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Abstract. This paper presents initial evidence of shared innovations in the past tense
systems of Central Asian (CA) Turkic languages and Khalkha Mongolian. The
structural parallels in past tense and associated negation systems are absent in the
older attested stages of both language families, such as Old Turkic and Middle
Mongol, as well as in related contemporary languages outside of the CA region.
Based on a comparative morphological analysis of data from native speaker
consultations, reference grammars, and other published texts, the current study shows
that both CA Turkic and Khalkha Mongolian developed a four-way organization of
past tense marking, encoding distinctions in proximity and confirmativity. This
shared system is further characterized by parallel patterns of suppletion, as well as
the emergence of strikingly similar non-transparent negation strategies in both
groups. We argue that these shared innovations are unlikely to have arisen
independently or to have resulted from simple unidirectional borrowing. Instead, we
argue that these data provide evidence for grammatical convergence. This process
was likely driven by a period of sustained, balanced language contact and widespread
bilingualism between the ancestral speech communities of modern Khalkha and CA
Turkic speakers.
Keywords. Language Contact, Bilingualism, Multilingualism, Turkic Languages,
Mongolic Languages, Tense-Aspect-Mood, Morphology, Negation

1. Introduction. Sustained historical contact between the Turkic and Mongolic language
families is well-established and frequently evidenced by extensive lexical borrowing (Poppe
1955; Clauson 1959, 1960; Gülensoy 1974; Clark 1977; Kuhl & Sasse 1992; Щербак 1986,
1997, 2005; Schönig 2003; Rybatzki 2011; Washington 2023). However, the extent to which this
prolonged contact has influenced the grammatical structures of these families has remained
largely unexplored. While previous studies have occasionally noted structural parallelisms
(Brosig 2014, Washington 2023), to our knowledge there has not been a systematic investigation
into their nature and origin. Focusing on Central Asian (CA) Turkic languages1 and Khalkha
Mongolian (Mongolic), we present initial evidence for convergence between the two families
with regard to the past tense and associated negation systems.

Our cross-linguistic investigation reveals a set of shared innovations that are absent in both
the earliest attested stages of these languages (e.g., Old Turkic, Middle Mongol) and in related
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contemporary varieties outside of the CA region. These innovations include a specific four-way
organization of the past tense system based on proximity and confirmativity, distinctive patterns
of suppletion, and non-transparent negation strategies involving both suppletion and existential
negators.

We argue that these unique, shared structural features are unlikely to have arisen through
independent innovation or simple unidirectional borrowing. Instead, we take these data to
suggest grammatical convergence driven by a period of sustained, balanced language contact and
significant bilingualism between the predecessors of the Khalkha and CA Turkic speech
communities. These findings offer a novel line of structural evidence into the nature of
Turkic-Mongolic contact.

Before proceeding to the main discussion, a methodological note is needed. A systematic
comparison of Tense, Aspect, Mood, and Evidentiality (TAME) systems in Central Eurasian
languages faces nontrivial methodological challenges, including inconsistent terminology in
descriptive grammars and the lack of a pre-existing comparative framework. We address this by
synthesizing data from native speaker consultation, reference grammars, and other published
literary texts. In organizing the data, we prioritize morphological parallels, using semantic labels
only as broad reference points. We pay close attention to correspondences across different
languages’ systems, and make an attempt to characterize them using consistent descriptions.
Due to the lack of pre-established methodology for systematically investigating TAME systems
across Turkic and Mongolic languages, we developed our framework from the ground up by
synthesizing descriptive work on individual languages. While this study identifies structural
similarities, it also brings into focus a range of fine-grained differences among the languages
examined which require detailed investigation in future work. We thus position the current work
as a preliminary study that provides a novel argument for convergence and establishes a basis for
the more detailed cross-linguistic investigations that must follow.

The paper proceeds with background (Section 2), details of the past tense systems
(Section 3) and negation strategies (Section 4), and concludes with a discussion (Section 5).

2. Background. Section 2.1 introduces the historical interaction between Mongolic and CA
Turkic predecessors, and Section 2.2 defines the categories of proximity and confirmativity.

