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 SUSA/JSFOu 95, 201566 Aikio 

 ‘mouth’ | MariE , W  | KhVVj  
, So  (UEW: 313–314; 

Sammallahti 1988: 546).
me | ? Fi  | KhNi 

/oxi- ‘pursue’ || ? SaaN  ‘sneak; stalk’ | Fi ‘fetch’ | KhVVj -, - (< 
-, LU - - ‘pursue’ (< PSam 

*pa/i/äni- ‘put’ || Fi  | Komi , Udm  | KhVVj (< PKh *pin-) | MsP , 
So  (< PMs *pin-) | NenT , Ngan h (< PSam *pen-) (UEW: 353–354; Sam-
mallahti 1988: 539).

*pa/uwi ‘tree, wood’ || Fi  | MariE, W  | Komi, Udm  | MsP  ’willow’ (< PMs 
fa | NenT , Ngan h aa (< PSam *pa) (UEW: 410; Sammallahti 1988: 

539).
 ‘crawl in’ (< 

-) | E sovams, , M , ‘enter, come in, go in’ | MariE 
, W  ‘put on (e.g., a shirt)’ | Komi , Udm , mi  ‘dive’ | 

KhVVj , , P av ‘pen-
etrate, overgrow’ (UEW: 446–447; Sammallahti 1988: 548). — The Samoyed forms 

vocalism, this verb cannot belong in the cognate set.
 ‘forked stick’ | MariE , W  ‘bobbin’ | 

KhSur , LL 
Sammallahti 1988: 548).

*so/a/i ja ‘sleeve’ || SaaN á,  ‘wing, sleeve’ | MariE, W  ‘sleeve’ | Komi , 
Udm  ‘arm’ | KhVVj , t) | MsKU , So jt -) | ? 
Hung  ‘sleeve’ (UEW: 445; Sammallahti 1988: 548). — The front-vocalic Samoyed 
forms (NenT , Ngan 

 | MdE  | MariE  (< 
, So 

 ‘bracket fungus’ | Fi sieni ‘mushroom’ | MariE , 
W  ‘tinder, bracket fungus’ | Udm , i | KhVVj T 

, So 
548).

*wa/ira/i- ‘crow’ || SaaN ,  | Fi varis | MdE varaka | KhVVj , Irt  
k a n) | Hung (UEW: 559).

*wasa/i- ‘left’ || Fi vasen, Est vasak | EnF , SlkKet di (< PSam *wåti) (Sammallahti 
1988: 541).

*woja/i ‘wild (animal)’ || MariW  | Komi ve  | KhVVj   

this cognate set.

Benjamin BROSIG (Stockholm)

Negation in Mongolic

This paper attempts to give a functional overview of negation in the Mongolic language 
family. In Early Middle Mongol, standard, prohibitive and perhaps ascriptive negation 
were coded by the preverbal negators ese for perfective/past,  for imperfective/non-
past and  for most moods including imperatives. It contrasted with the locative-
existential-possessive negator ügei, which could also negate results and constituents. 
In most modern Mongolic languages, ügei made inroads into standard and ascriptive 
negation, competing with  ‘other’ for ascriptive negation starting from Late Middle 
Mongol. Possessive constructions, while always based on ügei, are expressed through a 
range of different syntactic patterns, and a new locative-existential negator  devel-
oped in one area. Newly developed verbal negators include the broadly used former 
resultative verbal negator -üüdei, and -sh . The change 
of negator position had consequences for its scope and interaction with other categories, 
which are discussed in some detail for Khalkha. While prohibitives always remained 
preverbal, preventives emerged from declaratives, acquiring modal characteristics.

In this paper, I intend to present a sketch of the development of negation in Mongolic. 
In contrast to previous research, I will not structure the investigation around cog-
nates, but rather explore how different functions are expressed in the individual lan-
guages. Following the line of (then-ongoing) research by Ljuba Veselinova (2013), the 
functional categories to be investigated include verbal declarative negation, existen-
tial, locative and possessive negation, the ascriptive negation of adjectives and nouns 
and, additionally, verbal preventives and prohibitives.

Previous research on the various Mongolic varieties is not abundant, and most 
resources used in this study are reference grammars. All specialized studies on 
individual languages that I am aware of focus on standard Mongolian, either in the 

(1992), Üjüme (2006) and Byambasan (2001), the latter with an excellent coverage of 
derivation. Bat-Ireedüi (2009) gives particular consideration to pragmatically con-
ventionalized collocations. Mönh-Amgalan (1999) and Umetani (2004) focus on the 
locational negator , while Hashimoto (2007)’s study concerns formal symmetry 
between positive and negative paradigms. Comparative studies that focus on all of 

the latter two restrict themselves to declarative verbal negation. Bese (1974) and 
Hsiao (2007) are more properly diachronic studies: the former tries to reconstruct the 
negators of Pre-Proto-Mongolic, whereas the latter attempts to explain the develop-
ment from preverbal negation in Middle Mongol to post-verbal negation in standard 
Mongolian from a typological perspective.
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This paper is structured as follows: In Section 1, I will give a short overview of 
Mongolic as a language family, which situates all varieties discussed in this paper. 
Section 2 starts out with verbal standard negation. Section 3 deals with locational/
existential and Section 4 with the closely related possessive negation. Section 5 takes 
a look at ascriptive negation of nominals, and Section 6 addresses prohibitives and 
preventives. The development of negation in Mongolic is discussed in Section 7. 
Section 8 provides a conclusion.

1. The Mongolic language family

with Turkic and Tungusic or even Korean and Japanese, as proposed by the Altaic 
theory (Poppe 1960, Miller 1971, 1996; Starostin et al. 2003, Robbeets 2005), has not 
been demonstrated satisfactorily (Doerfer 1963–1975; Georg 2004, 2009, Vovin 2005, 
2009).

literature, see Rybatzki 2003a). Therefore, a sketch of both the historical and areal 
situation is in order here.

Middle Mongol (MM), in spite of its somewhat misleading name, is the oldest 
known variety of what is commonly termed as Mongolic. There are two older related 
varieties, which will not be dealt with in this paper: Khitan was written from the 
10th to 14th century, but is only partly deciphered. It must have been a sister of MM 
(Janhunen 2012). Tabghach was spoken in the 4th to 6th century. It is preserved in 

or phonological analysis has so far been attempted based on this sparse material. MM 
can roughly be divided into early MM of the 13th century and late MM of the 14th 
century. Proto-Mongolic is the language that emerged from tribal federations of the 
12th century. It is thus very close to MM, but contains a few additional reconstruc-
tions. Reconstructions that predate the 12th century are termed Pre-Proto-Mongolic 
here. 

According to Janhunen (2006), modern Mongolic branches into Central 
Mongolic, Southern Mongolic, Moghol and Dagur. Central Mongolic branches 
into Oirat (including Kalmyk) in the west, Buryat in the north, as well as Central 
(Khalkha, Shilingol, Chakhar, Ordos) and Eastern Mongolian (including Khorchin, 
Khüree, Naiman and Tümet) (Luvsanvandan 1959).1 Khalkha, the standard language 

-
ties, leading to their gradual Khalkhaization. This doesn’t hold to the same degree 
for Buryat in the North-West of Lake Baikhal, and the Oirats of Kalmykia have not 

1.  Janhunen (2005: 10–11) claims Khamnigan to be a separate subgroup of Central Mongolic. As he 
didn’t publish his materials and rarely went beyond morphophonemics in his own research, this is hard 
to assess. Judging from Janhunen’s (1990: 48, 84–6) word-length examples of negation, Khamnigan 
might resemble Khalkha.

been in contact with other Mongols since the early 17th century. Janhunen (2006: 232) 
considers Ordos to be a separate branch, perhaps due to its conservative phonology, 

-
what heterogeneous, there don’t seem to be many distinctive innovations. Buryat and 
Khorchin are in contact mutually and with Dagur. Moghol in Afghanistan has been 
isolated from the rest of Mongolic since the MM period. Southern Mongolic consists 
of the Shirongolic group and Shira Yugur. The latter is perhaps an Oirat or southern 

the Amdo (North-Eastern Tibetan) area. Shirongolic itself is fully part of this area. It 
consists of Huzhu Mongghul and Minhe Mangghuer (together making up Monguor) 
and Santa (=Dongxiang), Kangjia and Bonan (=Baoan). It is possible that these varie-
ties originated independently and only acquired their particular common features in 
a sprachbund that formed later.

2. Standard negation

In this section, we shall take a look at regular verbal negation or “standard negation” 
in Mongolic. Standard Negation (SN) is a conventionalized term for the negation of 

-
ing that

A SN construction is a construction whose function is to modify a verbal dec-

cannot be formed in a language, and that is (one of) the productive and general 
means the language has for performing this function.

 means that the pattern of negation is not restricted to a small number of 
verbs, and  means that if two ways of negation are possible in a given environ-
ment and one is clearly less frequent or secondary to the other, it will not be called SN. 

focus on particular issues such as the position of the negator in MM and Khalkha in 
2.2, symmetry between positive and negative paradigms in Khalkha in 2.3, and the 
question of whether the negator ese came to form a negative verb in 2.4. A short over-
view of what has been excluded from discussion is given in 2.5.
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2.1. SN in different Mongolic languages

SN in Mongolic can roughly be divided into three systems that to some degree coin-
cide with generic or areal groups, either based on preverbal negators, a post-verbal 
negator or a mix of both. An overview of standard negators in Mongolic is provided 

languages, not the forms that can be arrived at with internal reconstruction. Blank 
squares can mean that a form is either not attested for the variety in question (e.g. 
CONVERB + ügei for MM) or that it is not used for SN (e.g. MM  ‘other’).

Proto-forms *ülü *ese
*edüi 
+ ügei

*PARTICIPLE

+ ügei
*CONVERB 
+ ügei

*busi

Historical Early MM ese

Moghol Moghol
esá 
~ isá

Southern 
Mongolic

Santa

Mangghuer
ai

sai

Mongghul

Kangjia ne (?) se

Bonan ç

Shira 
Yugur

Dagur Dagur

Central 
Mongolic

Khorchin

Ordos =güi

Oirat

Khalkha =güi

Buryat

Table 1. Standard Negation in Mongolic

The system of MM that relies on the preverbal negators  amd ese will be discussed 
in 2.1.1, with shorter notes on the structurally conservative languages Moghol and 
Santa. The Central Mongolic systems, characterized by the extension of the loca-
tional-existential-possessive negator ügei, are discussed in 2.1.2. The other Southern 
Mongolic languages, which mostly make use of both strategies, are discussed in 2.1.3, 
and the similarly mixed Dagur is discussed in 2.1.4.

2.1.1. Standard Negation in Middle Mongol

MM differentiated between the negation of past/perfective forms, which were negated 
by ese, and non-past/imperfective forms, which were negated by . Relevant for the 
choice of the negative adverb was the morphology of the verb that the negator directly 

 is negated by ese, as 
shown in (1), while the future participle is negated by , as in (2).

(1) Middle Mongol, SH §242

 share   PFV.NEG   give-FACT.PST

 ‘They (...) didn’t give him his share.’3

(2) Middle Mongol, SH §82

  IPFV.NEG  show-FUT.P  1SG

 ‘I will not show them [your hiding place].’

-
ple, as in (3), or an adverbially used converb, as in (4):

(3) Middle Mongol, SH §82 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 24)

 same  same  track-INS-REFL.POSS  PFV.NEG  see-PRF.P  place-REFL.POSS  

 see-PFV.C return-IPFV.C   search-VOL 
 ‘Let’s go back each on his own way and search, looking at the places which we  
 have not yet looked at.’

(4) Middle Mongol, SH §149 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 70)

(...)  
2SG-ACC     PFV.NEG  FOC   kill-COND.C   say-IPFV.C  kill-FUT.P

 ‘even if [I] don’t kill you (...), they will kill [me] saying that (...)’

2.  The transcription of the primary source “Secret history of the Mongols” used here is John Street’s 

htm> (retrieved 15 September 2015).
3.  This paper follows the Leipzig Glossing Rules. Original glosses (e.g. of Chuluu 1994–1994d, 

glossing, though, so that many glosses are entirely new. Translations in examples from Mongolian 
sources are new, while translations in sources in third languages have been adapted into English with 
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Historically speaking, the converb -  < -  
and is accordingly negated by ese. The imperfective converb -n would be negated by 

. For a full list of morphological forms, corresponding negators and some discus-
sion, see Yu (1991: 46). Example (4) also illustrates the only element that can occur 
between the verb and the negator, namely, focus particles such as  ‘even’ (from 
Uyghur , see Rybatzki in preparation) or  ‘even’ as in SH §179.

In addition to  and ese, MM also had the negator üdügüi, which always co-
occurred with the resultative participle -gai > -ai. It can take case (as in SH §7 and 
§118) and must therefore be of nominal origin (Yu 1991: 119–21). One might try to 
analyze üdügüi as a gendered form of edüi ‘gerade noch; soviel’4 (Rybatzki in prepa-
ration) analogous to forms of ügei (see Section 3). However, as gender does not seem 
to be a factor that can explain its distribution, it is more plausible to assume that edüi 
merged with ügei ‘not present, not existent’ into edügei > üdügüi.5 The form does not 

(6), thus excluding it from SN in MM.

(5) Middle Mongol, SH §149

e  
1SG-ACC   kill-RES.P   NEG.yet-DAT   quick   return-IMP.PL

 ‘Quickly return (i.e. leave) while [he] has not yet killed me (i.e. as his hostage).’

(6) Middle Mongol, SH §7

   
 NAME name-POSS.SG  person-DAT  FOC  give-PASS-RES.P  NEG.yet  

.
girl    COP-INDIR.PST

 ‘There was a ... girl with the name Alan Gua who had not yet been given (i.e.  
 as a wife) to anybody.’

, as in (7a), while 
esá isá, which is sometimes cliticized to the verb, 

as in (7b) (Weiers 1972: 140–142). Apart from this,  is used for polar alternative 
questions of the type ...  ( )  “(is it so) or not” (Urancimeg 2009: 50 with examples 
from Weiers 1972: 39, 48).

(7) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 140, 142)

a)   
    IPFV.NEG      know-PROGRESSIVE-1SG 
 ‘I don’t know.’ 

4.  ‘just, that much’
5.  The commonly held position. Another candidate instead of edüi would be edüge ‘now’, for if a 
merger had really occurred, only the stem edü- (which can also be established through edür ‘day’) 
would have survived.

b)   
child-ACC     1SG   PFV.NEG=kill-?INDIR.PST-1SG 
‘I didn’t kill the child.’

A similar system still exists in Santa. Field (1997: 5.3.2.2) favors a realis distinction 
between  and , but notes that the difference between this and a perfective/

 
that are negated by , as in (8), are interpreted as progressive or perfect (which Field 
could not decide on the basis of his corpus in which this type of construction is too 
rare).

(8) Santa (Field 1997: section 5.3.2.2.1)

 2SG-GEN  old.man  1SG-GEN  debt-ACC  still  debt   

NEG.?  pay-PROG

 ‘Your old man still has not repaid my debt.’

 [or: ‘Your old man is still not repaying my debt.’]

2.1.2. Standard Negation in Mongolian

While SN in MM was based on analogy with the positive forms, this analogy was 
gradually abandoned during the Classical Mongolian period. The existential negator 
of MM ügei was generalized into the only verbal negator. As a nominal element, ügei 

-
going negation, thus neutralizing the MM future/present and direct/indirect evidence 

Mongolian sources both in absolute tokens and in percentage of occurrence within 
four sources:

ügei

Erdeni-yin tobci (1662, chronicle) 206 (96%) 5  (1%) 14 (3%)

Bolur erike (1775, chronicle) 660 (55%) 513 (42%) 45 (3%)

Köke sudur (second half of 19th century, novel) 608 (41%) 863 (57%) 33 (2%)

Qabur-un naran begejing-ece (1957, novel) 1 (0.4%) 213 (94%) 12 (5%)

Table 2

If one were to judge from Table 2, the replacement of /ese by ügei would seem to 
have started no earlier than in the late 17th century and to have come to a close no 
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later than in the middle of the 20th century. However, there’s reason to be cautious: 1. 
-

ing style, and the stylistic and areal properties of  are hard to evalu-
ate without a corpus that somehow represents the diversity of 17th century sources.6 
2. Kalmyk, as we shall see below, has fully grammaticalized ügei, but it broke off 
its contact with the rest of Central Mongolic in the early 17th century. 3. The inno-
vation of post-verbal negation in Jurchen and Manchu (see Hölzl 2015: 129–132) is 

attested for the Ming period (1368–1644) (Hölzl, p.c., 9 September 2015) well before 
7 However the precise devel-

opment took place, ügei in due course changed into the bounded morpheme =güi, 

(9) Khalkha8

9

no    1SG   help-NPST=NEG=EMPH

‘No, I won’t help!’

