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The Turkic strata of Salar:
An Oghuz in Chaghatay clothes?

Arienne M. Dwyer

Dwyer, Arienne M. 1998. The Turkic strata of Salar: An Oghuz in Chaghatay
clothes? Turkic Languages 2, 49-83.

As is often typical of geographically peripheral languages, Salar is both highly
conservative (of premodern Turkic features) and innovating (through language
contact). Its Turkic features represent several historical layers which reflect con-
tact with different Turkic groups. With such a complex synchronic picture and
with gaps in the historical record, Salar has been a difficult language to classify.
This paper presents new evidence against a genetic affiliation of Salar with mod-
ern Uyghur (i.e. Southeastern Turkic), and evidence for (1) a genetic relationship
with the Oghuz languages (Southwestern Turkic), and (2) sustained contact with
South Siberian and Qipchaq Turkic.

Arienne M. Dwyer, Institute for Oriental Studies, University of Mainz, D-55099
Mainz, Germany.

1. Overview

Salar (salar gah{fa) is a mixed language of Turkic origin with close to
70,000 speakers.' It is spoken primarily on the northern edge of the Ti-
betan plateau, in the modern-day Chinese province of Qinghai. It is al-
so spoken in neighboring Gansu province and to the northwest in
Eastern Turkistan (the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region).

Official Chinese population statistics for 1990 record the total number of Salars
as 88,697 (Bannister, China’s changing population: 322-323, cited in Gladney:
224). However, the actual number of Salar speakers is probably closer to 70,000:
most of those approximately 20,000 Salars who have settled in cities now speak
Chinese or, for the 3700 Salars in Xinjiang, Uyghur.
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Historical, ethnographic, and linguistic evidence suggests that the
Salars originated in Western Turkistan, in the area south of present-day
Samarkand. Salar is most likely related to modern Salor-(Salir-) Turk-
men. While no known historical record directly links the Salors to the
Salars, the legendary Salar ancestral leader Garaman is attested as a
descendant of the Oghuz khan’s grandson Salir.> From the Ta’rikh-i
Rashidi and Chinese accounts, we also know that the Salars arrived in
Amdo Tibet in the 14th c. C.E.? They may well have been a contingent
of the Mongolian army, given the timing and circuitousness of their
migration, and given the relatively high status they enjoyed throughout
the Mongol Yudn dynasty (Saguchi 1986: 112). In Amdo Tibet, the Sa-
lars intermarried with local Tibetans, and later with Chinese Muslims
(Huis). They also adopted many local customs and a settled agricultur-
al way of life. As a result of such sustained intercultural contact and
blending, the Salar language evolved into a mixed language, adopting
elements from Chinese and Tibetan at all levels of language: Phonolo-
gy, morphology, syntax, and the lexicon.

Due to extensive language contact down to the present day, both the
development of the Salar language and its synchronic phonology are
complex. Its oldest and most basic linguistic stratum, Turkic, is over-
lain with heavy Chinese and Tibetan adstrata. The Turkic stratum of

2 Polyakov: 96; Encyclopedia of Islam 4: 120, cited in Sdlazii shiliao jilu: 3. The
twenty-four Oghuz clans recorded in both Mahmiid al-Kashghari (11th c.) and
Rashid ad-din (14th c.) were descended from Oghuz khan. (Note, however, that
al-Kashghari’s “Oghuz” grouping was lexically and morphology quite different
from the modern languages described today as “Oghuz” (see Dankoff & Kelly
1982-1985).) Oghuz khan had six sons, each of whom had in turn four sons. Both
authors list the names of the twenty-four grandsons, which include Salyur (ac-
cording to al-Kashghari) or Salor (according to Rashid ad-din). The differing pro-
nunciations of the same name simply reflects the loss of medial -y-, a feature
typical of Oghuz-Turkic, and the alternation of the vocalism u# ~ o0 ~ i.

The Ta’rikh-i Rashidi mentions the Huchid Salar, i.e., the Salar living within
Hézhou, China (chapter 89, cited in Saguchi 1986:55). Among Chinese sources,
the Ming shi [History of the Ming dynasty], completed in 1735, dates the arrival
of the Salars in Xiinhua as the third year of the Hongw reign (1370) (Ming shi,
cited in Mi 1981:60).



The Turkic strata of Salar 51

Salar is itself composed of Oghuz, Qipchaq, and Southeastern Turkic
layers.

There are two dialects of Salar, Eastern (Qinghai, Gansu) and West-
ern (Xinjiang) Salar. The presence of Salars in the Ghulja area of Xin-
jiang is due to several small migrations of Salars from Qinghai to Xin-
jiang in the late 18th and late 19th centuries.*

Major previous studies on Salar include the following: grammar and
texts (TeniSev 1964, 1976a); origin and evolution of the language
(Drimba 1968, Hahn 1988); lexicon (Lin 1992); phonology (Dwyer
1996). The current study is based on field work during 1991-1993 in
China.’

Modern Salar is fundamentally a mixed language. It is a creole in
the sense that structures shifted from other languages have been incor-
porated into Salar and passed on to the next generation of Salar speak-
ers. Any holistic study of Salar (such as a grammar) must take these
language-contact features into account. While the present paper fo-
cuses only on the clarification of the Turkic elements in Salar, it should
not be inferred that Salar consists only of Turkic features. To do so
would be to overlook half of the language.

2. Salar stratigraphy and the classification of the Turkic languages

When a language is mixed, such as Salar, is classification into a branch
still useful? I would maintain that it is indeed useful for anchoring a

* While Eastern Salar has Chinese and Tibetan adstrata (especially in the lexicon
and in phonology), Western Salar has Uyghur and Qazaq adstrata. For a detailed
comparision of Eastern and Western Salar morphosyntactic adstrata, see Dwyer
1995a.