2.1. HISTORICAL INTERACTION BETWEEN MONGOLIC AND TURKIC LANGUAGES. It is
known that Turkic and Mongolic languages have been in contact for a long time, though the
precise timeline and geographical loci of the contact remain debated. Existing evidence for this
prolonged contact comes from bidirectional lexical borrowing, a pattern revealed by several
distinct types of lexical correspondences (Washington 2023 inter alia).  First, the two languages
families have shared vocabulary, such as *qara ‘black’, buzağu (otk)/biraɣu (xng) ‘calf’, ağıl (otk)/ayil
(xng) ‘settlement’, which may be reconstructed to both Proto-Turkic and Proto-Mongolic; such
vocabulary items are alternately cited as evidence for the Altaic hypothesis or attributed to one or
the other language family and considered to be loaned to the other. Second, there are a lot of
relatively early Turkic loanwords attested in Mongolic, such as bilig (otk,xng) ‘knowledge’, jimis
(xng) ‘fruit’ (cf. jemiš (otk) ‘id.’), and bülüg (xng) ‘division’ (cf. bölüg (otk) ‘id.’)—known to be Turkic
because they are derived from verb stems common in Turkic and absent in Mongolic. Third,
Mongolic loanwords are also widely attested in Turkic languages. There are many Mongolic
loanwords of different periods in Siberian Turkic languages, such as the earlier loan doozun
〈доозун〉 (tyv) ‘dust’ (cf. toʼosun (xng) ‘id.’) and the apparently more recent loan bažıŋ 〈бажың〉 (tyv)

‘building’ (cf. baašiŋ~bääšiŋ (xal) ‘id.’). Mongolic loans are also found in CA Turkic languages,
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such as silewsin 〈сілеусін〉 (kaz) / sülöösün 〈сүлөөсүн〉 (kir) ‘lynx’ (cf. sileʼüsün (xng) ‘id.’); as well as
in Volga- and North Caucasus-area Turkic languages, such as baja 〈баҗа〉 (tat) ‘brother-in-law’
(cf. *baja (xng) ‘id.’). Notably, their presence in Turkish is minimal (Tuna 1972, 1976; Schönig
2000).
In addition to demonstrating the existence of contact, data from loanwords offers insight into the
nature of the interaction between Mongolic and predecessors of modern CA Turkic. Focusing on
Mongolic loanwords in Kazakh and Kyrgyz, Washington (2023) argues that the evidence points
to a period of sustained, balanced multilingualism, rather than unidirectional borrowing typical
of an imbalanced power dynamic. This claim is supported by evidence from the semantic
domains of Mongolic loanwords in Kazakh and Kyrgyz, which include domestic spheres such as
household, kinship, and livestock. In contrast, no military, administrative, or religious Mongolic
loans were found. If there had been bilingualism solely among Turkic speakers, then borrowings
would have likely been limited to certain domains of life, such as public administration and
military affairs. This empirical picture suggests intimate, community-level contact likely
involving intermarriage and widespread bilingualism between different/both groups with similar
prestige.  Additionally, some have argued (e.g., Ligeti 1935) that the greater quantity of
Mongolic loanwords in Siberian Turkic languages as compared to CA Turkic is a simple function
of the greater relative distance of their historic homelands, as indeed there are even fewer
Mongolic loanwords in Volga-area Turkic and virtually none in Anatolian Turkish.  Instead, it
appears that CA Turkic was in close contact with Mongolic, albeit for a limited period, resulting
in an intermediate quantity of lexical loans, as well as the syntactic loans described herein;
comparatively, Siberian Turkic was in close contact with Mongolian until at least Russian
colonisation, although it is not clear that the nature of the contact was the same.  In this case,
loanword quantity does not necessarily correlate with geographic distance, but also with duration
of contact. The nature and extent of contact involved in this scenario must also be understood in
relation to the pastoral nomadic lifestyle of the societies in question.

In addition to the lexicon, previous work has also noted structural parallels between the past
tense systems of Khalkha Mongolian and CA Turkic languages (Brosig 2014, Washington 2023).
While these grammatical similarities have been observed in passing, they have not yet been
subjected to systematic cross-linguistic analysis. The present study addresses this gap by
providing the first systematic investigation of the morphological and functional parallels in these
past tense systems.

2.2. KEY ANALYTICAL CATEGORIES: PROXIMITY AND CONFIRMATIVITY. To organize our
discussion of the past tense systems, we adopt two key categories building on previous research
on the past tense systems in Mongolic and Turkic languages. The first is proximity (borrowing
the terminology from Binnick 2012), where proximal (PROX) describes a past event close to the
utterance time. The proximal category overlaps with categories described in the Turkic and
Mongolic literature as ‘immediate past’ (Hangin 1968, 1976), ‘recent past’ (e.g.,  Kazakh жедел
өткен шақ; Mamanov 2014), or ‘time just passed’ (Mongolian саяхан өнгөрсөн цаг; Beffa and
Hayamon 1975).  Example (1a) is uttered when the speaker “just came”, in a setting such as an
airport to which the speaker had just arrived. In comparison, (1b), which is non-proximal or
distal (DIST), does not assume such recency (Binnick 2012).

(1a) Proximal past
Би Англиас ирлээ.
Bi Anglʲ-as ir-le.
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I England-ABL come-PST.PROX.CNF
‘I came from England.’