(10) Buryat (Poppe 1960a: 66)

go-PRF.P=NEG-1SG

 ‘Thou didst not go.’ 

The morpho-syntactic status of =güi is somewhat tricky. For most Khalkha speak-
ers, the sound change üi [ui] > üü [u ] has taken place, but next to =güi [gu ] some-
times even its vowel-harmonic variant =  [ ] occurs. In a small spoken corpus of 
Khalkha, about 10% of instances of =güi are realized as = , which, if the negated 
words were to be evenly distributed between the two vowel-harmonic classes, would 

6.  While sources for these so-called “Classical Mongolian” period are available in abundance, ex-
isting electronical corpora leave aside all kinds of relics (such as letters, orders and contracts) and 
even the vast body of mostly Tibetan-based (and sometimes originally Mongolian) religious literature 
and Manchu-based historical literature (with translations that vary from morpheme-by-morpheme to 
entirely free), focusing instead almost entirely on one single nationalistically particularly interesting 
source type, namely, indigenous chronicles. Their number is too small to cover even areal variation 
in any meaningful way, something that (early, not yet formulaic) administrative sources could easily 
accomplish.
7.  An internal development within Tungusic is possible, though (Hölzl 2015: 137), and scenarios 

8.  <http://biznetwork.mn/topic/show/6589/2>, 1 August 2009, retrieved 4 June 2015
9.  Khalkha was transcribed from Cyrillic following the way it has conventionally come to be written 
in Latin letters on the internet, except that  <c>,  <ü> and  <ö>.

account for 20% in words without advanced tongue root.10

the contractions -dag=güi h=güi san=güi

=güi is still treated as a clitic here is that the focus clitic =  (often translatable as 
‘even’ or ‘also’) can still be inserted between participle and negator:

(11) Khalkha, spoken corpus

DEM.DIST=STC  become.drunk-RES.P=FOC=NEG=EMPH

 [A: ‘I remember, you were really a bit drunk, actually. You went outside and  
 were crying.’] 

 B: ‘That was not even becoming drunk!’ 

 [C: ‘You were just happy, right?’ B: ‘I felt moved ...’]

Similar contractions take place in Oirat, Khorchin and Khalkha, e.g. Kalmyk 
 ‘he [habitually] doesn’t talk’ (Benzig 1985: 166) and Khorchin -

(Bayancogt 2002: 306). Vowel harmony is reported to obtain for the negated Khorchin 
non-past marker -  (< - 11

The development in Buryat has gone further than elsewhere. In contrast to 
the rest of Mongolic, =gyi
future, which has developed from a former preventive discussed in 6.2, is negated 
like an imperative (Skribnik 2003: 113–5). It thus seems that whatever temporal and 
evidential oppositions in positive Buryat sentences are left intact under negation.

(12) Buryat (Poppe 1960a: 57–59)

a)  b)   
    go-PRES/PST=NEG=1SG            NEG.IMP  go-FUT-1SG

 ‘I do/did not go.’        ‘I shall not go.’

ügei as free existential 
negators and instead negate the positive auxiliary verb - with =güi, Khorchin, 

ügei as a negative auxiliary, which is used instead 
of the positive auxiliary in present-tense contexts even when it controls a converb:

10. This unpublished, ca. 60,000-word corpus by Baasanjaviin Zoljargal and Benjamin Brosig con-
sists of informal TV conversation (ca. 60%), informal conversation (20%) and other TV materials 
(20%). This means that its overall pronunciation is still somewhat more normative than in regular 
casual conversation, possibly favoring the orthographic pronunciation =güi or =güü. As this phenom-
enon was not of particular interest when preparing this corpus, it is conceivable that the transcriber 
underreported instances of = .

could suggest would be to take güi as a full word and analyze its attachment to the future participle, 
morpho-phonemically speaking, as compounding.



Negation in Mongolic    7776 Brosig

(13) Kalmyk Oirat12

war-GEN   many  awful   suffering see-PRF.P  person   high   day

    .
  until  forget- PFV.C  EX.NEG-1SG

 ‘A person who has seen the awful sufferings of war doesn’t forget them even  
 with high age.’

(14) Ordos (unpublished transcription of own material)

  
hunger-IPFV.C=NEG  because  eat     intention=NEG  SP

 ‘I’m not hungry, so I don’t intend to eat.’                                  

In (14), the positive form would be the progressive ‘because 
I am feeling hungry’ with the non-past auxiliary 
(1992: 120) notes that examples like (14) with the imperfective converb are possible, 
while Urancimeg (p.c.)13 rejects examples such as (13) with the perfective converb. 
For Proto-Ordos, it is hard to decide whether *-aad=güi can be reconstructed, as -aa 
is widely used INSTEAD OF -aad, so that the former might either be taken to be a 
reduced form of the latter or to directly derive from the MM resultative participle 
- , which is used in Khalkha -aa=güi (the most common negation of a past event). 
Semantically, -aad=güi and -aa=güi don’t seem to differ to Ordos speakers, and -aad 
< - ad might go back to a (highly speculative) form *- a-da RES.P-DAT.

Two additional strategies of SN have developed, one based on edüi and the other 
on . In Khorchin, MM /üdügei/ [*utugei] developed (perhaps along the path *etui 

 >  > *utuei > *utei > - ) into a full-blown standard negator. While non-
past forms are negated by = , there is a contrast between -  and -  in the past. 
While (15) refers to an event that has not or not yet taken place at the time of speech 
and in this case even gets gets an experiential reading, (16) refers to a certain point 
in the past at which a certain event didn’t take place. Finer nuances have not been 
explored, though -  seems to be the more frequent.14

(15) Khorchin  

      
 1SG  PLACE-DAT  go.to-PST

15  PLACE-DAT  go.to-NEG.yet
 ‘I’ve been to Beijing, but I haven’t been to Udai yet.’

13. Urancimeg (“Uranchimeg Ujeed”), department of social anthropology, University of Cambridge, 
is not the same researcher as Urancimeg (2009), department for Mongolian language and literature, 
Qinghai Nationalities Univerisity.

54–55, 57–58, 76–80, 84–86, 88, 92, 95, 98–100, 102, 105), the relative frequencies are 37 (- ) vs. 8  
(- ).
15. As the converb -

(16) Khorchin (own unpublished corpus, 2011)

Chinese  become-CVB.when  talk-PST-EX.NEG

‘Because they turned out to be Chinese, we didn’t talk.’

An etymologically distinct variant of this form is Ordos , which probably goes 
back to *- a edüi, as illustrated in (17). -
ple of two negators expressing a single negation.16 She doesn’t properly specify to 
which Inner Mongolian dialect this example belongs, but the orthographic render-
ing is similar to . Example (18) is structurally equivalent to (11) and suggests 
that the structure in (17) might have come into existence via a Jesperson cycle: The 
original negator *ügei was lost in the course of historical development and ceded its 
function to the emphatic element *edüi. The original negator, in turn, then seems to 

(17) Ordos (Secen et al. 2003: 245)

 
ground   freeze-NEG.yet

 ‘The ground did not freeze (yet).’

(18) probably Ordos 

DEM.PROX  matter-ACC  hear-NEG.yet=FOC   EX.NEG 
‘I haven’t even heard of that matter yet.’

In Oirat, the ascriptive negator  (< MM ) became a verbal negator -  that can 
only be used in its shortened form. This development can probably be traced back 
until the early 18th century: To tambayar (2004: 70–1) counted 8% /  among 
all negators in  (1716), a source in 
Mongolian script with clear Oirat characteristics, while his other pre-20th-century 
sources (cf. Table 2 above) had no more than 3%. Among the participles, -  combines 
only with the non-past form -h and then negates a present state, while -go attaching 
to the same participle would negate a future event (Grigorij Pjurbeev, p.c., 2010). A 
habit, disposition or generic property, in contrast, can be negated either by -  (tak-
ing a future perspective) or by -  (negating the habit directly) (Yu. Cendee, p.c., 
November 2011).

(19) Oirat, Kalmyk variety (Pjurbeev 1977: 17/18; p.c./constructed)

Övgn . /  .  /  .
old.man  thing  say-NPST.P-NEG  /  say-FUT.P-EX.NEG /  say-HAB.P-EX.NEG

‘The old man doesn’t speak [now] / won’t speak / doesn’t speak [in general].’

ese and  co-occurring, which she restricts to the 
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 ‘other’ 
are particularly suited for denial. Denying a present state appears to be a more salient 
act than denying the future, thus leading to a particularly high frequency of -  in pres-
ent-tense contexts. Later, -  might have been narrowed down to such contexts, while 
-go
available sources, a diachronic study to test this thesis would be possible. Collocations 

plus  can also be found, in low frequency, in Dagur (Yamada 
2010: 231), Khalkha and MM, and here their function might actually be to contest the 
truth of a given assumption:

(20) Middle Mongol (The twelve deeds of Buddha 63a)

ügei             
honest  composed?-DAT  lust-FUT.P   EX.NEG  cool    hard-DAT     

    ügei     
be.angry-FUT.P  EX.NEG  IPFV.NEG CAUS-PASS-FUT.P 

wisdom-POSS-GEN -DAT  FOC

move-CAUS-CVB  can-PASS-FUT.P   ID.NEG   COP-PRES?
 ‘As, being without lusting in his honesty and composure, and without   

17

2.1.3. Standard Negation in Southern Mongolic

Most Southern Mongolic languages retained cognates of both  and ese, which 
can (along with the prohibitive particle ) be assimilated to verbs, e.g. sii orova 

soorova
presumed to preserve the distinction in question as tense-aspect-related (Slater 2003: 
146, Fried 2010: 224–227), as illustrated in (21).

(21) Bonan (Fried 2010: 224, 226)

a)  m

originally  3PL     IPFV.NEG   go-NARRATIVE

 ‘They don’t usually go.’

17.  Poppe (1967: 160) originally translated this sentence as follows: ‘He does not feel lust, in his hon-

-
tion differs in the following respects: 1. He translates the verbal phrases with ügei
this sentence would not be MM; 2. He translates 
MM nor even Classical Mongolian.

b)  
this.morning   1SG   Xining=LOC  PFV.NEG  go-AI.PFV

 ‘I didn’t go to Xining this morning.’

However, Slater (2003: 146) notes for Mangghuer that in 5 out of 48 tokens in his 
 and not sai, as in (22). In Shira Yugur, 

the cognate of  has taken over the function of ese entirely, as illustrated in (23).

(22) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 146)

 
 this   person   3SG  NEG  consent-AI.PFV

 ‘This man, he didn’t consent.’

(23) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 19–20)

 
1SG  ...  one   night   NEG  wake-PST

 ‘I ... didn’t wake all night.’

Mangghuer and apparently Bonan may use - and ‘gi-, respectively, for negating the 
perfect participle -san; the role of these constructs within the overall TAME system 
is, however, not clear.

(24) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 145)

 .
 monkey   see-PRF.P   EX.NEG-NAI

 ‘(so) Monkey did not see (her).’

(25) Bonan (Chuluu 1994d: 16)

PFV.P   EX.NEG-NAI

 ‘I have never heard such a strange thing.’

ügei as negative auxiliaries together with converbs seems quite 
common in Southern Mongolic, even though it appears not to be documented for 

is older than -aad
(2007: 506) suggestion that Mongghul  and -  might be functionally 

hard evidence.

(26) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 23)

1SG.GEN  DEM.PROX  clothing   body-DAT CVB    EX.NEG
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(27) Kangjia 
 

3SG   sit-CVB   EX.NEG-NAI

 ‘He is not sitting.’

n, -  and 
- , but all of these combine with both  and 
143), speaker control is usually given with -  or -n and absent with -  and this is 
independent of whether  or 

m became -n n 
here might not only go back to the MM converb -n, but may instead resemble the 

m attested by Todaeva (1973: 184) and 
Faehndrich (2007: 195):

                          
be.afraid-COND.C  be.afraid-IPFV.P-3POSS   know-PRES   EX.NEG-NAI

 ‘Even if one is afraid, he does not know fear.’ 

The use of -  / ç together with the future participle in Shira Yugur and Bonan formally 
resembles Oirat. However, in contrast to Oirat it seems to be the sole negator of this 

(29), while it is non-past in Shira Yugur, as illustrated by its future reference in (30) 
and by its reference to a present state in (31).18 This functional difference makes at 
least a more recent borrowing less likely and in the case of Shira Yugur might point 
to a common origin from the Oirat sub-branch of Central Mongolic.

(29) Bonan (Fried 2010: 229–230)

a)  ç
this.evening   1SG   go-FUT.P  ID.NEG-AI

 ‘I will not go this evening.’

b)  ç
this.evening  Jiashi  1SG   go-FUT.P  ID.NEG-NAI

 ‘Jiashi will not go this evening.’

(30) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 10)

2SG  late   arrive-NPST.P-NEG   COP-NAI  still    early   COP-NPST-“particle”?
 ‘You will not be late, it is still early.’

dag with  (Altansubud, p.c.), so its 
meaning vis-à-vis when referring to present events requires further research.

(31) Shira Yugur (Altansubud, p.c.)

   
3SG    yugur   word?   know-NPST.P-NEG   COP-NAI

 ‘S/He doesn’t know the Shira Yugur language.’

In Bonan, even the participle , which is used either to indicate past tense (Hugjiltu 
2003: 342) or to mark epistemic possibility and even the reduction of illocutionary 
force for reasons of politeness (Fried 2010: 183–5), can in its future-like epistemic use 
be negated by ç or, as in (32), its non-contracted from .

(32) Bonan (Fried 2010: 290)

home.LOC  sleep-COND.C  home.LOC=IPFV.NMLZ  girl=PL

COP-COND.C   ceremonially.clean  COP-POSSIBILITY   ID.NEG-NAI

 ‘If (they) sleep at home, if there are girls at home, (they) will not be    
 ceremonially clean.’

2.1.4. Standard Negation in Dagur

The TAM system of Dagur as spoken in Qiqihaer has been described by Wang (1993: 
101) as consisting of future - , present - , past -sen and past continuous -iyas
en.19 The future -  (cognate with the MM factual past marker - ) is negated by 
the adverbial en (MM progressive 
-nam > Khorchin -na generic-habitual-future):

(33) Dagur, Hailar dialect (Yamada 2010: 5 citing Shiotani 1991: 90)

DEM.PROX  letter-ACC-1SG.POSS  send-CVB   NEG  give-FUT-2SG  Q

 ‘Didn’t you send off that letter of mine?

en is not restricted to the negated non-progres-
sive with , but can also be used with the polar interrogative particle , with the 
word  ‘what’, and with the modal particle , which expresses doubt (Namcarai 
& Qaserdeni 1983: 249). It might thus have a particular distribution in interrogative 
contexts. 

The forms in -sen are directly negated by attaching (Wang 1993: 111). The 
non-past progressive is more problematic. For the Hailar dialect, Yamada (2010: 227) 
mentions two forms that look functionally equivalent: 
‘doesn’t know’ [< *ülü mede-jü a-bai, with a negator that by MM standards is aspec-
tually disharmonic with both -  and - , though it is harmonic with the new non-
past meaning of - ], and -  [< *-ju a-qu ügei; Hailar -  and Qiqihaer 
-  seem to be equivalents, and are possibly cognates]. Wang (1993: 111) mentions 

19. All forms cited are third person singular. For other persons, the stem - - is used instead of .
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yet another form, -  [perhaps < *-gu uwei], which under negation apparently dis-
penses with progressive marking. The construction in which  functions as an 
auxiliary, and which goes back to *-ju ügei (cf. Central Mongolic (14) and Southern 
Mongolic (27)), is attested for the Hailar dialect, too, though its aspecto-temporal 

(34) Dagur, Hailar dialect (Yu et al. 2008: 84)

 
2SG  yesterday  school-DAT  go-CVB  COP-NPST.P-2SG-Q

oh   go-CVB  EX.NEG

 ‘You didn’t go to school yesterday, did you? - Oh, I didn’t go.’ 

