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The case of the direct object in Turkish:
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In this paper, we investigate the interaction between semantic parameters and morpho-
logical constraints in determining the distribution of the accusative case marker-(3)! in
Turkish. This marker is often discussed as an instance of differentiated object marking
(DOM). The account of accusative marking based on a functional interpretation of DOM
assumes that the case suffix marks a direct object if it is too similar to an archetypical
subject. Other approaches to accusative marking in Turkish have been based on the ob-
servation that the accusative marker is closely related to the direct object’s specificity as
such, rather than to the similarity of the direct object to a typical subject—and there is ge-
neral agreement that typical subjects are specific. These approaches predict that specific
subjects are also overtly case-marked; this is confirmed by the data. Eng (1991) explains
specificity in terms of partitivity and argues that the accusative case marker indicates a
partitive construction (or at least an implied partitive relation), and thus marks a specific
direct object. In this paper we show that the conditions for the distribution of this case
marker are quite complex and cannot be explained within the functional view of DOM. In
particular, we argue that the suffix indicates specificity under certain morpho-syntactic
conditions, rather than indicating just a contrast to the subject. This view is vindicated by
the assignment of (genitive) case to the embedded subject that is determined by very
similar morpho-syntactic and semantic conditions: the embedded subject receives genitive
case if it is specific and no genitive case if it is non-specific. Furthermore we show that
Eng’s definition of specificity in terms of partitivity must be modified for semantic as well
as morphological reasons. We develop a more flexible notion of specificity in terms of
referentially anchored indefinite NPs. We give additional evidence, based on the detailed
analysis of the morphological conditions for partitives, which shows that partitives are not
necessarily specific. In conclusion, we show that the accusative case marker can indicate
the referential property of the direct object (such as specificity) in clearly defined
morphological environments in a reliable fashion; in other contexts, it is not a reliable
indicator of properties like specificity.
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str. 17, DE-70174 Stuttgart, Germany. Jaklin Kornfilt, Syracuse University, Department of
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1. Introduction

Turkish exhibits a morphosyntactic contrast between instances of the direct object
with the case marker -(3)/ and those without it. The accusative case suffix -(3)/ indi-
cates the specificity (in some sense to be defined later) of its noun phrase. (The -(3)
represents the set of accusative suffixes which differ according to phonological
rules.) Turkish does not have a definite article, but an indefinite article bir, which is
related to the numeral bir ‘one’, but which differs from it in distribution. The direct
object can be realized as a bare noun (or noun phrase) without a case ending or as a
noun (phrase) with the accusative case suffix -()/. In (1a) the bare noun kitap ex-
presses a reading that comes close to an incorporated reading.! The demonstrative bu
‘this’ enforces the case suffix on the head of the nominal phrase in (1b). The form
kitab: with the case suffix in (1c) is generally translated as a definite NP, > while the
form bir kitap in (1d) with the indefinite article and without the case suffix is
translated as an indefinite NP. However, (1e) shows that the case suffix expresses

Erguvanli (1984: 23) calls the bare NP in (1a) non-referential and distinguishes it from the
indefinite NP bir kitap in (1d) by “the ability of the latter, but not the former, to pronomin-

alize”.
(63) Ali kag giindiir bir resim yap-1yor-du,
Ali how-many day one picture make-PROG-PAST
nihayet bugiin {on-u/0} bitir-di.
finally today it-Acc finish-PAST
‘Ali was painting (picture-making) for days, finally he finished (it) today.’
64) Al kag giindiir resim yap-yor-du,
Ali how-many day picture make-PROG-PAST
nihayet bugiin *{on-u/0} bitir-di.
finally today it-acc finish-PAST

‘Ali was painting (picture-making) for days, finally he finished (it) today.

On-u “it’ (referring to a picture) can alternate with zero pronominalization in (63), but (64)
where it refers to the non-referential DO [= direct object] resim “picture’, is unacceptable.
Thus, the bare NP without an article is different from the bare NP with the indefinite
article. However, Erguvanli (1984: 24-29) also provides arguments against an incorpor-
ation-analysis for the bare NP, as does Kornfilt (1984), while Aydemir (2004) does argue
in favor of an incorporation(-like) analysis.

In more recent terminology, a distinction is made between NP and DP, using functional
projections for the latter. In this paper, we use the terms DP and NP interchangeably, al-
though it might be possible, in a fully articulated phrasal architecture, to distinguish specif-
ic and non-specific nominal phrases by attributing DP versus NP-status to them, respec-
tively. For our present purposes, however, this issue is not immediately relevant.
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specificity rather than definiteness, since it can be combined with the indefinite arti-
cle (see Lewis 1967, Johanson 1977, Erguvanli 1984, Dede 1986, Komnfilt 1997, Se-
zer 1972, Eng 1991, Aydemir 2004 among others):

1) Referential options for the direct object in preverbal position
a. (Ben) kitap oku-du-m. “incorporated”
I book read-past-1sG

‘I was book-reading.’

b. (Ben) bu kitab-1 oku-du-m. demonstrative
I this  book-acc  read-past-1sG
‘I read this book.’

¢. (Ben) kitab- oku-du-m. definite
I book-Acc read-PAST-15G

‘I read the book.”

d. (Ben)  bir kitap oku-du-m. non-specific indefinite
I a book read-PAST-15G
‘I read a book.”

e. (Ben)  bir kitab- oku-du-m. indefinite specific
I a book-AcC  read-PAST-1SG
‘I read a certain book.’

In this paper we want to investigate the semantic and morphological parameters that
determine the presence or absence of the accusative case marker. In section 2, we
discuss this case marker in the context of the functional model of “differentiated
object marking”. This theory attempts to explain object marking in various languages
in terms of distance from or similarity to the subject. According to this approach, if
the object is too similar to the subject, a language may mark the object by a distinct
marker like the Turkish accusative case or the particle a in Spanish. We argue that
the accusative in Turkish expresses clearly defined semantic and morphological fea-
tures of the object itself, rather than distance or similarity to the subject. This is
shown by the semantic and morphological conditions of case marking on the subject
in embedded sentences. These conditions are similar to the conditions for the direct
object rather than being their mirror image—a situation which is contrary to the pre-
dictions of DOM. In section 3, we discuss different aspects of specificity and then
Eng’s theory of specificity as partitivity. Here we show that her view is too restricted
and must be extended to a model of specificity in terms of “referentially anchored
indefinites”. In section 4, we show that her observation that certain bare partitives
(i.e. without accusative case) are ungrammatical has nothing to do with the semantic
dimension of specificity, but rather is due to morphological and syntactic conditions
imposed on nominal phrases without overt nominal heads, as we shall see shortly.
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Crucially, we also see examples showing that bare, i.e. case-less partitive direct ob-
jects with non-specific interpretation are possible, which in turn shows that non-
specific partitives do exist. In section 5, we summarize our findings by saying that
the accusative case suffix in Turkish marks specificity under clearly defined morpho-
syntactic conditions, but that this suffix can also attach to non-specific expressions
under certain other morphosyntactic conditions. In conclusion, we define a specific
indefinite NP as a “referentially anchored indefinite expression”.

2. Accusative case marking in Turkish and DOM

The marking of the direct object in Turkish is often discussed in connection with the
functional model of “differentiated object marking” (DOM) (Comrie 1975, Bossong
1985, Aissen 2003 and others). In this section we will give a short overview of the
ideas behind DOM, discuss the referential parameters generally linked to DOM and
show that DOM cannot explain all the conditions for case marking of the direct
object. We present additional evidence from the conditions on case marking of sub-
jects in embedded sentences, which are contrary to the prediction of DOM. There-
fore, we conclude that case markings (in these two cases) clearly indicate the refer-
ential parameter of specificity.

2.1. Differentiated Object Marking (DOM)

Bossong (1985) coins the concept of “differentiated object marking” (“differentielle
Objektmarkierung™) or DOM for the observation that the direct object in various
languages may be morphologically marked or not. Cross-linguistically, there are at
least three parameters that determine if the direct object is marked or not (Bossong
1985: 3-8, who refers to Thomson 1912): (i) animacy, (ii) referential categories, and
(iii) information structure (“topicality”). In this section we will primarily discuss two
referential categories, namely definiteness and specificity.

Languages differ in the way they can mark the direct object. Spanish, for exam-
ple, exhibits DOM via the “prepositional accusative”, as in (2a) and (2b), and via cli-
tic doubling, as in (3a) and (3b).

2) a Vi *@) la/una mujer. (Standard Spanish)
see-PAST-15G to the/a woman
‘I saw the / a woman.’

b. Vi (*a) la/una mesa. (Standard Spanish)
see-PAST-1SG to the/a table
‘I saw the / a table.’

3) a La veo a ella. (Standard Spanish)
CL-ACC see-1sG  to her
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b. *eo a ella. (Standard Spanish)
see-1sG  to  her
‘I see her.’

In (2a) the marker a is obligatory to mark the specific human direct object, independ-
ent of definiteness, while in (2b) the marker must not appear with a non-human ob-
ject. In (3a) and (3b), clitic doubling indicates a pronominal direct object in Stand-
ard Spanish (see Bruge & Brugger 1996, Torrego Salcedo 1999, Leonetti 1999, 2003
for details and von Heusinger & Kaiser 2003 for the description in terms of DOM).
Bossong (1985) observes that there are at least 300 (presently known) languages a-
round the earth that exhibit some version of DOM (see Aissen 2003 for more refer-
ences).

The functional explanation for DOM is that in languages that do not overtly dis-
tinguish between subjects and direct objects, direct objects may be morphologically
marked if they become too “similar” to subjects. This should help prevent confusion
between subjects and objects. However, languages may differ with respect to the
parameters or the dimensions according to which they compare subjects and objects
and according to which they determine an (additional) marker for the direct object or
not. As mentioned above, besides information structure (see sections 2.3.2-2.3.3), an-
imacy and definiteness are the two relevant dimensions. For the purposes of DOM,
these dimensions are expressed as scales:

(4) Animacy Scale
human > animate > inanimate

(5) Definiteness Scale
personal pronoun > proper noun > definite NP > indefinite NP

According to Bossong (1985: 177) DOM in Russian is determined by the Animacy
Scale, while DOM in Persian and Turkish (among other languages) is determined by
the Definiteness Scale. DOM in Spanish, Rumanian, Hindi and other languages are
determined by a combination of the two scales. In the next subsections we will
discuss the parameters for DOM in Turkish.

2.2. DOM in Turkish

For Turkish, the contrast between (1c) and (1d), repeated as (6a) and (6b), seems to
be a contrast between a definite and indefinite NP. However, (1¢), repeated as (6¢)
shows that we can combine the indefinite article bir with the case marker. Thus this
shows that the accusative case marker indicates specificity, rather than definiteness.

6) a. (Ben) kitab-1 oku-du-m. definite
I book-acc read-PAST-1SG
‘I read the book.”
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b. (Bem)  bir kitap oku-du-m. indefinite non-specific
I a book read-PAST-1SG
‘I read a book.’

c. (Ben)  bir kitab- oku-du-m. indefinite specific
I a book-AcC  read-PAST-15G
‘I read a certain book.’

It has often been observed that the “combination” of the case marker and the indef-
inite article is possible, as in the important grammar of Lewis (1967: 248):

The accusative with bir. Although the accusative suffix shows that the word to which
it is attached is definite, the use of it is not precluded by the presence of bir, since this,
as well as being the ‘indefinite article’, is the numeral ‘one’. Nevertheless, even in
such contexts, ‘a’ and not ‘one’ may often be the better translation. Compare her giin
bir gazete okuyorum with her giin bir gazeteyi okuyorum. Both may be translated
‘every day I read a newspaper’, but the second, unlike the first, implies that I always
read one particular newspaper.

At the time of writing his grammar, the concept of specificity was not available; this
would explain why Lewis paraphrases the specific indefinite with “a particular”. The
concept of specificity was only introduced at the end of the sixties (see section 3.1).

Johanson (1977), however, makes use of the concept of specificity and states that
the accusative case suffix indicates specificity,® rather than definiteness.* A more
recent study that also distinguishes “specificity” from “definiteness” and which
relates the occurrence of the accusative marker on direct objects to the former rather
than the latter is En¢ (1991).

The situation is very similar in Persian (Windfuhr 1979, Lazard 1984, Bossong
1985, Karimi 1996). The following observation is from Ghomeshi (1997: 134):

The Persian morpheme -rd presents a puzzle both semantically and syntactically, and
the search for possible explanations has implications for much current research. Look-
ing at the semantics briefly first, we can note that the morpheme -rd seems to act like a

Johanson (1977: 1187): “In bezug auf die vom Akkusativsuffix getragene Idee, die hier
tentativ als ‘Spezifizitit® bezeichnet werden soll”.

4 Johanson (1977: 1188): “Enthélt nun die Nominalphrase dagegen den unbestimmten Arti-
kel bir, so entsteht durch die Hinzufiigung des Akkusativsuffixes eine Kombination bir~i,
die logisch widerspriichlich anmuten mag, wenn die durch den Akkusativ ausgedriickte
‘Spezifizitit® kategorisch als ‘Bestimmtheit’ etwa im Sinne des deutschen bestimmten
Artikels definiert wird”. Early mention of this phenomenon can be found in Erdal (1981)
and Sezer (1972).
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definiteness marker (compare (7a) and (7b)). However, it can occur with the in-defi-
nite marker -i (compare (7c) and (7d)) which should be impossible if it really marks

definiteness.
(7 a.  Ketdib xarid-am. (Persian)

book bought-15G.s [S: subject agreement]
‘I bought books.”

b.  Ketdb-o xarid-am. (Persian)
book-rd bought-1sG.s
‘I bought the book.”

c.  Ketdb-i xarid-am. (Persian)
book-INDEF bought-15G.s
‘I bought a book.”

d.  Ketdb-i-ro xarid-am. (Persian)
book-INDEF-RA bought-15G.s

‘I bought a (certain/particular) book.’

Specificity is often understood as secondary referential property of NPs that applies
only to indefinite NPs and it is included in Aissen’s Definiteness Scale, in the form
stated in Aissen (2003: 437):°

(8) a. Definiteness Scale
proper noun > definite NP > specific indef. NP > non specific indef. NP

To sum up, the Turkish case suffix -()/ indicates the specificity of the indefinite
direct object—at least in the position directly preceding the main verb. Thus we can
align the case marking of the direct object with the Definiteness Scale in (8b):

b. Definiteness Scale and accusative case marking
proper noun > definite NP > spec. indef. NP > non-spec indef. NP
Hasan-1 kitab-1 bir kitab-1 bir kitap

It seems that only indefinite direct objects are sensitive to this contrast, while definite
direct objects alway s take the case suffix (other than in the Spanish case, see example

@)°

5> For a different view see von Heusinger (2002) and von Heusinger & Kaiser (2003). There,

specificity is assumed to crossclassify with definiteness yielding non-specific (= non-re-
ferential) definite NPs; this cannot be described by the Definiteness Scale.
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2.3. Additional conditions for the case suffix

In the last subsection we have seen that the accusative case suffix indicates spe-
cificity. However, this is so only unless there are other reasons for its occurrence that
makes its usage obligatory on independent grounds. Some of these other parameters
will be presented and discussed in this section: (i) the generic use of direct objects,
(i1) word order, (iii) information structure in general, and (iv) animacy in certain
contexts.

2.3.1. Generic readings

According to Dede (1986: 156-159) the case suffix may optionally mark a generic
direct object, as illustrated in (9a) and (9b):

©) a  Cocuk-lar gikolata sev-er.
child-pL chocolate like-AOR
‘Children like chocolate.’

b.  Cocuk-lar ¢ikolata-y sev-er.
child-pL chocolate-acc  like-AOR
“Children like chocolate.”’

This usage is quite limited, and having mentioned its existence, we shall not discuss
it further.

Non-referential readings of definite NPs in Turkish also receive an accusative case since

there is no other way to mark definiteness of such non-referential terms, see (i) and (ii):

@ Hasan dekan-1 ari-yor, yani Profesor Yanilmaz-.
Hasan dean-Acc  seek-PRPROG  thatis  professor Yanmlmaz-acc
‘Hasan is looking for the Dean—that is, for Professor Yanilmaz.’ (referential)

(i) Hasan dekan-1 ari-yor,
Hasan dean-Acc seek-PR.PROG
dekan kim olursa olsun.
dean who be-AOR-COND  be-OPT

‘Hasan is looking for the Dean—whoever the Dean may be.” (non-referential)

This example is ambiguous between a generic reading for the direct object and a definite
one, although, due to the aorist on the verb, the generic reading for the direct object is
stronger. The direct object is formally definite here. The possibility of such definite, ge-
neric NPs is quite restricted; we leave a formulation of relevant conditions on their distri-
bution to future research.
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2.3.2. Word order

The case suffix is a reliable indicator of specificity only if the direct object stands in
the immediately preverbal position. In any other position, the direct object has to take
the case suffix, thus either obligatorily having a specific reading or, in some limited
circumstances, having a generic (and thus non-specific) reading (despite the overt
accusative marker; see the previous subsection, and Johanson 1977, Erguvanli 1984,
Dede 1986, Kornfilt 1997).

(10) a. Bizim ev-de ¢ay-1 her zaman  Aytil  yap-ar.
our house-Loc ~ tea-AcCc  always Aytil  make-AOR
‘Aytil always makes the tea in our family.’

b.  *Bizim ev-de ¢ay  herzaman Aytil  yap-ar.
our house-Loc tea always Aytil  make-AOR
Intended reading: ‘Aytiil always makes the tea in our family.’

As a matter of fact, non-specific direct objects are not always well-formed in posi-
tions other than the immediately preverbal one, even when they bear overt accusative
marking. Thus, while (10a) is fine, (10c) and (10d) are not (under a non-specific
reading for the direct object):

c. ??/*Biz-im ev-de kitab-1
our home-LoC book-ACC [NON-SPECIFIC]
her zaman Aytiil ok-ur.
always Aytil read-AOR

Intended reading: ‘Aytiil always reads books in our family.’

d.  ??/*Biz-im ev-de kopeg-i
our home-LoC dog-ACC [NON-SPECIFIC]
en fazla Aytil sev-er.
most Aytil love-AOR

Intended reading: “In our family, Aytiil loves dogs most.

These examples are fine with direct objects having definite readings, but they are ill-
formed for generic, non-referential readings for the direct objects. A treatment of the
conditions under which non-referential direct objects with overt accusative markings
can show up, preserving their non-specificity, goes beyond our present concerns, and
we leave it to future work.
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2.3.3. Information structure and specificity

While the accusative case suffix does not reliably indicate specificity of direct ob-
jects that are not in the immediately preverbal position, the specificity of such objects
is still relevant for certain positions such as the topic position. While the non-specific
indefinite direct object in the topic position® in (11a) is ill-formed for many speakers
(even though it is case marked), the semantically determined specific indefinite
direct object in (11b) is well-formed (Erguvanli 1984: 17; her examples [75] and
[76D):

(11) a. *Bir kitab- Murat  aceleyle oku-yor.
a book-acc  Murat  hurriedly read-PR.PROG
Intended reading: “Murat is hurriedly reading a / some book.’

b. Mavi kaph bir kitab-1  Murat  aceleyle oku-yor.
blue  covered book-Acc  Murat  hurriedly read-PR.PROG
‘Murat is hurriedly reading a (certain) blue-covered book.’

The reason for the difference is the following: The indefinite direct object is illform-
ed under a non-specific reading in both examples, since it can’t be a topic. Under a
specific reading, however, (11b) is well-formed, due to the overt modification, while
for many speakers the accusative marker alone does not suffice to make the direct
object specific enough so that it would qualify as a topic in (11a).°

Erguvanli (1984: 27) summarizes her findings concerning possible positions for
non-specific direct objects as follows:

We conclude that the position of the non-referential and the indefinite but non-specific
DOs is fixed; that is, they can only occur immediately before the verb and they cannot
be moved from that position in any way. It is only when the direct object is definite, or
indefinite but specific (given the appropriate context) that it may vary its position. The
sentence initial position, as the topic position, has its own restriction: only overt spe-
cific indefinite DOs are allowed to occur in this position. The general constraint on the
ordering of the direct object NPs can then be stated as:

8  We make the generally accepted assumption that the topic in Turkish is sentence-initial. In

particular, we assume that any constituent preceding an otherwise sentence-initial, specific
and not focalized subject in Turkish is a topic. The modifications made here concerning
the subject are necessary, because non-specific subjects as well as focalized subjects are
typically in an immediately pre-verbal position. We have in mind a subject which is either
topicalized itself or is in its canonical sentence-initial position.

For inanimate direct objects the insufficiency of the accusative marker alone as an expres-
sion of specificity holds, at least as a strong tendency, even if the direct object is not a
topic. This will be touched upon briefly in the next section.
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When the object NP has no case marking, it must occur in the position immediately
preceding the verb.

2.3.4. Animacy

DOM is governed by referential parameters (definiteness and specificity), animacy
and information structure (word order and topicality). Turkish is said to be sensitive
only to referential parameters and information structure, while animacy does not re-
strict the use of the case suffix (Bossong 1985: 177).

Dede (1986: 157), however, notes that in certain contexts animacy may interact
with the referential parameters. Certain verbs of propositional attitudes, such as ara-
mak ‘look for’, and istemek ‘want’ induce ambiguity between a specific and a non-
specific reading in direct objects that are bare of overt accusative marking.'® Further-
more, Dede states that the case suffix is not permitted with inanimate objects that are
indefinite (the ungrammaticality judgments in this block of examples are Dede’s
(1986: 157)):

(12) a. Birdgrenci  ari-yor-um. Bul-a-mi-yorum.
a student look+for-PR.PROG-15G find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-1SG
‘I am looking for a student. I can’t find him.’ [specific]
‘I am looking for a student. I can’t find one.’ [non-specific]

b. Bir dgrenci-yi ari-yor-um. Bul-a-mi-yorum.
a student:AcC look+for-PR.PROG-15G find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-15G
‘I am looking for a student. I can’t find him.’ [specific]
‘I am looking for a student. (*I can’t find one.”) [non-specific]

(13) a. Birkitap ari-yor-um Bul-a-mi-yorum.
a book look+for-PR.PROG-15SG  find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-1SG
‘I am looking for a book. I can’t find it.’ [specific]
‘I am looking for a student. I can’t find one.’ [non-specific]

b. *Bir kitab-1 ari-yor-um. Bul-a-mi-yorum.
a  book:acc look+for-PR.PROG-15G find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-15G
Intended reading: ‘I am looking for a book. I can’t find it’  [specific]

19 In other words, with such verbs, many speakers do allow a secondary reading of
[+specific] for a bare direct object immediately left of the verb.
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While for us the difference between (12b) and (13b) is not as robust as for Dede, we
agree with her that a difference does exist between those examples.'' We suggest that
the explanation for the ill-formedness of (13b) is akin to the explanation we gave for
the difference beween (11a) and (11b): indefinite direct objects, when inanimate,
need overt modification when marked accusative, even when they are not topic-
alized. Animate, especially human, indefinite specific direct objects need such
modification less stringently, as the accusative direct object in (12b) shows.

To sum up, the accusative case marker is a reliable indicator of specificity only
for indefinite direct objects in a position directly before the verb. Animacy may
interact in a way that renders animate direct objects more likely to exhibit this
contrast. Finally, one can note that the case marker unambiguously indicates specifi-
city (in the aforementioned context, i.e. to the immediate left of the verb), while the
lack of the case marker can be ambiguous with respect to specificity when certain
verbs are present; typically, these verbs express propositional attitudes.'

2.4. Case marking of subjects

Aissen (2003: 473) discusses differential subject marking (DSM) as the mirror image
of DOM. If DOM marks objects if they are similar to subjects, then DSM should
mark subjects that are not typical subjects, i.e. if they are non-animate, indefinite,
non-specific. The prediction is that if we find DSM then it should enforce (morpho-
logical) marking of indefinite non-specific inanimate subjects. Interestingly, Turkish
allows for subject marking in clearly defined contexts. However, specific subjects are
marked, while non-specific ones usually are not.

The subject in a matrix sentence cannot be case marked (which is another way of
stating that in Turkish, the nominative case is morphologically null), but the subject
of an embedded clause can be case marked by the genitive suffix. Johanson (1977:
1196) and Kormnfilt (1984 and 1997: 215) notice that if the subject is not in a position
directly before the verb, it must get case, as in (14). Here the contrast between

For us, (13b) with its inanimate object marked accusative is, while awkward and close to
borderline, still grammatical with a modifier, e.g. a relative clause. Such a direct object
then becomes grammatical, despite being inanimate.

However, by pragmatic inferences the contrast between occurrence the suffix and the ab-
sence of the suffix is quite robust. In contrast to Turkish, a direct object in Spanish with a
can be ambiguous, while an animate direct object without a can only interpreted as non-
specific (Leonetti 1999: 864):

(i) contrar un especialista “to look for a specialist [non-specific]
ver un guerrillero armado ‘to see an armed guerilla’ [non-specific]
buscar una asistenta  “to look for an asistent’ [non-specific]
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specific and non-specific is neutralized for many speakers. If the subject takes the
position directly preceding the verb, genitive case marking strongly indicates specif-
icity, as illustrated by (15)."

(14) [Bir haydut-un koy-ii bas-tig-in]-1 duy-du-m.
a robber-GEN  village-AcC  raid-FNOM-3SG-ACC  hear-PAST-1SG
‘I heard that a [certain] robber raided the village.’

(15) a. [Koy-ii bir haydut-un bas-tig-inj-1 duy-du-m.
village-AcC a  robber-GEN  raid-FNOM-3sG-ACC  hear-PAST-15G
‘I heard that [a certain] robber raided the village.’

b.  [Koy-ii haydut bas-tig-in]-1 duy-du-m.
village-AcC  robber raid-FNOM-35G-ACC  hear-PAST-15G
‘I heard that robbers raided the village.’

The following examples behave similarly; we see here that a non-specific subject
which is positioned immediately before the verb does not bear overt genitive (16a). If
it does exhibit genitive case marking in this position, it gets interpreted as specific
(16b). Further, we see that such a subject, when it is separated from the verb, can be
interpreted as non-specific even when it bears genitive marking (16c¢). Finally, such a

subject cannot show up without the genitive marking in a position removed from the
verb (16d):

(16) a. [Yol-dan bir araba geg-tig-in]-i gor-dii-m.
road-ABL a car pass-FNOM-35G-ACC see-PAST-1sG
‘I saw that a car [non-specific, non-referential] went by on the road.’
(The subject may be focussed, but it does not have to be.)

b. [Yol-dan  bir araba-nin geg-tig-in]-i gor-dii-m.
road-ABL  a car-GEN pass-FNOM-3SG-ACC  see-PAST-15G
‘I saw that a car [indefinite, but specific] went by on the road.’

13 Johanson (1977: 1195) refers to the Russian S. S. Majzel’, who has observed this fact in
his book Izafet v tureckom jazyke (Moskva, Leningrad 1957) and described the use of the
genitive as a marker of definiteness while its absence as a marker of indefiniteness. (“Der
russische Turkologe S. S. Majzel’, der in seinen Bestrebungen nach exakter Deskription
der tiirkeitiirkischen Syntax seiner Zeit weit voraus war, machte u.a. geltend, daB} bei dik-
Infinitisierungen eine Genitivmarkierung des Erstaktanten einen bestimmten Gegenstand,
die unmarkierte Form dagegen einen unbestimmten Gegenstand bezeichne (1957: 152).”)
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c.  [Bir araba-min  yol-dan geg-tig-in]-i gor-dii-m.
a  car-GEN road-ABL  pass-FNOM-3SG-ACC  see-PAST-15G
‘I saw that a car [indefinite, and specific or non-specific] went by on the
road.’
d.  */Bir araba yol-dan geg-tig-in]-i gor-dii-m.
a car road-ABL pass-FNOM-3SG-ACC  see-PAST-15G

Intended reading: ‘I saw that a car [indefinite and non-specific, non-
referential] went by on the road.’

Similar facts hold in existentials—this is expected, as the “semantic” subjects are
non-specific:

(17) a. [Garaj-da bes araba  ol-dug-un]-u bil-iyor-um.
garage-LOC five car be-FNOM-3SG-ACC ~ know-PR.PROG-15G
‘I know that there are five cars in the garage.’

b.  */Bes araba garaj-da ol-dug-unj-u bil-iyor-um.
five car garage-LOC  be-FNOM-35G-ACC  know-PR.PROG-1SG
Intended reading: Same as in (17a).

The restrictions for case marking are very similar between the accusative case suffix
and the genitive case suffix in embedded sentences. The case suffix is obligatory if
the NP is not to the immediate left of the verb, while in a position left-adjacent to the
verb the case suffix signals specificity, and its absence non-specificity.

This observation contradicts the prediction of a functional approach to DOM /
DSM. In that theory the respective markers of structural (i.e. non-lexical) case indi-
cate two types of differences:

1. A difference between the morphologically marked direct object or subject and
their respective kinds, i.e. the respective classes of archetypical direct objects and
subjects.

2. A difference between the morphologically marked object and the subject, or
between the morphologically (un)marked subject and the direct object rather than a
particular grammatical category or feature.

Comrie (1975) argues that morphological structural case markers just indicate
that the object or subject on which they appear is different from what is expected.
These markers do not reflect a grammatical category. The dependency of accusative
case marking on the Definiteness Scale was illustrated in (8b), repeated here as (18).
The prediction of DSM would be something like (19), while the findings are as in
(20) (in the appropriate positions):
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(18) Definiteness Scale and accusative case marking

proper noun > definite NP > specific indefinite NP > non-specific NP
marked marked unmarked
Hasan -1 kitab-1 bir kitab-1 bir kitap

(19) Prediction of DSM with respect to the Definiteness Scale and genitive case
marking in embedded sentences as the mirror images of the specifications in (18)

non-specific indef. NP > specific indefinite NP  definite NP> proper noun
marked unmarked unmarked
bir kitab-n bir kitap kitap Hasan

(20) Findings about genitive case marking of subjects in embedded sentences

proper noun >  definite NP> specific indefinite NP>  non-specific

indefinite NP
marked marked unmarked
Hasan-in kitab-in bir kitab-n bir kitap

In contrast with the predictions made by the approach based on DOM and DSM, the
observations from Turkish strongly suggest that the structural case markers (i.e. ac-
cusative and genitive) indicate specificity; they do not reflect a semantic difference
from the expected form. Getting back to Turkish direct objects, the accusative case
suffix -(y)I is a specificity marker in Turkish—but what is specificity?

3. Specificity and partitivity

Eng (1991) assumes that specificity can be explained in terms of partitivity, a seman-
tic concept which in turn is closely related to the morpho-syntactic construction with
the same name. In this section, we first present 4 different types or aspects of specifi-
city, and we also present Eng’s proposal which focuses on one type. Finally we argue
that Eng’s proposal has to be modified to a more flexible notion of specificity, which
we formulate as “referentially anchored” expression (a concept which was implicitly
mentioned by Eng, but not worked out).

3.1. The concept of specificity

The concept of specificity was introduced in the late 60s by transferring the de re—
de dicto distinction between definite NPs under verbs of propositional attitudes, as in
(21), to indefinite NPs, as in (22):

(21) a. Joan wants to present the prize to the winner—but he doesn’t want to
receive it from her. [definite—referential]
(21) b. Joan wants to present the prize to the winner—so she’ll have to wait
around till the race finishes. [definite—non-referential ]
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(22)

(22) b.
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Peter intends to marry a merchant banker—even though he doesn’t get

on at all with her. [indefinite—specific]
Peter intends to marry a merchant banker—though he hasn’t met one
yet. [indefinite—non-specific]

The Turkish equivalents of these examples are (23) and (24). While English marks
only definiteness, but not specificity, Turkish marks indefiniteness and specificity,
but the latter notion only for indefinite NPs.

(23)

@4

a.

a.

Dekan-1  édiillendir-eceg-iz, Jakat

dean-AcCc  givetprize-FUT-1PL but

kendisin-i  bul-a-mi-yor-uz.

he-aAcc find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG.-1PL

‘We will give a prize to the dean, but we are unable to find him.”
[definite—ref.]

Dekan-1 ddiillendir-eceg-iz, Jfakat yeni dekan
dean-AcC  give+prize-FUT-1PL but new dean
seg-il-ince-ye kadar bekle-me-miz gerek.
elect-PASS-WHEN-DAT  until wait-NFN-1PL necessary
‘We will give a prize to the dean, but we have to wait until a new dean
will have been elected.’ [definite—non-ref.]
Bir 6grenci-yi  ari-yor-um. Bul-a-mi-yor-um.
a student-acC look+for-PR.PROG.-15G find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-15G
‘I am looking for a student. I can't find him.’ [indefinite—specific]
Bir ogrenci  ari-yor-um. Bul-a-mi-yor-um.

a student  look+for-PR.PROG.-1SG  find-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PR.PROG-15G
‘I am looking for a student. I can't find one.”  [indefinite—non-specific]**

Specificity is often divided into different classes: (i) scopal specificity, (ii) epistemic
specificity, (iii) partitive specificity, and (iv) relative specificity (Farkas (1995) for
(1)-(iii) and von Heusinger (2002) for (iv), which in Farkas & von Heusinger (2003)
is called “anchored specificity™). It is still controversial if there is one single concept
of specificity with these four subclasses or if these are different, though related, con-

cepts.

14" We saw earlier (see examples 12 which have been repeated here as 24) that without the
accusative marking, the animate direct object can also express a specific reading, when it
is found in certain contexts. In this section, we are interested in the non-specific reading,
which is the stronger one in any case. The specific reading is expressed clearly by the
accusative marking on the corresponding direct object in the previous example.
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3.1.1. Scopal specificity

Classically, the contrast between a specific and a non-specific reading of an indefi-
nite is configurationally represented by scope interaction between the indefinite and
some other operator, such as verbs of propositional attitude, negation or universal
quantifiers as in (25)-(26) below.

(25) Bill didn’t see a misprint.  (Karttunen 1976)
This example is ambiguous between the following readings:

(25) a. There is a misprint which Bill didn’t see.
b. Bill saw no misprints.

Likewise, the following example is ambiguous along similar lines:

(26) Bill intends to visit a museum every day. (Karttunen 1976)
a. There is a certain museum which Bill intends to visit every day.
b. Every day, Bill intends to visit some museum or another.

Note the following Turkish example which corresponds to the English one in (26) in
terms of scope ambiguity:

(27) Hasan  her giin bir arkadag-in-1 ziyaret et-mek  isti-yor.
Hasan everyday afriend-3sG-Acc  visit do-INF want-PR.PROG
‘Hasan wants to visit a friend of his every day.’

This example is ambiguous between a specific reading of the direct object, under
which there is one single friend of his whom Hasan wants to visit every day, and a
non-specific reading, under which Hasan wants to visit a (presumably different)
friend of his every day, whereby the identity of the friend does not matter.

3.1.2. Epistemic specificity

There are examples that show the same (intuitive) contrast, but do not contain
operators. For the specific reading of (28), we can continue with (28a), while the
non-specific reading can be continued by (28b). This contrast is also often described
as referential vs. non-referential. The specific indefinite refers to its referent directly,
while the non-specific indefinite depends on the interpretation of other expressions in
the context.

(28) A student in syntax 1 cheated on the exam. (Fodor & Sag 1982)
a. His name is John.
b. We are all trying to figure out who it was.
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Similar examples can be found in Turkish, too:

29) a. Swmfliste-sin-e bak-il-ir-sa [indefinite, specific]
class list-CMPM-DAT look-PASS-AOR-COND
bir  ogrenci-yi kaybet-mig-iz.
a/one student-AcC  lose-EV.PAST-1PL

Bu égrenci  Ali-den bagka hi¢ kimse  ol-a-ma-z.

this student Ali-ABL other nobody be-NEG.ABIL-NEG.-NEG.AOR

‘Looking at/according to the class list, it looks like we lost a student. This
student can’t be anyone else but Ali.”

b.  Swnif liste-sin-e bak-1l-1r-sa [indefinite, non-specific]
class list-CMPM-DAT 100k-PASS-AOR-COND
bir égrenci kaybet-mig-iz.
a/one student lose-EV.PAST-1PL

Kim  ol-dug-un-u anh-ya-ma-di-k.

who  be-FN-35G-AcC  understand-NEG.ABIL-NEG-PAST-1PL
‘Looking at/according to the class list, it looks like we lost a student. We
haven’t been able to find out who this was/is.’

As we saw earlier, the indefinite, but specific direct object is typically marked with
the accusative, and the indefinite, non-specific direct object is typically bare of any
case marking. However, there are instances where, as mentioned earlier, the bare di-
rect object can express a specific indefinite, as well as instances where the accusative
marked indefinite can express a non-specific indefinite (especially if it is not immed-
iately left of the verb); nonetheless, the primary correlations are between overt accu-
sative and a specific reading, and between lack of accusative and a non-specific read-
ing, as illustrated by this last pair of examples.

3.1.3. Partitive specificity

Milsark (1974) argues that indefinite NPs can either receive a weak (or existential)
interpretation or a strong (or presuppositional) interpretation. In (30a) the indefinite
some ghosts receives a weak interpretation, but it gets a strong interpretation in
(30b), i.e. it presupposes that there are other groups of ghosts. The reading in (30b) is
generally called “partitive”.

(30) a. There are some ghosts in this house.
b. Some ghosts live in the pantry; others live in the kitchen.

Eng (1991) develops this idea of specificity as partitivity and argues, based on exam-
ples like (31), that the accusative in Turkish marks exactly this type of specificity:
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(1) a. Oda-m-a birkag gocuk gir-di.
room-1SG-DAT  several child enter-PAST
‘Several children entered my room.”  (Eng 1991: ex. 16)

b. Iki kiz-1 tani-yor-du-m.
two girl-AcC know-PROG-PAST-15G
‘I knew two girls.”  ((Eng 1991:ex. 17); Eng’s translation, our glosses)

In the first sentence a set of children are introduced and the accusative case in the se-
cond sentence indicates that the two girls are part of that set of children. Thus the ex-
pression two girls shows wide scope. Eng takes this as a strong indicator for such an
expression as being specific and develops her theory of specificity as partitivity (see
section 3.2).

3.1.4. Relative specificity or referentially anchored specificity

There are indefinite NPs that neither have wide scope nor are referential, but are still
‘specific’. Higginbotham (1987: 64) illustrates this with the help of the examples
(32) and (33):

In typical cases specific uses are said to involve a referent that the speaker ‘has in
mind.” But this condition seems much too strong. Suppose my friend George says to
me, ‘I met with a certain student of mine today.” Then I can report the encounter to a
third party by saying, ‘George said that he met with a certain student of his today,” and
the “specificity’ effect is felt, although I am in no position to say which student George
met with.

(32) George: “I met a certain student of mine.”
(33) James: “George met a certain student of his.”

We find the case suffix in the Turkish equivalents of the two examples. This indi-
cates that specificity cannot be understood as “the speaker knows the referent” or
“the speaker has the referent in mind”, but rather in a more abstract way: “the re-
ferent is referentially anchored to some other expression” (see section 3.3 for a more
detailed description of this concept). In (34) the specific indefinite bir dgrencimi is
licensed by A/i, while in (35) it can be licensed by either A/i or by Osman.
(34) Ali: “Kiitiiphane-de  ¢ok bagarih bir égrenci-m-i gor-dii-m.”

Ali  library-LoC very successful a student-1SG-ACC  see-PAST-1SG
‘Ali: “I saw in the library a very successful student of mine.””
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(35)
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Osman: “Ali  kiitiiphane-de  ¢ok basarih bir grenci-sin-i
Osman Al library-LoC very successful  a student-3sG-Acc
gor-miis.

S€C-REP.PAST

‘Osman: “Ali (reportedly) saw a very successful student of his in the libra-
ry',’,

Much the same distinction is found in sentences which attribute propositional atti-
tudes to each of a range of different protagonists, as in (36), and its potential contin-
uation (37a) or (37b), and their Turkish equivalents (this example is due to Hans

Kamp, p.c.):
(36)  Every politician had decided that a certain institute had to be closed.
(37) a. With such unanimity of opinion it was clear that the institute could not
be saved.
b. But since they couldn’t agree which institute should be closed down,
everything remained the way it had been.
(38) Her politikac ogrenci-siz kal-an bir enstitii-yii
every politician student-without =~ remain-REL.P  an institute-ACC
kapat-mag-a karar ver-mig.
close-INF-DAT decision give-REP.PAST
‘Every politician decided to close an institute that remains/remained without
students.’
(38) a. Boylesine bir karar birlig-i karsisinda  enstitii-yii
such a decision unity-CMPM  across institute-Acc
kurtar-mak  olanak-siz-ds.
save-INF possibility-WITHOUT-PAST
‘Faced with such a unanimity of decision, it was impossible to save the
institute.”
b. Fakat hangi enstitii-yii kapat-mak gerek-tig-i
but which institute-AcC  close-INF necessary-FN-3sG
konu-sun-da anla-g-a-ma-dik-lar: igin
topic-CMPM-LOC  understand-REC-NEG.ABIL-NEG.-FN-3PL  because
eninde sonunda  hersey ol-dug-u gibi kal-di.
“in the end” everything be-FN-35G like stay-PAST

‘But because they were unable to agree on the issue of which institute it
was necessary to close, everything stayed the way it was.”

It is clear that in the case of (37b) and (38b) the specific indefinite does not have
maximal scope. This shows that there is at least one kind of specificity which does
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not entail maximal scope as a matter of course. Scopal behavior of indefinite NPs
and questions of specificity must thus be distinguished.

Eng (1991: 18) illustrates such relative specificity with the following example
39):

39 Her antrenor belli bir atlet-i /*atlet gahs-tir-acak.
every trainer certain one athlete-Acc work-CAUS-FUT
‘Every trainer will train a certain athlete.’
a. all trainers the same athlete (specific wide scope)
b. each trainer a different athlete (specific narrow scope)

Note that Eng uses here the modifier belli ‘(a) certain’. This contributes to the spe-
cificity of the indefinite expression and thus to the well-formedness of the accusative
marker, in a fashion similar to other modification we saw previously. We shall return
to this issue.

It is interesting to note that if we move the indefinite to sentence initial position
(which, as we mentioned earlier, is a topic position), then we receive only the wide-
scope specific reading, as in (40):

(40) Belli bir atlet-i her  antrendr ¢alig- tir-acak.
certain  one athlete-ACC  every trainer work-CAUS-FUT
‘Every trainer will train a certain athlete.’
a. all trainers the same athlete (specific wide scope)
b. *each trainer a different athlete (specific narrow scope)

We will come back to this observation in section (3.3), where we return to this type
of specificity within the larger context of setting up a typology of specificity.

3.2. Eng’s proposal

Eng (1991) suggests two theories of specificity, based on observations having to do
with accusative marking in Turkish and on semantic considerations: (i) specificity as
partitivity, and (ii) specificity as “relating novel objects to familiar objects”. She is
most often quoted for the former theory, while we think that the latter one is more
adequate for semantic reasons and for the Turkish data which we will discuss.

En¢ formulates her analysis in a discourse theory that assumes that NPs are
associated with discourse referents or discourse items at an additional level of dis-
course representation (see Heim 1982, Kamp 1981). The discourse referent is indi-
cated by the index i of the NP. Such theories further assume that every (argumental)
NP introduces such a discourse referent—only incorporated nouns do not. Definite-
ness, specificity or partitivity signal certain properties of the discourse referents at
the level of discourse representation. The classical contrast between a definite and an
indefinite NP is that a definite NP signals that the discourse referent was already
introduced into the discourse representation, while indefiniteness indicates that the
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discourse referent is new. The contrast between specific and non-specific indefinite
NPs is more subtle. Partitive indefinite NPs signal that the discourse referent is new,
but linked to a set of already established discourse referents. Non-partitive indefinite
NPs introduce new discourse referents that are not linked to the established dis-
course. Thus partitive indefinites are similar to definite NPs in that they tend to have
wide scope (they are discourse linked), while non-partitive indefinites tend to have
narrow scope. Since Eng equals partitivity with specificity, she formulates the con-
dition for specific NPs in general.

3.2.1. Specificity as partitivity

Eng (1991) proposes that what makes a NP specific is essentially that its referential
index stands for a subset of the referential indices of NPs previously mentioned, or
else of NPs whose referents are contextually salient. This inclusion, she proposes,
amounts to a partitivity relationship, an idea which forms the basis for her proposal
for a formal definition of specificity, based on partitivity. This definition of spe-
cificity states that the referential index of a specific expression must be in an inclu-
sive relationship to the set of corresponding indices of an established set (established
in the discourse or made otherwise salient).

A non-specific expression must have a referential index which is not included in
the index set of previously mentioned or otherwise established entities. It must be
completely new in some sense.

Eng thus claims that implicitly as well as, of course, explicitly partitive con-
structions in natural languages must be specific and, where a language expresses spe-
cificity syntactically and/or morphologically, partitive expressions are always treated
as specific expressions. This can be seen in (41a) versus (41b), as well as in (42a)
versus (42b)—the partitive phrase in direct object position bears overt accusative
marking in the well-formed examples (marked as a): without the Accusative mark-
ing—which we follow Eng in viewing as not only a marker of case, but also of spe-
cificity—the examples become ungrammatical, as seen in the ill-formed examples
(marked as b.).

