JUHA JANHUNEN
PRELIMINARY NOTES ON THE PHONOLOGY OF MODERN BARGUT

The historical province of Bargu (WMo Baryu, Ru Barga, Chi Baerhu), today better
known as Hulunbuir (WMo Kdliin Buyir, Chi Hulunbeier), is one of the least investi-
gated Mongolian-speaking regions. The present-day population in the region is extremely
heterogeneous, but there is no doubt that the most ancient Mongolian-speaking local
element is formed by the so-called Bargut (WMo baryucud), of which two principal
varieties are distinguished: the Old Bargut (WMo gayucin baryucud) and the New Bargut
(WMo sine baryucud). The more recent elements in the region include groups of the
Dagur and Eastern Buryat, as well as representatives of various Eastern Mongolian tribes,
of which the Khorchin are the most numerous.

Available information on the language of the Bargut is quite scarce, but it is known
that the Old Bargut and the New Bargut speak two different dialects, both of which are
basically closely related to Buryat. The similarity to Buryat is particularly conspicuous in
the New Bargut dialect, while the Old Bargut dialect shows a number of peculiarities of
its own. The New Bargut dialect has been preliminarily recorded by Poppe (1932), while
scattered data on both the New Bargut and the Old Bargut dialect are to be found among
the materials of Todayeva (1960). Only recently has more extensive information on the
Old Bargut dialect been collected by a team of Inner Mongolian scholars, published under
the editorship of Uuda (1984, 1985).

The present author had the opportunity of visiting briefly the Old Bargut Banner (Chi
Chenbaerhu gi) of Hulunbuir League (Chi Hulunbeier meng) in the Inner Mongolian
Autonomous Region in late September, 1987. Owing to administrative restrictions, the
visit had to be primarily concentrated on the tourist spot of Hohnur (WMo Kékenayur,
Chi Huhenuoer), the only place in the banner officially open to foreigners at the time of
the visit. The tourist site employed a dozen local workers, from whom it was possible to
collect some information on the language of the contemporary younger generation in the
region. The following remarks are for the most part based on this information and may,
of course, require re-examination in the light of more extensive field material in the future.

The material derives mainly from two female informants (A and B) of about twenty
years of age. Both had grown up within the Old Bargut Banner and regarded themselves
as pure representatives of the local Bargut population. One of the informants (A) came
from a locality called Ongon (WMo Ongyon sumu, Chi Wangong), while the other (B)
came from a so-called Evenki commune (Chi Ewenke gongshe). Both had received
primary and secondary education completely in the Mongolian language in local rural
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schools and considered Mongolian as their native and best language. However, both were
also fluent in spoken Chinese, and the informant coming from the Evenki commune (B)
spoke Evenki (Solon) as a third language.

The data received from the two main informants were occasionally verified with the
help of other local people at the tourist spot, notably another female worker (C) of the
same age. The latter was, however, of the Evenki nationality and considered Evenki
(Solon) as her native language, although she was fully fluent in Mongolian and Chinese
as well. It may be noted that among the informants Chinese was only used for
communication in the presence of monolingual Chinese staff members and guests, while
‘otherwise Mongolian was preferred in the form of the subdialects and idiolects here
collectively termed Modern Bargut.

For the additional confirmation of selected details, two more informants (D and E),
also females, were interviewed later in Hailar (WMo Qayilar qota, Chi Hailaer). The
latter were enrolled as students of the Hailar College of Mongolian Medicine, but were
actually-natives of Bayanhure (WMo Bayankiiriy-€), the administrative centre of the Old
Bargut Banner. At the medical college, Mongolian in various forms is the sole language
of communication and instruction.

Since all of the informants were literate in Written Mongolian and had been exposed
to the influence of the standardized oral language, as used in the Inner Mongolian educa-
tional system as well as in radio and television broadcasts, it is no surprise that their
speech only partially reflected the features known to be peculiar to the Old Bargut dialect.
On the other hand, the very use of the Written Mongolian standard, owing to the relative
abstractness of the iatter, may actually favour the preservation of dialectal features in oral
usage all over Inner Mongolia. Thus, all the varieties of Modern Bargut recorded from the
informants remain clearly distinct from the more southerly located Inner Mongolian
dialects of the general Eastern Mongolian type.

Without attempting an exhaustive overall description of the phonology of Modern
Bargut, it is preferred here to discuss a selection of important details in relation to the
immediately neighbouring, and better known, Mongolian dialects and languages, i.e.
Dagur, Buryat, and general Eastern Mongolian. Interestingly, certain details, especially in
the speech of the informant from the Evenki commune (B), also necessitate a comparison
with (Mongolian) Khamnigan. Since the general comparative background information is
well known and easily accessible in, for instance, the works by Poppe (1955) and
Rassadin (1982), only the Written Mongolian cognates of the Modern Bargut examples
are specified below. For more specialized information on Khamnigan, reference may be
made to Damdinov (1968).