(1b) Distal/non-proximal past
Би Англи улсаас ирсэн.
Bi Anglʲ uls-as ir-sŋ.
I England country-ABL come-PST.DIST.CNF
‘I’m from England’ (Binnick 2012, Sanders and Bat-Ireedüi 1995)

The second relevant category is confirmativity (e.g., Aronson 1967, Friedman 1977, Straughn
2011, Rybatzki 2003), potentially considered a contrast falling in the area of epistemic modality
(although see Straughn 2011: 0.3 for discussion on the difficulties of this terminology). In the
current context, we take confirmative as signaling the speaker markedly vouching for the truth of
the statement. The confirmative category overlaps, but is not completely identical with
traditional labels such as ‘firsthand’, ‘eyewitness’, ‘direct evidence’, ‘clear/certain/definite past
tense’ (Kyrgyz айкын өткөн чак; Toqtonaliyev et al. 2015). Forms marked as non-confirmative
attenuate personal vouching by means of reportedness, inference, surprise, or doubt. This term
applies to forms otherwise labeled as ‘non-firsthand’, ‘non-eyewitness’, ‘indirective’ (Johanson
2000, 2003), or mirative (see Aikhenvald 2012). Example (2a) may be felicitous in a context
where Dulmaa has just drunk airag, and the speaker has direct evidence for it. (2b) is uttered
when the speaker just realized, and hence did not witness firsthand, that Dulmaa has drunk the
airag. The marking -je in this context encodes recent discovery, where the speaker finds out
about a recent event that they did not directly observe, based on non-firsthand evidence. (See
also Binnick 2012: 64-65; Kullmann & Tserenpil 2008: 185.)

(2a) Confirmative
Дулмаа айраг уулаа.
Dulma airg uu-la.
Dulmaa airag drink-PST.PROX.CNF2

‘Dulmaa drank airag.’

(2b) Non-confirmative
Дулмаа айраг уужээ.
Dulma airg uu-je.
Dulmaa airag drink-PST.PROX.NCNF
‘[I guess] Dulmaa drank airag.’

3. Past Tense System Organization. This section overviews Mongolic past tense systems
(Section 3.1) and Turkic past tense systems (Section 3.2), and then compares across language
families (Section 3.3). The paradigms in this paper are not exhaustive: various periphrastic
constructions which predictably modify tense or aspect semantics are omitted.

3.1. MONGOLIC PAST TENSE SYSTEMS. We begin by comparing two Mongolic languages:
Middle Mongol and modern Khalkha Mongolian. Middle Mongol is the technical term for the
Mongolic language recorded in documents from the 13th to early 15th centuries (the Mongol
Empire era). We suggest that this language has a three-way past tense system: the confirmative

2 We use the glosses CNF (confirmative) and NCNF (non-confirmative) as descriptive labels, recognizing that the
semantics of the suffixes in (2) are far more complex than the CNF/NCNF glosses suggest. A full analysis of their
evidential, tense, and aspectual properties is, however, beyond the scope of this paper. We leave this to future work.
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-lUGA, non-confirmative -jUGU,  and a regular past tense -bA which is unmarked for
confirmativity, implying no stance on speaker certainty or information source.

confirmative non-confirmative ∅ confirmative

-lUGA
uuɣuluɣa

-jUGU
uuɣujuɣu

-bA
uuɣuba

Table 1. Middle Mongol past tense system (per Brosig 2014).  Example forms of uuɣu- ‘drink’.

Khalkha, a modern variety of Mongolian, adds a new parameter of proximity to its past tense
system. Each past tense marker is either proximal or unmarked for proximity. Combined with the
confirmativity distinction, this yields a four-way system, presented in Table 2. 3

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal -lA
uula 〈уулаа〉

-je
uuje 〈уужээ〉

∅ proximal -sŋ
uusŋ 〈уусан〉

-sŋ yum bain
uusŋ yum bain 〈уусан юм байна〉

Table 2. Khalkha past tense system.  Example forms of uu- 〈уу-〉 ‘drink’.

Notice in addition that in the Khalkha proximal category, the confirmative and non-confirmative
suffixes are suppletive – their forms do not derive from one another. However, in the unmarked
proximal row, the non-confirmative form -sŋ yum bain is derived from the confirmative for -sŋ.

3.2. TURKIC PAST TENSE SYSTEMS

3.2.1 Non-CA-Turkic past tense systems. Let’s first consider the past tense systems of
non-Central Asian (non-CA) Turkic languages. In general, these languages exhibit a two-way or
three-way distinction. In Old Turkic (Table 3) as well as Turkish (Table 4), the system generally
exhibits a confirmative vs non-confirmative distinction.

non-confirmativeconfirmative

〉�𐰢�  �𐰢𐰲𐰃�〈
-mIş

içmiş män〉�𐱅𐰲𐰃�〈
-tI

içtim
Table 3. Old Turkic past tense system (Erdal 2004).  Example 1SG forms of iç- ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

-DI
içtim

-mIş
içmişim

Table 4. Turkish past tense system.  Example 1SG forms of iç- ‘drink’.