The bulk of the ethnographic and linguistic data in this article was collected by
the author during fieldwork on the Salars in Qinghdi, 1991-1993. I am particular-
ly indebted to the Qinghai Education Commission, to Xinjiang University, and
most of all to many Salar individuals for making this work possible. The research
was generously supported by Fulbright (U.S. Department of Education) and C.S.
C.P.R.C. (U.S. National Academy of Sciences) fellowships, 1991-92, and by a
U.S. Department of Education Foreign Language Area Studies fellowship, 1992-
1993; the analysis was supported in part by a U.S. National Endowment for the
Humanities Dissertation Grant during 1994-1995. I am indebted to Jerry Norman,
Marcel Erdal, and Claus Schonig for comments on earlier drafts of this article.
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language’s origins. However, at least equal attention must be paid to its
other components. The geological metaphor of strata layered one on
top of another suggests that languages consist of the sum total of ac-
creted elements over time: Languages cannot be described merely in
terms of their base, or language of origin; rather, they must be de-
scribed in terms of all their elements.

Languages in contact usually adopt elements of other languages.
When contact is heavy and sustained, as in the case of the once-mobile
Salars, then such shifted and borrowed structures are nativized. After a
few generations, it no longer makes sense to discuss whether such a
language is presently “Oghuz” or “Qipchaq”, since synchronically, it
may well include features of several groups. We can only say that a
language is, for example, Oghuz in origin, with “affinities with” or
“features shifted from” languages X and Y.

Languages in isolation and / or those which have sustained heavy
contact (such as Salar and Sarigh Yoghur) have been problematic for
traditional classificatory schemata. These “minor” languages have
been termed peripheral or “transitional”, since they possess features of
two or more “major” groups. The classification of the Turkic lan-
guages has been based overwhelmingly on phonetic criteria. Early
classifications by Samojlovi¢ (1922) were modified slightly by Ram-
stedt (1957), Benzing (1959), Menges (1959), Poppe (1965), Baskakov
(1969%), and Tekin (1989). The current paper, however, makes refer-
ence to important morphological and lexical criteria as well.

3. The position of Salar in the Turkic language family

The two Turkic language groups relevant to the classification of Salar
are Southwestern (Oghuz) and Southeastern Turkic. Over the years,
Salar has been considered to be: (i) an independent Northern / South-
eastern Turkic (Qipchaq / Chaghatay-type) language (Kor§ 1910, Sa-
mojlovi¢ 1922); (ii) an Eastern (Chaghatay-type) Turkic language
(Grenard 1898, Poppe 1953, Menges 1959, Pritsak 1959, Thomsen
1959, Gabain 1963; also Ramstedt 1957 and Résidnen 1969); (iii) an
Oghuz language with Qipchaq and Sino-Tibetan adstrata (Drimba
1968, TeniSev 1976a, Hahn 1988).

In this section, we present and critique the prinicipal arguments for
each hypothesis. Arguments for a particular classification center a-
round the presence of a feature X which is unique to Salar and that
Turkic branch, to the exclusion of other Turkic branches. Not surpris-



The Turkic strata of Salar 53

ingly, arguments against previous classifications are based on demon-
strating the non-uniqueness of feature X to that Turkic branch.

Salar has the distinction of being the easternmost modern Turkic
language in use. The Turkic speakers geographically closest to the Sa-
lars are the Sarigh Yoghur (“Yellow Uyghur”), three mountain-ranges
and as many days’ travel away. Geographically, it appears plausible
that the Salars could be an isolated Uyghur group. However, the evi-
dence presently available points to a basic affiliation with the modern
Oghuz languages, and a later acquisition of features from Qipchaq,
South Siberian, and Southeastern Turkic (here, Uyghur).

3.1. Salar as a “Northern” or “Eastern” Turkic language

In the early classifications of Kor§ (1910) and Samojlovi¢ (1922),
Salar was grouped both with “Eastern Turkic” ([New] Uyghur, Ozbek)
and with Qipchaq (e.g. Qazaq, Qirghiz). Drimba (1968:202), marshal-
ing evidence against this hypothesis, notes that the Salar features cited
as unique to North and Eastern Turkic (final -y in e.g. fay ‘mountain’;
post-consonantal y as in galyan ‘left behind’) are found in other Turkic
languages. Moreover, several typical Northern Turkic features are ab-
sent in Salar (e.g. Old Turkic d > d); Salar has ajax ‘foot’).®

3.2. Salar as an “Eastern” Turkic language

Until the late 1960’s, the prevailing view in Turcology was that Salar
was closely related to or even a dialect of modern Uyghur. Grenard
(1898), Poppe (1953), Pritsak (1959), Benzing (1959), Menges (1959),
Thomsen (1959), and von Gabain (1963) all asserted or implied that
Salar was closely affiliated with modern Uyghur. Benzing, Menges
and von Gabain classified Salar with Uyghur; Pritsak and Poppe
claimed Salar was an Uyghur isolate; Thomsen (1959) grouped Salar
with its closest geographic neighbor, Sarigh Yoghur (Drimba 1968:
203). :

Poppe (1953) exemplifies the Eastern-Turkic hypothesis for Salar.
As evidence for the claim that Salar was an aberrant dialect of modern
Uyghur, he cited four phonological features common to Uyghur and
Salar:

% Salar has however *d > d in at least one form, probably a borrowing from North-
ern Turkic: jalap adax ‘barefoot’.
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1. -j- and -y (from *d and *y), i.e., both have ajaq ‘foot’ and tay ‘mountain’ (Common
Tkc *adag, *tay); (OT ajay).

