clock
today? (when this is merely a request for mformangn), as oppqsed to
Will you be home by three o’clock today? (perhaps implying or is that
the time you expect to leave the office?), or Will you be ho’me by three
o’clock today? (implying perhaps or is it tomorrow you 1l get home
early?). o . e/
The presentation below distinguishes three syntactic types ol yes/mno

questions, each with a slightly different neutral position for the
interrogative particle. ‘

(ga) Norﬁnegative sentences with a full-verb predicate (.§4);

(b) Non-negative copular and truncated sentences (§5);

(c) Negative sentences (§6).
The term full verb here is used to mean any ver.b gther thgn Fhe
copular forms buy or bii-lee when either is used in its prqucanve
sense, after a nominal or adjectival predicate.”’ Neutrgl position for
(a) is after the last word of the predicate; for (b) it is after. thp
predicate complement and before a copula, if any. For (c) it is
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immediately before the last verb of the sentence, and attached to one
of the negative adverbs ese or #ii.

Aside from a few rhetorical questions that are posed by the author
of the work containing them (e.g. SMI 1335.39 bis, SRN passim), all
yes/no questions in our texts come from directly quoted sentences
embedded within other sentences. In citing examples of this sort
below I omit the quotation marks which in more extensive citation of
the passage would be placed around the entire quoted sequence, along
with any earlier portion of the quoted sequence that is of no immediate
relevance; and also omit any introductory converb and concluding verb
that formally mark the fact of quotation. Capitalization is added, and
a certain amount of punctuation. Most examples come from the Secret
History, and before parenthetical 4-digit line numbers the abbreviation
SH is generally omitted.

Each of the specific statements below is given the fullest possible
exemplification from the relatively small body of yes/no questions
provided by our sources. At a few points I have constructed what I
believe to be a potential Middle Mongolian word or sentence in order
to illustrate some point or other; such hypothetical items are marked
with an asterisk.

A slash (/) in examples marks the start of a poetic line. In citing
passages with local emphasis, the special symbol ¢ marks neutral
position for that sentence, while underlining shows the -UU and the
element seemingly emphasized.

4. Non-negative sentences with a full-verb predicate. In yes/no
questions ending with a full verb in which there is no special emphasis
on some particular word or phrase within the sentence, and no instance
of ese or #li ‘not’ in the main clause, the interrogative particle is
attached to the last word of the predicate: a verb with one of the
indicative endings. Of the seven examples of this pattern cited below,
the first two here are simple requests for information, the others
rhetorical.

(1) Temiijin ger-tiir bu-yu-i? ‘Is Temiijin at [his] tent? (2452).
Here both Temiljin and the tent have been mentioned earlier:
the question is a straightforward one. Note that the bu-yu
here (and just below) is used in its existential rather than
predicative sense. There is a somewhat similar question in
TDB 7r22.

(2) Jigiintei-yin kobegii-d inu bu-yu-yu? ‘Does Jigiintey have
[any] sons?’ (SMI 1338.13; lit. ‘Are there sons of him of
Jigiintey’). Similarly TDB 34r18, 37r27 (#86).
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(3) Uje-bey-ii? “Did [you] see [them]?’ (addressed to two people;
X297). . e . I3 —
(4) Tede qurban Merki-d magqad geyz-d—tur—zyen’ ajira-bay-i?
‘Have those three Merkid gone home' perhaps?’ (2498). See
#11 below for a following ‘or’ question. '
When a pronoun subject of the main verb oceurs after th@ predlcate&
that pronoun follows the interrogative particle, which remains attache
to the main verb. .
(5) Uje-bey-tiii ta? ‘Did you(pl.) see [h1m1? (7368). .
(6) Tede qurban haran-i uqa-ba-ii ci? ‘Did yog(sg.) get a goo
look at those three men’ (1354; in translating, Cleaves uses
‘observe’ here, de Rachewiltz ‘notlce’)l. o ;
. N -
7) [Degere-ece] dorodu's-tur kiir-tele cimaliqai tigei-yt uqa
7 [u[f]u [ci]? ‘Do you know that...there was no amm’osrty from
[those who were] above to those who were below?’ (HC 1b3-
4; tr. de Rachewiltz 1982:41. See endnote. 13 above for the
ﬁ’lled lacuna of the Yiian-period block print; §2.31 for the
respect plural.) For a question with bol-umu uu see #23
below. .

Our texts supply no instance of the above pattern with Verb;
having indicative endings other than past -bA agd non-pasts -( (])7.7’11
and -(U)yU, so there is no telling whether the interrogative particle
could occur after other endings such as past-tense -( U)IAA and -J (f;[U,
or whether perhaps neutral position would have before rather than after
such verb forms. There are unanswered questions for several other

rather crucial syntactic sequences as well.

is i i -verb predicate. If the
4.1 Local emphasis in a non-negative full-verb pred
grticle is placed somewhere before the main verb rather

Interrogative p t is attached. This can

than after, it emphasizes the element to which i
be any of the following.

A subject: ) )
(8) Tengeri gajar-un jayaan caq. Yeke oro yeiid-ge-kiiy cag-uu

giir-be+? De Rachewiltz (2004:176) translates: ‘[This is] the
destiny and [favourable] time [decreed] by Heaven and Earth.
Could it be that the time has come when the great thror}e will
pass [to a new ruler]?’ (Y043-44; cf. Moryqol—un caq Jayaag
buy je. in 7298). Here the -UU has, in effect, bqen move

forward from *giir-be-ii to a position after ‘the subject of that
verb. More literally: ‘Is [it] indeed the time to change the

great throne that has come?’.
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A direct object:

(9) Joci-yi kelele kee-riin, Joci-yu-u tiisi-n iigiile-miiy? “When
[you] say that Joci should speak, do you mean it’s Joci [you]
appoint [as your successor]?’ (Y224-25). The two Chinese
characters (Hattori’s yu'+u') after the second Joci surely
represent the accusative ending — probably in the allomorph
-yu- (Street 1957:29-30) — plus the interrogative particle.

A converb, sometimes one in the second sentence of a paratactic ‘or’
sequence:

(10) Aman in-u ecige kéii kee-jii a-mu; aburi in-u Gere bu-yu.
lTtege-jii-ii a-muy+ ta? ‘His mouth is saying [that we’re like]
father and son; but his behavior is certainly [-yu] different.
Do you [still] really trust [him]?’ (5406-07).

(11) Tede qurban Merki-d maqad geyi-d-tir-iyen ajira-bay-i?
Biig-cii-ii a-muy+? ‘Have those three Merkid gone home
perhaps? Or are they in fact lying in ambush?’ (2498; cf. #4
above). Similarly the second question in #13 below.

Some other adverbial element:

(12) ‘Sidii-er ama-ar ol-ulca-ju biisire-ye’ ese-ii kee-ldii-leey?
Edde qan ecige min-u, siidii-er ama-ar-i ol-ulca-ju gagaca-
ba¢ ci? ‘Didn’t [we] agree that [if someone tried to sow
discord between us] we would believe [each other] by settling
[matters] face to face [lit. ‘by tooth and mouth’]? Qan my
father, was it through face-to-face agreement that you have
left [me]?” (6222-24; the first sentence here properly belongs
in §6.11 below.) In lines 6225-27 nearly identical sentences
have ama-ar kele-er ‘by mouth [and] by tongue’ and ama-ar
kele-er-ii in place of siidii-er ama-ar-ii.

(13) Ta goyar nama tebci-jii ‘lle-iii gé-sii’ kee-leey® ta? ‘Juga-
Ju-i gé-sii’ kee-leey ta?’ (6353-55). De Rachewiltz
(2004:101, 645) translates: “When you rejected me, you two,
did you say that you would leave me, [breaking with me]
openly, or did you say that you would leave me after you had
consulted [only] among yourselves?’. More literally *...did
you say “We will leave openly?” or did you say “We will
leave agreeing [just between ourselves]?”.” The second
sentence here is similar to #11 in emphasizing the converb in
a paratactic sequence.

A third example of this sort will be discussed in §7.2, but may be
mentioned here:

(14) Jamuga yabu-daq kele-tii bii-lee. Job-iiti tab-uu tigiile-n bu-
yu+? ‘Jamuqa has a glib tongue. Is he right in what he says?
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Is he correct?’ (5430-31; tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:85, 603-4;
more literally, ‘Is he speaking rightly, correctly?’.) Note that
the bu-yu here acts as an auxiliary verb; see endnote 23. The
double interrogative sequence here occurs also in adjectival
function; see §5.4 and #81 below.
One passage has local emphasis on two elements functioning as adjec-
tival modifiers.

(15) Qan ecige min-u /qaljir-quy-i gutin-e /qadqu-qda-ba¢ ci?
/Kéndeledii-vii giiiin-e /koki-til-de-be¢ ci? ‘My father the
Qan, /Have you been stung /By someone standing at the side?
/Have you been stirred up /By someone coming between us?’
(6217-19; morpheme division perhaps Kéndelediiv-ii). Tr. de
Rachewiltz 2004:96, who adds (ibid. 638) ‘coming between
us’ is literally “‘staying in the way (= crosswise)’ i.e. ob-
structing the path (between us)”.

An entire quoted sentence may have local emphasis.

(16) Ambaqay qahan-i jikii-be-fi ci kee-jii Hoeliin-e giir-tele eyin
kee-gde-kiiy bol-bi+? ‘Is it because you say [to yourself] that
Ambagay Qahan is dead that we are spoken to in this fashion
even by Hoeliin?’ (2028-29; This is literally: ‘Is it [by] you[r]
saying “Ambagay Qahan is dead” that it has come to the
point that [we are] to be spoken to in this fashion even by
Hoelin?’).  Similarly the preceding sentence (2020-22),
which is syntactically more complex.

