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MONGOLIAN TRANSLATIONS OF TIBETAN TEXTS: A STUDY
OF LOGICAL AND EPISTEMOLOGICAL TERMINOLOGY

Following the initial codification of Buddhist lexical signs by the Mongols, numerous diction-
aries have been compiled — not only in Tibetan and Mongolian, but also in conjunction with other
languages or with a focus on specific domains. In doing so, most technical terms in Buddhist phi-
losophy and logic have been preserved in accordance with their original formulation in the The
Source Lexical Sage (Merged yarqu-yin oron, tib. Dag yig mkhas pa’i ‘byung gnas), a tradition that
continues to be maintained. Dictionaries serve as essential guides to accurate translation. However,
within the traditional renderings of Buddhist logic and epistemology into Mongolian, there are nu-
merous terms prone to misinterpretation and confusion. Moreover, existing dictionaries often lack
comprehensive entries for many of these terms. Therefore, revising ambiguous or inadequate terms
through the lens of contemporary scientific terminology is crucial. This forms a foundational step
for further academic work in the field of Mongolian Buddhist studies. Based on this need, the pre-
sent article analyzes the Tibetan version of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya and its traditional
Mongolian translation in the Mongolian Tanjur, comparing them with both lexicographical sources,
explanatory commentaries, and recent scholarly translations as tertiary references. The aim is to
identify accurate and stylistically appropriate renderings of key terminology in Buddhist logic and
epistemology in contemporary Mongolian.

Keywords: classical translation conventions, Tibetan literature, Buddhist philosophy, logical
treatises, principles of stylistic consistency and accuracy, Buddhist logic, epistemology, terminolo-
gy, equivalence in translation.

B. ApnyH3yn

NEPEBOAbI THBETCKOH (IMTEPATYPbI
HA MOHI'OIbCKHH A3bIK: MCCAEAOBAHHE (IOTHYECKOH
1 SMHCTEMOIOT'MYECKOHW TEPMHHO(IOI'MH

Haumnnas ¢ mepBBIX yHOPSIOYEHHBIX IEPEBOJOB OyIAMICKON T'HOCEOJIOrMYecKOW M JIorhde-
CKOW JIMTEepaTypbl, MOHI'OJIBI COCTABMJIM MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE CIIOBapH, OXBATHIBAIOIIME HE TOJBKO
THOETCKUH M MOHI'OJILCKUH S3BIKHM, HO U COYETaHMS C APYTMMH SI3BIKAMH, a TaKKE CHELHATH3HPO-
BaHHbBIC OTpaciieBble cioBapH. IIpum 3ToM OOIBIIMHCTBO (PHITOCOPCKUX M JIOTHYECKUX TEPMHHOB
OyiM3Ma COXpaHsUIOCh B TOM BHJIE, B KAKOM OHH BIEpBbIe ObutH 3aduKcupoBansl B Merged yarqu-
yin oron (Dag yig mkhas pa’i byung gnas), M 3T0 Haciienue TONLIO A0 HammXx qHed. ClioBaph sSBIS-
eTcsl BAKHEHIIM OPHEHTHUPOM JUISl TIEPEBOAYECKOM MpakTHKH. OIHAKO B MOHTOJIBCKOH TpaauIAN
BCTpEYAETCsl HEMAJIO TEPMUHOB, KOTOPBIE BHI3BIBAIOT JIBYCMBICICEHHOE TIOHUMAaHUE W MOTYT TIOPOX-
JIaTh pa3IM4YHbIE HHTEPIPETANHOHHBIE TPYAHOCTH. KpoMe Toro, B COCTAaBIEHHBIX CIIOBapsX HE BCe
TEpPMUHBI TONYYHIN IOJHOE OTpaKeHHE. B CBSA3M ¢ 3THM CTaHOBHTCS aKTyaJbHOHM 3ajada mepe-
OCMBICIICHHSI ¥ YHU()MKAIMU CHOPHBIX WM HEYIauHBIX TEPMHHOB B COOTBETCTBHH C COBPEMEHHOM