@1) a Al kadin-lar-n iki-sin-i tani-yor-du.
Ali woman-PL-GEN two-AGR[3]-AcC know-PROG-PAST
‘Ali knew two of the women.’ (Eng 1991: ex. 28)
b. il kadin-lar-in iki-si tami-yor-du.
Ali woman-PL-GEN two-AGR[3] know-PROG-PAST
42) a Al kadm-lar-dan iki-sin-i tanmi-yor-du.
Ali woman-PL-ABL two-AGR[3]-ACC know-PROG-PAST

‘Ali knew two of the women.’ (Eng 1991: ex. 29)
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b. *l kadin-lar-dan iki-si tanmi-yor-du.
Ali woman-PL-ABL two-AGR[3] know-PROG-PAST

These examples illustrate explicitly partitive constructions—they differ in whether
they use a genitive or an ablative case for the partitive. An example of an implicitly
partitive relationship is found below, where example (43) establishes an expres-
sion—several children—as the potential superset for expressions to appear later in
the discourse:

@43) Oda-m-a birkag gocuk gir-di.
room-1SG-DAT several child enter-PAST
‘Several children entered my room.’ (Eng 1991: ex. 16)

The referents of the expressions that might appear later in the discourse and which
are, according to Eng, a subset of the referents established previously as in (43), can
be illustrated as in (44), where the direct object bears overt accusative (i.e. the
specificity marker):

44)  Iki kiz-1 tani-yor-du-m.
two girl-AcC  know-PROG-PAST-15G
‘I knew two girls.’ (Eng 1991: ex. 17, Eng’s translation, our glosses)

Indeed, this example is fine in this discourse, with the direct object interpreted as two
individuals out of the previously established set of children. Eng is also right in stat-
ing that (45), whose direct object is bare, is not a felicitous continuation of the dis-
course after (43), because it wouldn’t be naturally interpreted as having a direct ob-
ject whose referents are included in the previously established set:

45) Iki kiz tami-yor-du-m.
two girl know-PROG-PAST-1SG
‘I knew two girls.”  (Eng 1991: ex. 18, Eng’s translation, our glosses)

Eng further states that (44), with its direct object marked overtly as specific and with
its implicitly partitive semantics is equivalent to (46), where the direct object is ex-
plicitly partitive (and where the translation of the direct object is: ‘two of the girls’),
and where the overt accusative marks the direct object as specific:

46) Kiz-lar-dan  iki-sin-i tani-yor-du-m.
girl-PL-ABL tWO0-AGR-ACC  know-PROG-PAST-15G
‘I knew two of the girls.” (Eng 1991: ex. 19) (Eng’s translation; glosses: Eng’s
for the partitive, ours for the verb)

(46) is thus similar to the examples we saw previously—i.e. (41) and (42) a. versus
b.; we find here partitive direct objects which are claimed to be necessarily specific,
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given that their accusative marking is obligatory. We will discuss the semantics of
this approach in section 3.3 and the morphological predictions in section 4.

3.2.2. Specificity as “relational specificity”

After having introduced the equivalence between specificity and partitivity as se-
mantic concepts via illustrative semantic and morphological properties of relevant
constructions, Eng (1991: 18) introduces a second type of specificity, which is close-
ly related to the concept of “referentially anchored specificity” or “relative specif-
icity” which we mentioned in section 3.1.4. She discusses this kind of specificity in
reference to example (47) (her (56)), mentioned previously as (39) and (40):

7 Her antrendr belli bir atlet-i /*atlet  ¢ahg-tr-acak.
every trainer certain  one athlete-Acc work-CAUS-FUT
‘Every trainer will train a certain athlete.’
a. all trainers the same athlete (specific wide scope)
b. each trainer a different athlete (specific narrow scope)

Eng (1991: 19) accounts for the use of the accusative case by assuming that the direct
object is “somehow distinguished. It is distinguished because it stands in the context-
ually salient relevant relation to some other object”. She sketches a formalization of
this idea by using Skolem functions (or what she calls “assignment functions™) for
the specific indefinite, following a proposal by Hintikka (1986).

Eng (1991: 21) combines the two views on specificity by stating that

specificity involves linking objects to the domain of discourse in some manner or oth-
er. One acceptable way of linking is through this assignment function, by relating ob-
jects to familiar objects. Another acceptable way of linking is the subset relation,
which we have observed in covert and overt partitives.

However, at the same time (1991: 21), she also states distinct properties of the two
types of specificity: “Relational specifics such as a certain N do not presuppose ex-
istence, whereas partitives do.” We might add that a second—and more clear-cut—
distinction is that partitives can be non-specific under all the views discussed in sec-
tion 3.2, as we will show below. Before we discuss the morphological implications
of Eng’s proposed equivalence between the semantic concept of specificity with the
morpho-syntactic expressions for partitivity, we first reconstruct her two views on
specificity within a formal theory.

3.3. A formal theory of specificity

Eng¢ formalizes her view of specificity in terms of Heim’s (1982) familiarity ap-
proach to discourse structure. Heim defines definiteness in terms of familiarity, or
more formally, in terms of identity of the indices of file cards (denotation) for NPs,
as defined in (48), and illustrated by (49)-(50):
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(48) Heim’s Familiarity Condition
An NP;j in a sentence ¢ with respect to a file F and the Domain of filenames
Dom(F) is
(i) [tdefinite] if i € Dom(F), and it is
(ii) [-definite] if i & Dom(F)

Heim (1982) reconstructs definiteness with respect to the already established dis-
course. Every NP comes with an index i, which represents the discourse referent (or
Heim’s “file card”) associated with that NP. If the discourse referent i is already
introduced in the discourse—or more formally if the index i is element of the set of
all established discourse referents Dom(F), then the NP must be definite; if, however,
the discourse referent i is not among the already established discourse referents, i.e.
if i & Dom(F), then the NP must be indefinite. Definiteness signals the familiarity of
the discourse referent associated with the NP.

49 a. Aman , meets a woman, Dom(F) = {1,2}
b.  The man, talks to her, 1,2 € Dom(F)
(50) a. A man, meetsa woman Dom(F) = {1,2}

1 2

b. A man, talks to a woman 3,4 & Dom(F)

4
In (49a) the two indefinite NPs introduce new file cards or discourse items, which we
indicate by the two indices / and 2. These indices form the domain of filenames
(Dom(F)) and they are accessible for the evaluation of the NPs in (49b). The two in-
dices in (49b) can be linked to the already established indices in the domain for in-
dices (or the domain of established discourse items), which licenses the definiteness
of the two NPs. In contrast, in (50b) the two NPs are indefinite, which means their
indices cannot be linked to already established indices or discourse items. Therefore,
the indefinite NPs introduce new discourse items.

En¢ modifies the familiarity condition of definite vs. indefinite NP to the parti-
tivity condition for the contrast between specific / partitive vs. non-specific/ non-par-
titive indefinite NPs. Like definite NPs, specific NPs signal that the associated
discourse referent is linked to the already established discourse. Other than with
definites, this link is not direct but licensed by the “part of” relation or the partitive
relation. Here she has to distinguish between the plural case (51i) and the singular
(S1ii). In the plural case (several children ... two of the girls) the formal recon-
struction (i) says that the partitivity is licensed by the fact that the index i (standing
for a group of entities, such as two of the girls) is part of (subset relation C) an index
J that stands for an already established group of entities (several children). In the
singular case (ii), the partitivity of the NP is licensed by the fact that the group con-
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sisting of that one discourse referent (therefore a set with just one index: {i}) is part
of the already established group ;.
(51) is a reconstruction of Eng’s (1991: 7 ex. 22) condition for partitive NPs. '

(51) Eng’s Specificity / Partitivity Condition (adapted version)
An NP;j in a sentence ¢ with respect to a file F and the Domain of filenames

Dom(F) is

(i) for NP; plural: [+specific] if there is a j such that i C j and j € Dom(F)
or

(ii)) for NP; singular: [+specific] if there is a j such that {i} Cjand j €
Dom(F)

Sentence (52a) introduces a new index (or discourse item), a set of several children.
The (implicit) partitive two giri(s) in (52b) is related to this set by the subset relation.
This means that the index or discourse item 3, i.e. a set of two girls, is a subset of in-
dex I standing for the set of several girls already established. Since this set of two
girls is new it is indefinite, but because of its relation to an already established set it
is partitive (and specific, according to Eng). It is also obvious that the partitive has
wider scope with respect to other operators in the sentence, since it is related to an
established set.

(52) a.  Several children, entered my room,
Dom(F) = {1, 2} (with 1 denoting a set)
b.  Iknew two girls3. 3C 1 and 1 € Dom(F)

In order to account for specificity in terms of a relational specificity or referentially
anchored specificity, we formulate the condition (53) in similar terms. An NP is
specific if its index (or filename) can be linked to an already established index. This
relation or link to another already established discourse referent is formally ex-
pressed by the function f. This means that the discourse referent for the specific in-
definite NP 1is fixed by the discourse referent to which the specific one is linked.

5 Eng¢’s (1991: 7) own reconstruction is even more difficult to read: “All NPs carry a pair of
indices, the first of which represents the referent of the NP. The indices themselves bear a
definiteness feature. The feature on the first index determines the definiteness of the NP, as
usual. The definiteness feature on the second index determines the specificity of the NP by
constraining the relation of the referent of the NP to other discourse referents.

(i) Every [NP al<i;> is interpreted as a(x;) and
x; © xj if NP<; ;> is plural
{x; }< x; if NP<; j is singular
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Often the specific indefinite is linked to the speaker of the sentence (who also counts
as an index or available discourse referent), but the specific indefinite can also be
linked to other discourse referents or indices. An additional restriction is that the in-
dex must be from the current sentence, rather than from the previous discourse. In
this sense, specificity is sentence bound, while definiteness is discourse bound.'®

The formal reconstruction of this view of specificity states that a specific NP;j sig-
nals that the associated index i is linked by a salient function (or relation) to another
index j from the same sentence:

(53) Relational / Anchored Specificity Condition
An NP;j in a sentence ¢ with respect to a file F and the Domain of filenames
Dom(¢) is [+ specific] if there is a contextual salient function f such thati =
f(j) and j € Dom(¢)

Let us illustrate the definition on our examples (32) and (33), repeated as (54a) and
(54b). The embedded sentence in direct speech in (54a) introduces a new index I,
such that the index 2 of the specific indefinite can be linked to it by a contextually sa-
lient function f. This function could be spelled out by saying that George can identify
that student or that there was a temporal point at which both individuals were at the
same location etc. The function only indicates that once we have fixed the identity of
the anchor (George) we can also identify the identity of the anchored indefinite. In
(54b), we have two potential anchors such that we can relate the index of the specific
indefinite to either one of them, yielding the two representations (i) and (ii) standing
for the two accessible readings: in (i) George is the anchor and “responsible” for the
specific indefinite, while in (ii) James is the anchor:

16 Note that the following condition allows only for functions between indices (denotations)

inside the actual sentence. If one wants to expand the domain of accessible indices, one
can extend the domain to the whole discourse: Dom (f UF). Additionally we might also
want to add to the domain the speaker at the context ¢ of the sentence: Dom
(fU||speaker]|¢). Furthermore we might want to add that the index may not be dependent on
itself (i #).
While specificity could be claimed to be discourse-bound, as well (i.e. similar to
definiteness—and is claimed to be thus bound by Eng), this is true for partitive NPs only.
Partitives, in turn, are, we claim, best analyzed as a combination of definite and indefinite
operations. Genuine specific NPs are purely sentence-bound. A full discussion of this
point, which is tangential to our concerns, would take us too far afield, but see von Heu-
singer (2002).
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(54) a.  George: “I, met [a certain student of mine] ,.”
2=f(1)and 1 € Dom (¢)
b. James3: “George met [a certain student of his],.”
reading (i) 2 =f (1) and 1 € Dom (¢)
reading (ii) 2 = £ (3) and 3 € Dom (¢)

In (55) the universal quantifier introduces an index / and a new domain for each val-
ue for 1, such that inside that domain the index 2 for the specific indefinite is func-
tionally dependent on the index for every trainer.'” Again the contextually salient
function could be spelled out by his favorite athlete, or the athlete who pays the most
money €tc.

(55) (Speakerj:) Every trainer, will train a certain athlete,,
a. all trainers the same athlete (specific wide scope)
2=f (i) and i € Dom(¢) (if i stands for the speaker)
b. each trainer a different athlete (specific narrow scope)

2=f(1) and 1 € Dom(¢) (if 1 stands for the trainer)

With this theory of “referentially anchored indefinites” we can account for the ob-
servation made above that the Turkish variant (56) (previously mentioned as (40)) of
(55), with the indefinite direct object scrambled over the subject, can only receive the
reading with wide scope. Here, we could argue that the referential index of the
indefinite (specific) object, cannot be anchored by her antrendr, the universally
quantified subject, for configurational (binding-theoretical) reasons:'®

(56) [Belli bir atlet -i], [her antrenor], ¢ahg-tr-acak.
certain one athlete-AcC ~ every trainer work-CAUS-FUT
‘Every trainer, will train a certain athlete,.’
a. all trainers the same athlete (specific wide scope)
2=1f(i) and i € Dom (¢) (if i stands for the speaker)
b. *each trainer a different athlete (specific narrow scope)

2=1£(1) ist not possible

The topicalized indefinite cannot reconstruct, and given that, as we assume, the an-
chor has to c-command the indefinite, the absence of specific narrow scope of the in-
definite with respect to the anchor is explained. Another way of putting the matter is

The conditions for a universal quantifier are somewhat more complex (see Heim 1982:
352)

The exact configurational conditions must be formulated in more detail; one likely possibi-
lity is that the anchor has to c-command the indefinite—a condition violated in (56).
Chierchia (2001) gives such conditions for similar observations in Italian.
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that the narrow scope reading for the indefinite object is impossible, because the in-
dex of the object can’t be bound (see discussion of (55)). Only the wide scope read-
ing is possible for the object, whereby the index may be bound (e.g. by the speaker).

If we compare the definition of partitivity in (51) with the one of relational /
anchored specificity in (53), we can observe the following points of difference be-
tween those definitions:

@) they differ in that partitivity is discourse bound but anchored specificity is
sentence bound
(ii) they differ in that partitivity expresses a relation (subset-relation), while an-

chored specificity expresses a function

(iii) they differ (as Eng noted) in that partitives are always presuppositional
(since discourse linked), but anchored specifics are not necessarily presup-
positional.

Superficially, the two definitions define similar properties of partitive and specific
indefinites: they both assign wide scope. The two definitions cooperate in that we of-
ten find a partitive construction with a specific indefinite. While the partitive con-
struction delimits the set, the specificity of the indefinite NP signals that we make a
“specific” choice. The better we know the set the easier we can make the specific
choice.

Summary of this section: A partitive construction often induces a specific reading
(i.e. it goes along with a specific interpretation). However, this is not necessary: we
also find partitives without a specific interpretation. Therefore, it is not partitivity
that covers specificity, it is rather the explanation in terms of referential anchoring
that explains specificity. It seems that specificity and partitivity are not equal con-
cepts: partitivity is a complex referential property that consists of a definite part and
an indefinite part. The definite part is the relation to an already introduced set, while
the indefinite part is the choice out of this set. This choice can be specific or non-
specific. In the latter case we would get non-specific partitives.

We now turn to a discussion of non-specific partitives.

4. The morphology of Turkish partitives

What we are primarily interested in showing in this paper is that examples like those
in (41) and (42) are misleading. The ungrammaticality of the examples in b. (in both
pairs) with bare partitive direct objects has nothing to do with specificity but rather is
due to morphological and syntactic conditions imposed on nominal phrases without
overt nominal heads, as we shall see shortly. Crucially, we see examples showing
that bare, i.e. case-less partitive direct objects are possible, which in turn shows that
non-specific partitives do exist.

Furthermore, even in some examples where, as in (41) and (42), the overt ac-
cusative case on the partitive direct object appears to be obligatory, non-specific
readings are possible, thus contributing to the number of construction types where
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partitives can be non-specific, and at the same time raising the question of how
reliable morphological expressions of specificity (like the accusative marker in
Turkish) are in general.

4.1. “Bare” partitive direct objects

We now turn to examples of partitive DOs without any accusative marking which are
non-specific. Note that identification of such bare DOs as non-specific is in accord-
ance with Eng’s criterion of viewing overt accusative as an expression of specificity:

(57) Al kadin-lar-dan iki kigi tanmi-yor-du.
Ali woman-PL-ABL two individual know- PROG-PAST
‘Ali knew two individuals of the women.’

(58) Ali  biiro-ya gocuk-lar-dan iki kiz al-acak.
Ali  office-DAT  child-PL-ABL two girl take-FUT
‘Ali will hire, for the office, two girls of the children.’

The direct objects here are similar to their counterparts in (46), as well as to (41) and
(42); we find ablative partitive direct objects here, just as in (42a) and (46). Given
that the direct objects are explicit partitive constructions, we would expect to find ob-
ligatory overt accusative marking. Indeed, (57) and (58) could carry accusative:

(57) Ali kadin-lar-dan iki kigi-yi tam-yor-du.
Ali  woman-PL-ABL  two individual-acc know-PROG-PAST
‘Ali knew two (specific, particular) individuals of the women.’

(58°) Ali  biiro-ya gocuk-lar-dan iki kiz-1 al-acak.
Ali  office-DAT  child-PL-ABL two girl-acc take-FUT
“Ali will hire, for the office, two (specific, particular) girls of the children.’

The examples (57°) and (58”) with the overt accusative marking on their direct ob-
jects are unsurprising. What’s interesting and surprising here is that the accusative
marking can be left off in (57) and (58). The interpretation of these “bare” direct
objects is just as that of any non-specific direct objects: in (57), the speaker probably
doesn’t know the identity of the two people Ali knows, but does know that they were
among the women previously talked about. Similarly, in (58), Ali will hire two girls
whose specific identity is not known, or not committed to by the speaker; however,
their referents are to be found among those of the children whose reference has been
previously established.

We see that partitives without accusative marking—hence non-specific parti-
tives—do exist.

A similar point is made by “bare” ablative partitives with phonologically unre-
alized heads (see Komfilt 1996). These, too, lack overt accusative marking in direct
object position (which is not surprising, as there is no phonological host to which the
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accusative marker could be attached—a fact which may explain why this “headless
partitive” can only be interpreted as having a non-specific subset), and they are un-
derstood in the same way in which non-specific NPs are generally interpreted, as ex-
pressed in the italicized parts of the translations of (59) and (60), i.e. as ‘non-specific
amount’:

(59) Ali  sarap-tan ig-ti.
Ali  wine-ABL drink-PAST
‘Ali drank (an unspecified amount) of the wine.’

60) Ali balik-tan ye-di.
Ali  fish-ABL eat-PAST
‘Ali ate (an unspecified amount) of the fish.’

Similar observations hold of subjects of certain existential verbs, where the phono-
logically unrealized head is interpreted as ‘non-specific amount or number’:

(61) Biz-de bu  kitap-tan  var/yok /kal-ma-ds.
we-LoC this  book-ABL  existing /NEG+existing /remain-NEG-PAST
‘We have/don't have any (copies) of this book; we don't have any (copies) of
this book left.”"

All of these examples have in common the property that, although they are partitive
constructions, and their heads are interpreted as referring to a subset of an overt su-
perset, these heads are non-specific. Partitivity, then, is obviously not sufficient to
impose interpretation of specificity.

4.2. Reasons for the ungrammaticality of ill-formed “bare” partitives

Why, then, are (41b) and (42b) ill-formed? Is this because the partitive is (illegi-
timately) marked as non-specific, as claimed by Eng, or is this indeed due to lack of
overt accusative marking, but independently of specificity?

We claim here that it is the latter. In order to back up our claim, we would like to
make two interrelated points:

%" For arguments that such “headless™ ablative expressions are regular ablative partitives, as
well as for arguments that ablative partitives are regular partitive phrases, i.e. constituents
whose heads express the subset of a superset, the reader is referred to Kornfilt (1984) and
(1996). Please note also that Eng (1991) views ablative partitives on a par with genitive
partitives as a legitimate means of expressing the partitive relationship; this is shown in the
pair (41) versus (42) (which exhibit the genitive versus ablative partitive construction,
respectively), as well as in (46), which illustrates the ablative partitive. All of these exam-
ples are taken from Eng (1991).
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A. 1t is possible to show that the accusative marking, while in general a reliable
expression of specificity, may be misleading: it can conceal a non-specific expres-
sion. This is so when the appearance of the accusative marking is due to formal
reasons, €.g. to morphological requirements: the nominal agreement marking on a
nominal phrasal head has to be followed by the accusative in a transitive context. The
agreement marking itself is an expression of specificity in general, but it can also
conceal non-specificity when it appears in head-noun positions of nominal phrases—
this is true in constructions when a nominal head is required but no lexical head is
available:

(62) a. Kitap-lar-n iki-sin-i al,
book-PL-GEN two-AGR(3)-ACC buy
geri-sin-i kutu-da birak.
remainder-AGR(3)-AcC box-LoC leave
‘Take (any) two of the books and leave the remainder [of the books] in
the box.’

b.  Kitap-lar-dan iki-sin-i al,
book-PL-ABL two-AGR(3)-ACC buy
geri-sin-i kutu-da birak.
remainder-AGR(3)-ACC box-LoC leave

Same reading as in (62a).

The accusative subset may be interpreted as specific or, crucially, as non-specific, as
shown in the translation.

By now, the fact that we can have a non-specific partitive should not surprise us.
But what is interesting is the fact that the non-specific interpretation is possible de-
spite the overt accusative. Furthermore, it is also interesting to note that the accu-
sative is obligatory (even under the non-specific reading), as illustrated by the two
following examples, where lack of overt accusative on these examples leads to ill-
formedness:

(62°) a. *Kitap-lar-n iki-si al,
book-PL-GEN two-AGR(3) buy
geri-sin-i kutu-da birak.
remainder-AGR(3)-ACC  box-LOC leave

b.  *Kitap-lar-dan iki-si al,
book-PL-ABL two-AGR(3)  buy
geri-sin-i kutu-da birak.

remainder-AGR(3)-ACC box-LoC leave
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The agreement marker, usually found following a head noun in a possessive DP,
can—in fact must—also appear in head-noun positions of nominal phrases when a
modifier is present, but no lexical nominal head is.?° This can be seen in (62) a. and
b., which illustrate the genitive and ablative partitive constructions, respectively. It is
in these instances, where an agreement marker (agreeing with the expression de-
noting the superset of the partitive phrase) shows up, that an accusative marker also
shows up and is obligatory. This is the common denominator between the examples
in (62) and those in (41) and (42) (the latter two being Eng¢’s examples), where
leaving off the accusative leads to ill-formedness, yet where this obli-gatoriness of
overt accusative is not due to obligatory specificity. That the illformedness of these
examples without overt accusative is not due to specificity is shown by the avail-
ability of non-specific readings for their grammatical counterparts with overt accusa-
tive, as we just saw in (62a and b).

Similar examples are seen in (63) with an adjectival modifier. Note (63a), where
the third person agreement marker serves as the nominal head of the modified DP.
The agreement marker itself requires overt accusative when it heads a phrase which
is a direct object:

©3) a  Cegitli model-ler-i karsilastir-di-m ve
various model-PL-ACC  compare-PAST-15G and
yeni-sin-i al-di-m.

new-AGR[3]-acc buy-PAST-1SG
‘I compared various models and bought the new (one).’

b.  *Cegitli model-ler-i kargilastir-di-m ve
various model-PL-ACC compare-PAST-15G and
yeni-si al-di-m.

new-AGR(3)  buy-PAST-1sG
Intended reading: ‘I compared various models and bought the new
(one).”

Furthermore, (63a) becomes ungrammatical, when the agreement morpheme is omit-
ted—entirely comparable to the effect that omission of one has in the English trans-
lation; note that the ungrammaticality persists even when the accusative marker is
present:

2 Tt is important to include into this statement a reference to the presence of a modifier. Par-
titive constructions, especially ablative partitives, which lack a nominal lexical head are
possible, as long as their (silent) head has no modifiers of any sort. We saw this in the
course of our discussion of bare (or “naked”) ablative partitives in the text; this construc-
tion is also mentioned in the previous footnote.
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63) c. *Cesitli  model-ler-i karsilagtir-di-m ve
various  model-PL-ACC  compare-PAST-15G and
yeni-pi al-di-m.

new-ACC buy-PAST-15G
Intended reading: ‘I compared various models and bought the new
(one).”

Compare this to the similar ill-formedness in English:
(64) I compared various models and bought the new *(one).

The same is true for the examples in (62). In other words, the agreement marker can’t
be omitted there, either—even if the accusative marker were retained, these examples
would be ungrammatical in the absence of overt agreement.

In (63), the modifier is an adjective; in our previous examples, most importantly
in (62), we had instead numeral quantifiers. In all of those examples, i.e. in ut-
terances that are characterizable as having DPs where a “regular” nominal head is
missing, an agreement morpheme that functions as such a head “saves” the con-
struction, but it must be followed by overt accusative, as in (62a) and (62b) and in
(63a). In all of these examples, where the presence of the accusative is due to a
formal requirement (namely that the overt agreement marker requires its presence), a
non-specific reading is possible. While the accusative marker does express specifi-
city in many instances in the language (as we saw previously), it is unreliable as a
specificity marker when it is needed due to formal reasons, as we just saw.

Note that in examples comparable to (63), but with the difference that the parti-
tive phrase that constitutes the direct object does have a lexical nominal head, a non-
specific reading obtains when the accusative is missing:

(65) a. (Bak-ma-dan) kitap-lar-dan  iki tane al-di-m.
look-NEG-ABL ~ book-PL-ABL two “item”  buy-PAST-15G
‘I bought/took two of the books (without looking).’

This example is entirely equivalent semantically to the non-specific reading of the
following example which has no lexical head, but instead has an agreement marker
and an accusative marker:

(65) b. (Bak-ma-dan) kitap-lar-dan  iki-sin-i al-di-m.
look-NEG-ABL ~ book-PL-ABL two-AGR(3)-ACC buy-PAST-15G
‘I bought/took two of the books (without looking).”

This example is ambiguous between a reading where the subset is specific (not sur-
prisingly, given the accusative marker), and a non-specific reading, again made pos-
sible by the lack of a lexical head and the consequently arising necessity of providing
a nominal head via the agreement marker. Under the latter, non-specific reading,
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(65b) is synonymous with (65a), whose lexical head tane ‘item’ functions elsewhere
as a classifier-like element.

This pair of examples, then, provides us with two important conclusions, which
we have mentioned as claims earlier:

1.  Where the accusative marker is required for formal reasons, it is not a reliable
marker for specificity; elsewhere, it is;

2. It is possible to have non-specific partitives—i.e. non-specific subsets that are
clearly expressed as being related to just as clearly expressed supersets. This is
illustrated by the well-formed (65a), where the lack of the accusative marker (on
the “regular” nominal lexical head) signals lack of specificity, and by the
contrasting possibility of a non-specific interpretation for (65b) (despite the overt
accusative marker). The non-specific interpretation for (65b) is possible despite
the presence of overt accusative, because the accusative is necessary due to
formal reasons—i.e. due to the presence of the agreement marker which is, in
turn, necessarily present due to the absence of a “regular”, i.e. lexical, nominal
head.

Many of our examples have illustrated ablative partitives. Let us look at genitive par-
titives, as well, as they are interesting in the context of formal reasons for the ap-
pearance of the accusative marker.

The genitive on a DP requires the presence of overt agreement on a related
nominal head. This is so in possessive phrases,” as well as in (genitive) partitive
phrases. One might even view the genitive and the agreement morphemes as a single
discontinuous morpheme—a view that receives support from the following
observation: not only does overt Agr have different shapes for different person and
number combinations, but also the genitive itself, albeit in a much more limited

21 With the exception of possessive phrases in an informal and/or rural style, where overt Agr

is absent. The semantics of such Agr-less phrases are not so much one of possessivity (as
is the case in regular possessive phrases with overt Agr), but rather one of relatedness and
and familiarity between the (Agr-less) head and the genitive specifier:

(i) biz-im sinif
We-GEN class
‘our dear, old (familiar) class’

versus
(i) biz-im  simfimiz

we-GEN  class-1PL
‘our class’
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fashion: the first person singular and plural genitive is different from the genitive for
the other person and number combinations.

Now, given that the genitive that marks the superset in a partitive phrase requires
the presence of overt Agr on the subset expression of the partitive, the accusative
marker is also (again formally) required, and the accusative-less alternatives (which,
as we saw earlier, are possible in the ablative partitives) are unavailable:

(66) a. *Kitap-lar-m  iki tane al-di-m.
book-PL-GEN  two “item” buy-PAST-15G
Intended reading: ‘I bought two of the books.”

For the genitive partitives, the accusative is obligatory (where the partitive is a direct
object), because the overt agreement is obligatory (itself, as just stated, due to the
genitive). This is so even when a lexical head is present:

(66) b. Kitap-lar-in iki tane-sin-i al-di-m.
book-PL-GEN two “item”-AGR[3]-AcC buy-PAST-1SG
‘I bought two of the books.”

Interestingly for our purposes, the accusative by itself is not enough to “save” (66a),
without overt Agr:

(66) c. *Kitap-lar-m  iki tane-yi al-di-m.
book-PL-GEN two “item”-AccC buy-PAST-15G
Intended reading: ‘I bought two of the books.”

The accusative is not sufficient to make (66a) grammatical, because, as stated earlier,
the genitive necessitates the presence of overt agreement.
A particularly telling pair of examples is provided by (67a) versus (67b):

(67) a. Buvasif-lar-a sahip ol-an bir insan /
this property-PL-DAT owner be-REL.P a person/
bir kiitiiphaneci ari-yor-um.

a librarian seek-PR.PROG-15G

‘I am looking for a(ny) person/a(ny) librarian who has these properties.’

As the translation makes clear, this example illustrates a non-specific direct object,
lacking accusative marking. This is just as expected: Clearly, the bold-faced expres-
sion is non-specific; the speaker is looking for any person or any librarian who ful-
fills certain properties; it is obvious that the speaker does not have any particular per-
son or librarian in mind. Not surprisingly, the non-specific direct object bears no
overt accusative marker.
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If the direct object is followed by the accusative, the interpretation is specific: the
speaker is looking for a particular person or librarian who has the properties in
question:

(67) b. Buvasif-lar-a sahip ol-an bir insan-1/
this property-PL-DAT owner be-REL.P a person-ACC
bir kiitiiphaneci-yi ari-yor-um.

a librarian-acc seek-PR.PROG-15G
‘I am looking for a (particular) person/a (particular) librarian who has
these properties.’

In contrast, the case marking properties of the following example, semantically very
similar to (67 a), are surprising at first:

(68) Bu vasif-lar-a sahip ol-an bir-in-i
this property-PL-DAT owner be-REL.P  one-AGR(3)-ACC
ari-yor-um.

seek-PR.PROG-15G
‘I am looking for someone who has these properties (i.e. someone with
these properties)’

This example means essentially the same as (67a) with the difference that it is am-
biguous between a specific and a non-specific reading for the direct object. In other
words, the distinction between (67a) and (67b) in terms of specificity, expressed in a
one-to-one fashion by the absence versus presence of the accusative marker, is col-
lapsed in (68), where the accusative marker is obligatory under either one of the two
readings. Under the specific reading, the accusative marking in (68) is just as ex-
pected.

In contrast, under the non-specific reading, the use of accusative is, at first
glance, surprising; however, this example falls into place, along with others that lack
a lexical nominal head and instead only have a quantificational or adjectival modifier
to express the subset. Here, too, the nominal agreement marker is used as a nominal
head; consequently, use of the accusative becomes necessary, due to this formal
reason. Given that the accusative is here necessitated because of formal reasons, it
stops being a reliable marker of specificity, giving rise to the ambiguity between
specific and non-specific readings. (As a matter of fact, the non-specific reading is
the primary one here, despite the overt accusative.)

Eng’s original examples, i.e. (46) as well as (41) and (42), are similar. The
accusative marking on the partitive direct objects are due to morphological and
syntactic requirements of these otherwise headless nominal (partitive) phrases—
“headless” in the sense of lacking a lexical nominal head. Crucially, while the
accusative is obligatory on the partitive direct objects in all of these examples, this
obligatoriness is not due to the specificity of these partitives: We saw that non-spe-
cific readings are available in all of these instances. Rather, the obligatoriness of the
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accusative markings in these examples is enforced due to formal reasons, i.e. here
due to the agreement marker that precedes it; the agreement marker itself is
obligatory, due to lack of a lexical nominal head of the partitive phrases. This is so in
all partitive phrases. In addition, the overt agreement marker must be present in gen-
itive partitive phrases even where there is a lexical nominal head, due to the re-
quirement that the genitive be licensed by overt agreement. In such instances, too,
the overt agreement marker necessitates overt accusative (where the whole partitive
phrase is a direct object).?

4.3. Partitivity and specificity

As we have seen, additional data and closer scrutiny have shown that partitives can
be non-specific. On the other hand, the semantics of specificity do seem to require
that a specific expression must have its referential index checked against the
referential indices of previously uttered expressions (or else contextually salient
ones) and actually achieve success in that matching. This would then mean that the
set of referential indices of the specific expression must be a subset of the set of
referential indices, previously uttered, and that we have here partitive semantics.
How, then, is it possible that a partitive construction is non-specific?

We suggest that partitivity is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for spe-
cificity. The presupposition necessary for specificity is made explicit in a partitive
construction. However, this is not enough to make an expression specific. Rather, in
addition, the speaker must be interested in stating that s/he has verified that the
index-checking has been successful and that s/he knows which indices of the explicit
or implied superset satisfy those of the specific expression, and that s’he conveys this
knowledge of identification to the hearer. Without that second part, we have pre-
supposed or explicit partitivity, but not specificity.

This view makes it possible to correctly predict the existence of non-specific
partitives. Here, the superset merely narrows down the referential possibilities of the
(non-specific) subset, but no uniquely identifying index-matchup is presupposed.
Thus, when we say something like: “I saw two (persons) of the students” in Turkish
without an accusative marker for the direct object, we are saying that we have
narrowed down the set of all humans to a smaller set—that of students, and in fact a
set of particular students (the latter expressed via an expression of definiteness on the
superset). However, by saying that the two individuals we saw belong to that set, we

22 We have not discussed the reasons for the formal requirement that an overt agreement
marker heading a DP enforces an overt accusative marker, if this DP is a direct object.
This issue, which has to do with the phrasal architecture of DPs and with the formal
licensing of features, is tangential to the concerns of the present study and is too intricate
to be dealt with in a brief fashion.
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have not committed ourselves to claiming knowledge of which particular individuals
among those constituting the superset we saw, or else that we want to share this
knowledge if we do, or else that we presuppose interest in such sharing of knowledge
on the part of the hearer. For example, we might be able to identify the two because
they wear a certain uniform, or because they are injured etc., but without knowledge
of their particular identities.

The superset expression in a partitive construction serves as a description of a
certain type of the subset, just like other kinds of modifying expressions do—
whereby “certain type” is intended to narrow down sets of possible candidates. But
the superset does not identify the subset. If we have actually matched the referential
indices of the subset against those of the superset and have found identity and do
commit ourselves to conveying this, then we are dealing with a specific subset and
the corresponding morphological markers are used: We saw two particular
individuals—e.g. Joe and Mary—among the students.

This means that it is correct to characterize specific expressions as those whose
referential indices are included in a larger set/file (see Heim 1982) of such indices,
but such a characterization is insufficient. However, to say that the referential index
of a non-specific expression cannot be included in a larger set of such indices is
incorrect; it can be, as we saw, and this is amply exemplified in this study.

5. Summary

We have shown in this paper that case marking of the direct object in Turkish is
conditioned by semantics, morphology and syntax. Accusative case marking in Turk-
ish is an instance of the more general phenomenon of differentiated object marking,
or DOM, in various languages. DOM depends on parameters like information struc-
ture, referential categories and animacy. In Turkish, DOM depends on information
structure (typically expressed via word order) and on the referential category of
specificity: If a direct object is topicalized (which, in most instances, is possible only
if it is specific) or if it is specific in its preverbal position it must have overt case.
Specificity, then, is the most important semantic property that determines overt
objective, i.e. accusative, case marking in Turkish. Animacy, however, does only
play a minor role.

The functional explanation of DOM assumes that direct objects are marked if
they are too similar to typical subjects. For Turkish this would mean that topicalized
or specific direct objects receive case in order to distinguish them from proper
subjects. However, we have shown that this view cannot be correct since subjects
receive (genitive) case under the same conditions. In other words, case marking of
the direct object (and of the subject) depends on the absolute value of the parameters
rather than on relative value with respect to another category.

We have also discussed Eng¢’s concept of specificity in terms of partitivity—a
concept that is closely related to accusative case marking. We have extended Eng’s
proposal to a broader concept of specificity as “referentially anchored expression”.
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With this concept we were able to account for non-partitive and narrow-scope specif-
ic indefinites.

Finally, we have discussed the complex interaction between the agreement mark-
er and the accusative case marker in Turkish on partitive constructions as direct ob-
jects, where an agreement marker directly precedes the accusative marker. The data
clearly show that direct object case marking is much more dependent on agreement
marking than previously discussed in the literature. Thus this morpho-syntactic
parameter is a crucial parameter for DOM in Turkish—and several of Eng’s original
examples thus receive a new analysis. The same interaction between agreement
marking and accusative marking was also illustrated with respect to the different
behavior of genitive partitives vs. ablative partitives. However, the close and subtle
interaction between agreement and case marking needs additional investigation, and
we are convinced that further research will yield an even better understanding of the
fine interaction between referential categories, case, agreement and their morpho-
ogical marking.
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Morphology has always played a central role in the grammatical description of Turkish
and Turkic in general. However, overestimating morphology often impedes insight into the
exact function of a given item. The article below employs a basically syntactic approach:
Predicates of non-finite clauses with a specific syntactic status within the matrix sen-
tence—namely constituent clauses—are examined for an inventory of competing morpho-
logical items denoting a specific set of semantic categories—namely aspect. Some peri-
pheral semantic oppositions are considered along the way. The strongly functional delimi-
tation allows a perspective on the items under investigation which is quite different from
the traditional point of view reflected in most grammars of Turkish. For this inductive
study of aspect in constituent clauses, ample examples from Turkish literature are quoted.

Julian Rentzsch, Seminar fiir Orientkunde, Johannes Gutenberg-Universitit Mainz, DE-
55099 Mainz, Germany. E-mail: rentzsch@mail.uni-mainz.de

1. Introduction

Aspectological work usually focuses on finite verbs. Still, aspectual values are mark-
ed in non-finite positions, too. In Turkish, four non-finite syntagmatic positions with
different items competing and, consequently, different oppositions arising need to be
distinguished. These are: constituent clauses, relative clauses, converb clauses and
secondary predications.

Constituent clauses are clauses that hold constituent status in the sentence, e.g.
<Orobiiste, evie okul arasinda gegen zamamn bana nasil bir yiik oldugunu> bile-
mezsin ‘You cannot know <what a burden the time that passes in the bus between
home and school means for me>’ (TUT 41), where the passage in brackets holds the
status of the object constituent of the sentence. Aspectual and modal items in the pre-
dicative head of constituent clauses are verbal nouns, i.e. action nouns.

Relative clauses specify a nominal head and fulfil semantic and syntactic func-
tions similar to adjectives. They can be restrictive, e.g. Dadim, <doksan yasinda bile
giizel kalmig> bir Cerkezdi ‘“My nanny was a Cherkess <who had remained beautiful
even in her nineties>’ (DIN 23), or non-restrictive, e.g. <Uykunun huzuruna gomiil-
miig> Riiya ‘Riya, <who was buried in the tranquillity of sleep>" (KK 11). Turkish
distinguishes between two types of relative clauses, depending on whether the first
actant in the relative clause is co-indexed with the nominal head within the matrix
sentence, e.g. <okuyan;> adam; ‘the man; <who; reads>’, or not, e.g. <okudugum;>



46 Julian Rentzsch

kitap; ‘the book; <I; read>’. Both types of relative clauses have distinct inventories of
aspectual items in different oppositions. Many other Turkic languages do not employ
different inventories depending on co-indexation. Relative clauses can be bound, i.e.
the nominal head is expressed overtly, e.g. <Biitiin gece ugrasmis oldugu> bir
konunun riiyasina girmemesi garip geldi ona ‘It seemed strange to him that an issue
<he had been busy with the whole night> did not enter his dreams’ (TUT 32), or free,
i.e. without the head being mentioned, e.g. anlatamiyorlar <anlatilamayani> “They
cannot explain <what is unexplainable>’ (TUT 133). The question whether a relative
clause is free or bound is irrelevant for the inventory and the functional configuration
of the aspectual oppositions. Aspectual and modal items in the predication of relative
clauses are verbal adjectives, i.e. participles.

Converb clauses have adverbial status in the sentence, e.g. <Tahta iistiinde otu-
rarak>, dort beg giin siiren yorucu bir yolculuk yaptik ‘<Sitting on a wooden bench>,
we made an exhausting journey of four or five days’ (DIN 195). Converb items pre-
sent the aspectologist with a number of problems as they do not constitute a closed
class and can carry other semantic values beside aspectual ones. Nonetheless, among
nonfinal items converbs are investigated best from an aspectological point of view
(e.g. Johanson 1990, 1995a, 1995b). Converbs are verbal adverbs, i.e. gerunds.

Secondary predications are predicative attributes (cf. Drimba 1976). They usually
occur directly in front of the superordinate predication and pose relatively strong
restrictions on intervening items. Examples for secondary predications are biraz ol-
sun <kurtulmus> sayilir bu hastaliktan ‘he is considered <saved from this illness>,
at least a little bit® (KK 263) and Hakikatte biitiin bu insanlar <hakikat denen
duvarin otesine ge¢mek igin birer delik bulmus> yagiyorlard: ‘In fact, all these peo-
ple were leading their lives <having each found a hole to get beyond the wall called
truth>" (SAE 44). The superordinate predication needs not be finite; in kurtulmug
sayildigi icin and delik bulmus yasarken, kurtulmus and bulmug are examples of
secondary predications with non-finite matrix predicates.

Distinguishing the different types of non-finite clauses can sometimes be difficult.
Their morphological inventories partly overlap. Converb clauses with secondary con-
verb heads often contain constituent clauses (e.g. digi igin) or relative clauses (e.g.
digi zaman). Whether or not aspectual values in secondary converb structures can be
evaluated within the framework of their basic constructions largely depends on the
degree of grammaticalization of the converb constructions (cf. digine gére in exam-
ple 55 below). Headless relative clauses can sometimes be misinterpreted as con-
stituent clauses. In theory, the sentence Turgut, <soylediklerine> inanmakta zorluk
gekmedi (TUT 39) could be interpreted in two ways, i.e. as a relative clause (‘It was
not difficult for Turgut to believe <in what he had said>") or as a constituent clause
(‘It was not difficult for Turgut to believe <that they had spoken>"). The reason is
that free relative clauses can assume constituent status in the matrix sentence them-
selves. Usually, the context will make it perfectly clear which interpretation is the
correct one. Still, there remain rather intricate cases. E.g., <ne yapmis oldugunu>
bilirsek ‘if we know <what he has done>" (TUT 72) is a constituent clause in Turkish
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in spite of its translation as a relative clause. Question words like ne and kim, which
function as a compensation for relative pronouns non-existent in Turkish, have the
same syntactical status here as kahvailti in kahvalti yapmis oldugunu bilirsek “if we
know that s/he has had breakfast’ or kendisinin in kendisinin yapmig oldugunu bilir-
sek “if we know that s/he has made it’.! Although distinguishing between constituent
clauses and free relative clauses may be difficult sometimes, it is vital to distinguish
these types of clauses carefully, as the aspectual items are part of different oppo-
sitions and thus carry different values.” It goes without saying that the analytical
problem for the researcher does not arise for the skilled L1 user, as the correct value
is selected automatically during the interpretation process. Most grammars of Turkish
follow a completely morphological approach and deal with items like DIK regardless
of their syntactic status and the oppositions involved.

This article deals with constituent clauses exclusively. As speakers of Turkish of-
ten disagree about the grammaticality of constructed examples, I quote examples
from literature and refrain from own constructions so that the issue about correctness
will not arise.

My analysis is based on Johanson’s aspect model (Johanson 2000, etc.), which
sharply distinguishes between the functional layers of aspect and actionality and em-
ploys the most elaborate set of distinctions I have encountered to date, thus offering a
most smooth and flexible means for analysis. The details of this model cannot be de-
scribed here. The reader is referred to Johanson (2000, 1971). I will confine myself to
pointing out that actional contents maximally comprise a terminus initialis ©,, a cur-
sus and a terminus finalis T,. Actional phrases are multiple complexes whose internal
phase structure (IPS) is determined by the combined semantic values of basic verb,
arguments, and satellites. There are transformative [+t] and non-transformative [—t]
actional phrases. Transformatives can be subdivided into initio-transformatives [+ti]
and fini-transformatives [+tf], depending on whether T, or , is the crucial limit <c.
Fini-transformatives are either momentaneous [+tmom] or non-momentaneous
[-mom]. Non-transformatives comprise dynamic [+dyn] and non-dynamic [-dyn] ac-
tions. Non-transformatives do not have a crucial limit, but their relevant limit g is ©;
as the action can be taken as “having occurred” after transgression of t;. The five
IPSs crucial for the aspecto-actional interplay can be arranged along the following
hierarchy according to their limit orientation (Johanson 2000: 58):

[+tf, +mom] > [+{f, -mom] > [+i] > [, +dyn] > [t, ~dyn]

Cases of doubt with respect to free relative clauses can be tested by adding an overt head,
e.g. *<ne yapmus oldugu> isi bilirsek.

This fact is even more obvious in other Turkic languages, e.g. Uyghur, where for example
GEn carries the value [+POST] in constituent clauses, but [(-(INTRA)-POST)] in relative
clauses, which is not true for Turkish DIK. The correspondences between participles and
action nouns in terms of aspectuality are remarkably strong in Turkish.
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The actional phrase functions as the operandum of aspect values.

