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We find the words caHamcapryi "unexpec-
+edly, sudden(ly)", M— "irrespon-
sible{ly)", TOOMCO nattentive(ly),

indifferent(iy)" 1n Modern Mongolian. In so- -
czalled Written Mongolian the correspcnding

rmse are also known: i.e., ugamsar ugei "wit- -
hout understanding,”" sanamsar ugei" without
thinking or realiziang "toyamsar ugei "without
esteeming or realizing".

The suffix -msar -mser is found to have a
Tunction of deverbal nouns: i.e., Suffix -msaw
-mser with the negative Ugei forms nouns desig-
naping qualities. (q.vs P§ppe, Grgmmar of

i , y D. 48.
sanamsar ugei "thoughtless" { sana- "to think"
uqag's-ar ugei "unintelligent” ¢ uga- "to unders-
tand"

The suffix -msar may be connected with a
deverbal noun-forming suffix -ser (/-*sar).

The function of -ser is to form nouns designa-
ting lack or absence of something. eg.,keuser
"sterile (women) < ked "son",

"without child". But it seems to me that the
-ser is unproductive.

From the Altaic linguistic peint of view,
-ser /-¥sar may be etymologically related with
the privative suffixes ~-siz /-siz, -suz/ -siz,
-saz / -saz common in Turkic languages.
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In this connection it should be remarked that
the forms with -msar very often occur with a
negative ugei "no, not, absence” in Modern and
Written Mongolian.

Here we nmust refer to the passages concerned
in the Secret History We can find three examp-
les with -msar and -muser there. In addition,
an example with -msar is found in Hua-i I-yu
of I389.

~ (I) Ho’elln-ijin lgllerin, aqa minu Ciledd
kei o’ede keguli-1yen keyisumser ke’er qajar-a
ke?eli~ben 0losUmuser buliyi. (S.H. 56)

(2) Boroqul noyan gurdu qurban haran yeke
terig-ece urida yabura od&u ude jilda ugamsar
berke hoi-dur horum-iyar yabuqun bolun-- (S.H.
240).

(3) Qorim gilirin uUdi’uye, uqamsar ada eduji,-
- (Hua=-i I-yu. I9) It i evident from the Chi-
nesc translation "X ¥ 4/ " (he did not have
hioéyar'blow in the wind) ‘’keyisimiiser’,
"X B " (he did not have his stomach hun-
ver) * 5losumiser’ and " &% " (without
perceivinv)" ugamsar" that #he suffix -muser
or-msar has a negative (or privative) meaning.
The translator into Chinese in the Ming dynasty
translated -mlser by bu xey X ¥ ' "negativ
with past time reference” and -msar by bu ? 4~
"rezular negative", but in fact, no distinction
would be found between the two suffixes in mea-
ning. The form uqamsar has the corresponding
yxamcap "consciousness" in shape in Mo-
dern 1ongollan. As for the keyisumuser or olo-
sunusaer, however, we could not find the corres-

oondlng form anywhere in ¥ritten and Modern Mon-
golian.

Lubsun Danzan, the author of "Altan Tobd&ji

{Nova)" sulbetituted the following phrases for
these ones. i.e.,

(é) Biin eke yeke dayun-bar uyilagu Uglileriin:
an i1edii:

kel ogede

ke,zul- 1yen keyisugseger

Xezer yajar-a

ke,ell-ben olostigseger biilige. (56)
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(5) Boroyul noyan kirédd yurban aran yeke
Zerig-in./;urida yabura oddu ude jilda uqamsar
serke oi~dur orum-iyer yabugqun bolun=- (240)

In Altan Tob&i, the form uqamsar remained
5ngh§nge3, but the rare forms keyistumiser and
dlosumuser in the Secret History were replaced
Sv_the converbum abtemporale keyigstgseger and
5183%gseger. I+ appesrs to me that Lubsan Dan-
zan failed to grasp the original negative mea-
~ing that the -miuser had contained since ever.
In addition, I think that such a negative mea-
~ing attested in these forms would have alrea-
iy become unknowsn to Mongolian people in I7-th
-2ntury. Though the uqamsar remained unchanged
in Altan Tob&i, it is highly problematic whet-
=2r it shoul have had a negative meaning or
not there.,