The particle n (cognate with Khorchin - , though the origin of the n is unclear) 
is only mentioned by Namcarai and Qaserdeni (1983: 347) without direct reference 
to a dialect, but it is found in materials of the Butkha dialect, which is spoken in 
Hulunbuir and thus in contact with Khorchin. They note that n combines only 

. This is somewhat puzzling as it is thus 
structurally dissimilar to the construction in both MM (where the resultative parti-
ciple -ga was used) and Khorchin (where it attaches directly to the verb stem).

(35) Butkha dialect (Chuluu 1994: 15)

  
2SG.GEN 2POSS  forty    year  reach-NPST.P  

NEG     right-NPST   Q 
 ‘Your elder brother has not reached forty yet, has he?’ 

2.2. Position of the negation marker in complex 
predicates in MM and Khalkha

While Dryer (1988, 2013) relates the position of the negator to that of the main verb, 

from full verbs, it might be that the position of the negator is only reoriented towards 
-

ciently high degree (Dahl 2010: 25). Pre-main-verbal negation tends to be crosslin-
guistically more common by a ratio of 1.8:1 (686: 303), while at the same time, suf-

162), disregarding languages that employ double negation or a few other strategies 

As detailed data for complex predications is lacking for most of Mongolic, this 
discussion will focus on my own analysis of MM and Khalkha. To begin with, in 
MM, if no interrogative clitic is attached to the negator adverb, it precedes the entire 

verb phrase.20 This happens with all complex predicates irrespective of whether the 
old copular auxiliary -, as in (36), or its more recent counterpart a-, as in (37), is 
used:

(36) Middle Mongol: SH §208

    
NAME-ACC  NEG.PFV  wound-PFV.P  COP-COND.C

 ‘If we hadn’t wounded Senggüm, ...’21

(37) Middle Mongol: SH §255

offspring-DAT  one=Q     good  IPFV.NEG  be.born-FUT.P  COP-INDIR.PST

 ‘..., wouldn’t there have been born at least one good among [my] descendants?’22

Complex predicates very often co-occur with rhetorical questions, and in unmarked 
questions (as opposed to (37) where niken ‘one’ is focused), the interrogative clitic is 
attached to the negator (Street 2008a: 62–65). Like with declarative complex predi-
cates, the negator plus clitic can precede the verb phrase in all constellations. In these 
cases, the main verb can be a future participle in - (38), an imperfective converb in 
-n (39) or a resultative converb in - .

(38) Middle Mongol: SH §214 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 147)

 ü     
 son-GEN  life-DAT  harm  IPFV.NEG=Q reach-CAUS-FUT.P  COP- DIR.PST

 ‘..., wouldn’t he have done harm to the child’s life ...?’

(39) Middle Mongol:
  

… say-COND.C  before  mirror-ACC  IPFV.NEG  Q    wipe-CVB  COP-PRES?
  
 mirror?’

20. This order is also attested for Dagur, though I cannot tell whether it is the only possible order: 
: 

rain   NEG  enter-IPFV-STC? be-COND.C 
 ‘if it hadn’t rained’. 

Lesser auxiliaries are directly preceded by the negator: 

 

put.on+wear-CVB   NEG  enable-NPST

 ‘cannot wear’ (examples from Chuluu 1994: 26, 29).
ese

predication. Given the overall low frequency of such complex predications, this gap is probably ac-
cidental.
22.  The pattern -  usually expresses a future in the past (Brosig 2014a: 21–23), but in this 
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In predications based on -  and - , but not in those based on -n, the negator can also 

be explained by the fact that n plus copular auxiliary forms progressives, which refer 
to one single state, while -  and - plus / - refer to two temporal situations. For 
- , this can easily be shown by a paraphrase that negates the copular auxiliary sepa-

, on the other hand, apparently don’t 
contain telic predicates and don’t directly lend themselves to this explanation. In (41), 
for instance, reading - (aqa - elder.brother, -
from nominals) as ‘take command over’ instead of ‘be in command over’ would do 
the trick (‘Wouldn’t you be there, having taken command over ...’ or ‘Wouldn’t you be 
in a state of having taken command over’), but it feels improbable that verbs in -  
would develop such inchoative meanings.

(40) Middle Mongol: SH §277 (John Street, p.c.)

many fear-CAUS-PRES?  person  die-CAUS-PRES?  say-FUT.P  PFV.NEG=Q  COP-DIR.PST

 ‘Wasn’t [Chinggis Qaan] accustomed to say “Multitude[s of people] make [one]  
 afraid; deep [waters] make [one] die”.’ 

 or: ‘Wasn’t it so that [Chinggis Qaan] would say ...’

(41) Middle Mongol: SH §209 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 142)

ün 
2SG  NAME    soldier-GEN  event   all-GEN    preside.over-PRF.C  

 
IPFV.NEG=Q  COP-FUT.P

 ‘Qubilai, will you not be in charge of all military affairs?’ 

negators, the negator will be chosen according to the morphology of the main verb if 
it directly precedes it, as is illustrated in (37). If it occupies the position in-between 
main verb and auxiliary, agreement with both auxiliary (41) and main verb (42) are 
attested. I don’t have evidence on whether this is due to conceptualization – (41) per-

(42) Middle Mongol: SH §254 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 186)

      
now   2PL-GEN-POSS  good  see-VOL  say-CVB  emote-PRF.C

  

PFV.NEG=Q   COP-NPST-PL

 ‘And [even] now, does she [=the queen] not wish to see the happiness of you,  
 her [sons]?’

In Khalkha Mongolian, SN has shifted from a preverbal adverbial to a post-clitic. 

made by a direct present progressive or established past, as in (43a), for instance, 
can be negated in two ways. First, a speaker might want to simply deny (43a) and 
then construe it as an event that has not (yet) taken place, as in (43b), using the most 
neutral past tense negation. Alternatively, the speaker might rather think of a situa-
tion in which an event is expected to take place, but doesn’t. In this case, it could be 
construed as a present or past state in which a potential event doesn’t (historically 
speaking: won’t) happen, as in (43c) and (44). In this case, the marking of tense and 
evidentiality stays outside the scope of negation. 

construction (43a) analogously to how it would be negated in its use as a potential/
 ‘will write’ >  ‘won’t write’). The string  

as such is attested, but it contains different morphemes. Namely,  is not a converb, 
but the indirect past , which is homophonous with the converb if followed by 
a stance particle. It is used in its inferential future use, e.g.  could in 

, 
in turn, is a stance particle that developed from the existential negator plus question 
particle  COP-FUT.P=NEG=Q. It is used to claim that the viewpoint of 
the speaker cannot really be contested, cf. (43d) and (45).

(43) Khalkha, a-c constructed, d23

a)    24 / 
DEM.DIST  write-CVB  COP-DIR.PRES  / COP-EST.PST

 ‘She is / was writing.’

b)    
no    DEM.DIST   write-RES.P=NEG

c)     / 
DEM.DIST  write-FUT.P=NEG  COP-DIR.PRES  / COP-EST.PST

 ‘[Even though I am/was telling her to write,] she is / was not writing.’

d)     
DEM.PROX    moron   annoying.boy=3POSS  stupid   thing  

 
write-INDIR.PST  SP=Q

 ‘This stupid tyke is just writing stupid things.’

23. Comment (<http://factnews.mn/dwf>, 30 December 2013, retrieved 21 September 2015) within 

am’draliin nuucaa anh udaa delgelee. The entire comment reads: “Ene mangar batsaan ni yum uyeegui 
hudlaa uruvduuleh gesen teneg yum bichij baihgui yu .Haraajiin l sagsuu bandi bainshdee”

go-PROG-DIR.PRES
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(44) 25

1SG  law   infringe-PRF.P=REFL.POSS  accept-FUT.P=NEG       COP-DIR.PRES 
  ‘I don’t accept [the claim] that I broke the law.’

(45)
now   2SG   DEM.DIST-GEN  talent-ACC  accept-INDIR.PST      SP=Q 

 ‘Now don’t you recognize his talent? [What an envious person you are!]’   
 (Thompson 2011)

 or: ‘You see, now you recognize his talent!’

The past progressive - , in contrast, is not restricted to situations in progress, 
but can also be used with experiential meaning (Brosig forthcoming). In this latter 

negation for -san is -aa=güi (see Section 2.3).

(46) Khalkha ((a) constructed, (b) title of a poem26)

b)  
1SG   poem  alone-INS   write-CVB  COP-EST.PST

 ‘I have written a poem / poems alone.’

a) 
1SG  when=FOC  poem  alone-INS   write-CVB  COP-RES.P=NEG

 ‘I have never written poems alone.’

2.3. (A)symmetry in Khalkha

The symmetry or asymmetry of negated constructions, thus whether negative con-
structions differ from their positive counterparts only by the presence of a negative 
marker or also in some other respect, is another relevant distinction in Mongolic. 
(A)symmetry can pertain to paradigms, which is why its analysis requires a fairly 
detailed knowledge about the functions of both positive and negative forms. For this 
reason, we shall focus on Khalkha only.

According to Miestamo (2005), symmetric negation is motivated by formal 
analogy to positive sentences, which facilitates processing. Asymmetry may be due 

stative and dynamic predications refer to a stative situation or fact. Stative concepts 

information on time is often already present in the wider context in case of denials 
and can thus be taken as redundant. 

25. <http://www.shuud.mn/content/read/276474.htm>, 5 September 2013, retrieved 4 June 2015
26. <http://zoljargal.blog.gogo.mn/read/entry173479>, 15 November 2010, retrieved 4 June 2015

In MM, negated sentences differed from positive sentences only by the pres-
ence of adverbial negators. Verbal negation was thus symmetric. In Buryat, which 
like all of Central Mongolic adapted a post-verbal negation pattern based on *ügei, 
symmetry was by and large re-established when the use of =gyi was extended to the 

na and - . Neither language retains strict paradigmatic 
symmetry due to the use of ügei for negating resultant states in MM and the use of 
- , negated as a mood, for future time reference in Buryat (for examples, see 2.1). 

In Khalkha, as is approximately true also for the other Central Mongolic varie-
ties besides Buryat, the only verbal morphological form that can be negated is parti-

-
ings. Table 3 shows how verbs in different syntactic positions can combine with con-
structions consisting of a participle and a negator. Forms that are for some reason 
peripheral are in parentheses:

Perfect Future Habitual Resultative

Finite positive ( ) (-aa)

Finite negative ( )

Attributive (-aa)

Attributive negative

Table 3

san
, the indirect 

past - ee and the rare modal past -v, which in past declaratives expresses speaker 
surprise (Brosig forthcoming). Apart from their evidential meanings, -san as a parti-
ciple is more salient in enumerations, while -  and -  have a stronger tendency to 
propel a narrative. 

The participle -dag marks habituality-genericity and divergence from the normal 
course of events. In its aspectual use, it contrasts with -na, which expresses aspectual 

-
plex aspectual constructions that express different forms of perfect, resultative and 
progressive notions including the progressive - / -(g)aa. The participle -aa is 
common as a marker of indirect present evidence together with the auxiliary , 

na. It combines only with 
regular verbs in the presence of modal particles that express low probability. In this 
combination, it apparently expresses incredulity. By contrast, -h is only used in a few 
peripheral, enumerative functions (Brosig 2015). 

to their positive counterparts is not straightforward: 
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•  corresponds to -dag in its habitual and generic uses, which is basically 
symmetric. 

• 
-  (Brosig 2014a) which in its positive use was replaced by the former prog-
ressive -na. First and foremost, this process is indicative of the loss of narrow 
present-tense orientation (Johanson 2000: 85–102, especially 99–101) and thus 
not primarily an issue connected to stativity. However, -h=güi shares with its 
positive counterpart -h that is does not easily establish temporal orders between 
events (  (constructed) ‘I won’t come, see or win’), 
while -na is more inclined to do so ( 27 ‘I will come, see and 
win’).

•  is the regular past negator. It thus corresponds to the established past 
-san, the direct past -  and the indirect past - ee, neutralizing their evidential 
differences and leading to paradigmatic asymmetry. The restriction to particip-

-
tes a loss of dynamicity (as already argued in Miestamo 2005: 87–88, 242; see 
also Hsiao 2007, who conceives of this as the loss of tense and the retention of 
aspect forms). However, the indirect evidential copular auxiliary (g)aa is 
never negated in simple forms by -aa=güi, but rather by the simple, non-eviden-
tial . It is then possible, though apparently optional, to put  
into the scope of the evidentiality markers  and .

•  as a past negator has been sidelined by -aa=güi, which in all given 
contexts seems to be able to replace it. If this form is used, it conveys nuances 
such as counterexpectation and completedness. For instance, 

 DEM.DIST 1SG-COM contact-PRF.P=NEG ‘She didn’t contact me’ could 
felicitously be uttered in a situation in which the speaker expected to be con-
tacted by her at a point in the past, but the opportunity passed, so that it wouldn’t 
change anything if the third-person referent contacted the speaker now (Güntset-
seg p.c. 20 September 2015). It is not clear how it corresponds to positive forms, 
but it might be similar to -v.28

27.  Name of a radio show, mentioned at <http://radio1.mnb.mn/i/18811> and a number of related 
webpages listed by Google, none of which could be directly accessed on 22 September 2015.
28.  Hashimoto (2007) drew a different distinction between -san=güi and -aa=güi. For regular verbs, 
he describes the function of -aa=güi as “[n]onperformance of an event lasting until utterance-time 
(possibly including an implication of disappointment)” and -san=güi as 1. “nonperformance of past 
continuous / past experiential act” and 2. “nonperformance of a past act”. However, one of his own 
examples, 

 
DEM.DIST  come-NPST.P  necessity.COM COP-PRF.P  but    come-RES.P=NEG 

 ‘ ’ ‘He had to come, but didn’t come’  
aagüi in reference to an event that cannot felicitously 

take place anymore. His analysis thus underestimates the extent to which -sangüi has already fallen 
out of use.

In their attributive uses,29 -h covers potential, future and characterizing events, 
while -dag covers habituality. The exact expression of attributive genericity might 
thus require some additional research. The negators -h=güi and -dag=güi seem to 
faithfully retain those meanings. Attributive -san functions as an evidentially neutral 
perfect, while positive -aa attaches only to -, yav- ‘go’ and a few positional verbs, 
marking ongoing and resultant states. However, as attributive -san=güi is entirely 
impossible, it has to be negated by -aa=güi, neutralizing this aspectual/modal 
opposition. 

ese?

In this section, we shall review some diachronic evidence on whether it is possible 
to reconstruct a verb stem *ese- from the particle ese for Post-Proto-Mongolic, ulti-
mately preferring the explanation that forms that point to such a conclusion arose 
as univerbalized conjunctions. The reader may notice that evidence on Southern 
Mongolic, for which I do assume a verb form based on  and , could be 
explained in a similar fashion, but the evidence reviewed is too scarce to be conclu-
sive. This discussion will not yet touch upon the question of whether reconstructing a 
verb stem *e- for Pre-Proto-Mongolic is appropriate.

the form eseh ‘or not’ at the end of subordinate clauses as in (47). It could be analyzed 
as the future participle form . For a verb es-, one would expect it to assume the 
same aspectual form as the negated main verb, e.g.  instead of  in (47). 
However, in a 33-million-word internet corpus,30 there are only two attestations of a 
perfect participle essen and none at all of a habitual participle *esdeg, compared to 
around 4000 instances of eseh with case and an even larger number of forms without 
case. Secondly, there is the conjunction  ‘or’, which could be analyzed as , 
so that -  is the conditional converb. It is used between simple noun phrases (

 ‘knife or scissors’), between nominal or participial clauses, and as a junctor 

clitic, as in (48).

(47) 31

marry-PRF.P   or.not-ACC=3POSS  do.what-CVB  come.to.know+know-FUT.P=Q

 ‘How can you come to know whether or not s/he’s married?’

pioneering research, see Song 1997. My own descriptions in the following are mainly based on my own 
intuition in combination with some purely quantitative corpus analysis. A detailed quantitative study of 
a large corpus would constitute a study in its own right and require considerable attention to individual 
constructions. This is why I am not providing any quantitative data here.

31.  <http://www.cosmopolitan.mn/news/show/1720>, 20 June 2012, retrieved 8 August 2015. Head-
line.
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(48) A    or (int)32

make.a.living-FUT.P=Q,   or       exist-FUT.P=Q

 ‘Should one make a living [by talking English], or persist [by using one’s   
 mother tongue]?’