Apuynsyn baacamkaB — mMaructp, Hay4Hblid cotpyaHuk Muctutyra dunocopuun AH Mownro-
ymu (r. Ynan-batop, Monronus). E-mail: ariunzulb@mas.ac.mn.
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Hay4YHON TEPMHHOJIOTHEH, YTO SBJSIETCS Ba)KHOM NMPENIOCHUIKON IS AajbHEHIIero pa3BuTHs Oy/-
JIOJIOTHYECKUX HccieoBaHui B MoHronmu. B naHHOW crathe paccMaTpuBalOTCS THOCTCKHM Tiepe-
BOJ TpakTaTa J{xapmakupta Pramdnaviniscaya u ero MOHTOJIbCKasi Bepcus u3 JlaHmkypa B como-
CTaBJICHUH C PA3IMYHBIMU CIOBApSIMH, KOMMEHTAPHUAMH U COBPEMEHHBIMU IIEPEBOJAMU U HCCIEN0-
BaHMAMU (tertiary sources). Ha ocHOBe 3TOro ananm3a AeMOHCTPUPYIOTCS KOPPEKTHBIE M CTHIIUCTH-
YECKH IIpHEeMIIEMbIe BapUaHTHl Nepeaadn OyJINICKHUX JIOTMKO-3ITMCTEMOJIOTHYECKUX TEPMHUHOB Ha
COBPEMEHHOM MOHTOJIBCKOM SI3BIKE.

Kniouesvie cnosa: xmaccuueckasi mepeBopdeckasi Tpaauiys, THOSTCKas JuTeparypa, Oymiuii-
cKkast ¢pumocodus, IOTHIECKUE TPAKTATHI, IIPHHIMIIBI PUTMa W TOYHOCTH, OyiniicKas JIoTuKa, 31u-
CTEMOJIOT S, TEPMHUHOJIOTUS, YHU(DHUKALIUS TEPMHHOB.

The Mongolian Translation Tradition and Its Methodology

Mongolians possess a long-standing tradition of translating a wide range of literary
and scholarly works from various languages. Some scholars trace the origins of Mongolian
translation practices back approximately 1,500 years, coinciding with the earliest appea-
rance of writing systems among the Mongols. However, research indicates that the large-
scale translation of Tibetan literary texts began relatively later, primarily from the 13th
century onwards. Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that the classical methods and stylistic
conventions of translating from Tibetan into Mongolian were established and formalized
during this period and have since been preserved as part of the Mongolian translation tradi-
tion.

Scholars have extensively examined how the Mongols were first introduced to Bud-
dhism and its associated culture through Turkic-speaking states (see also: [Roerich 1936;
Bira 2001; Foltz 2010; Atwood 2004; Wilkens 2024]). Research shows that, during the
early phases of translating Buddhist literature into Mongolian, translations rendered in
Sogdian and Uighur languages were predominant. Documentary evidence indicates that
during this period, translations were focused primarily on religious texts, and as thus, the
technical terminology of Buddhist philosophy had not yet been fully integrated into the
Mongolian lexicon. Moreover, when Mongolian translators later engaged with Tibetan
sources, they often retained many Sanskrit terms in their original form, without Mongoli-
zation — adhering to conventions established in earlier Sogdian and Uighur translations.
These prior experiences and methodologies significantly influenced both the vocabulary
development and the translation practices of Tibetan texts. As a result, Mongolian transla-
tors systematized and refined three principal methods of translation from Tibetan: literal
translation, interpretative (semantic) translation, and imitative composition (see also:
[Khurelbaatar 1995: 158]). This indicates that Mongolian translators did not solely rely on
Sanskrit models in their work with Tibetan texts but also integrated translation conventions
derived from the Sogdian and Uighur traditions, which held considerable influence at the
time. This hybrid translation methodology continues to be preserved and employed even
today.

An analysis of traditional Mongolian translations of philosophical texts reveals two
predominant approaches: the literal translations that closely follow the syntactic structure
of the source (often referred to as “sutra-style”), and figurative or interpretative transla-
tions, which prioritize expressive and poetic rephrasing. In particular, when dealing with
verse compositions, many texts were rendered relatively freely, often in accordance with
the stylistic norms of Mongolian poetry. This trend can be partly attributed to the long-
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standing Mongolian tradition of translating ethical, religious, historical and political texts —
often composed in poetic or metrical form — from a variety of source languages. As a re-
sult, Mongolian translators accumulated significant experience and developed specific
conventions for translating poetic literature. These established methods, in turn, had a di-
rect influence on how verse-based philosophical texts were translated, shaping the domi-
nant styles and techniques of Mongolian philosophical translation.