Dr.Tgs. Damdinsuren translated the passages
concerned into ilodern llongolian as the follo-

wing. 1. e., YYHI O2aYH
YsmH YryyapyyH: "Mmmmit op Umisry,

C5pYYH CaJXwHI

CoBaar yc5s xumicrax

Xs3p Xeuee _

T'ancas ejcrex fSaxXyMH 30BOX GQIOB

. As for ugamsar, he omitted it in his trans-
~ations (in old script and new script) publis-
~ed in I947 and I957. i.e.,

Bopoxyn HOEH, THHI QYQOL IypBaH
XYHMIT TaryyJiaH UX U3 DrafH TIPrYYH YHAN
gpoﬁ 63px OfiE mOoTOp HApHAH Xapryiraap ABX

.. Tales s
Zowever, in & new edition ORITOXON appears

instead of uqamsar. i.e.,
Bopoxys HOEH TRHEI 0400l
I'ypBaH XYHMIT TaryyJjan AX O9pruiH TIPrYYH
YO opoiirr ofuroxon G69px OfE UTOTOD HapwiH

Xﬁr TANle oo

...(Dwmﬁﬁgg en, Gaadamba, I976) Thus a negati-
ve meaning is not attached there either. As
remarked above, the Hua-i I-yi praved that
~msar had still preserved the negative (priva-
tive) meaninglin I4-th century in spite of
ceing unproductive. Judging from that, it is
assumed to be after I4-th century that -msar
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had lost the privative meaning.

Moreover the suffix -muser or -msar may be
analyzed into the smaller elements -m+ -sai
(-ser). If so, what does it mean then? We may
have the following possible interpretations on
the morphemic element -m. As you know, the
suffix -m or -ma forms deverbal nouns. e.g.,
toqum "saddle cloth" ( toqu- "tosaddle", naya-
dum “game, play"” { nayad- "to play”, vayiqema
"wonderful, astonishing". yayiqa- "to be asto-
nished”. (%oppe, Grammar of Written Mongolian,

. 47,48.) .

PP ¢ Intorpreted differently, the -m or -ma
may be related with the negative suffix -ma
-ma~- very common in Turkic since ever. As for
the -ma- -ma- (negative), it is used as a de-
verbal verb suffix. The privative -s%z is a
denominal noun suffix, however in Turkic. The-
re fore, there is no possibility that the -89z
can jmmediately follow the -ma-/-mé- (negative)
synchronically. Considering this word-forma-
tion in Turkic, there is little possibility
that the formant -m of -msar in Mongolian coulc
have been a,deverbal. werb forming negative
suffix in origin. In addition, we find dever-
bal noun forming suffixes -m and -ma/ -ma also
in Turkic. e.g.,

talim "Raub" %tali—“rauben"). :

kadim "Kleidung" (kad- "anziehen"). .

yéma "Reiter" (y&l- "reiten"). (-ma/-ma: rare
suffix) (A.von Gabain; ATG, 3.Auflage, p.72.)

As for the -sar/-ger in Mongoljan, we can
find its probable re%ﬁted form -ser (privative)
in Chuvagh that corresponds to the -siz in
Turkic. Moreover, it should be remarked that
the compound suffixes -msiz and -maq-siz are
found in Ancient Turkic (-maq: deverbal noun
forming suffix). » '

In this connection, a suffix -msir may be
found in toomsir ( ‘rooMmp ), toomsir-
gui : variant forms or toomsor "attention",
toomsorgui "inattentive(ly)" in Modern Khalkha
Mongolian,

It may safely be assumed from above that
the -msar/-m(li)ser in the Secret Hitory and
Hua-i i-yu is composed of the noun form%ng
sﬁf?f; -m and the privative -sar /-ser, Moreo-
ver, we will be able to reconstruct the priva-
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tive componnd suffix =*m-sVr (V:vowel- I i,
a/e ) as Proto-Altaic form in comparison with
the Chuvash-Turkic c.aes.

As for the reason why the form in -msar /
-m(u)ser is of rare occurrence in Middle Mon-
golian, I will conclude that as a negative
ugeil with the slmost same function as -sar/
-ser became more common than the latter, the
-gsar / -ser gradually came to be of less occur-
rence.
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