2. Both languages have initial j- (jol ‘road’), not &- as in Qipchaq (ol ‘road’) (OT jol).

3. Both have [ while Qipchaq has s (taf vs. tas ‘stone’, cf. CT *tiai (Poppe),’ (OT ta/).

4. Both often delete r in syllable-final position (e.g. &€ ‘morning’, OT drtd).

Even by Poppe’s own classification above, this evidence does not rule
out the possibility of Salar being a Southwestern (Oghuz) Turkic lan-
guage. Poppe himself notes that the Salar verb suffix -mi/ is generally
not found in the easternmost Uyghur dialects. This suffix became one
crucial piece of evidence in the other main view on Salar, that it be-
longs to the Oghuz Turkic group.

3.3. Salar as an “Oghuz” language

The Oghuz Turkic languages are said to possess the following phonol-
ogical features: *-y > y in initial syllable codas, e.g. Tkm. day ‘moun-

7 OT = Old Turkic. Other abbreviations used here are the following: * = Recon-
structed as ... ; > = develops from (diachronically); < = is derived from (dia-
chronically); <...> = orthographic form; ° = default epenthetic vowel (e.g. /var/ +
-°f — [varif]); Anat = Anatolian; Az = Azerbayjani; Chag = Chaghatay (Poppe
1953); Chuv = Chuvash; CT = Common Turkic; C.Tv. = Tuva spoken in China;
Kas. = Divan luyat at-turk, Mahmud al-Kashghari’s 11th century dictionary of
Southeastern Turkic; ET = Eastern Turki (Poppe 1953); E. Tkc = Eastern Turkic;
Mo = Standard Khalkha Mongolian; OT = Old Turkic (pre-13c. Turkic) (Réséinen
1969, Poppe 1953); poss = possessive (e.g. IlIposs = third-person possessive);
Rids = Risanen 1969; Qaz = Qazaq (Kazakh); Qir = Qirghiz (Kyrgyz); SY =
Sarigh Yoghur (Sari Yugur; “Yellow Uyghur”; Xibll Yugiyii); Ten = E. R. Te-
niSev’s work on Salar; Tkc = Turkic language family; Tkm = Turkmen (Tekin et
al. 1991); Tksh = modern standard Turkish (Redhouse 1890/1974); S.Sib.Tuv =
South Siberian Tuva; XJ / C. Tuva = Xinjiang (Chinese) Tuva; Uy = modern
standard Uyghur (Xinjiang daxué 1992); Wmo = Written Mongolian; Xaq =
Xagqas (Khakas) (TeniSev 1984). In addition, capital letters for obstruents denotes
non-specification for voicing, e.g. -DZi = [-&i ~ -{"i]; for post-palatal obstruents
it also denotes non-specification for backness, e.g. -Q = [-k" ~ -q"]. For vowels, it
denotes non-specification for backness, e.g. -A [-a ~ -3].

The so-called Common Turkic */ in *tial’® is one of two reconstructed varieties of
*1.
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tain’; Std. Turkish (dag [da:] ‘id.’, [dayi] ‘mountain-3.sg.poss.’), but
*.(G > J in non-initial syllable codas, e.g. OT jaday ‘on foot’; Tksh.,
Tkm. jaja ‘id.’; Tksh. ulu ‘great, high’; many *¢ > d and *k > g (e.g.
Tkm. gel- ‘come’); *0 (=*d) > j (e.g. Tkm. qujruq ‘tail’), as in Qipchaq
and modern Uyghur. In addition, it is assumed that a hypothetical pre-
Oghuz language must have preserved Old Turkic phonemic vowel
length, since vowel length distinctions exist in Turkmen. However,
since no other Oghuz language today preserves Proto-Turkic vowel
length, we cannot consider this an Oghuz feature per se.

The theory of Salar as an Oghuz language was first proposed by
Malov (1957), followed by TeniSev (1963), who also noted the influ-
ence of Southeastern Turkic languages. Drimba (1968) suggested that
Salar was an Oghuz language with a Chaghatay adstratum. Hahn
(1988: 268) has proposed that two adstrata are superimposed on
Salar’s Oghuz base: A “medieval stratum” consisting of Chaghatay
and Tuva-Khaqas features acquired during migration eastward across
Central Asia, and an “eastern stratum” (consistent with TeniSev’s anal-
ysis) of features acquired more recently by prolonged contact with
Sino-Tibetan and Mongolic peoples.’

Salar possesses certain phonological and morphosyntactic features,
as well as lexical items, which, it is claimed, are found exclusively in
the Oghuz languages. To date, the major evidence for an Oghuz basis
of Salar is its consonantism, the presence of the perfect / indirective
suffix -mif and certain Oghuz lexical items. Each feature will be ex-
amined in turn below; we will find that some of these features reflect
merely the preservation of Old Turkic archaisms rather than a relation-
ship with the modern Oghuz languages.

° While such a three-strata theory does provide an elegant explanation based on the
existing linguistic evidence, historically it may be more problematical. If the Sa-
lar migration from Transoxiana to Tibet was indeed part of Mongol troop move-
ments, it is doubtful that the Salar troops stayed long enough in Tuva-Khaqas
speaking areas to have acquired an entire new stratum to their language. The Sa-
lars more likely simply borrowed individual lexical items.
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4. Oghuz elements in Salar

4.1. Stop voicing (consonantism)

There are two interrelated issues with regard to the voicing of initial
obstruents: Their correspondence, if any, to a possible Orxon Turkic
initial obstruent voicing, and the theoretical issue of whether to de-
scribe the surface contrasts of initial obstruents in terms of voicing or
aspiration. In sum, if we posit an initial obstruent voicing distinction in
Orxon-Turkic, then it is preserved in a certain set of words in the
Oghuz languages. In other Turkic languages including Salar, this has
been reanalyzed as an aspiration distinction. While as a result Salar
“sounds Chinese”, harmonic processes of consonant suffixes behave in
a typically Turkic fashion. For this reason, the binary distinction of
initial obstruents in Salar is best described as a voicing distinction, as I
have argued extensively elsewhere (Dwyer 1996).