1. To start with a paradigmatic characteristic of the Buryat type, data from all of the
informants suggest a system with six short vowels, as in Eastern Buryat. The basic
phonetic qualities of the vowels are also close to those of Eastern Buryat, but reflect an
even more perfectly completed process of rotation, as is most clearly evident from the
phonetic representation of the series *ii > /u/ vs. *u > fo/ vs. *o > /4/, e.g. A (the letters
denote the informants) ¢‘ur?gay /turegen/ ‘swift’ (WMo tiirgen), AB goz'ala [gotele/



Preliminary notes on the phonology of Modern Bargut 355

‘footwear’ (WMo yutul), AB solsys /bilexe/ ‘to become’ (WMo bolqu). This series of
developmeats is also reflected in the quality of the vowel *a > /a/ in that the latter is
occasionally slightly palatalized, as if to emphasize its distinction from the rotated *o >
/4/, e.g. AB gara = gara /gare/ ‘hand’ (WMo 7ar). The most important paradigmatic
detail is, of course, the merger of the original short *6 with *ii, which may be illustrated
by pairs such as ABDE g2 /uge/ ‘give!’ (WMo 6g) vs. ABDE w¢a fuge/ ‘word’ (WMo
iige). However, the phonetic gap left by the disappearance of *© has actually been filled
by the vowel *e > /e/, which has the rotated quality of a middle-high central vowel but is
additionally labialized, as in Dagur, e.g. ABDE éna = éna fene/ ‘this” (WMo ene). In
examples of the type AB upara /udere/ ‘day’ (WMo ediir) *e shows the normal Buryat
development through *§ into *ii > /u/, but occasional exceptions from this development
were recorded in the speech of the informant from the Evenki commune, e.g. B z'6mara
/temere/ vs. A rumara ftumere/ ‘iron’ (WMo temiir). Such exceptions may well reflect
the influence of a Khamnigan idiom with a preserved distinct *6, but for the informants
concerned it is apparently only a question of a sporadic variation between /u/ and /e/.
Finally, the vowel *i > /i/ shows no special qualitative peculiarities, e.g. AB 5ipa /bide/
‘we’ (WMo bida/bide).

2. Long vowels were recorded as more or less identical in quality with the cor-
responding short segments, and may probably, as far as the initial syllable is concerned,
be analyzed phonologically as double vowels, e.g. AB s# /suu/ ‘milk’ (WMo sii/stin),
AB nora /noore/ ‘lake’ (WMo nayur), A 525sa [jidse/ ‘money’ (WMo joyos), AB
B2ays [jaaxe/ ‘to disjoint’ (WMo jayaqu), AB yéra =~ yors [xeere/ ‘steppe’ (WMo
keger-e), AB yiya [xiixe/ ‘to do’ (WMo kikii). There is a problem, however, connected
with the representation of the long *8, which, unlike the situation with the corresponding
short vowels, has not merged with *ii. Thus, it would seem that the paradigm of long
vowels has not six but seven qualitatively different members, just as is the case in Buryat.
A similar picture is also revealed, at least at the level of transcription, by the Old Bargut
data of Uuda. However, as far as Modern Bargut is concerned, it is reasonable to assume
that *3 is no longer represented by a single distinct member of the paradigm of long
vowels, but, rather, by a diphthongoid sequence of two different vowels, most probably
/uee/. This may appear an ad hoc solution, but in the actual pronunciation of all of the
informants a diphthongoid sequence was really present, e.g. DE #6ra /ueere/ ‘other’
(WMo dger-€), B #épa [ueede/ ‘upwards’ (WMo dgede), B y%é3sa /xueese/ ‘foam’
(WMo kdgesii ), DE 8% /buee/ ‘shaman’ (WMo bdge), AB a%or? /bueere/ ‘kidney’
(WMo bdger-e). If this interpretation is correct, Modern Bargut has six short or single
and six long or double vowels (6+6), which makes the idiom distinct from Buryat (6+7)
and places it exactly halfway between general Eastern Mongolian (7+7) and Dagur (5+5).
Interestingly, the very restructuring of *6 into /uee/ may have taken place under the areal
influence of Dagur, for the process of labial breaking in the latter has partially led to very
similar results. Of course, the postulated special sequence /uee/ adds to the syntagmatic
complexity of Modern Bargut. As a matter of fact, the phonetic difference between /uee/
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and /ee/ is so small that a complete neutralization might be a reality in some idiolects,
although no definitive evidence for this can be presented so far. In any case, the op-
position is only attested in the initial syllable. In non-initial syllables /ee/ may be assumed
even in the cases where Buryat and general Eastern Mongolian would show reflexes of a
long *5, e.g. B unésa /udeese/ (/ude-ese/) ‘noon [abl.]’ (WMo iide-ece), B uparésa
/udereese/ (/udere-ese/) ‘day [abl.]” (WMo ediir-ece).

3. A very peculiar phonotactic feature of Modern Bargut, for some reason not ob-
servable in the Old Bargut material of Uuda, is the extensive presence of a phonetic vowel
segment in word-final position. It is not just a question of the preservation of original
word-final vowels, but also of the addition of a vowel segment after original word-final
consonants. Such a vowel segment is almost invariably present in words pronounced
slowly and in isolation, but shows a tendency to disappear in rapid and connected speech.
A similar situation has been recorded for Dagur by Martin (1961.16) and Tsumagari
(1985.232-3), and it is very likely that the Modern Bargut data reflect an areal connection
with Dagur. The phonological interpretation suggested by Martin and Tsumagari is
probably also valid for Modern Bargut. According to this interpretation any vowel that
may potentially be manifest in concrete speech represents a true phonological segment. In
the most simple case such a vowel can be paradigmatically identified with /e/, which is
presumably the least marked member of the paradigm. In the actual pronunciation of the
informants the segment was qualitatively realized as a more or less neutral reduced vowel
with only an occasional tendency to adopt positional shades, e.g. AB sZgys = bigyn
/jaxe/ ‘brim’ (WMo jag-a), AB mona =mon3 /mode/ ‘tree’ (WMo modu). An important
aspect of the phenomenon is the neutralization between original vowel stems and con-
sonant stems, as exemplified by pairs of the type A z'eZs /tale/ ‘plain’ (WMo tal-a) vs. A
gals [gale/ ‘fire’ (WMo yal).