In addition to their work as translators, Mongols composed a substantial corpus of
original works in the Tibetan language. When writing in Tibetan, Mongolian authors fre-
quently employed poetic forms with notable skill and fluency. This mode of expressive
articulation was not limited to verse, but was also commonly used in prose compositions.
The blending of poetic and prosaic styles became a distinctive characteristic of Buddhist
literary production, reflecting an integrated approach to expression. This stylistic conven-
tion likely had a direct influence on the translation of philosophical verse texts, especially
in cases where interpretative or meaning-based methods were employed. The long-
standing tradition of combining poetic and discursive modes of writing thus played a sig-
nificant role in shaping both original compositions and translated works within the broader
framework of Buddhist literary culture.

In some cases, verse compositions were translated into prose using a literal, word for
word approach. A notable example of this is the traditional Mongolian translation of
Dharma-dharmata-vibhanga (Differentiation of Phenonema and the Nature of Phenome-
na) by Maitreya, which was rendered in prose form. This translation has been preserved in
the 132nd volume of the Mongolian edition of the Tanjur (tib. bsTan 'gyur).

In general, traditional Mongolian translations of verse literature exhibit two classical
models of translation that are particularly evident: the literal approach, characteristic of the
sttra style, and the interpretative or meaning — based approach. While the latter is often
more appropriate for poetic works, verse compositions in Buddhist philosophy present
unique challenges due to their use of established terminology, standardized expressions,
and tightly structured logical formulations, often requiring a more literal rendering in trans-
lation. For instance, Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara was translated using a literal, word for
word method. In contrast, The Twelve Compositions of the Buddha by Choyjj Odser (Chos
rje "od zer), a Mongolian author, was rendered through an interpretative approach that ad-
hered to the principles of Mongolian poetic conventions such as alliteration, metrical ba-
lance, line by line rearrangement, and semantic adaptation [Khurelbaatar 1995: 12-44]. A
comparison of these two translation methods suggests that the interpretative approach was
more suitable when translating Tibetan verse compositions authored by Mongols them-
selves. Although literal translation dominated the 14th century, these examples reveal a
crucial distinction: texts composed by Indian authors were translated literally, whereas
those authored by Mongols — albeit in Tibetan — were rendered more freely and poetically
in Mongolian. This divergence is not merely a matter of translation technique but may also
reflect deeper differences in narrative style, lexical choices, and modes of expression. Even
when written in Tibetan, the text composed by Mongolian thinker arguably conveyed a
Mongolian worldview, reasoning, and imagination making its adaptation to the expressive
potential and poetic traditions of the Mongolian language potentially more appropriate.
This observation prompts a critical inquiry in translation studies: whether there exists a
principled distinction between the Mongolian translations of Tibetan-language texts au-
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thored by Mongols and those composed by Indian or Tibetan masters. Exploring this ques-
tion constitutes a significant avenue of scholarly inquiry within the field of Mongolian
translation studies.

In the case of prose philosophical works, Mongolian translators have predominantly
employed a literal, sutra-style translation method. This approach entails strict adherence to
the syntactic structure of the Tibetan original, maintaining fidelity to word order and
grammatical construction without restructuring the text. Such fidelity to the source has
held a central place in the traditional Mongolian translation paradigm. One reason for this
may lie in the relatively late introduction of systematic translations of Buddhist philoso-
phical and logical treatises into Mongolian. Available evidence suggests that such special-
ized works were not widely translated into Mongolian until the 18th century. As a result,
translators approached these texts with heightened attention to accuracy and formality, fa-
voring literalism to preserve the integrity of complex philosophical arguments.

By the 1740s, a relatively systematic and codified body of Buddhist philosophical
terminology had been developed in the Mongolian language. This advancement facilitated
the translation, compilation, and wider dissemination of philosophical texts. The transla-
tion methods employed at that time adhered strictly to the newly established lexicon,
which was applied consistently across works of Buddhist philosophy and logic to this day.
However, the traditional methods of translation, grounded in the principles of canonical
fidelity, have at times proven inadequate for conveying the nuanced and evolving concepts
of contemporary philosophical and scientific discourse. The rigidity of classical translation
conventions can limit interpretive flexibility and semantic precision when rendering mo-
dern ideas into Mongolian. As a result, there is a growing need to critically reassess the
traditional terminology used in the translation of philosophical and logical texts. From the
perspective of modern academic language and conceptual clarity, it has become necessary
to refine, update, or in some cases replace traditional terms with alternatives that better
capture the intended meaning and ensure greater accessibility and accuracy in contempo-
rary contexts.