Taking the diachronic issue first, we note that the Oghuz languages
have a subset of voiced initial consonants which correspond to voice-
less homorganic initial consonants in other Turkic languages. This is
also a feature of Salar. Words that have exclusively initial # in Uyghur,
for example, correspond to a set of cognate words with initial d, and
another set with initial # in Turkmen (Turkmen dar ‘mountain’, but tut-
‘to hold’, cf. Uyghur tay, tut-, Salar day, tfut-).

Why this apparent distinction was preserved in certain Oghuz words
and not others appears arbitrary. Some have theorized that these voiced
initials were preserved when followed by another voiced consonant
(e.g. Turkmen das, tut-), but there are many counter-examples (e.g.
Tkm. dy/ ‘dream’). Others have suggested that initial obstruents are
voiced before front vowels, ' e.g. Tkm. gel- ‘to come’, dgrt ‘four’; but
a few counter-examples can also be found, such as Tkm. kgp ‘much’,
tyket- ‘to end’. This may indicate that Old Turkic actually contrasted
*d and *¢, although this distinction is not (or not consistently) reflected
in the pre-13th century Turkic orthographies."

1% Excluding onomatopoetic words, such as Turkish kekele- ‘to stammer’.

" None of the orthographies used for pre-13th century Turkic consistently repre-
sented voicing contrasts in words of Turkic origin. Even with scripts which al-
lowed represention of a four-way contrast in onsets (such as the Brahmi and Ti-
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In addition to the Oghuz languages'? and Salar, Tuva and Sarigh
Yoghur” also have this dual-reflex feature. However, in Salar and
Sarigh Yoghur the phonemic voicing distinction (z-d, k-g etc.) is real-
ized phonetically as an aspiration distinction. Menges (1995%) and oth-
ers have suggested that this reflects an Old Turkic fortis-lenis distinc-
tion. Nonetheless, the underlying contrast is one of voicing; e.g. Tuva
gel- ‘to come’, kelin ‘bride’.

In the following chart, the initial voicing contrasts in Oghuz are
compared with Orxon Turkic, Salar, and Southeastern Turkic. (Note
that Orxon Turkic did not contrast initial consonants for voicing; initial
*p is unattested in Orxon Turkic.)

Table 1. Voicing contrasts of initial Oghuz obstruents
(based on Menges 1995°)

Orxon Turkic Oghuz-Turkic Salar Southeastern Turkic
*h b,v Ml fol, vl b, p

*g t,d M/, /d/ t, rarely d

*klq (*K) k, g X/, Ig/ k

*f ¥ I/ 7

A major subset of lexical items with initial phonemically voiced stops
/b- d- g- G-/ in Salar correspond to voiced initials in the Oghuz lan-
guages, but largely to voiceless aspirates in non-Oghuz Turkic lan-
guages (represented here as p, t, k and g).

The underlying Salar forms are given below (parentheses indicate
non-cognates):

betan scripts used), voicing contrasts were only systematically represented in
non-Turkic lexemes.

Sporadic initial consonant voicing also occurs occasionally in the Qipchaq lan-
guages; e.g. Qumiq gifi ‘person’, cf. Qaz., Qirgh., Turkish, Ozb. kifi; Qumiq gel-
‘to come’, gpr- ‘to see’, gir- ‘to enter’, but kir ‘mud, filth’ (TeniSev 1984: 195).
Tuva is part of the South Siberian Turkic group; and Sarigh Yoghur is probably
related to South Siberian Turkic. On the latter, see Géng & Clark 1992.
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Table 2. Initial stop voicing in some Turkic languages"
CT OGHUZ SIBERIAN TURKIC QircH E.TKC GLOSS
Salar  Std. Turk- Sarigh S.Sib. XJ Qazaq Uyghur
Turkish men  Yoghur Tuva Tuva

*b  bitir- bitir- bitir-  puttur- bydyr-  bydy- bitir-  pyttyr-  ‘finish’

*b  bol- ol- bol-  bol- bol- bol- bol- bol- ‘become’
*t  tut- tut- dut-  tut-~tuht-  tut- dut- (usta-) tut- ‘grasp’

*t  daf taf da:f tas~tahs daf daf tas taf ‘stone’
*k  goz 8oz g9z kpz (karak) (karak) koz koz ‘eye’

*q Gif kif Gif  qoas kyfyn gqis qif ‘winter’
*f fix - tik- tiq- (un-) --- (yng) Jig- fig- ‘emerge’

* &igex (fikek gyl 'y yk ffefek dedek [efek (etfek ‘flower’

As can be seen above, the voicing of initial consonants in words even
within each language branch is not entirely consistent; in South Sibe-
rian Turkic, for example, Xinjiang Tuva has dut- but Literary South
Siberian Tuva has tut- ‘to hold’. Within the Oghuz languages, a similar
inconsistency exists, e.g. Turkish gymy/, Xasarli Turkmen gymy/, but
Literary Tkm. kymy/ ‘silver’ (TeniSev 1984: 194). Comparing Turk-
men and Sarigh Yoghur, which both have underlying voicing, we have
Turkmen {fatla- ‘to chop’, but Sarigh Yoghur dzahp-.