Tatar (Table 5, based on feedback from our consultants) goes a step further with a three-way
system which involves subcategories of (non-)confirmativity. -DI encodes events witnessed by
the speaker or having other sorts of firsthand information. The non-firsthand -GAn encodes

3 The ∅ confirmative in Middle Mongol -bA still exists in modern Khalkha as -v. However, this marker's use has
been restricted in modern Khalkha. It is only rarely used in speech to mark interrogation of recent past (Kullman &
Tserenpil 2008) or in special, literary forms.
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events not directly witnessed but still understood with certainty (e.g., speaker inferred from
seeing the result of the event). -GAn ikän, tentatively labeled as mirative, encodes events not
witnessed and newly learned, often accompanied by surprise or unexpectedness. This is a type of
non-confirmative in our framework.

firsthand non-firsthand mirative

-DI
eçtem 〈эчтем〉

-GAn
eçkänmen 〈эчкəнмен〉

-GAn ikän
eçkänmen ikän 〈эчкəнмен икəн〉

Table 5. Tatar past tense system.  Example 1SG forms of eç- 〈эч-〉 ‘drink’.

Despite the apparent innovation in the Tatar system, where -GAn presumably has narrowed from
non-confirmative to non-firsthand, and -GAn ikän was added to handle mirative contexts, we can
still see its connection to the Old Turkic system through the basic confirmative vs
non-confirmative split.

3.2.2 CA Turkic past tense systems. In our analysis of CA Turkic languages, we identify a key
divergence in the organization of past tense systems. While non-CA Turkic languages possess
past tense systems organized around confirmativity, the systems in Kazakh (Table 6), Kyrgyz
(Table 7), and Uzbek (Table 8) incorporate an additional category of proximity, resulting in a
four-way system.4

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal -DI
iştim 〈іштім〉

-(I)p
işippin 〈ішіппін〉

∅ proximal -GAn
işkenmin 〈ішкенмін〉

-GAn eken
işken ekenmin 〈ішкен екенмін〉

Table 6. Kazakh past tens/e system.  Example 1SG forms of iş- 〈iш-〉 ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal -DI
içtim 〈ичтим〉

-(I)p(tIr)
içiptirmin 〈ичиптирмин〉

∅ proximal -GAn
içkenmin 〈ичкенмин〉

-GAn eken
içken ekenmin 〈ичкен экенмин〉

Table 7. Kyrgyz past tense system. Example 1SG forms of iç- 〈ич-〉 ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal -dɨ
ichdim

-(ɨ)b
ichibman

∅ proximal -gan
ichganman

-gan ekan
ichgan ekanman

Table 8. Uzbek past tense system. Example 1SG forms of ich- ‘drink’.

4 We exclude the imperfect past tense forms in Kazakh (-EtIn) and Kyrgyz (-çU) for simplicity.
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The three CA Turkic languages examined here share the following features: proximal
confirmative -DI (kaz, kir), -dɨ (uzb) and proximal non-confirmative suffixes -(I)p (kaz), -(I)p(tIr) (kir),
-(ɨ)b (uzb) are suppletive – in terms of morphological forms, they do not derive from one another. 5

This pattern contrasts with the suffixes in the unmarked proximal category. The non-confirmative
suffixes with unmarked proximity -GAn eken (kaz, kir), -gan ekan (uzb) are morphologically built on
the confirmative suffixes with unmarked proximity -GAn (kaz, kir), -gan (uzb), by directly adding the
forms eken (kaz, kir), ekan (uzb), which are diachronically derived from forms of the copula verb.

3.3. COMPARING PAST TENSE ORGANIZATION ACROSS TURKIC AND MONGOLIC. The
development of a four-way past tense system appears to be an areal feature connecting CA
Turkic and Khalkha Mongolian, setting them apart from their respective predecessors (Old
Turkic, Middle Mongol) and other relatives (e.g., Turkish, Tatar). While potential parallels with
CA Turkic were previously noted in research on Mongolic languages (Brosig 2014), our current
analysis provides a more comprehensive cross-linguistic comparison that explicitly identifies
points of convergence and divergence across systems.

First, we suggest that both Khalkha and CA Turkic build their four-way past tense
systems around confirmativity and proximity.

Second, both Khalkha and CA Turkic manifest parallel morphological strategies. In
Khalkha, proximal confirmative -lA and proximal non-confirmative -je forms are suppletive.
Suppletion in the same categories are found in CA Turkic: proximal confirmative -DI (kaz, kir), -dɨ
(uzb) and proximal non-confirmative suffixes -(I)p (kaz), -(I)p(tIr) (kir), -(ɨ)b (uzb) are suppletive. In
addition, in Khalkha, the non-confirmative suffix with unmarked proximity -sŋ yum bain is
morphologically based on its confirmative counterpart -sŋ. Similarly, in CA Turkic, the
non-confirmative suffixes with unmarked proximity -GAn eken (kaz, kir), -gan ekan (uzb) are
morphologically built on the confirmative suffixes with unmarked proximity -GAn (kaz, kir), -gan
(uzb).