Aspect consists of the parameters viewpoint and focality. The viewpoint para-
meter determines the relative position of the aspectual viewpoint to the limits of the
actional phrase. The options available are intraterminality [+INTRA], postterminality
[+POST] and adterminality [+AD] as well as the negative (and neutral) values
[FINTRA], [-POST] and [-AD]. [+INTRA] views the action within its limits,
[+POST] after transgression of ¢ or Tz and [+AD] in the attainment of tc.> Focality
is a scalar notion that determines the sharpness of the view towards the action. We
can roughly distinguish high [HF] and low focality [LF] and non-focal [NF] items.
Although the basic aspectual value can be determined in an abstract way for each in-
dividual item, the exact and concrete meaning realizes itself in dependency to the
oppositions the items are involved in. For the interpretation of an utterance both the
aspecto-actional interplay and the interaction between co-occurring aspectual items
are decisive. Further factors like taxis and pragmatics are not considered in this arti-
cle.

2. Basic items in constituent clauses

Turkish verbal nouns can be classified along morphological criteria. There are prima-
1y, i.e. simple, and secondary, i.e. compound items. The Turkish primary verbal
nouns are DIK, mE and mEK.* They do not carry any positive aspectual value of their
own. Consequently, their contrast is of a non-aspectual nature. The opposition be-
tween DIK and mE(K) has been characterized as [+factive] by Johanson (1998: 60).
It has to be mentioned here that [-factive] only means the absence of marked facti-
city and does not imply that a [factive] item cannot refer to a fact (see examples like
18, 19, 56, 57, 69 and 71 below). The contrast between mE and mEX is less clear and
often depends on conventionalized patterns.’ It seems, though, that mE as the item
capable of combining with possessive and genitive suffixes tends to convey a shade
of concreteness in contrast to the more abstract mEK (for illustration of the [—con-
crete] feature of mEK, cf. examples like 30 and 34). Although DIK, mE and mEK are
devoid of a positive aspectual value of their own, they must still be considered aspec-

The opposition [+AD] is irrelevant in Turkish and, probably, in Turkic generally.

Another important primary verbal noun, Js, is probably characterized best as a derivational
suffix, the resulting items being mostly lexical in nature. It is not involved in aspectual op-
positions to the same degree as mE, mEK and DIK and will not be dealt with in this article.
Its aspectual value, however, is [(-INTRA)(—POST)]. (I is more strongly involved in sys-
tematic aspectual contrasts in other Turkic languages, e.g. Uyghur.) Further (secondary)
verbal nouns not discussed in this article are mEKIK (Lewis 1967: 170) — which is disre-
garded here due to scarcity — and mEzIIK, which also belongs to the field of derivation.
These patterns are summarized in Brendemoen & Hovdhaugen (1992: 121-124) and Lewis
(1967: 167-172).
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tual items as they systematically operate as the negative and neutral terms in full-
fledged aspectual oppositions. Further explanation will be provided below.

The three primary items discussed here differ not only in value but also in distri-
bution (the latter fact being conditioned by a combination of factors like the differ-
ence in meaning, conventionalization in use and phonetics). For example, DIK is
used much less frequently in the subject slot than mE and even mEK, whereas it is
very common as an object to verbs denoting meanings of thinking, knowing, feeling,
etc. The following examples will be categorized along the following criteria:

Direct (nominative) case, i.e. subject or predicate constituent

Accusative case, i.e. direct object constituent

Other cases and combinations

Non-final member in combinations resembling (tatpurusa and karmadharaya)
compounds

Sowy»

Examples for the basic items:
DIK:
A.
(1) <Eski Osmanl ediplerine ¢ok ozendiginiz> ayan oluyor efendim. ‘It becomes ob-
vious <that you are emulating the old Ottoman authors>, sir.” (TUT 57)

(2) Deli enistemiz bunu igitince bakmis ki bu defa da <peygamberi sévdiigii> samlarak
bagina bir ig agilacak! “When our crazy uncle heard this he realized that once again he
would be thought of as <having cursed the Prophet> and therefore he would run into
trouble.” (CEN 125)

(3) <Nereden geldigi> anlasilamayan fosforlu bir isikla arada bir belli belirsiz aydin-
lanan Kara Cadillac’a agw agwr, korkuyla, yambasindaki Ha¢lh muhafizlarindan izin
alir gibi saygiyla yaklasacagim. ‘Slowly and fearfully, respectfully, as if asking per-
mission from the crusader guards at its side I will approach the Black Cadillac that is
occasionally slightly illuminated by a phosphorescent light of which nobody knows
<where it comes from>.” (KK 27)

(4) <Nereden kabardigr> bilinmeyen bir kiigiik riizgdrla harekete gegen bir bulut
pargasi, evvela bir giil bahgesi oldu, sonra ince ince pargalara ayrilarak ta baglarmn
ucuna kadar ilerledi ve orada yeleleri alevli siyah bir atn 6n ayaklarina dogru bir hal
gibi serildi. ‘A piece of cloud moved by a breeze of which nobody knew < from where
it had arisen > became a rose garden first, then it was split into minute pieces and
moved down towards their heads. There, they were spread out like a carpet before the
forelegs of a black horse with a blazing mane.” (HUZ 204)
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(5) Tek bildigim, <onlarla aym evde yasadigim>. ‘The only thing I know is <that I
live in the same house with them>.> (BIP 160)°

B.

(6) Nermin, hafifce basim kaldirip, <<sevindigini> gizledigini> belirtmek isteyen bir
bakisla: “Bagka tiirlii olabilir miydi?” dedi. ‘Nermin raised her head slightly and said
with a glance which was meant to indicate <that she was hiding <that she was glad>>:
“Could it be different?” (TUT 49)

(7) Galip, <Celal’i bulmak iizere oldugunu> anlath. “‘Galip told him <that he was
about to find Celdl>.” (KK 387)

(8) Dostlar, <onun gizli din kullandigim> bile rivayet ederlerdi. “His friends even
used to relate <that he practised a secret religion>.” (SIB 52)

(9) Turgut, biitiin bunlar1 o sirada mi diigiindii, yoksa sonradan, o am hatirladig
zaman, <oyle diigiindiigiinii> mii sand1? ‘Did Turgut think all these things then, or did
he believe <that he had thought like that> when he remembered that moment later?’
(TUT 36)

(10) <Biraz daha digini stkmasi gerektigini> biliyordu sadece. ‘He simply knew <that
he would have to grit his teeth a little longer>.” (TUT 38)

C.

(11) <Bu agiklamanin, degil dinleyenler igin, benim igin bile fazla soyut oldugunun>
JSarkindayim. ‘I am aware of the fact <that this explanation is too abstract not only for
those who listen but also for myself>.” (TUT 41)

(12) Isiten <senin Miisliiman kizi olduguna> inanmayacak... “The one who hears this
won’t believe <that you are a Muslim girl>.” (SIB 44)

(13) Biitiin bunlara bakyp <hakikaten hayatimi, miihim, anlatilmas: behemehal lizim
gelen bir sey sandigima>, <ona oldugundan fazla bir deger verdigime> inanmaymiz.
‘With regard to all these things, do not think <that I really consider my life an im-
portant matter that absolutely needs to be narrated> and <that I attach more importance
to it than it has>.” (SAE 14)

(14) Bu, <Celdl’in uzun zamandir gazeteye yeni yazi gondermediginin> agik bir
isareti oldugu gibi, baska bir seyin gizli bir isareti de olabilirdi. ‘Just as it could be a
clear sign for the fact <that Celal had not sent any new articles to the newspaper for a
long time>, it could also be a secret sign for something else.” (KK 96)

Tek bildigim is a free relative clause.
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D.

(15) Eminénii otobiisiindeyken kucagindaki paketin tuhaf bir sekilde agirlastigini
hissetti, aym tuhaflikla baska bir duyguya, bir géziin kendisini gézetledigi duygusuna
da kapildi. “While he sat in the Eminonii bus he felt that the parcel in his lap was
becoming heavy in a strange way; in the same strange way he was seized with another

feeling, namely the feeling that an eye was watching him.” (KK 72)

mE:

A.

(16) Iginin bogaldigim hissetti birdenbire: <giégsiinden midesine, oradan da bacak-
larina dogru bir kayip gitme>. ‘Suddenly he felt that he became empty internally: <a
drifting away from his chest to his stomach, and further towards his legs>.” (TUT 34)

(17) Fakat onu hayran eden sey, <bir kadmn iki sene bir swr gibi saklayabilmesi> ol-
du. ‘But what struck him was <that a woman could hide it like a secret for two years>.”

(SIB 38)

(18) Bu saadetin tek lekesi <Seyit Litfullah’m ancak Aselban’in kendisini ¢agirdig
zamanlar oraya gidebilmesi> idi. ‘The only stain on this bliss was <that Seyit Latful-
lah could only go there when Aselban invited him>.” (SAE 46)

(19) <Simdi, highir kosede bulunamamasi>, <bwrakng adreslerin ve telefon numa-
ralarmmn yanhs ya da uydurma ¢ikmasi>, sevgilerine karsilik veremedigi yakin akra-
balarina, uzak akrabalarmma—biitiin insanlara—duydugu tuhaf ve anlasilmaz bir nefret
yiiziindendi. ‘“<That he could not be found anywhere now> and <that all the addresses
and telephone numbers he had left turned out to be wrong or fictitious> was due to a
strange and incomprehensible hatred against his close relatives, his distant relatives—
all people whose love he did not reciprocate.” (KK 101)

B.
(20) <Direnmeyi> birak. ‘Give in (i.e. give up the resistance).” (TUT 537)

(21) Bizim <tekrar tekrar dinlemeyi> sevdigimiz bu fikray: anlatirken o hald bu isten
ucuz kurtulmus olmasimin heyecanim duyardi. “When he told this anecdote, which we
loved <to hear again and again>, he always still felt the excitement of only just having
escaped this situation.” (CEN 125)

(22) Yokusu ¢ikarken <Celdl’e yalnizca Riiya’'min hafif hasta oldugunu séylemeyi>
kuruyordu. “While he was going uphill he planned <to tell Celél only that Riiya was a
little ill>.” (KK 96)

C.

(23) <Adlar: degistirerek kitab: yayimlamamda> bir sakinca gérmedigini belirtti. ‘She
declared that she had no objection <against publishing the book (while) changing the
names>.” (TUT 19)
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(24) Umumi veya hususi psikoloji ve bilhassa sosyoloji hakkinda higbir fikrim olma-
masina ragmen <igin boyle olmasina> ben de memnunum. ‘Although I have no idea
about general or special psychology and especially sociology, I am content <that the
matter is like this>.’(SAE 21)

(25) Buna ragmen, ister giindiiz olsun, ister gece, canlari diledikge, bir mezarhktan
otekine hoplaya ziplaya gegenler de vards: riizgar ve hirsizlar, kertenkeleler ve kediler,
<aradaki duvarn iistiinden, iginden, altindan gegmenin> tiirlii tiirlii yollarina vakifti.
Nevertheless, there were creatures that hopped and leaped from one graveyard to the
other as their hearts desired: wind and thieves, lizards and cats were aware of
<manifold ways of getting across, through or below the wall between them>.”(BIP 19)

(26) <oliimii beklemenin> zamam geldi artik ‘the time has finally come <to expect
death>"(KK 27)

D.

27) Iginde bazi uyku sonlarim andiran ¢ok lezzetli bir tikenme duygusu, hattd bu
sicak kavrayis ve sokulugslarin iginde bir tiikenme arzusu vard:. “Internally there was a
very delicate feeling of exhaustion that resembled the end of slumber, even a desire for
exhaustion within this warm grasping and shoving.” (HUZ 26)

(28) Dogdugundan beri basimin gevrisini bir ugursuzluk hdlesi gibi saran o amansiz
yalmzhk duygusundan, insanlara sokulamama hastaligmdan kurtulamayacagim anla-
nugt artik. “He finally had understood that he would not be able to escape that merci-
less feeling of loneliness that had surrounded his head like a halo of misfortune since

birth, and the illness of being unable to cope with people.’ (KK 101)

(29) Her sey, moda magazalarindan, muaseret giicliiklerinden, cinsi terbiyeden, utan-
ma duygusundan, giinah korkusundan edebiyat ve sanata kadar her sey bu ige miida-
hale ediyor. ‘Everything, beginning from fashion magazines, the difficulties in social
relations, sexual education, sense of shame, fear of guilt, up to literature and art, every-
thing is involved in this matter.” (HUZ 167)

mEK:

A

(30) <Hatirlamak> <gérdiigiinii bilmektir>. <Bilmek>, <gordiigiinii hatirlamaktir>.
<Gormek>, <hatirlamadan bilmektir>. ‘<To remember> is <to know what you have
seen>. <To know> is <to remember what you have seen>. <To see> is <to know with-
out remembering>.” (BAK 91-92)

(31) Belki de biitiin dmriince ikisini beraber gormeye alistig igin, <ayri ayri yerlerde
yattiklar: diigiinmek> ona agr geliyordu. ‘Maybe it was hard for him <to realize that
they lay in different places>, because he had been accustomed to seeing them both
together all his life.” (HUZ 35)

(32) <Seker bayraminda seker yemek ve ikram etmek>, <Kurban bayraminda kurban
eti yemek ve dagitmak>; <Muharrem’in onunda agsure pisirtmek, yemek ve tamdikla-



Aspect in Turkish constituent clauses 53

rina géndermek> lezzetli bir sevapti. ‘<To eat and offer candy on the Candy Festival>,
<to eat and distribute meat on the Festival of Sacrifice>, <to have prepared Ashura on
the tenth of Muharram, to eat it and to send it to one’s acquaintances> was a pleasant,
good deed.” (CEN 35-36)

(33) Bilmiyorum, <bir fiction 'un yokluguna iiziilmek> ne dereceye kadar dogrudur? ‘1
don’t know; to what extent is it right <to feel regret about the absence of a fiction>?”

(HUZ 270)

(34) <Insanmin aylardir mutlulukla resmettigi bir kitabin, kutsal bildigi seylere saldir-
digindan kuskulanmak>, <yagsarken cehennem azabi ¢ekmek>. ‘<To suspect that a
book one has been illustrating for months insults things one considers holy> is <to
burn in hell alive>.” (BAK 183)

B.
(35) Hammlar, bu sabah saatlerinde, <gezinmegi> pek severler ‘The ladies very much
loved <to go for a stroll> in these morning hours.” (CEN 70)

C.
(36) <Oteki adlar: degistirmekte> giicliik ¢ekmedim. I had no difficulties in <chang-
ing the other names>.” (TUT 19)

(37) <Cocuk iki yasina geldigi giin ¢ektirilen fotografta onu tanimakta> giigliik ¢eker-
diniz. ‘It would be difficult for you <to recognize him on a photo which was taken on
the day the child became two>.” (TUT 53)

(38) Hayir, <hdtiralarim: yazmaktan> kastim <kendimi anlatmak> degildir. “No, my
intention <in writing my memoirs> is not <to express myself>.” (SAE 14)

(39) Evet, <ne okumaktan, ne yazmaktan> hoglanmirim. “Yes, I enjoy <neither reading
nor writing>.” (SAE 13)

(40) Celal, <sahneye gikmaktan> korkan bir oyuncuyu yiireklendirir gibi sirtim svaz-
layarak, perdenin oniine dogru nazikge itekledi kardegini. ‘Celal pushed his brother
gently towards the curtain, stroking his back as if he was encouraging an actor that was
afraid <of going on stage>.” (BIP 337)

(41) Milletin yaris1, <ébiir yarisimin hayvaniyetini doyurmakla> meggul. ‘Half of the
people are busy <satisfying the bestiality of the other half>.” (SIB 57)

D.
(42) Onun en biiyiik hususiyeti harikuldde bir yemek pisirmek, yemek ve yedirmek me-
rakiydi. “His biggest peculiarity was his passion to cook, eat and serve an extra-

ordinary meal.” (CEN 61)

(43) Beni_daima ciddive almak litfunu gosteren Doktor Ramiz bu diigiincelerinin
sonunda benim biiyiik bir idealist oldugumu da ildve etmigti. ‘Doctor Ramiz, who had
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the kindness always to take me seriously. added at the end of these considerations that

I was a great idealist.” (SAE 21)

Thus, we can say that DIK, mE and mEK carry the following values:

Aspectual value  |[factive]|[+concrete][Morpheme
[((INTRAX-POST)] + + DIK
[((INTRA)-POST)] - + mE
[((INTRA)Y-POST)] - - mEK

The existence of the oppositions [+factive] and [+concrete] bears relevance for the
complete aspectual inventory of constituent clauses. The items DIK, mE and mEK
both function as neutral terms within this inventory, i.e. as carriers of the value
[(-INTRA)(-POST)], and are involved in the formation of all the positively marked

items as well.

As for their distribution, DIK rather rarely occurs in the direct case, with the ex-
ception of constructions like digi i¢in or digi gibi (Yani her millette oldugu gibi ‘In
other words, as it is the case in every nation’ (HUZ 241)), which are highly con-
ventionalized. This infrequency of DIK in the direct case might be the reason why
occurrences of DIK in the subject slot are often questioned by speakers of Turkish.

The contrast [+concrete] between mE and mEK is restricted in some respects:

a

As soon as possessive suffixes are involved, mE is preferred to mEK. This is
actually because of the contrast [+concrete]: Possessive suffixes always
imply concreteness.

mEK never combines with the genitive and rarely (cf. example 35) with the
accusative, possibly due to the fact that these combinations could only be
distinguished in their velar variant (cf. Lewis 1967: 168). As an object, mEK
usually occurs as an unmarked object to verbs like istemek, etc. only. This
usage is also highly conventionalized.

mE never combines with the ablative; this is probably in order to avoid ho-
monymy with the converb mEdEn:[l

(44) O zamanlarda herkes <‘“Ziilfiiyar” diye andigr bu istibdat idaresini kuskulan-
dirabilecek bir haberden bahsetmekten, bunu duymaktan bile> ¢ekinirdi. ‘These days,
everybody was afraid <to mention or even to hear tidings that might arouse the suspi-
cion of the absolutist regime labelled “The Lover’s Lock™>’. (CEN 125)

In the case of the dative, there are obviously certain conventions for select-
ing mE or mEK, e.g. mEyE baglamak (45, 46) but mEGE ugrasmak (47). In
many cases, both options seem acceptable. From the phonetic point of view,
they can only be distinguished in the velar version (maya vs. maga), which
might contribute to the neutralization of the contrast. [I

(45) “Ne?” diye haykirmaya baglamis ““What?” he started screaming.” (CEN 125)
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(46) Hemen Fincancilar yokusundan asag, kosmaya baslanis ‘Immediately he started
running down the Cupmakers’ Hill.” (CEN 125)

(47) kendini yine bir yere tdyin ettirmege ugrastig1 bir giin ‘one day when he tried to
get tranferred to another place’ (CEN 125).

As a result of these restrictions, the functional contrast between mE and mEK is most
striking in the subject or predicate constituent.

The aspectually neutral value [(-INTRA)(-POST)] is responsible for the fact that
constituent clauses marked with DIK, mE or mEK can be interpreted either as syn-
chronous with the superordinate predicate or as “preterite”, quite independently of
the IPS of the actional phrase. It is a special characteristic of [(-INTRA)(-POST)]
items that both these negative values need not neccessarily appear balanced, but de-
pending on the context one of the (negative) values may be highlighted, thus pro-
ducing a phantom reading of the complementary positive value. E.g., in sevindigini
[-t, +dyn] in example (6) above, the quality [-POST] prevails over [-INTRA], thus
producing a pseudo-intraterminal reading in this particular context. The same is true
for gozetledigi [-t, +dyn] in example (15). The reverse is the case for dyle diisiin-
digiinii [+f, -mom] in example (9). Here, for contextual reasons, the value [-INTRA]
is highlighted, resulting in a pseudo-postterminal reading. Needless to say, these
readings do not reflect any marked linguistic feature. Of course, the neutral value of
[(-INTRA)(—POST)] items can result in aspectually indifferent or terminal readings,
too.

3. Secondary items in constituent clauses

Almost all action nouns positively marked for aspect are constructed periphrastically
by the aspect items mis, mEktE and Jyor and the copula ol- combined with DIK, mE
or mEK. The items mls, mEktE and Iyor in combination with ol- are predicative attri-
butes, strictly speaking; thus action nouns with the values [+POST] and [+INTRA]
are analytical constructions based on secondary predications. The value [+POST] is
signalled by mls ol-, where mlg, unlike in finite position but like in relative clauses,
retains its original postterminal quality. [+INTRA] is signalled by mEktE ol- and Jyor
ol-. As a result of their combinability with DIK, mE and mEK, the oppositions
[#factive] and [+concrete] are imposed on the whole inventory of action nouns. As
the secondary items are encountered less often than the primary ones, the syntactic
categories A. to D. mentioned above could not be found for all theoretically possible
combinations. Examples for secondary items will therefore be mentioned where
available, with the syntactic category in question indicated afterwards. The following
examples slightly focus on yor ol- items, as these are the ones least accounted for in
turcological literature.
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mliy oldugu
(48) <Memleketini ve dinini terketmis oldugu> séylenirdi. “There was a rumour <that
he had forsaken his country and his religion>.” (SIB 52) A.

(49) Halbuki <iliklerine kadar dinin kanaatleri, emirleri, nehiyleri, lezzetleri, neda-
metleri, riizgdrlar: ve firtinalar: iginde bocalayan deli enigtemizin biitiin dsabi ve hiivi-
yeti dinin seldmetiyle daha yatismamis oldugu> gériiliiyordu. ‘However, it was ob-
vious <that the nerves and the character of my crazy uncle, who was deeply entangled
in a web of religious beliefs, orders, prohibitions, pleasures, regrets, winds and storms,
were not yet reconciled with the reassuring aspects of religion>.” (CEN 37) A.

(50) Ben de ona, <eserdeki insanlarin adlari igin Turgut 'un bir teklif listesi géndermis
oldugunu> séyledim ve Giinseli adim uygun bulup bulmadiginm sordum. ‘1 also told
her <that Turgut had sent a list with proposals for changing the names in the work>
and asked her whether or not she found the name Giinseli appropriate.” (TUT 19) B.

(51) Sonunda okuyacagim bu Incil’i ve <senin okumamus oldugunu> ispat edecegim
boylece. “In the end I will read this Gospel and prove this way <that you haven’t read
it>” (TUT 52) B.

(52) Eger, siyasi ve milli muarizlariyla uzun seneler miicadele etmek mecburiyetinde
kalmayp da biraz okumaya firsat bulsaydi, <tarihte, kendisi gibi birg¢ok sahsiyetin
yasanus oldugunu> gorecek ve her bakimdan tatmin olarak, muhaliflerinin kendisinde
isaret ettigi ani hirginlik ve kaprislerden, belki bir nebze olsun kurtulabilecekti. ‘Had
he not been obliged to fight his political and national opponents for many years, and
had he found the opportunity to read a little instead, he would have realized <that quite
a few persons like him had existed before in history> and maybe he could to
everyone’s satisfaction have escaped at least a little the sudden tantrums and caprices
his opponents identified in his personality.” (TUT 56) B.

(53) Soguk kis gecelerinde, “Sonunda ayakta kalabildim!” derken kendime, <igimin
bosalmig oldugunu> da bilirdim. “‘On cold winter nights, when I said to myself “Final-
ly I have prevailed!” I also recognized <that I had become empty inside>.” (KK 113) B.

(54) Hava, <geceden yeni ¢iknmis oldugundan> serin ve <uykudan heniiz ayrilmig ol-
dugundan> dinlenmigtir. “The air is cool <because it has emerged from the night re-
cently> and it is well rested <because it has just awakened from sleep>.” (CEN 70) C.

(55) Fakat <ben yerlerde siiriindiikten sonra agilan genis adimlarla Rumelihisart
mezarhgma dogru kagmis olan enistemizin bize gelmemis olduguna> gore, mutlaka
mezarhk ortasmdan gegen yokustan yukar: ¢ikmis, mezarliga karigmis ve manevi-
yatindan bir kisminin orada kalmig, biraz kaybolmus ve eksilmis olacagina—sonradan
enistemizi tam ve saglam gormiis oldugum halde bile—ihtimal vermekten ve bunu zan-
netmekten kendimi alamadim. ‘But due <to the fact that our uncle, who had fled with
giant strides towards the cemetery of Rumelihisari, had not returned to us after I had
shuffled along here and there>, I could not refrain from deeming it possible and be-
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lieving—even though I saw him alive and kicking later—that he undoubtedly would
have climbed the slope leading right through the cemetery, got lost in the graveyard
and part of his wit would have remained there, vanished and diminished a little.” (CEN
53)C.

mis olma

(56) Bilhassa <bu sozlerin kulagina soylenmis olmasi>; bu tarihi sahsiyette, biitiin
kiiltiiriin ve hassaten Arap kiiltiiriiniin kulaktan dolma bir sekilde tezahiiriine sebe-
biyyet vermigtir. “Especially <that these words had been whispered into his ear> was
the reason why all the culture, particularly the Arab culture, manifested itself in this
historical person in a shallow, hearsay manner.” (TUT 56) A.

(57) Bana gelince, <esas fikri kendime ait olmasa bile, imzam tagiyan bu eserin on se-
kiz dile terciime edilmig olmasi>, bu dillerin gazetelerinde tenkit edilmesi, <Van Hum-
bert gibi bir dlimin sirf benimle tamismak ve Ahmet Zamani'nin kabrini ziyaret etmek
igin Hollanda'dan buraya kadar gelmis olmasi>, diyebilirim ki, hayatimin en énemli
hddiselerinden biridir. ‘As far as I am concerned, I can say that it is one of the most
important events in my life <that this work, which is signed with my name even
though its basic idea was not my own, has been translated into eighteen languages>,
that it has been reviewed in the newspapers of these languages, and <that a scholar like
van Humbert travelled here all the way from Holland just to make my acquaintance
and to visit the grave of Ahmet the Temporary>.” (SAE 12) A.

(58) <Onu aramis olmam>, konustugumuz anlamina gelmiyordu illa da. “<My having
phoned her> did not necessarily mean that we had talked.” (BIP 136) A.

(59) <Aysin'in diin gece telefonu agmamig olmasimin> akla en yatkin meali, o esnada
evde bulunmamastydi. “The most likely meaning of <Aysin not having answered the
phone last night> was that she was not at home at that time.” (BIP 136) C.

(60) Ayr: kisiler tarafindan kaleme alinmis olmasi nedeniyle yer yer tutarsizliklar
vards. ‘For the reason that it had been composed by different people there were

inconsistencies here and there.” (TUT 19) D.

mls olmak

(61) <Sarhogken ona telefon etmis olmak> yeterince azap verici. ‘“<Having phoned her
drunk> is distressing enough.” (BIP 135) A.

mEktE oldugu
(62) <Giiriiltii patirtidan akhindaki siiri unutmakta oldugunu> korkuyla anlayan Ka bu

sirada salondan ¢iknmigh. ‘Meanwhile, Ka, who realized with terror that <he was for-
getting the poem in his mind because of the uproar>, had left the hall.” (KAR 154) B.
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(63) On dakika sonra Ipek’i bir an énce gérmek igin dayamimaz bir istek duyarak
asagrya inince <biitiin ailenin bir misafirle birlikte gevresinde toplandigr soframin
ortasina Zahide'nin gorba tenceresini yeni yerlestirmekte oldugunu> ve Ipek’in
kumral saglarimin panltisim mutlulukla gordi. “Ten minutes later, when he felt an
unbearable urge to see Ipek at once and went downstairs, he saw <that Zahide was just
placing the soup tureen in the middle of the table around which the whole family had
assembled together with a guest>. He happily saw the glittering of Ipek’s blonde hair,
too.” (KAR 300) B.

(64) Sonra Nermin sofray toplarken, oturdugu koltukta, birden Turgut <aym
huzursuzlugun yaklasmakta oldugunu> hissetti. ‘Later, while Nermin was tidying up
the table, Turgut in his armchair upon which he sat suddenly realized <that the same
restlessness was approaching him>.” (TUT 50) B.

(65) Beklerken, <gaprazinda oturan, gézlerinin altinda morun ii¢ ayri tonundan iig
ayr1 torba birikmis, karayagiz bir adamin dikkatle kendisini siizmekte oldugunu> fark
etti. “While he was waiting he realized <that a swarthy man sitting diagonally across
from him, under whose eyes three different bags of three different shades of purple
were gathered, was watching him attentively>.” (BIP 304) B.

(66) <Bogaz'm sularmmn gekilmekte oldugunu> farkettiniz mi? ‘Did you notice <that
the water of the Bosporus is receding>?" (KK 23) B.

mEKtE olma
No examples encountered.

mEKtE olmak
No examples encountered.

Iyor oldugu

(67) Beni sevenlerin sik sik beni diigiiniip, <Istanbul’un bir kbsesinde aptalca bir meg-
galeye hala oyalanmiyor oldugumu>, hatta bagka bir kadmn peginden gittigimi hayal
etmeleri huzursuz ruhuma biisbiitiin azap veriyor. ‘It is torturing my restless spirit ex-
tremely that those who love me think about me frequently, that they imagine <that I
am wasting time with some stupid activity somewhere in Istanbul>, even that I’m off
with another woman.” (BAK 11-12) B.

Iyor olmas:

(68) <Zavall yetimin hdla aglhyor olmasi> birden ¢ok dokundu bana, kendim de agla-
yacaktim. ‘It suddenly touched me <that the poor orphan was still crying> and I was
about to cry myself.” (BAK 164) A.

(69) <Az énce birlikte diz dize yan yana oturup resimlere baktigim kigiyle konusuyor
olmalar> igimi bir gurur ategiyle doldurdu. ‘It filled me with a blaze of pride <that
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His Excellency was talking to the person with whom I had sat down together and look-
ed at the pictures a little earlier>." (BAK 311) A.

(70) <Sizin bilimle ugragsiyor olmaniz> umurlarinda bile degildir. “They don’t even
care <that you are concerned with science>.” (PAT 48) A.

(71) <Hig tammadiklar1 birinin erzaklar: koyduklar: yere kadar kamp: taniyor olma-
s1>, kazi bagkamm iirkiitmiis, hemen istediklerinin hazirlanmasim sdylemigti. “<That
somebody whom they didn’t even know knew the camp including even the place
where they stored their provisions> had frightened the chief of the excavation, and he
had told him that everything they wanted would be prepared at once.” (PAT 49) A.

(72) Isin koti yam <Orhan’in kendini de kandiriyor olmasiydi>. “The worst thing
about it was <that Orhan was betraying himself>.” (PAT 298) A.

(73) Odanin yalinhig ve fakirligi, boyasiz ve sivasi dokiilmiis duvarlar, <tepedeki ¢ip-
lak ampuliin kuvvetli iigmmn géziiniin igine giriyor olmasi> onu huzursuz ediyordu.
‘The bareness and poverty of the room, the unpainted walls with the plaster crumbled
off, <(and the fact) that the bright light of the naked bulb on the ceiling was shining
into his eyes> made him feel uncomfortable.” (KAR 76) A.

(74) <Gecenin yerel televizivondan “veriliyor” olmast> Karshlarin ¢ogunda evlerinde
oturup sahnede olanlar televiziyondan izleme isteginden ¢ok, tiyatroya gidip “gekim”
yapan televiziyoncular1 seyretme istegi uyandirmigti. ‘<That the night was being
broadcast by local television> aroused in many inhabitants of Kars the desire, rather
than just sitting at home and watching the events on stage on television, to go to the
theatre and see the television staff doing the shoot.” (KAR 150) A.

(75) Karla kaph kaldirimda yiiriirken bembeyaz sokaklarin boslugu ve <biitiin sehirde
yalmiz onlarn yiiriiyor olmast> igini mutlulukla doldurmugstu. “While they were walk-
ing on the snow-covered sidewalk, the emptiness of the snow-white streets and <the
fact that within the whole town only they were walking around> filled his mind with
happiness.” (KAR 197) A.

(76) Mesela <benim Islamc: bilimkurgu romam yaziyor olmam> onlar: giilimsetir.
‘For example <that I am writing an Islamist science fiction novel> makes them smile.’

(KAR412)A.

(77) Haykirmakta olan karimi kendime ¢ektim ve <gocuklarin gézyaslariyla yaklasiyor
olmasma> aldirmadan, yanagindan askla optiim onu. ‘I pulled my screaming wife
towards me and without bothering <about the children approaching with tears in their
eyes> I kissed her lovingly on her cheek.” (BAK 256) C.

(78) <Modernist efsanelere kanarak zor anlasilir siirler yazan sairleri yillarca kiigiim-
sedikten sonra hayatinin son dort yilinda kendi yazdig: siirleri kendi kendine yorumlu-
yor olmasinin> gene de birkag haflitetici éziirii var. “Still, there are some mitigating
excuses <for his being engaged in interpreting for himself the poems he had written in
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the last four years of his life, after having belittled for years poets who believe in mod-
ernist tales and write poems difficult to understand>.” (KAR 378) C.

(79) Ama daha énemlisi <gecenin televiziyondan naklen yaymnlaniyor olmasi>, bu bir
yerel yayin olmasina ragmen, onlarda biitiin Tiirkive'nin ve Ankara’mn_kendilerini
seyrediyor oldugu duygusunu uyandirmigti. ‘But more important was <that the night
was being broadcast live on television>, and although this was a local broadcast, it

aroused in them the feeling of all of Turkey and Ankara watching them.” (KAR 149-
150) A.D.

Iyor olmak

(80) Diinyanin bagstan asag degistiginden o kadar emindim ki, <evden ¢ikarken baba-
min o agir ve eski paltosunu giyiyor olmak> bende bir eksiklik duygusu uyandirmad.
‘I was so convinced that the world had changed from top to bottom that it did not wake
inside me the impression of a flaw <that I was putting on that heavy and old coat of my
father’s while leaving the house>.” (YH 21) A.

(81) <Alman parasiyla besleniyor olmak> sana bu milletin inanglarim ayaklar altina
alma hakkin vermez! ‘<Feeding on German money> does not entitle you to trample on
the beliefs of this nation!” (KAR 295) A.

(82) <Padisah’in ézel izniyle boyle tehlikeli bir sey yapiyor olmak>, Frenk iistat-
larimin resimlerine hayranhk kadar énemliydi onun igin. ‘“<To make such a dangerous
thing with the Sultan’s special permission> was just as important to him as his admi-
ration for the European masters.” (BAK 448) A.

(83) “Kiminle tamgnmus oluyorum,” diye sordu bana ve almma dikkatle bakti, belki de
<Canan’a benden fazla bakiyor olmaktan> ¢ekindigi igin. ““With whom do I have the
pleasure of becoming acquainted,” he asked me and looked at my forehead attentively,
maybe because he was afraid <of looking at Canan more than at me>.” (YH 88-89) C.

(84) <Birdenbire ve iistiim basim kan igindeyken, O ’nun huzuruna giktyor olmaktan>
utang duydum. ‘1 was ashamed <of approaching Him all of a sudden and soaked in
blood all over>.” (BAK 266) C.

From the sum of examples it is quite apparent that the absence of the combinations
mEktE olma and mEktE olmak from this corpus does not indicate that these com-
binations are impossible. Quite on the contrary, it can be assumed that mls, mEktE
and Jyor can occur with oldugu, olma and olmak in the same distribution as the basic
items DIK, mE and mEK.” The examples cited with Jyor ol- show that Jyor freely

" Interms of frequency, the following ranking can be established: m/s ol- > mEKtE ol- > Iyor

ol-.



Aspect in Turkish constituent clauses 61

combines with ol- in periphrastic constructions of all kinds and is by no means re-
stricted to certain conventionalized patterns like fyor olmali, etc. Nevertheless, it has
to be admitted that these combinations are extremely infrequent,® the examples cited
here being confined to just a few authors.

The infrequency of both mEktE ol- and Iyor ol- accounts for the fact that these
items, though occurring in one and the same author’s work, virtually never co-
occur.® Therefore, no contrast in focality can be established, and mEkzE ol- and Iyor
ol- have to be regarded as free variants.

Thus we can ascribe the following values to the individual items, with the same
restrictions applying as with the primary items:

. [-factive]

Aspectual value [+factive] TE— ]
[((INTRA)X-POST)] DIK mE mEK
[(+POST)(-INTRA)] mls oldugu mls olma mls olmak

mEktE oldugu mEKktE olma mEKtE olmak
[((+-INTRA)-POST)] Iyor oldugu Iyor olma Iyor olmak

As we have seen, there are no focality contrasts in constituent clauses. The inherent
focality degrees of the action nouns can be described as relatively high, which is sup-
ported by the fact that the items positively marked for aspect are marked in frequency
against the [(-INTRA)(-POST)] items and therefore represent their respective values
quite emphatically. Not surprisingly, of all the examples quoted above, taniyor
olmasi in (71) is the only case of an [+INTRA] item combining with IPS [-dyn], and
all but three examples—okumamig oldugunu [-t, —dyn] in (51), yagsamig oldugunu [,
+dyn] in (52) and gelmemis olduguna [-t, —dyn] in (55)'°—of [+POST] items
combine with IPS [+tf]. Thus it is appropriate to state that the [+INTRA] and
[+POST] items in question usually operate on their actional core domain. All
situations apt for postterminal or intraterminal presentation can be related with the
help of neutral DIK, mE and mEK also. The choice of a positively marked aspect
item for a constituent clause is in itself an act of marked presentation, which is not
the case with finite items (cf. Zyor). The situation in constituent clauses is in this

In Orhan Pamuk’s novel Kar, for example, Iyor ol- (regardless of whether in constituent or
in relative clauses) statistically occurs once every 52.5 pages (although thrice on page 150
alone).

Consider, though, the co-occurrence of adjectival mEktE olan and substantival Jyor olma
in example (77) above.

okumamig oldugunu and gelmemis olduguna being special cases as they represent [+tf,
—mom] actional phrases recategorized as [-t, —dyn] by negation.

10
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respect comparable to the situation in finite [+PAST] representations, where DI is
applicable in all situations and positively marked items convey particular ideas."

4. Marginal phenomena

Needless to say, this article leaves many things unexplained. Modals have been ex-
cluded from the description, a decision which could be disputed as there is no clear
demarcation line between the semantic fields of aspect and certain types of modality.
Both the extremely frequent primary [+MOD)] item EcEK and secondary items such
as Ir ol- do occur in constituent clauses and deserve attention in their own right, but
are disregarded here as they do not belong to the aspectual core inventory.

There are other cases of clearly aspectual nature, though. In these cases, posi-
tively marked aspectuality is achieved without periphrasis with o/-:

mis.0

(85) Ugiincii giin isginin yerine, agzinda disi, dizinde dermam kalmamis ama <gene-
sinin kuvvetinden zerre kaybetmige> benzemeyen dedesi damlad: araziye ... ‘On the
third day, instead of the workers, an old man who had no teeth in his mouth and no
strength left in his knees but who did not seem <to have lost the least bit of the power
of his chin>, dropped in on the territory.” (BIP 25)

Kor.0

(86) O kadar ki, sesi <batakliktan ¢ikiyora> benziyordu. ‘To the degree that its voice
seemed <to be emerging from a swamp>.” (HUZ 221)

These extremely rare cases are very difficult to judge. They clearly have constituent
status in the sentence. But are they constituent clauses in the true sense of the word?
Clearly enough, these cases do not partake in the oppositions [+factive] and
[+concrete]. Whatever their exact status is, they can definitely be labelled abnormal.

5. Summary

e Turkish primary action nouns are aspectually neutral. Still, they are full-
fledged aspectual items as they systematically function as the negative term
in aspectual oppositions.

* Positively marked aspectual values are signalled by morphologically sec-
ondary action nouns. These can be analyzed as periphrases of secondary

"' Both situations differ in other respects, e.g. that there is no finite [+POST] item in Turkish

(mls being defocalized to a [((INTRA)(-POST)"™P] item; though the renewed item mlyg
bulunuyor might possibly be considered a full-fledged [+POST] item), and that the intra-
terminal fyordu is far more frequent than both intraterminal items in constituent clauses.
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predicative items and the copula ol- with one of the three primary items.
The contrasts [+factive] and [+concrete] that are established by the basic
items (although certain restrictions apply) are thus systematically combined
with aspectual oppositions.

* The opposition [+concrete] is largely restricted to the subject and predicate
slot.

* The aspectual oppositions [+INTRA] and [+POST] are fully represented in
constituent clauses. [(-INTRA)(-POST)] items offer the option of leaving
aspectual ideas unexpressed and consequently display a universal applica-
bility comparable to the finite item DI in the [+PAST] sphere. Consequently,
[+INTRA] and [+POST] items are not only marked semantically but also in
frequency. They represent their aspectual values quite em-phatically and can
be classified as high focals.
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The NW dialect of Karaim, which is spoken in Lithuania, provides a challenge for theore-
tical phonologists. The essence of this language’s harmonic process is elusive, prompting
questions about how to define it. For example, is it the consonants alone which drive the
harmony, or do the vowels play a part? Or is it the syllabic head which encodes all har-
monic information? Is it indeed possible to separate the harmonising properties of conso-
nants from those of vowels? In this paper consonant-vowel interactions in Karaim are
looked at from a Government Phonology theoretical point of view. Harmony is treated as a
supra-segmental phenomenon, driven by inter-nuclear relationships. The effect of such a
relationship percolates down through all intermediate relationships, between the structural
positions which consonants and vowels occupy, and between the component parts of the
segments occupying these positions. There is more than one manifestation of structural
hierarchy in Karaim phonology. Firstly, inter-nuclear relationships ensure that all nuclei
within the relevant domain contain the palatalising element, I. Secondly, the comple-
mentary distribution of the vowels e and 4 in front-harmonic words provides evidence for
an inter-nuclear relationship which also involves the element I. The occurrence of e (only
in initial nuclei) and of @ (only in non-initial nuclei) is explained as a restriction on the way
I fuses with other elements in non-initial nuclei. I conclude that the hierarchy of relation-
ships firstly between structural positions occupied by consonants and vowels, and secondly
between the elements which these segments are composed of, makes it impossible to sepa-
rate the quality of a consonant from the properties of a vowel, or vice versa, in a Govern-
ment Phonology analysis of Karaim harmony.

Ann Denwood, Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Bat Dilleri ve Edebiyat Boliimii, Bogazigi
Universitesi, Bebek 80815, Istanbul, Turkey. E-mail: denwood@boun.edu.tr

1. Introduction

The North Western dialect of Karaim, spoken in Lithuania, has been documented by
Csato as part of her efforts to preserve the language. Karaim is interesting because it
has a full set of plain and palatalised consonants, probably influenced by its long
contact with Polish and Russian which are both well-known for their palatalised
consonants. It is an unusual feature for a Turkic language to have a full set of con-
trasting consonants, although palatalisation itself occurs to a greater or lesser extent
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in related languages. What is particularly interesting about Karaim is that palatal’
harmony involves consonants as well as vowels. In some cases, even, the front
quality of non-initial vowels appears to be less distinct than the front quality of the
surrounding consonants.

Two recent analyses of Karaim harmony have been proposed. Csat6 (1999) fol-
lowing Johanson (1991) proposes syllabic harmony; Nevins & Vaux (2002) propose
consonant harmony. The problem of how Karaim harmony should be defined reveals
differences in theoretical approaches to analysing the data. The question here is not
whether “syllabic” harmony or “consonant” harmony is the correct analysis, but
whether Government Phonology (GP)? can offer some insights into a relationship
between harmony and palatalised consonants. In this paper I propose an analysis of
Karaim harmony in GP terms, suggesting that consonants and vowels interact with
each other. I shall consider some distributional asymmetries, focussing on the com-
plementary distribution of /e/ and /4/ as transcribed in Csaté (1999)° in relation (i) to
palatalised consonants and (ii) to their position in the word. The analysis will be
based firstly on a special relationship between an onset containing a palatalised con-
sonant and the nucleus which follows it* and secondly on a hierarchical relationship
between the nucleus which is head of the harmonic domain and the remaining nuclei
within its domain.” It will be proposed that nuclei which are not head of the harmonic
domain have constraints on the composition and structure of vowels which occupy
these positions. The conclusion will be that consonants and vowels are not easily
separated when analysing Karaim harmony.

For the benefit of readers who may not be familiar with GP, a few words about
the framework may be helpful, before looking in detail at Karaim.

2. The GP framework: basic concepts

GP is a principles and parameters abstract theoretical approach. Harmony can be ana-
lysed as the spreading of some property or properties, but this is essentially only a
metaphor. Harmony involves the presence of a particular property (for example,
! Harmony may be classified as “palatal”, “front” vs. “back”, depending on one’s theoretical
background. From a GP point of view, palatality is expressed by the presence of an ele-
ment “T”.

The theoretical framework will be introduced briefly wherever it applies.

Two short extracts are illustrated in the Appendix. For the purposes of this paper, the focus
is on the vowel transcribed as /a/ although the same analysis could be extended to the other
vowels. The pronunciation of /a/ varies both between different speakers and also between
examples of the same speaker. Approximate IPA symbols [a] and [a] are used to show
this. The variation will be explained as two manifestations of a constraint on the fusion of
elements in non-initial nuclei.

This relationship, defined as “Sharing” by Kaye (1992), will be discussed in detail in sec-
tion 3.

Restrictions on the content of recessive nuclei will be explained in section 4 by means of
the Licensing inheritance principle, Harris (1997).
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frontness or roundness) in all the relevant positions within the harmonic domain.
Two significant differences from some other frameworks are the use of monovalent
elements as the basic building blocks in the composition of segments, and the or-
ganisation of the structure above segments. As the name implies, relationships within
a domain involve government.

2.1. Elements

There are no distinctive features (plus or minus), phonemes, allophones etc. in GP. A
very small number of elements in various combinations generate all phonological
expressions (i.e. consonants and vowels).® For example, the element I represents
palatality, frontness etc., the element U represents labiality, roundness etc. and the el-
ement A represents openness, lowness etc.