Next, there is the synchronic question: Do such initials contrast un-
derlyingly in aspiration or voicing? Salar has underlying /b d g G/, real-
ized initially as voiceless unaspirated [p t k q] or as semi-voiced [B D
G]. In Salar, I would suggest that [+voice] is phonemic and [-voice, -as-
pirated] is phonetic. In most Turkic languages, obstruents are said to be
distinguished by voicing (voiced vs. voiceless aspirated). The stops of
most Tibetan and Chinese dialects are said to possess an aspiration dis-
tinction (voiceless unaspirated vs. voiceless aspirated). The two east-

'“" The examples for this and subsequent tables are all drawn from the following
sources unless otherwise indicated: Turkmen: Tekin et al. (1995); Azerbayjani:
Azizbekov (1985); Turkish: Redhouse (1890/1974); Sarigh Yoghur: (Léi 1992);
S.Sib. Tuva: TeniSev (1968); Xinjiang (XJ) Tuva: Chén et al. (1985); Qazaq:
Nurbek (1990), Axmetova et al. (1974); Uyghur: Xinjiang daxué zhongyliwén xi
(1982).
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ernmost Turkic languages, Salar and Sarigh Yoghur, are located within
the Sino-Tibetan cultural area. They are possibly unique in the Turkic
family in that the distinction of noncontinuant obstruents is based (on
the surface at least) on aspiration. Examples from the Salar series p, p”,
t, 2, tf, ", k, ¥, g and ¢" in initial position follow:

[pluref ‘wrinkles’ [p"lurni ‘nose’

[tlox ‘lid’ [t"]ox ‘chicken’

[k]illa- ‘to be overly heavy’ [k"illa- ‘to be hurried, urgent’
[qlus ‘bird of prey’ [q"]us- ‘to vomit’

[f]epna- ‘to steam’ [§"lenna- ‘to become, turn into’

The distinction of noncontinuant obstruents on the basis of aspiration
in Eastern Salar has resulted in extremely strong aspiration in the aspi-
rated series, as in Sino-Tibetan. Thus the distinction in Salar appears to
resemble Sino-Tibetan system, not the Turkic one.

In the small body of literature on Salar, most researchers have as-
sumed that Salar (and Sarigh Yoghur) obstruents are distinguished on
the basis of aspiration, whereas obstruents of all other Turkic lan-
guages have a voicing distinction."

This question of voicing vs. aspiration has been deemed so basic
and obvious as to not merit attention: Only voicing is assumed phon-
emic in all other Turkic languages besides Salar and Sarigh Yoghur.
Here, however, I will entertain the hypothesis that the Eurasian con-
tinent is actually a phonological continuum, with a clear obstruent
voicing distinction in the languages of the west (e.g. Turkish, or Rus-
sian), a clear aspiration distinction in the east (e.g. Mandarin Chinese),
and a mixed system in between (e.g. Tuva or Salar).

15 See, for example, TeniSev (1976a: 57-60). Salar data is contrasted with several
northwestern Chinese dialects and with Amdo Tibetan. TeniSev concludes that as
a result of this language contact Salar has completely adopted the Chinese dis-
tinction based on aspiration. Poppe, on the other hand, assumed that Salar was an
Uyghur dialect. He found it unusual that unvoiced Common Turkic stops develop
into voiced phonemes (e.g. *q > G), although this phenomenon “is common in
Western Turkic” (1953: 443). Kakuk (1962:165), perhaps at the suggestion of the
Salar lingiust Hén Jianye, her primary informant attributes these word-initial
contrasts instead to devoicing (Lin & Hén 1986% 215, Lin 1985: 1).
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Why would this be a likely hypothesis? Most dialects of Chinese
and Tibetan clearly have a surface aspiration distinction. Mongolic and
Turkic languages are generally described as having a clear voicing
distinction, but in fact Mongolian and Uyghur initial voiced obstruents,
for example, often surface as voiceless or semi-voiced (Jerry Norman,
personal communication re Mongolian). I am suggesting that the area
which encompasses Western China, Eastern Turkistan, and South Si-
beria is likely a voicing : aspiration contact zone. I further suggest that
Salar has an underlying voicing distinction which has been obscured
on the surface by the strong local influence of Sino-Tibetan aspiration.

Phonetically, Salar and Sarigh Yoghur obstruents seem clearly
[faspirated]; but a voicing distinction in the other Turkic languages on
the eastern periphery is much less clear-cut. Most studies of the Turkic
languages assume categorically that obstruent distinctions are based on
voicing; whether this view is based on acoustic reality or influenced by
orthographic voicing distinctions in the Cyrillic and Arabic Turkic
scripts remains to be seen.

Since obstruents contrast underlyingly in voicing, obstruents here
are represented as p/b, t/d, {f/c, etc as follows:

Table 3. Representation of initial stop voicing in Salar

Underlying Represented as Surface Gloss

/bitir-/ bitir- put'ur- ‘to finish’
/purun/ purni p'urna ‘nose’

ftut-/ tut- 'ut- ‘to grab, hold’
/daf/ daf taf ‘stone’

/goz/ goz koz ‘eye’

[Gif/ Gif qif ‘winter’

[ at-/ ffat- ray’- ‘to chop’
[&idgek/ &idex &icgeg ‘xyloid flower’

The underlying Salar forms match those of Turkmen. Yet there are at
least two other languages which, like Salar, possess this set of voiced
initial stops. Neither Tuva and Sarigh Yoghur are Oghuz languages.
Yet both have Salar-type (i.e. Chinese-type) phonetic implementation
rules: The surface forms in Sarigh Yoghur and Tuva are distinguished
primarily by aspiration, not voicing. In the case of Tuva, it appears that
one subset of stop-initial words is distinguished on the basis of voic-
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ing, another by aspiration. (Studies of Tuva have not consistently indi-
cated these distinctions.) Until we have more ample data on Tuva, we
can tentatively conclude that Tuva stops may be of a transitional type,
whereby Chinese / Tibetan-type phonetic rules are inconsistently ap-
plied to the lexicon.'

Does the fact that the subset of voiced-initial words in these lan-
guages largely coincides indicate a common origin or the later acquisi-
tion of a regional feature? Salar consonantism provides evidence to re-
inforce the probable direct relation of Salar to the Oghuz languages.
Although these features are also found in non-Oghuz languages (Tuva
and Sarigh Yoghur), only Salar has in addition the Western Turkic ad-
jectival suffix -II'"7 (as in fayli ‘mountainous’, dahli ‘sweet’, cf. Tksh.
tatli; Az. dadli; Uy. tatliq). This constitutes Poppe’s third classificatory
criterion, *IVy > -Ii, -lu)."