Now, these two forms could be the sole survivors of a full verb paradigm. However, 
, consisting of the perfec-

conditional converb was replaced by the modern form -  (< -  < -  FACTUAL PAST 
+  DELIMITED FOCUS) in all contexts, this form is equivalent to . 

So, while there are verbal forms, no truly verbal paradigm seems to have existed. 
One possible explanation is that  is not actually based on a negative verb stem, 

1991: 170 for a similar explanation of the negative verb form in Santa discussed in 
3). Spontaneous contractions in modern Khalkha illustrate a similar process: 

 ‘if not’ < )-h=güi FUT.P=NEG if ‘if SUBJECT doesn’t do like 
that’. The conjunction , in turn, is derived from  <  become-COND.C 
via haplology. Modern forms like  would then not be ancient at all, but rather 
indicative of a reanalysis of eseh and  into *es- by a few modern speakers. If this 
line of thought is correct, we would be dealing with a general tendency of common 
collocations to contract and lexicalize rather than with a “[possible] general tendency 
for negative verbs to fossilize” (Dahl 2010: 21).

2.5. Forms excluded from discussion

In Mongolian, forms like Khalkha - ‘disrespect’ (< - ‘respect’) or  
‘intransitive’ (cf.  ‘transitive’ < 

That is, they are no longer a form of SN.
The extent to which Oirat es is still used is hard to evaluate. Benzing (1985: 

40–41) states that it is used with converbs and attributive participles, but also with 
-

fore fails the criterion that it should be applied in declarative sentences. Baranova 
(2015) notes for Kalmyk that  is very rare in her spoken data (word frequency 
0.04%, n=4/10,000) and less frequent than in the Kalmyk National Corpus (word fre-
quency 0.15%, n=1254/800,000), observing that it is becoming restricted to condition-
als. For the Oirat variety spoken in Hoboksar, Ayusi (2010: 25) states that ese is used 
very broadly. Unfortunately, the form and quality of the evidence he presents are not 
suitable for drawing any further conclusions. Urancimeg (2009: 48–9) details the use 
of ese in the oral literature of Deed Mongol, the Oirat spoken in western Qinghai (pre-
senting data in Mongolian orthography), but fails to relate this use to the use of other 
negators in any detail. However, as she even gives a few examples of ese negating 

material was still online, the URL was added in 2015, otherwise the old source information “(int)” was 
left in place.

adjectives, it seems to be quite widespread. The use of es with the voluntative (Sengge 
1987, using data from the Chinese survey of the 1950s without further specifying it) 
points into the same direction. 

Dagur , which is attested only in some rare instances (Namcarai & Qaserdeni 
1983: 346, Engkebatu 1988: 438) lacks generality. In legalese Khalkha,33 SN is done 
using , while es has been replaced and =güi has not been introduced. 

3. Locational and existential negation

An existential negation construction is understood here as a construction that out-
rightly denies the existence of its referent without locating it, while a locational nega-

(Stassen 1997: 10). Identical coding of the negation of existence and location is very 
common, second only to identical coding of existential and possessive negation 
(Veselinova 2013: 118–119). 

ügei. In its 
early attestations in MM, this negator was an adjective, as is apparent from gender 
agreement: in addition to ügei ügegü, ügegüi, ügegün in Mongolian 
script and the corresponding forms ü, -üi and 
-ün meant male singular (or neutral), female singular, and plural, respectively, as is 
also sporadically attested for a small number of other adjectives in the SH. 

(49) Middle Mongol: SH §17 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 3)

NAME     male  EX.NEG-f  COP-PFV.C  three   son-PL  be.born-CAUS-FACT.PST.
FEMALE

‘Alan Go’a, although she had no husband, bore three sons’ 

Along with its function as a constituent negator when indicating absence in adverbi-
als, as in (20), and the expression - EX.NEG become- ‘die’, ügei was used pred-
icatively to negate possession (49), presence (50) and existence (51).

(50) Middle Mongol: SH §214 (Rachewiltz 2004: 147)

mani  
1PL.ACC   EX.NEG   COP-COND.C

‘If we had not been there’ 

33.  The following generalizations are drawn from penal law only.
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(51) Middle Mongol: SH §244 (de Rachewiltz 2004: 168, including bracketed words)

NAME-ACC NEG COND.C   information  

  
EX.NEG  COP-PRES?  SP

 ‘If you don’t strike at Qasar by surprise, there is no knowing [what will happen].’ 

ügei has been retained as locational negator in Khorchin, Oirat, Moghol, Dagur and 
all of Southern Mongolic. The same seems to hold for existence, but given that most 
existential negation may be interpreted as locational and there are no syntactic differ-
ences, this is sometimes not that easy to state. (52) to (57) are sentences that might be 
taken to have actual existential meaning.

(52) Oirat, Kalmyk variety (Benzig 1985: 165)

old-GEN   word-DAT  lie      EX.NEG  slander-DAT  truth  EX.NEG

 ‘There is no lie in the tales of yore. There is no truth in slander.’

(53) Dagur (Yu et al. 2008: 84, 191)

 
here   fear-NPST.P   what   FOC  EX.NEG

 ‘There is nothing to worry about.’

(54) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 142)

 
son-3POSS

34   EX.NEG.NPST

 ‘There is no son.’

(55) Shira Yugur 

what-FOC   beast    within  FOC  1SG.GEN   equal?     beautiful

.   
horn-having  beast    EX.NEG

 ‘Among the wild beasts, there are no beasts with such a beautiful horn as mine.’

34.  Weiers (1972: 123) claims (analogously to what can be said of Khalkha, cf. Hammar 1983) that -i 
in existential sentences is used without person reference and thus translates “Einen Sohn gibt es nicht”. 
However, another option is to understand i more literally as ‘her/his’, in which case this sentence would 
better be understood as a possessive construction: ‘She doesn’t have a son.’

(56) Mongghul (Cinggeltei et al. 1988: 535)

    . 
big  word-DAT  load-V>N    NEG=NAI -DAT   pee-V>N   EX.NEG=NAI 

35

(57) Bonan (Cen 1987a: 89)

 
DEM.DIST-ABL   also   thing   one    tasty       TOPIC  EX.NEG-NPST 

 ‘There is nothing tastier than this.’

For the remaining languages, locative examples are given:

(58) Kangjia 
 

1SG   EX.NEG-CVB.while  2SG   come-PST-Q

 ‘Did you arrive when I was absent?’

(59) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 128)

 
that   book  table     on       EX.NEG-COP.NAI

 ‘That book is not on the table.’

(60) Santa 
 

2SG  EX.NEG-FUT.P  because  1SG  movie-ACC  see-CVB

NEG.?   go-PST

 ‘Because you were not (here), I didn’t go to see the movie.’ 

In Oirat, Ordos, Khorchin, Shira Yugur, Bonan, Monguor, Kangjia and probably also 
Dagur, ügei came to function as a negative auxiliary together with a converb (see also 
(13) and (14) above):

(61) Bonan (Chuluu 1994d: 21)

1SG  now  thing    one     do-CVB        EX.NEG

         ‘Now I am doing nothing.’ 

35.  The original Chinese translation ,  ‘a person who speaks big 

featuring a different syntax and, if I am not mistaken, different lexical items. It is of course not granted 
that my new translation is correct, both lexically and with respect to meaning and function of the de-

.
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In Bonan and Santa, and apparently also in Kangjia and Mongghul (for which only a 
few conditional converbal, possibly fossilized forms are attested), this development 
has gone a step further, and ügei seems to have acquired a number of verbal char-
acteristics. Such a development clearly did not take place in Shira Yugur. In (58) 
above, a converb diachronically consisting of the future participle and the dative has 
attached to Kangjia -. Examples (62) and (63) show how the conditional converb 
and and an imperfective participle attach to ‘gi- in Bonan:

(62) Bonan (Cen 1987a: 102)

2SG  little-SG    FOC  1SG.GEN   side-DAT  EX.NEG-COND.C  1SG.GEN   

  
soul-ACC   lose-PFV.P-GEN   like?

 ‘When you’re not at my side at all, it is as if I have lost my soul.’36

(63) Bonan (Fried 2010: 231)

home.LOC  come.HON-CAUS-IPFV=IPFV.NMLZ  fortune  stuff

EX.NEG=IPFV.NMLZ   do-IPFV.AI-POSSIBILITY

 ‘(one) invites (the shaman) to come to (one’s) home and avoids misfortune.’ 

-
ing37  vs. 

 
(assertor involvement) and 
predication, however, the stem used is not -, but -. This might indicate that the 

36.  The cognate-oriented Mongolian translation gives da , which I cannot identify. The Chinese 
translation, however is pretty clear,  . The Mongolic syntax 
supports this interpretation.
37.  A notion encoded by many languages spoken in the Tibetosphere is participatory evidence, 

conscious participation (Rule 1977: 71) of the assertor (i.e. the speaker in declaratives and the addressee 
in questions, cf. Creissels 2008: 12) in the action so marked. It often results in a pattern that differen-
tiates between the speaker and everyone else in declaratives and the addressee and everyone else in 
questions. Currently, no terminology for this notion has gained currency, so that different linguists use 
different labels such as “conjunct vs. disjunct” (Hale 1980), “subjective vs. objective” (Slater 2003, cf. 
Cinggeltei 1988), “personal” (Tournadre 1998), “egophoric” (San Roque et al. 2014, citing Tournadre 
1996) or “assertor involvement” (Creissels 2008). The label “conjunct” is inaccurate (Tournadre 2008), 

the speaker’s inner state. I shall therefore adapt Creissel’s descriptively accurate, but unwieldy termi-
nology. A detailed description of this phenomenon in Mangghuer is provided by Slater (2003: 194–220) 
and Fried (forthcoming) in combination, and Slater (forthcoming) gives an overview of its occurrence 
in Southern Mongolic.

reanalysis of -
tor involvement and subsequent reanalysis of -i in as an assertor involvement 
marker.

(64) Mongghul (Cinggeltei et al. 1988: 39)

  
 2SG   3SG-DAT  hand-REFL  shake-CVB  EX.NEG-PST.P  TAG  

3SG  2SG-ACC  see-IPFV.P-NAI-Q

 ‘You didn’t wave your hand to him, right? Does he [even] see you?’

The situation in Santa is more complex. The possessive construction is negated by , 
as in (65), or the negative possessive verb - is used, as in (66), and it is also attested 
with the “imperfective nominalizer” - (cf. Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.6). The possessive 
construction in (65) coincides with the existential construction (67). For locational 
negation,  added to it that is 

-
sible with possessives (cf. Chuluu 1994a: 26). I am inclined to add (66) to this list, so 
there is a complete verbal paradigm for 

(i)-. Given that stress falls on the ultimate syllable (Field 1997: 4.3), this should leave 
intact the dichotomy between  and as claimed by Field. The particle is 
more frequent than the verb (Bao Saren, p.c., 2010).

(65) Santa (Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.4)

1SG-ACC  eat-COND.C  2SG-GEN tooth   crevice-DAT   one  

.
NPST.P-3POSS

38   EX.NEG  COP   SP

 ‘If you eat me, your stomach (tooth crevice) will not have enough.’

(66) Santa (Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.6)

2SG-DAT    wife  EX.NEG.COP-PST  wife  serve?-N>V-VOL

 ‘If you don’t have a wife, I will serve as your wife.’

(67) Santa (Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.4) 

.
see-CAUS-IPFV.P    place   EX.NEG  COP

 ‘We did not have a place to be seen (by a doctor).’39

38.  Field glossed this as an accusative, but he is probably wrong. Judging from Central Mongolic, ni 
-

tion. Field (7.2.6.4.1) notes a third person use, glossing it as a genitive, which has the same form as an 
accusative.
39.  One could easily imagine the interpretation “There was no place to be seen (by a doctor).”
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(68) Santa 

2SG  EX.NEG-NPST.P  because  1SG  movie-ACC  see-CVB

 NEG.?     go-PST

 ‘Because you were not (here), I didn’t go to see the movie.’ 

In Eastern Mongolian, ügei in a tensed negation can either attach to the copular auxil-
iary as in (69) or precede it as in (70). In aspecto-temporally default (i.e. non-progres-
sive present) contexts, the copula is absent as in (71):

(69) Khorchin (Urancimeg, p.c.)40

-s= .   
1SG-GEN   car            COP-PST.EX.NEG

 1. ‘I didn’t have a car.’ 2. ‘My car wasn’t there.’

(70) Khorchin (Urancimeg, p.c.)

 
DEM.DIST   NEG    COP-PST

 ‘S/he was not there.’

(71) Khorchin (Urancimeg, p.c.)

 
wild         cat     COMP-PST.P  thing  EX.NEG

  ‘There is no such thing as wild cats.’

In Central Mongolian, ügei has basically ceased to function as an existential negator. 
It is no longer followed by a copula as in MM (49) and Khorchin, but rather cliticizes 
to it if the expression of tense and aspect is required as in (72). The use of =güi was 
extended even to the copular auxiliary in its aspectually and temporally most neutral 
form, , as in (73). This meant the complete replacement of ügei as an inde-
pendent negative existential.

(72) Khalkha, Mörön, Hövsgöl (elicited)

dragon    COP-IPFV.P=NEG

 ‘Dragons don’t exist.’

(73) Khalkha, Mörön, Hövsgöl (elicited)

DEM.DIST  here    COP-EX.NEG

 ‘He isn’t here.’ cf.  (Khorchin; Urancimeg, p.c.)

40.  These examples were received via instant messanging in a Latin transcription, and I rendered 

The materials I elicited from a Buryat speaker from the Mongolian state basically 
resemble Khalkha, while the materials elicited from a Russian Buryat speaker are 
close to Khorchin with constructions such as  NEG.LOC COP-NPST ‘he isn’t 
here’. Notably, Central Mongolian and Mongolian Buryat innovated the new locative 
negator  (of unclear etymology). Khalkha  mostly has a quite similar distribu-
tion to  in predicates and can be used alone or in combination with a copula, 
but it cannot be nominalized or be used attributively [or function as a copula]. It can 
combine with the verb - ‘become’, and, rarely but undeniably, with the full verb 
hii- ‘do’41 (Mönh-Amgalan 1999). It can combine with negative polarity items such 
as  what + additive focus ‘nothing’. Based on the results of a Google search, it 
does not combine with negated past tense copulas, e.g.  ‘(intended) 
it was not missing’ is unattested, while  as in  ‘if they 
are absent’ is just an infrequent synonymous compound. It does freely combine with 
a copula for aspect and tense marking, e.g.  ‘it was missing’. Predicative 

 indicates that something is absent in spite of the expectation or the wish of the 
speaker [as in (74) and (75)], that something is temporarily absent [as in (76)] or that 
an intention is absent [as in (77)] (Umetani 2004).

(74)    
 today   NAME-ACC   exit-CAUS-NPST.P  tv   Mongolia-DAT  NEG.LOC  

gene  dee (int) 
HEARSAY   SP

‘There is no TV in Mongolia today that will broadcast Arsenal [London].’

(75) 42

do.so-NPST.P  money =FOC   1SG.DAT  NEG.LOC

‘I don’t even have the money to do so.’

(76) .  
 X  already   home-DAT-REFL.POSS=Q?  1SG  home-DAT  NEG.LOC  

(SMS)

Y-ABL   ask-IMP!
‘(Brosig:) Is X already home? – (Z:) I’m not at home. Ask Y!’

41. 
democracy-ACC  NEG.LOC  DO-PRF.P  person=2POSS  name      SELF=REFL.POSS  SP     SP

    ‘The person who did away with democracy was [prime minister] Elbegdorj himself!’

, 9 September 2008, 

42.  < , 13 June 
2005, retrieved 8 August 2015. From an essay-long comment on the post Nudnees dalduur yavaa 
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(77) .43

elder.brother=3POSS  2SG-COM   quarrel-NPST.P   wish(noun)  NEG.LOC

 ‘I don’t want to quarrel with you.’44

-
arga 

 might be replaced by simple, highly conventionalized arga=güi as well as with 
. It indicates that other means are simply non-available, though one might 

conceive of developing them. The categorical denial of the existence of an entity can-
not be expressed by , and (72) with  would be understood as referring to the 
unexpected absence of the (e.g. wooden) dragon, but not to its non-existence.45 

(78)   daa46

person-GEN  opinion-ACC      accept-FUT.P-ABL  other  means  NEG.LOC  SP

lit. ‘There is no other means except accepting the opinions of other people.’