Traditional Mongolian translations of Tibetan-language literature employed a diverse
range of techniques, including: literal translation, lexical transformation, syntactic and
grammatical adaptation, interpretation of explicit or proper nouns in metaphorical or sym-
bolic terms, dual rendering of Tibetan and Sanskrit equivalents, restoration of original San-
skrit terminology in place of Tibetan neologisms, Mongolization of Sanskrit-derived terms,
and poetic techniques such as alliteration and metrical balancing in verse translation. These
methods were applied flexibly depending on the genre and purpose of the text, and many
of them remain in use today. In the translation of philosophical and logical texts, the domi-
nant practices include lexical substitution, grammatical restructuring, and syntactic adjust-
ment to preserve both accuracy and readability. Some translators now combine the restora-
tion of Sanskrit equivalents with the principle of semantic localization, seeking a balance
between faithfulness to the original and clarity in the target language. For example, in
philosophical and logical texts, there is a tendency to retain established Sanskrit terms to
align with international academic conventions and ensure terminological consistency. In
contrast, translations related to social, ethical, or civic discourse typically favor Mongoli-
anized renderings to enhance accessibility for a broader audience. Moreover, proper names
and explicit designations are frequently translated with attention to their implied meanings,
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often accompanied by explanatory notes or glosses. Increasingly, translators avoid verba-
tim literalism, recognizing that while it may allow for partial synonym substitution, it im-
poses constraints on syntactic freedom and requires the original grammatical structure of
the source text to remain intact. Thus, contemporary Mongolian translation practice builds
upon traditional methods while adapting them to meet the semantic, disciplinary, and audi-
ence-specific demands of the present day.

Issues in Mongolian Translation: Preventing Semantic Ambiguity

When translating Buddhist logical and epistemological texts, emphasis is placed on
adapting content to contemporary Mongolian language while ensuring clarity, conciseness
and terminological accuracy. The following points highlight some of the key principles
currently observed to avoid misunderstanding and ensure terminological precision:

1. Fundamental principle. In applying lexical transformations, translators adhere to
the principles of facticity and accuracy, ensuring the rendition is both correct and faithful
to the source and conciseness and clarity in style. To preserve the original text’s form and
meaning, care is taken not to exaggerate, dilute, or obscure the content by unnecessary em-
bellishment. Accordingly, the addition of conjunctions, particles, or ornamental words is
generally avoided, as such elements are more suitable for literary translations where stylis-
tic nuance is emphasized. Furthermore, redundant or synonymous expressions are omitted
to maintain rhythmic balance and logical coherence in the target language. For example,
the Tibetan particle de, often translated into Mongolian as fere (that), frequently appears
together with the referent noun in Tibetan sentences. Phrases such as rjes gzung de ni |
dayan bariysan tere ni (the following one that), bsgrubs pa de ni | biitiigekii tere ni (the one
creating that), and cung zad de ni | dciiken tere ni (the slight one that) demonstrate this
characteristic of Tibetan syntax. In Mongolian, however, the syntactic structure does not
accommodate simultaneous repetition of the demonstrative pronoun and the noun it refers
to. Thus, it is preferable to omit the demonstrative and render the phrase succinctly as
biitiigekii ni or dciiken ni.

Similarly, Tibetan frequently employs the auxiliary verb pyed ba, which functions
both as a main verb and as a verbal intensifier or causative marker. This term is typically
translated into Mongolian as iledkii (to do or to perform), connoting actions such as to
make or to create. When rpyed ba serves to reinforce the verbal meaning, the phrase is
translated by omitting a literal rendering of the auxiliary and instead using the core verb in
a refined form. For instance, '‘gog par byed (to perform prohibition) is rendered as gorigu
(to cease; refute), dran par byed as duradqu (to mention), rtogs par byed as onuqu (to rea-
lize; cognize), and skyed par byed as egiiskekii (to create). This practice enhances syntactic
cohesion and preserves fluency in the Mongolian translation.