4. The addition of a vowel segment after original word-final consonants implies a
tendency towards open syllables in Modern Bargut. The same tendency can be observed
in word-internal position, for a short vowel element is very often present between two
consonants which originally represent a consonant cluster. Of course, any original word-
internal vowels have also been segmentally preserved in similar positions. In the simplest
case such vowel elements may again be assumed to represent the phoneme /e/, e.g. A
afaya fabexe/ ‘to take’ (WMo abqu), AB yi/?rara [xilebere/ ‘easy’ (WMo kilbar), B
x¥éraca [xueerege/ ‘bridge’ (WMo kdgerge). Like in word-final position, a vowel in
word-internal position may also disappear in rapid speech and owing to prosodic factors.
However, it is reasonable to assume that such a vowel is phonologically present even
when it is not pronounced, e.g. A pirysy /direxen/ ‘near’ (WMo oyiragan), B nimean
/nimegen/ ‘thin” (WMo nimgen/nimegen). It goes without saying that this is a rather
abstract analysis, which involves diachronic and synchronic problems not yet fully
solved. In support of the suggested analysis it may be noted, for instance, that the original
difference in syllable structure has been completely neutralized in pairs of the type B araya
/arege/ ‘means’ (WMo ary-a) vs. B r'arayas ftarege/ ‘sour milk’ (WMo taray), a feature
distinguishing Modern Bargut from both Buryat and most Eastern Mongolian dialects. On
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the other hand, there is evidence that the distinction between original vowel stems and
consonant stems may still be partially preserved at least at the level of morphology, as is
evident from the different suffix allomorphs in pairs of the type A jgB35%* [iabeje/ ‘to
go [ger. imprf.]’ (WMo yabuju) vs. A a¢ré? [abece/ ‘to take [ger. imprf.]” (WMo
abcu). Also, there are occasional indications suggesting that a secondary process of
neutralizing assimilation has been active between two consonants in spite of the assumed
presence of a phonological vowel segment between them, e.g. B s2gys [jaxese/ instead
of */jagese/ ‘fish’ (WMo jiyasu). A more comprehensive evaluation of the advantages
and disadvantages of the adopted analysis in relation to actual language material remains
to be carried out in the future.

5. Another vowel which occurs in non-initial syllables is *i > /i/. Modern Bargut
differs from most Eastern Mongolian dialects in that this vowel is largely preserved as an
actual phonetic segment, although it may occasionally be reduced to the extent that its
identity is mainly signalled by the palatalization of the preceding consonant. The
preceding vowel may also show a slight metaphonic influence, especially in the case of
/a/, but this influence has apparently no phonological significance. It may, consequently,
be assumed that words with an original *i in non-initial syllables have preserved their
phonological structure down to Modern Bargut, e.g. AB mp2 = mora /miri/ ‘horse’
(WMo mori), AB yof = yofs [xobi/ ‘share’ (WMo qubi), AB sariya [barixe/ ‘to
seize’ (WMo bariqu). However, problems of interpretation arise if a stem ending in /i/ is
followed by a grammatical suffix beginning with a vowel. The phonetic result is normally
a clear palatalized consonant followed by a long vowel. Since the phonetically observable
vowel length in such cases is never distinctive, while the palatalization of the consonant
is, it is perhaps phonologically a question of sequences of /i/ and another single vowel,
e.g. AB mp#pra [méiridre/ (/mdri-4re/) ‘horse [instr.]’ (WMo mori-bar), B yofars
/xobiare/ (/xobi-are/) ‘share [instr.]” (WMo qubi-bar). This is, incidentally, the analysis
adopted by the Khalkha Cyrillic orthography. Similar sequences are also attested within
derived and non-derived stems, e.g. AB #'gy@ ftaxia/ ‘chicken” (WMo takiy-a), AB yg#o
/xario/ ‘answer” (WMo gariyu). Importantly, the palatalness conveyed by /i/ in such
cases may in Modern Bargut also occur in connection with original front vowels, a
situation reminiscent of Buryat and Dagur but different from general Eastern Mongolian,
e.g. AB yuléya [xuliexe/ ‘to wait’ (WMo kiiliyekii), A s¢+iy [seriun/ ‘cool’ (WMo
serigiin). The most crucial phonological detail in this connection is the question of how
the behaviour of a stem-final /i/, as opposed to /e/, should be understood in the position
preceding a suffixal /i/. Phonetically it is an opposition between a palatalized and an
unpalatalized consonant, though there is also a slight difference in the quality of the
vowel. It seems that in the suggested framework there is only one reasonable answer, viz.
the assumption of an opposition between the sequences /ii/ vs. [ei/, e.g. A mpriya
/mariige/ (/méri-ige/) ‘horse [acc.]’ (WMo mori-yi) vs. A eariys = cariiya [gareige/
(/gare-ige/) ‘hand [acc.]” (WMo 7ar-i). It may be noted that the same problem of
interpretation also exists for most other Mongolian languages and dialects, although it is
possible that different idioms require different solutions. For Khalkha, Poppe (1970.56)
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has suggested an analysis which, if adopted for Modern Bargut, would imply an
opposition of /eii/ vs. /ii/, i.e. */gareiige/ (*/gare-iige/) vs. /mériige/ (/mdri-ige/). How-
ever, this analysis involves obvious morphophonological problems which make it dif-
ficult to accept even for Khalkha. Without doubt, the whole question would require a
detailed treatment with full consideration of all the relevant phonological, morphological
and dialectological aspects.