 ‘You must accept the opinions of other people.’

I have not seen a similarly detailed analysis of  in Buryat, although its use e.g. in 
(79) might well resemble Khalkha. An informant from Khüree (Eastern Mongolian) 
who stated that they don’t use  in their dialect nevertheless produced (80) just 
before the elicitation session. This may either indicate misreporting or a clear pres-
ence of  at least in Standard Southern Mongolian:

(79) Buryat, Dashbalbar sum, Dornod (elicited)

excuse.me,  D.=1SG.POSS   here   NEG.LOC=COP?47

‘Excuse me, Dorj is not here.’

(80) Eastern Mongolian, Khüree (overheard)

six  month-ABL  begin-PRF.C  work  NEG.LOC  become-BOU-PRF.P

43.  <http://124.158.124.10:35555/message/public/14/chat-35865.html>, 25 November 2014, retrieved 
8 August 2015. From a discussion in a chat room.
44.  Looking at (71) and (73), it becomes clear that  can also be interpreted as expressing posses-
sion, that no clear dividing line is drawn, and that both possessive patterns to be discussed for Khalkha 
in Section 4 are possible.
45.  The idiomatic  ‘disappear’ can be used in relation to overweight body fat and thus may 
not have to obey the same restrictions as  on its own. This is also illustrated by (76).
46.  <http://markmail.org/message/yecj5g5odiin53gf>, 22 July 2008, retrieved 8 August 2015. From 
an argument presented by “munkhzul bekh-ochir” in “Re: Shine tester-iin sanaanuudaas”.
47.  In Khalkha,  is a delimiting focus particle and daa is an interlocutionary particle indicating that 
the proposition has to be accepted for objective reasons not under the control of the speaker. In Buryat, 
these two seem to have merged and become a kind of copula.

predicates. It is mainly used for denial. While locational and existential negation don’t 
differ syntactically in Mongolic, possession negation can both require a different cod-
ing of the possessor and allow for a wider range of predicative forms. Assuming a 
locational idea as the underlying concept (see Stassen 2009: 277–355), the possessor 
would be expected to be coded by a case that can mark the location of an object, but 
this does not hold for all of Mongolic. Most notably, MM employs a different strategy:

(81) Middle Mongol: SH §11

NAME 3SG.GEN   four    son-POSS.SG  COP-DIR.PST

‘Du’a Soqor, his elder brother, had four sons.’

(82) Middle Mongol: SH §76

2PL  shadow-ABL   other  friend  EX.NEG

‘You have no friend but your shadow’

The possessor is marked by a nominative, while the possessum receives the posses-
 in positive sentences such as (81) or is followed by the negative existen-

tial particle ügei -
ant morpho-syntactically patterns with the with-possessive. However, even though 
the construction employed here lacks a transitive verb, it is semantically restricted 
to possession, whereas the MM comitative case is still - . A pattern structurally 
similar to MM has been retained in Dagur, Buryat, Ordos and Khalkha:

(83) Dagur (Chuluu 1994: 29)

3SG  time   EX.NEG

‘He doesn’t have time.’

(84) Buryat, Dashbalbar sum, Dornod (elicited)

NAME  car-NEG=COP?
‘Dorj doesn’t have a car (right now).’           

(85) Khalkha, Mörön, Hövsgöl (elicited)

/ 
NAME   car=NEG    /  car-COM

‘Dorj doesn’t have a car. / ‘Dorj has a car.’
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Example (83) morphologically resembles MM, whereas ügei has become a clitic in 
Buryat (84) and Khalkha (85). As in MM, the positive forms Dagur -  and Buryat/
Khalkha -  are used as the parallel positive forms, as illustrated in (85). However, 
the loss of the MM comitative case has let to the extension of these forms to comi-
tative functions, resulting in genuine with-possessives. Janhunen (2003: 27) and 
Sechenbaatar (2003: 43–46) actually went as far as considering analyzing =güi as a 
privative case, in spite of its morphologically divergent status of not being subject to 
vowel harmony.

The more common construction for expressing possession in Mongolic is the 
locative pattern, marking the possessor with the dative and leaving the possessum 

ügei. This 
construction type is used in Oirat, where -go can be used both as a free form or suf-

-
tain the present tense form of the existential verb, instead of . Irrespective 
of the presence of the existential verb, a nominative  instead of nand would be 
ungrammatical. The head of an attributive construction as in (87) can take any case, 
and in this environment (Benzig 1985: 158–159) 
the old possessive - . In Southern Mongolic, the possessor is always coded by a 
dative irrespective of whether ügei has become a verb as in (88) or remains a clitic as 
in (89). Buryat and Khalkha attach =güi to the existential verb, but still use a dative 

meaning than that of (84), which lacks such marking. Ordos (Erdenimöngke, p.c.) 
seems to allow for the structural equivalents of both (86) and (90).

(86) Oirat, Kalmyk variety (Pjurbeev, p.c., cf. Benzig 1985: 165)

   / 
1SG.DAT  water EX.NEG  / water-EX.NEG   

  ‘I don’t have water’              

(87) Oirat, Kalmyk variety (Benzig 1985: 165)

ger          kün 
house  EX.NEG  person                      

 ‘a person without house’      

(88) Santa (Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.6)

 1SG-DAT   eye    EX.NEG.COP-PST

 ‘I did not have eyes.’

(89) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 9)

EX.NEG  COP-AI  1SG-DAT  black  sugar  EX.NEG  COP-AI  white sugar

FOC  COP-?
‘No, I don’t have [black sugar], I have white sugar.’ 

(90) Buryat, Dashbalbar sum, Dornod (elicited) 

NAME-DAT  car    COP-HAB.P-NEG

‘Dorj does not have a car (now and at other times).’

For those varieties that have innovated , which functions similarly to the non-
past form of the copular auxiliary , a construction along locative posses-
sion patterns is common as well. Thus, paraphrasing (90) with  would result in a 
grammatical sentence with a somewhat different aspectual meaning. However, (91) 
indicates that  might even be usable within the with-possessive pattern. It was 

(91) Khalkha, Mörön, Hövsgöl (overheard)

1SG PL-DAT  DEM.DIST  side-INS  inform-NPST.P  wish   NEG.LOC

‘I don’t have (any) wish to inform my younger siblings about that.’

found in Ordos. The negated version of (92) is identical with the clitic version of (86) 
from Oirat and could thus still be understood as merely cliticizing the negator to a 
subject. However, its positive version indicates the absence of any structural subject 
construction, using case in a purely semantic way: the dative codes the possessor, 
while the comitative marks the possessum. Accordingly, even the negative variant 
can be taken to lack a grammatical subject.

(92) Ordos (Erdenimöngke, p.c.)

 Dor .
NAME-DAT  car=EX.NEG   /  car-COM

 ‘Dorj does not have a car.’ / ‘Dorj has a horse.’

Genitive-based types of possessive marking are represented by Khorchin and Moghol. 
Khorchin uses a possessive construction in which the possessor is marked by a geni-
tive used attributively to the possessum. Otherwise, the construction follows the pat-

ügei
of -  for positive possession, as in (93b). As the possessor is usually only expressed 
once, we are not dealing with a form of mere “possessor indexing on the possessee” of 

and genitive possessives. This being said, Khorchin is situated in a dialect continuum 
with other Mongolian dialects and also allows for a locational possessive construction 
along the lines of (86). The negative construction of (93a) is still semantically ambigu-
ous between a locative and a possessive reading, which can be disambiguated by the 
blend of both constructions illustrated in (93c).
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(93) Khorchin (Uranchimeg, p.c.)

a)  mini   .
1SG.GEN   car       EX.NEG

 1. ‘I don’t have a car.’ 2. ‘My car isn’t there.’ / ‘I have a car.’

b)  . 
1SG.GEN   car-COM

‘I have a car.’

c)  
1SG.GEN     car         1SG.DAT  EX.NEG

‘I don’t have my car.’

In Moghol, the possessor is coded as a pronominal clitic to the possessum, while 
a possessor noun phrase may be absent, as in (94a), or be overtly expressed with a 

ügei merged with a copula verb. In 
contrast to Khorchin, the positive form is based on an existential verb, as in (94c), 
resulting in a canonical genitive possessive:

(94) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 143, 65, 123)

a)  
money-1POSS  EX.NEG.PST

 ‘I didn’t have money.’

b)  48

1SG.DAT  money-1POSS  EX.NEG.NPST  to great  relatives-ABL  girl  grab-VOL

 ‘I don’t have the money to take a woman from an important family.’

c)  
1POSS  COP.NPST

On the other hand, Stassen’s (2009: 112) own evidence for genitive possessives (he 
calls them “adnominal possessives”) in Mongolic is problematic. He cites the follow-
ing examples (2009: 301–302): 

(95) Classical Mongolian (Grønbech & Krueger 1955: 21)

 
king-GEN   three    son        COP-DIR.PST 

 ‘The king had three sons’

48.  In the grammatical part, Weiers uses a broad transcription, while he uses a phonetic transcription 
for the text material. For the sake of consistency, I have transcribed those latter examples phonemically 
as well.

(96) Khalkha (Poppe 1951: 102)

ü  
1SG-GEN  child    three   become-PST 

 ‘Ich habe jetzt drei Kinder’ (wörtl. [lit.] ‘Meiner Kinder sind drei geworden’).

 ‘I have three children’ (Stassen 2009: 301)

(97) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 176, 178)

younger.sibling-DAT-POSS  also  small   dog      one-CLASSIFIER  NAI.COP

 ‘His younger brother also had a small dog’

Example (95) is suggestive, but ‘There were the three sons of the king’ might be a 
feasible translation as well, pending further research into the grammar of this author. 

between the late 16th and perhaps early 20th century in , thus includ-
ing authors from Khalkha, Ordos, Khorchin and Oirat. The provenience of a given 
“classical” text is thus of utmost importance. Example (96) does not indicate pos-
session at all, but acquisition or change-of-state: ‘My children have become three’. 
Poppe’s literal German translation is perfectly clear about that, and his use of  
‘now’ in his obligatory translation hints at it. Stassen’s own attempt at simplifying 
Poppe’s translation, on the other hand, is simply wrong. Example (97) is another piece 
of non-evidence: in Mangghuer, the accusative case, genitive case and third person 
possessive marking have all assumed the form =ni

ni from POSS to 
GEN

translation is concerned, =ni relates the younger sibling to a third party and not at all 
to his possessum. Based on such evidence, one thus cannot suggest the existence of 
genitive possessives beyond Khorchin and Moghol.

In addition to a regular locational possessive construction, Kangjia also uses a 
transitive verb of non-possession 
280) is derived from the negator adverb ne plus the verb -  ‘accomplish, 
obtain’:

(98) Kangjia 
 

2SG  NEG.IMP   be.angry-IMP  because  two    free    NEG.POSS-NPST

‘Don’t be angry because the two have no time.’
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In this section, “ascriptive negation” shall be understood as “the negation strategy 
used in sentences with a nominal or adjectival predicate” and which in turn can be 
subdivided into the negation of identity and class inclusion with nouns and the nega-
tion of an ascribed temporal or permanent quality with adjectives (Veselinova 2013: 
110). Eriksen (2006, 2011) suggests a particular status for the negation of nouns, the 
prototypical agruments and topics of which are claimed to exhibit an inherently posi-
tive value not conducive to direct negation. This, he argues, can be circumvented by 

-
ence (‘There is no such thing as X being a Y’), negated constituent focus, sub-phrasal 
negation or even the entire avoidance of negation by using words like ‘be different’. 
This latter strategy, perhaps via a grammaticalization path through denial, is central 

overview of modern Mongolic in 5.2, and continue on to a discussion of similar or 
connected languages in 5.3 to 5.5.

In early MM, the negation of nouns and adjectives seems to have started out as the 
SN of an existential copula verb. The Secret History contains about six instances of 
nominal negations in interrogative sentences where a copula is preceded by a ver-
bal negator to which a question marker is cliticized, as in (99). All six questions are 
rhetorical, as holds true for most questions in the SH, and are meant to imply a posi-
tive answer. As no declarative sentences of this type and thus no actual instances of 
asserted ascriptive negation survive, there is no telling whether the negator could 
have been used in this way without the interrogative particle. 

(99) Middle Mongol: SH §255 (Rachewiltz 2004: 186)

  .
son-PL-GEN  1SG-GEN NAME  IPFV.NEG=Q  COP-PRES?

 ‘Isn’t Joci the eldest of my sons?’

Yet already in late MM, the ascriptive negation strategy started to change. To be 
sure, there are some instances of adjectives negated in a way akin to (99), e.g. 

 NEG-Q good COP-PRES? (Twelve deeds of the Buddha 55a) ‘but isn’t it better’. 
Moreover, the apparently imperfective form  of the verb - ‘become’ started 
to exhibit a rather stative-like meaning in late MM (Secen 1989: 33, 37–8), e.g. 

NEG COP-PRES? ‘does not have luck’. 

 / . While the difference 
between these two words is not entirely transparent (see Yu 1991: 127–135 and Weiers 
1985 for discussion),  ‘other’ is used attributively, following an ablative and in the 

idiomatic formula - ‘not let (an order) become something different’, 
i.e. ‘adhere to (an order)’. From 1335 onwards, however,  directly follows nouns 
(100), adjectives and participles (20) in the nominative. 

(100) Middle Mongol: Twelve deeds of the Buddha 40b (Poppe 1967: 141)

DEM.PROX path  FOC  suffering-ACC  certain   exit-CAUS-CVB  can- NPST.P 

.
path  ASC.NEG  COP-PRES?

 ‘This part is not the part that can save from suffering.’ 

One might thus argue that late MM is avoiding nominal negation entirely by using the 
word ‘other’, but given the different syntax, this is not so clear.

In the subsequent subsections, we shall take a look at how ascriptive negation is 

and 5:

Shira Yugur Santa Mangghuer Mongghul Bonan Kangjia

N COP COP mari 

Adj COP  COP ( ) ‘gi-

Table 4

Oirat Buryat Khalkha Khorchin Dagur Moghol

N

Adj , - ,

Table 5

All Mongolic languages except Moghol have retained cognates of  for nominal 
negation. In Southern Mongolic, with the exception of Kangjia, ügei is used for adjec-
tival negation. Kangjia, then, uses either  or the Tibetan loan mari for all forms of 
ascriptive negation. Moghol, in turn, has generalized ügei to both functions, fusing it 
with the forms of the copular auxiliary  for present and for past tense mark-

 as the only 
strategy for ascriptive negation. In contrast, Khorchins, Dagurs and some Khalkhas 
use both  and ügei for different nuances of adjectival negation.
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Adjectives in Southern Mongolic, with the exception of Kangjia, are negated by the 
existential negator. Thus, it is the existence of a certain quality in a given entity that is 
negated. It is not clear whether a heightened degree as in ‘not just good, but excellent’ 
(also see 5.5) could be negated in the same way.

(101) Shira Yugur 49

   
summer  autumn   equally  good   EX.NEG    COP-AI

 ‘Summer is not as good as autumn.’

(102) Santa (Chuluu 1994a: 17)

cigarette  smoke-COND.C  1SG.GEN  body    good  EX.NEG  COP

 ‘Smoking is bad for my health.’

(103) Mongghul (Chuluu 1994c: 13)

1SG.DAT/ACC  here-ABL  far   EX.NEG=AI   small  

50

town-SG-LOC -PST

 ‘I was born in the small town not far from here.’

(104) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 127)

3SG    tall               EX.NEG-NAI

 ‘S/he is not tall.’ 

(105) Bonan (Chuluu 1994d: 21)

now 1SG.GEN  DEM.PROX  clothing  1SG.DAT  straight  EX.NEG-NPST 

varieties. As the entity to be equated or not equated is still presumed to exist, an 
extension of ügei to this use seemed less feasible, so that the MM word  ‘other’, 
which started its grammaticalization process in late MM became established here. It 
is used together with the copula in Santa (106) and Shira Yugur (107). In Shira Yugur, 
it is the copula that takes assertor involvement marking, while it is marked on the 

1988: 14).
50.  -re amended to - .

negator in Mangghuer (108). While this marking is analyzed as a verbal category by 
Slater (2003: 194: / ), at least in Mongghul this cannot hold, as subjective 
=i
2011). Still, a converb  ‘if it is not’ is attested, while the marker of assertor 
non-involvement =a (vs. =i for assertor involvement) in (110) resembles Mangghuer 
and attaches to the stem -. In (111), from Bonan, a possibly verbal (cf. Yu 1991: 
144) combines with the non-involvement marker - .