Elements play one of two roles within a phonological expression. They may
either be a head or an operator. Only one head per expression is permitted, but the
number of operators is not limited since these do not form a hierarchical relationship
with each other when they fuse together (unlike the relationship between a head and
an operator). A phonological expression may have no head. It may even be empty, in
which case it can be interpreted in various ways in different languages, e.g. as [#] or
as schwa.

Three elements combined in an unstructured relationship generate seven possible
vowels, plus a potential expression without any content. These are illustrated in (1)
with approximate phonetic interpretations since they are not specific to any particular
language.

1) Aa @i Ou ADe AUo WUDHu ALUS (O+

A structured relationship between elements produces further possibilities. For ex-
ample, the elements A and I can combine either as (I.A) where A is head, or as (A.])
where I is head. (By convention, heads of expressions are usually shown on the right-
hand side and underlined.) Since there is no ordering of operators, (A.I) is theo-
retically the same as (I.A). This makes a total of three ways that two elements can
combine, illustrated in (2).

@ An AD v

Such differences in structure can be utilised in some languages to analyse expres-
sions which are related, but which may behave differently phonologically e.g. [e], [€]
and [&].

For general background on elements, see Harris & Lindsey (1995). Cobb (1993) and Cha-
rette & Goksel (1998) discuss some revisions to the theory, together with constraints on
combinatorial properties of elements especially with respect to Turkic vowel harmonies.
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Language-specific constraints determine how elements combine in order to pro-
duce the inventory of sounds for a given language. For example, in some languages it
has been proposed that the element A cannot be a head in nuclear expressions, i.e.
vowels, whilst in other languages it has been proposed that the element I must be a
head. As far as palatal harmony is concerned, the element I should be present in all
relevant positions within the harmonic domain. From the point of view of Karaim
harmony, the question is to define which position is relevant: the onset (consonant),
the nucleus (vowel), or both. The role that the element I plays within the position it
occupies forms a crucial part of the analysis.

2.2. Structure above the segment

It is necessary to discuss structure very briefly for two reasons. Firstly, we need to
understand how the terms “syllabic” harmony and “consonant” harmony can be
translated into GP theoretical concepts. Secondly, the hierarchy of relationships
between constituents of a word, and also between heads of constituents has con-
sequences for the analysis of harmony.

Melody is linked to a structure which is constrained by principles of Universal
Grammar.” GP differs fundamentally from many other frameworks in that segments
are allocated to an existing structure, and not vice-versa (i.e. structure is not made to
fit the segments) via a skeletal tier of timing slots. This means that logically a struc-
tural position may sometimes be empty.®

The syllable is not recognised as a constituent in GP. Onset nucleus pairs form
the basic structural unit which can be identified informally as the equivalent of an
open syllable in other frameworks. Since GP does not allow a word-final coda, word-
final consonants must occupy an onset followed by a silent nucleus. The most im-
portant aspect for the present purposes is the universally head-final relationship be-
tween onset and nucleus, whereby the nucleus is the licensor, i.e. the head, and the
onset is the licensee of the minimal structure illustrated in (3).

For background reading on constituent structure in GP, see Kaye (1990), Kaye, Lowen-
stamm & Vergnaud (1990) or Brockhaus (1995). Although Government phonologists al-
low maximally binary branching constituents, Lowenstamm (1996) proposes a more con-
strained non-branching version of the theory. In some versions, melody may be linked di-
rectly to CV positions without intermediate skeletal points. A non-branching structure suf-
fices here for the purpose of this paper.

An empty position remains silent (uninterpreted) subject to the conditions of the phono-
logical empty category principle. It should be possible here to have a general picture of
constituent structure without a detailed discussion of how GP deals with empty categories
although these form an essential part of GP theory.
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3 O « N
| |
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Relationships between nuclei, the heads of ON pairs, are formed when there is a
string of more than one such pair. These relationships take place at a higher level
where supra-segmental phenomena, for example stress and harmony, are organised.
The direction of relationships between nuclei, for example in harmony phenomena,
may be either head-initial or head-final, according to the language.

3. Relationships between structure and content

Relationships between onset and nucleus, as well as between nucleus and nucleus,
may be manifested as harmony of one kind or another. In this paper we are especially
concerned firstly with the relationship between an onset containing a palatalised con-
sonant and the following nucleus, and secondly the relationship between onset-nucle-
us pairs which form harmonic domains in Karaim.

3.1.1. Harmony between onset and nucleus

Although there are many languages where the content of an onset appears to be
totally unrelated to the content of its nucleus (in other words any vowel may follow
any consonant), there are languages where constraints clearly exist on the content of
adjacent consonant and vowel. A typical example of this is the relationship between a
palatalised consonant and the vowel which follows it. For example, the vowel [i]
should follow a palatalised and not an unpalatalised consonant in languages where
the two types of consonant contrast. The vowel [+] should follow a plain consonant.
Since Karaim is famous for its palatalised consonants, we begin by looking at their
structure in GP.

3.1.2. Palatalised consonants in GP

In GP terms, palatalisation (as well as other phenomena involving the front quality of
consonants or vowels) is represented by the presence of the element I. From the point
of view of structure, the element I occupies the onset as an operator.” In addition to
this, Kaye (1991) proposed that a palatalised consonant in Polish has a special rela-
tionship with the following vowel, whereby the same element I occupies the nucleus
as a head. A rough sketch to show a concrete example from Polish, pies ‘dog’, is
given in (4). The full elemental composition of the consonants is not shown here,
only the relevant palatalising I element.

®  This distinguishes palatalised consonants from true palatals, which have I as a head.
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(head) 1
(operator) M
p ] Pol. pies ‘dog’

In (4) a single I element is linked both to the onset as operator and to the nucleus as
head, giving us a palatalised p. The nucleus N, which is head of the ON constituent,
licenses the I-head it dominates to be an operator in its own onset. The fusion of two
elements in Ny, an I-head with an A-operator, gives us the vowel [e]. (The final emp-
ty nucleus need not concern us here.)

The theoretical concept of Sharing was introduced by Kaye (1991, 1992) to ex-
plain the appearance and disappearance of palatalised consonants in Polish, related to
vowel-zero alternation in that language.'® For example, the word pies ‘dog’ apparent-
ly has a palatalised consonant followed by a front vowel, but when the addition of a
suffix triggers vowel-zero alternation the consonant is not palatalised, e. g. pies ‘dog’
~ psa [dog:GEN]. Kaye argues that it is not helpful in Polish to say whether the I
element occupies the onset or the nucleus, therefore he proposes sharing I between
both positions. This avoids the problem of deciding whether to analyse the word dog
either as p/-e-s, with a palatalised consonant, or as p-ie-s, with a diphthongised
vowel. In Polish, when the nucleus containing a shared I is silent, then the same I
element cannot be interpreted in the onset.

Whilst the Polish analysis is crucial for understanding the very close relationship
between an onset containing a palatalised consonant and the nucleus which licenses
it, this is not to say that the relationship is constrained in exactly the same way in all
languages. It is clear that in some languages, e.g. Russian and Khalkha Mongolian,
palatalised consonants can be followed by a silent nucleus. Although this must be the
case also in Karaim because certain palatalised consonants occur word-finally (please
see the text in the appendix for examples), this detail will not be discussed here.

From the point of view of harmony between onset and nucleus, it appears that
either both positions must contain an I element, or else neither position may contain
an I element. This point will be returned to later, when we look at restrictions on
which vowel may follow a palatalised consonant in Karaim, and which may not.

19 In Slavic languages a vowel which alternates with zero is called a yer. The interaction
between yers and palatalisation is well-known, but analyses vary according to different
frameworks. There is no vowel deletion in GP, only the operation of the phonological
empty category principle controlling non-interpretation of the nucleus a vowel occu-pies.
The operation of the ECP (not only on fully empty categories but also on a pseudo-empty
category, i.e. a position occupied only by a shared element) is beyond the scope of this

paper.
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Meanwhile, let us see how relationships between nuclei, the heads of ON consti-
tuents, control harmony within the domain of a word.

3.2. Harmony between nuclei

Harmony can be defined as agreement with respect to some property between a
licensor and its licensee. At a suprasegmental level, this is assumed to be a manifes-
tation of governing relationships between nuclei on a projection where they are ad-
jacent. The domain-head, the governor, licenses a certain property in its licensee(s)
through government.

Let us take Turkish to illustrate a typical example of harmony between vowels. In
this case, the I element is the property which is shared by all nuclei within a har-
monising domain. Two words are shown in (5), one where no I element is present in
any nucleus, and the other where I is present in all nuclei of the domain. !

o o m

O -— N1 O -« N2 (0} .- N3
| | | | | |
X X X X X X
| | | | |
wA) d @) d A)
odada [room:LOC]
o6 T Ny Ty
| | |
O <« N O « N, O < N,
| | | | | |
X X X X X X
| | | | |
TA) p aA) d @A)
tepede [hill.LOC]

To begin with, in (5a) there is no element I present in any of the nuclei. This does not
mean that there is no relationship between nuclei at the projection where inter-
nuclear government takes place. Nj is assumed to govern N,, and then again to gov-

1" U-harmony is not considered here. Consonants are involved in I-harmony only very mar-

ginally in Turkish, and will not be included in this part of the discussion. No attempt is
made here to define the status of heads or operators in these examples.



72 Ann Denwood

ern N3, which are both within its domain.'? It simply means that no I element is pre-
sent for the governing nucleus to license. In (5b), on the other hand, all nuclei contain
an I element. N licenses the element I which is present in itself also to occupy the
remaining nuclei within its domain.

It makes no difference for the present purposes whether harmony is viewed as a
process of I-spreading from the head of the domain, or as a static process of licensing
I to occupy all nuclei within the harmonic domain. In a non-derivational framework
like GP, harmonic spreading is essentially only a metaphor.

3.3. Combining the two relationships

It should logically be possible to combine the two relationships described above.
Harmony between onset and nucleus, as in the case of a palatalised consonant and a
following vowel both of which contain a shared I element, could go hand in hand
with harmony between nuclei which also all contain an I element.

Leaving aside the fact that in some languages there may be constraints preventing
certain consonants from being palatalised, let us imagine a hypothetical language
where all consonants palatalise in the context of all front vowels. The diagram in (6)
shows an abstract example with none of the additional segmental material. The shar-
ed I element alone is illustrated occupying O; and Nj, representing a palatalised con-
sonant followed by a front vowel. According to the harmonic spreading metaphor,
licensing of the I element passes down the chain of relationships through nuclear
government by the domain head. N; governs N, which in turn licenses its own onset
O,, and licenses the I element to be shared between them. As head of the harmonic
domain, N, also licenses the I element in the remaining positions of its domain either
directly through inter-nuclear government or indirectly through onset licensing.

©) NA;:\N

01 -— Nl 02 -— N2 03 -« N3
| | | |

X X X X X X

The question is: can this hypothesis be applied to Karaim?

12 The licensing principle (Kaye 1990) states: “All phonological positions, save one, must be
licensed within a domain. The unlicensed position is head of the domain”.
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4. Harmony in Karaim

The thing that distinguishes Karaim from other Turkic languages is that it has a full
set of contrasting plain and palatalised consonants. Words where there is palatal har-
mony, i.e. I-harmony in GP terms, have palatalised consonants, in contrast with
words where there is no I-harmony.'? Examples in (7) illustrate the contrast.

(7) a.  kaldim [stay:PAST1SG]
orunya [place:DAT]

b.  Keldim [come:PAST1SG]
Juvdd [house:DAT]

As far as the consonants are concerned, they are clearly palatalised in words where I-
harmony occurs. The quality of certain vowels in the context of palatalised conso-
nants however, especially those transcribed as d, ¢ and #, is more problematic.'
These are different from the front vowels usually transcribed as e, 6 and i, to the
extent that sometimes they appear to be phonetically little different from the vowels
in non-harmonic words.

The phonetic quality of these so-called front vowels has prompted Nevins &
Vaux (2002) to analyse Karaim harmony as “consonant harmony” in which inter-
vening vowels play no part. Csaté (1999), on the other hand, defines Karaim har-
mony as “syllabic harmony”'® whereby the value for frontness or backness is encod-
ed in the whole syllable rather than residing in a single component of the syllable.

No real criticism or comparison of these two analyses is proposed here, since the
theoretical foundations on which their proposals are made differ from those of GP.
Nevertheless, both approaches assume a harmonising relationship between constitu-
ents at a higher structural level. In other words, both treat harmony as a supraseg-
mental phenomenon and not as spreading between strictly adjacent constituents.
Syllabic harmony implies a relationship between syllable heads, i.e. nuclei in GP
terms. Consonant harmony, as I interpret Nevins & Vaux’s analysis, takes place at a
projection where onsets are adjacent and visible to each other, and where nuclei play
no part in the process.

From a GP perspective, I aim to show that in Karaim there is a relationship
between nuclei at a supra-segmental level which has direct consequences on the
relationship between vowels and palatalised consonants at the segmental level. It is
not so much a question of whether onsets or nuclei establish harmonising
relationships with each other, but a question of where and how the I element, i.e.
frontness, is interpreted. I suggest that the properties of a palatalised consonant
cannot easily be separated from the properties of a following vowel.

Palatalisation of final consonants is variable. This will not be discussed here.

Csat6 (1999) describes these as front vowels “pronounced in a somewhat retracted way™.
There are two types: intra-syllabic in which all constituents of a syllable are involved (and
must agree), and inter-syllabic which involves agreement between different syllables.
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First, let us be clear about what consonant harmony involves.

4.1. Definition of consonant harmony

Consonant harmony appears to fall into two categories. One type would be better
described as “consonant-vowel harmony”, since both consonants and intervening
vowels are affected. The second type involves only consonants. According to Hans-
son (2001), the latter type is comparatively rare and unusual. He gives the following
pre-theoretical working definition for this type of harmony.

(8) Consonant harmony (definition):
Any assimilatory effect of one consonant upon another consonant, or any
assimilatory co-occurrence restriction holding between two consonants, where:
a. the two consonants are separated by a string of segmental material consisting
of, at the very least, a vowel; and
b. intervening segments, in particular vowels, are not audibly affected by the
assimilating property.

Hansson claims that true consonant harmony is oblivious to the nature of intervening
vowels. According to the above definition, Karaim appears to fall into the consonant-
vowel category on two counts.

Firstly, there are adjacency restrictions between certain consonants and certain
vowels. Palatalised consonants must occur in the context of e and i and never occur
in the context of i [1], e.g. Keldim *keldim ‘1 came’, kaldim *Kaldim ‘1 stayed’.
This fact alone tells us that there is a certain amount of interaction between conso-
nants and vowels in Karaim, otherwise we incorrectly predict that *keldim ‘I came’
and *aldim ‘1 stayed’ ought to be possible.

Secondly, there is the question of the front quality of vowels transcribed here as
d, ¢ and 4, which occur in the context of palatalised consonants. These vowels may
be considered problematic since they vary not only between different speakers but
also between different contexts for the same speaker.'® Nevertheless, the very fact
that there is sometimes an audible effect on intervening vowels should be taken into
account.

For some phonologists, the question of whether or not the intervening vowels are
thought to be involved in the harmonic process depends on their theoretical point of
view. For example in a framework where features are distinctive, the problem is to
define whether the vowels contrast and palatalisation of consonants is allophonic, or
whether the consonants contrast and front quality of vowels is allophonic. If harmony
is considered to be solely a consonantal property, any assimilation of the vowels has

16 For example, the two vowels transcribed as /a/ in &’ip r’dk’k’a “in a cloth’ (The famous
Karaim cucumber) are clearly different, the former being more audibly front than the lat-
ter. In the same passage, the vowel /&/ in k’er 'dk ‘need’ is less audibly front than in ¢’up -
r'dk ‘cloth’, although the adjacent consonants are identical.
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to be treated as a mere phonetic co-articulation affect without any theoretical signi-
ficance.

GP does not have this problem, because there are no distinctive features, pho-
nemes or allophones. When we hear frontness in consonants or vowels, then the I el-
ement is present. The problem in the present case is to know where the I element is
interpreted, either in the onset or in the nucleus, or in both. This is something that our
ears alone cannot tell us, as for example in the case of the alternating palatalised
consonant and following vowel in Polish, e.g. pies ~ psa [dog:GEN], which was dis-
cussed in 3.1.

The distributional restrictions on e and i, which must follow a palatalised con-
sonant, and on i, which must not follow a palatalised consonant, show that there is a
direct link between an onset containing a palatalised consonant and the following
nucleus, at least in the case of these vowels. Such a relationship qualifies as harmony
between onset and nucleus, as defined in 3.1. The distribution of palatalised conso-
nants within a harmonic domain demonstrates a relationship between the nuclear
heads of ON pairs at a supra-segmental level. This was the hypothetical structure
suggested earlier in 3. iii, and illustrated in fig. (6). If it can be shown that the com-
position of all vowels which follow palatalised consonants is subject to constraints on
nuclei within the harmonic domain, then there can be no doubt that nuclei as well as
onsets are involved in the harmonic process. It is impossible to separate the pro-
perties of the onset from the properties of the nucleus.

The problem which remains is how formally to relate the quality of the vowels 4,
o and # to the palatalised consonants which they follow. Focussing on the asym-
metrical distribution of e and 4, I hope to show that different interpretations of the
element I are a manifestation of a hierarchical relationship between nuclei within the
harmonic domain. Whatever is proposed here for the composition of ¢ can later be
extended to analyse ¢ and & The problem has two parts: firstly to explain the com-
plementary distribution of e and d, and secondly to explain the variable pronunciation
of the vowel so far transcribed as d.

4.2. Distribution of Karaim vowels

The distribution of palatalised consonants within a harmonic domain is uncontro-
versial. The quality of certain vowels following palatalised consonants is less clear.
Nevertheless, there are distributional asymmetries which can help us in an analysis of
Karaim harmony. The following vowel distribution facts are taken from Csatd
(1999), using the same transcription as far as possible.'’

17" Reduced central vowels are not included here. We leave aside the absence of word-initial i
(a nucleus without any element). The lack of o,  and ¢ in non-initial nuclei is irrelevant
here because it is due to restrictions on U-harmony and not on I-harmony.
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(9 a. Vowel-initial words: Back Front
initial nucleus a o u e i o i
non-initial nucleus a i u a i u

b. Consonant-initial words: ) ) ) )
initial nucleus Ca Ci Co Cu Ce Ci Co Cu
non-initial nucleus Ca Ci Cu Ca Ci - Ch

Although consonant-initial words display a slightly different pattern of contrasts
from vowel-initial words, the most important asymmetry to be observed here is the
complementary distribution of e, which is restricted to initial nuclei, and 4, which is
restricted to non-initial nuclei. This asymmetry is the same whether there is an initial
consonant or not. For this reason the following analysis is focussed upon the dis-
tribution of e and 4.'®

Two closely connected questions are now discussed. Firstly, why does e occur
only in initial nuclei, and not in non-initial nuclei? Apparently e is the trigger for
harmony but never the result of harmony. In other words, what prevents e from fol-
lowing a palatalised consonant in non-initial nuclei? Secondly, what, precisely, is d?
Its pronunciation varies, not only between speakers but also between utterances of
the same speaker. For example, in the story of "The famous Karaim cucumber”, the
vowel d in the words duip/F kK “into a cloth’, and Kerdk ‘need’ does not sound the
same each time. I suggest that the IPA symbols in (10) approximately reflect two
different interpretations of 4.

(10)  Phonetic interpretations of a:
a. Cle]
b. C'a]

In terms of elemental composition, the elements A and I are involved. I suggest that
in (10a) A and I fuse together as (A.I), but in (10b) I suggest that there is no fusion of
elements, separating the expression into two components (I) and (A). The fact that
frontness, i.e. the I element in GP terms, is not always clearly discernible in the se-
cond part of the expression has prompted some people to propose that the property of
frontness belongs only to the palatalised consonant and not to the following vowel.
So, does the I element really belong to the onset and not to the nucleus?

18 The difference between 6/6 and #/u in initial nuclei appears to depend on the presence or

absence of an initial consonant, e.g. 67 ‘self> versus Koz ‘eye’, but the difference between
e and d does not have this additional complicating factor. Whatever explains the difference
between e and d may later be extended, with variations on a similar theme, to explain the
distribution of ¢/ and /4.
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4. 3. Relationship between consonant and vowel

Consider first the pronunciation C'[a]. It is possible to describe this simply as a pala-
talised consonant followed by a non-front vowel. On the other hand, is there any the-
oretical reason why we should not analyse this as a consonant followed by a diph-
thong [ia]? Even if the consonant is palatalised, we might also claim that this is fol-
lowed by a kind of diphthong. After all, when we find the combination C'i, we
analyse this as a palatalised consonant followed by a vowel [i]. In other words, we
hear I in the nucleus as well as in the onset.

Following Kaye’s insight that we cannot separate the vowel from the consonant,
as in the Polish example pies ~ psa [dog:GEN], I suggest similarly that the front
properties of onsets and nuclei cannot be separated in Karaim. In other words, it is
impossible to say whether Keda ‘night’ should be analysed as “Keda” with the I e-
lement in the onset or as “kiecia” with the I element in the nucleus. In (11) a single I
element is shown shared between two positions, as head in the nucleus and as oper-
ator in the onset, which represents a palatalised consonant followed by a front vowel.
The remaining elemental composition of the consonants is not given, the letters k£ and
¢ being used to represent informally the unpalatalised portion of the consonants.

11) N/_\ﬂxr

| |
- N1 02 -— N2
| |
X
|

|
X
|
(head) /\

I I
(operator) —I/A V A
k ¢

Keda ‘night’

—% -0

In both nuclei, the I element is head. In N; the I-head fuses with an A-operator and is
interpreted as [e] (A.D. In N, the I-head does not fuse with A, resulting in a diph-
thong-like sound [ia] ((D(A)).* This example is what was described in 3.1. as har-
mony between onset and nucleus.

Before we consider the alternative pronunciation [a&] in non-initial nuclei, let us
look at the relationship between nuclei which must take place if harmony between
vowels is to be considered. Firstly, do nuclei relate to each other harmonically in Ka-
raim? Secondly, why does e contrast with ¢? Why is e not found in non-initial nu-
clei? I suggest that the e/d contrast provides evidence for a relationship between nu-

% The question of whether this (A) is the same as the vowel usually transcribed as /a/
following a non-palatalised consonant is beyond the scope of this paper. They do not
necessarily have the same phonological structure.



78 Ann Denwood

clei. In addition, I suggest that the alternative interpretation of 4 as [&] reflects a dif-
ferent manifestation of a constraint on I-heads in nuclei.

4.4. Relationships between nuclei

A nucleus is head of the onset-nucleus pair which makes up the minimal syllabic
constituent in GP. The universal relationship between O and N has been illustrated in
this paper by a left-pointing arrow. In any word longer than one ON pair, there must
be a licensing relationship between heads of constituents, i.e. nuclei, at a higher pro-
jection. This relationship is illustrated by a right-pointing arrow between nuclear
heads.?® There is no doubt that some kind of a relationship exists between nuclear
heads, since according to the licensing principle, Kaye (1990), all nuclei within a do-
main must be licensed apart from the head of that domain. What remains to be shown
is that in Karaim this relationship involves the element I.

Let us assume that the minimal requirement for harmony in Karaim is that the
consonants of a word agree with respect to the element I; either they all have it, or
none have it. According to such a hypothesis, if there were no sharing relationship
between O and N, it might be possible for any vowel to follow a palatalised con-
sonant. In that case, nuclei would license an I-operator in their onsets, but would be
free to have any content themselves. The relationship between nuclei would depend
upon the initial nucleus licensing a palatalised consonant, and then licensing all re-
maining nuclei within its domain to do the same. This would be an example of con-
sonant rather than consonant-vowel harmony. Such a hypothesis is illustrated ab-
stractly in (12a). The alternative, with I shared between O and N as operator in the
onset and head in the nucleus, is shown in (12b). This would be an abstract example
of consonant-vowel harmony.

(12) a. N N N
| | |
Ol -« Nl 02 -« N2 03 -« N3
| | | | | |
X X X X X X
| | |
I I I

2 The direction of inter-nuclear relationships varies according to the phenomenon and the
language in question.
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(12) b. N N N
| | |

O <« N O <« N O3 <« N
| | | | | |
X X X X X X

_ _ o [
\/ I \/ ! \/ I

The implication of the sharing hypothesis is that if I is linked jointly to O and N, as
illustrated in (12b), there will be some effect on the content of nuclei. One effect
would be that all nuclei contain vowels which include I, e.g. e (A.I). Any relationship
between I and other elements which may occupy the same nucleus would depend on
the constraints and restrictions on element combination in the specific language un-
der analysis.

Nuclear relationships manifest themselves in many ways. One manifestation of an
inter-nuclear relationship is harmony. The nucleus which is head of the harmonic do-
main licenses some property of its own in the remaining nuclei within its domain.? A
typical example of this is I-harmony, as for example in Turkish where the vowels can
be grouped according to whether they contain I {e, i, 6, i1}, or not {a, 1, 0, u}.

Harmony is not the only manifestation of an inter-nuclear relationship. There may
be other restrictions on the content or structure of certain nuclei. For example, in
many languages e.g. Neapolitan Italian, Bulgarian, Catalan, Chumash, the full
vocalic inventory is found only in certain privileged positions.”” Neapolitan Italian,
for example, has an inventory of seven vowels {a, €, €, i, 0, 3, u}. Non-stressed
nuclei are restricted to i (I), u (U) and a (A), which consist of a single element (or to
schwa, which contains no element). Only a stressed nucleus can support a vowel
composed of more than one element.

This situation is typical of constraints on the content of harmonised positions in
some languages. A restriction on U-harmony illustrates the interaction between har-
mony and constraints on a particular position. For example, Turkish vowels can be
grouped according to whether they contain the U element {o, 6, u, i1}, or not {a, e, 1,
1}. Like I-harmony, vowels within a given domain should agree with respect to the
element U, e. g. kolu [arm:POSS3], sozii [word:POSS3]. If the initial nucleus contains
U, then subsequent nuclei within its domain should also contain U. Unlike I-har-
mony, there is a restriction on the occurrence of two vowels which contain U, o and

2l The harmonising property may be an element which occurs in all nuclei throughout the do-

main, or it may be structural. For example, all nuclear expressions within a domain may
either have an element as head, or no element as head.
22 For details, see Harris (1997).
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6, and which should only occur in initial nuclei of the domain, e.g. kollar *kollor
[arm:PL], sézler *sozior [word:PL]. This is the result of a constraint on the combi-
nation of two specific elements, A and U, in non-initial nuclei.?

Taking the licensing principle (whereby all positions within a domain must be li-
censed except one, the head of the domain) as the starting point, Harris (1997) has
given us a way to formalise the restrictions which are frequently found on positions
which are not head of the relevant domain. In simple terms, he proposes that po-
sitions which are farther down a chain of licensing relationships are essentially
weaker than those at the head of the domain. This weakness, which may be expressed
in many ways, includes restrictions on the content of a licensed position. The
licensing inheritance principle is defined formally in (13).

(13) Licensing inheritance principle
a. Autosegmental licensing (a-licensing) potential
The a-licensing potential of a skeletal position refers to its ability either
(i) to directly a-license a melodic expression, or
(ii) to confer a-licensing potential on another position.
b. Licensing inheritance
A licensed position inherits its a-licensing potential from its licensor.

I suggest that the asymmetrical distribution of e and 4 in Karaim can be explained by
the licensing inheritance principle.

5. The analysis

In Karaim, I propose that an I-head can fuse with an operator only in an initial nucle-
us, the head of the harmonic domain. This allows the vowel e (A.I) to occur in initial
nuclei. A restriction on non-initial nuclei prevents an I-head from fusing with an
operator, therefore (A.D) is prohibited there. In other words, only an initial nucleus
has sufficient licensing potential to allow an I-head, which automatically follows a
palatalised consonant as part of the harmonic relationship between O and N, to fuse
with another element. The vowel 4, which does not have I as a head, occurs in non-
initial nuclei.

In addition to this, I suggest that varying pronunciations of 4 are the result of dif-
ferent outcomes of the proposed constraint. The example Kedd “night’ is repeated in
(14) to illustrate the analysis in detail.

23 Note that this particular constraint does not apply to all Turkic languages in the same way.
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14) a N/\

01 -« N1 02 «— N2

| | | |

X X X X

I I I /\

(head) I I
(operator) M V A
k &
Keda ‘night’

(14) b. N ‘N

(head)

(operator) M V Al
k ¢

The situation in (14a) and (14b) is the same with respect to the initial nucleus, N, the
head of the harmonic domain. N; licenses O;, which contains a palatalised consonant.
This entails a relationship between the two positions whereby a shared I element oc-
cupies the onset as an operator and the nucleus as a head. N; also contains an A ele-
ment, which fuses with the I-head to form (A.D) e. The pronunciation of the onset and
nucleus must be taken together as [K’e]. It is impossible to separate the vowel e from
the palatalised consonant it follows.

We come now to the situation in the second nucleus, N,. Up to a certain point, the
analysis is the same for (14a) and (14b). There is chain of licensing relationships. N;
licenses N,. N; and N, both license their onsets O, and O, respectively. Since N, the
head of the domain, contains an I-head which it shares with the onset it licenses, N,
must also contain an I-head which it must in turn share with its onset O,. This rela-
tionship between the nuclei ensures palatalisation of all consonants within the do-
main.

The hierarchy between nuclei has a further consequence. According to the licens-
ing inheritance principle, N, (and any other subsequent nuclei there may be within
the domain) is farther down the licensing path of relationships between the domain-
head and its licensee(s), therefore it has diminished segmental licensing potential. A
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consequence of the weaker licensing potential of non-initial nuclei is that the I-head
cannot fuse with an operator. There are two possible outcomes of this restriction,
shown in (14a) and (14b), and both involve decomposition of head and operator into
separate nuclear expressions.

In (14a) the two elements do not fuse at all. The effect of this is something like a
diphthong whose second member has no I element, (I)(A)). The outcome could
loosely be described as [ia], not forgetting that the glide belongs both to the vowel
and to the preceding palatalised consonant. In (14b) (D) is still unable to fuse with the
operator (A). On the other hand, the two elements may fuse in a different relationship
where neither element is head, but both are operators. The outcome this time is a
diphthong-like expression [i&] (D(A.I)), again not forgetting that the glide belongs
both to the vowel and to the preceding palatalised consonant.

5.1. A theoretical issue

There are many branches of linguistics, and again many theoretical frameworks with-
in each branch. Even though their aims may be similar, e.g. to record, to analyse etc.,
the tools used by practitioners of different frameworks may be very different. So,
does it really matter how we define Karaim harmony? That depends very much on
what our analysis aims to prove.

Perhaps it is relevant at this point to consider the role of phonology in language.
Phonological phenomena act as a parsing device. They provide cues for the begin-
nings and endings of domains, words, phrases etc. The problem is to define what acts
as a parsing cue in Karaim, consonants or vowels, or both.

Two phenomena in particular have been considered in this paper: harmony be-
tween related positions, and restrictions on harmonically related positions. Harmony
is like glue which binds a domain together. More than one kind of harmony can oper-
ate within a single domain, e.g. I-harmony and U-harmony in vowels, although the
conditions are different. Vowel harmony and consonant harmony may also operate
side by side within the same domain, although it should also theoretically be possible
in some languages for harmony to affect only vowels or only consonants. Perhaps, in
Karaim, I-harmony in consonants is gradually becoming a more significant parsing
cue than in I-harmony in vowels.

Restrictions on certain positions give rise to distributional asymmetries, which
provide another powerful parsing cue. Some languages have restrictions on what
kind of consonant can occur word-initially or word-finally. Other languages have re-
strictions on the distribution of vowels. The greatest number of vowel contrasts is
one of the marks of a domain-head; restriction on vowel contrasts is typical of non-
heads. In Karaim, it seems that there is a restriction on the way that I combines with
other elements in non-initial nuclei of the I-harmonic domain.

Both phenomena involve relationships between nuclei. In Karaim, both pheno-
mena involve the element 1.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper consonant-vowel interactions in Karaim have been looked at from a GP
point of view. Harmony is treated as a supra-segmental phenomenon, driven by inter-
nuclear relationships. These take place at a higher projection where all nuclear heads
are visible to each other, and where one nucleus, the head of the domain, licenses all
other nuclei in the relevant domain.

The effect of the relationship between nuclei percolates down through all inter-
mediate relationships, between nuclei and the onsets they license, and between the
elements occupying in these positions. There are several different manifestations of
this structural hierarchy in Karaim. Inter-nuclear relationships ensure that all nuclei
within the relevant domain contain an I element. Inter-nuclear relationships ensure
that all nuclei within the relevant domain license their onsets to contain an I element
i.e. a palatalised consonant. Inter-nuclear relationships also impose restrictions on
how that I-element fuses with other elements in non-initial nuclei, giving rise to the
complementary distribution of e and 4.

I conclude that it is impossible to separate the quality of the consonant from the
properties of the nucleus which licenses the onset that the consonant occupies.

Appendix

Texts published by Csaté, Eva A. in Csaté, Eva A. & Nathan, David (2002). Spoken
Karaim. CD-ROM. Tokyo University of Foreign Studies.

A. The Karaim Street
Kayda karaylar tiril’ad'’ar’ ([z] [&]) bu oram Karay orami in'd'at'at' ([z][z]). Katan”
es’ da bar vaxtlarni ds ek'in’®i dunya yat to dunya b'iz’ &3 in'd’ar ([2]) edik bu karay
oramin Karaim§¢iznaba.
‘The place where the Karaim live is called the Karaim street. Since long ago, the non-
Karaim and also the foreigners, and also we Karaims have called it Karaimshchizna.’

... onu do yanindan oramnin, sonu do yanindan oramnin suvlar. G'ogiar ([]).
°...there is water on both the right and on the left sides of the street. Lakes.’

B. The famous Karaim cucumber
Xiyarnin b’ur‘t'ug'unJ .k.jeri.al.( ([a]) alma, K'e¥4 ([a]) aSira ani ibiitm’a ([a]) suvda. Son
Kerak ([a]) alma up'rak’kK’a. ([&] [a])
“You have to take cucumber seeds and soak them in water overnight. Then you have to
put them in a cloth.’
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Mongolic loanwords of Turkic origin in Tuvan
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Khabtagaeva, Baiarma 2005. Mongolic loanwords of Turkic origin in Tuvan. Turkic Lan-
guages 9, 85-92.

Tuvan has been subject to strong Mongolic influence to the effect that it has more Mon-
golic loanwords than any other Turkic language. The author uses phonetic, morphological
and semantic criteria to determine a special category of loanwords that comprises elements
of ultimately Turkic origin. In many cases Tuvan also displays the original Turkic words.

Baiarma, Khabtagaeva, University of Szeged, Department of Altaic Studies, Egyetem u. 2.
H-6722 Szeged, Hungary. E-mail: baiarma@hotmail.com

The genetic relationship of the Altaic languages is debated up to now. Some re-
searchers think that these languages are genetically related, while others believe they
are not. However, according to more recent research, a great part of the correspon-
dences among the Altaic languages are loanwords.

The aim of my dissertation was to find and characterize the Mongolic elements in
Tuvan. In my work I deal with these words from etymological, phonetic and mor-
phological aspects, and I try to determine when and from which Mongolic language
the loanword was taken. In this paper, I will try to present a special category of Mon-
golic loanwords in Tuvan. While etymologizing Mongolic loanwords in Tuvan, I
found several words which are Mongolic loanwords but of ultimately Turkic origin.
In many cases we find, alongside the Mongolic loanword, the same word as a mem-
ber of the original Turkic stock. The literature calls this type of loanwords ,,rebor-
rowings”.

One may ask what method we have to distinguish those Turkic words in Tuvan
that are loanwords from Mongolic, from those which remain from the ancient Turkic
stock. Before answering this question, let us see what the reasons are for the pow-
erful linguistic interaction between these two languages.

Tuvan belongs to the South-Siberian branch of Turkic languages. Although it is
one of the most archaic Turkic languages, due to a powerful Mongolic influence it
also has the most Mongolic loanwords of any Turkic language. According to Rassa-
din (1980: 58), the vocabulary of Tuvan includes more than 2,000 Mongolic loan-
words, while Tatarincev (1976: 110) says that one-third of the Tuvan vocabulary is
of Mongolic origin. In my work I deal with more than 1,500 basic words.

Katanov (1903) was the first to deal with the Mongolic loanwords of Tuvan in his
famous work of 1903. Later, this subject was discussed by Tatarincev (1976) and by
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Rassadin (1980: 58-65). In the year 2000 the first volume of the Etymological Dic-
tionary of the Tuvan Language appeared, wherein its author, Tatarincev (2000),
briefly presents the origin of the Tuvan words, including the Mongolic loanwords.

The vast number of Mongolic loanwords in Tuvan can be explained by geo-
graphical, historical and cultural factors.

The territory of the present-day Tuvan Republic is bordered on the East by the
Buryat Republic and on the South-East by Mongolia.

From a historical point of view, there was a Mongolic influence on Tuvan al-
ready in the 13th century, when the territory of Tuvan was inhabited by the Mon-
golian tribes called Forest-people. After the downfall of the Chingisid Empire, Tuvan
played a role in the struggle of the Khalkha and Oirat khanates. From the end of the
14th century to the 16th century, the Tuvan people were under Oirat supremacy, sub-
sequently entering the Khalkha khanate of Altan khan. In the second half of the 17th
century they again became the subjects of Oirats of the Dzhungar khanate. From
1757 to 1912 they belonged to the Manchu Cin [Qing or Ching] dynasty. From that
time on, Tuvan has shared its history with that of Russia and the Soviet Union.

Tuvan-Mongolian bilinguism is a very old phenomenon. As Vladimircov (1929:
14-15) observed early on, the Mongolian language was used by Tuvan people as the
language of culture, and as the contact-language between Tuvan and Mongolian
people. Up to the year 1930, only the Uighur-Mongolian script was used among the
Tuvan people, not only in official but also in everyday life. The oldest specimens of
Tuvan folklore were also noted down in the Mongolian language and Mongolian
script.

The original religion of the Tuvan people had been Shamanism, but from the 17th
century the Tibeto-Mongolian variant of Buddhism was spread among them. From
this time Tibetan and Mongolian Buddhist terms entered into the Tuvan vocabulary
via the Mongolian language.

Criteria
The Mongolic loanwords in Tuvan can be distinguished by certain criteria, such as:

The presence of vowels at the end of words:

Tuvan berge ‘heavy, hard’ < Mongolic *berke: cf. MNT berke, Ibn-Muh. berke,
HY berke, LM berke, Khalkha berx, Buryat berxe, Kalmyk berkd <— Turkic: cf. Old
Turkic bdrk ‘firm, stable, solid’ > Tuvan bert “a place passable with dif-ficulty”; " cf.
Tofalar be‘rt “good’, Yakut bdrt ‘good’;

Tuvan kuZa ‘ram’ < Mongolic *quca: cf. Muq. quéa, HY quca, LM quca,
Khalkha xuc, Buryat xusa, Kalmyk xutsa <— Turkic: cf. Old Turkic go¢ ~ gocfiar >
Tuvan koskar,

V' <*perk: —rk- >-rt-: of. OT *bork ‘cap’ > Tuvan bort.
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Tuvan kiicii ‘power, might’ < Mongolic *kiiciin ‘power, force, strength’: cf.
Mugq. kiié(in), LM kiiciin, Khalkha xiic(in), Buryat xiise(n), Kalmyk kiitsn < Turkic:
cf. Old Turkic k¢ ‘strength’ > Tuvan kiis ‘energy’;

Tuvan xira ‘edging, border; bow, rim’ < Mongolic *gira: cf. LM kira ‘summit
or ridge of a mountain; a strip attached to the front and rear edges of the saddle’,
Khalkha xyar, Buryat xyara, Oirat kiri < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic gir ‘an isolated
mountain or block of mountains” > Tuvan kir.

Tuvan words showing Turko-Mongolic rotacism:

Tuvan aray ‘just a little’ < Mongolic *arai <*ar+A4i: cf. LM arai, Khalkha,
Buryat arai, Kalmyk ard, Oirat d¢rd < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic az ‘few, scanty, a little®
> Tuvan as ‘afew’;

Tuvan ara ‘groove in rifling’ <= Mongolic *ara <*ari+GA: cf. MNT ara’a, Ibn-
Muh. ara, Muq. ari’a, LM ariya ~ arag-a ‘molar’, Khalkha, Buryat ara(n), Kalmyk
ara < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic azig ‘a large tooth’ > Tuvan azig ‘eye-tooth’;

Tuvan #rgay ‘mine; shaft; hole, pit® <= Mongolic *#rkai < *agur+KAi: cf. LM
agurqai, Khalkha irxai, Buryat #rxai, Kalmyk érxd ~ iirxa < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic
agiz ‘the mouth’ > Tuvan as,

Tuvan uran “artistic, masterly’ <= Mongolic *uran: cf. Muq. uran, HY uran, ZY
uran, LM wran ‘craftsman, artist’, Khalkha ur(an), Buryat uran, Kalmyk urn <
Turkic: cf. Old Turkic #z “a skilled craftsman’ > Tuvan us ‘artistic, masterly’;

Tuvan ximiran ‘weak tea’ < Mongolic *kimuragan <*qimura+GAn: cf. LM
kimuragan ‘boiled milk with water’, Kalmyk kimran, Oirat kimir ~ kimér < Turkic:
cf. Old Turkic gimiz ‘fermented mare’s milk, koumiss’ > Tuvan ximis;

Tuvan xiirene ‘marten’ < Mongolic *kiirene: cf. LM kiirene ~ kiiriine ‘skunk,
polecat’, Khalkha xiirne, Buryat xiineri, Kalmyk kiirn; Oirat kiirén ~ kiiriin <— Turk-
ic: cf. Old Turkic kiizen ‘polecat’> Tuvan kiizen ‘marten’.

Tuvan words showing Turko-Mongolic lambdacism:

Tuvan éali ‘young” < Mongolic *jaliz: cf. MNT jala’ui ~ jala’u, Leiden jalawu,
Ibn-Muh. jala’ii, Mugq. jala’i ~ jali, Ist, jalau, LM jalagu ‘young, youthful’, Khal-
kha jali, Buryat, Kalmyk zalii < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic yas ‘fresh’ > Tuvan cas
‘childish, young’;

Tuvan xolba ‘connection, contact’ < Mongolic *xolba<*qolbo-GA: cf. Muq.
golba-, LM golboga ‘connection, contact’ < golba- ~ qolbo- ‘to unite, to connect’,
Khalkha, Buryat xolbo(n), Kalmyk xolwan, Oirat xolba ~ xolwé < Turkic: cf. Old
Turkic go$- ‘to conjoin, unite (two things)’ > Tuvan kos-.

Original Turkic initial *y- in Tuvan regularly changes to ¢-, but in some Mon-
golic loanwords the original Turkic *y- is represented by d-:

Tuvan dayin *war’ < Mongolic *dayin: cf. MNT dayin, Ibn-Muh. dain, Mugq.
dain, LM dayin *war, enemy’, Khalkha dain, Buryat dai(n), Kalmyk ddn, Oirat dd#i
< Turkic: cf. Old Turkic yagi *enemy, hostile’ > Tuvan ¢a *war’.

The representation of original Turkic *y- by y- in Tuvan, also proves the Mon-
golic origin:
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Tuvan yala ‘guilt, punishment’ <= Mongolic *yala: cf. LM yala, Khalkha yal,
Buryat yala, Kalmyk yal” <— Turkic: cf. Old Turkic yala ‘suspicion; blame; false ac-
cusation’.

Mongolic suffixes in Tuva words:

Tuvan cala “crest of a bird, band on a cap’ <— Mongolic *jalaga <*jala+GA: cf.
LM jalaga, Khalkha jala(n), Buryat zala, Kalmyk zala, Oirat dzala ~ zala < Turkic:
cf. Old Turkic yal ’a horse’s mane’ > Tuvan &al: a°t cali “fatty layer on the horse’s
withers’;

Tuvan kudurga ‘crupper; breeching (harness)’ < Mongolic *qudurga <*qudur-
GAn: cf. MNT qudurqa, Muq. qudurga, LM qudurg-a(n), Khalkha xudraga, Buryat
xudarga, Kalmyk xudrga, Oirat xudiirgd ~ xudrdgd < Turkic *qudur-: cf. Old Turk-
ic qudruk ‘the tail of an animal’ > Tuvan kuduruk;

Tuvan kulugur ‘dashing fellow’? <~ Mongolic *qulugur <*qul(u)-GUr: cf. LM
qulugur ‘laid or pressed back (of ears), crop-eared’; Khalkha xulgar, Kalmyk xul“gar
< Turkic *qul:® cf. Old Turkic qulag ~ qulgaq” ‘ear’ > Tuvan kulak;

Tuvan solagay ‘left, left-handed” < Mongolic *solugai <*solu+GAi: cf. LM
solugai ‘left hand, left-handed‘, Khalkha solgoi, Buryat halgai ~ holgoi, Kalmyk sol-
gad ~solga, Oirat solga <— Turkic: cf. Old Turkic so/ “left” > Tuvan sol,

Tuvan soril ‘cigarette-holder’ < Mongolic *soril < *sorogul < *soro-GUI: cf.
LM sorogul < soro- ‘inhale, smoke’, Khalkha soril, Buryat horil, Kalmyk suril,
Oirat suritl < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic sor- ‘to suck; to suck up, or out’ > Tuvan sor-;

Tuvan télevir ‘compensation, payment of debt” <— Mongolic *télebiiri < *téle-
bUri: cf. LM t6l6biiri < tolo- ‘to compensate, pay off, pay a debt’, Khalkha t6/bor,
Buryat tilberi, Kalmyk t6/wr < Turkic: cf. Old Turkic t6/e- ‘to pay (a debt), repay
(aloan)’ > Tuvan téle-;

There are also some words in Tuvan which at first sight seem to be original Turk-
ic words, but for semantic reasons we have to suppose that although the word is ul-
timately of Turkic origin, the Tuvan word has been borrowed from Mongolic:

Tuvan ertem ‘science’ < Mongolic *erdem: cf. MNT erdem, Leiden erdem, LM
erdem ‘knowledge, learning; science’, Khalkha, Buryat erdem, Kalmyk erdm <
Turkic drddm <*dr+dAm: cf. Old Turkic drddm ‘manly qualities, virtue’ < dr ‘man’;

Tuvan derlik ‘Tuvan national summer-cloth’ < Mongolic *ferlig: cf. LM terlig
‘summer-cloth’, Khalkha terleg, Buryat terlig, Oirat terlék <— Turkic *tarlik <*tdr
+IIG: cf. Old Turkic tarlik ‘something which absorbs sweat;, sweat-cloth, saddle-
cloth’ < tdr ‘sweat’;

See Russian uhar’ ‘dashing fellow’ < uho ‘ear’; Hungarian szemfiiles ‘clever’ < szem ‘eye’
and fiil ‘ear’.