What is interesting about this last sort of local emphasis is that
properly the interrogative, while questioning the truth value of the
entire sentence, should really be emphasizing the quoted sentence plus
the verb kee- and its subject. That is, (9) in effect combines two
sentences, a statement and a question: *Hoeliin-e giir-tele eyin kee-
gde-kiiy bol-bi. ‘It has come to the point where [we] are spoken to
thus even by Hoeliin’, and something like *‘dmbaqay qahan ikii-be’
ci kee-mii-ii? ‘Do you [Hoeliin] say [to yourself] “Ambaqay gaan has
died”?’. Here Middle Mongolian combines these by using indirect
discourse, which here involves both adding the accusative ending to
the subject of the embedded sentence and appending the interrogative
particle to the last word of that sentence. See #38 below for a much

simpler instance of this pattern.

4.2 Summary. Given the examples above, it seems clear that while
the interrogative particle can, for local emphasis, be placed on virtually
any component of the base sentence, neutral position for -UU in this
type of interrogative sentence is at the end of the predicate, after the
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nt{ain vqrb, Th;’s is the same position that can be occupied by the
a ﬁrmat}ve particle je ‘su;ely’. In our limited corpus this je never
occurs 1nda. yes/no question formed with -UU, which is scarcely
unexpected inasmuch as the two are, in a sense, at o i

A , at opposite ends of the

5. Non-negative copular and truncated sentences.
sentenpe is here.me'ant simply a sentence whose pred?c:at::3 Zori:ig;l?);
iorrllc_);r;;aé uc; adjectival element plus the past-tense copula bii-lee or
The term truncated sentence refers to a sentence in which the
gopula buy has been omitted. Such omission was apparently possible
in any sentence whose predicate consisted of a nominal or adjectival
element of any length plus final buy. Similar omission is found in
modermn Khalkha,” and probably in most other varieties of contempo-
rary M'ongohan. For early Middle Mongolian such truncation is
exemplified by the following pairs of sentences.
Qoyar jalaws buy. ‘[You] are two youths [= young men].’ (2353-
54). Cf Eme jalauy. ‘[My] wife is young.’ (7101; jalauy is
a ffermmne -y form; see Street 1990:373).

(17) Ayi to;;luq gan, joki-quy-ii buy? ‘Oh foolish qan, is [that]
?;;Jg% (7136). Cf. Yaun joki-quy? ‘How is [that] proper?’

Tus gan-iyan tebci-n yada-gsan sedkil tan-u job buy. Your
thought that you could not do away with your rightful lord is
c?rrect.’ (5077-78; tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:72-73). Cf. Sere-
{cuy ber tan-u job. “You’re right to be suspicious’ (1128; lit

‘ Your doubting is correct’). o

Ci yaun gitiin buy? (5256) ‘Which clan do you belong to?’ (lit.
‘what sort [of] person are you?’). Cf. Yaun giiiin ci? (1093
2449), which has the same meaning, being a truncation of 2’1
theoretical *Yaun giiiin buy ci?.

/Setider-ece busu nokor iigey /seiil-ece busu cicua iigey buy bida
‘Wg have /no companion other than [our] shadow][s] /no.
whip but a tail.” (2083-84). Cf. Busu-d-i tan-u kereg £dey

Note t‘[We havei] no need of you others.” (2140). -
ote that a terminal je (SH j
Drovent tmnti Je (SH 4456) or postposed subject pronoun do not

(18) Tengeri-de maga taala-gda-qun-ii bida? ‘[If we did that]
who knows whether we would be favored by Heaven?’
(5446; lit. “Would we perhaps be loved by Heaven?”). .
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It seems clear that truncation was a sign of normal, relaxed speech;
it is extremely common in the Secret History’s frequent direct
quotation of speech, but rare in formal documents such as inscriptions
and edicts. When truncation does appear in such documents, it is used
for stylistic reasons. In the following passage from SMI 1362.36-37,
for example, four instances of truncation avoid frequent repetition of
the copula: bui is retained only in the concluding sentence. (The
symbol & here marks points where bui has been omitted. The
translation is based on that in Cleaves 1949:89; his romanization is
here slightly modified.)

Ima-daca jirywyan kiobegiid tord-gsen a-juyu.  Yekemed inu

Bolodbug-a &. Ded inu jungSu Sing-un bingjang Oron &.
Tutuyar inu Buyan &. Détiiger inu Bayan Suu Jiu-yin tungji
bol-wysan a-juyu. Tabtuyar inu Tuyluy ediiged-tir Isin-a
colge-yin sunggon . Jiryudwyar ini Derbi§ ¢timui On-il sem
on bui. ‘Six sons were born of her. His eldest [son is] Bolod
Buga. His second [is] Oron, p ‘ing-chang of the chung-shu-
shéng. His third [is] Buyan. His fourth, Bayan, became
t ‘ung-chih of Ju-chou. His fifth, Tuyluy, [is] now tsung-kuan
of the Isina circuit. His sixth [son] Derbish is ch ‘ien-ytian of
the ch ‘u-mi-yiian.’

For a rather similar sequence, see TDB 32124

#24 below).

Truncation is particularly common after a nomen futuri.  For
example, the truncated question Kediiy-i ab-qu? ‘How many will [you]
take?’ (2335), and its truncated answer Bi tlii ab-qu. ‘1 won’t take
[them].” (2340), may be compared with a full form having the past
copula: ...ab-qu-ii bii-lee “Would [I] have been [able] to take
[them]....? (#19). It is such truncation that makes it appear as though
endings -qu(y) and -ki(y) can function as indicative endings at

sentence-end.

-v1 (partially cited as

worked like

5.1 Neutral position. If copular and truncated sentences
to involve

those in §4 above, we would expect neutral position
placement of the -UU immediately after buy or bii-lee. But this is
never the case.?s Of the ten non-negative copular yes/no questions
in our texts, nine — involving no special emphasis — show the
interrogative particle immediately before the copula rather than after
it. (The tenth, which has the particle earlier in the sentence, involves
a special problem for which see #81 and §7.2 below.) As for similar
truncated questions, there are thirty-nine in the Secret History, perhaps
a dozen in other sources. Of the thirty-nine, all but four have the
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interrogative particle at the end of the predicate: it could well ha
1mme‘:d¥ately preceeded the copula before that was deleted T}\;e
remaining four have the particle located earlier in the sentence'— g
all clearly mvolve local emphasis, as shown in §5.4 below .
Thus it is certain that neutral position for copular and. truncated
sentences is after the predicate complement, nominal or adjectival, and
bf:fore the copula if there is one. This is by no means sm'pri;inn
since the complement is the focus of information in such sentence%
As in full-verb sentences, a subject pronoun may be postposed, so tha’é

it follows the copula (if there is one th i
U Gf there it ) or the predicate complement plus

5.2 Examples of copular sentences wi i
th -UU in neutral positi
Here are all the non-negative copul i t, other
e e all The n g pular questions from our texts, other
(19) ]}/i?’/‘.té'r (Iipi cz'mc;(—idaca angi-da ede mori-d-iyan ab-qu-ii bii-lee?
riend, would I have been [able] to [re]captu .
without you?” (2334-35). o [releapture these borses

(20) Ufu-(;;l;isu Ilile'l-leféi tikii-iil-iin yada-quy-ii bii-lee bi? ‘If 1[’d]
intended to kill [him], would I have b ’
G0a243), een unable to do so?

21) Min-u beyeﬂ sa{a’—ju gono-qu kilbar-ii buy? Ger tergen yeke
auruq newii-kily-tiir sau-quy-tur asara-quy kilbar-ii buy? ‘Is
1t easy to spend the night guarding my person? Is it easy to
take. care oi_’ the tent-cart[s] when the main base camp is in
mo:uonuor' sitting [still in one place]?’ (X076-77).

(22) ...ke—esu. bilik-tii toyin busu-ii buy. ‘considering that...., is [he]
not a v&’zlse ngopk?’ (HI 2:1103; 1it. “is [he] other-than a wise
mopk? . This is an extremely lengthy sentence, its many sub-
ordinate clauses of no syntactic relevance to the final one.)
TD"B f101'6 has a syntactically similar predicate.

(23) Egiin-ii uriy-un udum-dur eyin bol-umu uu; ese bii-gesii yajar
usun-u 16v¢ i bui? ‘Is this so [only] in the lineage of his
rel:atlves, or is it [so in] the rules of [this] area? (TDB 8r25-
vl; tr. Popp,e 1967:116, with footnote that ‘area’ is lit. ‘land

, [and] water’). The first sentence here exemplifies §4.

(24) ene fcen éol-baz'? ... Adagavati-yin ejen Vayisiravani uu?
Ar.ryuz—dakz aylay-taki tngri i bui? “Who is this...? .... Is
ghls iclhe.lord of Atakavatl, Vaisravana? Or is this a god who

wells in a pure region, in hermitage?’ (TDB 32r24-v2:
Poppe 1967:134), g v
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f truncated sentences with -UU in neutral posnthn.
iﬁe 11?;((:151’:1(1:)(1frslrgon pattern has the predicate compl.ement ending with
a nomen futuri, and sometimes followed by a sub;nect pronoun.b

(25) Noyan minu, Olocin kiiregen-i ene ada tiilegen-ece a ura-;(zi
tonil-ya-yul-un cida-qu-yu? ‘unld I ‘pe able to save an
rescue from this danger the imperial son-in-law, Olochin, r;ly
prince?” (SMI 1335.21; tr. Cleaves 1950:97, 117 fn. 112).
Similarly SH 7105, TDB 27r16.

(26) Jib a-quy-u? ‘Are [they] right?” (Z496). ‘ » (215455

(27) Tengeri idga-n a-quy-u? ‘Is Heaven waming us: ,
2157).