Finally, the confirmative forms with unmarked proximity in all these languages, -sŋ (khk),
-GAn (kaz, kir), and -gan (uzb), appear to be diachronically derived from a construction involving
participles in the predicates of copular clauses. Synchronically, in modern CA Turkic and
Mongolic languages, these morphemes are commonly used to form verbal nouns or verbal
adjectives (Washington et al. 2022), i.e., they appear in nominalized embedded clauses or
relative clauses, respectively. In some languages their use as participle-forming morphemes is
argued to instantiate an Asp head in syntax (Uzbek, Gribanova 2018; Kyrgyz, Laszakovits 2018;
Khalkha Mongolian, Gong 2022); to encode non-finiteness (Kazakh, Ótott-Kovács 2020); or to
be potentially analyzable as Asp combined with “defective” T (Kazakh, Eszter Ótott-Kovács
p.c.).  The participial—and possibly historical—reading of the modern finite forms may be
something akin to "X is one who Y-ed", e.g., qımız içkenmin 〈кымыз ичкенмин〉 (kir) ‘I drank /
have drunk qımız’ (per Table 7) may come from a construction meaning ‘I am one who has
drunk qımız’;6 see Kontovas (to appear) for further analysis of the diachrony of this construction.

6 In modern Kyrgyz, qımız içken kişimin 〈кымыз ичкен кишимин〉 ‘qımız drink-PTCP person-COP.1SG’, with a clear
relative clause with an overt head, all part of the predicate of a copula construction, has a different reading: ‘I am a
person who drinks qımız’ (and not necessarily ‘drank’).  Elision of the nominal head results in the finite past-tense
reading, i.e., qımız içkenmin 〈кымыз ичкенмин〉 ‘qımız drink-PST.DIST-1SG’, glossed ‘I have drunk qımız’. The
difference may be due to some shift in the time semantics of -GAn participles since the finite construction arose.  In

5 The latter set of forms is known to derive from the auxiliary construction -(I)p tur-, which is directly attested in
earlier CA Turkic varieties (Chaghatay).  It must be noted that these forms are also attested in Ottoman, the
predecessor to Turkish, and a cognate form -(y)Ib(-dIr) is used in closely related Azerbayjani, suggesting that the
form was lost in Modern Turkish. For discussion of medieval variants, see Kontovas (to appear).
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These features are unique to CA Turkic and Khalkha, in contrast to the systems in related
languages such as Turkish.

4. Past Tense Negation Strategies. The structural parallels between Khalkha and CA Turkic
extend to the negation strategies in their past tense systems. Both Khalkha and CA Turkic
employ negation strategies that contrast sharply with the morphotactically straightforward
processes found in non-CA Turkic and Middle Mongol (Section 4.1). This section compares
Khalkha (Section 4.2) and CA Turkic (Section 4.3) to these other varieties and then discusses the
parallels between Khalkha and CA Turkic past-tense negation strategies (Section 4.4).

4.1 OVERVIEW: PAST TENSE NEGATION IN NON-CA TURKIC AND MIDDLE MONGOL. In
non-CA Turkic languages (e.g., Old Turkic, Turkish, Tatar) and Middle Mongol, the negation
strategies are morphologically consistent across past tenses. In non-CA Turkic languages, the
negated form is inflected by directly adding a negation marker -mA to the verbal complex,
leaving the affirmative verbal morphology intact (3-5):

(3) a. iç-ti-m ‘I drank’ [Old Turkic]
drink-PST-1SG

b. iç-mä-di-m ‘I did not drink’
drink-NEG-PST-1SG

(4) a. iç-ti-m ‘I drank’ [Turkish]
drink-PST-1SG

b. iç-me-di-m ‘I did not drink’
drink-NEG-PST-1SG

(5) a. eç-te-m ‘I drank’ [Tatar]
drink-PST-1SG

b. eç-mä-de-m ‘I did not drink’
drink-NEG-PST-1SG

In Middle Mongol (6), the negative marker is realized as a pre-verbal particle. Similar to non-CA
Turkic, the negative marker is also directly added to the affirmative verbal complex.

(6) a. uuɣu-luɣa ‘drank’ [Middle Mongol]
drink-PST

b. ese uuɣu-luɣa ‘did not drink’
NEG drink-PST

In each of these cases, the negated past tense is an additive construction, with clear
morphological parallelism between affirmative and negated forms. This provides a baseline
against which the distinct strategies of Khalkha and CA Turkic can be compared.