See Mongolic qulki (<*qul+ki) ‘earwax; middle ear’, qulayi- (<*qul(4)+yi-) ‘to have
cropped ears’.

According to Erdal, M. (1991: 75) in the Turkic words qulaq and qulgag we can observe
the suffixes +GAK and +A4K , suffixes denoting metaphorical names for body parts.
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Tuvan xina- ‘to check, verify’ < Mongolic *kina-: cf. LM kina- ‘to look rigor-
ously or attentively’, Khalkha xyana-, Buryat xina-, Kalmyk kin- < Turkic *gina-:
cf. Old Turkic gina- ‘to punish, torture’ < gin ~ qi# ‘punishment, torture’;

Tuvan surag ‘news, rumor, information’ < Mongolic *surag: cf. LM surag <
sura- ‘to ask’, Khalkha surag, Buryat hurag, Kalmyk sur“G < Turkic *sor-XG: cf.
Old Turkic sorug ‘question, inquiry’ < sor- ‘to ask (a question); to inquire about
(something Acc.)’, Khakas surag, Kirgiz surak ‘interrogation’;

Tuvan siiziik ‘faith, belief” < Mongolic *siisiig: cf. LM siisiig ~ siijiig ‘religious
worship, faith, belief’, Khalkha siiseg, Buryat hiizeg, Kalmyk siiz’G, Oirat sidiik <
Turkic *siziik < *siiz-UK Pass.N./A.S.: cf. Old Turkic siiziik ‘clarified, strained;
pure, transparent” < sziz- ‘to filter or strain (a liquid)’.

Compound words

The next group of Mongolic loanwords in Tuvan consists of compound words. The
Mongolic origin of some Tuvan compound words is explained by the fact that one of
their elements is Mongolic:

Tuvan §6-borii ‘jackal, hyena’ < Mongolic *¢6-bori: cf. MNT jo’ebori, HY
¢ii’abari, LM éogebori “jackal’, Khalkha cowér, Buryat siber, Kalmyk t56wr <
Turkic béri: cf. Old Turkic bori ‘wolf’> Tuvan borii;,

Tuvan belek-selek “gift, present’<— Mongolic *beleg seleg: cf. Leiden belek, LM
beleg-seleg, Khalkha, Buryat beleg-seleg < Turkic *bdldg: cf. Old Turkic beldg
‘something wrapped up; a gift’. The word seleg does not exist independently in Mon-
golic. It is formed by reduplication with change of the original initial, which is a
Mongol-type word-formation, as in the case of Khalkha ger-mer ‘the yurt and every-
thing around’, cas mas “paper’, jolig-molig ‘good-for-nothing’.

Hybrid words

An independent group consists of hybrid words. Sometimes it is quite difficult to de-
termine whether such words are of Mongolic or Turkic origin:

Tuvan soguna ‘onion’ <<*s6+GXnA: cf. Old Turkic s6gun and LM songgina.
Here the final vowel would point to a Mongolic origin, while the lack of -7i- may be
an argument in favour of its Turkic origin;

Tuvan tavarigay ‘the sole of the foot’<<—*taban+GAi: cf. Old Turkic taban ‘the
sole of the foot’ and LM tabagqai ‘paw’. The suffix +GAi is Mongolic, while the -7i-
and its meaning point to a Turkic origin.

Compound hybrid words

In addition to the last two categories, there is a group of hybrid words which are
compounds. One of their elements is Mongolic while the other is Turkic. This group
consists mostly of colour names, and names of animals and plants:

Tuvan ak-bida ‘rice’ <— Old Turkic ag ‘white’ + Mongolic budag-a ‘rice’;
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Tuvan a°t-ina ‘horse, saddle-horse’ < Old Turkic at ‘horse’ + Mongolic unug-a
‘saddle-animal’;

Tuvan dagir-ergek ‘thumb’ <— Mongolic takir ‘crooked’ + Old Turkic dr7idk “fin-
ger’;

Tuvan kizil-xiirefi ‘wine-red” < Old Turkic kizil ‘red’ + Mongolic kiireng
‘brown’;

Tuvan uZar-sazin ‘kite’ < Old Turkic uc- ‘to fly’ + Mongolic dagasun ‘paper’.

Mongolic loanwords with Turkic morphological element

Another special group of compound words are those where the Mongolic word takes
a Tuvan morphological element, like the Common-Turkic negative particle yog in-
stead of Mongolic iigei, e.g.:

Tuvan magatcok ‘maybe’ <— Mongolic magad iigei < magad ‘sure’;

Tuvan xamancok adv. ‘indifferently’ <— Mongolic gamiya iigei “unrelated, indif-
ferently’ < gamiya ‘relevance, relation’;

Tuvan édezok ‘tired, withered’ <— Mongolic égede iigei ‘no good, good for no-
thing’ < dgede ‘upwards’.

Original Tuva words with Mongolic suffixes

Many original Tuva words take Mongolic suffixes, mostly deverbal noun suffixes,
e.g.:

1. *-IGA (GWM §161):

Tuvan bastirilga ‘threshing’< Old Turkic bastur- Causat. < bas- ‘to press, crush,
oppress, make a surprise attack’;

Tuvan bastalga ‘leadership; direction’< Old Turkic basad- ‘to be a leader, at the
head of (a body of men)’< bas ‘head, beginning’;

Tuvan ekiZidilge ‘improvement, amelioration’ (< *eki+2]-t- Causat.) < Old Turk-
ic ddgii ‘good’;

Tuvan kezilge ‘cutting, harvesting’< Old Turkic kds- ‘to cut, to cut off”;

Tuvan kirZilge ‘participation’< Old Turkic kiris- ‘penetrate; to intervene; to med-
dle, interfere’ < kir- “to enter’;

. *itA (GWM §163):

Tuvan éilda “collection, gathering’ (< ¢ig- “to collect’) < Old Turkic yig- ;

Tuvan éilda ‘washing’ (< dug- ‘to wash’) < Old Turkic yi-;

Tuvan koriilde “viewing’ < Old Turkic kor- ‘to see’;

Tuvan kirilde ‘introduction’ < Old Turkic kigiir- ‘to bring in, introduce’ Causat. <
kir- “to enter’;

Tuvan éziilde ‘growth’ < Old Turkic ds- ‘to grow’.

3. *-mAl (GWM §168):

Tuvan dirimal “celestial body’ (< ¢iri- ‘to be, or become bright; to shine’) < Old
Turkic yari-;
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Tuvan dorumal ‘traveller, wayfarer’ (< ¢oru- ‘to walk, march’) < Old Turkic yo-
¥i-;

Tuvan kazimal ‘fossilized’ < Old Turkic gaz- ‘to dig, dig out’;

Tuvan kilimal ‘make’ < Old Turkic gil- ‘to do (something); to make (someone
something)’;

Tuvan siniimel ‘original, wild (of plants)’ < Old Turkic zn- ‘to rise (of plants)’;

. *mji (GWM §171):

Tuvan berimde ‘donation, contribution” < Old Turkic bér- ‘to give’;

Tuvan cedimce ‘luck’ (< det- ‘to reach, catch up’) < Turkic yer-;

Tuvan doramdi “‘chopped frozen meat used for cooking soup’ (< déra- ‘to cut, or
split into slices or small pieces”) < Old Turkic togra-;

Tuvan kezemde ‘punishment’ < Old Turkic kds- ‘to cut, cut off”.

In conclusion, the question we asked at the beginning of this paper can be answered
as follows:

To distinguish those Turkic words in Tuvan which are loanwords from Mongolic,
from those which remained from the ancient Turkic stock, we have recourse to se-
veral criteria, namely phonetic, morphological and semantic ones.
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0. The setting

The rain increased during the afternoon. More and more often the Korean jeep got
stuck in the mud and we had to get out in order to pull it loose. On the right side of
the valley the holy mountains of the Tuvans, Tsengel Hairhan Uul, rose majestically
and now just a few hours remained until sunset. At the yurt where we had last asked
for directions we had been told to drive up to the plateau at the end of the valley, and
with great effort we finally managed. The view was simply enchanting, with a dark
mountain lake in front of us, and in the distance the snow-capped mountains at the
Chinese border. But soon we became aware that this was not the right road either,
and we turned towards the north.

Evening had already fallen and we could just faintly discern a few yurts on a
slope, but here our car got helplessly stuck. With my recording equipment in a
backpack, I slowly began to walk upwards, my long Russian boots sinking deeper
and deeper into the mud. From a yurt at the top of the slope, throat singing suddenly
started, which forcefully, and to my ears in a somewhat extraterrestrial way, echoed
into the valley. A few yaks stood together near the yurt, their white heads shining
eerily like skulls. But then I suddenly heard a well known voice, “Welcome,
welcome, was it difficult to find your way?” And there, the director of the Mongolian
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theatre, Dr. Zolbayar, stood in a Tuvan deel and hat. “Come in and get warm; I will
send people to arrange with the car and your luggage.”

Soon I sat together with Zolbayar in the yurt, which was lit by one single candle,
barefoot on the woollen carpet, and his aunt Méndoér handed me a small silver bowl
filled with milk vodka as a gesture of greeting me to their home.

1.1. Introduction

In the province of Bayan-Olgii in western Mongolia the population is mainly con-
stituted of ethnic Kazakhs, but there are also other ethnic groups like the Uriankhai,
Dorvod, Tuvans and (Khalkha) Mongols. This study focuses on the Kazakhs, the
Tuvans, and the Mongols, though with the latter more as a point of reference.’ These
groups are different from each other linguistically as well as in matters of religion, as
the Kazakhs are Muslims, the Tuvans Shamanists and the Mongols Lamaist
Buddhists.? For the Kazakhs as well as the Tuvans, the majority of the ethnic group
live in other countries, the Kazakhs in Kazakhstan and the Tuvans in the Tuvan
Republic within the Russian Federation.® The theoretical problem addressed in the
present paper is the type of two-layer ethnicity existing among the Tuvans in western
Mongolia. They internally define themselves as Tuvans, but in relation to the Ka-
zakhs they often define themselves as Mongols.* What is even more important, how-
ever, is that in the local context they also act as Mongols. Furthermore, I look at the
Kazakhs’ context-bound use of either Tuvan or Mongol, when referring to the Tu-
vans.

The majority ethnic group of Mongolia, the Khalkha Mongols, constitute only around
0.4% of the population of Bayan-Olgii province.

The Kazakhs are Sunni Muslims, but just like the other Islamic nomadic cultures in Cen-
tral Asia they were converted to Islam mainly by errant Sufis, and thus to a much lesser
extent influenced by Islam than the traditionally sedentary populations. The Shamanism
practiced among the Tuvans is sometimes defined as Tengrism, as the cult is focused on
the God of Heaven, Tengri. Furthermore, strong Shamanist influence is observable in the
variety of northern Buddhism practised by the Mongols.

Tuva was a part of Outer Mongolia under the Qing Empire, but became an independent
state between 1921 and 1944. In 1944, Tuva was incorporated into the Russian Soviet Re-
public (RSFSR) as an autonomous oblast’, and later, from 1961, as an autonomous repub-
lic. For a more detailed account, see Mandelstam Balzer (1999: 133-135). After the fall of
the Soviet Union, Tuva became one of the federal subjects of the Russian Federation, and
the official name was changed to Tyva. According to the 1989 census, the number of Tu-
vans in the Soviet Union was 207,000. The Tuvan language belongs to the southern branch
of Siberian Turkic, and the written standard established in 1930 was based on the central
dialect of the republican capital Kyzyl. In 1930, Latin script was used to write Tuvan, but
in 1941-43 this written norm was replaced by Cyrillic script, with three additional letters.
The classification of Tuvans as Mongols is also official policy of China, where the Tuvans
are counted as a subgroup of the Mongols. See Mongush (1996b). For further materials on
the language of the Tuvans in China, see Mawkanuli (1999).
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The views of the Kazakh and Tuvan local intelligentsia are analyzed from a local
as well as from a regional perspective. Of particular importance in this connection
are the various migrations, both in earlier times and in the recent decades, which
have led to the present ethnic composition of the area.

Finally, I describe how the Mongolian central power in Ulaanbaatar has handled
the question of Kazakhs and Tuvans, how the Soviet theories on the nationality ques-
tion have influenced the ethnic classifications in Mongolia, and how the Soviet termi-
nology has been adapted to a Mongolian traditional ethnic classification.

1.2. Theoretical framework

The purpose is to investigate why certain ethnic minority groups adopt the ethnic
identity of the majority population, parallel to their own, in order to strengthen their
own positions vis-a-vis another locally dominant ethnic minority group. In this
connection, I try to outline how the conceptions of the ethnic history of the proper
group and other groups, as well as context bound ethnic definitions, influence the in-
teraction of ethnic groups. The present paper contains a case study on this question in
the province of Bayan-Olgii in western Mongolia.

This research question lies within the framework of theories of ethnicity and,
more specifically, within the theories on formation and change of ethnic definitions.
Although this field of research has developed significantly during recent decades, not
much attention has been given to the kind of situation outlined above. In this case, we
deal with a small minority identifying itself with a numerically much larger group as
a lever against the locally dominant ethnic group. The point of departure is the
definition of ethnie, or ethnic group, as proposed by Anthony D. Smith (1986: 22-
30), but on this foundation, factors contributing, or potentially contributing to, this
sub-minority—majority identification phenomenon will also be outlined.

Anthony D. Smith defines an ethnie with the following criteria:

A collective name

A common myth of descent

A shared history

A distinctive shared culture

An association with a specific territory
A sense of solidarity

Furthermore, Smith (1986: 32-41) lists the following factors as bases for ethnic for-
mation:

¢  Sedentariness and nostalgia
*  Organized religion
¢  Inter-state warfare
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1.3. Sources and state of research

The background material is constituted partly by secondary sources, partly by mate-
rials from interviews and some statistical sources. The published sources are mainly
scholarly writings on Tuvans and Kazakhs in Bayan-Olgii and locally published sta-
tistical reports.

The interviews with the representatives of the Kazakh and Tuvan intelligentsia
were carried out in Bayan-Olgii in 2001 and in Astana, the capital of Kazakhstan, in
2002.° These interviews were carried out as part of a broader study on cross-border
linguistic contacts in Central Asia and the Caucasus.®For the interviews, a semi-
structured form was used. It had proven impossible to make detailed plans for the
interviews prior to the field-trip, as there was no way of knowing whom it would be
possible to locate on the spot. Thus, the interviews are the result of a cumulative
process. As no large scale surveys were carried out, and as the number of interviews
was limited, there is no claim to full coverage in this study. Rather, it is to be treated
as a preliminary endeavour which could serve as a basis for further in-depth studies
in the future.

Research on the Kazakhs and Tuvans in western Mongolia is relatively limited,
especially concerning ethnic relations and their theoretical implications. However,
there are a significant number of studies, mainly in the fields of ethnography and
folklore, and there are also some articles dealing with ethnic relations, such as some
of the articles written by Dr. Erika Taube, who started to study the Tuvans of western
Mongolia already in the 1960s. Linguistic research on the Tuvan dialect of western
Mongolia, termed Altai Tuvan or Tsengel (Cengel) Tuvan, has been carried out on
the basis of the materials collected by Taube (Aydemir 2002: 39-50), but also by
scholars who have recently done field research in Tsengel, e.g. K. David Harrison.’
Dr. Marina Mongush, a Tuvan scholar in Kyzyl, has mainly written on the Tuvans of
the republic of Tuva, but also on the Tuvans of China and Mongolia, and their ethnic
classification. Furthermore, research on the Tuvans of Mongolia and China has been
carried out by Russian, Soviet and Chinese scholars (Potanin 1881; Re$etov 1983,
1990; Sat & Dorzu 1989; Vladimircov 1923). Apart from these scholars, there are
articles on the Kazakhs of Bayan-Olgii written by Peter Finke and Ingvar Svanberg.
Furthermore, Alexander Diener is at present working on questions related to Kazakh
migration patterns between Bayan-Olgii and Kazakhstan.

5> The financing for the field-trip to Bayan-Olgii was kindly granted by the Helge Ax:son

Johnson Foundation, and for Astana by the Birgit and Gad Rausing Foundation for Ad-

vanced Research in the Humanities.
¢ Other parts of this broader study are: Enwall (1992), (1999), (2000) (forthcoming).
Harrison conducted field research in Tsengel in 2000 and 2002 and is also co-author of a
Tuvan dictionary (Anderson & Harrison 2003). Furthermore, he has established a home-
page for Tsengel Tuvan language and culture (http://www.swartmore.edu./SocSci
/Linguistics/aslep/tsengel.php) within the Altai-Sayan Language and Ethnography project
(ASLEP).



Tuvan or Mongol: A study of inter-ethnic relations 97

Among earlier publications, there are also locally published works by Kazakh
scholars. These works mainly deal with the history of the Kazakhs, but partly also
with the Tuvans (usually referred to as Uriankhai, see below).® In addition to these,
we find descriptions in the form of fictional works, written in German by the head
shaman of the Bayan-Olgii Tuvans, Dr. Galsan Chinag [Tschinag].’

2. Ethnic and historical background

The geographical area on which this study is focused is the province (Mongolian:
aimag) of Bayan-Olgii in western Mongolia, bordering on the Altai prefecture in the
Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region of China and the Russian Federation, includ-
ing the republic of Tuva. The province has a total area of some 46,000 square kilo-
metres and consists mainly of mountainous areas. It is further divided into fourteen
smaller administrative units, called sum. The total population in the year 2000 was
94,094. Of these, 25,763 lived in the provincial capital Olgii and some 8,110 in the
sum Tsengel, where the overwhelming majority of the Tuvans live.'® However, since
1953, there has been no land border with Kazakhstan. As long as the Soviet Union
existed, this did not in practice affect the possibilities of travelling and engaging in
border trade between western Mongolia and Kazakhstan, as both Kazakhstan and the
intermediary area were part of the Soviet Union. This area, consisting of some 150
square kilometres, often referred to as the “Altai knot”, has, however, caused many
problems for persons travelling between western Mongolia and Kazakhstan, as Mon-
golian citizens need visas for Russia, which can only be procured in Ulaanbaatar, six
days by car from Olgii (while they enjoy a visa free regime with Kazakhstan).

®  The most important of these works are written by A. Saraj, former governor of Bayan-

Olgii province. Viz. A. Saraj (1992, 1999, 2001).

Regarding the history and life of Tuvans in Mongolia, there are several works by Galsan
Chinag in German, including Tschinag (2000).

Bayan-Olgii aimgiin statistikiin heltes (2000: 8). In this otherwise very detailed survey of
many kinds of statistical information pertaining to Bayan-Olgii, there is, interestingly
enough, no information whatsoever on ethnic and linguistic issues.

9

10
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The views vary among scholars as to the ethnic composition before the middle of the
19th century in the area which forms the province of Bayan-Olgii. This area was
apparently not the object of scholarly interest in the neighbouring countries of Tsarist
Russia and Manchu China, and there are no written descriptions regarding these
matters. According to Tuvan intellectuals, the area was at the time sparsely populated
by Tuvans, and no Kazakhs lived in the area.'’ According to the views of the
Kazakhs, the area was virtually uninhabited before the first Kazakhs moved into the
area from the Altai prefecture of China in the years 1850-1865 (A. Saraj 1992: 21).
At this time, though, there was no state border between these areas, as Outer Mon-
golia was also part of the Qing Empire."® During the early years of Kazakh immigra-
tion into the area, the area of Tsengel sum of Bayan-Olgii province served as summer

On this map an English-based transcription system is used, whereby Olgii is rendered as
Olgiy.

Toémér-uyal: interview. According to Galsan Chinag, the first Kazakhs came to the Tsen-
gel area as late as in 1898 (Chinag, Galsan: interview).

The area now constituting Tsengel sum of Bayan-Olgii provincewas furthermore marked
as part of China on official maps as late as 1957 (Taube 1996: 214). The map she refers to
is Zhonghua Renmin Gongheguo dituji, Beijing, Shanghai, (1957: 44-45).
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pasture for the Kazakhs, but as more and more Kazakhs moved into the area during
the latter part of the 19th century, some of them also sought their winter pasture in
the area.

After the fall of the Qing Empire in 1911, Mongolia soon declared its inde-
pendence under the religious and worldly leader Jebcundamba Qutuqtu. However,
even after the Chinese had been forced to surrender to the Mongolian troops at Hovd
(Kobdo) on August 7, 1912, a most important symbolic event in the course of estab-
lishing Mongolia as an independent state, the central power in Urga (present Ulaan-
baatar) had to struggle for several years in order to gain full control over the territory.
In addition to these problems, the Oirat-Mongol prince of Altai, Sharasiime, refused
to let his area become part of the independent Mongolia, which explains why this
district is nowadays a prefecture of Xinjiang in China. After Jebcundamba Qutuqtu’s
death in 1924, the Mongolian People’s Republic was established, due to a massive
Soviet-Buryat influence on the political scene.

Kazakh immigration into Mongolia at times increased due to the instable situation
in Xinjiang during the republican period. There were also groups of Kazakhs who
had immigrated from the Russian part of Altai in connection with the October Re-
volution (Finke 1999: 110). In 1931, in connection with the collectivization of live
stock in the Kazakh areas of western Mongolia a large group of Kazakhs migrated to
Xinjiang, but all of them, including some Kazakhs originally living in Xinjiang, re-
turned to Bayan-Olgii in 1932, as the living conditions in Xinjiang had proven to be
even worse (A. Saraj: interview).

In 1940, the province (aimag) Bayan-Olgii was founded. Earlier, this area had
constituted the western part of the two provinces Uvs and Hovd, which in their turn
had formed the district of Hovd (Kodbo) until 1931. Bulag (1998: 98-99) writes: “In
1940, however, in order to assist the Soviet operation in Xinjiang, a new autonomous
aimag was founded out of Hovd aimag for the Kazakhs and the Altai Urianghais—
Bayan Olgii [...]. Until 1945, Mongols provided military aid to the Kazakh re-
sistance fighter Osman [...]. The Chinese recognition of Mongolian independence in
1946 saw an end to this operation, but numerous Kazakh refugees went into Mon-
golia subsequently. The autonomous aimag managed to survive as a normal province,
despite the abortion of the operation in Xinjiang.” The Mongolian historian B. Baa-
bar (1999: 396-397) describes the immigration process in the following way:

During the turbulence of this time [1930s and 1940s], an exodus of Kazakh
refugees from Xinjiang began on a large scale. A generation before, towards
the close of the nineteenth century, a few families had left their native
Xinjiang due to heavy snowfall and migrated east of the Altai mountains.
When the Bogd Khan theocracy was proclaimed, a few Kazakhs expressed
their allegiance to him. Starting in 1921, the refugee movement was given a
new name: “class struggle.” For instance, a certain Dabidai, the leader of the
Kazakhs in 1925, informed the State Bag Hural that about 340 families had
been influenced by propaganda and wanted to move into Mongolia. The civil
war, rebellions and revolts in the 1930s and 1950s caused a growing influx of
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refugees into Mongolia. Bayan-Olgii aimag gave refuge to the fleeing Ka-
zakhs. Three hundred and fifteen people from sixty-nine families fled to Mon-
golia in July 1942. They reported that they sought asylum because they were
victims of pillage and robbery, and they applied for Mongolian citizenship.

In the 1940s the relations between the Tuvans in Mongolia and the central power in
Ulaanbaatar were severely complicated due to the tense relations between the Mon-
golian leadership and the Tuvan leader Salchig Togoo, after the independent republic
of Tannu-Tuva had applied for incorporation into the Soviet Union. This incorpora-
tion was carried out in 1944 (B. Baabar 1999: 411), and this change in the political
status of Tuva was regarded as too big a concession to the Soviet Union and as a
dangerous precedent for the political future of Mongolia.

3.1. Population statistics and recent migrations

According to the 1956 census, the Kazakh population of Mongolia numbered 36,700
persons, of which most lived in Bayan-Olgii. During the 1950s and 1960s, however,
a large number of Kazakhs moved to other parts of Mongolia, mainly to Ulaanbaatar
and the mining city Nalaih, in the vicinity of Ulaanbaatar. The subsequent population
development for Kazakhs, Tuvans (numbers indicated only since 1989) and the total
population of Mongolia were, according to Bulag (1998: 30) as given in the table be-
low:

1963 1969 1979 1989
Total population | 1,017,158 | 1,188 271 | 1,594,386 | 2,043,954
Kazakhs 47,735 62,812 84,305 120,506
Tuvans 2,153

The Tuvans referred to in this comprehensive table in Bulag, put together by him
from unpublished data from the State Statistics Bureau, are presumably only the Tu-
vans originating from Bayan Olgii, as the number of Tuvans indicated in his table of
distribution of nationalities by province indicates that only one Tuvan lives in Hovs-
g6l province, where the Tuvan-speaking Tsaatan (reindeer people) or Dukha number
around 500. In this statistical survey they may have been lumped together with the
3,215 Uriankhai (referred to by Bulag as Urianghai) indicated for the province. How-
ever, there is no mentioning of Tuvan speakers in Hovd province, which seems odd,
considering Hashimoto’s field-work among the Tuvan speakers in Hovd as late as
1998. See Hashimoto & Pirevjav (1998). In the introduction (p. 145) to the word
lists presented in the article, they write (in my translation): “Today, there are more
than 160 households or approximately 1400 Tuvans [tuva] living in Khovd aimag in
Mongolia. The Tuvans are also called mon-chaaga. 1t is considered that the word
monchaag is etymologically related to early Turkic buncuk (mon-cuk) and Mongoli-
an moltsog (molcuy). The common explanation is that the mon-chaaga in early times
used to make clan symbols in the style of finely formed tassles (Mongolian moltsog)
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out of horse mane and horse tail. It should furthermore be mentioned that they were
also called hoh [blue] monchaaga as they used to wear pointed hats made of bluish
cloth. The older people talk very fluently among each other in their mother tongue. It
also seems that some of the young people have gone to the city of Kyzyl in the Rus-
sian Federation in order to study at institutes of higher learning and at university in
the Tuvan language.”

This group has also been described by Mongush: “In China the Tuvinians are
called kok monchaks or just monchaks, although they tend to call themselves #yva.
They are called mochaks by the other peoples living in this particular region. It is
thought they were first called this by the Kazakhs, and that the term was then adopted
by the Tuvinians as self invented. Writers on the subject translate kok monchak as
‘blue necklace’ [...]. The story goes that at one time people distinguished the Tuvini-
ans from other nation-alities by the blue necklaces they wore. This explanation is co-
lourful but rather implausible. An alternative explanation for the term might be pro-
vided by considering the fact that among the Tuvinians there is a fairly large clan
group (in Tuvinian so-o-k) called Monchak™ (Mongush 1996b: 121). However, Mon-
gush presents a much less positive assessment of their language skills in Tuvan
(Mongush 1996a: 225-243) than Hashimoto & Piirevjav.

A somewhat different interpretation of the name is offered by Schubert (1971:
107), who writes: “Urianxai (Mongak/Moncéok; ob = mong. munxag?). Sie nennen
sich selbst ‘Sojoten’ und werden auch mong. ‘X6x ¢uluut = die mit blauen Steinen’
genannt. Sie siedeln in BAJ-OL [Bayan-Olgii]/XOWD [Hovd].”

Taube concludes that this use of exonyms for Tuvans has resulted in much of the
confusion now still prevalent in many works on the subject. She writes (Taube 1996:
218): “Die Tatsache, dafl die Tuwiner in der wissenschaftlichen Literatur und in Rei-
seberichten tiber lange Zeit nicht unter ihrer Eigenbenennung erscheinen, sondemn so,
wie ihre Nachbarn sie nannten, manchmal auch nach einzelnen ihrer Stimme be-
zeichnet (wie Sojan oder Mongak/Monjak) oder nach Untergruppen derselben (wie
Gok Mongak, was wieder in mongolischer Ubersetzung als Kokculiitun oder Varian-
ten davon in der Literatur auftaucht), hat gelegentlich zu Verwirrung gefiihrt, zum
Beispiel zur Verwechslung mit den mongolischsprachigen Urian-chaj.”

Interestingly enough, Bulag (1998: 90) classifies this group as part of the Oirat
Mongols: “In Mongolia, the Oirat do not exist as a collective ethnic group. They
have been fragmented into various subgroups which are known as ‘nationalities’
(vastan): Bayat, Dirbet, Zahchin, Myangat, O61d, Sartuul, Torgut, Urianghai, Hot-
goit, Montsogo, etc.” Presumably, the last of the groups mentioned could be iden-
tified with monchaaga. However, Sanders mentions no ethnic group called Montso-
go, or anything similar, in his Historical dictionary of Mongolia (Sanders 2003). For
the 2000 census, he gives the number 4,778 for the Tuvans (p. 113). To the Oirat eth-
nic group (p. 257) he assigns Dorvod [= Dirbet], Torguud [= Torgut], Zahchin, Oold,
Myangad [= Myangat] and Bayad [= Bayat], but not the other groups mentioned by
Bulag.
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During the 1990s the size of the Kazakh population varied considerably from year
to year, due to a massive emigration to Kazakhstan in the early 1990s, and a sub-
sequent return, though on a smaller scale. In 1990 a treaty on exchange of work force
was concluded between Kazakhstan and Mongolia, according to which Mongolian
citizens could get residence and work permits for Kazakhstan for up to five years.
This led to a massive migration of Kazakhs from Bayan-Olgii into Kazakhstan. Ac-
cording to Ambassador Isagaliev, a total number of 63,000 Kazakhs have left Mon-
golia for Kazakhstan since 1990. Out of these, some 20,000 have become citizens of
Kazakhstan; around 10,000 have returned to Bayan-Olgii; 10,000 have filed appli-
cations for renouncing their Mongolian citizenship, which is a prerequisite for settle-
ment in Kazakhstan, and the rest travel on a more or less regular basis between the
two countries. In 1997, Kazakhstan established quotas for Mongolian Kazakh im-
migragon to Kazakhstan, and also decided in which parts of Kazakhstan they should
settle.

According to the preliminary figures of the 2000 census, the total number of Ka-
zakhs in Mongolia amounted to 102,983 (out of a total population of 2,382,525), and
of these Kazakhs 80,776 lived in Bayan-Olgii and an additional 10,005 in the neigh-
bouring province Hovd, and 6,439 in the city of Nalaih, near Ulaanbaatar.'® The
Tuvans were until 1989 counted as a sub-group of the Mongolian-speaking Urian-
khai'®, a group which in 1963 amounted to 14,399; in 1969: 15,662; and in 1979:
18,957. In 1989 the number of the Uriankhai (this time without the Tuvan sub-group)
was 21,325 (Bulag 1998: 30).

According to Taube (1996: 213), the number of Tuvans in Tsengel amounted to
approximately 2,400 in the 1960s. The number of Tuvans in Bayan-Olgii for 1989
was 737 persons in the statistics presented by Bulag (1998: 69), which corresponds
poorly to local estimates by Tuvans and Kazakhs alike. Their estimates range be-
tween 1,500 and 2,000. According to Harrison, their number is 1,400 (http://www.
swartmore.edu./SocSci/Linguistics/aslep/tsengel.php).

Isagaliev: interview. According to information received from discussion partners in Alma-
ty, however, this quota system has not only led to less immigration to Kazakhstan from
Bayan-Olgii, but also to a larger number of people returning to Bayan-Olgii, as the regions
assigned for settlement generally are located in the northern part of the country, which is
inhabited almost exclusively by ethnic Russians.

Cislennost’ naliénogo naselenija i kazakov prozivajussix v Mongolii (po predvaritel nym
itogam perepisi naselenija 2000 g.), na 15 nojabrja 2000 g. Unpublished document.

The Urianhai of Bayan-Olgii were previously Tuvan-speaking, but during the last century,
Mongolian has become their spoken language. Nonetheless, the Urianhai shamans in Ba-
yan-Olgii still use the Tuvan language in shamanist practices (Ariunaa: interview). A par-
allel is present in China, on which Mongush (1996b: 123) founding herself on Resetov’s
(1990:178-179) research, writes: “[... ] the Tuvinians who have completely lost their native
language cease to regard themselves as Tuvinians. They are usually called not k6k mo-
chaks, but Altay Uryankhays.”
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3.2. Language policy, education and publishing: the Kazakhs

Education in Bayan-Olgii has been carried out mainly in Kazakh since the establish-
ment of the province, and the system of education was built up by teachers and edu-
cational specialists from Kazakhstan. The textbooks used in the schools were mainly
those of the Soviet republic of Kazakhstan (Isagaliev: interview). Later on, school
textbooks in Kazakhs were mainly locally produced. Mongolian has been the official
language of administration, but in practice this refers only to the written documen-
tation and not to the language spoken at the various authorities within the provincial
and sum administration. Especially in the rural areas, this tends to be only Kazakh.

A Kazakh language newspaper and a publishing house were founded already in
1941, and between 1941'® and 1991 several hundred books in Kazakh were pub-
lished by this publishing house. No catalogues or registers of publications are avail-
able either in the archives of the publishing house or in the provincial library, but a
reasonable estimate of the total number of titles is probably around 300.'° The cir-
culation of the books was between 1,000 and 5,000 copies, with an average of 3,500
copies. Around half the titles were works of fiction, most of them original works in
Kazakh, but also some translations from Mongolian and Russian. Political reports
and handbooks in various spheres constituted the other half. In the 1980s the news-
paper, Zaga omir*® New Life), published twice weekly, had a circulation of 10,000
copies. In connection with the economic collapse of Mongolia in 1995, the buildings
of the publishing house and the newspaper were privatized and in the same year the
state-run publishing house was shut down, and the format of the newspaper was di-
minished, while the circulation plummeted to less than 1,000 copies. It is now pub-
lished only every ten days. A literary journal, Sizyyla (Ray of light), was published
between the 1950s and 1990s, and recently there have been efforts to revive it (Synaj,
R.: interview), but it is no longer published on a regular basis. Until the 1980s its cir-
culation was around 2,200 copies. There was also a political journal Uagyt Zene
ogiya (Contemporary questions), published between 1955 and 1990 with a circula-
tion of 2,100 copies (Raxat, Q.: interview).

The buildings of the publishing house were bought by a local entrepreneur, Ms.
La$yn, and apart from being responsible for the publication of Zaga dmir, she also

17" The buildings of the publishing house were, however, built in 1949, and until then the pub-

lishing activities were carried out in provisional premises. In 1954 the activities of the pub-
lishing house were expanded and several of the employees were sent to Ulaanbaatar for
education (Raxat, Q.: interview).
18 Between 1941 and 1945 the books were published in the Latin-based Kazakh orthography
then in use in Kazakhstan (Rakhat, Q.: interview).
In principle, one copy of each book should be kept at the provincial library, but due to eco-
nomic problems, all the stocks of books have been moved together into the corner of the
original library, as most of the facilities will be turned into a cinema.
Earlier called Orkendeu (Progress), and renamed Zapa émir in 1955 (Raxat, Q.: inter-
view).
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prints invitation cards, name cards, and at times books on commission (L a$yn: inter-
view). In these years of economic crisis the interest in literature and learning dras-
tically dropped, and the remaining stocks of the publishing house are nowadays sold
as fire-lighting paper at 300 tugriks a kilo at the firewood section of the Olgii bazaar
(Synaj, R.: interview). The former bookshop was also closed down, and now serves
as a snooker bar, leaving the firewood section as the only distribution point for books
in the province.

In order to compensate for the collapse of a significant part of state-run educa-
tional and cultural activities in the early 1990s, the government of Kazakhstan has
made great efforts to give help to the cultural and educational sectors in Bayan-Olgii.
Relay stations for Kazakh television were installed in 1992, and this has strengthened
the ties between Bayan-Olgii and Kazakhstan also in the spheres of popular culture
and ideology. It has also led to standard Kazakh influence on the spoken language in
Bayan-Olgii. Since 1992, there are also local broadcasts from a TV studio in Olgii,
but only a few hours per week. The local radio broadcasts one hour per day, from 8
until 9 p.m. and is financed by advertisements.

Each year, 50 state scholarships for studies in Kazakhstan are granted to students
from Bayan-Olgii, and K azakhstan also provides substantial help to the Kazakh thea-
tre in Olgii (Mizamxan: interview).

In 2002, a branch of the East Kazakhstan University was opened in Bayan-Olgii,
with some 75 students, who are to study for two years in Bayan-Olgii and then for
two years in Kazakhstan. The university is divided into three faculties: computer sci-
ence, business administration and languages & literature. The executive director is
Mr. Tau from Bayan-Olgii, and seven of the teachers are also locally recruited. The
rest come from Kazakhstan, both as regular and temporary faculty. In order to set up
the university, Kazakhstan invested some 20 million tenge, but there are hopes that
further investments will be made, so that the university can get its own premises
within a future Centre for Kazakh Culture and Education. At present, they rent rooms
from the Teachers’ College in Olgii (Tau: interview).

Pakistan has paid for building a mosque in Olgii, and there is also a medrese with
some 30 students. Some twenty persons have also gone for further studies to Medina,
Karachi and Istanbul, where the economic conditions are much better for the students
than in Kazakhstan, thanks to scholarships and travel grants. At the Friday prayer
some 200 attend at most, and as only a handful of people know Arabic, everything is
also translated into Kazakh. A Kazakh translation of the Quran was printed in Medi-
nain 1990 (Batirbek: interview).

3.3. Language policy, education and publishing: the Tuvans

In the province of Bayan-Olgii there was since 1940 one sum with a predominantly
Tuvan population, Tsengel Hairhan sum, but this sum was de facto disbanded in
1959, de jure only in 1962 (Taube 1996: 225), and the area was incorporated into the
significantly larger Tsengel sum, with a population majority of Kazakhs. During the
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1960s it gradually became more difficult for educated Tuvans to find qualified work
in Bayan-Olgii, as these posts were distributed by the local branch of the Mongolian
Communist Party by Kazakhs to other Kazakhs. As a result, many Tuvans moved to
areas in central Mongolia, altogether some 1,500 persons. According to Taube, there
was even a saying in Tsengel that it was better to be a slave among the Mongols than
a beggar among the Kazakhs (Taube 1996: 216). Those who remained in Tsengel had
to use Kazakh in all contacts with the authorities. The official languages were both
Kazakh and Mongolian, but as virtually no ethnic Mongols live in Tsengel, the
Kazakh language dominated everywhere. However, there was one school with
Mongolian as language of instruction, and there the Tuvan children were educated, as
the Tuvans were very reluctant to put their children in Kazakh schools. The teachers
were ethnic Tuvans. Around 1989 the Tuvan exodus from Tsengel halted and in the
year 1995 the Tuvan shaman and writer Galsan Chinag managed, thanks to both state
financing and private donations, to arrange a symbolical return of Tuvans to Tsengel,
and from two areas in central Mongolia a camel caravan brought some 135 Tuvans
back to Tsengel. After travelling for more than 2,000 kilometres a large welcoming
ceremony was arranged for the returning Tuvans, an event which gained great
symbolic value for the self conscience of the Tuvans. Later, calls were made for the
reestablishment of the Tsengel Hairhan sum (Taube 1996: 216-225), but in 2001
there were no signs that this call would be met by the provincial authorities.

In 1992, a Tuvan school was founded in Tsengel, where the language of in-
struction for the first four grades was only Tuvan. For the 5th to 10th grade, teaching
was mainly in Mongolian, but with Tuvan language and literature taught in Tuvan.
The Kazakh language was not taught in this school. The textbooks were imported
from Tuva in the Russian Federation. This school functioned until 1997, and it then
had 337 pupils. Sixteen of the pupils were later sent to Kyzyl for further studies. In
1997, the school was shut down due to administrative and economic reasons, and the
Tuvan pupils had to move to the much larger Kazakh school. Even there, however,
education is in Tuvan during the first four grades, and later students receive some
teaching in Tuvan until the 8th grade (Témoér-uyal: interview). The Tuvan written
language standard, however, differs significantly from the Tuvan spoken in Tsengel
(Ariunaa: interview). On this issue, Erika Taube (1996: 224) writes: “Allerdings wird
mit tuwinischen Lehrbiichern aus Kyzyl unterrichtet. Das muf3 die Eigenart des
Tuwinischen, das im Altai gesprochen wurde, beeinflussen, die Besonderheiten
dieses Dialekts verwischen und eine Fille von Russismen und Internationalismen in
die Sprache bringen, die sie bisher nicht kannte. Selbst die Mongolismen werden
dadurch zunehmen, die im Standard-Tuwinischen 30% ausmachen. Natiirlich ent-
spricht die in Tuwa verwendete Schreibung nicht der Aussprache des Tuwinischen
im Altai.”

The Tuvans who have moved to the provincial capital Olgii generally have a re-
latively high level of education. They have quickly made careers within the Mongoli-
an language institutions at the provincial level, and nowadays both the Mongolian
theatre and the Mongolian school in Olgii are led by ethnic Tuvans. By filling the
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functions earlier filled by Khalkha Mongols through the state work appointment
system, functioning until 1991, the Tuvans have managed to gain a higher level of
prestige in the province.

Regarding the written language, only few Tuvans are literate in the Tuvan lan-
guage, while the literacy rate in Mongolian among the Tuvans is very high. Know-
ledge of written Kazakh is more sporadic.

An interesting case of a common space for interaction between Kazakhs and Tu-
vans is, however, the Mongolian Turkish School in Olgii. It is a private secondary
school run by an organization called UFUK Educational Foundation, and it is one of
four Turkish schools in Mongolia, the others being located in Ulaanbaatar, Darhan
and Erdenet. The school in Olgii was founded in 1995 and offers four years of edu-
cation to 180 pupils, between 14 and 18 years of age, with an equal number of boys
and girls. The languages of instruction are English, Turkish, Mongolian and Russian,
but notably not Kazakh. The focus lies on computer science, languages and
mathematics, and it is a boarding school with strict discipline. Twelve of the teachers
come from Turkey and the other ten are locally recruited (Selahattin: interview). This
school has become the elite school for the children of both the Kazakh and the Tuvan
intelligentsia, and advertisement posters for the school are seen in most official
locations and also in private homes. It is generally regarded as the only safe way to
prepare children for university studies, and each year up to ten grants are given for
university studies in Turkey.”

3.4. Inter-ethnic relations in Bayan-Olgii

The inter-ethnic relations in Bayan-Olgii, between the provincial majority population
of Kazakhs and the various Mongol sub-groups, of which the Tuvans formally
constitute one, are generally described as good and without any elements of more
serious conflicts than the normal disputes about pasture land, which generally
characterize the nomadic cultures of the region. This view is stated with emphasis by
Mongols in Ulaanbaatar and also by the Kazakhs in the provincial capital Olgii. Peter
Finke (1999: 137-138) writes: “The relations between Kazaks and Mongols are
remarkable, compared to other parts of Central Asia. In general they are peaceful,
though not too intimate. [...] Usually mutual visits are restricted to close neighbours,
but there are also more intensive friendships as well. [...] The language of inter-

2 Only very vague explanations regarding the organizational structure and financing of the

school were given in spite of repeated questions on these matters. These four Turkish
Mongolian schools form part of the worldwide network of schools based on the thinking of
Said Nursi and Fethullah Giilen. They are also listed as such by Balci on the basis of
information from the Turkish Ministry of Education, viz. “Liste de principaux étab-
lissements nourdjou dans le monde en 1996/97” (Balci 2003: 144). Though Balci does not
include Mongolia in his research, his description of the school activities and style of edu-
cation corresponds well to information received in Olgii. Ufuk also has an official home-
page: www.ufmts.org, but it does not contain much information.
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ethnic communication is usually Mongolian, although some Mongols have a fairly
good command of the Kazak language. Inter-ethnic marriages, however, are almost
non-existent.”

The Tuvans who live in Olgii, however, usually present themselves as Mongols,
and only when enquiring into more detail is it apparent that almost all of them are
ethnic Tuvans. At present, there are only very few ethnic Mongols living in Olgii.
The Kazakhs also use the ethnic terminology in the same way; they tend to use Tu-
van only as a mark of disrespect, and use Mongol on neutral occasion when referring
to the Tuvans.

In private discussions at greater length, however, a somewhat more complex
picture of the inter-ethnic relations emerges. The Tuvans generally characterize the
Kazakhs as hungry for material goods and power, and apart from this, the Tuvans
often associate the Kazakhs with the Kazakh bandits led by Osman (Ospan) Batur,
known for his cruelty in connection with the Kazakh rebellions in Xinjiang in the
1940s.% According to a widespread view among the Tuvans, and partly also among
the Kazakhs, in the early 1950s Mao Zedong persuaded the Mongolian leader
Choibalsan to let many of the men who had fought together with Osman settle in
western Mongolia (except for Osman himself, who was executed by the Chinese in
1951) and according to this view, these former bandits have introduced an element of
ruthlessness among the Kazakhs.?