(28) Soyw?qa-asu aulja-ul-uasu bol-quy-u? ‘If [yog] favor [thgrx;]’
and allow [them] to present [themselYes], will it [not] ? ?
(Y457-58; here, as often, a not added in the ].Sngh'sh tgans a-
tion makes it clear that a rhetorical. question implies azn
affirmative answer). Similar syntax 1s found in SH 5442,

7270, Z340, Z486, Z495. -

(29) Izzo‘?ifz’-ece-en qaqaca-quy-u? Toré-dece gaqaca-ba. Hirif c]e‘;
giiy-ii?  Uyile-dece hirice-bey bi. ‘Abandon [my] o.wnr)son.
[In doing that, I] abandoned the norm. P’art [from gm]. [cIl;:
doing that, I] parted from [my] fluty. (‘6336~3 ; see ’
Rachewiltz 643. The first verb is 1_1tera11‘y separate ﬁom )

(30) Egeci-yen ire-esii jayila-ju 6g-gily-i ci? ‘If you?I’ elscgagls—lfgr
comes [here], will you yield [your place]_ to‘ her?’ ( ‘ htfui

(31) Jalgamsig-ta-n Tayici-ud ayis-un aqu-i?—u.? Are };h7e1i12g(wjth
Tayichiud approaching?’ (2427-28). Similarly S

ostposed tede), 7252. o
Further igstatrlices involving a nomen futuri are S}’I 5061 (...mgkogi-gzl:
de-giin-iiti bida ‘would we [not] be behegde_d...? ), 5446 (#;fli ),lt -
64 (#80), 7267 (...berke bol-qun-i ‘will it [not] be d'l H§u3:6.6a5,
Y318, Z196 (iigiile-gde-giiy-ii bi), Z218 = 22.25, 7346; : : e
(jobolang bol-quy-uu); TDB 56v21-26 (..sayin aqu uu). See

es in §7.4 below.

SeV%?éeiX?ympgls of pr§edicate are also attestfed in truncatpd segt.en;:.esé
but there is not even one example of a nopmna? element in predicativ

position; perhaps truncation was not possible in such a c;asi ver

(32) Jirgoduar deii busu-u ci? ‘Are you not [my} sixth yo iith

brother?’ (8295; lit. ‘Are you other [than, as 1t were,] a S

er brother [to me]?’).

(33) J}\l;(l)lfrjlgol je anda[qar-ta'n busu-d-u? .‘Df)n’t [wel l\l\:[longo{z
take “yes” as an oath?’ (3124-25; lit. ‘Are [we] Mongo
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[people] other [than] having yes [as] an oath?’). Similarly SH
3041-42 (bis, with postposed bida).

(34) Ying Sui-yin ebiige inu Jung ken ligiile-gsen tige metii, ed-i
kinggele-n avyali aburi-yi degejile-kii iige inu, olan-a tliger
bol-ya-yda-qui busu-yu? ‘Words such as those which Jung
ken (Chung-hsien), the grandfather of Ying $ui (Ying-jui),
spoke — words about despising wealth and exalting character
— are they not to be made an example for the multitude?’
(SMI 1335.39-40; tr. Cleaves 1950:101).

(35) Bovyda sayid-un ayali aburi anu, taqimtayu bol-qui-aca
degere basa neme-gde-kii anu iigei iigii? ‘“Was there not
something in the virtue of the sages that surpassed filial
piety?’ (HC 16a6-b1; tr. de Rachewiltz 1982:45, . 179; see
Mostaert 1953:102).

5.4 Examples of non-negative copular or truncated sentences with
local emphasis. There is only one instance (#81 below) of a copular
sentence of this type; it has the -UU emphasizing an adjectival
element. But this is exceptional on other grounds: see §7.2. The three
examples below involve truncated questions, the first two with local
emphasis on an adverbial element.

(36) Qurcaqus Buyirug qan ecige-yin cin-u joba-n edily quri-ya-ju
a-qsan ulus-i cin-u, man-a-if mede-iil-gii4? Ken-e ber yeki-n
mede-iil-gii? ‘Is he going to let us rule your people that your
father Qurchaqus Buyiruq Qan laboriously gathered in such
[numbers]?  How is he going to allow anyone to rule
[them]?’ (5437-39).

(37) Olonta-wiz quyu-ul-ju 6g-besii deejile-gde-gii¢? Coente-wii
quyu-ul-ju 6g-besii doromjila-gda-que? “If it was [only
after] making [you] ask [for her] many times that [I] gave
[you my daughter in marriage], would [you] respect [me]
more? If [after only a] few times, would [you] think less of
[me]?” (1465-67; lit. “would [I] be thought more/less of?).
Alternatively it might be the daughter rather than the speaker
who is implied subject of the two nomina futuri (de
Rachewiltz 2004:335).

There is, finally, one instance of local emphasis on a one-word
sentence; cf. #16 above.

(38) Bi sayin nokor-i cima-yi muntani-ju ayis-u kee-n ‘Sayin
nokér-e tusa bol-su’ kee-n nékbce-jii ire-be bi. ‘Olia-yi’ kee-jii
ab-qu+ bi? ‘Because you, a good friend approached [me] and
was in trouble, I came along as your companion, saying I
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i d I [now] take [the
1d be [of] help to a good fnend.. Would T |
}\Toc;lsles] as[boo'_cy?’ (2336-38; lit. ‘Is it [by] sayl,ng [to myself])
“[It’s] booty” that I would take [the horses]?’.

able 1 shows, our sources contgin a large
— nearly all of them rhetorical — m
e of the adverbs ese or iilii, both

6. Negaﬁve sentences. As T
number of yes/no questions
which the main verb is negated by on

:not9.27

When occurring without an interrogative particle, either of these

negatives is normally positioned immed'iately be'fo.re the veib thl((:)}; 1;
m:diﬁes and is intended to nega:g{: tﬁ)llcal]l}/ 21;11s5 ;s) til;e ;zicso Iz;e;rb ot
e (Bi 1ilii ab-qu. ‘I won’t take [them]’, ;0 :
Z;Iégeﬁcsu‘gordinate c‘{ause (urug-a il toa-n ‘not counting [h}n'l] asrroirrlle
of the family’, 1151-52), or a past pammpki or nomen ﬁll.m.‘o‘c‘cfu[Sheg]
within a subordinate clause (giitin-e ese 0g-te-gsen bO—@S?:l i el
hasn’t already been given to a husband’, 1.043-44.; uge-fi-,tugé}(z)e;w)
glir-gii-yin tula ‘because of [their] not keeping their word’, .

6.1 Neutral position in negative yes/no questions. _ In the earli/est
and most reliable of our sources all but one of the 51xtyz-gone yes io
questions containing ese and #li in th; main clause have. tf e
interrogative particlé attached to the negative gdverb% neutral posi tin
for the resultant two-morpheme sequence 18 immediately before the
last verb of the sentence. Thus: o

(39) Bi nidoni cima-da ese-ii sigiile-lee? ‘Didn’t I. speak t?4(})/§u
earlier?’ (3016-17; for nidoni, see de Rac:,hewﬂ.tz 2004: )%

(40) Koii-d-iin min-u aga Joct iilii-&f buy? ‘Isn’t Joci the eldest o
my sons?” (Y285). .

41 [')fliled-ii esii 1ilii- il ayu-qu myn? ‘If [he] does [sugh thnr.lgs]f
should he not fear [punishment]?” (Phgs 1289 Edict, Ligeti
1972b:37). . ‘

Our secondary texts generally follow this same pattern, with tlwi

exceptions, the first of which may perhaps hold true als;z for ez;r gz-
texts. This involves sequences of an n-converb plus a form o

is thi i ted by ese-ii
‘be’: in none of our sources is this sequence ever nterrup y

ilii-ii. — most obviously in twelve instgnces in the
gibtlf;sizérauli;t?ggi — the negative.—plus-interrogafuve el:}rinerrllc‘:
regulaﬂy appears before the converb in such. questlf)ns; w; -
obvious local emphasis.?* The sole Secret History Ims a}rllc' ust
below, and in §6.23) could well be interpreted as local emphasis,

. . 0
since contrasting neutral instances are lacking we cannot be certar
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(42) /Niyur-iyan jasa-n arci-suyai keme-besii /urida toli-yi tilii gil
arci-n bui? ‘If one wishes to wipe and arrange one’s face,
does one not first wipe the mirror?’ (SRN 379; similarly in
stanzas 26, 67, 89, 179, 189, 264, 312, 351, 367, 389, 417).

(43) Mongqol-i coeken ese-ii*® kee-n bii-leey? “Weren’t we saying
that the Mongols were few [in number]?’ (7248-49; or with
local emphasis, as in §6.23 below, ‘Didn’t we keep saying...’,
or ‘didn’t we indeed say...”).

The second exception involves a historical change in the position
of the interrogative particle in negative questions. In the Secret
History, when that particle and ese or iilii apply to the same verb they
nearly always formed a single phonological word. In later centuries
there was a change in question formation that eventually restricted the
reflex of -UU to position at the end of the predicate, thus forcing
separation of the negative and interrogative morphemes, and generally
destroying the contrast between neutral position and local emphasis.
This is seen most clearly in a few passages where the Altan Tobci,
compiled in the mid-17th century, directly reflects a passage from the
Secret History. Consider the following comparisons.

(39%)*' SH 3016-17: Bi nidoni cima-da ese-ii tigiile-lee? ‘Didn’t

I speak to you earlier?
AT 793-4: Bi urida cima-dur ese kii dgiile-ligei ii? ‘Didn’t
I speak to you earlier?’
and:

(44) SH 4419-20: Bari-qda-asu nama-yi eyimii-yi iilii-ii jia-qu bii-
lee ci? ‘If [you’d been] captured, would you really not
have revealed that I [was in] such [condition]?’

AT 1365-66: Bari-yda-basu namayi-yi eyimiii-yi iile-kii jaya-

qu bo-liigei iiii ci?

In these two cases (Vietze 1992:18, 31) and other passages as well,*
an interrogative particle with doubled vowel, written separately, was
added after the final verb. This forced reinterpretation of the original
interrogative particle after #ilii or ese as the emphatic particle -kii; what
had been local emphasis on the negative was thus maintained. A
different reinterpretation of #li + -UU was also possible (Poppe
1967:90), as the word that had initial % in the Secret History (#iileii;
SH 8207, etc.) came to be written in the Script variously iilegiiii/iiliigii/
ilegiiii/ilegii/iliigii ‘much, superfluous; excess’. In fact 17th-century
glosses in the Altan Tobci interpret <iiluku> at least once as tilemji
(AT 2851) and once as ilegii (AT 2854).