4.2 PAST TENSE NEGATION STRATEGIES IN KHALKHA VS MIDDLE MONGOL. In contrast to
the morphotactically straightforward negation of its 13th-century predecessor, modern Khalkha
Mongolian developed a distinct strategy involving suppletion and morphological restructuring.
Instead of adding the negator directly to the affirmative verbal complex, Khalkha employs

Turkish, where cognate -(y)An only has participial uses and not finite uses, the contrastive pair kımız içen kişiyim ‘I
am a person who has drunk kımız’ with an overt head and kımız içenim ‘I am one who has drunk kımız’ with an
elided head demonstrate the structure that the CA Turkic finite forms may have arisen from.
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suppletive forms throughout its negated past tense paradigm. Compare the negated forms in the
Middle Mongol past tense paradigm in Table 9 with those in Khalkha in Table 10.

confirmative non-confirmative ∅ confirmative

affirmative -lUGA
uuɣuluɣa

-jUGU
uuɣujuɣu

-bA
uuɣuba

negative ese __-lUGA
ese uuɣuluɣa

ese __-jUGU
ese uuɣujuɣu

ese __-bA
ese uuɣuba

Table 9. Middle Mongol past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example forms of uu- 〈уу-〉 ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal

affirmative -lA
uula 〈уулаа〉

-je
uuje 〈уужээ〉

negative -sŋ-güi
uusŋgüi 〈уусангүй〉

-(G)A-güi bain
uuɣagüi bain 〈уугаагүй байна〉

∅
proximal

affirmative -sŋ
uusŋ 〈уусан〉

-sŋ yum bain
uusŋ yum bain 〈уусан юм байна〉

negative -(G)A-güi
uuɣagüi 〈уугаагүй〉

-(G)A-güi yum bain
uuɣagüi yum bain 〈уугаагүй юм байна〉

Table 10. Khalkha past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example forms of uu- 〈уу-〉 ‘drink’.

In Khalkha, the negative forms are derived from the existential negation of participles. In the
proximal confirmative category, the affirmative form -lA does not yield a predictable negative
like *-lA-güi; instead, its negative is formed diachronically from the negation of a perfect
participle, -sŋ-güi. Remarkably, the perfect participle -sŋ without the negation morpheme does
get used as the affirmative of this form, but occupies the confirmative, ∅ proximal position. It in
turn is negated by -(G)A-güi, diachronically a negative existential suffixed to an imperfect
participle. Likewise, the affirmative form of non-confirmative -je does not directly yield a
predictable negative like *-je-güi; instead, it is realised by the complex form -(G)A-güi bain,
diachronically formed analytically with bain, a present copular form.  Overall, the past tense
negative paradigm in Khalkha is marked by suppletion and morphotactic non-transparency.

Furthermore, Khalkha and Middle Mongol differ in the type and placement of their negators.
Middle Mongol uses the pre-verbal particle ese, a dedicated verbal negator applied to finite
forms. Khalkha, however, utilizes the negative suffix -güi, which originates as a nominal
existential negator ügüi. Crucially, the negator in Khalkha follows the tense-aspect suffixes.
Therefore, compared to its predecessor, Khalkha has undergone a shift from pre-verbal negation
to suffixal negation, combined with the development of suppletion.

4.3 PAST TENSE NEGATION STRATEGIES IN CA TURKIC VS NON-CA TURKIC. CA Turkic
languages underwent a parallel development to Khalkha, involving suppletion, non-transparency,
and a change in the linear order of negative markers.

The negative marker in Old Turkic is a suffix which follows the verb stem and precedes
other inflection marking. It occurs with the confirmative past, -tI, forming -mA-tI; the
non-confirmative -mIş is suppleted by -dUK in the negative, which does not occur independently
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as a finite verb suffix7 (Table 11). In the modern non-CA Turkic languages Turkish (Table 12)
and Tatar (Table 13), this suppletion is lost. In all cases, the negative marker -mA follows the
stem and is followed by tense/aspect endings (Tables 11-13).

confirmative non-confirmative

affirmative -tI
içtim 〉�𐱅𐰲𐰃�〈

-mIş
içmiş män 〉�𐰢�  �𐰢𐰲𐰃�〈

negative -mA-tI
içmädim 〉�𐰓𐰢𐰲𐰃�〈

-mA-dUK
içmädük män 〉�𐰢�  �𐰓𐰢𐰲𐰃�〈

Table 11. Old Turkic past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example 1SG forms of iç- ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

affirmative -DI
içtim

-mIş
içmişim

negative -mA-dI
içmedim

-mA-mIş
içmemişim

Table 12. Turkish past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example 1SG forms of iç- ‘drink’.

first-hand non-firsthand mirative

affirmative -DI
eçtem 〈эчтем〉

-GAn
eçkänmen 〈эчкəнмен〉

-GAn ikän
eçkänmen ikän
〈эчкəнмен икəн〉

negative -mA-dI
eçmädem 〈эчмəдем

〉

-mA-GAn
eçmägänmen 〈эчмəгəнмен

〉

-mA-GAn ikän
eçmägänmen ikän
〈эчмəгəнмен икəн〉

Table 13. Tatar past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example 1SG forms of eç- 〈эч-〉 ‘drink’.