6. The analysis suggested above has a consequence for the interpretation of all
phonetically observable long vowels in non-initial syllables, for, insofar as the latter are
not preceded by a palatalized consonant, they must be assumed to represent sequences of
/e/ and another vowel, e.g. A sona /bodea/ ‘grain’ (WMo buday-a), A xolPfo [xilebed/
‘union’ (WMo golbuy-a). This conclusion is inevitable in view of all the stems ending in
/e/ and taking suffixes beginning with a vowel, e.g. AB ré‘gy> /cage/ ‘time’ (WMo cay)
: AB r¥‘gyasa [cagease/ (/cage-ase/) ‘id. [instr.]” (WMo cay-aca). According to this
interpretation, so far as it is correct, Modern Bargut only exhibits a minimal amount of
morphophonology at the junction of a stem and a suffix, in any case less than most of the
neighbouring Mongolian idioms. In fact, those morphophonological phenomena that are
present in the idiom would, rather, seem to belong to the realm of morphology, as
exemplified by the addition of connective elements to certain stem types before certain
suffixes, e.g. AB s@cora /suugeere/ (/suu-ge-ere/) ‘milk [instr.]” (WMo sii-ber/stin-
iyer). It may be noted that the suggested interpretation does not involve any assumptions
of phonological deep structures, but simply implies the presence in the idiom of a
relatively abstract surface structure. Certainly, a less abstract approach to the facts would
also be completely plausible, but any such approach would require the assumption of a
more complicated morphophonology.

7. Phonetic palatalized consonants are also attested word-initially, reflecting the
diachronic process of palatal breaking. In this respect, a considerable diversity could be
observed among the informants, but the general impression was that breaking in Modern
Bargut is less fully developed than in most Eastern Mongolian dialects. The result of
breaking, whenever present, may in the framework adopted be phonologically analyzed in
terms of a sequence involving a prevocalic /i/. Such an /i/ often exhibits a slight
palatalizing effect on the following vowel, especially if the latter is /a/, e.g. A mangs
/miange/ ‘thousand’ (WMo mingy-a). A special highly palatal allophone of /a/ was
observed in the combination /xia/, e.g. B yeran /xiatede/ ‘Chinese’ (WMo kitad),
perhaps an indication of an ongoing change towards decreasing markedness, i.e.
*/xietede/. From the point of view of dialectology it is important to note that the Modern
Bargut data often follow the Buryat pattern of breaking, rather than that of general Eastern
Mongolian, e.g. A rtoparya [nioderege/ ‘fist’ (WMo nidury-a), AB 76ra /nioore/ ‘face’
(WMo niyur). Examples of the absence of breaking were especially frequent in the
speech of the informant from the Evenki commune, a feature which can most likely be
explained as a trace of Khamnigan influence, e.g. B miya /mixe/ ‘meat’ (WMo mig-a),
B ira [sire/ ‘yellow’ (WMo sir-a), nina /nide/ ‘eye’ (WMo nidii).

8. It has been stated above that any palatalized consonant which may be present
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phonetically in Modern Bargut reflects the influence of a following /i/. A very similar
picture has been assumed for Dagur by Martin (1961.17), while Tsumagari (1985.
230-1) postulates a separate palatal glide phoneme. Indeed, the behaviour of a prevocalic
/if in both Dagur and Modern Bargut is reminiscent of a glide, and it may not be a bad idea
for certain purposes to employ a special notation in order to distinguish the syllabic and
asyllabic occurrences of /i/. However, from the point of view of phonemic contrasts,
there is probably no need to postulate a palatal glide for Modern Bargut, for the syllabicity
or asyllabicity of /i/ seems to be completely governed by positional factors. It may be
noted that vowel sequences involving an asyllabic prevocalic /i/ occur not only post-
consonantally, but also word-initially, in which position a concrete phonetic glide
segment is really present. Such a glide is of dual origin in that it may either represent an
original segment of the same type, or it may be the result of palatal breaking, e.g. A jayay
fiagean/ ‘pink’ (WMo yayan), AB jalaya fialexe/ ‘to win’ (WMo ilaqu). There are
probably no synchronic restrictions concerning the combination of an asyllabic /i/ with
different vowel qualities, but diachronically certain preferences may be noted, as
exemplified by the irregular, though not unique to Modern Bargut, development of the
interrogative stem in B junda /iuunde/ instead of */ioonde/ ‘why’ (WMo yayun dur).
The only major synchronic problem in connection with the asyllabic /i/ concerns the
sequence /ii/, which, in the framework presented so far, would appear to be potentially
ambiguous in that it could be assumed to stand for either a long vowel or a sequence of a
glide and a vowel. However, there is reason to assumne that the latter realization is the rule
in Modern Bargut, e.g. A jiya =jikXs [iixe/ ‘big’ (WMo yeke), A jira fiire/ ‘ninety’
(WMo yere/yire). An occasional irregular variation between /ii/ and /i/ was observed
among the informants, notably in the word A iraya firexe/ vs. B jiraya /iirexe/ ‘to come’
(WMo irekii), as also recorded by Uuda (1985.223). Incidentally, the latter shape has
again parallels in Buryat, and also in certain varieties of Dagur, but the diachronic
background of the variation remains somewhat obscure.