Here I hypothesize that stop voicing does support the Oghuz hy-
pothesis. Nonetheless, with some more precise transcriptions of Tuva
and Sarigh Yoghur data, we could see whether or not these two lan-
guages, like Salar, have an underlying voicing but surface aspiration
distinction. If so, then the latter phonetic implementation rules have
become a regional feature of the Eastern Central Asian area.

4.2. Other phonological features

1. Weakening of *b > v: A subset of monosyllabic verbs with initial *b
are spirantized to v- in Salar. This spirantization also occurs in West
Oghuz (Turkish and Azerbayjani), and Khalaj (a Turkic isolate). In
Turkmen, *b > v is sandhi-conditioned, which suggests a likely path of
development for this sound change in the other Oghuz languages.

Most scholars (e.g. Menges 1995%) see Tuva as having a voicing distinction.
These voiced initials correspond to Mongolic and Tungusic *d-. This may indi-
cate that the less voiced, (i.e. voiceless unaspirated) set in Tuva reflects a contact-
induced change (or remnant) under Mongolic influence.

Western Turkic includes Oghuz, Qipchaq (except Qirghiz), and Chuvash (Scho-
nig, in this issue). Hahn (1988: 261-262, 268) suggested that -/l was exclusively
an Oghuz feature.

*adagq is also mentioned, but this feature is also not exclusive to Oghuz.
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*bar ‘to have, to be’ Sa. var ~ bar, Anat., Az. var, E. Tkc bar
*bdr- ‘to give’ Sa. ver-, Tksh. ver-, Az. vir-, cf. Oz. ber-
*bar- ‘to go’ Sa. var-, Tksh. var-, Oz. bar-
*bagq- ‘to watch, look at’ Sa. vax-, Tksh. bak-, Oz. bag-

2. Prothesis of v initially before a rounded vowel: Sa. /ur/ > /vur/ ‘hit’,
Tksh. vur, cf. Kas. <ur> (Poppe 1953: 465).

4.3. The perfect / indirective verbal suffix -mi/

This suffix has a dual function in Salar as a perfect tense-aspect marker
and as a pragmatic modal of indirect experience: The speaker’s knowl-
edge of the event is secondhand, inferred, brand-new, or indirectly-
perceived; cf. Dwyer (forthcoming 1998).

Sa. U ge:mif ‘S/he came’ (marked; often implies ‘I heard / I think / it seems’)
cf. U ge:di ‘S/he came (I saw)’ (unmarked; often implies ‘I know / saw / am
certain’)

The presence of this dual-function -mi/ suffix in Salar has been central
to arguments for an Oghuz origin for Salar (e.g. Hahn 1988). It has
been claimed that this suffix is a typically Oghuz feature, and does not
occur in non-Oghuz languages. Actually, although -mif occurs in Turk-
ish (and as a perfect marker in Azerbayjani and Gagauz), it is not a
characteristic of spoken Turkmen (though it occurs as an indirective
marker in the literary language). Furthermore, -mi/ does occur in non-
Oghuz languages such as Yakut (as a perfect) and Chaghatay (as a per-
fect / inductive). Hence -mi/ is neither typical of nor exclusive to
Oghuz Turkic.

The suffix -mijf in Salar is best considered an archaism, and reflects
the preservation of the Old Turkic perfect -mif. Indirectivity was likely
a secondary though early development; the oldest Turkic inscriptions
have examples where -mif has a discourse-pragmatic function and
clearly marks more than just anteriority or perfect aspect. Modern Sa-
lar -mi [ retains both of these functions.

The functional parallelism of -mif in Oghuz-Turkic (particularly
Turkish) and Salar suggests a similar pattern of development, but does
not constitute enough evidence to prove a genetic relationship between
Oghuz and Salar, since the suffix is absent in some Oghuz languages.
In the Black Sea dialects of Turkish, for example, only the perfect
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function of -mif is preserved as an archaism from Old Anatolian Turk-
ish (Brendemoen 1997).

That -mif does not occur (or occurs only sporadically) in Southeast-
ern Turkic as an indirective marker is, however, noteworthy. In mod-
ern Uyghur and Ozbek, the functional and semantic scope of -mif has
been severely narrowed, and perfect aspect and evidentiality / induc-
tivity are marked otherwise."

Thus, evidence suggests that indirective -mif in Salar is an Old
Turkic archaism; that it indicates at least a parallel development with
some Oghuz languages; and it suggests a different development from
that of Southeastern Turkic. As such it constitutes more a further ar-
gument against the Salar-as-an-Uyghur-dialect hypothesis rather than a
solid argument for Salar as an Oghuz Turkic language.

4.4 Serial verb constructions + particle DE in the imperative

The particle DE (realized in Salar as da ~ de ~ ta ~ te ~ ti) functions as
both a verbal connective particle (conjunctor) and as the conjunction
‘also’ (and by extension ‘both’ and ‘neither’). In verb complexes DE
occurs between an uninflected main verb V, and a directional comple-
ment V , as in (NP) V, DE V -TAM. Intervening material such as NPs
is highly restricted. (Modern Salar has lost the conjunctors -°p and -A
(the latter except with iterative actions); uninflected verb stems are
juxtaposed, and only the last verb in a series bears tense/aspect/ modal
markers).?

When DE optionally occurs between an uninflected stem and a fi-
nite directional verb, it creates semantic distance between the two
verbs and indicates a light temporal sequentiality of action. Where DE
is obligatory, however, is in serial constructions in the imperative: i/te

'* In modern Uyghur, -mif functions only as a dubitative, expressing the speaker’s
contempt for and/or doubt that the subject had the ability to accomplish the ac-
tion, e.g. u ke(I)mif ‘S/he supposedly came (but I don’t believe it)’.