2. Terminological Equivalence. A key technique in lexical transformation involves
expressing a concept using synonymous terms or creating neologisms to replace original
words. However, given the historical development of human cognition, the foundational
sciences of logic and epistemology have established a stable core of fundamental concepts
and terminology. Therefore, when translating technical terms from Tibetan, it is relatively
uncommon to coin entirely new Mongolian terms for concepts that already have interna-
tionally recognized equivalents. Instead, adopting terminology consistent with widely ac-
cepted international standards has become the preferred and more appropriate approach.
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In recent years, our focus has increasingly centered on the translation and study of
Buddhist logic and epistemology, with particular attention to terminological issues. During
this process, it became evident that the traditional lexicon, standardized in the 18th centu-
ry, is both incomplete and limited. Furthermore, some terms are overly general, represent-
ing multiple concepts with a single word while others are evidently imprecise or inade-
quate. This necessitated the reexamination and reformulation of certain key terms, espe-
cially regarding terminology related to logical expressions, theory of argumentation, epis-
temological classifications, and processes. Our approach in revising terminology empha-
sizes several core criteria: whether the term aligns with the original Buddhist definitions,
whether its meaning fits appropriately within different contexts, and whether it coherently
corresponds with related sub-concepts without semantic conflict. For example, the Tibetan
words rtags and phyir have traditionally both been translated as ucir (reason or cause) in
Mongolian. However, rtags denotes a foundational concept in logical inference and argu-
mentation theory, whereas phyir functions as a logical connective or particle. These terms
often appear together, even consecutively, within sentences. Translating both as the same
word risks confusion and undermines the validity of logical conclusions. Therefore, we
have adopted the translation of rtags as iindiisiilel (basis or reason), and phyir as ucir-aca
or tula (because, therefore), thereby preserving their conceptual distinctions. Such precise
terminological usage not only enhances semantic clarity but also faithfully reflects logical
structure and conceptual differentiation, significantly improving translation quality. Below
are representative examples illustrating some of the key terms and their comparative ren-
derings.

Table
Comparison between Traditional and Revised Translations
of Buddhist Logical Terminology
Tibetan Term Sanskrit Traditional Mon- Revised Mongolian

(Tib.) Term golian Translation Translation

Rtags linga udir reason/evidence
rtags yang dag - iineker ucir correct reason
rtags Itar snang = jasaday ucir pseudo reason
rtags ma grub - ucir ese biitiiki unestablished reason
ta snyad sgrub nereyidkel biitiikii . .

. - o reason proving a convention
Kkyi rtags ucir
sgrub byed sadhaka biitiigeg¢i Proof
sgrub bya = biittigegdekiin probandum (that which is to be proven)
sgrub bya'i chos - butuii%g ekiin the thing of the probandum
sgrub ngag - biitiigekii tige/kele phrases of proof/proving expressions
tal 'gyur prasanga ketiiregiiliil consequence/logical consequence
tal noa 3 ketiiregiilkii consequential expression/
8ag ige/kele phrase indicating consequence
tal 'gyur du bkod B ketiiregiilel to establish consequence/to formulate
pa jokiyaqu consequence
i gl o B ketureg@el to conceive a consequence/to derive
sedkikii consequence
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3. Philosophical Foundations of Terminology. Some scholars have traditionally trans-
lated the Tibetan terms rtags yang dag and rtags ltar snang as good reason and bad rea-
son, respectively [Jam yang shay ba 2019: 286]. The qualifiers yang dag (skt. samyak) and
Itar snang (skt. abhasa) are technical modifiers used in Buddhist logic alongside funda-
mental terms such as /iriga and prasanga to more precisely differentiate meanings. Classi-
cal translations generally rendered these terms as fruly and correcting, whereas modern
interpretations have revised them to good and bad. This revision draws on contemporary
Western research in Buddhist logic as well as the polysemous nature of these terms in
Mongolian notation systems. Samyak broadly means correct or proper, while abhasa car-
ries philosophical connotations such as illusory phenomenon or reflection. In the logical
thought of Dignaga and Dharmakirti, these terms are employed with the senses of
true/valid and false/fallacious. When scholars like Richard Hayes, John Dunne, Matthew
Kapstein, Tom Tillemans, and Hugon Pascal reconstructed Buddhist logic and epistemolo-
gy in terms compatible with contemporary philosophy and logic, they have employed the
terms good and bad to render these concepts succinctly and clearly within the epistemolo-
gical logic of Buddhism. However, this does not refer to notions of moral good and bad,
but rather to functional formulations indicating quality and reliability in terms of logic and
epistemology. For example, Tillemans, citing Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu, explains that a
good reasoning (tib. rtags yang dag) satisfies the three characteristics (skt. trairipya) of
being relevant in the subject under discussion, co-occurring in similar cases, and absent in
opposing cases, concluding that these criteria serve as tests confirming the validity and
soundness of a reason [Tillemans 2022: 9]. Tillemans also equates gtan tshigs yang dag
and rtags yang dag with the Sanskrit saddhetu — a logically valid and conclusive reason —
and labels corresponding invalid reasons (tib. gtan tshigs ltar snang) as hetvabhasa or bad
reasons [Ibid.: 13] While the precise philosophical distinctions and logical criteria behind
these terms are complex and merit independent scholarly inquiry, the present discussion
focuses on how to render the simplified analytic philosophy terms good/bad reason into
Mongolian translation, respecting principles of accuracy and style. From this perspective,
directly translating the English good and bad as the Mongolian sayin and mayu risks intro-
ducing subjective ethical judgments. Instead, it is preferable to choose terms that better
reflect their logical and epistemological sense, such as valid/invalid, true/false, or
sound/fallacious. This approach minimizes potential misunderstandings and reduces the
need for additional explanatory notes.