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal

affirmative -DI
içtim 〈ичтим〉

-(I)p(tIr)
içiptirmin 〈ичиптирмин〉

negative -GAn joq
içken joqmun 〈ичкен жокмун〉

-BA-p(tIr)
içpeptirmin 〈ичпептирмин〉

∅
proximal

affirmative -GAn
içkenmin 〈ичкенмин〉

-GAn eken
içken ekenmin 〈ичкен экенмин〉

negative -GAn emes
içken emesmin
〈ичкен эмесмин〉

-GAn emes eken
içken emes ekenmin
〈ичкен эмес экенмин〉

Table 14. Kyrgyz past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example 1SG forms of iç- 〈ич-〉 ‘drink’.

7 This view about finite affirmative -dUK is not universally held; see Erdal (2004, 239-240) for discussion.
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CA Turkic languages such as Kyrgyz and Kazakh diverge significantly from the above pattern.
Like Khalkha Mongolian, their negative past-tense forms are diachronically built using
negators—in this case joq and emes—affixed to participles, instead of with a verbal negator -mA
that appears between the verb stem and further tense and aspect inflection. The Kazakh and
Kyrgyz paradigms also show patterns of suppletion which mirror those in Khalkha Mongolian.
For example, the negated form of proximal confirmative -DI in Kazakh and Kyrgyz is -GAn joq
(Tables 14-15), diachronically the existential negation of a perfect participle; cf. Mongolian
-sŋ-güi, which is morphologically analogous. Remarkably, Kazakh and Kyrgyz retain the
equivalent of Old Turkic -mA in the non-confirmative proximal, but otherwise, they rely
diachronically on the negation of participles.

confirmative non-confirmative

proximal

affirmative -DI
iştim 〈іштім〉

-(I)p
işippin 〈ішіппін〉

negative -GAn joq
işken joqpın 〈ішкен жоқпын〉

-MA-p
işpeppin 〈ішпеппін〉

∅
proximal

affirmative -GAn
işkenmin 〈ішкенмін〉

-GAn eken
işken ekenmin 〈ішкен екенмін〉

negative -GAn emes
işken emespin 〈ішкен емеспін〉

-GAn emes eken
işken emes ekenmin
〈ішкен емес екенмін〉

Table 15. Kazakh past tense affirmative vs negative.  Example 1SG forms of iş- 〈іш-〉 ‘drink’.

4.4 COMPARING PAST TENSE NEGATION STRATEGIES ACROSS TURKIC AND MONGOLIC.
The cross-linguistic comparison in Sections 4.1-4.3 reveals a significant typological split in past
tense negation strategies, between CA Turkic and Khalkha on one hand, and non-CA Turkic and
Middle Mongol on the other hand.

Non-CA Turkic and Middle Mongol both employ single-strategy negation systems where a
negation morpheme is transparently added to the finite verbal complex with otherwise
affirmative morphology. In contrast, CA Turkic and Khalkha have developed innovative
multi-strategy systems. These languages primarily use diachronically non-verbal negation
markers (i.e., -güi in Khalkha, joq and emes in CA Turkic), combined with suppletive uses of
diachronically nominalized verbal adjective forms.

We identify and elaborate on three core areas of convergence. First, both Khalkha and CA
Turkic systems are characterized by suppletion. The forms of the negated past tense forms are
not simple expansions of their affirmative counterparts. For instance, the affirmative proximal
confirmative in Khalkha is -lA, yet its negated form is -sŋ-güi. Similarly, Kyrgyz uses -DI as its
affirmative proximal confirmative but forms the negative as -GAn joq.

Second, this suppletion is not random but systematic: in both Khalkha and CA Turkic, the
suppletive negative forms for the proximal confirmative are built upon the proximity-unmarked
(∅proximal) confirmative base. In Khalkha, the suppletive verbal morphology in the negative
form -sŋ-güi utilizes the proximity-unmarked confirmative -sŋ. In parallel, the Kyrgyz and
Kazakh suppletive verbal suffix in the negative form -GAn joq is derived from the
proximity-unmarked confirmative -GAn. The emergence of the exact same derivational strategy
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across two language families is unlikely to be coincidental, especially ones geographically
proximal to one another and known to be in contact through loanwords and history.