The Kazakhs, in turn, tend to describe the Tuvans as lazy drunkards, scorning the
Tuvan yurts, which are much smaller than those of the Kazakhs, and the Tuvan habit
of drinking milk vodka. The Kazakhs also regard the Tuvans as guilty, at least by as-
sociation, of the repeated cattle theft carried out by Tuvan bandits, based in the re-
public of Tuva. This phenomenon has furthermore led to a virtual depopulation of the
whole area bordering on Tuva.

Nonetheless, the impact of such stereotypes should not be overestimated, and
even in Hargant, there are many ails, groups of yurts, consisting of both Tuvan and
Kazakh yurts. According to Galsan Chinag (interview), however, the main reason for
this is that the Kazakhs want to keep an eye on the Tuvans. This area has become
particularly popular among the Kazakhs due to its suitable climate for raising
cashmere goats, a major source of cash income. However, certain taboos are upheld
by the Tuvans, and Kazakhs are not welcome at the Tuvan ovoos. From the language
point of view, it is clear that while most Tuvans are trilingual in Tuvan, Mongolian
and Kazakh, with linguistic competence in descending order, the Kazakhs living in
Tuvan dominated areas like the Hargant valley, do not learn Tuvan.

22 See Benson 1998. She mentions an agreement concluded in 1942 between Osman and the

Mongolian authorities on Mongolian aid to Osman’s Kazakh fighters in the form of weap-
ons and advisors. For a slightly different version of these events, see B. Baabar (1999:
397-398).

In view of the thorough analysis of the historical events carried out by Linda Benson, there
is no evidence to corroborate this statement.
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In connection with the tendencies of dissolution of the Soviet Union, starting
around 1989, the power monopoly of the Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Party
(MPRP) was more and more put into question. At the same time, some Kazakhs
voiced a wish to work for secession from Mongolia and incorporation into
Kazakhstan. Among the Kazakhs there were, however, divergent views on how far
the claims for autonomy should be taken and whether it was a good idea to be
incorporated into Kazakhstan. Bulag (1998: 99) describes the sentiments: “A Kazakh
National Unity Movement was inaugurated in October 1990 in Bayan Olgii aimag, to
promote Kazakh autonomy in Mongolia, adoption of Kazakh as the national official
language, and the appointment of a Kazakh to the post of vice-president of
Mongolia.””.

According to the Tuvan shaman and writer Galsan Chinag, the main proponent
for the incorporation of Bayan-Olgii was the linguist Qar?aubaj. Thereby, the Tuvans
felt threatened not only as Tuvans, but also as Mongols, and in 1990, Galsan Chinag
wrote an open letter to QarZaubaj, in which he accused him of wanting to bereave the
Tuvans of the Altai. After writing the letter, he went to the provincial capital,
bringing a few bottles of homemade vodka, which could no longer be bought in Olgii
after the collapse of the Mongolian economy. During one day of talks and drinking
together he told QarZaubaj, according to his own words, that his head was
undoubtedly much bigger than that of a marmot, a target which a Tuvan hunter rarely
fails to hit. This would, according to Chinag, be his fate in case he proceeded with his
plans for an incorporation of Bayan-Olgii with Kazakhstan (Chinag, Galsan: inter-
view). This event is, however, not confirmed by Professor QarZaubaj, who since
1999 has been, Professor at Evrazijskij University in the capital of Kazakhstan,
Astana (QarZaubaj: interview). However, this version of the events is widespread
among the Tuvan population of Bayan-Olgii and strongly influences their view on
the relations between Tuvans and Kazakhs.

Bulag (1998: 100-101) also writes about the inter-ethnic relations and points to
further problems in the ethnic definitions:

As mentioned, Bayan Olgii was founded for two ethnic groups, the Kazakh
and the Altai Urianghai, the latter allegedly being a Turkic people. However,
this is disputed by the Urianghai, who always think of themselves as Mongols.
The increasing Kazakh domination in Bayan Olgii has brought about much
inconvenience to the Urianghai, and I heard that many of them have moved
away. Their emigration from Bayan Olgii [sic!] started in the 1960s, when the
state farms were set up in central Mongolian provinces. In recent years, some
Urianghai Mongolian scholars have protested about the fact that they were
treated as Turkic people, both by the state and by anthropologists. They have
begun to reclaim Mongolian identity. In fact, they say that they are the
original Mongols, the ancestors of the Oirat Mongols, and they even claim
that the majority of the Khalkha were originally Urianghai.
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Certainly, there are many mistakes regarding historical facts contained in this pas-
sage, but, nonetheless, they play an important role in the inter-ethnic relations be-
tween Uriankhai, Tuvans, Kazakhs and Mongols. The main problem regarding
Bulag’s description is that he makes no distinction between Mongolian-speaking Uri-
ankhai and Turkic-speaking Tuvans.

4. Ethnic classification theory in Mongolia

In Mongolia two different terms are used to classify ethnic groups, iindensten and
yastan.** These terms are used in the official discourse as translation for the Russian
concepts nacija and narodnost’ respectively,” but the original Russian meaning was
strongly shifted, as also the Kazakhs were considered as a yastan until 1991-1992.%
The official Mongolian view on the ethnic groups in the country can be analyzed as
the result of a traditional view on the matter as contained in the Secret history of the
Mongols (Mongolyn nuuts tovchoo; written in 1240) combined with a partly adapted
terminology from the Soviet theory on ethnic groups. The basic notion was that those
groups which had made up the empire of Genghis Khan belonged to the same tribal
confederation and thus, politically, constituted one people, although among these
groups there were both Mongolian-speaking and Turkic-speaking groups. At the
same time, the Kazakhs of Mongolia were most conscious that the Kazakhs in the
Soviet Union were classified as a separate nation, and this created discontent with the
official classification among the Kazakhs in Mongolia. According to this view, there
was only one iindesten in Mongolia, namely Mongols, and a great number of yastans,
which were regarded as subgroups of the Mongols. Officially, there were no Tuvans
in Mongolia, which resulted in a situation where the Tuvans de facto living in Mon-
golia were registered either as Uriankhai, in case they lived in western Mongolia, or
as Tsaatan (reindeer people), if they lived near the Tsagaan nuur lake, near the Hovs-
g6l nuur lake in northern Mongolia. Hence, the Tuvans were indirectly classified un-
der the concept of yastan, although they are speakers of a Turkic language. This
study does not treat the question of the Dukha/Tsaatan,”” but focuses only on the
Tuvans of western Mongolia, whose self-designation is diva/tiva in Tuvan and fuvaa
in Mongolian.

The question of the Tuvans is even more complex than that of the Kazakhs, as the
Tuvans of Bayan-Olgii have not even had the status of yastan, but have been con-
sidered part of the Uriankhai, a Mongolian-speaking group, which has, nevertheless,
preserved religious practices of Tuvan origin, although the Uriankhai, unlike the
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For a further discussion of this classification, see Bulag 1998.

Thus, iindesten corresponds to ’nation’, while yastan corresponds to ’nationality’ in the
traditional translation of the Soviet terminology.

“In the 1991-1992 Congress, they finally managed to elevate their status to a full sindesten
as opposed to Mongol” (Bulag 1998: 96).

A research project on the language of the Dukha is now being carried out by Elisabetta Ra-
gagnin, see Ragagnin (2000: 276-277).
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Tuvans of Bayan-Olgii, traditionally define themselves as Buddhists. According to
Professor Qarzaubaj (interview) the Tuvans are rather to be seen as a Mongolized
Turkic people.

5. The Tuvans as ethnie in Bayan-Olgii

If we take Smith’s definitions of an ethnie as a basis for analyzing the situation of the
Tuvans in Bayan-Olgii, it is possible to see the following:

A collective name. A collective name for group-internal use has been there
since time immemorial, and there is no tendency to identify with the Ka-
zakhs. The use of the term Mongol is more problematic, but it is, in my
view, rather to be seen as a social marker and does not affect the group-in-
ternal use of the self-designation Tuvan.

A common myth of descent. The Tuvan myths about the origin of the Tuvan
people as well as other Tuvan mythology are still very much part of the cul-
tural heritage in Tsengel and are transferred from generation to generation
by more or less professional storytellers in the area.®

A shared history. The memory of non-mythological history stretches back at
least to the beginning of the 19th century, as there are stories from this time
about how the Tuvans allowed the first Kazakhs to come to the area of
Tsengel for their summer pasture.

A distinctive shared culture. The Tuvans have a particular kind of yurt,
clearly distinctive from that of the Kazakhs. Furthermore, they have their
own variety within the nomadic culture of breeding yaks, preparing marmot
skins and making yak milk vodka. In the sphere of religion, the adherence to
strict Tengrism, without acknowledgment of Buddhism, distinguishes the
Tuvans of Bayan-Olgii not only from the surrounding peoples in Mongolia,
who are either Buddhists (albeit with Shamanist influence) or Muslims, but
also from the Tuvans of the republic of Tuva, who generally practice a
mixed form of Buddhism and Shamanism.

An association with a specific territory. The Altai (which is nowadays divid-
ed between Mongolia, China and Russia) as the homeland of the Tuvans and
with Tsengel hairhan uul as its symbolic centre.

A sense of solidarity. This sentiment was already present previously, as a
strategy of protecting their own culture against Kazakh influence, but it has
recently been strengthened by Galsan Chinag’s work on making the Tsengel
Tuvans conscious of their value as an ethnic group.

2 The myths of the Tuvans in Tsengel have been recorded, analyzed and published by Erika
Taube in a large number of publications, see, €.g., Taube (1992: 112-162).



Tuvan or Mongol: A study of inter-ethnic relations 111

Furthermore, Smith regards the following factors as fundamental for the forming of
an ethnie:

* Sedentariness and nostalgia. Of course, sedentarization is not a valid con-
cept when discussing traditionally nomadic populations, but in practice the
nomadic life in Tsengel only means moving around within the homeland
and coming back to the same places each year according to the seasons.

*  Organized religion. The Tuvans of Tsengel have their own Shamanist re-
ligion, which traditionally has no higher level of organization than the vil-
lage level. It is clearly distinct from Mongolian Buddhism and Kazakh Is-
lam, and during the last decades also more organized, as Galsan Chinag be-
came the central shaman, who also organizes common rituals for all the Tu-
vans of Tsengel at the ovoo of Kunshkunnug.

¢ Inter-state warfare. Concrete inter-state warfare is clearly lacking, as the Tu-
vans in Bayan-Olgii have never constituted anything even remotely similar
to a state, but there still is a strong feeling that a potential conflict was ward-
ed off, as Galsan Chinag and QarZaubaj agreed on the future of Bayan-Ol-

gil.

6. Towards a theory of sub-minority—majority ethnic identification

The different levels of ethnicity among the Tuvans is most clearly analyzed as a stra-
tegy of increasing their own autonomy in the ethnic sense, in the same way as the
Basques generally have been much in favour of the EU Project in order to be able to
be Basques and Europeans (a vague, and hence harmless identity), but avoid being
classified as either French or Spanish.” By adopting the Mongolian ethnicity parallel
to their own, an ethnicity which was both more prestigious and more neutral than the
Kazakh ethnicity, the Tuvans were even able to strengthen their own ethnic
consciousness as Tuvans. As the number of Mongols (Khalkha Mongols) in the local
area, i.e. the province of Bayan-Olgii is only around 0.4%, they are not perceived as
a threat by the Tuvans, whereas the Kazakhs, who constitute 86% of the population,
could easily by mere strength of numbers force the Tuvans to leave their focal places,
like the valley of Hargant, near the holy mountain of Tsengel hairhan. After the re-
turn of a relatively large group of Tuvans from other parts of Mongolia, the group
once again gained the critical mass necessary for maintaining a more developed
ethnic consciousness. Due to the strengthened position of the Kazakhs in the 1950s
and 1960s, a significant part of the Tuvans had moved to other parts of Mongolia,

2 A similar case is found among all the various peoples in the former Soviet Union, who
still, explicitly or implicitly, prefer to identify themselves as Soviet, rather than subjugat-
ing themselves to the local requirements for ethnic adaptation. This is particularly clear
among many of the Mingrelians living in Abkhazia, who prefer to join the Russian Fede-
ration (as the successor state of the Soviet Union) instead of identifying themselves as
Georgians.
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where the possibilities for supporting their families were much better, but thanks to
the strong dedication of Galsan Chinag this exodus trend was changed, and hence his
personal role in this development can hardly be overestimated. Thus, the pre-
requisites for a sufficiently large ethnic group could be fulfilled, a group comprising
at least more than one thousand persons, and, as many of them had received their
education in other parts of Mongolia, they possessed a better command of the Mon-
golian language and a stronger connection to the Mongolian majority society than the
local Kazakh population, who had fostered their ties to Kazakhstan already during
Soviet times.

As a conclusion, the following criteria can be advanced as fundamental for a situ-
ation where this type of ethnic identification levels appear:

* A population which at least at a low administrative level could constitute the
majority (village, county).

* Language skills, education and religion which link this particular group
closer to the country’s majority population than the regional majority

population.
* Perceived advantages of acting in the name of the country’s majority popu-
lation.
* Real or perceived negative treatment from the part of the regional majority
population.
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The present paper deals with motives for designating mushrooms in Turkic. It is concluded
that the name-giving is based on optical perception and experience in dealing with mush-
rooms. More general designations are motivated by specific external characteristics, pro-
cesses of growth and efficiency. The dominant method uses figurative metaphors, ana-
logizing mushroom structures with animal and human features. More specific designations
depart from the form of the whole mushroom or parts of it, the colour of its skin, flesh and
milk, or its smell, toxicity, nutritional value, time of occurrence, etc. The method includes
the use of figurative metaphors, explanatory metaphors and antitheses.
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Einfiihrung

Als Pilz bezeichnet man den Fruchtkorper des blattgriinlosen Pilzgeflechtes, das im
Erdreich oder auf lebenden bzw. toten organischen Substraten gedeiht. Unter der Er-
de besteht zwischen dem Pilzgeflecht und den Wurzeln griiner Pflanzen, insbeson-
dere Baumwurzeln, eine symbiotische Beziehung, das sogenannte Mykorrhiza-Ver-
héltnis. Uber der Erde schmarotzen Pilzgeflechte auf lebenden griinen Pflanzen, die
sie durch Nahrungsentzug schwichen und hdufig zum Absterben bringen, oder sie
siedeln sich als Saprophyten auf toter organischer Materie an, z.B. auf morschen
Baumstiimpfen und Dungablagerungen. Pilze sind in lichten Nadel- und Laubwal-
dern, auf Ackern, Wiesen und Odland verbreitet. Sie kommen aber auch im Bereich
menschlicher Siedlungen auf Ruderalstellen und Misthaufen sowie in Gérten vor.
Ihrpostsci Wachstum wird durch kurze Trockenperioden, denen kriftige
Niederschlidge folgen, begiinstigt; jeweils nach Spezies erscheinen sie vom zeitigen
Frithjahr bis zum spiten Herbst.

Die zentralasiatischen Wiisten bieten naturgeméB keine Lebensbedingungen fiir
Pilze, aber die angrenzenden humiden Steppen- und Gebirgszonen sowie die sibiri-
sche Taiga sind der Standort zahlreicher Pilzarten. Im Westen und Siidwesten der
Turcia, wo sich Waldgebiete mit steppenartigen Landschaften und Agrarflichen ab-
wechseln, ist das gesamte Areal reich an Pilzen. Dem Pilzvorkommen entspricht al-
lerdings nur selten die lexikalische Erfassung von Pilznamen; so erwéhnt z.B. Go-
lomb (1959: 130-139) fiir die Nadelwaldregion Ostturkestans elf Pilzarten; doch kei-
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ne einzige dieser Spezies ist in modernen uigurischen Quellen nachweisbar. Eine be-
merkenswerte Anzahl von Belegen findet sich lediglich im Tirkeitiirkischen, Tatari-
schen, Krimtatarischen, Baschkirischen, Kasachischen, Chakassischen, Jakutischen
und Tschuwaschischen. Die sparliche Zitierung von Pilznamen in den tibrigen Tiirk-
sprachen kann durch die Quellenlage bedingt sein; sie 148t jedoch auch auf eine di-
stanzierte bis ablehnende Haltung gegeniiber Pilzen schlieBen. AufschluBreich ist
hierzu die Anmerkung von Prohle (1909: 103), daB8 die Karatschaier den Genuf3 von
Schwimmen verschméhen.

Weder aus den alttiirkischen Texten noch aus den Schriften zur uigurischen
Volksmedizin haben sich bisher Hinweise auf Pilze bzw. Pilznamen ergeben. Ein
frither osmanischer Beleg findet sich im Miintahab-1 sifd des Celaliddin Hizir (14.
Jh.), wo der Ausdruck tomalan ‘Triiffel’ erwéhnt wird. Zum Vorkommen des Triif-
fels heiit es dort f. 27a, 11 ,, ... tomalan ki kirlarda ve ar1 yérlerde biter” ‘... der
Triiffel, der in unbebauten Feldern und in unberiihrten B6den entsteht’ und f. 27a,
12-13 ,,... tomalan ki golgelerde ya encir ya zeytin agact dibinde ya terslii yérde bi-
te” *... der Triiffel, der im Dunkeln und an den Wurzeln von Feigen- und Olbdumen
und in Misthaufen entsteht’. Die heute im Stidwesten der Turcia gebréuchliche ge-
nerelle Pilzbenennung mantar ist erstmals in der aus dem Jahre 1402 stammenden
Istanbuler Handschrift des Kitab al-idrak li-lisan al-atrak als Marginalie nachweis-
bar (IdH 34).

Ka$ygari zitiert in seinem 1072/73 abgeschlossenen Divan luyat at-turk den Be-
griff yawa ~ yava ‘turtat’ (DLT 454, 455), der nach dem heutigen Wissensstand als
dltestes Zeugnis fiir einen tiirksprachigen Pilznamen zu betrachten ist, obgleich es
sich nach botanischen Kriterien um keinen Pilz, sondern um eine pilzéhnliche Pflan-
ze handelt. Der arabische Terminus furtit bezeichnet den zur Familie der Orobancha-
zeen gehorigen Hundskolben, Cynomorium coccineum und dient bei KaSyari ver-
mutlich zur Definition der zentralasiatischen Spezies Cynomorium songaricum. Wie
viele Pilze schmarotzt auch der blattgriinlose Hundskolben auf einem pflanzlichen
Substrat; er bildet einen morcheldhnlichen Bliitenkolben, dessen Stengel—in Ent-
sprechung zu milchenden Pilzen—einen blutroten Saft abgibt (cf. Hauenschild 1994:
84-85). Bei Redh (1236) wird yava mit ‘a species of fungus, phallus or orobanche
(?)’ erklart, d.h., da3 Redhouse yava fiir einen Pilz hélt, und zwar fiir die Stinkmor-
chel, Phallus impudicus oder fiir die mit dem Hundskolben verwandte Sommer-
wurz, Orobanche sp., die er gleichfalls zu den Pilzen zzhlt.

Seit alters her werden die Pilze, die Nahrung und Medizin, ebenso jedoch Gift
und Zaubermittel sind, von den Menschen mit Ehrfurcht oder Furcht betrachtet. Dies
hat dazu gefiihrt, da} Pilze hédufig nicht nur mit einem Beriihrungsverbot, sondern
auch mit einem Sprachtabu belegt worden sind (Rétsch 1992: 121). Tryjarski ver-
merkt in der Einleitung zu Turkic names for mushrooms (1977), dem bisher einzigen
Beitrag zur gesamttiirkischen Pilzlexik, daB die friihen Tiirken den Pilzen wegen der
todlichen Effizienz, die oft mit ihrem Verzehr verbunden war, wahrscheinlich den
Spitzenplatz unter den giftigen Pflanzen eingerdumt und sie aufgrund dieser Ein-
schitzung unter ein Tabu gestellt haben. Es ist allerdings fraglich, ob Pilzvergif-
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tungen der alleinige Ausldser eines Sprachverbots waren. Da nur wenige Pilze toxi-
sche Ingredienzien enthalten, diirften derlei Vorkommnisse relativ selten gewesen
sein; sie haben aber wohl eine gewisse Aversion gegen Pilze ausgeldst. Aus KaSya-
11s Glosse zu yava geht jedenfalls hervor, dal mit dem Saft dieses vermeintlichen
Pilzes eine SoBe fiir das Nudelgericht futmac zubereitet worden ist.

Im allgemeinen verdanken Pilze das ihnen vielerorts anhaftende unheimliche
Image primir ihrer auBergewohnlichen Gestalt und gewissen Wachstumserscheinun-
gen wie Schleimabsonderungen oder widerliche Geruchsbildungen. Hinzu kommt
zweifellos die begriindete Angst vor der potentiellen Gefédhrdung von Mensch und
Tier durch toxische Wirkstoffe, aber auch die aberglédubische Furcht vor den psyche-
delischen Eigenschaften mancher Pilze. Sie ist vermutlich ein wesentlicher AnlaB fiir
die Tabuierung von Pilznamen; beispielhaft hierfiir erscheint das Verhalten der Jaku-
ten gegeniiber dem Fliegenpilz, Amanita muscaria, der im geheimen sowohl von den
Schamanen wie von der Bevilkerung als berauschende Droge verwendet wird, des-
sen jakutischer Name sich aber in keinem Worterbuch belegen 148t (cf. Hauenschild
2001: 79-80). Der Gebrauch von Lehnwortern ist bei einheimischen Giftpflanzen oft
ein Indiz fiir deren Tabuierung; desgleichen sind Benennungen, die in verbramter
Form auf schéddliche pflanzliche Eigenschaften hinweisen, als Ersatzworter zu be-
trachten. Beide Moglichkeiten zur Umgehung eines Sprachverbots sind bei Pilzen,
die als giftig oder zumindest anriichig gelten, zu beobachten.

Generelle Pilzbenennungen

Im Bereich der Turcia gibt es keinen gemeintiirkischen Gruppenbegriff fiir Pilze, ob-
gleich im gesamten Gebiet—mit Ausnahme der Wiisten—Pilze vorkommen. Tiirk-
volker, die an den Rindern des Areals ansidssig sind, verwenden vornehmlich Lehn-
worter, wahrend die Tiirkvolker der inneren Region die Pilze mit diversen eigen-
stindigen Bezeichnungen metaphorisch umschreiben. Unter den generellen Pilzna-
men gibt es griechische, slavische, finno-ugrische, chinesische und persische Entleh-
nungen. Im Tirkeitiirkischen, Krimtatarischen, Krimkaraimischen, Tatarischen,
Baschkirischen, Karakalpakischen, Altaitiirkischen, Chakassischen und Tschuwa-
schischen sind in der Regel nur Lehnworter oder Bezeichnungen mit einer Lehn-
wortbasis gebrauchlich. Originar tiirkische Ausdriicke finden sich im Aserbaidscha-
nischen, Tiirkmenischen, Karatschai-Balkarischen, Kumiikischen, Kasachischen,
Kirgisischen und Jakutischen. Sowohl Entlehnungen wie tiirkische Begriffe lassen
sich bei den Gagausen, Nogaiern, Usbeken, Uiguren und Tuvinern nachweisen. Auf-
fallig ist, daB die Uiguren drei Lehnworter und zugleich einen eigenstédndigen Termi-
nus benutzen.

In der oghusischen Gruppe—ausschlieBlich der Aserbaidschaner und Tiirkme-
nen—wird der Pilz mit mantar < gr. manitari ‘Pilz’ benannt, cf. ttii. mantar (Stw
607), gag. mantar(a) (GRMS 325), krt. mantar (KrtRS 89), kkar. mantar (KRPS
403). Das vulgérgriechische manitari leitet sich von amanitdrion her, einer Bezeich-
nung fiir Blatterpilze, speziell fiir Champignons. Der von den Tuvinern und Uiguren
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als generelle Pilzbenennung itibernommene chinesische Terminus mdgu (s.u.) ist
gleichfalls eine Champignonbezeichnung. Ebenso geht deutsch Pilz < lateinisch bo-
letus auf einen insbesondere fiir den Champignon gebrauchlichen Ausdruck zuriick.

Das russische Wort grib ‘Pilz’ ist als Entlehnung im Nogaischen mit grib (RNS
138) und im Neuuigurischen mit girib (XUL 1088) belegbar. Die Tschuwaschen be-
nutzen fiir Pilze den Namen kdmpa (CRS 149), der nach ESTJa V: 101 auf r. guba
‘Baumpilz’, nach Egorov (1964: 99) auf ein ostslavisches konba ‘Pilz’ zuriickgeht.
AuBerdem gibt es den Terminus kdrds (CRS 152) < r. gruzd’ ‘Milchpilz’, der hiufig
als zweite Komponente in Benennungen fiir die Gattung Lactarius, d.h., fiir milchen-
de Pilze, auftritt. Bei den Kasantataren wird als genereller Pilzname gombd (TaRS
121) verwendet, das dieselbe Herkunft wie tsch. kdmpa hat, und bei den Mischér-
tataren das mordwinische Lehnwort paygi (TTDS 335).

Im Baschkirischen findet sich die Pilzbezeichnung bdsmdk (BRS 136), im Dia-
lekt béiskdk (SBJa 1: 207) und mdiskd ~ mdskdk (BRS 39), von den Uraltataren mit
mdiskd (TTDS 315) tibernommen. Sie 148t sich gleichfalls mit alt. meske (ORS 110) ~
pdskd (WB IV: 1258) und chak. miske (XRS 108) sowie in diversen siidsibirischen
Dialekten nachweisen. Joki (1952: 90-91) hilt meske < *beske fiir ein urtiirkisches
Wort, das ins Kalmiickische entlehnt worden ist. Nach KW (43) wird kalm. beskd ~
boskd fur ‘Zunderschwamm, Baumpilz’ verwendet; in sekundédrer Bedeutung be-
zeichnen auch alt. meske und chak. miske die Baumschwimme.

Stachowski (1998: 110) vermutet, daB ba. bdsmdk und alt. pdskd als zwei alte,
nur noch in Randgebieten vorkommende Derivate von einer nichttiirkischen Wurzel
*pd§ zu betrachten sind. Da Pilze héufig am Baumansatz wachsen, sieht er einen
semantischen Zusammenhang mit osm. pds ‘der untere Teil’ (WB IV: 1256) und
nuig. pds ‘1. unten, unterhalb; 2. niedrig, gering, platt; 3. die Base’ (WB IV: 1253) <
pers. past ‘unten befindlich, niedrig, tief’. Denkbar wire auch eine Ableitung von
pers. pes ~ pis ‘Aussatz’, denn die Form der Pilze wird manchmal mit einer Defor-
mation der Haut verglichen, wie as. gobdldk, tkm. komelek und kum. golgotur zeigen
(s.u.). Umgekehrt kann eine Miflbildung der Haut als pilzartige Erscheinung definiert
werden; Tryjarski (1977: 248) merkt an, daB tsch. kdmpa ‘Pilz’ zudem eine Warze
am Kopf bezeichnet. Einer eventuellen Assoziation von Pilzen mit Leprabeulen ent-
spricht im Baraba-Dialekt der Gebrauch von mdskd im Sinne von ‘Zapfen (der Na-
delbdume); Eichel’ (Dmitrieva 1981: 165).

Bei den Karakalpaken, Usbeken und Uiguren hat sich als generelle Pilzbenen-
nung das persische Lehnwort zamarig ‘Pilz, Giftpilz’ eingebiirgert, das bereits im
Tschagataischen (PdC 332) mit zamaruq ‘sorte de champignon’ belegt ist; cf. kkp.
zamarriq (KkRS 280), usb. zamburuy (UzRS 162), nuig. zdmburuy (XUL 1088). Der
chinesische Pilzname mdgu ‘Champignon’ wurde von den Tuvinern mit moogii (Tuv
RS 287), von den Uiguren mit mogu (URL 250) ~ mdgii (URL 711) als allgemeine
Pilzbezeichnung iibernommen; cf. mong. mdodgd ‘Pilz’.

Unter den generellen tiirksprachigen Pilznamen gibt es deverbale Nomina, die
entweder den Wachstumsprozefl oder die Effizienz des Pilzes betreffen, Determina-
tivkomposita mit qualifizierender Funktion und Possessivkomposita, die den Pilz
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nach einem markanten duBeren Merkmal erfassen. Vorherrschend ist die bildliche
Metapher, die pilzliche Strukturen mit analogen Bildungen im tierischen und
menschlichen Bereich verkniipft. Der hdufige Vergleich mit Korperteilen oder Kor-
permerkmalen kdnnte von animistischen Vorstellungen bestimmt sein.

Aserbaidschaner und Tiirkmenen umschreiben den Pilz als eine Art Geschwulst,
cf. as. gobadldk (ARS 223) und tkm. komelek (TuRS 413) < gop-/ kop- ‘schwellen’
(ESTJa V: 101). Im Osmanischen ist gobelek in einer Quelle des 18. Jahrhunderts
belegt (TS III: 1714), allerdings auf bestimmte Pilze bezogen. Zum einen erklért der
Autor pers. haya-des mit ,, mantar dedikleri nebatin me’kiil nev°i-dir, gobelek tabir
olunur, yumurtaya sebih olmakla bu isimle tesmiye olundu” ‘eine ebare Art von den
mantar genannten Gewichsen, sie heillt gobelek, mit diesem Namen wird sie wegen
der Ahnlichkeit mit einem Ei benannt’; zum andern erliutert er gr. karxan mit ,, Yu-
nanide mantarin ak ve kiiciik neVine denir ki Tiirkide gobelek ve ak mantar ve yelli
mantar ta’bir olunur” ‘So wird im Griechischen eine weiBle und kleine Pilzart
benannt, die im Tiirkischen gobelek und ak mantar [weiBer Pilz] und yelli mantar
[Pilz mit Fiirzen] heiflt’. Beide Beschreibungen erfassen die Boviste, Lycoperdon,
deren im Jugendzustand genieBbarer eidhnlicher Fruchtkorper bei der Reife an der
Spitze mit einem zischenden Gerdusch aufplatzt. Der Pilzname gdbelek findet sich
mit zahlreichen Varianten noch heute in den meisten anatolischen Dialekten.

Die Gleichsetzung der Pilzform mit Hautauswiichsen liegt ebenso bei der kumii-
kischen Pilzbezeichnung golgotur (KuRS 199) vor, wortlich ‘Armschorf’. Tryjarski
(1977: 251) schligt die Ubersetzung ‘a pimple (or crust) of the valley’ vor, die aber
nur bedingt mit den iiblichen Pilzstandorten zu vereinbaren ist und auBerdem kaum
den physischen Widerwillen zum Ausdruck bringt, der zu der Assoziation von Pilzen
mit einer lastigen Krustenbildung am Arm gefiihrt hat. Auch ist nicht auszuschlielen,
daB golgotur priméar die Baumpilze erfaBt, die sich wie Wiilste von den Stimmen ab-
heben.

Bei den Kasachen, Uiguren und Nogaiern ist das Benennungsmotiv ‘Ohr’ ver-
breitet, das sich auf den Hut der Pilze bezieht. Im Kasachischen wird ein Pilz gene-
rell mit sapirawqulag (KaRS 295), wortlich ‘taubes Ohr’, bezeichnet. Das Attribut
‘taub’ entlarvt den Pilzhut als scheinbare Ohrmuschel; es macht aber zudem deutlich,
daB dieses ‘Ohr’ durch eine Schicht von Lamellen oder Poren verstopft ist. In spezi-
eller Bedeutung benennt kas. sagirawqulag den SamtfuBBkrempling, Paxillus atroto-
mentosus und den Zuchtchampignon, Agaricus bisporus, die beide mit auffilligen
Lamellen besetzt sind, sowie den Butterpilz, Suillus luteus, dessen dicke Poren-
schicht zum Stiel hin gewdlbt ist. Die Uiguren gebrauchen fiir Pilze den Ausdruck
atqulag (URL 17), wortlich ‘Pferdeohr’, wahrend die Nogaier und Gagausen die Pil-
ze—vermutlich aus Abscheu—mit Sayfanqulag (NRS 401) bzw. Seytan kulaa
(GRMS 566), wortlich ‘Teufelsohr’, bezeichnen, cf. den deutschen Dialektnamen M
I1: 522 Diiwelspannkoken (Teufelspfannkuchen).

Kirgisen und Usbeken assoziieren den Pilzhut mit dem Blédttermagen eines Lam-
mes, cf. kirg. gozu garin (RKiS 143), usb. gozigadrin (UzRS 634), wortlich ‘Lidmmer-
magen’. Das tertium comparationis stellen die Lamellen an der Unterseite des Pilz-
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hutes dar, deren Anordnung der blattartigen Faltung des Bléttermagens entspricht.
Sowohl bei ‘Lammermagen’ wie bei ‘Ohr’ diirfte das Benennungsmotiv mit der Her-
denhaltung bzw. der Weidewirtschaft zusammenhéngen; denn viele Pilze haben im
Bereich der Sommerweiden, wo sich einschldgige Vergleiche anbieten, ihren Stand-
ort.

Um eine Tierkorperteilbenennung scheint es sich ebenfalls bei tuv. asqir-cavaa
(TuvR 73) zu handeln. Da asqir-cavaa als derber Ausdruck gekennzeichnet ist, kann
¢avaa kaum im Sinne von ‘Schwigerin’ gebraucht sein. Es diirfte sich bei asqir-
¢avaa eher um eine hybride Wortformation aus tuv. asqir ‘Hengst’ + mong. zahaa
‘Ho-den’ handeln—in Anspielung auf den Habitus der Pilze. Ein analoger Terminus
ist im Karatschaischen mit esék-gogqu (Prohle 1909: 103), wortlich ‘Eselshoden’,
belegt. Ansonsten wird im Karatschai-Balkarischen der Pilz allgemein mit juwa
(KBRS 260) bezeichnet, einer in der westlichen und mittleren Turcia tiblichen Be-
nennung fiir wilde Zwiebeln, die Ka$yari mit yawa ~ yava fiir den morcheléhnlichen
Hundskolben anfiihrt (s.0.). Falls juwa auch im Karatschai-Balkarischen als Zwie-
belbezeichnung gebrauchlich war, hat die Namensiibertragung auf Pilze zur vélligen
Verdringung von juwa in eigentlicher Bedeutung gefiihrt.

Bei den Jakuten sind als generelle Pilzbenennungen #dlldy (JaRS 425) und
kunaay (JaRS 188) belegbar. Pekarskij (III: 2629) verweist s.v. tdlldy ‘Pilz’ auf das
Verb tdilldy- ‘eine dicke, herabhangende Unterlippe haben’, d.h., daB #illdy den Pilz-
hut als eine wulstige Lippe definieren konnte. Mit kunaay wird primir der Zunder-
schwamm, Fomes fomentarius bezeichnet; als Sammelbegriff erscheint kunaay fast
ausschlieflich in Komposita, die Baumpilze erfassen. Da die Fruchtkdrper dieser
schmarotzenden Pilze vornehmlich konsolen- oder fladenférmig sind, konnte ein Zu-
sammenhang zwischen kunaay ‘Pilz’ und kunaay ‘Mist eines neugeborenen Kalbes’
(DSJaJa 123) bestehen.

Fiir die Giftpilze (r. poganka) gibt es eine Reihe von Sammelnamen, die zum
einen die Gefahrlichkeit dieser Pilze, zum andern den ihnen gegeniiber herrschenden
Abscheu zum Ausdruck bringen. Die meisten Termini betreffen die toxische Effizi-
enz; sie wird mehr oder weniger eindeutig angesprochen, cf. ttii. delice mantar ‘Toll-
pilz’ (Stw 210) und tsch. usal kimpa ‘boser Pilz> (CRS 460), vor allem aber in ver-
hiillender Form erldutert. Als Symbol fiir die Giftigkeit fungieren dabei Schlange und
Frosch, die beide der ddmonischen Sphire angehéren und deshalb als Zeichen des
Bosen betrachtet werden; cf. tkm. yilankomelek ‘Schlangenpilz’ (TuRS 377), tat.
yilan gombdse ‘Schlangenpilz’ (TaRS 121) sowie usb. qurbaqasalla ‘Froschturban’
(RUzS II: 76), dem im deutschen Dialekt (M II: 522) Poggenhoot (Froschhut) ent-
spricht. Eine euphemistische Benennung ist auch nuig. gozigeris (URL 603), wort-
lich ‘einer, der die Lammer alt macht (d.h. zum Sterben bringt)’; sie verweist auf die
gravierenden Folgen, die der Verzehr von Giftpilzen bei Limmern bewirken kann.
Ebenso diirfte sich schor. gojirig (WB II: 649), das vermutlich ein Derivat von gos-
‘beimischen’ ist, auf Giftpilze beziehen. Ein Zusammenhang mit mong. quZir ‘Salz’
bzw. kalm. yud?r ‘soda- und salzhaltige Erde, Salzerde’, den Tryjarski (1977: 250)
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fur moglich halt, erscheint unwahrscheinlich, denn Pilze sind weder salzhaltige noch
salzliebende Gewichse.

Der Abscheu vor Giftpilzen dufBlert sich in der Einbeziehung von Hund und Esel,
die—obgleich sie fiir den Menschen &uBerst niitzlich sind—von den Tiirkvélkern mit
Verachtung bedacht werden; cf. gag. eSek mantarasi ‘Eselspilz’ und kdpek mantarasi
‘Hundspilz’ (GRMS 325), k.b. esek juwala ‘Eselspilze’ (KBRS 779), kkp. eSek za-
marrig ‘Eselspilz’ (RKkS 683). Beim Esel spielt zudem sein storrisches Verhalten,
das mit den rauschhaften Erscheinungen einer Pilzvergiftung assoziiert wird, eine
gewisse Rolle. Die Abneigung gegen Giftpilze ist ebenfalls daran erkennbar, daB} sie
dem Bereich der Féaulnis zugeordnet werden, cf. gag. fiski mantarasi (GRMS 503),
tsch. navus kampi (CRS 242) und tislék kampi ‘Mistpilz” (CRS 432) sowie jak. siti-
gan tdlldy ‘Féaulnispilz’ (JaRS 425).

Da einige Sammelbegriffe mitunter auch eine bestimmte Pilzart benennen, ist es
moglich, daB der Name eines regional héufig vorkommenden oder habituell auffalli-
gen Pilzes jeweils als Bezeichnung fiir die gesamte Klasse iibernommen wurde.

Spezielle Pilzbenennungen

Unter den Gattungs- und Artnamen gibt es regional bzw. in einzelnen Dialekten ge-
brauchliche arabische, chinesische, finno-ugrische, iranische und slavische Entleh-
nungen, deren Anzahl jedoch &uflerst gering ist. Die tiirkischen Ausdriicke erfassen
als bildhafte Metapher einen Pilz nach seinem Habitus und weisen als erlduternde
Metapher bzw. als Antithese auf Toxizitdt, Standort oder Erscheinungszeit hin. Es
handelt sich dabei gleichfalls um deverbale Nomina, Determinationskomposita und
Possessivkomposita, deren Aussagewert sich mit dem der analogen Formen unter
den generellen Pilzbenennungen deckt, zudem aber um denominale Nomina, Rek-
tionskomposita und Satznamen.

Die denominalen Nomina beziehen sich auf eine bestimmte Eigenschaft des Pil-
zes—as. sarija ‘der Gelbliche’—oder auf seine scheinbare Ahnlichkeit mit Tieren
bzw. Gegenstinden—tiilkiSe ‘wie ein Fuchs’ und ttli. duvaklica ‘wie mit einem
Brautschleier’. Eine gewisse Distanz zum Denotat ist unverkennbar; noch deutlicher
zeigt sich dies bei den Rektionskomposita, die stets auf die unangenehme oder t6dli-
che Wirkung eines Pilzes anspielen. Sie sind eine syntaktische Fiigung aus einem
Objekt und einem Nominalverb; das eigentliche Subjekt, ndmlich der Pilz, wird je-
doch nicht genannt, cf. ttii. dilburan ‘Zungenzusammenzieher’ und kdygdgiiren ‘der
ein Dorf zum Sterben bringt’. Ein verhiillendes Moment haftet ebenso den Satz-
namen an, sie gleichen einem Ritsel, dessen Losung nur dem Kundigen vorbehalten
ist, wie z.B. bei tuv. cigge-ciir ‘es gliiht in der Senke’.

Spezielle Bezeichnungen, die das AuBere eines Pilzes aufgreifen, konnen die
Form des gesamten Fruchtkérpers bzw. des Hutes beschreiben oder sich auf markan-
te Merkmale an Hut und Stiel beschrinken. Zu letzteren gehoren die an der Hutun-
terseite vieler Pilze angeordneten Lamellen, Poren und stachelartigen Auswiichse,
die als Trager der sporenbildenden Fruchtschicht dienen, sowie Reste des Velums.
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Das hautige Velum umihiillt bei manchen Pilzarten den jungen Fruchtkdrper; beim
ZerreiBen hinterldBt es auf der Oberseite des Hutes flockige, am Stiel ring- oder
scheidenformige Uberbleibsel.

Termini, die sich auf die Farbe beziehen, verweisen zum einen auf die dullerliche
Farbung des Pilzes, zum andern auf die Tonung von Milch und Fleisch, die erst beim
Anschnitt sichtbar wird. Die Milch behélt fast immer ihre Farbung bei, wahrend das
Fleisch haufig dunkel anlduft. Einige Benennungen betreffen Beschaffenheit und
Schmackhaftigkeit des Pilzfleisches sowie die fiir bestimmte Pilze typische Entwick-
lung von widerlichen Geriichen und Schleimabsonderungen. Die giftige Effizienz ei-
nes Pilzes wird bei den meisten Tiirkvolkern in euphemistischer Form ausgedriickt;
in der oghusischen Gruppe scheint dies nur bei einer fiir den Menschen tddlichen
Wirkung zu gelten.

Auffillig hdufig sind Namen, die den Pilz entweder einem Baum, mit dem er im
Mykorrhiza-Verhéltnis lebt, oder einem fiir sein Gedeihen unabdingbaren Substrat
zuordnen. Daneben gibt es auch Bezeichnungen, die Pilze mit ihrer Erscheinungszeit
verbinden.

In Entsprechung zu den generellen Pilzbenennungen finden sich unter den Gat-
tungs- bzw. Artnamen diverse Termini, die einen Zusammenhang zwischen Tier und
Pilz herstellen. Sie assoziieren GroBe, Farbung und Korpermerkmale gewisser Tiere
mit den analogen Eigenschaften eines Pilzes oder deuten durch die Tierkomponente
auf das lokale und zeitliche Vorkommen des Pilzes sowie auf seine toxische Wirkung
hin.

Wie bereits in der Einfiihrung festgehalten wurde, ist die Quellenlage sehr unter-
schiedlich gewichtet. Gleichwohl haben die lexikalischen Recherchen eine erstaun-
lich groBe Anzahl von speziellen tiirksprachigen Pilznamen erbracht. Thre Benen-
nungsmodelle sind im allgemeinen fiir den Bereich einer einzigen Tiirksprache oder
fiir das Areal einer Sprachgruppe einschlieBlich angrenzender Tiirksprachen repri-
sentativ. Sie spiegeln eigenstdndige Vorstellungen wider, die mit Mentalit4t und Le-
bensweise der Tiirkvolker eng verquickt sind. Es gibt aber auch universale Modelle,
die sowohl im Tiirkischen wie in Sprachen mit anderen Sprachsystemen vorkommen
und als Lehniibersetzungen—meist aus dem Russischen—ins Tiirkische gelangten.
Bei einer Reihe von deutschen Pilzbezeichnungen—vomehmlich Dialektaus-
driicken—liegen ebenfalls semantische Parallelen vor. Die mit M (= Marzell) mar-
kierten Termini scheinen allerdings universale Benennungsmodelle zu vertreten, die
nicht durch Lehniibersetzungen transportiert wurden, sondern unabhéngig von
Sprachkontakten in verschiedenen Sprachrdumen entstanden sind.

Die Gattungs- und Artnamen werden unter der entsprechenden wissenschaftli-
chen Benennung, die durch die deutschen und—gegebenenfalls—russischen Pen-
dants ergénzt ist, angefiihrt. Den tiitksprachigen Zitaten schlieBt sich die wortliche
Ubersetzung bzw. ein Interpretationsversuch an. Ein Pfeil verweist auf das fiir ein
Benennungsmotiv relevante Merkmal des Pilzes; dazu wurden folgende Abkiirzun-
gen gewihlt:
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Erscheinungszeit H  Hut S Stiel

Fleisch L Lamellen TW Toxische Wirkung
Fruchtkorper M Milch v Vorkommen
Geruch P Poren W Wert

Beschreibt der Name den gesamten Fruchtkérper eines in Hut und Stiel gegliederten
Pilzes, so wird dies mit H+S (Hut+Stiel) angezeigt; FrK bezieht sich auf ungestielte
bzw. verzweigte Pilze wie z.B. Baumschwamme oder Korallenpilze.

Agaricus (= Psalliota), Champignon, r. pecerica, Sampin’on

"E:<Vzl-‘,':ﬂ"ﬂ

Im Schnitt rétend.

Konvex; seidig-faserige weiBiliche Haut.

Dichtstehend; blarosa.

Zylindrisch; weillich; mit hingendem h#utigem Ring.