4. Appropriateness of Auxiliary Words. In the translation of Buddhist Tibetan texts,
the use of auxiliary and connective words plays a crucial role. Although these words do not
independently carry semantic meaning, they assist in linking ideas, clarifying expressions,
establishing coherence between sentences, and structuring the overall composition. How-
ever, due to inherent structural differences between Tibetan and Mongolian sentence con-
structions, translators often face linguistic challenges when adapting auxiliary words. Tra-
ditional translations frequently render these auxiliaries literally and individually, which can
make their usage appear semantically disconnected, inappropriate, or stylistically awk-
ward. Such literalness may be perceived as syntactic or stylistic errors, but it actually re-
flects the unique characteristics of classical Tibetan writing and the prevalent literal trans-
lation methods of the period. Moreover, some auxiliary words have been omitted altogeth-
er in certain translations. This omission often improves clarity by allowing sentence struc-
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tures to be modified, and by enabling sentences to be linked or separated more naturally,
thereby enhancing overall readability and comprehension. Such adjustments not only clari-
fy meaning but also contribute significantly to improving translation quality.

In traditional translations, auxiliary words were rendered either by direct literal tran-
scription or omitted to better fit the syntactic structure of Mongolian sentences. Both ap-
proaches were used interchangeably without a fixed rule, reflecting the translators’ indi-
vidual preferences and methods. Due to this variability, it is difficult — if not impossible —
to generalize or systematically assess the criteria for when such words were translated or
omitted based on just one translator’s work or a single text. Therefore, I will mention how
frequently occurring auxiliary words in classical Tibetan writings were rendered in classi-
cal translations, and current methods and possibilities for expressing these elements. In this
regard, particular reference is made to bLo ldan shes rab’s (Lodansheirav) Tibetan transla-
tion of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya (Ascertainment of Valid Cognition) and its tradi-
tional Mongolian rendition preserved in the Mongolian Kanjur. For clarity, selected cita-
tion examples are compared, with the Mongolian text provided in classical script font to
facilitate understanding.

Example [1]: Tibetan particle dan, Mongolian equivalents ba, boged, kiged (and, as
well as, together with).

This conjunction functions as a connective particle that enumerates two or more coor-
dinate elements within a sentence. Additionally, it can be used in the form of instrumental
case and sometimes in dative-locative case (such as /uy-a), corresponding to modern Mon-
golian suffixes -fai (with), -d, -t (to, in/at). Mixing or confusing these forms often leads to
semantic inaccuracies.

For example, in a passage listing types of valid cognition:

Original Tibetan [D. PV, 97-614]: [Dharmakirti: 3:1. pecypc]

Yang dag p’i shes pa de ni rnam pa gnyis te. Mngon sum dan ni rjes su dpag /
Traditional Mongolian translation [D. AVC, 76]: [Dharmakirti 2002]
Uneker medel tere ni qoyar jiiil boliige. Iledte luy-a dayan baylayci...

Revised version:

Valid cognition is of two kinds: direct perception and inference.

Using a conjunction to and clearly separate coordinate elements in the enumeration
improves clarity and accurately conveys the meaning.

Example [2]: Tibetan particle gzhan; Mongolian equivalents busud, dger-e (other,
another).

In traditional translations, gzhan is mainly rendered as busu, besides the less common
busucir. It is important to note that busu in Mongolian can mean both other, different and
not, no (a negation). In contemporary usage, the negation sense of busu is more frequently
emphasized and used. Moreover, when gzhan is used together with the negation particle
ma yin (meaning not or no), the combined phrase can express a meaning distinct from each
particle individually. However, the similarity in wording between these can cause confu-
sion in translation and interpretation, especially for those unfamiliar with Tibetan grammar
or relying solely on a single translation version. Therefore, to avoid ambiguity and improve
clarity, auxiliary words should be translated consistently with one clear, contextually ap-
propriate modern equivalent. For instance, in classical translations, the Tibetan word root
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gzhan is often joined with both the dative-locative suffix -du and the verbal suffix -na. In
written Mongolian, these are usually represented together by the suffix -aa, resulting in
renderings such as busucir-a, which roughly corresponding to the modern Mongolian
phrase oger-e-ber kelebel (meaning in other words). This can be elegantly rendered in
classical style as dger-e-ber bolbasu. Additionally, the frequent collocation of gzhan and
the particle yang is traditionally translated as busu basa, which today conveys the meaning
tegiincilen, tegiin ece yadan-a (i.e., furthermore, in addition).