The purpose of this historical digression is to offer a possible

explanation of three yes/no question in the Twelve Deeds of Buddha,
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the text of which, though composed in the 14th century, is known to
us only from a manuscript dating from the 17th century.

(45) Tegiin-e qurica-qui iiiles-i ese-kii tiiled-be-ii ta? ‘Have you
not indeed performed before him [your] actions of seduc-
tion?’ (TDB 62v24-25).

(46) Eden-i ederi-n ordsiye-n iilii-kii sedki-miiy-ii yayun? “Why do
you not think with compassion and pity of them’ (TDB
20v10-12; tr. Poppe 1967:124).

(47) Tediii-iisi ulii ire-kii iii? ‘Then
again]?’ (TDB 28r25; see §7.3).

Given the facts from texts which more 1€
spoken Middle Mongolian, it seems likely that all three of these
sentences were alterations of original yes/no questions with the
interrogative particle before rather than after the main verb. It might
additionally be noted here that the terminal yayun of #46 may indicate
some influence of Tibetan syntax on this rightward shift of the

interrogative particle; see §7.4 below.
* * *

he will not come [back

liably represent the facts of

The following three subsections exemplify neutral position in
ase the ese-ti or

different types of negative yes/no questions. In eachc
iili-i7 is located directly before the last verb.

6.11 Examples in negative yes/no questions with full-verb predi-
cate. There are twenty-two instances of this pattern in our texts,
sixteen of them with ese.
(48) ‘Eke-ben deti-ner-iyen eri-n od’ ese-ii kele-liie bi? ‘Didn’t I
say [to you] “Go find your mother and younger brothers”?’
(2231; similarly 3022; with reciprocal kee-ldii-leey 3124,
6223 [#12], 6226; with sigiile- 3016-17 [#39], tigtile-1dii-
6220-21).
(49) Ci ‘Morngqol-un hiinir mawuy’ kee-jii ese-ii bii-lee? “Weren’t
you [earlier] saying “The Mongols smell bad”?’ (7442-43).
(50) Tere metii nékde giirdiin cin-u bi ese-ii a-juu? ‘Wasn’t I your
other wheel like that?’ (6234-35; referring to a two-wheeled
cart, which needs both wheels to function). Similarly 6232.
(51) /Uciigiiken tatayal-i daya-n oro-ju /yeke nur-a bol-uysan-i
ese-gii tije-be? ‘Have you not seen [water] run down a ditch
and become a great gully?” (SRN 338; similarly SRN 243).
(52) ...edée ‘Tan-u-a'n sayi iije-sii’ kee-n sedki-jii ese-ti a-muy?
‘And [even] now, does [she] not wish to see the happiness of
you, her [sons]?’ (Y270-71; tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:186; lit.
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‘...1s [she] not thinking, sajdn to herself] “I wi
. oot of Jou 1y [som ) gl rself] “T will see [to] the
Od-uasu olon aduun an-u j i Gili-ii
Jogsa-ju ulii-ii qocor-uujay? If
[wg] go [aftc?r them], won’t their many herds stop ][tg rest]
_— and stay behind?’ (7165-66; similarly 7166-67, 7168)
. er instances may be found in SH 3496, 8222, X040, Y249
250-51, and possibly 8070 (before bari-ujiyi). ’ ’ ’

6.12 Examples in negative yes/no questi i i
There are fourteen instancez of thi(;I pat?eornnsinmct)gtc?ei‘:slar pll‘edlcate-
them with ese. ¢ only o of
(54) ...noyan-u kii sayin inu ese-gii bui? “...is it n
oI: the ruler, too? (SRN 56b; the last three w%tr(gzoaiez]ﬂsgc? ?fx
s 2 Phags-pa fra;.gmen.t of this text, Ligeti 1972b:105).
(55) Cz“rjgz.f qghan ecige-yin bidan-u jarlig-tur buy. ‘Olon ayu-ul-i;
glin tiki-il-i* kee-gii ese-ii bii-lee? ‘[It] was in a statemer{t
31{‘4 our father Chinggis Qaan: wasn’t he [accustomed] to say
o ;;tIEudC[S dcl?f”ln’eople] make [one] afraid; deep [waters]
s, one] die”.” (Z348-50; see de Rachewiltz 2004:208,

(56) Edeger L‘.Z_ge-s keme-besii, tiig tiimen od-tur kiir-tele diiri diirsii
bol-yu ige's ilii-gii bui?  ‘As for these words, are they not
worfIs which will become an example and modél up to r}r,1an
mypad of years?” (SMI 1335.39, tr. Cleaves 1950:101) g

(57) T eyin ber bii-gest, tngri-liige nigen-e gamuy yirtinc.ii—de—}ci-n-
i uliger ger-e inu, ci kii iilii gii bui? ‘If that is so, are you
yourself not truly the testimony and example for all’who l}gve
in the world, including the gods?’ (TDB 60r16-19, tr. Poppe
1967:157, with yourself and truly added to rep}esént I;ﬁe
particles ki and gii respectively).

(58) I‘qyca mongke ingri-diir jalbari-basu jug-iger sedki-jii a-basu
silam-dur ora-ysan metii 1ilii-gii bei? Eh[But] if only one pra s
to eternal Heaven, and thinks as is proper, is it not as thouyh
he"h‘ad converted to Christianity?” (Let 1290.29-32).% :

(59) ...otogii boyo-d-un uray-aca iilegii iilii-gii bui? ¢ .is it not
more than [that which has been done for] the descc;r'ldants of
’[1}';65 elders . and the slaves?” (SMI 1338.23; tr. Cleaves

F e leg,u ;\.Ilth two lengthy footnotes). Note here the iilegii (=
urther instances may be found in SH 6275 (...yo ilii-ii

6521_—22, Y285 (#40); TDB 30r12, 30r20 Ese);, S§Lg.12t26)re£l(§$6u b6uSJ;)5,

(Yayiga-yda-qu iili-gii bui); SRN 56d (iijeskiileng-tii L'Zh}-gz‘i b;z’).
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6.13 Examples of negative yes/no questions with truncated predi-
cate. There are eighteen clear instances with iilii, none with ese. It
is notable that our texts show this pattern only with a nomen futuri;
there are, for example, no instances of negative yes/no questions in
verbless sentences where the predicate consists of a simple noun or
adjective (cf. §5.3).

(60) Tarbagan bol-ju kimusu-ar-iyan malta-ju qgajar-tur 0ro-asu,
calir bol-ju coki-ju eri-ji Llii-ii giyice-gii ci? ‘If they turn
into marmots and burrow into the ground with their claws,
will you not become an iron rod and, digging and searching
for them, catch up with them?’ (8070-72; tr. de Rachewiltz

2004:127). Similarly 8073-75.

(61) Teyin bi-est, Negiis aqa deii-yen ciul-ga-ju ci urug-un urug-
a gtir-tele mede-jii ilii-i a-qu? ‘If so, will you not gather the
Negiis brothers and rule them, to the offspring of [your] off-
spring?’ (9224-26). Similarly 8480-81.

(62) Ta qoyar urida bayi-gsa-ar, e-de bii-gii-n-i agala-ju ili-ii a-
qu'n ta? ‘Since you two stood [by me] earlier, will you not
be at the head of all these [here]?” (3491-92).

Additional instances like the above may be found in SH 9024-25,

9076-77, and Y174.
Lastly, there is a formulaic expres
variations, no less than nine times in "Phags

Mongol script.
(63) ...basa Cin Taw-min Jarlig-tu gé-jii yosu tige tin dilers by
iiled-tiigei, Uiled-ii’est ulii-"ii ayu-qu myn? ‘Ch'en Tao

Ming, for his part, is not to commit unlawful deeds, saying

that he has an edict. If he does, should he not fear [punish-

ment]?’ (Ligeti 1972b:53, 1314 Edict; tr. Poppe 1967:53).
(64) Ede basa sensincud jarlig-tan ké-ji yosu jige’ti'n tiile's
iiiled-ii'esii, mud basa ili- i ayu-qun? ‘Likewise if these
Taoist monks commit unlawful deeds, saying they have an
edict, should they not fear [punishment]?” (Ligeti 19720:82,

1351 Edict).
Similar expressions may be found in Ligeti 1972b.23, 37 (#41), 42,

47, 66, with two such questions in a more divergent sequence in Ligeti
1972b.71. A further variant, in the Mongol script, is found in the

1369 tax exemption (DocT 16) romanized in Ligeti 1972a:217.

sion which occurs, with slight
-pa texts and once in the

6.2 Local emphasis in negative yes/no questions. In some fourteen

s — half of them emotionally charged passages in the Secret

passage
ive particle occurs at

History — the negative adverb plus interrogat
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least one word earlier than its neutral position. Most commonly it is

Zefore, rather than after, a nomen futuri that is followed by bii-lee or
uy. .In any case, the garher position apparently emphasizes both the

glegatlonb a?d the uir{lmedlately following element. In the examples here
¢ symbol ¢ marks neutral positi i i

fhe symbol | position for each negative-plus-interroga-

6.21 There are five instances of #ilii-if plus nome i

:g:tteniislfvith bL:i—Zee. The first is onepof the fe\rxll ?it;;lolr;fgﬂz
actually receives ; i i

fhat actua glese examslr; Sfi.nswer, part of the latter is here cited as the

(44%) ZYama-yi eyimii bol-ju gebte-n bie-tele, niciigiin yeki-n gliyi-
]uuoro-ba ci? Bari-qda-asu nama-yi eyimi-yi iilii-ii jia-qu 4
bz{—lee ci? ‘[Chinggis Qaan spoke again:] “While I [was]
lying @ere], being [wounded] like this, why did you run
;ilfli into [thc;1 enemyh camp]? If [you’d been] captured

you really not ha i ,
eondit (4}./417_20)'\76 revealed that I [was in] such

(65) N_qma-yi linen bol-qa-ju, qubcasun na-da 6g-/c]ii asara-qu
bzf-lee. Bi morin unu-ad iije-tele edily jaura ilii-ii ire-gii +
bii-lee? ‘Treating me [as] sincere, [they] would have given
me clothes and looked after me. [Then] when I'd jumped on
a horse apd [fled] as they looked on, [can you imagine that]
in that brief moment [I] really wouldn’t have come [back to
ygu]?’ '(4425-28; cf. de Rachewiltz 2004:67, 531).