(106) Santa (Field 1997: 5.3.2.2.5)

  .
1SG      professor     ID.NEG   COP

 ‘I am not a professor.’

(107) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 7)

ID.NEG  1SG.GEN  ID.NEG   COP-NAI  DEM.DIST  2SG.GEN  COP-NAI

 (Is that your book?) ‘No, not mine, yours.’

(108) Mangghuer (Slater 2003: 127)

.
2SG  that  old.woman=Gen  son  ID.NEG-NAI

 ‘You aren’t that old lady’s son.’

(109) Mongghul 
.

Monguor    ID.NEG-COND.C   Tibetan=NAI

 ‘If (he) is not Monguor, (he) is Tibetan.’

(110) Mongghul (Chuluu 1994c: 9)

DEM.PROX   teacher  ID.NEG=NAI

 ‘He is not a teacher.’

(111) Bonan (Chuluu 1994d: 7)

.  
yes     3SG       teacher-SG     ID.NEG-NAI 51 DEM.DIST  

.
FOC   teacher-SG   NEG

 ‘You are right, he is not a teacher and neither is she.’ 

51.   glossed as PST, but see Fried (2004: 94)!
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In Moghol, existential negation has been extended to both kinds of ascriptive negation:

(112) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 142)

DEM.PROX  girl    EX.NEG.NPST  widow   COP

 ‘She is not a girl, but a widow.’ 

(113) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 142)

 
house-1POSS   far     EX.NEG.NPST

 ‘My house is not far.’

These two kinds of negation are also combined in Kangjia, which mainly uses mari, 
though a form is attested at least for nominal negation (S
1999: 196, 231). Little is known of the language-internal properties of this word, but 
it is a borrowing from Tibetan ma re, consisting of the negator ma and the copula re. 
In Tibetan, it is used to negate non-stative verbal predicates and ascriptive negation, 
while existential negation is based on a particular existential verb that is negated 
directly (Suzuki Hiroyuki, p.c., 24 December 2011).

(114) Kangjia 

DEM.DIST  person  livestock  slaughter-PRF.P  person   ASC.NEG

 ‘That person is not a person who has slaughtered livestock.’

(115) Kangjia 

so    one   heavy    ASC.NEG

 ‘It’s not that heavy.’

Ascriptive negation in Oirat and Buryat seems to be based entirely on , and no 
differences between nominal and adjectival negation are apparent, e.g.:

(116) Buryat, Dashbalbar sum, Dornod (elicited)

NAME=STC  teacher  ASC.NEG=COP?52  but    doctor=COP?
 ‘Dorj is not a teacher, but a doctor.’

52.  This informant made a very extensive use of = , originally consisting of the focus clitic =  
‘only’ and the stance particle  ‘[it’s not a question of whether we like the proposition or not, but you 
have to accept it on objective grounds]’. In Khalkha, (116) would indicate that she speaker admits to a 
proposition originally proclaimed by someone else, but at the same time points out that some implica-
tures that one could try to deduce from this proposition shouldn’t be drawn. But as this informant also 
translated  into , this relativizing function is absent for 
her.

(117) Buryat, Dashbalbar sum, Dornod (elicited)

 
NAME=STC    large      ASC.NEG  small

 ‘Dorj is not large, but small.’

Khorchin, Khalkha, Ordos and Dagur still have to negate all nouns with cognates of 
* , e.g.:

(118) Khorchin 
 . 

that=STC    1SG-GEN  shoe   ASC.NEG 
‘These are not my shoes.’

In Khalkha, property negation is normally done by , too, though some counterex-
amples can be found online. Informants sometimes reject them. But for speakers of 
Ordos and Khorchin, property negation both with the existential negator =güi and 
the identity negator 
Standard Southern Mongolian, =güi can only indicate that the property (or number, 
when applied to numerals) is present to a lesser degree, while  can indicate either 
as a lesser or a stronger degree:

(119) Standard Southern Mongolian 
a)  an  an=si

red     EX.NEG   small   red=like    if     SP

 ‘It’s not red. Maybe [it’s OK if one says that] it’s a bit reddish.’

b) an  
red      ASC.NEG  red-DIMINUTIVE(somewhat)=like

 ‘It’s not red. It’s reddish-like.’

c)  an    e.   an  a
red    ASC.NEG  EMPH  INTENSIFIER  red    EMPH

Shilingol dialect and thus very close to Khalkha, that ügei seems to be the unmarked 
way to negate adjectives and differs from  in that it negates the [degree of] the 
quality, while  negates the existence [of that quality], e.g. sayin ügei  ‘not 
good’ vs.  ‘not good (there’s nothing good)’. 
Coyijongjab (p.c., summer 2010), a speaker of Khorchin, agreed with this position, 
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(120) Ordos (Erdenimöngke, p.c.)

a) i   sain=
NAME  DEM.DIST  woman-ACC  take-PRF.P-ABL  after-ALL  good=EX.NEG

 ‘Bat is not well after he has married that woman.’

b)
DEM.PROX  horse  fast=EX.NEG

 ‘This horse is not fast (i.e. un-fast, slow).’

c)  
20   minute  here    come-FUT.P=STC  fast    ASC.NEG

 ‘It is not fast to come here in 20 minutes (you cannot claim that).’

I have not been able to elicit a congruent account of Khalkha, but it appears that those 
Khalkha speakers who use the construct ADJECTIVE=güi conform to a similar pattern 
as in (121). Unfortunately, the variation of  in Khalkha cannot be investigated 

negate adjectives with =güi.

(121) Khalkha (int)

( )
daan  sain=
just    frequently  do.so-CVB  eat-FUT.P  also  so=FOC  good=NEG  say-EST.PST

 ‘(Kazakh food is very good, too. It IS nice to cook it so that it becomes very  
 soft,) just if you frequently eat it like this, it’s said to be not that good either.’

The situation of Dagur is somewhat unclear, too. Namcarai & Qaserdeni (1983: 347) 
state that  is used after nouns, pronouns, numerals and adjectives, but they give 
no examples for numerals and adjectives, and I have not come across any. Still, they 
are probably right, but what they fail to point out is that ügei can exert this function 
as well, as illustrated in (122).

(122) Dagur (Engkebatu et al. 1985: 51)

sain  
DEM.PROX  friendship  on   3SG.DAT  hardly=FOC   good  EX.NEG

 ‘This friendship is hardly good for him.’

In Central Mongolic and in Dagur, peripheral uses of the adjective  ‘other’ tend 
to be preserved,  hün ‘another person’ being a common example. However, this is 
not common in Khalkha where  ‘another person’ and  ‘other 
people’ (  being a fossilized plural of ) are more common expressions. In 
denials,  
‘yes, it is exactly this one’, though  ‘(no, it is) not the same’ is possible either 
as an answer or sentence-internally. Moreover,  is used as a constituent negator as 
in (123) and, together with the ablative, forms a conjunctive construction as in (124). 

(123) Khalkha53

 DEM.DIST  2SG-COM  ASC.NEG  phone-COM=REFL.POSS  date-CVB  COP-COND.C 
 ‘If s/he is not dating with you, but with her/his phone ...’

(124) Khalkha (line from the song Niigem by Apabt, 2011)54

.
say-FUT.P-ABL  ASC.NEG  do-HAB.P=EX.NEG  person  too     lazy

 ‘People who don’t go beyond saying it and don’t do it are too lazy.’

As an interjection,  is more prone to introduce a different version of the proposi-
tion, while güi or ügüi can also be used to deny a presumption in answers to polar 

seeking questions are answered by the full (positive or negated) verb form (Binnick 
2012: 94–95).

(125) Khalkha (line from a love poem)55

   
1SG.ACC  heart=NEG.POSS  COMP  think-HAB.P  SP=Q  EX.NEG  

 

1SG  suffer-HAB.P 
 ‘Do you really think I’m heartless? No, I suffer!’

This section will address negative forms with immediate illocutionary force. In 6.1, 
forms will be discussed that can express prohibitions, while 6.2 focuses on forms 
specialized on preventing events for the addressee’s sake such as warnings and 
apprehensions.

“Prohibitive” is used here to mean negated imperatives (cf. van der Auwera 2009). 
In most Mongolic languages, they are built from a negation adverb followed by an 
imperative form. These adverbs are peculiar to prohibitives. They are usually cognate 
with the MM words  / :

53.  <http://goolingoo.mn/index.php?c=5857>, 17 December 2012, retrieved 9 August 2015. Headline 
of a lifehack article.
54.  <https://soundcloud.com/apabt/2011a>, 2011, retrieved 9 August 2015.
55.  < , 7 April 2011, retrieved 9 Au-
gust 2015.
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MM Oirat Ordos Khalkha Buryat Khorchin Dagur Moghol

( )56 -
57

Shira Yugur Kangjia Bonan Santa Mangghuer Mongghul

( ) , )

other? ne?

Table 6. 56 57

MM  was retained in the north-east (Buryat, Khorchin, Dagur), in part of Southern 
Mongolic (Santa, Monguor, perhaps as the only form in the 

 and in Moghol, while the western, south-western and central area 
(Central Mongolian, Oirat) and the other half of Southern Mongolic (Shira Yugur, 
Kangjia, Bonan) grammaticalized MM  into a new imperative negator. In 
Khalkha,  and  are interchangeable in most environments (Yu 1991: 72–74), 
but  is much more frequent, so it might be worth investigating whether a minor-
ity of north-eastern Khalkha dialects uses  more extensively. Shira Yugur  
might have been the original form, but if it was borrowed from Oirat or Ordos, this 

i was regressively assimilated to ü in 

other variety of Mongolic. 
Prohibitive constructions in Mongolic are always structurally symmetric. In 

(126)–(130) it would always be possible to drop the negator and get a perfectly well-
formed positive command.

(126) Middle Mongol, SH §170 (Rachewiltz 2004: 91)

anda    
NEG.IMP   fear-IMP

 ‘Sworn friend, do not be afraid’ 

(127) Oirat, Kalmyk variety (Benzig 1985: 18)

   !
NEG.IMP    sit-IMP-2PL

 ‘Don’t sit down!’

(128) Shira Yugur (Chuluu 1994b: 28)

   nanda  sad    

2SG  1SG.DAT  hindrance  NEG.IMP    CAUS-IMP
58

 ‘Please don’t disturb me’

56.  and  are interchangeable in most environments (Yu 1991: 72–74), but  is much more 
frequent.

58.  Note that my glossing of this particular example differs substantially from Chuluu’s.

(129) Mongghul (Cinggeltei 1988: 299)

  
DEM.DIST.GEN  word-ACC  NEG.IMP  hear-IMP

 ‘Don’t listen to his words!’

(130) Moghol (Weiers 1972: 143)

bread       NEG.IMP-become-caus-IMP

‘Don’t make bread!’

6.1.1. Paradigmatic symmetry

In all Mongolic languages, imperative negation is structurally symmetric. It is also 
paradigmatically symmetric in a loose sense, as there are no categories such as 
irrealis that are neutralized in the presence of the prohibitive adverb. It is not clear 

and negated imperatives, but the phenomenon itself is under-documented. Khalkha 

in (131), and  always precedes the main verb. If an imperative of the resultative-
continuative - - is negated, the starting point of the action is included into the 
proposition, so the order is to desist, as illustrated in (132). If the imperative of the 
progressive - - is negated, this does not necessarily presume that such an action 
has already taken place, but makes up a simple order not to repeatedly engage in such 
actions, as illustrated in (133).

(131)  (overheard)

1PL-GEN-DAT  come-CVB.PRF  COP-IMP

 ‘Come to visit us from time to time!’

(132)  (int)

2SG  DEM.DIST-GEN  behind-ABL  NEG.IMP  run-PFV.C   COP-IMP

 ‘Don’t keep running after him/her!’

(133)    
  bus    girl  two-GEN  back-ABL  when=FOC   NEG.IMP 

59

run-CVB   COP-IMP

 ‘Never let yourself get caught running after either a bus or a girl!’

The negative adverb may even be placed before direct objects, locational and other 
adverbs or converbal phrases as in (134), as long as it doesn’t precede the subject. The 
pragmatic conditions under which this may take place cannot be explored here.

59.  <http://biznetwork.mn/topic/show/17891/2>, 2 August 2010, retrieved 8 August 2015. From a 
comment by R. Bayarmagnai on the article “Avtobusand suuhiin ashig tus”.
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(134)   !
 NEG.IMP  person-ACC  see-PFV.C CVB  COP-IMP

takes the position in-between a light verb and a noun (Cen 1987: 300):

(135) Bonan (Cen 1987: 300)

  
2SG  1SG.ACC   disturbance?-NEG.IMP-do-IMP          

  (other dialects) 
 ‘Don’t disturb me!’

By and large, paradigmatic symmetry seems to hold in the strict sense that the entire 

 (plain), -aa  (implor-
ing), -aarai (invitations, polite downward commands), -  (commands to august 
people), -  (decrees of law), the third person imperative / permissive -g, the opta-
tives -aasai (for plain wishes) and -  (ceremonial wishes), the voluntative -ii

- . Except for the already negative preventive, (2004: 297, 299) claims 
for all of these forms that they can be negated by  and . However, negated 
instances of - , -g and -ii seem non-existent for all ends and purposes, and the 
same almost holds for the exceedingly rare  ... - . This basically leaves the 
third person imperatives as well as the plain optative to be negated. A symmetric pat-
tern is attested for MM and also provided by Poppe (1960a: 59–60) for Buryat, which 
would also have to be scrutinized in detail, and by Slater (2003: 147–148) for the small 
paradigm of Mangghuer. It is unclear how the etymological unclear ne in Kangjia 

In Mongghul, the negator that is used for imperatives can also be applied to condi-
tional and concessive converbs. According to Sengge (1987: 11), the meaning of this 
construct differs from a sentence with  (or with the negative verb) in that the speaker 
emphasizes that she had hoped that the action of the subordinate clause would come 
about. Due to lack of context, (136) and (137) don’t directly demonstrate a semantic 
difference, but they illustrate the contrast in forms.

(136) Mongghul (Chuluu 1994c: 25)

sky         NEG  fall-COND.C  1SG

go-VOL     say-PFV-AI

(137) Mongghul (Sengge 1987: 11)
60

 2SG    NEG.IMP   come-CONCESSIVE.C    1SG -PST

6.1.3. Etymology

On the more lexical side, sources for prohibitive negators include words and construc-

not’, ‘is not wanted’ and ‘is not possible’ (van der Auwera 2010: 89–91). In (138),  
corresponds to French  ‘stop’. The word  in (139) originally means ‘want’ 
and is negated by , the typical negator of declaratives. In a secondary interpreta-
tion, this sentence could still be interpreted as ‘(I) don’t want to speak with ghosts!’:

(138) Seychelles Creole (Heine and Kuteva 2002: 284 based on Corne 1977: 184)

NEG.IMP    steal  lemon
 ‘Don’t steal lemons!’

(139) Mandarin61

NEG=want   with   ghost   speak
 ‘Don’t speak with ghosts!’

For MM, an etymology of  /  along the line of ‘stop’ is quite probable. First, 
ai, a 

third and occasional second person imperative (Rybatzki 2003: 74). Consequently, it 
is viable to analyze  as , i.e. the plain imperative. /  may then correspond 
with the verb - ‘exist, be located’ that was also used as a copula and auxiliary 
(Nasunurtu 1989: 90–96). The vowel of this verb varies between ü, , , i, but the 

 vs.  

proposed by Ramstedt (1903: 72–73), but this account leaves two problems open, one 
syntactical and the other semantic. Semantically, the meaning ‘be’ is still quite remote 
from ‘let it be’. Yu (1991: 61, see also Sengge 1987: 5) speculates that - might have 
had similar semantics as the contemporary Mongolian copular auxiliary - < Early 
MM - ‘stop+stand’ (Secen 1983: 39–40), an aktionsart shared by contemporary 
Khalkha - ‘stop+stand’. The only historical evidence for such a meaning comes 
from the SH (§§76, 131, 174, 189, 242) where  as a main verb is used with 
the meaning ‘desist!’ Apart from a lone entry in the dictionary Huayi Yiyu,  
is not attested anywhere else in MM. There is also areal evidence from neighbor-
ing Turkic languages, in which the verb ‘stand’ frequently grammaticalized into an 

60.  The original translation was the structurally almost identical .
61.  <http://www.3gtiankong.com/3ginfo/49/49661.htm>, retrieved 2 October 2011
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aspect-marking auxiliary (Johanson 1999). So - ‘be, exist’ < ‘stop+stand’ seems 
very plausible. This leaves us with the syntactic problem. The syntax of Mongolic 
usually strings together verbs by connecting them with converbal or sometimes par-

-
cede, but rather follow the main verb in all attested stages of Mongolic. Given an 
apparent lack of evidence, only ad-hoc speculations about what happened are possible 
here:
• There was a two-sentence construction ‘Desist! V (and you’ll see 

what will happen to you)!’ that grammaticalized into an imperative negator. 
Given the high degree of bleaching that characterizes - already in the earliest 
stages of MM, this would most likely have happened before the 12th century.