9. The status of the sequence /ii/ must also be examined in relation to the so-called
diphthongs ending in /i/. In the initial syllable these were normally realized by all
informants as clearly bisegmental sequences, as in Dagur, The mutual phonetic interaction
of the components was generally minimal, e.g. AB zaiya /baixe/ ‘to be’ (WMo baiqu),
B ygina [xdine/ ‘behind’ /WMo goyin-a), AB oilaya [oilexe/ ‘to cry’ (WMo uyilaqu), B
Guiya [guixe/ ‘to run’ (WMo guyiki/giyikit). Only occasionally, probably in
connection with complex combinatory and external factors, was a tendency towards
monophthongization observed in the speech of some informants, e.g. A saeyay /saixen/
‘nice’ (WMo saigan), A bz2ils [juile/ ‘sort’ (WMo jiiil). On the other hand, the speech
of the informant from the Evenki commune showed random instances of the presence of
an intervocalic glide within diphthongs, a feature known to be unambiguously diagnostic
of Khamnigan, e.g. A oi =~ B o/i /4i/ ‘forest’ (WMo oi). Another feature reminiscent of
Khamnigan, but also of Dagur, is the presence of the sequence /ei/ in the paradigm of
diphthongs. The diphthong /ei/, as opposed to the sequence /ii/ described above, was
recorded word-initially in the pronoun A 2im? = B eim? [eime/ ‘like this’ (WMo eyimii).
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The pronoun A ##m? = B 1'iima [teime/ (WMo teyimii) is more problematic, since it
showed a more or less monophthongoid vowel, indicating that its synchronic
phonological shape might, at least for some speakers, be */tiime/. However, it may be
recalled that the principal realization of the sequence /ei/ in non-initial syllables is a long
monophthong. For the other diphthongs, also, more or less monophthongoid realizations
were frequently observed in non-initial syllables, e.g. A pale! ~ B pali /dalai/, AB
mor®z'¢ [méritai/ (/mdri-tai/) ‘with a horse’ (WMo moritai), although bisegmental reali-
zations, possibly reflecting careful speech, were recorded as well, e.g. AB gayai /gaxai/
‘pig’ (WMo yaqai). Irregular variation between the informants was observed in the
pronouns A xéni /xedei/ vs. B yooui [xedui/ ‘how much’ (WMo kediii), A #¢épi [tedei/
vs. B répisi [tedui/ ‘this much’ (WMo fediii).

10. An important consequence of the diachronic process of rotation is the
reorientation of vowel harmony. From the point of view of the original patterns of palatal
and labial harmony, the six vowel phonemes of Modern Bargut may be divided into four
basic categories: the original front vowels /e u/, the original back vowels /a o/, the low
round vowel /&/, and the neutral vowel /i/. In this framework, the following harmonic
combinations of vowels would be theoretically possible: /e u/ + /e ui/, /fao/ +/aoi/, /&/ +
/A 01/, and /i/ + /a & 0 e u i/. Indeed, these are the harmonic patterns that may still be
observed in Modern Bargut. However, the scope of vowel harmony has greatly
diminished in the idiom, for it is probably correct to assume that all short vowels and
dihpthongs of non-initial syllables are completely indifferent from the point of view of the
harmonic patterns. In the loss of vowel harmony for the short vowels, a decisive role has
been played by the neutralization of a number of vowel oppositions in non-initial syllables
into the unmarked vowel /e/. As for the diphthongs, a somewhat more moderate
neutralizing development has probably taken place between /ai/ and /4i/, on the one hand,
and between /ui/ and /oi/, on the other, which means that the presumably less marked /ai/
and /ui/ may be assumed irrespective of the original harmonic patterns, e.g. AB oréi /drai/
‘late’ (WMo oroi), AB zan{/.éii*' /xancui/ ‘sleeve’ (WMo gancui/qamcui). In any
case, there are no serious phonetic reasons to assume the presence of vowel harmony in
these diphthongs. On the other hand, as has already been implied, a secondary opposition
has arisen between /ei/ and /ai/ contrary to the rules of palatal harmony, e.g. A maliiy
/malein/ (/male-in/) ‘cattle [gen.]' (WMo mal-un), AB s@z€ [suutai/ (/suu-tai/) ‘with
milk’ (WMo siitei). It may be concluded that vowel harmony continues to be an active
phenomenon in the long vowels only, i.e. in the phonetic entities analyzed phonologically
as sequences of either /e/ or /i/ plus another vowel. Even in these sequences, it would, of
course, be technically possible to postulate phonological shapes with no vowel harmony,
e.g */oleen/ or */ulean/ for A ¢lan [olean/ (WMo ulayan), but it is probably appropriate
to reject this approach for several reasons. It must, for instance, be noted that the neutral
vowel /i/ may be combined with potentially contrasting long vowels of all qualities,
including the original back vowels, e.g. B yir /xirio/ ‘hoarfrost’ (WMo kirayu). Such
examples, reminiscent of Khamnigan, are probably a reality for all speakers of Modern
Bargut, though they are the more common, the less frequent palatal breaking is in any
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given idiom or idiolect. As for labial harmony, an interesting marginal opposition between
fea and /ed/ was observed in the speech of the informant from the Evenki commune in
that she occasionally applied labial harmony in suffixes on an optional basis, e.g. B
monaalara /méingeleare/ (/mingele-are/) = AB mopcalsra /mingeledre/ (/mangele-fre/)
‘Mongolian [instr.]” (WMo mongyol-iyar). Such optionality of labial harmony is again a
characteristic shared by certain varieties of Khamnigan.