Example from Tibetan original [D. PV, 97-619]:

de'i stobs kyis skyes p'i rnam par shes pa yang don gzhan gyi rjes su 'brang ba ma yin te /
Traditional Mongolian translation [D. AVC, 79]:

Tegtin-ii kiicii-iyer toriigsen teyin medekiii ¢ii busu udq-a-yig dayan odqu busu béliige
Revised version:

A cognition arising through its causal efficacy does not apprehend any other meanings.

Example [3]: Tibetan particle kho na; Mongolian equivalents jobken, yay, cuqum,
imayta (only, exactly, precisely, always).

The word jobken (exclusively, only) indicates exclusivity or distinction of one or se-
veral items from others. Yay (exactly) and iineker (indeed) emphasize appropriateness or
suitability of a thing, while cuqum (precisely) stresses the genuine, true, or essential nature
of something, often serving as an emphasis or confirmation. However, traditionally k%0 na
has often been rendered simply as imayta (always), which does not fully cover the range of
meanings. The word imayta primarily expresses an uninterrupted, continuous duration of
time or a habitual, constant, or inseparable nature, but cannot convey other nuances effec-
tively. Moreover, these words in Mongolian typically co-occur with other words in a sen-
tence to extend or specify their meaning, but do not function as independent grammatical
members with inflectional variants. This causes semantic and syntactic mismatches in cer-
tain contexts.

Example from Tibetan original [D. PV, 97-615]:

...tshad ma yin na ni 'di gnyis kho nar 'dus p'i phyir / tshad ma rnam ghyis kho na ste /

Traditional Mongolian translation [D. AVC, 76]:

... Silyaday mén bogetis imayta-yin qoyar-tur quraysan-u tula, silyaday imayta qoyar jiiil boged

Revised version:

If cognition is valid, it is precisely reducible to two elements. A valid cognition apprehends
only these two constituents.

Example [4]: Tibetan connective 'on kyang, Mongolian equivalents gebecu, teyin
atal-a (however, nevertheless).

This particle has often been translated as bolbacu (meaning although, though). How-
ever, in some translations, ‘on kyang appears at the beginning of a sentence, and the words
it connects sometimes create semantic mismatches or incoherence. In Tibetan grammar,
kyang by itself functions as a conjunctive particle connecting the preceding word with the
following, similar to yang or 'ng. For example, expressions like med kyang (although it
does not exist), yod kyang (although it exists) are common and appropriate renderings.
When 'on kyang occurs at the beginning or end of a sentence, its role is to clarify the causal
or concessive relationship between the previous and next clauses. From this functional per-
spective, it can be translated with various expressions such as gekii degen (meaning but,
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however), kediii teyimii ¢ii (meaning even so), gestin kediii ¢ii (meaning nevertheless),
kediii-ber (meaning although), qarin (meaning whereas, on the other hand) to capture the
nuanced concessive meaning.

Example from Tibetan original [D. PV, 97-625]:

Don shes pa ni blo'i rtags ma yin gyi 'on kyang dbang po dang don dag yin no zhe na / mi
'khrul nag tan tshigs yin no /

Traditional Mongolian translation [D. AVC, 82]:

Udg-a medekii ni oyun-u uéir busu buyu ja bolbacu erketen luy-a udg-a-ud mén bolai
kemebesii, endegiirel tigei bogetis notalalta mén bolai.

Revised version:

Mere apprehension of an external referent does not constitute a cognitive reason. However,
if the sense faculty and the external referent are indeed identical, then — being free from error —
it constitutes a valid means of cognition.

Example [5]: Tibetan phrase ji skad; Mongolian equivalent ...-un dayayu (according
to, as established by).