• Bese (1974) proposed verbal etymologies for ügei,  and ese. He analyzed both 
ügei and  as consisting of a verbal root ü- ‘be not’ plus either the [resultative] 
participle -( )ai a, with - a cor-
responding to the resultative particle. The reconstruction of *ü- is supported by 
Khitan  ‘not to exist, to die’ (Kane 2009: 157–8) and its probable derived form 

 (Wu & Janhunen 2010: 77). Bese (1970, 1974) argues that not all modern 
Mongolic forms can go back to *-lu a, but that some need to be constructed from 
*-  and, thus, that -

 (Kane 2009: 146–147). Reconstructions 
such as *ü-lü (past) and *ü-gei (resultative) are then perhaps best explained by 
ascribing a telic meaning such as ‘die’ or ‘leave’ to *ü-. For ese, Bese (1974) sug-
gested with e- as ‘be not’ in analogy to Proto-Mongolic a- ‘be’ and -se ‘per-
fecti’ as in - .sa.n (as segmented in Bese 1971). The analogy of e- and  must 
probably be rejected, as a- is still sometimes attested with its original meaning 
‘live’ (Secen 1983) in MM, but the segmentation of - .sa.n might be correct: *-n 
might just be a fossilized plural marker, the meaning of *- - is unclear, but it is 
probably a later addition at any rate not reconstructable from modern languages, 
so that Proto-Mongolic is probably *-san. Its meaning in MM was probably per-
fect (cf. Brosig 2014a: 30–33), and the same could hold for its proto-form *-sa. 
As both  and ese were used pre-verbally, there would thus have been a time 
when negative verbs took on the form of the verbs that they negated and ap-
peared in the position before the main verb.

Explaining the presence of  in Bonan and Kangjia is another problem. It might 
have been inherited from a variety of MM that already had it grammaticalized, but is 
not recorded, it might have been developed at a later stage at which these languages 
and Central Mongolian still formed a dialect continuum, or it might be a later bor-
rowing from Central Mongolic to Southern Mongolic. This question seems to require 
further research.

Short of directly prohibiting an addressee to commit a certain action, it is possible 
to warn the addressee of an adverse outcome of an activity “as a consequence of 
diminished control over the situation” (Nilsson 2013: 95). This is what we shall call 
PREVENTIVE. Even more generally, one may APPREHEND an unwanted or deleterious 
future event that is not in the power of the addressee to prevent. Such meanings may 
be related on a grammaticalization chain postulated by Pakendorf & Schalley (2007, 
drawing from Caughley 1982: 102 and Bybee et al. 1994: 211–212) that sets out from 
possibility as a non-evaluative mode of prediction:

(140)  possibility > apprehension > warning > prohibitive 

 covers both apprehension of an adverse future event that is 
(already) beyond control as in (141) and warnings from future events that could still 
be prevented as in (142):

(141) Middle Mongol: SH §169 (translation de Rachewiltz 2004: 87)

Having thus pledged their word that they would surround and capture them, 
Altan’s younger cousin, Yeke eren, said when he came home, ‘We have decided 
to capture Temü in early tomorrow. What sort [of a reward] might be expected 
by someone who delivers a message with this news to Temü in?’ When he spoke 
in this way, his wife Alaq It said, 

üge 
DEM.DIST  vain    word   2SG-GEN  what   become-IPFV  

person  FOC  believe-PREV 
  ‘What is this idle talk of yours? [Some] people [here] might take it seriously!’

(142) Middle Mongol: SH §190

now   1SG  2SG-DAT2  wake-CAUS-PFV.C  send-FACT.PST  come-PFV.C 

quiver-REFL.POSS   take-PASS-PREV

 lit.: ‘Now I sent to you [an envoy] letting [him] warn you. After [they] have   
 come, [you] might be robbed your quivers.’

 ‘I’ve sent you this warning. If they come upon you, you might get subdued.’

In some instances, -  is negated by the imperfective declarative negator , which 
itself is in the scope of an interrogative particle that results in a rhetorical question. In 
(143), the speaker predicts that the enemy who is strong in number and feared by some 
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-
dued or cut down easily) or that they will leave their precious possessions behind.62 
So there seems to be a perhaps ironical shift from fear to hope, either ridiculing the 
enemy or the more cautious military commanders. Declarative negative preventives 
are not attested in the SH, but given no more than overall 13 occurrences, this is not 
indicative of their non-existence.

(143) Middle Mongol: SH §190

  .  
palace  tent  3SG-GEN  carry-PFV.C  IPFV.NEG=Q  be.late-PREV   many  people  

ündür   .
3PL-GEN    high   place.PL-DAT   evade-in.order.to.C  NEG=Q   exit-PREV

 ‘Carrying their palatial tents, would they not fall behind? Might their many   
 people not set out to high places to evade [our attack]?’

From Middle Mongol grammar, the meaning of - in Proto-Mongol can be recon-
structed with relative certainty: - is most likely a participle with future meaning 
including intentional, scheduled and predictive uses (Brosig 2014a: 18–21). This iden-

 as the correct negator for non-past/
imperfective forms instead of the modal negator .  is most likely a vowel-har-
monic variant of the stance or modal particle  that indicates notions such as “pre-
sumption, probability, or hope” (Rybatzki in preparation).63 The expected combined 
meaning of - and  should be a guess about the future,64 so the development from 

-
calization chain mentioned above. Simple predictive meaning is also most common 
to Buryat , which according to Skribnik (2003: 114) can only sometimes express 
preventive connotations in the third person: a ‘I hope he does not hear.’

In Kalmyk Oirat,  can be used to express even positive guesses about the 
future for a third person subject as in (144) next to a perhaps more pervasive appre-
hensive meaning as in (145). Uses of the negated form seem to resemble the 
predictive use (cf. Benzing 1985: 38). In the case of (146), a notable difference to (144) 
is that the potential development is evaluated negatively, though it is not clear whether 

62.  The Ming translators, translating this text 200 years after it was written, seem to have assumed 
that hocor- literally refers to the tents staying behind, and de Rachewiltz (2004: 113, 688–9) is taking 
their word for it.
63. 

, which otherwise marks present progressive/habitual meanings (Brosig 
 for uncertain, but possible future developments in [ar-

chaic] Khalkha (Poppe 1951: 78) and Oirat (Benzing 1985: 38).
64.  It is not easy to account for -y as the last segment. A homophonous segment marked gender or 

 (neutral/male)/-  (female)/-  (plural)  (Ozawa 
1961, Tümenceceg 1990, Street 2008b: 408–420), while the unclear difference between  and  can-
not be explained along such lines (Street 1957: 18, Bayarmendü 1986). Overall, however, y is a very 

(see Rybatzki 2003: 74–77), so that its presence and subtle semantics in  might be understood as 
part of a larger unsolved, but well-recognized problem.

any of this can be generalized. For the negated construction to arise, a reanalysis 

already have taken place, though the truth conditions of ‘maybe’ and ‘maybe not’ are 
indeed very close.

(144) Kalmyk (Saj et al. 2009: 823) 

 After a while the old woman, caught by greed, thought:

DEM.PROX  hen-ACC food-3POSS  very  throw-CVB  day  every  give-SUCCESSIVE.C

    

1SG-DAT  twice  maybe  three-DISTRIBUTIVE egg    exit-CAUS-CVB  give-PREV

 ‘If I scatter a lot of grain for this hen every day, it will maybe lay 2 or 3 eggs  
 for me.’

And with this greedy thought she feed her hen.

(145) Kalmyk (elicitation, Vlada Baranova)

 {The son went to the forest and mother is little bit nervous}
  

wife-3POSS  husband-DAT-REFL.POSS  tell-FACT.PST   DEM.DIST  boy-3POSS  

get.lost-PREV

 ‘The wife said to her husband: “I’m afraid that that boy may get lost!”’

(146) Kalmyk (Saj et al. 2009: 790)

am telling lies, let God punish me, or else let punishment strike my evil cousin!” 
Not much later, the cousin indeed broke his leg. A third woman who knew about 
what had happened told to the narrator:}

a.little     madness-COM become-PREV-NEG  say-PROG-PRES  1SG.ACC

 ‘She is telling me: “He will probably become crazy.”’ 

The data situation for other Oirat dialects is worse. For Mongolian Oirat and per-
haps particularly for its Dörbet dialect, Cendee (2011: 176) lists a single example 
with preventive meaning without further comment. An interesting case, however, 
is High Mongolian in Qinghai. Judging from a single overheard example, the use of 
-  might be extending from preventive towards prohibitive. Most examples in this 
section contain predicates that denote uncontrolled actions or feelings, and with the 
exception of (144) and arguably (143), the expected consequences are deleterious. In 
(147), however, the action of which the speaker warns the addressee was undertaken 
by the latter entirely voluntarily, and its negative consequences are non-intrinsic and 
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only suggested in a second sentence marked as future. While this example is not yet 

focus is on preventing the addressee from executing an action instead of warning of 
its consequences. It is thus borderline between preventive and prohibitive.

(147) Oirat, High Mongolian, Haixi, Caka (overheard utterance, 9 April 2015)

When Brosig was trying to go down a steep, but not very deep slope to the water 
of Dawsan nuur in Caka to take a photo of little Buddhist pictures that people 
had cast there for ceremonial purposes, his guide (a young man who had gradu-
ated from Chinese school) said:

2SG.HON  go-PREV    fall-proceed-FUT  SP

 ‘Don’t go, you will fall!’

In contemporary Khalkha Mongolian, -  has by and large fallen out of productive 
use. The extent of its current usage is indicated by some of the most basic Khalkha 
verbs yielding zero hits in an internet corpus, and only the form  ‘you 
might forget!’ seems to be alive and well.65 However, it is part of school grammar, 
which means that is must have been present in some dialects of Khalkha as late as 
1930. 

) characterizes -  as consistently used as a [preventive 
or apprehensive]66 warning to an addressee, so even a sentence like ! ‘I 
might fall asleep on you, don’t let that happen!’ is related to the second person.  He 
notes it cannot be negated by imperative negators, but claims at the same time that 
there are rare cases where it is negated by the [old] declarative negator es and  as 

Khalkha and even the choice of negator in (148) is the wrong one by MM standards, 
the existence of such examples might either be indicative of the will to a very archaic 

(148) Khalkha (from a work of D. Myagmar;67

Düü= .  .
younger.sibling=2POSS  NEG go.to-PREV  do.so-COND.C  1SG-DAT  inform-IMP

 ‘Careful, your younger sibling might fail to go there! If so, please tell me!’

65.  In a 33-million-word internet corpus, 96 out of 121 instances of -  occurred within the word 
. At the same time, negated second person imperatives of - occurred merely in 130 

unique sentences.
-

prehensive nuance in his explication of the third person example  ‘S/he might fall asleep’, 
which can be used in the senses ‘Don’t let her sleep!’ or ‘Pay close attention as to whether she falls 
asleep or not’, i.e., ‘be prepared if it happens.’

-
büren sum of Selenge aimag in 1933 and lived there until the age of 12, and in Altanbulag until the 
age of 18. He later worked in the capital, but also in Sainšand and, for three years each, in Arhangai 
and Zavhan [a province with a substantial Oirat population]. <https://www.facebook.com/khurelbaatar.
urjin/posts/341918909266251>, 20 September 2014, retrieved 13 September 2015.

 are also reported for Monguor and Shira Yugur, but their meaning 
isn’t discussed. Now The translation of Mongur (149) is in line with a preventive, but 
the translation of Shira Yugur (150) is not, though the example itself, presented out of 
context as it is, could lend itself to a preventive interpretation.68

(149) Mongghul (Cinggeltei 1988: 223)

dog      bite-PREV

 ‘

(150) Shira Yugur 

2SG   way-DAT     freeze-PREV

 ‘

Khalkha, as well as Khorchin, have innovated new preventive forms. Modern 
Khalkha uses -v (see also Brosig forthcoming) to express warnings. It originates from 
MM -  which was an evidentially unmarked past form (cf. Street 2009). It is retained 
in Khalkha in the form -v as a literary narrative past, a relatively rare mirative past 
as in (151), in questions as in (152) and, possibly indicating the expected surprise of 
the addressee about a detrimental future event, as a preventive as in (153) to (155). 
Apprehensive meanings cannot be expressed this way; instead the form -h vii=dee 
(which is perhaps based on a future in the present not attested in MM) illustrated in 
(156) and (157) can be used for this purpose: 

(151)  
 suddenly 1SG-GEN  tooth  fall-MODAL.PST=EMPH do.so-just.after.C  suddenly  

ahiad  neg   
again   one     fall-MODAL.PST=EMPH

 ‘(On a nice, sunny day I was being together with my friends.) Suddenly, (one  
 of)  my teeth fell out! And immediately afterwards, another one suddenly fell  
 out!’

(152) Harin  
 but   2SG  do.what-CVB   untruth   say-MOD.PST=EMPH

 ‘But why was it that you told me lies?’

68.  The same holds for their other two examples:  ‘  ‘Did it 
rain during winter camp?’,  ‘ ’ ‘Have the people already 
arrived for the conference?’ Alternative translations could be ‘It might rain during winter camp!’ and 
‘The people might already have arrived at the conference!’
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(153)
 INTERJECTION  1SG.ACC  NAME   COMP-IPFV.P-ACC  
 

.
person-DAT  say-PREV=EMPH

 ‘Psssssssssssssst ... don’t let slip to anybody that I am Jambaa!’

(154)   
 care-COM     COP-IMP      below-ALL  slip-CVB   fall- PREV=EMPH

 ‘Be careful, you might slip and fall down!’

(155) i  da   
1SG  self    pleasant  nice     girl  if   2SG-GEN  search-CVB   

COP-RES.P   boy=2POSS  1SG  exactly  same

Harin  i  namaig  
 COP-DIR.PRES  but   2SG  1SG.ACC   offend-CAUS- PREV=EMPH

 ‘If you are a fair, beautiful girl yourself, then I am just the guy that you are   
 looking for. But don’t you offend me!’

(156) ! (D. Guntsetseg, p.c., 17 September 2015)

3PL.DIST  DEM.DIST-DAT  believe-NPST.P  MP=SP

 ‘They might believe her/him (which would be bad)!’

(157) 
 many   foreign   language-COM  able      educated   force-PL=1PL.POSS

 eh  
mother language-INS=REFL.POSS  speak-CVB    can-NPST.P=REFL.POSS  

.69

cease-BOU-NPST.P  MP=SP

 ‘Many able and educated social actors with a command of many foreign   
 languages might [then] cease to be able to speak in their [Mongolian] mother  
 tongue [perfectly].’

We shall now try to take a look at how the preventive use of a former non-evidential 
v as it is 

not well understood how it differs from the interrogative that is based on the new 
non-evidential past marker, -san. We shall focus on the mirative use instead, claiming 
three different stages in the development of -v:

-
ary 2013. <http://news.gogo.mn/r/118236>, retrieved 17 September 2015.

a) something happened (as in MM)
b) something happened that surprised the speaker
c) something undesirable (for speaker or addressee) might happen

At stage a), -  was the most frequent and neutral past tense of MM. It was part of an 
evidential system also comprised of -  as a marker of direct perception and -  
as a marker of inference and hearsay (Street 2009). Self-evidently, -  is not a bea-
con of reliability, but even -  did not express heightened certainty. Rather, it was 
apparently 

-
tion thus functioned as a means of separating the assertor from the assertion through 
providing the senses as a means of access (cf. Lazard 1999 on Persian, Johanson 2006 
on Turkish). These senses could, after all, have failed the assertor, and this is for the 
addressee to judge. Within such a system, -  would have carried a connotation of 
factuality. Later, -  was replaced by -san as a marker of well-established informa-

 per-
ception or inference. As -san explicitly refers to mentally well-established informa-
tion, a meaning it could not easily cover was that of speaker surprise, so that -v sur-
vived just in this context, replacing its previously factual  at stage a) with 
surprise as a meaning at stage b).