(66) C{T}fa—yz..eyin Jirtige yada-quy-i mede-gsen bé-esii, gadun ber
giiin bo-esii, eke-yi cin-u Giirbesii-yi abcira-ju, cerig ilii-ii
fasa-ul-gu ¢ bii-lee? ‘If [we] had known that your heart
would fail you like this, shouldn’t we really have brought
your mother Giirbesii [here] and — even though she is just a
woman — let [her] actually command the army?’ (7293-96)

(67) Nama-yi guyz-]u guiyice-jii, Sibilger in-u bari-ju kitugay juqul;
zeq;zz qar in-u tata-ju, kituqay ese alda-gsan bo-esti, Jetey

qoyar-i giir-cii ire-tele koiin-ii amin-tur qor ilii-ii giir-

ge-gii ¢ bz‘z—lee? ‘And when I ran and caughtq Z; L;ffllltﬁl hilrl;

seizing his plaits and pulling the hand that was drawing thé

knife, if the knife had not dropped, wouldn’t he actually have

done harm to the child’s life before Jetei and Jelme arrived?’

One sjnggll\/l[jS‘sgi . dp Raphgwiltz 20Q4:147, with actually added).
N -Mongolian 1nscription supplies a fifth instance of this
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s yin veke iiile qadayala-yul-uysan bil-‘gesii, tilii-gii
9 bs;zi til Zziill:ge? Lif i[)ne had [but] caused [him] to. su}‘)e‘r-
vise the great affairs of the §ing (shéng) ?r theltciz3 3(t8 c;z()),-
would [that] not have been n;ulydil s(lil)ccess? (SM .20;
-, Cleaves 1951:70, with fruly adaed). .
In a fOOE’lOS@ to this passage, Clegves rgmarks (p. 9131) that rtgl]?i
implication of this statement is that Jigiintei, had he hai t elopfp;)fﬁCiaﬂ
ty, would have distinguished himself at a much.hlgher leve 0 aeel
se,rvice”. Inasmuch as this stele is a memorial to Jigtintel an

accomplishments, emphasis here is entirely appropriate.

urces show three instances of - plps an adjective n a
gg)zpzulgrurs:rience with buy; thestia%-ching 1supphes an example with
iquely different pattern before the copula. _ ‘
: mzlg;eﬁzzsu‘d irgenpmgngke tngri-yi umarta-ju busz. f?l-yaf—ﬂt, t%zéc;?:]l
qulyai uile's uiled-kii-n, iilii-gii [o]lan ¢ byz. As for [t osel
other people [you mentioned], who forgetting Heatvc:xll1 efte i
and disobeying it, carry out deeds of falsehood ar}d? eh, aI1
they not indeed numerous?’ (Let 1290.24-26; thls is ; ; -
Khan Aryun’s letter responding to thc? spggestmn of Pope
Nicholas IV that Aryun convert to Chnsnar‘l.lty). l
(70) Tore-gsen ere-de iikii-esil taki gor numun’—lye.-ben ya;ugt- tya
niken-e kebte-est, tilii-ti savin ¢ buy? ‘Isn’t 1t 1n§eed right for
any man born that when he dies he should lie with his qun&e;
and bow alongside his bones?’ (7160-61; tr. de Rachewi
4:113, with indeed added). o
(71) /2003-cu doroita-n a-tala mun da ese /od-basu, il -gil Sgygz Of
bui? “/Is it not really better, however, not to go, /mst;a 0
going and suffering de(t;eaét;?’ (TDB 55r9-11;  tr. Poppe
:152, with really added). o
This last 1rr91237/ be contrasted with a somewhat s1“r?mlar neu@al p;ssag;
in TDB 30r18-20: .../degedii quiwy-i biitii-ge-kiii-e / tere inu aege

jilii-gii bui? ¢/Will it not be best /for the completion of the supreme

stage of sanctity /[if...]?’; tr. Poppe 1967:132. See also #54 above.

(72) ...miin tendeken-e lile-gii uga-ju a-n % bui? ‘[If he reveresh his
ancestors with utmost sincerity and respectful thoughts,]

i iri he ancestors not truly
recisely then do the spirits of ’t .
IIjerceive (= manifest themselves)? (HC 33bl, with ule for
ili; tr. de Rachewiltz 1982:50, with truly added).

6.23 There are five Secret History passages with (_ase—ii occ%%
earlier than in neutral position. The first includes two instances o
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pattern; the last three examples have full verbs rather than merely the
copula buy.

(73) Keli ‘qan ecige’ kee-gii bii-lee? ‘Kiduaci ebiigen’ ese-ii. kee-gii
¢ bi-lee? Nama keli ‘anda’ kee-n bii-lee? ‘Togtoa bée
sartaqcin qonin-u seiil jiibci-jii yabu-yu’ ese-ii kee-gii % bii-
lee? (6416-20). De Rachewiltz (2004:103, 652-53) in effect
added ‘[rather]’ to translate the local emphasis here: “When
did he [ever] say “[our] father the Qan™? Didn’t he [rather]
say “the old murderer”? When did he [ever] call me “sworn
friend”? Didn’t he [rather] say [that I am like] “Toqto’a the
shaman wearing the tail of a Sartag sheep”?’. (Compare this
with kee-gii ese-ii bii-lee in #55 above.)

(43*) Mongqol-i coeken ese-ti kee-n ¢ bii-leey? Hodun-aca olon qal-
ta'n buy. ‘Didn’t we keep saying that the Mongols [were]
few [in number]? They have [camp] fires more numerous
than the stars!” (7248-49; but note the remarks on this
passage in §6.1).

(74) Ginji-ben miiltiil-de-jii edoe — ese-ff bugsa-ju ¢ a-gsa-d? —
bayis-cu teyin Silemelje-n ayis-ay te-de. (7342-43). De
Rachewiltz 2004:119 takes the words ese-ii bugsa-ju agsa-d
as an interpolated clause (the participle echoing a prior
giinesiile-d te-de) applying to ginji-ben: ‘Loosed from their
chains — which had surely restrained them! — they are now
full of joy and are approaching thus, slavering [at the
mouth].” In effect his ‘surely’ translates the local emphasis
here. More literally the interpolation would be ‘have [they]
not indeed restrained [them]?’.

In two passages we find ese-i, in sentences with a full verb, moved

further forward in the sentence.

(75) Edéde ese-ii bavas-cu teyin duyal-un ¢ ayis-ay te:de? ‘Do
they not rejoice now as they draw near, bounding thus in
joy?’ (7356-57; tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:120). More literally
this is: ‘Is it not now [with] rejoicing [that] they come
bounding in joy?’; or perhaps even — to emphasize the ese,
which probably implies that the joy preceded the event itself
— ‘Is it not now in joyful anticipation that...’. (Neutral
position is unclear here; see §6.1.)

The second such passage shows a fine combination of alliteration,
syntactic parallelism, and phonological repetition in a vituperative
passage directed at Tayang Qan. (It is notable that of the twenty
words, fifteen are front-harmonic. On the basis of statistics for the SH
as a whole, one might expect only nine or ten.)
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(76) Kiindii eme-yin Sie-kily qajar-a
ese gar-ugsan
giirdiin-ii tuqul-un belcier-tir’*
ese giir-tigsen
eme Tayar jiriige yada-run
ese-i] e-de iige's tigiilejii ¢ ilejiiliy. (728‘0-2).
Clearly the third ese here was moved forward. as far as possﬂ?le- in ﬂﬁe
last clause for poetic emphasis, without speglﬁcally emphasizing tle
immediately following word. De Rachewiltz (2004:117, 700-7}(3 )
translates: ‘[That] woman Tayang, /Who [dares] not walk further than

n [goes] to urinate; /Who does not [even] venture

/A pregnant woma _
S0 :?ar il/A wheel[-tied] calf [reaches] for its feed, has lost heart and

has sent me that message, hasn’t he?’

6.3 Exceptional cases.

6.31 Separation of ese and -UU. As was n}entione.d in §6.1 aboye,
60 of the 61 passages in which the interrogatlve‘partlcle co-occurs in
a main clause with ese or /i have the particle att?gbed to tha;
negative adverb. The single exception, below, has il posmonle1
where we would expect zilii-ii to occur Wlth.locgl emphasis, but the
particle has been moved to a point still earlier in the sentence, and
clearly reflects local emphasis of the elemer}t fhat p"recedejs 1';. ‘

(77) ...min-u urug-tur niken-iit sayin il tore-gii ¢ a-juu? *..was
there not [destined] to be born among my ?escendants [even]
one [son and potential heir] who is good?’ (Y336-37). '

We cannot now know to what extent this was a general and viable

pattern at this early stage of the language.