Auf Wiesen, Weiden, Feldern, Misthaufen, in Gérten.

adi mantar ‘Allerweltspilz’ (Ak Nr. 7991) - V

ak mantar ‘weiler Pilz’ (B 104) - H

cayir mantan: ‘Wiesenpilz’ (B 104) - V

— Cf. M III: 1162 Wiesenschwamm.

duvakhica ‘wie mit einem Brautschleier’ (B 104) — S

— Cf. DS IV: 1614 duvaklica ‘yenebilen, lezzetli bir ¢esit mantar’ (Bolu). Der
am Stiel hingende Ring entspricht dem kurzen weilen Schleier, den die Braut
in der Hennanacht trégt.

duvakl mantar ‘Pilz mit Brautschleier’ (B 104) — S

evlek mantar: ‘ Ackerfurchenpilz’ (B 104) - V

— Cf. M III: 1162 Feldschwamm.

gobekmantar: ‘Nabelpilz’ (Stw 332) - H

guguvak (B 104)

— < siidslavisch kukmak ‘Champignon; Pfeffermilchling’. Cf. DS VI: 2190
guguvak ‘yenebilen mantar’ (Trabzon). Der Ausdruck kukmak findet sich auch
als Entlehnung in 6sterreichischen Dialekten, u.a. mit M III: 1165 Gugemuke.
igikizil ‘sein Inneres ist rot’ (B 104) — F

— Cf. DS VII: 2505 igigizi! ‘bir gegit mantar® (Kastamonu).

kegi mantar: ‘Ziegenpilz’ (B 104) — S

— Die Velumreste am Stiel werden vermutlich mit einem Ziegenbart assozi-
iert.

koyun gébegi ‘Schafnabel (B 104) - H

— Cf. DS VIII: 2944 koyun gébegi ‘bir gesit mantar’ (Kocaeli).

koyun mantar: ‘Schafpilz’ (B 104) -V

— Cf. DS VIII: 2944 koyun mantar: ‘bir gegit mantar’ (Bolu); M: III: 1163
Schafegerling fur Agaricus arvensis.

kdy mantar: ‘Dorfpilz’ (B 104) - V

kuzugobegi ‘Lammernabel’ (Stw 572) - H

— Cf. DS VIII: 3022 kuzugdbegi ‘bir gesit mantar’ (Denizli, Tokat, Ankara).
kiip evligi ‘Napfgehéduse’ (B 104) - H

mikbag: ‘Nagelkopf” (B 104) — H
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ba.
kas.

usb.

chak.

jak.

tsch.

— Cf. DS IX: 3182 muk “givi’ (weit verbreitet).

sagrak mantan ‘Glanzpilz’ (B 104) - H

— Cf. DS X: 3737 sakrak ‘parlak’ (Nigde).

tarla mantar: ‘Feldpilz’ (B 104) - V

yazi mantar: ‘Feldpilz’ (B 104) -V

ay gobdldk ‘weiler Pilz’ (RAL II: 459) - H

guzugarni gobdldyi ‘Lammermagen-Pilz’ (RAL II: 459) - L

— Cf. unter den generellen Pilzbenennungen kirg. gozu gqarin und usb.
qoziqarin.

gelinkomelek ‘Brautpilz’ (RTuS II: 660) — S

— Der Name bezieht sich auf den schleierartigen Ring am Stiel.

eben komecé ‘GroBmuttersemmel’ (KRPS 653) - H

— Cf. M III: 1163 Brotschwamm; der Ausdruck eben kémec ist im
Tiirkeitiirkischen, Aserbaidschanischen und Krimtatarischen fiir die Malve,
Malva gebriuchlich, deren flache, rundliche Friichte einem Brétchen dhneln.
aq koldpd ‘weiler Schirm’ (TSB 82) - H

qoziqulaq ‘Lammerohr’ (XQBS 169) — H

qoziquyrig ‘Léammerschwanz’ (DKF 80 ‘agaric champétre’) — H+S

— Die Fettsteischafe haben einen halblangen Schwanz, dessen Fett am
Schwanzansatz, d.h., in der Steigegend, eingebettet ist. Beim Pilz entspricht
der Stiel dem Schwanz eines Lammes und der Hut den Fetteinlagerungen am
Steif3.

taqtaqulaq ‘Feldohr’ (XQBS 156) — H und V

qozidumba ‘Liammerfettschwanz’ (UzRS 634) — H+S

tizek miskezi ‘Mistpilz’ (RXS 938) - V

— Cf. M III: 1162 Adeltpilz (Stalljauchepilz).

otoy tilldyd ‘Trimmerpilz’ (JaRS 425) -V

— Cf. M III: 1162 Brachpilz.

ana kéimpi ‘Ackerfurchenpilz’ (RCS 28) — V

navos kampi ‘Mistpilz’ (ASm IX: 5) -V

Serem kiimpi “Graspilz’ (CRS 355) - V

§ér kampi ‘Erdpilz’ (ASm VII: 143) -V

tislék kimpi ‘Mistpilz” (RCS 28) — V

Agaricus bisporus, Zuchtchampignon

H
kas.
nuig.

Konvex.

sapirawqulaq ‘taubes Ohr’ (XQBS 147) - H
mogu (UXL 250)

— < chin. mégu ‘Champignon’.

Albatrellus ovinus (= Polyporus ovinus), Schafeuter

H
ttil.

Konvex, Rand wellig verbogen; weilliche bis gelblichweifle Haut.

koyun mantar: ‘Schafpilz’ (B 183) - H

— Cf. M III: 958 Schafschwamm, Schafporling sowie Schafeuter, Goafleuter,
Kuheuter; der lappige Hut erinnert an die Euter von Weidetieren.
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Amanita caesarea, Kaiserling

H
W
ttil.

Halbkugelig; orangerote Haut.

Vorziiglicher Speisepilz.

altin mantar ‘goldener Pilz’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) - H
altin yumurta mantar1 ‘Goldeipilz’ (B 30) - H

— Cf. M I: 236 Eierschwamm.

imparator mantar: ‘Kaiserpilz’ (B 30) - W

Amanita citrina, Gelber Knollenblitterpilz

H
ttil.

Gelbe Haut.
sart mantar ‘gelber Pilz’ (B 290) - H

Amanita muscaria, Fliegenpilz, r. muxomor

H
™
ttii.

tat.

ba.

kum.

kas.

chak.

tsch.

Blutrote Haut, mit konzentrisch angeordneten weiflen Flockchen besetzt.
Rauschartige Erregungs- und Verwirrungszustinde; fliegent6tend.

deli mantar “Tollpilz’ (B 290) - TW

gelin mantan: ‘Brautpilz’ (B 290) - H

— Der Ausdruck assoziiert den Pilzhut mit dem roten Hochzeitsschleier der
Braut.

kazil mantar ‘roter Pilz’ (B 290) - H

sinek mantar: ‘Fliegenpilz’ (B 290) - TW

sigek giran ‘Fliegentoter’ (RTuS 332) - TW

— Die giftige Wirkung bei Fliegen beruht nicht auf dem fiir Menschen
geféhrlichen Muscaridin, sondern auf einer fliichtigen Substanz, die nur in
frischen Pilzen enthalten ist.

Ceben gombdse ‘Fliegenpilz’ (TaRS 632) - TW

ezt gombdse ‘Hundspilz’ (TTDS 537) - TW

— < mordwinisch ezt ‘Hund’ + tat. gémbd.

min-tirgi§ ‘Muttermalscheusal’ (TSB 107) - Hund TW

&ibni mantari ‘Fliegenpilz’ (HKr 156) — TW

itqi¢iv ‘Hundekratzer’ (RKuS 418) - TW

— Der Name ist nicht eindeutig erkldrbar; er kann sich—in Entsprechung zu
kas. $ibin qiryi§ ‘Fliegenschabeisen’—aus it ‘Hund’ + giditiv ‘Kratzen’ zusam-
mensetzen, aber auch aus it + giciriv ‘Schreien’ gebildet sein und auf die
Symptome der Hundetollwut anspielen.

S$ibin qiryi§ ‘Fliegenschabeisen’ (OQS I: 430) - TW

¢imin qiryi¢ ‘Fliegenschabeisen’ (RKiS 372) - TW

ooycan ot ‘Giftnehmerkraut’ (XRS 128) — TW

— Die Benennung bezieht sich auf die besonders von den Schamanen
praktizierte Verwendung des Fliegenpilzes als Droge.

seek adirjen ‘Fliegentoter’ (RXS 383) - TW

$élen kampi ‘Schlangenpilz’ (Egorov 1960: 193) - TW

§dna kimpi “‘Fliegenpilz’ (CRS 557) - TW

usal kampa ‘boéser Pilz’ (ASm III: 298) — TW
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Amanita pantherina, Pantherpilz
TW  Ahnlich wie bei Amanita muscaria, aber hiufig mit tddlichem Verlauf.
ttit. koygdciiren ‘der ein Dorf zum Sterben bringt’ (B 290) - TW

Amanita phalloides (= Amanita bulbosa), Griiner Knollenblitterpilz, r. blednaja po-
ganka

H Griinliche bis gelbliche Haut.

S An der Basis knollig.

TW  Schwere Stoffwechsel- und Kreislaufstorungen mit tédlichem Verlauf.

ttil. evcikkiran ‘der die Familie erwiirgt’ (B 290) - TW
koygogiiren ‘der ein Dorf zum Sterben bringt’ (B 290) - TW
yumru mantar ‘Knollenpilz’ (Ak Nr. 438) — S

nuig. e$dk mddigi ‘Eselsstrunk’ (URL 146) — TW

tsch.  usal Supka kimpa ‘boser bleicher Pilz” (RCS 28) — H und TW

Amanita rubescens, Perlpilz
H Mit Warzen besetzte rotbraune Haut.
ttii. inci mantar: ‘Perlenpilz’ (B 30) - H

Amanita vaginata, Grauer Streifling

S Am Fuf} in einer hiutigen Scheide steckend.

ttii. kalickim mantar: ‘Sabelscheidenpilz’ (B 30) — S
— Cf. M I: 239 Scheidenschwamm.

Amanita verna, Friihlingsknollenblitterpilz

E Frithjahr und Sommer.

TW  Schwere Stoffwechsel- und Kreislaufstorungen mit tédlichem Verlauf.

tti. evcikiran ‘der die Familienangehorigen erwiirgt’ (DS V: 1801) - TW
— Der in Denizli gebriuchliche Terminus wird mit ‘gok zehirli, beyaz renkli
bir ¢esit mantar’ erklirt und kann nur den Frithlingsknollenblitterpilz
betreffen, der mitunter als weile Variation des evcikkiran genannten Griinen
Knollenblitterpilzes, Amanita phalloides gilt.
ilk bahar mantar: ‘Frithlingspilz’ (B 290) — E

Armillaria mellea, Hallimasch, r. opénok osennij

E Frithjahr bis Herbst, am haufigsten Ende September nach Regenfillen.

H Kugelig bis niedergedriickt, mit brustwarzenformigen Buckeln; honiggelbe
Haut.

v Biischelig auf lebendem und totem Holz.

tii. bal mantar: ‘Honigpilz’ (B 43)— H

— Cf. M I: 396 Honigpilz.

xoruzgobdldyi ‘Hahnenpilz’ (RAL II: 304) - H

payiz kotiikjdsi ‘Herbstbaumstiimpfchen’ (ASE VI: 102) — E und V

— Cf. M I: 396 Michaelisschwamm—St. Michael wird am 29. September ge-

feiert—und Stuakschwammala (Stockschwimmlein).

tat. balli gombd ‘Pilz mit Honig” (TaRS 56) - H

ba. balli bdsmdk ‘Pilz mit Honig” (BRS 136) — H

8
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krt. balli mantar ‘Pilz mit Honig’ (HKr 154) - H

tsch.  Sumdr kimpi ‘Regenpilz’ (CRS 368) = E
tunkata kdmpi ‘Baumstumpfpilz’ (ASm VII: 143) - V
upljunkka (CRS 457)
— <r. opénok ‘Hallimasch’.

Armillaria matsutake, Krokodilritterling

A% Unter Kiefern.

kas.  garayay sagirawqulayi ‘Kiefernpilz’ (XQBS 185) - V
nuig. gariyay mogusi ‘Kiefernpilz’ (XUL 791) - V

Auricularia auricula, Ohrlappenpilz
FrK  Ohrformig; filzig, graulich.
nuig. isdk mddigi ‘Eselsstrunk’ (XUS 62) — FrK

Auricularia auricula-judae (= Auricularia sambucina), Judasohr
v Auf feuchtem Holz, speziell auf Holunder.
ttii. miirver mantar: ‘Holunderpilz’ (Stw 672) -V

Boletus aereus, Bronzershrling
S Keulenformig; braunlich.
ttii. baston mantan: ‘Spazierstockpilz’ (B 38) — S

Boletus aurianticus (= Boletus rufus), Rotkappe, . osinovnik, podosinovik
H Fast kugelig bis konvex; orange- oder braunrote Haut.
v Unter Espen.
ttil. tas mantar: ‘Steinpilz’ (B 38) - H
as. girmizibas gobdldk ‘Rotkopfpilz’ (RAL II: 508) — H
girmizi gobdldk ‘roter Pilz> (RAL II: 320) - H
tkm.  gizil komelek ‘roter Pilz* (RTuS II: 97) - H
tat. qizil gombd ‘roter Pilz’ (TaRS 307) - H
usaq gombdse ‘Espenpilz’ (TaRS 594) — V
— Cf. M I: 621 Espenpilz.
ba. usaq bdasmdge ‘Espenpilz’ (BRS 136) -V
kas.  qizil sagirawqulaq ‘roter Pilz’ (RKaS 548) - H
qizgilt sari sapirawqulaq ‘rotlichgelber Pilz’ (OQS II: 107) - H
kkp.  gqizil zamarrig ‘roter Pilz’ (RKkS 698) - H
usb.  gqizil gozigarin ‘roter Pilz’ (RUzS II: 96) - H
chak. os miskezi ‘Espenpilz’ (XRS 108) - V
jak.  kihil talldy ‘roter Pilz’ (RJaS 439) - H
titiy tdlldyd ‘Espenpilz’ (RJaS 373) =V
tsch.  dvds kampi “Espenpilz’ (CRS 46) — V
hérlé pitlé nértékke ‘rotbéckiger Pilz’ (Dmitr 147) - H
— Der tschuwaschische Ausdruck nértékke ‘grib’ < nértte ~ nérkki ‘polnyj,
tuényj’ (beleibt, dick) ist nur in Enklaven nachweisbar (Dmitr 151).
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Boletus edulis, Steinpilz, r. belyj grib, borovik

§€<mm-nrn

as.

ba.
tat.

kas.

kirg.
kkp.
usb.
alt.
chak.
jak.
tsch.

Im spéten Friihjahr.

Fest, im Schnitt unverénderlich weif3.

Bis 25 cm breit, halbkugelig; hell- bis kastanienbraune Haut.
Bauchig oder zylindrisch.

Speziell unter Fichten und Birken.

Sehr guter Speisepilz.

ayikogkii mantar: ‘Birensommerhauspilz’ (B 38) — H+S
et mantar: ‘Fleischpilz’ (B 38) - W

gobek mantar: ‘Nabelpilz’ (B 38) - H

kesek mantar: ‘Erdschollenpilz’ (Stw 518) — H°

kuzu mantar: ‘Lémmerpilz’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) - E

— Das Erscheinen des Pilzes fillt mit der Wurfzeit bei den Schafen zusam-
men.

tasmantan: ‘Steinpilz’ (Stw 903) - H

— Cf. M I: 612 Steinkopf.

ay gobaldk ‘weiler Pilz’ (RALI: 95) - F

aq komelek ‘weifer Pilz’ (TuRS 413) - F

aq basmdk ‘weiler Pilz’ (BRS 136) — F

aq gombd ‘weiller Pilz’ (TaRS 121) - F

qati gombd ‘fester Pilz’ (TaRS 121) - F

narat gémbdse ‘Fichtenpilz’ (TaRS 394) -V

— Cf. M I: 613 Tonpelz (Tannenpilz).

simez gombd ‘dicker Pilz’ (RTa 130) — H+S

aq mantar ‘weifler Pilz’ (HKr 151) = F

tas mantari ‘Steinpilz’ (HKr 173) - H

aq sagirawqulaq ‘weiler Pilz’ (OQS I: 53) - F

qozi quyrig ‘Lémmerschwanz’ (XQBS 151) — H+S

— Cf. kas. qoziquyrig s.v. Agaricus.

oqzapbirig ‘weiler Pilz’ (OQS I: 67) = F

— < usb. aq zamburuy.

aq qozu qarin ‘weiler Pilz’ (RKiS 55) - F

aq zamarrig ‘weiller Pilz’ (RKkS 169) — F

aq zamburuy ‘weiller Pilz’ (RUzS I: 82) — F

aq meske ‘weiller Pilz’ (RAS 117) - F

ay miske ‘weiBer Pilz’ (XRS 108) = F

iiriiy tdlldy ‘weiler Pilz’ (RJaS 44) — F

hyra nértékki ‘Kiefernpilz’ (Dmitr 148) — V

Sar nértékke ‘weiler Pilz’ (Dmitr 149) — F

Sura kiimpa ‘weiBer Pilz> (RCS 27) — F

Sur kiipéeme ‘der weile Dicke’ (CR 200) — F und H+S

Boletus luridus, Hexenpilz, r. dubovik, poddubovnik

< v motm

Im Juni.

Bis 25 cm breit, halbkugelig; samtig-filzige braunliche Haut.
Karminrot.

Unter Eichen.
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tat.
ba.
kas.
usb.

chak.
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ay1 mantar ‘Bérenpilz’ (B 38) — H+S

kuzu mantar: ‘Lémmerpilz’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) - E

— Der Pilz erscheint, wenn es viele neugeborene Lammer gibt.
palid kobdldyi ‘Eichenpilz’ (RAL I: 338) - V

papagli gobdldk ‘Pilz mit Kalpak’ (RAL II: 494) — H

— Der Hut wird wegen seiner Form und seiner filzigen Haut mit einer Lamm-
fellmiitze assoziiert.

imdn gombdse ‘Eichenpilz’ (TaRS 168) = V

imdn bdsmdge ‘Eichenpilz’ (TSB 95) -V

emenqulaq ‘Eichenohr’ (OQS II: 101) » Hund V

qizil qozigarin ‘roter Pilz’ (RUzS I: 222) — P

— Cf. M I: 616 Blutpilz.

xizil miske ‘roter Pilz’ (XRS 108) — P

Boletus satanas, Satanspilz

H

tat.

Halbkugelig bis konvex; weilliche Haut.

¢orek mantan: ‘ gorek-Pilz’ (B 38) - H

— Der Hut gleicht ¢orek, einem runden, mit Eigelb bestrichenen Gebéck.
Saytan goémbase ‘Teufelspilz’ (TRLS 60) - TW

Boletus scaber, Birkenpilz, r. berezovik, podberezovik

H
v
as.

tkm.

tat.
ba.
kas.

usb.
alt.
chak.
jak.
tsch.

Konvex; dunkelgraubraune Haut.

Unter Birken.

gara gobaldk ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (RAL I: 72) - H

— Cf. M I: 622 Graukappe.

bereza komelegi ‘Birkenpilz’ (RTuS II: 83) - V

— <r. bereza ‘Birke’ + tkm. komelek.

qayin gombdse ‘Birkenpilz’ (TaRS 206) — V

qayin bdsmdge ‘Birkenpilz’ (TSB 101) - V

qara sagirawqulaq ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (XQBS 129) - H
qayinqulaq ‘Birkenohr’ (XQBS 129) - Hund V

qayiy sagirawqulaq ‘Birkenpilz’ (OQS I: 54) -V
qopir sapirawqulaq ‘dunkelgrauer Pilz’ (OQS II: 97) - H
qayinzar qozigarini ‘Birkenwaldpilz’ (RUZS I: 62) - V
qara-kiirer) meske ‘schwarzbrauner Pilz’ (RAS 25) - H
xaziy miskezi ‘Birkenpilz’ (XRS 108) -V

Carany tdlldyd ‘Birkenwaldpilz’ (RJaS 432) - V

hurdn aj ‘Birkenfuf8’ (ASm XVI: 222) - V

hurdn kémpi ‘Birkenpilz’ (CRS 509) — V

Cantharellus cibarius, Pfifferling, r. lisicka

H

S
v

Konvex bis trichterformig, mit welligem Rand; dotter- oder rotgelbe Haut.
Abwirts verjiingt; fest, voll.

In Laubwildern.

ciicekiz ‘Zwergentochter’ (B 263) — H+S

horoz mantar: ‘Hahnenpilz’ (B 263) - H

— Cf. M I: 783 Hahnekdmmcher.
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mege mantar: ‘Eichenpilz’ (B 263) - V
tavukbacag: mantar: ‘Hithnerbeinpilz’ (B 263) — H+S
— Cf. M I: 784 Hiihnerbddnld (Hithnerbeinlein); der Pilz wird umgekehrt,
d.h., mit dem Stiel nach oben, gesehen.
tavuk mantar: ‘Hithnerpilz’ (B 263) - H
— Cf. M I: 784 Hiihnelpilz, der Vergleich bezieht sich auf die gelbbeflaumten
Kiiken.
yumurta mantar: ‘Eierpilz’ (B 263) - H
— Cf. DS XI: 4318 yumurtamantar: ‘gok lezzetli bir mantar ¢egidi’ (Bolu);
M I: 785 Eierschwamm.
as. sarija ‘der Gelbliche’ (ASE VI: 102) - H
— Cf. M I: 783 Gelbchen.
sari gobdldk ‘gelber Pilz” (RAL II: 25) - H
— Cf. M I: 784 Gelbe Schwimm.
tat. dta¢ gombdse ‘Hahnenpilz’ (TaRS 733) - H
ba. hari bdSmdk ‘gelber Pilz’ (TSB 123) - H
kas.  tilkiSe ‘wie ein Fuchs’ (RKaS 317) - H
tiilkisek ‘Fuichslein’ (OQS I: 383) - H
— Cf. M I: 785 Fiichserl.
kkp.  tilki zamarrig ‘Fuchspilz’ (RKkS 396) - H
— Cf. M 1: 785 Fuchsschwammerl.
chak. tiilgii miskezi ‘Fuchspilz’ (XRS 108) - H
tsch.  sar kidmpa ‘gelber Pilz’ (RCS 28) — H

Cantharellus lutescens, Goldstieliger Leistling
H Konvex bis trichterfsrmig, mit welligem Rand; orangebraune bis gelbe Haut.
w Sehr guter Speisepilz.
ttit. et mantar: ‘Fleischpilz’ (B 263) - W
tavuk mantar: ‘Hithnerpilz’ (B 263) - H

Choiromyces meandriformis (= Tuber album), Méandertriiffel
FrK  Schmutzig-weil.
ttil. beyaz keme ‘weile Triiffel’ (Stw 111) = FrK

— < ar. kam’a ‘Triiffel’.

Chroogomphus rutilus, Kupferroter Gelbfuf§

H Kupferrote Haut.

S Gelb, spéter kupferrot.

tti. geyik mantar: ‘Hirschpilz’ (B 116) - H
sanriayak mantar ‘Gelbfufpilz’ (B 235) - S

Clavariadelphus pistillaris (= Clavaria pistillaris), Herkuleskeule

FrK  Keulenformig.

ttii. halisacag ‘Teppichfranse’ (B 232) — FrK
— Cf. DS VII: 2260 halisacag: ‘etrafi sagakli mantar’ (Sinop); dieser Pilzna-
me diirfte sich jedoch auf einen Vertreter der Gattung Ramaria beziehen.
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Clitocybe geotropa, Ménchskopf

H Niedergedriickt, mit zentralem Buckel; blaBledergelbe Haut.

tti. kog¢ mantar: ‘“Widderpilz’ (B 180) - H
— Der Pilz wird wegen seines gebuckelten Hutes mit dem Kopf eines Widders
verglichen.

Clitocybe nebularis, Nebelgrauer Trichterling
H Konvex, in der Mitte niedergedriickt; graue Haut mit wei8licher Bereifung.
tii. dumanh mantar ‘Pilz mit Nebel’ (B 180) - H

hunili mantar ‘Pilz mit Trichter’ (B 180) - H

Clitocybe squamulosa, Schuppiger Trichterling
v In Laub- und Nadelwildern.
ttil. ¢inar mantar: ‘Platanenpilz’ (B 70) - V

Clitopilus prunulus, Mehlrisling, r. ivisen’
G Wie frisches Mehl.
H Konvex, spiter niedergedriickt oder wellig geschweift, weiflliche oder hell-
graue matte Haut.
v In Wildern und Parkanlagen.
ttil. beyaz mantar ‘weifler Pilz’ (B 272) - H
toz mantar: ‘Staubpilz’ (B 272) - H
un mantan: ‘Mehlpilz’ (B 272) - G
— Cf. M I: 1061 Mehlschwamm.
tat. tires gombdse ‘Mistpilz’ (TRLS 51) - L
tsch.  hurama kdmpi ‘Ulmenpilz’ (CRS 509) — V
kaska kimpi ‘“Hackklotzpilz’ (CRS 140) - H

Coprinus, Tintling, r. navoznik
E Bereits im Frithjahr.
L Im Alter zu einem schwirzlichen Brei zerflieBend.
ttil. giibre mantar: ‘Mistpilz’ (B 248) - L
— Cf. M I: 1156 Mistschwamm, Dreckschwamm.
as. garangus gobdldyi ‘Schwalbenpilz’ (ASE VII: 493) - E
— Das Erscheinen des Pilzes fallt mit der Ankunft der Schwalben zusammen.
peyindr ‘Mistling” (ASE VII: 493) - L
tsch.  mavus kimpi ‘Mistpilz’ (CR 250) — L
tislek kimpi ‘Mistpilz’ (RCS 28) — L

Coprinus atramentarius, Grauer Tintling
L WeiBlich, spater schwirzlich und zerflieend.
ttii. miirekkep mantar: ‘Tintenpilz’ (Stw 671) - L

Coprinus comatus, Schopftintling

H Zylindrisch-ellipsoid; weifle allméhlich in Schuppen aufgeloste Haut.
L WeiBllich, spiter schwirzlich und zerflieend.

tti.  sobelek ‘eiformig’® (B 248) - H
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— Cf. DS X: 3672 sobelek ‘tarlada biten bir gesit mantar’ (Denizli, Kasta-
monu, Cankir1) sowie DS X: 3673 sobelmek ‘yumurta bigimi olmak’ (Bolu).
sébelen mantar: ‘Pilz in Eiform’ (B 248) - H

— Cf. DS X: 3672 sobelen ‘yenilen bir cins sivrice mantar’ (Bolu, Amasya),
DS XII: 4704 sobelen ‘kir ve daglarda biten iri, yumurta bigiminde bir gegit
mantar’ (Corum).

sobiisiilek ‘eiformiger Schlamper’ (B 248) - Hund L

— Cf. DS X: 3672 sobiisiilek ‘yenilen bir cins sivrice mantar’ (Denizli).

Cordyceps sinensis, Chinesische Kemkeule

\"
kas.

Schmarotzt auf Raupen.
qurtsép ‘“Wurmkraut® (XQBS 39) - V

nuig. qurut ot ‘Raupenkraut’ (XUL 102) - V

Craterellus cornucopioides, Totentrompete

H

Trompetenformig; schwarz- bis graubraune Haut.

borazan mantar: ‘Trompetenpilz’ (B 50) - H

siyah tirmit ‘schwarzer tirmit’ (B 50) - H

— Mit tirmit wird der Britling, Lactarius volemus bezeichnet, der einen #hn-
lich gestalteten, aber rotbraun gefirbten Hut hat.

Elaphomyces granulatus, Warzige Hirschtriiffel

W

Verwendung als Aphrodisiakum.

sigwrmantar: ‘Rinderpilz’ (Stw 821) - W

— Der Pilz soll bei Rindern die Paarungsbereitschaft anregen; cf. M II: 197
Bullenlust, Rinderlust, Kuhbrunst.

Fistulina hepatica, Leberreischling, r. pedenocnik

FrK
ttii.

as.

ba.

kas.

Halbkreis- bis spatelformig; blutrot oder rotbraun.

sigwr dili ‘Rinderzunge’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) — F1K

— Cf. M II: 452 Ochsenzunge, Rindszunge, Hirschzunge.

goviar gobdldyi ‘Zunderpilz’ (RAL II: 459) — F1K

— Der Leberreischling schmarotzt wie der Zunderpilz, Fomes fomentarius, der
im Aserbaidschanischen gov gébdldyi heifit, an Baumstimmen, wird aber nicht
als Zunder verwendet. Méglicherweise zeigt der Plural goviar an, daBl der rote
Leberreischling einer Ansammlung von glimmenden Zunderstiicken gleicht.
bawir bdsmdk ‘Leberpilz’ (TSB 85) — FrK

— Cf. M I1: 452 Leberpilz.

bawir sagirawqulaq ‘Leberpilz’ (XQBS 61) — FrK

Flammulina velutipes (= Collybia velutipes), Samtfulriibling

§<m:m

Im Spitherbst und in milden Wintern.
5-10 cm breit, flach; orangefarbene Haut.
5-10 cm lang, sehr diinn.

An Baumstimmen und auf Baumstiimpfen.
agag mantar: ‘Baumpilz’ (B 22) -V
ciiciil ‘Zwerg’ (B 22) — H+S
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— Cf. DS III: 1024 ciiciil (Ordu), ciicele (Tokat), ciiciile mantar: (Sinop)
‘yenilen bir mantar’.
as mantar: ‘“Winterpilz’ (B 22) - E

Fomes fomentarius (= Polyporus fomentarius), Zunderschwamm, r. guba, gubka

FrK

tat.

ba.

kas.

kirg.

usb.

drevesnaja, trutnik, trutovik

Konsolen- oder hufférmig, halbkreisartig zoniert; Unterseite mit Poren besetzt;
graubraun.

An Laubbiumen.

Verwendung als Zunder.

agag mantar: ‘Baumpilz’ (B 163) - V

ates mantari ‘Feuerpilz’ (Ak Nr. 7752) - W

kav mantar: ‘Zunderpilz’ (B 163) - W

ayajgobdldyi ‘Baumpilz’ (RAL III: 353) - V

gov gobdldyi ‘Zunderpilz’ (RAL I: 274) - W

ayac gombdse ‘Baumpilz’ (RTa 133) -V

amaq ‘Schamlippen’ (TDDS 37) — F1K

— Nach Tryjarski (1977: 248) kann tsch. kdmpa ‘Pilz’ auch fiir das
Geschlechtsorgan der Kuh benutzt werden .

qu gémbdse ‘Zunderpilz’ (TaRS 291) - W

sula gombdse ‘sula-Pilz’ (TTDS 122) - F1K

— Mit tsch. (CRS 337) sula wird eine speziell bei Pferden auftretende Infek-
tionskrankheit bezeichnet, in deren Verlauf es zu geschwulstartigen Mifbil-
dungen kommt, die dem Zunderschwamm &hneln; cf. ba. (BRS 637) hula
‘anglijskaja bolezn’ (Rachitis) sowie die Anmerkung von Tryjarski (1977:
248), daB tsch. kdmpa ‘Pilz’ zudem eine Kilberkrankheit benennen kann.
tosldw gombdse ‘Riucherpilz’ (RTa 722) - W

— In manchen Gegenden Deutschlands ist es iiblich, mit Zunderschwimmen,
die am Osterfeuer angekohlt worden sind, im Haus zu rduchemn, cf. M III: 955
Osterschwamm. Auch beim Herannahen von Gewittern wird mit diesen
geweihten Schwimmen gerduchert (HDA VII: 33). Auf einen #hnlichen
Brauch bei den Tschuwaschen verweist Tryjarski (1977: 242): ‘The Chuvash
employ some kinds of mushrooms to fumigate livestock, rooms and people
during a smallpox epidemic.’

qav ‘Zunder’ (HKr 164) - W

ayas bdasmdge ‘Baumpilz’ (TSB 81) - V

qiw bdsmdk ‘Zunderpilz’ (BRS 364) - W

ayas qui ‘Baumzunder’ (OQS II: 439) - W

ayas sagirawqulayi ‘Baumpilz’ (OQS II: 439) - V

kop kewekti sapirawqulaq ‘Pilz mit vielen Schwimmen’ (XQBS 61) — FrIK
— Der in Zonen eingeteilte Fruchtkérper vermittelt den Eindruck von aufein-
andergesetzten Schwimmen.

quw ‘Zunder’ (XQBS 2) - W

burjuq ‘Tirmchen’ (KiRS 161) — FrK

— < pers. burj ‘Turm, Taubenschlag’ + -ag—in Entsprechung zur konsolenar-
tigen Form des Fruchtkorpers.

darayt bugayi ‘Baumbeule’ (RUzS II: 599) — FrK und V
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darayt zamburuyi ‘Baumpilz’ (RUzS II: 599) - V

dub zamburuyi ‘Eichenpilz’ (RUZS II: 599) — V

eman zamburuyi ‘Eichenpilz’ (RUzS II: 599) - V

tut bugayi ‘Maulbeerbaumbeule’ (RUZS II: 599) — FrK und V
chak. miske (XRS 108) ‘Beule (?)’ = FrK
jak.  kunaay (Pek I: 1216) — FrK

— Cf. kunaay ‘Mist eines neugeborenen Kalbes’ (DSJaJa 123).
tsch.  dvd kimpi ‘Zunderpilz’ (CRS 46) - W

Jyvds kimpi ‘Baumpilz’ (CR 159) — V

Sditakld kdmpa “1ocheriger Pilz’ (CRS 562) — FrK

Fomes officinalis (= Polyporus officinalis), Lirchenschwamm, r. listvennicnaja guba

FrK  Hufformig, konzentrisch gefurcht; weiBlich.

v An Nadelbdumen.

tii. ¢am mantar1 ‘Kiefempilz® (Stw 166) - V
katran kopiigii ‘Teerschaum’ (Stw 502) — FrK
In der Tiirkei wird aus dem harzhaltigen Holz bestimmter Kiefern eine teerar-
tige Masse, kara katran, gewonnen. Ein Gemisch aus kara katran und Wasser
bildet beim Durchschiitteln einen Schaum, der in der Volksmedizin unter dem
Namen katran kipiigii Anwendung findet. Der Vergleich mit katran kopiigii
bezieht sich auf Form und Farbe des Larchenschwamms.
katran mantar: ‘Teerpilz’ (Stw 502) — FrK

nuig. yarigun (UXL 634)
— < ar. garigiin < gr. agarikon ‘Lirchenschwamm’.

jak. it kunaaya ‘Lérchenpilz’ (Pek I: 1217) -V

Gomphidius glutinosus, Groler Schmierling
H Schleimige Haut.
ttii. stimiiklii mantar ‘Pilz mit Schleim’ (B 235) - H

Gyromitra esculenta, Frithjahrslorchel
H Halbkugelig, unregelmiBig gewunden und verbogen.
ttii.  kavircik mantar ‘gekréuselter Pilz’ (Ak Nr. 4381) - H

Gyroporus cyanescens, Komblumenréhrling, r. sinjak
F WeiB, bei Verletzung tiefblau verfirbend.
ba. kiik bdsmdik “blauer Pilz’ (TSB 99) — F

Helvella, Lorchel, r. strocok
H Haufig aus welligen Lappen gebildet; weilliche oder bridunliche Haut.
S Bei einigen Arten langsgerippt oder -gefurcht.
as. guzugobdldyi ‘Lammerpilz’ (RAL III: 280) - H
— Cf. M II: 815 Katzenohrlein; der lappige Hut wird mit Tierohren assoziiert.
tat. kdjd gombdse ‘Ziegenpilz’ (RTaS 147) - H
tsch.  §évé kimpi ‘Nahtpilz’ (RCS 28) — S
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Hericium flagellum (= Hericium coralloides), Tannenstachelbart

FrK  Korallenartig veristelt, Unterseite der Aste mit langen weiBlichen Stacheln
besetzt.

ttil. dedesakali mantar: ‘GroBvaterbartpilz’ (B 86) — FrK
gelinteli mantar1 ‘Brautdrihtepilz’ (B 86) — FrK
— Die langen Stacheln vergleicht man mit den Silberdrdhten des weiflen
Schleiertuchs, das die Braut in der Hennanacht trégt.
tellice ‘wie mit Drahten’ (B 86) — FrK
— Cf. DS X: 3872 tellice ‘kiigiik taneli mantar’ (Sivas, Ankara).

Hydnum, Stoppelpilz, r. eZovik
H Konvex bis flach, an der Unterseite mit langen Stacheln besetzt.
ba. terpe basmdk ‘Igelpilz’ (BRS 136) - H

— Cf. M II: 913 Igelschwamm.

Hydnum imbricatum, Habichtspilz

H Mit breiten, felderig angeordneten dunklen Schuppen besetzt.

ttii. balaban mantar: ‘Habichtspilz’ (B 41) - H
— Die Schuppen des Pilzhutes werden mit der dhnlichen Fleckung auf der
Bauchseite des Habichts verkniipft.

Hydnum repandum, Semmelstoppelpilz

H Unregelm#Big gelappt, auf der Unterseite mit diinnen Stacheln besetzt;
gelbliche bis rotbraune Haut.

ttil. dil mantar: ‘Zungenpilz’ (B 42) - H
geyik mantar: ‘Hirschpilz’ (B 42) - H
— Cf. M II: 914 Hirschling; die Hutunterseite entspricht in Farbe und Be-
schaffenheit einem Hirschfell.
sigwr dili mantarn: ‘Rinderzungenpilz’ (B 42) - H

Hygrophorus, Schneckling
H Schleimige Haut.
tti.  parlak mantar ‘glinzender Pilz’ (B 222) - H

Hypholoma fasciculare, Griinblittriger Schwefelkopf
TW  Krampfartige Beschwerden im Magen-Darm-Trakt.
ttii. deli mantar ‘Tollpilz’ (B 291) - TW

Lactarius acerrimus (= Lactarius insulsus), Queraderiger Trichtermilchling, r. gruzd’
dubovyj

M Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.

v Unter Eichen.

as. palid siidliijesi ‘Eichenmilchling” (ASE VI: 102) > M und V

tsch. juman kimpi ‘Eichenpilz’ (RCS 28) — V
jumanaj kémpi Eichenpilz’ (RCS 28) — V
Jjuman kdrdse ‘Eichenmilchling’ (RCS 28) — M und V
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Lactarius aurantiofulvus (= Lactarius mitissimus), Orangebrauner Milchling
M Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
ttit. siithi mantar ‘Pilz mit Milch’ (B 151) - M

Lactarius blennius, Graugriiner Milchling
F Scharf schmeckend.
tii. aci mantar ‘scharfer Pilz’ (B 151) - F
biberli mantar ‘Pilz mit Pfeffer’ (B 151) = F
dilburan ~ dirbalan ‘Zungenzusammenzieher’ (B 151) - F
— Cf. DS IV: 1491 dilburan ‘yerken insanin dilini yakan, mavimsi renkli bir
¢esit mantar’ (Kiitahya, Bolu, Trabzon).

Lactarius controversus, Rosascheckiger Milchling, r. gruzd’ osinovyj

M Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
v Unter Espen in Auwéldern.

tsch.  dvds kdrdse ‘Espenmilchling’ (RCS 28) = M und V

Lactarius deliciosus, Edelreizker, r. ryZik
Im Herbst nach Regenfillen.
Ockerfarbene Haut mit konzentrisch angeordneten dunkleren Flecken.
Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer orange- bis blutroten Fliis-
sigkeit.
In Nadelwildern, vorwiegend unter Kiefern.
Guter Speisepilz.
¢am mantar: ‘Kiefernpilz’ (B 151) =V
cintar ‘Kerbenmacher’ (B 151) - H
— Cf. DS III: 1183 ¢intar ‘yenilen bir ¢egit mantar’ (Denizli, Aydm, Mugla).
Der Ausdruck kénnte sich von gintmek ~ ¢intmak ‘bir seyin kenarinda keserek
kertik agmak, kermek’ (DS III: 1230) herleiten, denn der Hut hat mitunter eine
vom Rand bis zur Mitte hin verlaufende Kerbe, so daB er wie geteilt erscheint.
kanhca ‘wie mit Blut’ (B 151) - M
— Cf. DS VIII: 2626 kanhca ‘kirmizi renkli, yenilen bir ¢esit mantar’
(Kocaeli, Istanbul, Cankiri, Samsun, Trabzon, Ankara); M II: 1135 Blut-
Reizker, M 11: 1136 Bliitling, Rotling.
kuzu mantar: ‘Lammerpilz’ (Stw 572) - M
— Der Name bezieht sich auf ein Lamm, das noch gesidugt wird.
melki ~ merki ‘der Kénigliche’ (B 151) - W
— <meliki ‘kéniglich’. Cf. DS IX: 3157 melki (Balikesir, Canakkale,
Kiitahya) ~ meliki (Manisa) ‘cam ve ¢ali diplerinde biten, kirmizi renkli, yeni-
len bir ¢egit mantar’, DS IX: 3170 merki ‘yenilen zehirsiz bir gegit mantar’
(Kiitahya); M II: 1137 Herrenschwamm.
stit mantar: ‘Milchpilz’ (Stw 860) - M
— Cf. M II: 1136 Milchschwamm.
as. sari gobdldk ‘gelber Pilz’ (RAL III: 108) - H
tat. Girsi gombdse ‘Tannenpilz’ (TaRS 121) - V

— Cf. M II: 1137 Ténnling.

Jirdn gombad ‘roter Pilz’ (TaRS 766) - M

5g< gmm
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gorez ~ gordzndy ~ gorejd (TTDS 122)

— <r. gruzd’ ‘Milchpilz’.

narat gombdse ‘Fichtenpilz’ (RTaS 479) - V

sari gombd ‘gelber Pilz’ (TaRS 470) - H

— Tryjarski (1977: 251) fiihrt als tatarische Bezeichnung fiir den Edelreizker
den WB IV: 1094 zitierten Ausdruck §ipkdn ‘ryZik (grib)—ein Pilz’ an. Rad-
loff hat jedoch r. ryZik falsch interpretiert, denn ryZik ist hier im Sinne von
‘Leindotter, Camelina’ gebraucht. Dieselbe Verwechslung unterlief Indjou-
djian mit der Ubersetzung ‘lactaire délicieux’ fiir kas. ari§ ~ aris ‘Leindotter’
(DKF 10).

bizikle bdsmdk ‘gemusterter Pilz” (BRS 136) - H

erdin bdsmdk ‘rotbrauner Pilz’ (TSB 93) - H

narat mantari ‘Fichtenpilz’ (HKr 168) - V

malla qozigarin ‘hellbrauner Pilz’ (RUZS II: 370) — H

xarayay miskezi ‘Fichtenpilz’ (XRS 108) -V

arayas tdlldy ‘rotlicher Pilz’ (JaRS 44) - H

arday tdlldy ‘Regenpilz’ (Pek III: 2629) — E

kihil tilldy ~ kihil kunaay ‘roter Pilz’ (Pek III: 2629) - M

&ards kampi “Fichtenpilz® (RCS 28) — V

hérlé kiimpa ‘roter Pilz’ (CRS 498) - M

hérlé kirds ‘roter Milchling” (CRS 498) — M

hyr kiimpi ‘Kiefernpilz’ (CRS 149) — V

sétlé kimpa ‘Pilz mit Milch® (RCS 28) - M

Lactarius piperatus, Pfeffermilchling, r. gruzd’, gruzd’ perecnyj

g<zxmm

as.
tkm.
tat.

Brennend-scharf schmeckend.

Weille Haut.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
In Laub- und Nadelwildern.

aci mantar ‘scharfer Pilz’ (B 48) = F

— Cf. M II: 1140 Bitterschwamm.

biberlice ‘wie gepfeffert’ (B 48) — F

— Cf. M II: 1139 Pfefferling.

biberli mantar ‘Pilz mit Pfeffer’ (B 48) — F

dilburan ~ dirbalan ‘Zungenzusammenzieher’ (B 48) — F
ay gobdldk ‘weiller Pilz’ (RAL I: 272) - H

aq komelek ‘weiller Pilz’ (RTS 47) - H

gordj ~ gorozdd ~ gorozld ~ gorilf (TDDS 122)

— <r. gruzd’ ‘Milchpilz’

gorejde (TaRS 122)

— <r. gruzd’ ‘Milchpilz’.

kdjd gombdse ‘Ziegenpilz’ (RTaS 212) - M

— Der Name vergleicht den milchenden Pilz mit einer Ziege; cf. M II: 1140
Kuhschwamm.

narat gombdse ‘Fichtenpilz’ (TaRS 394) - V

ulagmantar ‘Zickleinpilz’ (HKr 174) - M

— Die Bezeichnung bezieht sich auf ein Zicklein, das noch geséugt wird.
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ba.

chak.

jak.
tsch.

gruzdd (TSB 90)

— <r. gruzd’ ‘Milchpilz’.

xaziy miskezi ‘Birkenpilz’ (RXS 167) - V

iiriin kunaay ‘weiler Pilz’ (Pek I1I: 2629) - H

Surd kampa ‘weiBer Pilz> (CRS 152) - H

Surd kards ‘weiBer Milchling’ (CRS 152) — Hund M

Lactarius pubescens, Blasser Zottenreizker, r. beljanka

H
M
S
A%
as.
tat.

ba.
kas.

tsch.

Konvex, Oberseite wollig behaart; weilliche Haut.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
Kurz, stimmig.

Unter Birken.

ay gobaldk ‘weifler Pilz’ (RALI: 71) - H

bilinke (TTDS 86)

— <r. beljanka ‘Blasser Zottenreizker’. Cf. WB IV: 1763 bilinkd ‘beljanka
(grib)—der weisse Pilz’.

qayin papgisi ‘Birkenpilz’ (TTDS 335) - V

yontds gombd ‘behaarter Pilz’ (RTa 80) - H

aq basmdk ‘weiler Pilz’ (TSB 82) — H

aq qalpaqti sagirawqulag ‘Pilz mit weilem Kalpak’ (OQS I: 54) - H

— Der behaarte weile Hut wird mit einer Limmerfellmiitze assoziiert.

hordn kimpi ‘Birkenpilz’ (ASm XVI: 223) -V

lutra tuna “untersetzter Stengel’ (RCS 27) — S

sét kéimpi “Milchpilz’ (RCS 27) - M

§ér kampi “Exdpilz’ (RCS 27) - H

— Wegen des kurzen Stiels scheint der Pilzhut fast dem Erdboden aufzu-
liegen.