Third, the innovative negation strategies are accompanied by a shift in morpheme order and
type. In both CA Turkic and Khalkha, the most canonical negation strategy involves a
diachronically non-verbal negation particle (joq ‘absent’, emes ‘not’ in CA Turkic; ügüi ‘absent’
in Khalkha) that follows the tense or aspect morpheme. This represents a significant departure
from their respective ancestral patterns, where negation is canonically marked either by the
verbal suffix -mA (non-CA Turkic) linearly preceding tense and aspect morphology, or by a
pre-verbal particle ese (Middle Mongol).

5. Discussion: Balanced Contact as a Source of Parallels. Our investigation reveals a series of
structural parallels between the past tense systems of CA Turkic and Khalkha Mongolian. In
addition to the shared four-way organization based on confirmativity and proximity, these
languages also exhibit common morphological strategies including suppletion in proximal
confirmative and proximal non-confirmative forms, suppletion in negated past tense forms,
usage of diachronically non-verbal negators as the canonical negation strategy, and distinct
morpheme ordering in negated past tense forms.

Crucially, this constellation of features is absent in the historical predecessors of these
languages (Old Turkic, Middle Mongol) and is not attested in other modern members of their
respective families (e.g., non-CA Turkic; other Mongolic languages like Dagur, Enkebatu 1988)
or in neighboring Tungusic languages (e.g., Evenki, Nedjalkov 1997; Manchu, von Möllendorff
1892, Gorelova 2002; Solon, Tsumagari 2009).  Preliminary investigations suggest that such
features are also absent in languages of other families of the region, such as Iranian, but a
complete survey—perhaps with an eye towards Tibetic—would be needed to definitively rule out
a third-family source.

We propose that these parallels arose from a period of intense, sustained language contact
between the predecessors of modern CA Turkic and Khalkha speakers. The specific nature of the
results of convergence suggests a scenario of balanced contact, where bilingual speakers, faced
with a paradigmatic mismatch between their languages’ negation systems, innovated a novel
solution. The literature on language contact describes an asymmetry of transfer, depending on
which of the source or target of transfer is the primary language of speakers (van Coetsem,
1988). This relies on the different cognitive systems employed in the acquisition of L1 and L2
languages (Lucas 2012), as stated by the Fundamental Difference Hypothesis (Bley-Vroman
1990, 2009). In contrast, when speakers acquire multiple L1s in a stable bilingual context, this
allows for syntactic convergence (Louden 1992; Lucas 2012). The Turkic languages lacked a
pre-verbal negation particle analogous to the one in Mongolic, while Mongolic lacked the
suffixal verbal negation characteristic of Turkic. This structural gap was likely bridged by
leveraging a construction available to both: the use of participles as predicates. This convergence
in a sustained bilingual context is predicted by the Complex Adaptive System Principles model
(Filipović & Hawkins 2019), which posits inter alia that bilingual L1 acquisition will seek to
maximize common ground; constructions shared by both L1 grammars will be used more
frequently in both. We hence propose that the suppletive past paradigms of CA Turkic and
Khalkha developed from shared paraphrastic constructions built on participles, due to the
syntactic incompatibility of pre-verbal analytic negation in Middle Mongol and post-verb-stem
agglutinative negation in Old Turkic.

There was some use of predicate negation with verbal participles in Middle Mongol (Brosig
2014) and Old Turkic (Erdal 2004, pp 204, 297). We argue that in the context of balanced

168



contact, this shared, secondary pattern of negation was preferred over both primary yet
incompatible systems. In a bilingual context, this shared syntactic strategy would have provided
a foundation for adopting the participle plus existential negator expression of negated past tense
as canonical, eventually sidelining the original negation and past-tense paradigms. Over time,
this led to the supplanting of the original, divergent paradigms and the emergence of the
remarkably similar, innovative systems we observe today.

This does not mean that other shared features of past tense systems did not arise through
borrowing.  For example, the apparent early presence in Turkic of the form that gave rise to CA
Turkic non-confirmative proximal forms (fn. 5, Kontovas to appear) may suggest that this part of
the paradigm was a Turkic innovation that the predecessor of Khalkha adopted.  However, since
the morphological form and in this case strategy were not borrowed as well, it is hard to be sure.
We leave a number of issues for future work.  First, we see our study as paving the way to more
robust study of the semantic nuances of the TAME system of each language.  Regarding our
analysis, we believe it would be strengthened by examining specific trajectories of CA Turkic
and Khalkha forms more closely, perhaps by examining the palaeographic record, e.g. various
regions and periods of Medieval Eastern Turkic, Chaghatay, and Classical Mongolian.  Timing
and geography of the contact situation also remain open topics that would benefit from closer
examination of the palaeographic record.  In addition, it will also be important to determine how
the morphology and semantics of less common forms such as Khalkha past -v and the Kazakh
-MA-DI and Kyrgyz -BA-DI past negatives might complicate our systematization.
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