6.32 Two ‘or not’ questions. There is an interesting use of it in
Y059-60: B .
> (78) Ene eye-tiir man-u 0ro-qu iilii-ii-yi ker ¢ mede-gde-gii? W};cz
knows whether they will [or will] not agree to our pr‘oposal.‘
(tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:176). This is more htf.:rally 'How [is
it] to be known that “[they are going] to enter into this agree-
ment of ours [or] not?””’. B
Clearly a second oro—qi ig understood after the #/ii-ii here, an.d before
the -yi.>* Consider also this similar example‘fr.om SRN 220: [
(79) Jun-u bulay ebestin-ii yal Jegiilen-ii Javura-.kz naran z‘eirge‘
saran /oyun bilig maywn-luya amara-ldu-qui /mgde—ge tigei,
kereg cay-tur bol-qu-yu tilti-gi. ‘/A summer spring, a grass
fire; /the sun and full moon between the clouds; /friendship
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with those of poor intellect and wisdom: /one cannot know

whether [these] will emerge at a time when they are needed.’
Apparently this is a statement rather than a question: a statement with
an embedded double question. It seems poetically abbreviated, with
preposing of the final words, from something like *Kereg cary-tur bol-
qu-yu 1lii-gii [bol-qu-yi] mede-ge iigei [buy], literally ‘[It is] unknow-
able “[are these] to become [available] at a time [of] need? [or] not
[become s0]?”." If so, we may understand that sentence #78 is a
question only by virtue of the interrogative word ker; and that the
particle -UU applies only to ki [oro-qu]. Clearly SH li-ii and
Script #lii-gii were the Middle Mongolian equivalents of Khalkha
(W)guy yuu as in Teér uiniyg médneé i tigiy yin? ‘Does he know this
or not?’ or Bi tuuniyg xiyj cadna uu, cadaxgiiy yuu médeéxguy. ‘I don’t
know whether I can do it or not’. This pattern is not attested in our
limited corpus of early Middle Mongolian texts, but is found once in
line 751 of the Altan Tobei (Vietze 1992:17): Timijjin ger-tiir buyu
uu, ugei iiri? ‘Is Temijin in the tent, or not?’. The equivalent Secret
History passage (#1 above) lacks the last two words.

The fact that there are only two instances of this “or not” construc-
tion in our limited corpus of early Middle Mongolian texts forcibly
reminds us that this language surely had patterns of syntax we will
never fully understand, and others we may never even suspect.

7. Other uses of the interrogative particle.

7.1 An embedded interrogative question without kee-. In one
exceptional passage, one-word truncated sentences twice occur as
object of the nominalized postposition metii ‘like, as if’.*
(80) Hilugad-quy-i metii-tiir
hilugad-ba.
Qal-quy-ii metii-tiir
qal-qun bol-un
qayiran kotin-ii min-u qacar-tur
qadaasun gada-ul-bay.
‘When it would have been better /Not to stir him up, /We did
stir him up; /When it would have been better /Not to provoke
him, /We did provoke him — [thus,] alas, /We have been the
cause of their driving /A nail into my son’s cheek.’ (6162-64;
tr. de Rachewiltz 2004:94).
Most literally (in tortured English), this is: ‘[We] stirred [him)] up
during a “should-[we-]stir-[him]-up?”-like [time]; provoking [him]

9

during a “should-[we-]provoke-[him]?”-like [time]...’. This usage
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seems unique in early Middle Mongolian, th(iugh passages in the next
. ) : . imilar way.,
ection below might be interpreted in a similar v o
i Note that the first three-word sentence here, instead of contaunillﬁg1
a question as its first word (with -UU }ilnl neut'r;.i 51251’[1(%1]), Hizsved
X . ) Wi )
theoretically be itself a question as a whole, Wit
forward ﬁ‘o};n sentence-end for local emphasis. Slrmlarll}(/j1 the ;eclc;?t?é
longer sentence. But in actuality, the wordshhteref \{;/011111 < r1n9214 96.187)
is 1 i i that of Pe : s
nse under this interpretation (wh1qh seems . .
Zfld in any case the Chinese translation shows the above interpretation

to be the correct one (Mostaert 1953:92).

7.2 The set phrase job-iiii tab-uu. Consider the following passage,

Iready mentioned in §4.1. o o ]

: rea(li*) Jamuqa yabu-daq kele-til bii-lee. Job-1iti tab—uz,t iigtile rzhbuh
yue? (5430-31). Cleaves 1982:91 translates: ‘Jamuya a;tt

vain words. Is he speaking rightly? t}"uly? . De Rachivg; tz

2004:85, translating ‘Jamuqa has a glib tongue. Is he rig “121

what he says? Is he correct?’, adds a footnote that.thls is t

thetorical question implying that he [= Jamuqa] is untrust-

worthy”.

Clearly the words job-iiti tab-iiii function adverbially here, modifying

the verbal sequence tigiile-n bii-. And cle.arlly thf: two phclJ(rilolloglga;
words form a coordinate construction: omitting ei‘;herb rvou Org?;/ate
. N y co
mmatical sentence. Thus job il {ab i is a doubly finate
fzzuence (Street 1957:50-51): in addition to the cooffldmatz;)[r} of jtohb tzﬁz
i, job 1 i i d the first - wi
d tab-iii, job is coordinate with tab, an
gcond. Thej above translations assume that'the sentence as 2 whgl;
is a question: one belonging in §4.1 above, with local emphasis on jo
and tab, used adverbially. o
The semantics seems clear in this
two other occurrences in our texts.
appear once in adjectival function: the jo
i edkil ‘thought, mind, heart’. . R
mocélfﬁisgaur Belki-yi quyu-asu, miid-lii bidan-i dorom']z.la-ju dilii Og-tin
bii-lee. Edoe ker buruuy-a buuljar ide-re urz-ﬂ;cu? Oe'a.’-zyez
ile-li - i-n ‘Og-sii’ kee-n uri-qu
ekejile-kii'n haran buruuy-a yeki-n b
}Z;L'i—léey? Job-tiii tab-uu sedkil buy? (5463-66). Dcz1 Rgﬁher
wiltz translates (2004:86-87) ‘When we requeste ?,(lile
Beki, those same [people] despised us and woulc_i not provi
her. ’How is it that now, on the contrary, they mnvite ygu to
dine at the betrothal feast? Why do people .Who think t 1cm;
selves [so] important invite you, and contradicting themselve

one instance, but is less so in the
The paired interrogative wor@s
b-iiii tab-titi, as a unit,
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[now] say “We shall provide her”? Are they right? Are they
correct?’. (This fails to translate the sedkil: see below.)

In one of the sections (§§269-282) of the Secret History that were
later additions to the Urtext, this phrase appears with interrogative
particles having the unique and aberrant shape -i (or perhaps long -7 ?).
Neither Cleaves 1982 nor de Rachewiltz 2004 discusses this form; the
Chinese glosses are exactly the same as for -UU in the two passages
above, so clearly the l4th-century editors accepted the -i here as
equivalent to -UU. But this apparent phonological shape for the
interrogative particle (see also #88 below) remains inexplicable:

(82) Ba bi-rin busu helige-tii bulga irgen-tiir morila-ul-da-ju,
Job-i tab-i bol-qu bol-ba’ kee-jii bii-kily-tiir, Biiri Griyiig
qoyar-a eyin kee-gde-ed eye iigey tarqa-qda-ba. (Z2304-07).
De Rachewiltz (2004:206-7) translates: ‘So, just at the time
when, having been sent to ride against a rebellious people of
a different race, we are asking ourselves whether we had been
successful, Biiri and Giyiik spoke to us in this way, and we
parted in disaccord.’

As de Rachewiltz points out (2004:604), this set phrase “is used to
express uncertainty with regard to the outcome of an enterprise such
as a military campaign”. Probably job-iiii tab-iiii was a true idiom —
Le. a sequence of morphemes whose meaning is not fully predictable
from the meaning of the component words and their construction(s) —
and meant something like ‘of questionable outcome or implication’.’’

On further point must be added. It remains unclear whether the

four-word quoted sentences in all three examples should be taken as
truly questions, with the double interrogative particles moved for local
emphasis, or whether these sentences were actually statements
including one-word embedded questions, as in §7.1. If the latter, #14
would mean ‘He is speaking in a questionable [i.e. untrustworthy]
manner’; literally, ‘[He] is speaking [in an] “is it right? is it true?”
[manner]’. The second passage is either something like ‘Are [their]
intentions really straightforward?’, or a simple statement: ‘[Their]
intentions are questionable.” Likewise, if the middle portion of #82 is
a single quoted question, it is more literally ‘when [we] are saying [to
ourselves] ‘Has [the campaign] turned out to be of uncertain out-
come?’. Or that sequence could be rather a simple statement: ‘[The
campaign] has turned out to be of uncertain outcome.’

7.3 A problematic question with two interrogative particles. In the
Twelve Deeds of Buddha there is an aberrant sentence part of which
was cited at the end of §6.1 above.
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(47%) /Tende yayca-yar kerke-n gocor-bai ? /Tegiin-ece busu basa
yayun ogtile-bei? /Tedii-tii vilii ire-kii iii? /Delgerenggiii-e
basa dgiile. ‘How could he remain there alone? What else
did he say? Then he will not come [back again]? Tell me
again in detail!’ (TDB 28r23-26; tr. Poppe 1967:130)

In a note on p. 92, Poppe wrote simply “The interrogative particle is
both on fediii and the verb”, but offered no explanation for this oddity.
In light of the historical discussion in §6.1 above, I would suggest that
this sentence is a modification of an earlier one with the emphatic
particle kii (Street 1982, esp. p. 624a): *Tediii kit iilii-gii ire-kii? ‘So
actually (= ki) he will not come [back]?’. In the Secret History and
other texts tediiy is either ‘thus, so, in that way’ or ‘to that extent, as
big as’; the single SH instance of tedily gil in line 6265 [= AT 5%
tediii kii] is translated ‘and so’ by Cleaves. The modification I'm
suggesting moved the interrogative particle to a position after the verb,
as in §6.1, but reinterpreted the emphatic kii as another instance of the
interrogative particle gii = i, which, like kii, would also have had

emphatic force here.