11. It has so far been assumed that the original short vowels in non-initial syllables
are represented by only two distinct phonemes in Modern Bargut, viz. /e/ and /i/. There
is, however, reason to consider the possibility that a third vowel, /u/, may also occur as a
distinct segment, for a phonetically more or less clear labial vowel of a non-initial syllable
was observed in many cases in which no completely predictable contextual factors were
present. It is fairly likely that such a labial vowel is at least marginally phonemic for many
speakers and may be identified with /u/. Although not fully predictable, the vowel
certainly has rather clear positional preferences in that it mainly occurs in the second
syllable of a polysyllabic word after one of the vowels /u o/ of the initial syllable, e.g. AB
nuyurs /nuxure/ ‘friend” (WMo nokor), AB usura [ubure/ ‘south’ (WMo 6biir/ebiir),
AB royuls Jtogule/ ‘calf’ (WMo tuyul). It is immediately evident from the examples that
the vowel in question quite often represents an original labial vowel, which, as it seems,
has been preserved down to Modern Bargut. The postulated phonological shapes also
have close parallels in some of the neighbouring Mongolian idioms, notably Dagur and
Khamnigan. The whole phenomenon is, however, by no means diachronically simple,
for many irregularities of various types may be noted in both the synchronic and the
comparative material, e.g. A wnar? funere/ ‘fragrance’ (WMo iintr) vs. AB gyur?
fuxure/ ‘ox’ (WMo iiker). Cases of variation between the informants were also oc-
casionally observed, e.g. A ¢/ 23?2 Jolese/ = B o/usa foluse/ ‘state’ (Wmo ulus). The
phonological interpretation of the phenomenon is further complicated by the fact that the
basic realizations of /e/ and /u/ are actually bridged by a more or less full series of
transitional allophones. In many cases it is, indeed, extremely difficult to decide which of
the two phonemes is in question.

12. An important feature distinguishing Modern Bargut from Buryat is the
preservation of the sibilant quality of the consonant *s > /s/ in all positions, e.g. ABDE
sars [sare/ ‘month’ (WMo sar-a), A sosaya [bisexe/ ‘to rise’ (WMo bosqu), AB orjs?
/arese/ ‘Russian’ (WMo oros). As a matter of fact, it must be largely a question of the
restoration of the original quality of *s owing to the influence of general Eastern
Mongolian and Dagur, for the materials of both Todayeva and Uuda suggest that Old
Bargut used to share most of the developments characterizing *s in Buryat. In particular,
the relatively abundant materials of Uuda reveal a consistent merger of *s with *k > /x/ in
word-initial position, while occasional examples of a syllable-final development into *d >
/d/ as well as of an intervocalic development into zero are also present. In fact, all of the
Modern Bargut informants were aware of alternative shapes of the type DE yara /xare/
‘month’, with a word-initial /x/, as allegedly used in the speech of the older generation.
However, the situation in word-internal position is less clear, for here the preservation of
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*s > [s/ is almost regular even in the idiom recorded by Uuda. This idiom may thus reflect
an intermediate stage in the process of restoration of the quality of *s, but it is also
possible that the actual diachronic and dialectological picture is more complicated than
what can be gathered from the information currently available. In this connection, it may
be noted that the positional neutralization of *s and *k in Old Bargut is not shared by New
Bargut, as recorded by Poppe and Todayeva, for the latter distinguishes between a
laryngeal (*s) and a velar (¥k) fricative. Interestingly, the quality of the segment *k > /x/
in Modern Bargut varies freely from velar to laryngeal. Especially in the speech of the
informant from the Evenki commune the consonant was frequently realized as a weak
laryngeal fricative, e.g. B yara = hara /xare/ ‘black’ (WMo gar-a).

13. In Old Bargut, as recorded by Todayeva and Uuda, the development of *s into
/x/ is parallelled by the development of the original strong affricate *c into a fricative,
identical in quality with the /s/ of Modern Bargut. In Modern Bargut, however, the
restoration of the sibilant quality of the original *s has been generally accompanied by a
similar restoration of the affricate quality of *c, which means that the idiom has an
affricate phoneme /c/. Nevertheless, occasional examples of a variation between /c/ and /s/
were observed, e.g. ADE ré'gyay [cagean/ = DE sayay /sagean/ ‘white’ (WMo cayan).
Like most Inner Mongolian dialects, Modern Bargut makes no difference between a
hissing and a hushing affricate sound, the normal realization being close to the hushing
variety, The same seems to be true of the original weak affricate *j > /j/, e.g. A BZic
/juge/ ‘towards’ (WMo jiig). It is interesting to note that the Uuda data also reveal a
weak affricate phoneme, although the corresponding strong affricate has only a marginal
status in the idiom concerned. This may mean that the original weak affricate has never
fully lost its occlusive character in Old Bargut, an understandable situation in view of the
fact that no original weak fricative was ever present. Moreover, the idiom reflected in the
Uuda material seems to have an opposition between a hissing and a hushing variety of the
weak affricate. If a similar opposition were present in Modern Bargut, it should probably
be described syntagmatically in terms of /j/ vs. fji/.