In traditional translations, ji skad has often been translated as kiri kemen (to what ex-
tent, in what manner) Here, the particle ji, meaning (which, what, how) is represented by
the word kiri (how), and skad pa is literally translated as kemekii (so called). When these
two combined forms are used together with a verbal predicate, they clarify the nature or
quality of the action expressed. Therefore, it is more appropriate to translate ji skad syntac-
tically as ...-un dayayu (according to) or similar, depending on context. For instance: ji
skad bstan pa — jiyagsan-u dayayu (according to what is taught), ji skad smras pa —
kelegsen-u dayayu (according to what is said), ji skad grub pa — toytayagsan-u dayayu (ac-
cording to what is established). Similarly, other related phrases such as ji ltar, ji zhig, re
zhig, de Itar, 'di skad, nyid can be interpreted and syntactically adapted to contemporary
Mongolian expressions for clarity and natural flow.

Example from Tibetan original [D. PV, 97-621]:

Jji skad bshad pa mi 'dzin pas de Iltar rtogs pa mi rigs p'i phyir ro /

Traditional Mongolian translation [D. AVC, 80]:

Kiri kemen nomlaqgsan-yig iilii bariqu-bar tere metii onuqu jokis busu-yin tula bolai.

Revised version:

Since it does not conform to what is established by scripture, such a claim is improper
reasoning.

There exists significant potential to appropriately revise and newly designate auxiliary
words in a manner that is more accessible and relevant to contemporary Mongolian lan-
guage usage. The traditional method of translating auxiliary and conjunction words from
Tibetan into Mongolian by literal, one-to-one transcription has been a primary cause of
semantic loss and ambiguity. Therefore, to improve the quality of translation, it is essential
to conduct a detailed linguistic analysis of the syntactic roles, functions, and meanings of
auxiliary words, and to adapt them appropriately within the syntactic framework of modern
Mongolian. A systematic study and analysis of the translation of auxiliary words is not on-
ly crucial from a linguistic standpoint but also plays a vital role in the in-depth study of
Buddhist textual heritage in contemporary Mongolian.
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Conclusion

A systematic study of translation issues in Tibetan language sources and the develop-
ment of new methodologies play a crucial role not only in linguistic research but also in
the profound study of Buddhist textual heritage in contemporary Mongolian. Traditional
translations have often failed to fully capture the polysemy and semantic distinctions of
logical and epistemological terminology, resulting in ambiguity and conceptual uncertain-
ty. Therefore, source text translations should focus on precisely differentiating terminolog-
ical meanings, recognizing theoretical logical coherence, and enhancing the ability to fully
express logical structure and regularities. This process is primarily guided by the principles
of accuracy and economy of expression. Within this framework, we employ lexical substi-
tution strategies by aligning traditional terminology with established scientific nomencla-
ture, selecting variants closer to the syntactic and stylistic norms of modern Mongolian,
and alternating their use as appropriate. Furthermore, classic syntactic and grammatical
transformation techniques — such as sentence segmentation, conjunction, restructuring, and
replacement — are widely utilized to improve clarity and coherence. The revised termino-
logical designations are expected to broaden the scope for interdisciplinary understanding
and problem-solving within Mongolian Buddhist studies, deepen research perspectives,
and facilitate the development of novel theoretical approaches and integrated methodolo-
gies.

Nevertheless, it is equally important to preserve the distinctive features and canonical
style of scriptural language to an appropriate degree. For example, the method of proce-
dural inference (tib. ‘gro) is widely employed in Buddhist philosophical and logical texts.
Procedural inference not only exhibits a precise syntactic structure, but also utilizes estab-
lished expressions for constructing premises to support or refute arguments and for tracing
the course of reasoning. Therefore, translating with a precise understanding of the compo-
sition of premises (tib. rtags kyi sbyor ba), the semantic distinctions of procedural expres-
sions (tib. thal ngag), and the underlying logical structures is crucial. In this regard, main-
taining established expressions that convey very subtle distinctions of meaning, as well as
the canonical structures of procedural inference, constitutes an important consideration in
translating Buddhist philosophy. Moreover, terminal words within sentences in Buddhist
texts reflect the distinctive stylistic features of scriptural language, which should also be
taken into account.

On the other hand, the literal translation approach employed in classical translations
preserves the original linguistic structure and usage of the texts, rendering these versions
valuable primary sources for contemporary teaching and research. Moreover, traditional
translations have been meticulously cross-examined and compared with original texts in
other languages, as well as their commentaries. Today, it remains essential to systematical-
ly apply and cultivate this rigorous methodology and attitude in the translation of Buddhist
literature, including its philosophical sources.

Thus, the Mongolian translation tradition has continued uninterrupted for several cen-
turies, maintaining its core principles while simultaneously evolving new methods and ap-
proaches in response to the development of the contemporary language.
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