Through intensive contact with Uyghur and Qazaq, complex verb forms in West-
ern Salar behave differently than in the main Eastern dialect; some speakers, for
example, sporadically use the conjunctor -°p. DE functions as in Eastern Salar,
but can also occur between two finite verb forms. (These are not coordinated con-
structions semantically, as the V, is a complement to V, e.g. Dimur jol jasamif
de toglamif ‘The railroad was fixed and (became) passable’.)

20



64 Arienne M. Dwyer

de gel ‘Look [for it] and come back!’, al te var ‘Go and get it!’. Such
forms are attested in late 19th-century Salar as well (Grenard 1898).
Oghuz languages, unlike Northeastern Turkic (e.g. Uyghur) also have
such an imperative construction (modern Turkish al/ da gel ‘Bring [it]
here!’).

4.5. Oghuz lexical items in Salar

A number of lexical items are typical of the Oghuz languages. Some
are given below:

Table 4. Oghuz lexical items in Salar

‘sparrow’ ‘lips’ ‘deaf’ ‘*hand’
OGHUZ
Salar sedie dodax sayir el
Turkmen sertfe do:daq ker el
Azerbayjani sdr{fd dodak sayir al
Std. Turkish serffe dudak sa:ir el
SiB. TKC
Sarigh Yoghur  goyas~cohcas  damsay tena alay
S. Sib. Tuva bora-xirilee erin dylej, kula: gqadiy  xol
QircHAQ
Qazaq toryaj erin sagaraw qol
E. Tkc
Uyghur qufqalf kalpuk; lep gas qol, ilik
‘right (side)’ ‘mud’ ‘leg, shin’
OGHuzZ
Salar Six palffix indgix
Turkmen say palffik bu:t ‘leg’
Azerbayjani say palfig badag ‘leg’
Std. Turkish sa: balffik endik ‘lower part of the leg’, badgak ‘leg’
SiB. TKC
Sarigh Yoghur op solbaq but ~ bat ‘leg’

S. Sib. Tuva op filtfiriq  but ‘leg, foot’
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QiPCHAQ

Qazaq oy batpaq but ‘leg’
E. Tkc

Uyghur on batqaq put, paifak

The correspondence of Salar sedie ‘sparrow’ with Oghuz <sertfe> is
particularly important. Al-Kasghari (folio 541) gives <sedge> as the
Oghuz form of Arabic ‘sparrow’, and Clauson noted that Oghuz r in
this and other examples must be intrusive; the modern Salar form con-
stitutes solid evidence of this (Marcel Erdal 1997, personal commun-
ication).

There are a number of lexemes which are found other historical and
modern Turkic languages besides Oghuz (particularly in Chaghatay,
1.e. Eastern Middle Turkic (Drimba 1968)), but not in modern South-
eastern Turkic. Tatar also has sau ‘right’. ‘Hand’ is found in Orxon
Turkic as <ilig>, in Chaghatay as <ilik>; ‘shoulder’ in Chaghatay is
<jayir>. For ‘leg, shin’, Chaghatay has <indgyk>; Qarachay inffik
‘ankle’; Balqar indik ‘id.” (Rédsdnen 1969: 172); Bashqurt ensek < *in-
ffik (Poppe 1953).

While these examples are not exclusive to Oghuz, they still show
that (1) these lexemes are not regional borrowings from Uyghur, Qa-
zaq, or Sarigh Yoghur, and (2) that Salar preserves a similar set of lex-
emes as Oghuz, and Western Qipchaq (e.g. Bashqurt).

In Salar there are also other cognates to Eastern Middle Turkic
forms which do not correspond to modern forms in the Oghuz lan-
guages:

bidgin ‘monkey’ Uy., Oz., Ta., Tksh. majmun; Az. mejmun; Tkm. majmin;
Qaz., Qir. majmil; S.Sib. Tv. sarabafqin, XJ Tv. meffin;
SY bedjn

golex ‘cow,ox’ Orxon Turkic <kglik> ‘cart, vehicle’; Kas. <kglyk>; Qaz.
kplik ‘beast of burden, pack animal’ (not attested in
mod.Tksh., Tkm., Std. Uy., SY, or Oz.)

Both are examples of Old Turkic archaisms preserved in Salar. In the
other Turkic languages, majmun is a Persian loan, and <gglyk> ‘beast
of burden’ is attested in 14-17th c. Ottoman Turkish.
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5. Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic elements in Salar

The Turkic component of Salar suggests an archaic and partly Oghuz
base overlain with some miscellaneous features which are characteris-
tic of the modern Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic languages. (Salar
also shares certain phonological features with modern Uyghur, such as
vowel devoicing; these are areal features incorporated into Salar as the
result of language contact.)

The Qipchaq and South Siberian Turkic elements in Salar are here
described as sporadic or miscellaneous, since all appear to be isolated
borrowings and frozen forms which do not conform to general patterns
of Salar phonology or morphology.

5.1. Siberian Turkic-type elements

Certain Salar lexemes preserve remnants of Old Turkic which also ap-
pear consistently in South Siberian Turkic: d (in Tuva, Qaragas), z (in
Khagqas, Shor), &, and n (from Old Turkic *d, *d, *{f, *j, respectively).
While systematic in Siberian Turkic, Old Turkic *d, *{f, *j usually re-
sult in j (ajax ‘foot’), f (fix- ‘to emerge’), and j (jirix ‘heart’), respec-
tively, in Salar.