14. Special attention must be paid to the representation of the original pair *s vs. *c
in the position before the vowel *i, for here Modern Bargut still largely shares the
characteristics of Old Bargut and Buryat. In this position, no development of *s into /x/
took place, but the development of *c into /s/ was nevertheless active. As a result, the
original sequence *ci merged with *si > /si/, e.g. A diret [sirai/ = DE $are€ [siarai/ ‘face’
(WMo cirai), A p#éy /dusin/ ‘forty’ (WMo décin). In fact the Uuda material suggests
that there may have once been a more general tendency to replace /c/ by /si/, irrespective
of the original quality of the following vowel. Traces of this tendency were occasionally
recorded from the informants, e.g. A $asa /siaase/ ‘paper’ (WMo cayasu). In the
sequence /si/, the phoneme /s/, like all consonants before an /i/, is pronounced fairly
palatally. However, unlike the situation in many other Mongolian idioms, such a palatal
variety of /s/ does not constitute a separate phoneme in Modern Bargut, for its occurrence
remains completely determined by contextual factors. This is partly due to the
preservation of the diphthong /ei/, as distinct from /ii/, in the position after an initial /s/,
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e.g. AC dingar [siidebere/ ‘decision’ (WMo siidbiiri) vs. AC seilagar [seilebere/
‘carving” (WMo seilbiiri). The sequence /si/, irrespective of whether it originally
represents *si or *ci, may also be combined with the impact of palatal breaking, e.g. ADE
S0 [siobeo/ ‘bird’ (WMo sibayu), ADE $o0/6 /sioleo/ ‘stone’ (WMo cilayu). The
picture described so far is, however, complicated by the confusing influence on Modern
Bargut of the neighbouring Mongolian idioms, in which *si and *ci continue to be
distinguished. Thus, even from those informants who normally exhibited the regular
Bargut type of representation, occasional examples were recorded of /ci/ for both *ci and
*gi. Such examples may also show palatal breaking in the initial syllable, in which case
the segment /i/ can be assumed to have disappeared as irrelevant, e.g. A fSoyui [fcogui/
‘thicket” (WMo siyui), In non-initial syllables a merging of /ci/ with the less marked /ce/
can be assumed, e.g. A 5i19? /bicege/ ‘writing’ (WMo bicig). A particularly large
number of examples of a preserved /c/ before *i were observed in the speech of the
informant from the Evenki commune, e.g. B 7éinaya /cidexe/ vs. A $gpaya /siadexe/ ‘to
be able’ (WMo cidaqu), B rdna [cine/ vs. A §ona [sifine/ ‘wolf’ (WMo cinu-a). For
the informant concerned it is, once more, a question of Khamnigan, rather than general
Eastern Mongolian, influence.

15. The concept of syllable has been applied above for Modern Bargut without any
explanations. This is partly because the syntagmatic structure of the idiom is relatively
simple in that any consonant segment is normally followed by a vowel. If it is assumed
that long vowels and diphthongs belong to a single syllable, the typical syllable structures
of Modern Bargut may be schematically presented as (C)V(V(V)) for the initial syllable
and as CV(V) for all non-initial syllables. However, just as Martin (1961.18-9) and
Tsumagari (1985.228) have assumed in the case of Dagur, Modern Bargut also seems to
have one important exception from these typical syllable structures. This exception is
caused by the fact that a nasal consonant may both end a word and stand before another
consonant within the word. In word-internal position such a nasal is always homorganic
with the following consonant, while in word-final position its quality was observed to
vary among the informants from dental to velar. Because of the special syntagmatic
position occupied by the nasal in these cases, it may perhaps be regarded as «syllabic» in
a certain sense, as suggested by Martin for Dagur, but it may probably also be
paradigmatically identified with the unmarked nasal consonant /n/, which thus has a
syntagmatic distribution differing from all other consonants, e.g. AB unnara /undere/
‘high” (WMo 6ndiir), AB apgira fangire/ [bird] (WMo anggir), A yor?pup = B
xor?pun [xoredun/ ‘fast’ (WMo qurdun). This interpretation is slightly disturbed by the
possibility that /m/ might also be able to appear in similar positions, as suggested by
Tsumagari for Dagur. Examples of the type A yempa [xiamede/ ‘cheap’ (WMo kimda)
would then have to be analyzed as */xiamde/. However, no similar examples of a word-
final /m/, as opposed to the sequence /me/, seem to exist.