7.4 Doubly interrogative questions. It isa bit surprising to find that
a few sentences in both the Secret History and our secondary sources
contain not only the interrogative particle in the main clause, but an
interrogative word as well. All of these are rhetorical questions, most
truncated, and all have the interrogative particle in neutral position.®
Such doubly interrogative sentences probably had emphatic or
exclamatory force, rather like English utterances such as “Why would
he conceivably do such a thing?!” or “Who would believe that, I
ask?”. In effect, the -UU reinforces the earlier interrogative word.
(83) /Seiider-ece busu nokor tigey-tur /seiil-ece busu cicua
ligey-tiir, Tayici-ud aga deti-yin gasiun dawus-un yada-n bii-
kiiy-tiir, ‘Haci ken-e abura-qun-u?’ kee-jii bii-kiiy-tiir, ‘Ker
a-ya?’ kee-n eyin ki-ldii-miiy ta. “When, /with no friend but
[our] shadow, /no whip but [our horse’s] tail, we cannot bear
the bitterness of our Tayichiud brothers and are asking
[ourselves] who might possibly help us take vengeance, you
are treating one another thus, saying “How can we live
together?”.” (2122-25). '
The first quoted sentence here is literally ‘By whom, conceivably, [are
we] to take vengeance?’. This was stated more fully in 2099, a further
example of this pattern: ...kaci ken-e abura-n cida-qun-u? ‘by whom
might [we] possibly be able to take vengeance?’.
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(84) Hb’elﬁn eke...Giicii nere-tii kéiiken-i, ... Kékécii nere-tij kii-
k?l‘i.-l, ....Sz’giken Qutuqu nere-tii kéiiken-i, ... Boroul nere-tii
k?szen-z, e‘a’e" dorben-i ger dotora tefie-riin, Hoeliin eke
koii-d-te-en ‘/Udiir iije-gii-yin nidiin /soni sonos-qu-yin cikin
kezz—e" bol-qa-quy-1i?’ kee-n ger dotora tejie-bey. ‘Mother
Hoeliin reared in her tent these four: the boy named Giichii
the boy named Kokochii..., the boy named Shigiken.... and
the boy named Boroul.... Mother Hoeliin said, “For“\‘;/hom
[but my sons], I ask, would I make [of these foundlings]
/]tiygs,h[gc’)’r them] to see in the day, /Ears, for [them] to hear
ﬁe rnign:..’ (Ez}?fgior [the sake of] her sons reared them in

(85) Qalqa_ken-e bol-da-quy-it bi? “Who could possibly become
my shield?’ (3187). With the passive of bol- ‘become’, this
is .hterally ‘l:?y whom, conceivably, [am] I to be beneﬁttéd by
[his] becomlng a shield?”. A much longer sentence in SH
2’ 191-95_31@';113?1)/' ends ...amin-a min-u qoriyaan ken-e bol-
‘ eafquug; ’u bi?, in effect ‘Who in the world might give me

Similarly, a passage from the Twel
sentence includes an existential bu—jz;f:e Peeds of Buddha where the
(86) [g(o'begiin—i‘i minu amin-i 0gg-iigci, ken ba ende bu-yu-yu ele?
Is ,ther'e just [no] one here, I ask, who can grant me mﬁr
‘son S .hfe?’ (TDB 37r26-27). Poppe 1967:138 translates
.Who is }}ere yvho can grant me my son’s life?’; but the ele
1s preclusive ‘just’ in this position (Street 1986b:él3-15) and
.the ken ba is indefinite ‘anyone who’ — or ‘[no] one ;Vho’
o in Er(liglish, since a negative answer is implied.
ur secondary sources have a further pattern i i ¢
[reason], why?*** follows a full verb or ﬁomen EUYEJ C}g ng nforn?:rt
case, e.g. #46 (repeated below), this pattern could have resulted from
Ekhe merger of a complete question with a following brief sentence
. Yayun? or *Yayun bui? (cf. SH Y301). But when a nomen futuri is
1an)lved, agcording to Bosson 1969:25, sequences verb + interrogative
+ whqt’, in the Subhasitaratnanidhi at least, show the Mongolian
translation “slavishly follow[ing] the idiom of the Tibetan origiial”
(46%) Eden-i ederi-n érésiye-n iilii-kii sedki-miiy-ii yayun? ‘Wﬂy
do you not think with compassion and pity of them?’ (TDB
20v10-12; tr. Poppe 1967:124), '
87 (Ba'yatu-d dayisun-i ala-n yada-basu ber /sber-iin noké-d-
iyen ala-qu-yu yayun? ‘Even if heroes are unable to kill the
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enemy, why would they kill their own "retainers? (SRN 420).

Similarly SRN 377 (with ... gic@'-ku-gu ya’yu_r_z). P

(88) /Qor-tu ariya-tu goriye-til o?-dur'/mede—kuz 1se hien

qu-n-u yayun? ‘Why wou_ld intelligent {[ﬁeop & 3127- ;

forest with moxious carnivorous beasts? S . 1, . r

Bosson 1969:237). Similarly stanzas 342 and 3§O. T ela ;.

has the rare shape -i for the interrogative 1;):;11't1clezi in meb’é
qayirala-n qaras-qun-i . yaz’un? ¢..why should one

icious about possessions?’. .

It is not 2cliljarithether sufh -UU yayun questions have the exclama-

mples 83-86; perhaps we should add

Jemphatic force of exa . :
E(c):l(’)}rllsei\?ably’ before ‘kill’ in the translation of (87) and modify the

others in some fashion.

8. Conclusions. The interrogative particle infearly Midd;eolgdgrﬁgg::g
: i icle: for purpose
what may be termed a floating partic
Xacsould ﬂoatyfrom one point to another on thg surfafczgl sg:;t:;r;ho; 2
ining in construc
sentence, though at a deeper level remainmg . i e
inde le. In this respect it was I1
remainder of the sentence as a whq _ o s e e
isi ion i i f American English, which appli
rising question intonation o L
i locus of greatest pitch-T1
entire clause or sentence, though the cus : A
i i hasis.®® Other particles o ly
at various points, for local emp ‘ .
Middle Mongolian functioned like ordmary. morphemes,d kfflllrétgiogl
construction with contiguous elements'of varying length an : becamé
In later centuries the interrogative particle ceased to ﬂ_oat, an
generally restricted to position at the end of the predlcatz.  oken
In later centuries, too, the Script 1aqguage (and mo em sp "
varieties such as Khalkha) developed y-imugl §hapef f}?é g;;éni;zrsfgh
i i into being, a A
tive particle. These must have come Into b  start, 0
misirlfterpretation of originally contrasting pairs such as -mU/-mUy an
-bA/-bAy (both singular/plural, as o

ther indicative endings) and nomeg
futuri endings -kii/-kily and -qu/-quy, when.any ‘of thgse %icoftre.
before -UU. In the Secret History suchhpalrs \;/;th anthzv; emanﬁ);
i d interchangeably; as
already seem sometimes to be use . e b
istincti i the original contrast b€ ,
distinction was totally lost in these pairs,
i /] -bey-iiti t have come to seem mere
singular -be-ii and plural -bey-ii mus ave come :
Sﬁagé varfig;nts. Altan Tobci writings such as bo{uggz iiti, amui uu, a?i
the gloss kelebei iiti (see endnote 32), clearly indicate that even a
relatively late date the i (=

/y/) was still felt to be part of the verb; but
eventually — in modern Khalkha, for

example — reanalysis assigned
the /y/ to the interrogative particle instead.
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NOTES

! Many of the indices verborum produced for these texts by Ligeti and others fail

to index -UU separately from the full words in which these occur, so the count

here may have missed a few instances of this particle.

? See especially Kuribayashi 2001 and Rachewiltz 2004. The first of these is the

most convenient source for the SH text since it provides a romanization, based on

that of Ligeti 1971, on pages facing an excellent reproduction of the Mongolian

text in Chinese characters (the Ku manuscript of the Yiian-ch ‘ao pi-shih); there are

also full indexes of words and inflectional endings. The second supplies the best

English translation (with full commentary), but Cleaves 1982, being more literal,

is sometimes helpful as well.

* For the text (in romanization and in Chinese characters) and full indexes see
Kuribayashi 2003. Haenisch 1952 and Mostaert 1977/95 supply translations with

commentary.

* See Poppe 1957, Ligeti 1972b and IVLMMT 3.

5 See Cleaves 1949, 1950, and 195 1; Ligeti 1972a and IVLMMT 1.

¢ See Mostaert and Cleaves 1952; Ligeti 1972a and IVLMMT 2.

7 See de Rachewiltz 1982; Ligeti 1972a and IVLMMT 2.

¥ See Ligeti 1972a and IVLMMT 2.

® See Poppe 1967; Ligeti 1974 and IVLMMT 5.

1% See Bosson 1969 (esp. p. 25 for the interrogative particle), Ligeti 1973, and
IVLMMT 4. The translations here depend heavily on those in Bosson’s edition.
" Le. the Sino-Mongolian inscription of 1335, lines 21 and 40.

2 Note the back vowel harmony here, although the copular verb is bi- in many
inflected forms. For the Secret History we find back-vowel romanizations buyu
and bui written in de Rachewiltz 1972:205, but front ones biiy-yii and biii in
Kuribayashi 2001:664-65, following Ligeti. Below I write bu-yu and buy.

* In his 1982 article on the HC, de Rachewiltz reconstructed ugamuyu/yu ci] here;
but after re-examining a photocopy of the original text (better then the microfilm
available to Ligeti, who read ugamuyu/u ci]) has recently concluded that “there
is a space after yu just right for the gamma”, and “one can clearly see the right
curve of the final »” (personal communication of 4 October 2008).