Probably following the lead of - , which acquired future uses in all Central 

future uses: the direct present marker marks a near future event that the speaker 
expects to take place on the basis of perceptual evidence, and the inferential infers a 
future event as a necessary consequence of a conditional action. The factual, which is 
exceedingly rarely used for future meanings, can express that a future development is 
unavoidable and certain (Brosig forthcoming). Identifying a plausible path of seman-
tic change for -v from stage b) to stage c) is tricky. Past surprise might mirror onto 
future surprises of which an addressee might have to be warned. The switch from 
speaker to addressee surprise is not straightforward, though speaker surprise can of 
course also be used as a bait to catch the attention of an addressee, perhaps allowing 
for an intermediate stage as a marker of general surprise that later focused in on the 
addressee in future contexts. Yet another possibility would be to correlate surprise 
with unpleasantness, which, after a switch to the future, could be apprehended.

-
nuances depending on context and intonation. It corresponds to a positive form - , 
a deverbal noun that expresses authoritative disapproval of a pending action.70

(158) Khorchin 
. 

2SG  DEM.PROX  matter-ACC  say-?(-)EX.NEG

 ‘Better don’t tell this!’ / ‘You don’t have to tell this.’

70.  - g has a variant form , which contains an unstable n typical of adjectives and nouns used 
as attributives.
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(159) Khorchin (Tedke, p.c., summer 2010 or 2011)

i  . 
2SG   now   one   eat-?     COP-NPST=SP

 ‘So you’re simply going to eat now!’ 

Originally, -
cf. Khalkha - ‘grap, build’ >  ‘building’, or- ‘enter’ >  ‘income’, 
med- ‘come.to.know+know’ >  ‘knowledge.’ It somehow acquired a refer-
ence point in the future, so that resultativity was reanalyzed as necessity. It also 
acquired an adverse connotation, so that necessity would be conceived of in terms of 
unavoidability. The existential negator =  would then serve to negate precisely this 
unavoidability. 

One problem in situating this form is its exact meaning in relation to the other 
forms in the inventory. The phonetician Haschimeg, a speaker of Naiman (Eastern 
Mongolian and thus close to Khorchin), provided a wide array of forms from her 
dialect:

a NEG.IMP say-IMP order

b NEG.IMP say-IMP=POL order, but used by the 
elderly in a softer way

c NEG.IMP say-IMP SP counseling, but more decidedly

d NEG.IMP say-DISSATISF.-IMP SP counseling

e say-IMP SP 2SG somewhat threatening

f say-V SP warning

g say- -EX.NEG order (but intonation can  
soften it; infrequent)

Table 7

Items (a) to (d) are negated imperatives, i.e. prohibitives. Example (a) as a plain pro-
hibitive is perceived as an order, while (b) contains the vowel-harmonic clitic =aa, 
which, perhaps akin to its use with Khalkha Direct Present Progressive and perhaps 
other Khalkha forms (Brosig 2015), is used to come across as more friendly. If this 

aa 
used in (c) to (f), which is homophonous with =ee in words without advanced tongue 
root and, as it occupies the same syntactic position, suited to replace the former. This 
loan particle “is used to mark a discrepancy in knowledge, expectation or perspec-
tive regarding some state of affairs between the current speaker (i.e., the a user) and 
the prior speaker” (Wu 2004: 128). On its own, it turns a prohibitive into an insistent 

, which  Brosig (2014b: 46–51) analyzed on the basis of indicative verb forms as 
denoting speaker dissatisfaction often paired with a cooperative, forgiving attitude. 

Item (e) is a positive form through which the speaker dares the addressee to perform 
the action and suffer the consequences. Perhaps among other things, it differs from a 
regular imperative by the postverbal position of an overt subject (as would be the case 
in Khalkha). Item (f) as a preventive is similar to Khalkha, only that Khalkha speak-
ers use =aa instead of aa. Finally, (g) was understood as another, but rare form of an 
order, perhaps due to its prevalence in other Eastern Mongolian dialects rather than 
in Naiman. Properly sorting out this data would require proper interactive corpora, 
which are lacking for any variety of Khorchin.

Negation in Pre-Proto-Mongolic might have been based on the verbal negators *ü-, 
perhaps ‘die’, *e- of unclear meaning and *bü-, quite likely ‘stop+stand’. They might 
have assumed the same morphological form as the main verb they preceded, but this 

 (negated by , 
not by ) developed. For negative existential predicates, some form of *ü- was used 
as a main verb.

In Proto-Mongolic, *ügei functioned as existential and constituent negator. It 
-

fect participle *-( )san, the perfective/resultative converb *-ju 
attested in all of Mongolic except Moghol) and the resultative participle *- a in combi-

Preverbal *ese and *ülü negated perfective and imperfective regular predicates. 
Present tense ascriptive negation, in particular identity and property negation, was 
probably done by *ülü in combination with the copular auxiliary *bü-. Imperatives 
were negated by using the zero imperative form of the verb *bü- in its original mean-
ing ‘stand+stop’ in pre-verbal position, probably still instantiating a form of parataxis.

In all of Mongolic except Moghol and Santa, *-ju ügei  
entered into SN. In Central Mongolic and Dagur, even *- a (edüi) ügei gained cur-
rency and became SN in varying forms such as Khalkha -aa=güi, Ordos -  and 
Khorchin - . The functional load of pre- and postverbal negators in 
most of Shirongolic remained in some form of equilibrium (which is not understood 
at all and requires further research) and the replacement of *ülü with ne in Kangjia 
didn’t change the system either. But in Shira Yugur and Dagur, this development led 
to the replacement the perfective negator *ese. In Central Mongolic (perhaps with the 
exception of Qinghai Oirat), both negators were replaced by *ügei, which was per-
haps facilitated by the reinterpretation of MM -
marker in this branch. This development was fully completed only in Buryat where 
ügei
for the crosslinguistically common conceptualization of negation as stative and the 
neutralization of evidential distinctions (cf. Miestamo 2005).
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In accordance with Eriksen (2006)’s principle of Direct Negation Avoidance for 
nouns, the Proto-Mongolic strategy of extending SN to ascriptive negation wasn’t 
particularly stable and didn’t survive into any modern languages. The negator *ügei 

extending to the negation of adjectives in general (Southern Mongolic) and ultimately 
extending to nouns as well (Moghol). Late Eastern MM, in turn, started to grammati-
calize  ‘other’ to deny identity. This development did not affect Moghol, which 
might have split off earlier, and it remained at this stage in Southern Mongolic. In 
Central Mongolic and Dagur, it extended to the denial of the precise applicability of 
adjectives, and extended to the regular negation of adjectives in Dagur, Oirat, Buryat 
and most of Khalkha. Oirat, Shira Yugur and Bonan also extended *busi to negate the 
participle *-qu (replacing MM ). Whether this somehow forms a common innova-
tion or a borrowing from Oirat, and whether Proto-Central Mongolic *-x ügüi entered 
the Oirat system later remains a subject for future research. Kangjia later introduced 
Tibetan ma re for all forms of ascriptive negation, diverging from the division of labor 
between *ügei und *busi common in the other Southern Mongolic languages.

The negation of imperatives was unaffected by the loss of adverbial negators 
in some varieties of Mongolic. The MM negator  (< ) was either retained 
or exchanged with the functionally equivalent , corresponding to another 
MM mood. The languages that adapted  are Central Mongolian, Oirat, Shira 
Yugur, Kangjia and Bonan. Kangjia and Bonan are both located to the west of the 
Shirongolic area, thus the most plausible explanation is an innovation that developed 
in Oirat and then spread to the territories under Oirat control. Crosslinguistically, 
languages that negate imperatives symmetrically are more likely (by a margin of 
3:2) to use negators that are different from standard negation (van der Auwera et al. 
2013), and preverbal SN is three times as common as post-verbal SN (Dryer 1988), a 
tendency that (as van der Auwera 2009 suggests) might by and large also hold true for 
negated imperatives. Thus, the retention of a preverbal prohibitive adverb might have 
been favored by its general typological unmarkedness.

The preventive, on the other hand, is the only area distinct from proper negation 
in all of Mongolic since late MM. It started out as MM -  (< - , future par-

form. This changed in Buryat where it acquired imperative negation, only to change 
back into a declarative form, namely, a future. It seems to have made some inroads 
into prohibition only in Qinghai Oirat. There are other paths leading up to preven-

 in Khalkha and the 
negation of obligation as in Khorchin - . 

The development of Mongolic, excluding prohibitives and preventives, is sum-
marized in the Tables 8 to 10. Note that while most larger semantic areas are covered, 
a few notions such as resultativity in general and a few constructions such as the more 
recent development *-  have not been included. 

Early MM Moghol 
Declarative Imperfective  (adverb)  

Perfective ese (adverb) esá isá 

Ascriptive Identity ese/  (?) 

(ügei + ) Property ? 

Intensity 

Existential Existential ügei (adjective) 

Locative 

Possessive 

Table 8.

Late 
MM 

Shira 
Yugur 

Santa Bonan Mang-
ghuer 

Mong-
ghul 

Kangjia 

Imperfective   ne 

Perfective ese ese sai se 

ügei - - ? 

*-ju ügei ügei - üg- 

Existential ügei , 

 Locative 

Possessive 

Property mari  

ma re
Intensity ? 

Identity ç

NOT - / - -

Table 9.
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Late 
MM 

Oirat Buryat Khalkha Ordos Khorchin Dagur 

Imperfective  
(adverb) 

=güi 

 

 

 

  

Perfective ese 
(adverb) 

ügüi
Resultative üdügei üdeen

*-ju ügei ügüi

Not - / =güi

Identity ese/ , 
/
 

Property ese/  

Intensity ?       =güi 
Existential ügei  

ügüi 
=güi 

ügüi 
ügüi 

Locative 
ügüi, 

Possessive 

Table 10.

Based on the description above, we can take a look at a cyclic theory of the develop-
ment between standard and existential negators, as put forward by William Croft 
(1991). Croft suggested a possible cyclic development between negative existentials 
and verbal negation. From a stage where one negation strategy applies to all kinds of 

verbal negation, but does so either by using different constructions or not yet applying 
to the positive existential (C), starts to negate the positive existential in some limited 

-
egy of standard negation (A). Reconstructed and historical Mongolic, Dagur and most 

*ügei play a certain role in verbal negation, while other verbal negators are still some-
what more prominent. This “transitional” stage, which is only moderately represented 
in the samples of Veselinova (2014), thus prevails in Mongolic. Central Mongolic has 

ügei took over SN. One has to note, though, 
that Buryat and Oirat at the same time acquired standard negators from elsewhere 
(from prohibitive and identity negation, respectively) and that the presence of *ügei 
in forms like Khorchin -  became non-transparent to modern speakers. While stage 

to stage A, negating even the positive existential with the standard negator =güi. One 
could argue (as Veselinova 2013: 137 does) that  already is a new existential 

conservative approach would be to posit that  is a pragmatically restricted device 
to express the absence of something at a particular location, which lends itself to the 
expression of possession, but still excludes existence proper (stage A). Another pos-
sible development, of course, is for the restricted adaption of the existential negator to 
verbal negation to be abandoned again in an attempt, for instance, to preserve struc-
tural symmetry between declarative and imperative negation. This “regression” from 

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we have traced the functions of negators across the Mongolic language 
family, witnessing from a distance developments such as the emergence of new stand-
ard negators from existential negators, ascriptive negators, morpheme fusions and 
Jesperson cycles. We also took a look at the emergence of identity and imperative
negators from lexemes, at the early stages of a new locational-possessive negator and
at the emergence of preventives from declaratives. Similarly, the domain of ascriptive 
negation was repopulated with new negators, and the syntax of possessive negation 

back to Proto-Mongolic-Khitan. This study, thus, took the step from the description 

domains within negation. 
What directions could future research take? Instead of simply investigating a 

large domain such as standard negation over time, one could try to inventarize and 
investigate the development of all known Mongolic negation constructions over time. 
Such a study could limit itself to the domain of verbal and mostly declarative nega-
tion, but it would have to include negative interjections and pro-sentences, constituent 

knowledge of positive TAME systems. Such a study (or complex of studies) would 
lead to the description of entire negation systems. It would create a better basis for 
understanding and weighing the functional motivations (such as loss of dynamicity 
(Miestamo 2005: 87–88), the implementation of a more economical system with only 
one marker (Hsiao 2007: 505–512), general considerations of unmarked word order) 
of language change in Mongolic.71

A bit more remote from the subject of this study, both the lexical manifestation 
of negation and its pragmatics (including the use of negation in individual Mongol 
societies) are currently just blank spots on the map. 

71.  Later studies would presumably have to rely on text analysis to a much greater extent than this 
one, using historical source documents of Central Mongolic, Moghol and Dagur, early 20th century 
records by western researchers for Mongghul, Khalkha and Ordos, and various published text collec-
tions from the second half of the 20th century. Modern (standard) varieties of Central Mongolic could 
perhaps by and large be covered by existing corpora, but for Central Mongolic regiolects and all of 

such a study would be the lack of annotated or electronic corpora for the large bulk of Central Mongolic 
varieties written between the late 16th and 19th century.
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ABL  ablative
ACC  accusative
AI  assertor involvement
ALL  allative
ASC ascriptive (negation)
BOU  boundedness marker
C  converb
CAUS  causative (voice)
COM  comitative
COMP complementizer
COND conditional
COP  copula / copular auxiliary
CVB  linking converb
DAT  dative
DEM  demonstrative
DIR  direct (evidentiality)
DIST  distal
EMPH emphasis
EST established (evidentiality)
EX existential (negation)
FACT  factual (evidentiality)

FOC  focus
FUT  future
GEN  genitive
HAB  habitual
HON

ID identity (negation)
IMP  imperative
INDIR indirect (evidentiality)
INS  instrumental
IPFV  imperfective
LOC  locative
N>V  denominal verb
NAI  no assertor involvement
NEG  negator
NMLZ nominalizer
NPST nonpast
P  participle
PASS  passive (voice)
PFV  perfective
PL  plural
POSS  possessive

PRES  present
PREV  preventive / apprehensive
PRF  perfect 
PROX  proximal
PST  past
Q question marker
REFL

RES  resultative
SG  singular
SP  stance or modal particle
STC  postnominal stance marker
V>N  deverbal noun
VOL  voluntative / desiderative / hortative
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Jan Henrik HOLST (H )

Zur unregelmäßigen Flexion  
megy und van

The two Hungarian verbs megy van
present indicative. This article presents a theory on which diachronic causes may lie 
behind the data: forms of the imperative were taken over into the indicative, and the 
paradigms underwent further restructuring. Section 1 discusses the problem, section 2 
the verb megy, section 3 the verb van, section 4 further issues concerning both verbs and 

In diesem Artikel wird eine Theorie dazu entwickelt, warum im Ungarischen die 
Verben megy ‘gehen’ und van ‘sein’ im Präsens Indikativ unregelmäßige Formen 

3. Pers. Sg. Präsens Indikativ benutzt; übersetzt ins Deutsche wird jedoch mit dem 

 Die ungarische Sprache kennt einige Unregelmäßigkeiten in der Flexion 

wie folgt (vordervokalisch:  ‘bitten’, hintervokalisch:  ‘wissen, können’):

 -ek   -ok
 -    -
    
 -ünk  -
 -    -
 -nek   -nak

Dies sind nur die Formen der sog. “subjektiven Konjugation”; diese reichen jedoch für 
die Untersuchung aus, da es sich bei den zwei Verben, um die es im folgenden gehen 
soll, um intransitive Verben handelt. Sie haben im Präsens Indikativ diese Formen:

 megy-ek  vagy-ok
 -    vagy
 megy   van
 megy-ünk  vagy-
 men-   vagy-
 men-nek  van-nak

Die Unterschiede zu den zwei oben zitierten Verben sind direkt sichtbar.