16. Although the nasal /n/ may be realized as a velar segment both word-finally and
before a velar consonant, Modern Bargut also has an opposition between /n/ and a true
velar nasal phoneme, denoted here as /h/. The latter represents a preserved original velar
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nasal and occurs relatively infrequently, mainly at the end of a number of nominal stems.
Somewhat paradoxically, it must be assumed that the segment has been phonologically
replaced by the presumably less marked /n/ in word-final position, although phonetically a
velar nasal is present, e.g. A ay /an/ ‘game’ (WMo ang). However, intervocalically the
existence of a distinctive /h/ is an undeniable fact, e.g. AB ai /ahei/ (fahe-i/) ‘id. [acc.]’
(WMo ang-i), AB apasa [ahease/ (/ahe-ase/) ‘id. [abl.]” (WMo ang-aca). Interestingly,
such examples are remniscent of Khamnigan, while in most other Mongolian idioms the
intervocalic velar nasal is represented by a sequence of a velar nasal and a homorganic
stop. A phonetically distinct velar nasal was also observed before dental consonants, but
here the general framework adopted requires the assumption of a phonological vowel
segment between the two consonants, e.g. ABDE ay»na fahede/ (/ahe-de/) instead of
*fahde/ (*/ah-de/) ‘id. [dat.]’ (WMo ang-dur), AB ayt /ahetai/ (/ahe-tai/) instead of
*fahtai/ (*/ah-tai/) ‘with game’ (WMo angtai). In the original combination of the velar
nasal with a lateral, the informants showed a variation between /h/ and /g/, e.g. B apnaya
/ahenexe/ (/ahe-nexe/) vs. A aynays [agenexe/ (/age-nexe/) ‘to hunt’ (WMo anglaqu/
angnaqu). As is evident from the examples, the morphological paradigm of the stems
ending in an original velar nasal involves a morphophonological alternation of /n/ with
/he/. As if to eliminate this alternation, a vowel seems to be optionally added after the
stem-final nasal by certain speakers, e.g. B aza /ahe/. In this connection it may be noted
that an analogous added vowel was occasionally observed even after a stem-final
morphophonological /n/, e.g. ADE ona [ne/ ‘year’ (WMo on).

17. Probably no phonological oppositions are based on prosodic features in Modern
Bargut, but the accentual and tonal patterns were auditively clear and fairly uniform for all
informants. Moreover, prosody closely reflects the syntagmatic structure postulated for
the idiom. Thus, in any word, pronounced clearly or in isolation, one prosodic peak may
be observed, mainly distinguished by its relatively high pitch. This peak typically falls on
the penultimate syllable, if the final syllable contains a short or single vowel, e.g. AB
xw ya fxuxe/ ‘blue’ (WMo kdke), AB inays [idexe/ ‘to eat’ (WMo idekii), A aima-ya
/aimege/ ‘aimak’ (WMo aimag), AB ors3 ra [Aresedre/ ‘Russian [instr.]” (WMo oros-
iyar), A r8‘ayna-ya [cagenexe/ =~ B ré‘ayna-ya [cahenexe/ ‘to listen’ (WMo cinglaqu/
cingnaqu). However, if the final syllable contains a long vowel or a diphthong, the
prosodic prominence falls on the latter, e.g. A yus6- /xubee/ ‘shore’ (WMo kobege),
AB noyé-i /ndxai/ ‘dog” (WMo nogai). The whole situation may be conveniently
described in terms of morae, as suggested by Tsumagari (1985.237-8) for Dagur. Thus,
if each phonological vowel segment is assumed to represent one mora, the prosodic
prominence in any word will lie on the penultimate mora. In the case of phonological
sequences realized as phonetic long vowels, the actual prosodic peak is located on the
syllabically dominant component of the sequence, e.g. B sara- /barea/ ‘view’ (WMo
baray-a), B ya#@- /xaria/ ‘relation’ (WMo gariy-a). The whole system is a perfect
parallel to Dagur, and may, in fact, derive from the latter as a structural borrowing. Most
importantly, just as in Dagur, the nasal /n/, when occurring in word-final position, counts
as one mora and requires the prosodic peak to be placed on the immediately preceding
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vowel, e.g. A paisu-y /daisun/ ‘enemy’ (WMo daisun), A siz$*ya-p [bicexen/ ‘tiny’
(WMo bicigan). This situation provides, of course, a concrete argument in favour of the
idea of a «syllabic» nasal.

The selected topics (1-17) examined above allow Modern Bargut to be viewed as a
distinct Mongolian dialect with heterogeneous connections. In spite of the presence of
considerable subdialectal variation concerning certain details, Modern Bargut also has a
number of constant characteristics, which serve to distinguish it from other Mongolian
dialects of both the Buryat and the general Eastern Mongolian type. There is no doubt that
the historical foundation of Modern Bargut is formed by the Old Bargut dialect, as
probably still spoken by some of the older generation in the Old Bargut Banner. In fact,
Modern Bargut continues to exhibit several important Old Bargut features, which still
form a dialectological link with Buryat. These features have, however, come under an
increasing flow of secondary areal influence from other Mongolian dialects and languages
in the neighbourhood. Thus, in its present state Modern Bargut should probably be
considered as a dialect of Eastern Mongolian, rather than of Buryat.

Of particular interest are, without doubt, the features connecting Modern Bargut with
Dagur and Khamnigan. Very little is known so far about the dialectological status and
ethnohistorical background of these features, but they certainly point to some ethnic
contacts in the past. The fact that most of the traces of Khamnigan influence were
observed in the speech of one particular informant (B) is, of course, a specific clue to
solving at least part of the problem. As a next step, it would be important to obtain more
information on the variety of Mongolian spoken in the Evenki Commune of the Old
Bargut Banner. It might well be that some speakers of Mongolian in the locality still retain
an idiom with a complete set of Khamnigan features.

In conclusion, a general scheme of the consonant and vowel paradigms postulated
for Modern Bargut is presented below. Marginal phonemes, mainly occurring in recent
loanwords of the type A p‘orant /parednte/ ‘front” (Ru front), A pi s 2u [piijeu/ ‘beer’
(Chi pijiu) are placed in brackets.
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