" Four-digit line-numbers are here used for the SH. The first digit refers to one
of the twelve chapters in the SH (with X, Y, Z standing for chapters 10-12); the
second and third digits to a (folded) leaf of the Ku edition; and the last (0-9) to
the five lines of text on the recto and verso sides of a leaf, This is the system,
developed for use on a personal computer, that was used in my 1986 monograph
on Secret History punctuation (see Street 1986:14). Kuribayashi 2001 and 2004
utilize a similar system, but with two-digit chapter- and line-numbers; thus line
10:19:05 in the 2001 work is my X194. Unfortunately neither system makes it
easy to locate the translation of a specific line in de Rachewiltz’s definitive work
of 2004.
¥ See de Rachewiltz 2004.Ixxxix, fn. 109 for full discussion of this matter.
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16 One cannot help wondering, however, whether the glide-plus-vowel writing was
intended as a representation of vowel 1t:=,ngth.
17 Note that line 2997 of the Altan Tobei (§96

i in the SH.
passage, one not included in t ound
18 For example, it might have been thought that the longer forms would be foun

more often before the open spacing between Chinef; cémtrilﬁfcers wrixicélort‘i%rle;e?;z
ion (i i h pauses; Street 1986), but tius se€
punctuation (i.e. potential speec e salocto Mongior
_ Note that in Monguor (de Smedt &. ostaert:
Eﬁzutonzolg@,], p. 136) the interrogative particle is not infrequently lengthened
before a pause. ‘
% Jgor de Rachewiltz and I have discuss
are in full agreement on the matter. I

a) has kondelen kiimiin in a different

ed this assumption in corresponder%ce, and
am most grateful to him fo'r reading g,nd
commenting on an early draft of the present article. Note that tlzls as_sump}t:‘cgl1
explains the otherwise utterly anomalous writing; -balzlzn/-been (.= ébirg-el))(eizi \;/u flﬁx
i i in Chapter 1) for the possessive-
occur eight times (seven of them n C h S 18 et
i i -ban/- her, the gojidauuldaju of line
normally written simply -ban/-ben. Further, 1 e i
ida-nl-da-j i t marking of the primary vowel length o
represent gojida-il-da-ju, with over ark £ Ty O ilarly
i ; i leiileed = neyile-iil-éd leng
causative morpheme; and in 2371 neyil : e
i 4039, too, Alauud writes the plura
marked for the perfective converb. In line » too, dla D o
¢ i > -id Turqa-ud ‘the Mottled Sentinels’;
alag ‘multicolored’ in the placename Ala'@ jaud .
Peli{iot 1949.34 emended the first word to Ala ud “comme dans la version
chinoise” — an emendation now clearly unnecessary.
20 The latter was presumably following Mostaert 1953:102 and Mostaert/Cleaves
1952:465; see de Rachewiltz 2004:709—10.’
21 Fyll exemplification is supplied in my arty
in the Secret History”, now in preparation. ‘
as honorific in his 1961 article “The system of the in
Mongolian”, Gengo Kenlkyii 40.33-80. .
2 poppe 1954:94 stated that “In the pre-classical languag.e -qu ?.nd -quy were used
indiscriminately...”; see Poppe 1957:39-40 for further discussion. o chass
2 1 ack of crucial examples makes it difficult to know how best to define td‘; ctive
of copular forms for present purposes. Possibly a-juu us;;l' in t.he71131g35 ;c::z(ai e
i -UU a-juu occurs twice; in
sense should be included. The sequence -U : ‘ . 1
i i tance in 7477 is less clear.
mphatic (with a- thus a full verb), bgt the insta ) ' S ;
ite E::/rtl)iﬂed feem légical to add bu-yu to the list, but ev1dzr)1<?e 1; éackl;l% igllcueség
its si i 2, 14, 86) is that verb 1o
fits six co-occurrences with -UU (see ##1, 2, 14, s tha :
?I?(: r’i}eu: predicative sense. The status of forms of bol- remains indeterminate as
well; in #16 below bol-bi is treated as a full verb b}f de‘fal‘ll.t. i
% Since our texts offer no example of -UU after this .l-mmal past-tensehen ; s;gr;
neutral position here may perhaps have been, exceptionally, before rather
fter kee-leey. ' . .
fs See pagesy 154-58 et seq. of my 1963 Khalkha structure (Indiana U\x/lllvters?l1
Publications; Uralic and Altaic Series, vol. 264)j A. rfxiilew thnHéf(;r ir1le §z;, x
1 St j ] :5/6.260-62) pointed ou .
Ovientalistische Literaturzeitung (61:5/6.2 . ST
i i d. For Japanese, a typologically very
there, but the remainder of §7 seems still vali , 2ty A
imil i £ Roy Andrew Miller’s Bernar:
ilar language, one may cite, from p. 430 : 4
ZI;H Japanefe (Yale University Press, 1970), Bloch’s statement that “Before the

cle “Middle Mongolian past-tense -BA
Ozawa Shigeo referred to such usage
dicative endings in Middle
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[interrogative] particle ka..., the non-past indicative of the copula, dd, is replaced
by a zero alternant (i.e. drops out)....”.
* On the one hand, our texts show no instance of -UU after the [-initial past-tense
ending, as in bi-lee. On the other, a combination of buy plus -uu or - (in
Chinese transcription) or bui plus -wyu (in the Script) would most probably have
a shape identical with bu-yu itself or a sequence of that plus -UU. Only two such
forms actually occur in our primary texts; but both involve the existential rather
than predicative use of this copula, and both were treated (#41-2 above) as bu-yu-u
and bu-yu-yu rather than duy-uu and bui-uyu. That interpretation seems un-
questionably correct for SH 2452, since buu-yu recurs in the next, related,
senternce.
?7 The semantic difference between these two negatives is of no real significance
to what follows here, but in general we may view the distinction as one of aspect,
ese being perfective, 7ilii imperfective. Any reflection of this semantic contrast in
one’s translations will, of course, depend on the tense of the verb or verbs
involved, and the general context. A third negative adverb, bu (bii in Ligeti’s
romanization), never occurs in questions. For negative expressions busu ‘different,
other (than), non-’ and igey ‘without’, see examples ##7, 32-35, and 79.
*8 The location of -UU is not affected by an ese or /i in a subordinate clause, e.g.
by the ese biigesii in #23.
* However, all the SRN instances occur at the end of a stanza, and one might
perhaps argue that they are emphasized as “punch lines”.
30 Text has esegsi, with the <g> erroneously carried over from the vertical script.
*! Inclusion of an asterisk with a passage number indicates that part of all of the
passage was earlier presented (with the same number) in some other connection.
2 B.g. AT 620-1 = SH 2231, AT 798-9 = SH 3021-22. The ese-7 kee-ldii-leey
bida of SH 3124 becomes ese kii kemeliigei iiti in AT 864-66, where glosses
include kelebei i (and dgiilebeii). Such writings prove that the -i was then still
felt as part of the past tense morpheme, not of the interrogative particle, and thus
clarify the history of later y-initial forms of the particle.
¥ Mostaert/Cleaves 1952:452 treat the yayca here (as earlier in line 18) as
adverbial rather than as an adjective modifying mdngke Tngri. One wonders
whether the Pope’s translators would have understood this sentence in that way.
For the word can mean simply ‘single’ as in SH 1033 maplay dumda qaqca nidii-
ti ‘having a single eye in the middle of his forehead’. (For interesting remarks
on fengri as ‘Heaven, deity, God’, see Poppe 1957.68-70.)
*YCPS beljieltiir emended to belciertiir: see Ligeti in Central Asiatic Journal
24.299, fn.16.
* For the use of the accusative ending -yi before mede- “know’, note SH 6511-12:
On Qan Sengiim qoyar-i séni ker ber qar-ugsan-i ese mede-gde-be. ‘It was not
known how Ong Qan and Senggiim had escaped during the night.’
* For such nominalization, cf. the direct object in-u metii-s-i ‘those like him’ (lit.
‘the likes of him’) in SH 5264.
1t is notable that the Altan Tobci (line 1865; Vietze 1992.43) glossed the
equivalent of tab-uu in example #14* as buruyu ‘wrong’; hence ‘Is he speaking
rightly or wrongly?’. (The only other instance of this set phrase in AT line 1887
= #81 is unglossed.)
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’ questions of §6.32. There

3% What one might consider an exception is the ‘or not
qu before that was omitted.

the zili would have preceded the second oro-qu or bol-
% COf Mostaert 1953:125, Cleaves 1982:195, fn. 63.
© n the old Trager-Smith system for description of English, an intonation
pattern was a suprasegmental morpheme consisting of pitch levels and a terminal
contour; such patterns were in construction with sequences of segmental mor-
phemes, etc.. The interrogative intonation pattern for American English was the
morpheme 237, with the pitch rise to level 3 occurring on the syllable with
primary stress — which could be moved about for emphasis of a specific lexical
item. (See p. 56 of George L. Trager and Henry Lee Smith, Jr: An outline of
English structure [Studies in Linguistics, Occasional Papers, 3]. Second printing,
Washington D. C.: American Council of Learned Societies, 1956.)
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Book Reviews

The Royal Hunt in Eurasian History. THOMAS T. ALLSEN.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006. ISBN 0-
8122-3926-1 (hardback); $55.00

Thomas Allsen, who has now produced a number of highly valuable
volumes on Mongolian imperial times, moves with the present volume
to an examination of a major category of elite display, royal hunts,
viewed over the long term. As is the case with Allsen’s previous
works, the present volume is very carefully researched and his topic is
thoroughly documented. Allsen’s control of bibliography is, as
always, impressive.

The book is organized into thirteen chapters, including a
conclusion. Examined in them are hunting in general terms, including
the purposes of hunting (chapters 1 and 2), hunting parks (chapter 3),
hunting partners (chapter 4, on hunting dogs, etc.), the administration
and conservation of hunting resources (chapters 5 and 6), the role of
hunting for establishing manhood and princely virtue, and to exhibit
power and for purposes of legitimation (chapters 7-9), the movements
involved with hunting and their connection with court activities
(chapter 10), hunting and training for war (chapter 11), and the
“internationalization” of hunting, namely the traffic in hunting
partners and specialized trainers (chapter 12). The conclusion takes a
Braudelian look at the whole subject.

Discussion in each category is extremely full, although, given the
nature of the subject matter, there is some overlap, but this is useful
for focusing ideas and is never tedious. The undersigned found much
new throughout the book, in particular the chapters on animal partners
and the ftraffic in them where Allsen proves himself a good
ethnobiologist as well as historian. The discussion of the hunting
cheetah is particularly useful.

The volume is well produced and has few typos and a good index.
I also found no major errors of any importance. Allsen is reliable as
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