Surd kimpa ‘weifer Pilz’ (CRS 149) - H

Lactarius rufus, Rotbrauner Milchling, r. gor kuxa

F

M
A"
ba.
kas.
tsch.

Scharf schmeckend.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
In Laubwildern.

dse bdsmdk ‘bitterer Pilz’ (TSB 127) — F

siitti sagirawqulag ‘Pilz mit Milch’ (XQBS 185) - M

§eské kimpi ‘Haselpilz’ (RCS 27) - V

Lactarius torminosus, Birkenreizker, r. volnuska, volZanka

sg<gmm

Brennend-scharf schmeckend.

Oberseite wollig behaart.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.

In Laub- und Nadelwildern.

ajigobdldik ‘Bitterpilz’ (RAL I: 163) — F

tiilddy tdlldy ‘Pilz mit Haaren’ (Pek III: 2629) — H

— Bei Pekarskij mit ‘ryZik’ (Edelreizker) definiert; der Edelreizker, Lactarius
deliciosus ist jedoch nicht behaart. Es diirfte sich daher um den #hnlich gefirb-
ten und gemusterten Birkenreizker handeln.
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hurdn aj ‘Birkenfufy’ (ASm XVI: 222) - V

hurdn kiimpi ‘Birkenpilz’ (CRS 149) — V

hurdn kéirdsé ‘Birkenmilchling® (RCS 27) - M und V
hyr aj ‘Kiefernfull’ (ASm XVI: 94) - V

hyr kimpi ‘Kiefernpilz’ (CR 159) — V

1&klé kards “Milchling mit Haaren” (RCS 27) — Hund M

Lactarius turpis, Olivbrauner Milchling, r. gruzd’ cernyj, cernuska

H

M
as.
tsch.

Schleimige, im Alter fast schwarze Haut.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
gara gobadldk ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (RAL III: 489) — H

hura kiimpa ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (CRS 508) — H

hura kiirds ‘schwarzer Milchling’ (CR 565) — Hund M

ut tuti ‘Pferdelefze’ (RCS 28) — H

Lactarius vellereus, Wolliger Milchling, r. dupljanka, podgruzd’, skripica

tsch.

Fest, sehr scharf schmeckend.

Konvex bis trichterférmig; samtige weile Haut.
Bogig; sehr entfernt stehend.

Bei Verletzung des Fleisches Absonderung einer milchartigen Fliissigkeit.
Ziemlich kurz; samtige weifle Haut.

In Laub- und Nadelwildern.

narat gombdse ‘Fichtenpilz’ (TaRS 394) - V
siyirdawiq gombd ‘Knirschpilz’ (TRLS 62) = F
Siyirzaq basmdk ‘Knirschpilz’ (BRS 136) — F
qozigarin ‘Limmermagen’ (OQS II: 100) - L
qoziquyrig ‘Léammerschwanz’ (OQS II: 100) — H+S
— Cf. kas. qoziquyrig s.v. Agaricus.

hytd kards “harter Milchling” (CRS 152) — Fund M
Jjumanaj ‘Eichenful’ (CRS 582) — V

Jjuman kimpi ‘Eichenpilz’ (CRS 149) - V

Jjuman kardsé ‘Eichenmilchling” (ASm VII: 178) -V

Lactarius volemus, Britling, r. podoresnik

H
v

tat.

tsch.

Niedergedriickt; rétlichbraune Haut.

In Laub- und Nadelwildern.

findik mantar: ‘Haselpilz’ (DS X:3939) -V

ko¢ mantar: “Widderpilz’ (B 151) - H

— Der Hut des Pilzes wird mit dem Kopf eines Widders verkniipft.

tirmit ~ tirimit ~ kirmit (B 151)

— <arm. #irmit’ ‘bitter mushroom’ (Dankoff 1995: E187). Cf. DS X: 3939
tirmit ‘findik mantar1® (Ordu, Giresun), DS VIII: 2881 kirmit ‘agaclarin arasin-
da biten, yenilen bir ¢egit mantar’ (Ordu).

sotlié gombd ‘milchender Pilz’ (TRLS 61) - M

Soma gomba ‘glatter Pilz’ (TRLS 61 — H

§eské kampi ‘Haselpilz’ (CRS 565) — V
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Lentinus edodes, Shiitake
G Penetrant nach Knoblauch.
kas.  Zupar sapgirawqulag ‘Moschuspilz’ (XQBS 206) — G

Lepiota procera, Riesenschirmling, r. grib-zontik

H
ttii.

as.
ba.
kas.

Bis 30 cm breit, glockig; weilliche Haut, mit briunlichen Schuppen besetzt.
dedebort ‘Grofivater Ungeziefer’ (B 86) - H

— Die Schuppen auf dem Hut entsprechen den Liusen im weilen Haar des
GrofBvaters.

hobelen ‘Gartenhiitte’ (B 257) - H

— Cf. DS VII: 2426 hébelen (Sinop) ~ hobelek (Kastamonu, Corum, Sinop)
‘bir gesit mantar’; vermutlich ist Adbelen eine Abwandlung von hdbelek ~
holek ‘Gartenhiitte’ < arm. xzildk ‘hut’ (Dankoff 1995: 281).

semsiye mantar: ‘Schirmpilz’ (B 257) - H

hiindiir citir gobdldk ‘hoher Schirmpilz’ (ASE VI: 102) - H

satir baSmdk ‘Zeltpilz’ (TSB 111) - H

SatirSa sapirawqulaq ‘zeltartiger Pilz’ (XQBS 210) - H

Lycoperdon, Bovist, r. doZdevik

FrK

a) In der Jugend mit einer kisig-markigen Masse gefiillt, die spéter in dunkles
Sporenpulver zerfillt.

b) Im Reifezustand reifit die AuBenhiille an der Spitze mit einem zischenden
Gerausch auf.

c) Der Sporenstaub entweicht in Form einer Rauchfahne bzw. eines Spriih-
regens.

d) Die leere Hiille verféarbt sich briunlich und verfault.

foskulak “hohles Ohr’ (B 228) — FrK b

— Da der Bovist einen kugel- oder birnenformigen Fruchtkorper hat, kann
‘Ohr’ nicht die Form betreffen; alle Namen mit der Komponente ‘Ohr’ oder
‘taub’ beziehen sich beim Bovist auf die ohrenbetiubende Wirkung, d.h., auf
die Taubheit, die das Platzgerdusch des Pilzes verursachen soll.

kegi mantar ‘Ziegenpilz’ (B 228) — FrK b

— Der Name verbindet wahrscheinlich den Laut, der beim Aufreilen der Pilz-
hiille entsteht, mit der Blihfreudigkeit der Ziegen.

kurtmantar: “Wolfspilz’ (Stw 567) - FIK b

— Die Benennung diirfte mit dem Gattungsnamen Lycoperdon, wortlich
‘Wolfsfurz’, zusammenhéngen; cf. M II: 1465 Wolfsfist (Wolfsfurz).

posalak ‘Aufplatzer’ (B 228) — FrK b

— Cf. DS IX: 3472 posalak ‘kuruyunca toz gibi ufalanan bir gesit mantar’
(Kastamonu) und DS V: 1877 fosalmak ‘patlamak’ (Nigde).

pos mantart ~ fos mantar: ‘Schwelbrandpilz’ (B 228) — FrK ¢

— Cf. DS IX: 3471 pos ‘ara ara ve azar azar yakilan ates’ (Erzincan); M II:
1470 Rauchpilz, Rauchafaal (Rauchfafl).

puf mantar: ‘pff!-Pilz’ (B 228) — FrK b

— Cf. M II: 1468 Puffschwamm; das beim Aufplatzen des Pilzes horbare
zischende Gerausch wird mit der Lautmalerei puf umschrieben.

tozlu mantar ‘Pilz mit Staub’ (Stw 949) — F1K a
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yelli mantar ‘Pilz mit Fiirzen’ (Stw 1019) — FrK b

— Cf. M II: 1462 Fistling (Furzer), M II: 1466 Kuhfist (Kuhfurz), Eselsfurz,
Rofifurz u.a.

tozanag ‘Verstiuber’ (RALI:313) > FiK ¢

— Cf. M II: 1469 Stiubling, Staubmacher.

yayis gobdldyi ‘Regenpilz’ (RAL I: 313) - FiK ¢

yayi§ kimelegi ‘Regenpilz’ (TuRS 806) — FrK ¢

Suqraq gombad ‘tauber Pilz’ (TTDS 122) - FrK b

— Cf. M II: 1475 Tauber Schwamm.

qolaq pangisi ‘Ohrenpilz’ (TTDS 335) — FrK b

quig gombd ‘Blasenpilz’ (RTaS 250) — FrK b

— Cf. M II: 1471 Herestblés (Herbstblase).

sayyiraw gombd ‘tauber Pilz’ (TaRS 472) — FrK b

tuz gémbd ‘Verstauberpilz’ (TTDS 122) - FrK ¢

yamyir bdsmdge ‘Regenpilz’ (BRS 722) - FrK ¢

sapiraw qulaq ‘taubes Ohr’ (RKBS 145) — FrK b

Zapbirsi ‘wie Regen’ (OQS I: 197) - FiK ¢

Zapbirsop ‘Regenkraut’ (XQBS 104) - FiK ¢

kerepqulaq ‘taubes Ohr’ (DKF 63 ‘vesse-de-loup’) — FrK b

— Der Gebrauch des Synonyms keren anstelle von sagiraw dient offenbar zur
Unterscheidung des Namens von der generellen Pilzbenennung sapirawqulag.
tuzyan ‘Verstiduber’ (WB III: 1506) — FiK ¢

Zer diiloy ‘die Erde [macht] taub’ (RKiS 168) — FrK b

Zapbirsi ‘wie Regen’ (RKkS 198) — FrK ¢

nagmir miskezi ‘Regenpilz’ (RXS 189) — FiK ¢

&a’s moogiizii ‘Regenpilz’ (RTuv 139) — FrK ¢

tapara saaya ‘Gottesscheifle’ (RJaS 140) - FrK d

— Cf. M II: 1473 Diivelsdreck (Teufelsdreck) und M II: 1475 Kuihtotschen
(Kuhfladen).

hdlha kémpi ‘Ohrenpilz’ (CRS 149) — FrK b

holhana pitéreken kdmpa ‘Pilz, der die Ohren taub macht’ (ASm XVI: 154)
FiK b

hulhana huplakan kdmpa ‘Pilz, der die Ohren zumacht’ (A$m XVI: 154) —
FiK b

savdr kimpi ‘Murmeltierpilz’ (CRS 318) — FrK b

— Der Name assoziiert das Platzgerdusch des Pilzes mit dem Pfiff eines
Murmeltieres.

sukkarlatakan kampa ‘Pilz, der blind macht’ (Dmitr 146) — FrK ¢

— Cf. M II: 1474 Blindschwammerl und Blinnewel (blindmachender Nebel);
angeblich verursacht der Sporenstaub Blindheit.

syr kampi “Kisepilz’ (CRS 343) — FiK a

— Cf. M II: 1473 Teufelskaas (Teufelskise), Hexenquark. Egorov (1964: 200)
vermutet einen Zusammenhang von syr mit kas., kirg. siz ‘Feuchtigkeit’; hier
ist aber das russische Lehnwort syr ‘Kése’ gebraucht, d.h., daB sich der Pilzna-
me auf den késesdhnlichen Inhalt des jungen Fruchtkérpers bezieht.

§ér kampi “Exdpilz’ (CRS 359) — FiK a

§ér sivé ‘Erdfett’ (CR 412) - FiK a
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Sumdir kampi ‘Regenpilz’ (RCS 28) — FiK ¢
tislek kaimpi “Mistpilz” (CRS 149) — FiK d
tusan kéimpi ‘Staubpilz’ (RCS 28) — FiK a
— Cf. M II: 1469 Staubschwamm.

usal kdmpa ‘boser Pilz’ (RCS 28) — FrK b

Lycoperdon giganteum, Riesenbovist

FrK  Enthilt bei der Reife rostbraunes Sporenpulver.

kit.  gina mantari ‘Hennapilz’ (HKr 165) — FrK
— Die rostbraunen Sporen werden mit dem zur Rotférbung benutzten Henna-
pulver gleichgesetzt.

Marasmius oreades, Nelkenschwindling, r. opénok lugovoj

H Bei trockenem Wetter stark zusammengeschrumpft.

S Sehr lang und diinn, biegsam.

v In Ringen oder Reihen auf Wiesen und Weiden.

ttii. mehtepesi mantar: ‘Reisighaufenpilz’ (B 208) - H
— Cf. DS IX: 3182 muhtepesi ‘bir ¢esit mantar’ (Bolu, Ankara) sowie DS IX:
3180 mih ‘odun’ (Bolu). Der Name bezieht sich auf die Eigenart des Pilzes, bei
Trockenheit einzuschrumpfen, c¢f. M III: 55 Diirrbehnd! (Diirrbeinlein) und
Grofes Diirrbein.
saplh mantar ‘Pilz mit Stiel’ (B 208) — S
— Cf. M III: 55 Haufoif3l (Hochfiilein); die Hervorhebung des Pilzstiels
erklért sich aus dessen ungewdhnlicher Héhe.

tsch.  hur kajék kimpi ‘Wildganspilz® (RCS 28)— V
— Die sogenannten Hexenringe, die der Pilz im Gras bildet, werden mit der
Flugformation von Wildgénsen verglichen.
karta kimpi ‘Kreispilz’ (CRS 138) - V
— Cf. M III: 55 Kreisling.
Serem kiimpi ‘Graspilz’ (CRS 149) — V
— Cf. M III: 55 Grdsschwdm, Wisnschwdm.

Merulius lacrymans, Hausschwamm, r. domovoj grib
A% Auf verbautem Holz in Hiusern.
ba. 0y bdsmdge ‘Hauspilz’ (BRS 136) - V

Morchella, Morchel, r. smorcok
E Im Frithjahr.
H Ellipsoid oder kegelférmig, durch Lings- und Querleisten grubig gefeldert;
gelb- bis graubraune Haut.
S Zylindrisch.
v Unter Gebiischen und auf lichten Waldstellen.
tti dedebortii ‘Groflvaterungeziefer’ (B 192) - H
— Als Ungeziefer werden die dunkleren Griibchen betrachtet.
gobek mantar: ‘Nabelpilz’ (B 192) - H
gobelek ~ kiébelek ‘Beule’ (B 192) - H
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— Cf. DS VI: 2115 gobelek (allgemein) ~ gobek (allgemein) ~ gofek (Ma-
latya) ~ gomelek (Sivas) ~ govelek (Elaz13) ~ goven (Corum) ‘yenilen bir ¢egit
mantar’ sowie gobelek ‘siskin, kabarik’ (Corum, Ordu, Ankara).

kuzugobegi ‘Lammernabel’ (B 192) - H

— Cf. DS VIIIL: 3022 kuzugobegi ‘bir gesit mantar’ (Denizli, Tokat, Ankara).
kuzu mantar: ‘Lémmerpilz’ (B 192) - E

— Die Morcheln erscheinen zur Zeit des Lammerwurfs.

guzugobaldyi ‘Lammerpilz’ (ARS 112) - E

kdji gombdse ‘Ziegenpilz’ (TaRS 321) —» V

— Ziegen halten sich mit Vorliebe bei niedrigen Geholzen auf, um das Blatt-
werk abzuknabbern.

biirkbas ‘Borkkopf” (TSB 88) - H

— Der Hut wird mit einem bérk, einer hohen Kopfbedeckung aus Filz oder
Tuch, assoziiert.

gozu qarin ‘Lammermagen’ (KiRS 392) - H

— Die Felderung des Hutes entspricht der blattartigen Faltung des Blitter-
magens. Bei anderen Hutpilzen werden die Lamellen dem Blittermagen eines
Lammes gleichgesetzt.

miccistayas tilldy ‘Pfeifhasenpilz’ (RJaS 589) — H+S

— Der Fruchtkérper erinnert offenbar an einen aufgerichteten Pfeifhasen.

aka kiimpi ‘Ackerpilz’ (CRS 149) - H

— Der briunliche gefelderte Hut &hnelt einem frisch gepfliigten Acker.

kétra kimpa ‘lockiger Pilz (CRS 154) - H

— Die Felderung des Pilzhutes wird mit einem Lockenkopf verkniipft.

sélé kimpi “Haferpilz’ (CRS 325) — H+S

— Der Fruchtkérper der Morchel gleicht im Umri8 dem rispenartigen
Fruchtstand des Hafers, seine Felderung dessen Ahrchen.

Morchella elata var. deliciosa, Hohe Morchel

H
ttil.

Spitzbogenf6rmig.

yeryaran ‘Erdspalter’ (B 192) - H

— Cf. DS XI: 4254 yeryaran (Bolu, Corum, Sinop, Amasya, Sivas, Antalya,
Mugla) ~ yeryara (Amasya) ‘bir gegit mantar’. Der Name bezieht sich auf den
aus der Erde hervorbrechenden spitzigen Hut.

Morchella esculenta, Graubraune Speisemorchel

H

ttil.
as.

Ellipsoid, durch Lings- und Querleisten grubig gefeldert; dunkelgraubraune
Haut.

siyah mantar ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (Stw 835) - H

guzugarni ‘Laimmermagen’ (ASE VI: 102)— H

Paxillus atrotomentosus, SamtfuSkrempling, r. svinuxa tolstaja

F
G
H
as.
tat.

Bitter schmeckend.

Unangenehm.

Konvex bis spatelférmig, mit eingerolltem Rand; dunkel- oder rotbraune Haut.
aji gobdldk ‘bitterer Pilz’ (RAL III: 136) — F

al gémbd ‘purpurroter Pilz’ (RTa 640) — H
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ba. dunyiz basmdge ‘Schweinepilz’ (BRS 136) - G

kas.  gaban qulag ‘Eberohr’ (OQS II: 309) - H
sapgirawqulaq ‘taubes Ohr’ (OQS II: 309) - H
sasiq sagirawqulaq ‘Stinkpilz’ (XQBS 70) - G

Paxillus involutus, Kahler Krempling, r. svinuxa tonkaja
H Olivbraune Haut, in der Mitte schmierig.
tsch.  ut tuti ‘Pferdelefze’ (CR 519) — H

Phallus impudicus, Stinkmorchel, r. veselka, vyskocka

FrK  Im Jugendstadium eiférmig; im Reifezustand stielartig, mit schleimiger griin-
licher Kappe.

G Durchdringend nach Aas.

ba. Saytan yomortgahi ‘Teufelsei’ (BRS 652) — FrK
— Cf. M III: 660 Teufelsei, Hexenei.

chak. aday miskezi ‘Hundspilz’ (XRS 108) — G
— Mit dem Gestank des Pilzes wird der scharfe Geruch von Hundeharn
assoziiert, ¢f. M IIl: 661 Hunsmorchel, der Terminus aday miskezi ist mit
‘smor-¢ok’ (Morchel) definiert, kann sich jedoch nur auf die nicht verwandte,
aber dhnliche Stinkmorchel beziehen.

tsch.  §ér $u “Erdsl’ (RCS 28) — FIK
— Cf. M III: 661662 Schmiahéitl (Schmierhiitlein), Erdschmeer (Erd-
schmiere).

Phellinus ignarius (= Polyporus ignarius), Falscher Zunderschwamm, r. ivovaja guba,
trutnik ivovyj

FrK  Hufeisenformig.

v An Weiden.

usb.  tdl bugdgi ‘Weidenbeule’ (RUzS II: 599) — Frk und V
tal zamburuyi ‘Weidenpilz’ (RUzS II: 599) = V

jak.  diiot kunaaga ‘Weidenpilz’ (Pek I: 1217) - V

Pholiota mutabilis, Stockschwimmchen, r. opénok letnij
v Auf Baumstiimpfen.
ttii. agag¢ mantar: ‘Baumpilz’ (B 194) - V

kiitiik mantar: ‘Baumstumpfpilz’ (B 194) - V
usb.  fonka zamburuyi ‘Baumstumpfpilz’ (RUzS I: 732) - V
jak.  dopocok tilldyd ‘Baumstumpfpilz’ (RJaS 366) — V
tsch.  tunkata kimpi ‘Baumstumpfpilz’ (RCS 28) — V

Piptoporus betulinus (= Polyporus betulinus), Birkenporling, r. berézovaja guba,
berézovyj narost, caga, trutvik berézoyj

FrK  Rundlich oder nierenférmig.

v An Birkenstdémmen.

w Verwendung als Zunder.

tat. qayin qui ‘Birkenzunder’ (TaRS 206) - V und W
qayin mdskdse ‘Birkenpilz’ (TaRS 206) = V
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usb.

alt.
jak.
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ayastiy siiyeli ‘Baumwarze’ (OQS II: 510) — FrK und V

— Tryjarski (1977: 248) verweist darauf, daB8 tsch. kdmpa ‘Pilz’ auch eine
Warze am Kopf eines Menschen bezeichnen kann.

qayin bugayi ‘Birkenbeule’ (RUzS II: 599) — FrK und V

qayin zamburuyi ‘Birkenpilz’ (RUzS II: 599) — V

meske (ORS 110) ‘Beule (?)’ — FrK

xatip kunaaya ‘Birkenpilz’ (Pek I: 1217) -V

Pleurotus eryngii, Kriuterseitling

v
ttil.

Auf Trockenrasen.

koyun mantar: ‘Schafpilz’ (B 164) >V

— Der Pilz parasitiert auf Mannstreu, Eryngium campestre, einer distelartigen
Pflanze, die vornehmlich auf Schafweiden wéchst und von Schafen gerne ge-
fressen wird.

Pleurotus ostreatus, Austernseitling, r. veSenka

H

A%
w
ttii.

as.

tsch.

Muschelformig, mit lateralem Stiel; glinzende graublaue bis schiefergraue
Haut.

An Laubholzstimmen dachziegelartig angeordnet.

Guter Speisepilz.

ipek mantar: ‘Seidenpilz’ (B 164) - H

kabakulak mantar: ‘Mumpspilz’ (B 164) - H

— Die gewdélbten, an einem seitlichen Stiel sitzenden Hiite heben sich wie ein
geschwollenes Ohr vom Baumstamm ab.

karacaoglan mantar: ‘Karacaoglan-Pilz’ (B 164) - H

— Der Volkssénger Karacaoglan, dessen Name wortlich ‘schwirzlicher Junge’
bedeutet, stammte aus Siidanatolien und hatte den fiir diese Region typischen
dunklen Teint.

karakulak mantar: ‘Schwarzohrpilz’ (B 164) — H

kara mantar ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (B 164) - H

kaymn mantar: ‘Birkenpilz’ (B 164) - V

kulak mantar: ‘Ohrenpilz’ (B 164) — H

yaprak mantar: ‘Blattpilz’ (B 164) - H

— Durch den seitlichen Stiel hat der Pilz ein blattartiges Aussehen.

asilgal ‘Aufgehingter’ (ASE VI: 102) - H

— Der Pilzhut scheint mittels des Stiels am Baum aufgehéngt zu sein.

a$ kimpi ‘Fleischpilz’ RCS 27) - W

Polyporus destructor, Holzschwamm, r. drevesnyj grib

v
tat.

Auf feuchtem Gebilk.
biirdnd gombdse ‘Balkenpilz’ (TaRS 121) -V

Polyporus frondoesus, Klapperschwamm, r. baran-grib

H
tsch.

Spatelformig; braune, am Rand weilliche Haut.
taka kimpi ‘Widderpilz’ (RCS 27) - H
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— Die dachziegelartig angeordneten Hiite bilden am Grund alter Laubbdume
einen Rasen, der dem Vlies eines Widders entspricht; cf. M III: 956 Gluck-
henne und Graue Gans.

Polyporus squameosus, Schuppiger Porling, r. pestrec

H

A%
tti.
tsch.

Mit braunen Schuppen bedeckt.

An Laubbéumen.

kara mantar ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (B 157) - H

hérhi kimpa ‘Eulenpilz’ (ASm XVI: 133) - H

— Die braunen Schuppen des Hutes werden mit den dunklen Flecken des Eu-
lengefieders verglichen.

horama kdampi ‘Ulmenpilz’ (ASm XVI: 215) -V

Ramaria, Ziegenbart, r. rogatik

FiK
tti.

tsch.

Strauchartig verzweigt.

cullukca ~ gulluca ‘wie eine Matte aus Ziegenhaar’ (B 232) — FrK

— Cf. DS III: 1303 culluk ‘kildan yapilmig yaygi® (Istanbul).

sacak mantar ‘Fransenpilz’ (B 232) — FrK

— Cf. DS VII: 2260 halisagag: ‘etrafi sagakli mantar’ (Sinope).

s&lé kimpi “Haferpilz’ (RCS 28) — FrK

— Der Vergleich bezieht sich auf den rispenartigen Fruchtstand des Hafers.
turatld kiimpa ‘Pilz mit Zweigen’ (RCS 28) — FrK

Ramaria aurea, Goldgelbe Koralle

FrK
ttil.

Strauchartig verzweigt; goldgelb.
kadinparmag ‘Frauenfinger’ (B 232) — FrK
— Cf. M I: 1036 Fingerlischwamm.

Ramaria condensata, eine Ziegenbart-Art

FiK
ttii.

Strauchartig verzweigt; gelbrot.

civciv ayagr mantar ‘KikenfuBipilz’ (B 232) — FrK
— Cf. M I: 1036 Hinkelchesfu8 (Hithnchenfuf).

erigte mantan: ‘Fadennudelpilz’ (B 232) — F1K

— Cf. M I: 1039 Zatzerling (Faserling).

keditirnag1 mantar: ‘Katzenkrallenpilz’ (B 232) — FrK
— Cf. M I: 1036 Katzentappen.

Ramaria flava, Zitronengelbe Koralle

FrK
ttil.

Strauchartig verzweigt; schwefel- oder zitronengelb.

pirpirim ‘Portulak’ (B 232) — FrK

— Cf. DS IX: 3459 pirpirim ‘semizotu’ (mit vielen Varianten) < arm.
p°ro‘rem ~ pirpirim < pers. parparam ‘purslain’ (Dankoff 1995: E202). Die
Namensiibertragung assoziiert offenbar die verzweigten rétlich iiberlaufenen
Stengel des Portulaks, Portulaca oleracea mit den ebenfalls verzweigten gel-
ben Astchen des Pilzes.

tellice ‘wie mit Drahten’ (B 232) — F1K
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Russula, T4ubling, r. syroezka

H

ttil.

as.

tat.

ba.

tsch.

Niedergedriickt, Rand héufig gerieft; glatte braunliche oder rotliche Haut, in
der Mitte dunkel getént.

kaizilca ‘der Rétliche’ (B 180) - H

koglama mantar: ‘Pilz, der auf Widder macht’ (B 180) - H

— Der Name scheint den gerieften Hutrand mit dem gedrehten, an den Kanten
geriffelten Gehdm eines Widders gleichzusetzen.

zol-zol papagli gobdldk ‘Pilz mit gestreiftem Kalpak® (RAL III: 300) - H

— Die Benennung bezieht sich auf die Form des Hutes sowie auf die Riefen
am Hutrand.

al gombd ‘purpurroter Pilz’ (RTaS 164) - H

harig bdsmdge ‘Schafpilz’ (TSB 123) - H

Cigge-ciir ‘es glitht in der Senke’ (RTuvS 593) - H

— Die niedergedriickte Hutmitte hebt sich insbesondere bei den rotlichen Ar-
ten durch ihre dunklere Férbung wie eine Feuerstelle ab.

Jjaka kimpa ‘glatter Pilz’ (CRS 587) - H

Russula adusta, Rauchbrauner Schwarztiubling, r. podgruzdok cernyj

H
tsch.

Rauchgraue Haut.
hura kdmpa ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (RCS 28) - H

Russula chloroides, Schmalblitteriger T4ubling

v
ttil.

Aufkalkhaltigem Boden.
kayigkiran mantar: ‘Hauhechelpilz’ (B 180) —» V

— Der Pilz wichst in Gemeinschaft mit der Hauhechel, Ononis spinosa, die
ebenfalls kalkhaltige Béden bevorzugt.

Russula cyanoxantha, Frauentiubling, r. syroezka sine-Zéltaja

H
w
ttii.

tsch.

Niedergedriickt; stahlblaue, mitunter schiefergraue Haut, in der Mitte griin.
Vorziiglicher Speisepilz.

kara kug mantar: ‘Adlerpilz’ (B 180) - H

— Vermutlich wird die Farbe des Pilzhutes mit dem dunklen Gefieder des
Adlers assoziiert.

kara mantar ‘schwarzer Pilz’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) - H

majra kimpi ‘Frauenpilz’ (CR 224) - W

— Das Benennungsmotiv ‘Herrenpilz’ oder ‘Herrinnen- bzw. Frauenpilz’ fiir
exzellente Speisepilze findet sich in vielen europiischen Sprachen; der tschu-
waschische Name majra kdmpi ist wahrscheinlich eine Lehniibersetzung.

Russula delica, WeiBtiubling, r. podgruzdok belyj

F
A"
tsch.

Hart und sprode, bei Verletzung nicht milchend.

Unter Laubbdumen.

dvds kdrdsé ‘Espenmilchling’ (CRS 152) — V

hytdi kéird$ “harter Milchling’ (CRS 429) — F

tip kdrds “trockener Milchling’ (CRS 152) — F

— Die Einordnung des Weifltdublings als ‘Milchling’ erklért sich aus seiner
Ahnlichkeit mit dem Pfeffermilchling, Lactarius piperatus.
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Russula foetens, Stinktiubling, r. valuj

F Briichig.

H Gelbbraune Haut.

v Auf feuchten Boden.

as. Cayirkobdldyi ‘“Wiesenpilz’ (RALI: 113) -V

tat. sargilt-aq basli gombd ‘Pilz mit gelblichweilem Kopf® (RTa 56) - H
kas.  saryi§ sapirawqulaq ‘gelblicher Pilz’ (OQS I: 79) - H

tsch.  §emse kimpa ‘briichiger Pilz’ (RCS 27) — F

Russula lepida, Harter Zinnobertdubling
E Im Frithsommer.
F Bei Verletzung nicht milchend.
ttil. siitsiiz mantar ‘milchloser Pilz’ (B 180) — F
— Der Zinnobertiubling wird zur Unterscheidung von dem sehr #hnlichen,
aber milchenden Britling, Lactarius volemus als milchlos bezeichnet.
yaz mantar: ‘Sommerpilz’ (B 180) = E
yaz tirmiti ‘Sommer-tirmit’ (B 180) - E
— Der mit tirmit benannte Britling erscheint erst gegen den Herbst hin.

Russula melliolens (= Tricholoma russula), Honigtéubling, r. golubnik
H Karminrote Haut.
ba. al bdsmdk ‘purpurroter Pilz’ (TSB 82) - H

Russula virescens, Griinfelderiger T4ubling

H Grau- oder blaugriine Haut.

kas.  kokbas sapirawqulaq ‘Blaukopfpilz’ (XQBS 163) - H
kok sapirawqulaq ‘blauer Pilz’ (XQBS 163) - H

tel.  sdalddnsd (WB1IV: 479)
— < r. zelencéak, wortlich ‘Griinling’, das bei Radloff Russula virescens defi-
niert. Cf. M III: 1551 Griinling.

Russula xerampelina, Heringstaubling
H Purpurrote Haut.
ttil. tistiikizil mantar: ‘Auflen-rot-Pilz’ (B 180) - H

Suillus bovinus (= Boletus bovinus), Kuhrohrling, r. kozljak

H Konvex; schmierige rétlichbraune Haut.

v Unter Kiefern.

ba. kdzd bdsmdge ‘Ziegenpilz’ (TSB 100) - H
— Der schmierige Hut des Pilzes erinnert an das feuchte Maul von Wieder-
kéuern.

kas.  samirsin sagirawqulayi ‘Kiefernpilz® (XQBS 185) - V

tsch.  kacaka kéimpi ‘Ziegenpilz’ (RCS 28) — H
taka kimpi ‘Widderpilz’ (CRS 382) - H
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Suillus luteus (= Boletus luteus), Butterpilz, r. maslénok, masljanik, Zeltik

as.

tat.

ba.
kas.

chak.

jak.

tsch.

Im spiten Frithjahr.

Bis 18 cm breit; halbkugelig bis konvex; schmierige schokoladen- bis rost-
braune Haut.

Schwefelgelb.

Zylindrisch; voll, hart.

ayica mantar: ‘barenartiger Pilz’ (B 38)— H+S

ayr mantar: ‘Bérenpilz’ (B 38) — H+S

kaypak mantar ‘glitschiger Pilz’ (B 38) - H

— Cf. M I: 617 Schmierling, Schlabberpilz, Rotzling.

kuzu mantar: ‘Lammerpilz’ (Ok IV, Abb. 99) = E

— Der Pilz erscheint zur Zeit des Limmerwurfs.

sari yaylija ‘der gelbe Fettige’ (ASE VI: 102) - H und P

yayli gobdldk ‘Pilz mit Fett” (RAL II: 58) - H

— Cf. M I: 617 Schmalzschwamm.

mayli gémbd ‘Pilz mit Fett’ (TaRS 358) - H

may mdskd ‘Fettpilz’ (TTDS 315) - H

sari gombd ‘gelber Pilz’ (TaRS 470) — P

— Cf. M I: 617 Eierpilz.

siyir pangisi ‘Rinderpilz’ (TTDS 335) - H

— Cf. M I 617 Kuhbiiltz (Kuhpilz); der Name scheint den schmierigen
Schleim des Pilzhutes mit dem Geifer von Rindern zu assoziieren.

uris mdskd ‘Russenpilz’ (TTDS 315) - H+S

— Vermutlich auf den stimmigen Korperbau der Russen bezogen.
mayli biSmdk “Pilz mit Fett’ (BRS 136) - H

sapirawqulaq ‘taubes Ohr’ (OQS I: 402) - H

sariy miske ‘gelber Pilz’ (RXS 363) — P

aritlaay tdlldy ‘fettiger Pilz’ (RJaS 269) - H

saharyay tilldy ‘gelbroter Pilz’ (Pek III: 2629) - H

kiipéeme kimpa *dicker Pilz’ (CRS 185) — H+S

majra kimpi ‘Russinnenpilz’ (Dmitr 145) — H+S

— Mit mayra ‘Frau’ werden keine Tschuwaschinnen, sondern speziell Russin-
nen bezeichnet; der Vergleich orientiert sich an deren tippigen Formen.
masla kiimpa “fettiger Pilz’ (CRS 224) - H

mdntir kimpa ‘dicker Pilz’ (CRS 229) — H+S

Suld kdmpa ‘fettiger Pilz’ (ASm VII: 143) - H

tacka kimpa ‘feuchter Pilz’ (RCS 28) —» H

ut toti ‘Pferdelefze’ (ASm III: 320) - H

Terfezia arenaria, Sandtriiffel

FrK

v

Braunlich.

Nordafrika und Mittlerer Osten.

Arap mantan: ‘Araberpilz’ (B 169) - FrK und V

— Der Name greift die dunkle Hautfarbe der Araber auf, verweist aber zu-
gleich auf die Herkunft der Sandtriiffel.
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Tremella fuciformes, Weiler Zitterling

Frk  Himartig gewunden; weil}.

nuig. aq mu’er ‘weiBer mu’er’ (XUL 1016) — FrK
— Mit chin. mu-er, wortlich ‘Baumohr’, wird der grauliche Ohrlappenpilz,
Auricularia auricula bezeichnet.

Tricholoma georgii, Mairitterling

H Halbkugelig, spiter konvex; zartflaumige cremefarbene Haut.

tii. sar1 kiz mantar ‘Gelbe-Tochter-Pilz’ (B 60) - H
— Der Ausdruck assoziiert die helle Haut des drallen Pilzes mit dem blithen-
den Teint einer schénen Tochter. Cf. hingegen kara kiz mantar: fir den Erdrit-
terling, Tricholoma terreum.

Tricholoma pardinum (= Tricholoma tigrinum), Tigerritterling

H Mit seidigen braunlichen Schuppen besetzte silbergraue Haut.

tti. cincile ‘mit Splittern?’ (B 60) — H
— Cf. DS III: 976 cincile ‘iyi cins mantar’ (Bolu, Istanbul, Samsun, Sinop,
Trabzon, Ankara), DS III: 919 cincila ‘zehirsiz mantar’ (Kiitahya), DS III: 959
cicil ‘bir gesit mantar’ (Istanbul, Samsun, Tokat). Der Terminus bezieht sich
wahrscheinlich auf die Schuppen des Hutes, cf. DS III: 976 cinci ‘cam pargas1’
(Denizli) sowie cincilemek ‘tahillarin arasinda karigsmig ¢opleri el yordamiyla
aymrmak’ (Kerkiik). Im Aserbaidschanischen bezeichnet jinjile die Schuppen-
miere, Spergularia sp.

Tricholoma sulphureum, Schwefelritterling
H Schwefelgelbe Haut.
tii. kiikiirt mantar: ‘Schwefelpilz’ (B 60) - H

Tricholoma terreum, Erdritterling

H Kegelformig, spiter flach und gebuckelt; graubeschuppte Haut.

ttii. kara kiz mantar: ‘Schwarze-Tochter-Pilz’ (B 60) — H
— Mit gara qiz wird bei vielen Tiirkvélkern eine unansehnliche Tochter, d.h.,
eine alte Jungfer, bezeichnet; cf. aber sart kiz mantar: fir den Mairitterling,
Tricholoma georgii.

Tricholoma ustaloides (= Tricholoma albobrunneum), Bitterer Eichenritterling
H Rotbraune Haut.
S WeiBlich, rotbraun gezont.
ttii. sigwr mantar: ‘Rinderpilz’ (B 60) - H+S
— Insbesondere der gescheckte Stiel erinnert an das Fell von Rindern.

Tuber (= Terfezia sp.), Triiffel, r. trjufel’

FrK  Kugelig.

\'% Unterirdisch, unter Laubb&umen.

tii. domalan ~ tomalan ~ dolaman ‘Geschwulst’ (B 169) — FrK
— Cf. DS IV: 1543-1544 dolaman (allgemein) ~ dolman (Denizli) ~ doluman
(Burdur, Aydin) ~ domalak (Nigde) ~ domalan (allgemein) ~ dombala (Di-
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yarbakir) ~ dombalak (Diyarbakir) ~ dombalan (Bilecik, Bursa, Diyarbakir) ~
dolemen (Zonguldak) ~ duluman (Isparta) ‘patatese benzeyen ve yenilebilen
bir ¢esit mantar’.
domuz elmas: ‘Schweineapfel’ (B 169) — FrK
— Zur Triiffelsuche werden neben Hunden auch Schweine benutzt.
keme ~ kemi (B 169)
— < ar. kam’a ‘Triffel’. Cf. DS VIII: 2738 keme ‘patatese benzeyen bir gesit
mantar’ (Urfa, Gaziantep, Yozgat, Nevsehir).
yermantar: ‘Erdpilz’ (Stw 1025) -V
— Cf. M IV: 843 Erdschwamm, Erdnuf3.
as. yerdombalani ‘Erdgeschwulst” (RAL III: 353) = FrK und V
— Cf. M 1V: 844 Erd-Beulen.
tkm. domalan ‘Geschwulst’ (TuRS 278) — FrK
tat. tomalan ‘Geschwulst’ (TaRS 544) — FrK
tsch.  topol’ kimpi ‘Pappelpilz’ (Dmitr 147) - V

Tuber magnatum, Lauchtriiffel
FrK  Ockergelb oder griulich mit griinlichen Sprenkeln.
tii. alaca keme ‘gesprenkelte Triiffel’ (Stw 27) — F1K

Tuber rufum, Rote Triiffel

FrK  Rotbraun.

A" Unterirdisch.

ttii. karmizi yermantar: ‘roter Erdpilz’ (Stw 528) — FrK und V

Xerocomus subtomentosus (= Boletus subtomentosus), Ziegenlippe, r. gluxoj grib,
moxovik zelenyj

H Konvex; feinfilzige hellolivbraune Haut.

as. kecigobdldyi ‘Ziegenpilz’ (RAL II: 103) - H
— Der samtig-filzige Hut wird offenbar mit der Maulpartie von Ziegen ver-
glichen.

tat. miik gombdise ‘Moospilz’ (TRLS 39) — H

— Cf. M I: 624 Moosheed] (Mooshauptlein).
tsch.  mdk kimpi ‘Moospilz’ (RCS 28) - H

Zusammenfassung

Die Benennungsmotive der tiirksprachigen Pilznamen greifen zum einen optische
Wahrnehmungen, zum anderen individuelle Erfahrungen im Umgang mit Pilzen auf.
Wesentliche visuelle Momente sind die Form bzw. ein spezielles Merkmal des
Fruchtkorpers, Farbung und Musterung der Haut sowie die Beschaffenheit von
Fleisch und Milch. Eine wichtige Rolle spielt ebenso der an bestimmte Baume oder
Substrate gebundene Standort der Pilze, d.h., die Benennung nach dem Mykorrhiza-
Verhéltnis bzw. einer saprophytischen Lebensweise; manchmal wird auch die Er-
scheinungszeit zur Kennzeichnung des Pilzes verwendet. Motive, die in guten oder
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schlechten Erfahrungen mit Pilzen begriindet sind, beziehen sich auf deren Verwert-
barkeit, auf den Geschmack des Fleisches sowie auf die toxische Effizienz.

Zur metaphorischen Umschreibung eines Pilzes werden oft Bilder gewdhlt, die
dem téglichen Leben entnommen sind. Héufig ist eine Assoziation mit Gegenstinden
aus dem menschlichen Bereich wie z.B. Hausrat und Kleidung. Daneben gibt es eine
Vielzahl von Bezeichnungen, die das Aussehen eines Pilzes mit Korperteilen von
Haustieren, insbesondere von Weidevieh, verkniipfen und damit indirekt auch auf
sein Vorkommen hindeuten. Die Einbeziehung von Tieren, die als giftig gelten oder
in einem schlechten Ruf stehen, verweist euphemistisch auf Giftpilze. Eine &hnliche
Funktion kommt Hiillwortern zu, die ohne Nennung des Verursachers toxisch be-
dingte Wahnzusténde bzw. todliche Ereignisse festhalten.

Tryjarski (1977: 242) geht von einem bereits fiir die frithen Tiirken verbindlichen
Sprachtabu bei Pilznamen aus, das nicht nur die mangelhaften Pilzkenntnisse der
Tiirkvélker, sondern zudem ihre sparliche einschldgige Terminologie erkldren konn-
te. Er fligt hinzu: “In this connection it seems natural that almost all generic and
some specific Turkic names for mushrooms, both ancient and new, should have been
borrowed.” Betrachtet man die tiirkische Pilzlexik unter diesem Aspekt, so wird
anhand des hier vorgelegten Materials deutlich, daB8 generelle Pilzbezeichnungen in
den Randbezirken der Turcia vornehmlich aus Lehnwortern, in der inneren Region
hingegen aus tiirkischen Termini bestehen; zwischen Rand und Mitte sind sowohl
Entlehnungen wie origindre Begriffe gebrduchlich. Die Anzahl der tiirkischen Be-
nennungen ist aber wesentlich hoher als die der Lehnworter. Bei den speziellen Pilz-
bezeichnungen sind—abgesehen von einigen regionalen oder dialektalen Einspreng-
seln—fiir das gesamte Areal tiirksprachige Wortformationen belegt. Da die meisten
Gattungs- und Artnamen Komposita darstellen, deren zweite Komponente den Be-
griff ‘Pilz’ einbringt, gibt es zwangslédufig Zusammensetzungen mit entsprechenden
Lehnwortern. Abgesehen von den Lehniibersetzungen bringen die Benennungsmo-
delle jedoch immer eigene Vorstellungen zum Ausdruck.

Die Annahme von Tryjarski, da3 Pilze anscheinend noch heute einem Sprachtabu
unterliegen, ist zweifellos berechtigt. Eine solche Tabuierung diirfte sich aber kaum
in einem terminologischen Defizit, sondern vielmehr in den zahlreichen Hiillwortern
niederschlagen. Zu der mitunter mangelhaften lexikalischen Erfassung von Pilzbe-
zeichnungen bleibt anzumerken, daB sie aus der bei einigen Tiirkvolkern herr-
schenden Abneigung gegen Pilze und der damit verbundenen Zuriickhaltung bei den
Informanten resultieren kann. Sie ist wohl nicht zuletzt auch lexikographischen
Tendenzen zuzuschreiben, denn in manchen tiirksprachigen Worterbiichern aus der
ehemaligen Sowjetunion finden sich nur wenige Benennungen fiir eBbare oder giftige
Pilze, aber stets die Namen der Pilze, die auf Getreide bzw. Nahrungsmitteln schma-
rotzen und enorme Schiden verursachen konnen. Die Bezeichnungen fiir Mutterkorn,
Claviceps purpurea sowie fiir Schimmel-, Brand- und Rostpilze wurden jedoch nicht
in diese Untersuchung einbezogen.
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Abkiirzungen fiir Sprachen und Dialekte

alt. altaitiirkisch kirg. kirgisisch schor.  schorisch

as. aserbaidschanisch kkar.  krimkaraimisch tat. tatarisch

ba. baschkirisch kkp. karakalpakisch  tel. teleutisch

chak. chakassisch krt. krimtatarisch tkm.  tiirkmenisch
gag.  gagausisch kum.  kumiikisch tsch.  tschuwaschisch
gr. griechisch mong. mongolisch ttil. tiirkeitiirkisch
jak. jakutisch nuig.  neuuigurisch tuv. tuvinisch

kalm. kalmiickisch osm.  osmanisch usb. usbekisch

kas.  kasachisch pers.  persisch

k.b. karatschai-balkarisch r. russisch
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