Table 5. Siberian Turkic-type elements in Salar

OLD TURKIC *d *adiy, Kas§. <adiy>
S. Sib. Turkic d S.Sib. Tuva adig, C.Tuva adyx
Salar n atix ‘bear’ (cf. Tksh., Az., Tkm. gji
Old Turkic <qud->
S. Sib. Turkic t Sojon kut ~ kudar-;
z C.Tv. kut-; SY coz-; Uy., Qaz. quj-
Salar xoder-*‘to pour’
Old Turkic <adag>
S. Sib. Turkic 2z SY jalap azaq
Salar /d/ jalap adax ‘barefoot’; (cf. Tksh. jalin ajak;

Az. jalin ajag; Tkm. ajak jalapatf)

Old Turkic Kas. <jad->
S. Sib. Turkic z SY jaz- ‘to spread, spread out, to sun’
Salar /z/ Jjaz- ‘to sow, spread’ (cf. Uy. jaj- ‘to spread out’)
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OLD TURKIC * Chag. <dffa> ‘elder sister, younger aunt’

S. Sib. Turkic & Khaqas iggd ‘mother’; SY idi ~ edi ~ ecge ‘aunt’;
cf. Yakut ij@ ‘mother’

Salar /&/ iga ‘mother’; cf. WMo. edsi ‘mama’; Tkm. dfd

‘wife, mother’

OLD TURKIC *j Kas. <jam> ‘fodder, food; herbal medicine’
S. Sib. Turkic n Shor ndm ‘bait’; Khaqas ne-mis ‘bait’

Salar n/ neme ‘food’

Old Turkic Jene ‘again’

S. Sib. Turkic J Uy. jene; SY ene

Salar nene ‘again’

From both a structural and semantic standpoint, the most recent source
for Salar igga may well have been Mongolic, though this does not rule
out an Old Turkic origin for the lexeme. jene ‘again’ underwent a dif-
ferent phonological development in modern Turkish: gene, gine, jine.

5.2. Non-Uyghur elements

There is a set of features in Salar which occur in the modern Qipchaq
and Oghuz languages, yet not in Southeastern Turkic (at least not in
modern Uyghur). Since there is such variation in the correspondences
with Qipchaq and Oghuz (some Salar features occur in both, some in
only one branch, and some in certain Oghuz or Qipchaq languages, but
not others), this set of features in Salar is most saliently described as
being non-Uyghur.

5.2.1. Phonological elements
One feature of Salar phonology that is common to both Qazaq-Qip-

chaq and South Siberian Turkic, yet differs from Uyghur, is the deaf-
fricativization of Common Turkic *{ > [ syllable-finally:

af- ‘to open’ < *haff-; EWT <aff->; Uy. aff-; C.Tv., Qaz. af-; SY a(h)s-
efgu ‘goat’ C.Tv. ofgy, SY sugo ~ sugu; Qaz. efki; (but Qir. efki);
cf. Uy. g{fke; Tksh., Az. kelfi, Tkm. geffi
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221

lefgi ‘slender < *inffkd = Kas. <jintfge>; Uy. inffiks, C. Tatar iniffke ~ niffks;
C. Qaz. &ipifke; C. Qirg. iffke ~ nilfke, SY [igi ~ [ige

[metathesized]; C.Tv. &ijin; Tksh. inde, Az. indd, Tkm. i:nge

While such deaffricativization is not unique to Qipchaq and South Si-
berian Turkic (also occurring in Anatolian dialects, e.g.), it does show
Salar’s divergence from Uyghur. The second and third examples above
also show Salar’s phonological divergence from both Uyghur (in vo-
calism) and Oghuz (in consonantism).

Another salient feature of Salar is the lack of vowel-raising. Com-
mon Turkic *a in initial syllables before a following i (historically) is
preserved in Salar, as it is in both modern Qipchaq and Oghuz lan-
guages. This differs from modern Uyghur, where *a in such an envi-
ronment is raised to e or i:

xari ‘old’ ET80 qdri, SY gara ~ gar; Tksh. kari ‘old woman’;
Tkm. garri; cf. Uy. geri

xatun kifi ~‘woman’  Tksh. kadin, Az. gadin, Tkm. ha:tin; Oz. xatin ‘wife’;
cf. Uy. xotun

dayi ‘still’ Qir. daya; SY dahya; Tksh., Az. daha; Tat. tayi ‘again’;
cf. Uy. texi; cf. WMo. dakin ‘again’

Jjaxin ‘close, Ka§. ET76 <jaqin>; Tksh. jakin; Az. jaxin; Tkm. jaki:n;

nearby’ Uy. jeqin
jafil ‘green’ Tkm. jafil, cf. Uy., Tksh. jefil
agir ‘heavy’ Tkm., Tksh. ayir (and Qaz. awir), cf. Uy. eyir

5.2.2. Lexical elements

Lexical features of Salar tend to group with the modern Qipchaq and
Oghuz languages rather than with Southeastern Turkic. These include
the formation of denominal compound verbs with ez- ‘do’ rather than
qil-, and a set of lexical items.

In many Turkic languages, compound verbs can be formed from
multisyllabic and / or foreign nouns by the addition of a generic action
verb ez- or gil- ‘to do’. There is a significant isogloss between the lan-
guages which tend to employ et-, those that use gil-, and those that use

' 'While the initial /- in le/gi is peculiar in the Salar form, it likely reflects the areal

influence of Qinghii / Gansu Chinese, which does not distinguish / and n.
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qil- or et-. At the very least, the et- / gil- isogloss may help in identi-
fying a loan stratum in Salar. In modern Salar, compound verbs are
formed only with ez-, while gil- is entirely absent. The following lan-
guages group together:

N +gqil-  S. Siberian Tuva, Qaragas, Yakut

N + et- Salar, Tksh., Az., Tkm., Tatar, Qaz. e.g. Sa. i[ et- ‘take care of matters’
N +qil-  Sarigh Yoghur, Uyghur?, Ozbek, e.g. Uy. if gil- ‘take care of matters’,
~ et- but Uy. af &- ‘prepare food’.

Salar groups with Oghuz and Qipchaq rather than with South Siberian
Turkic and Southeastern Turkic. From this synchronic evidence, it ap-
pears that this is evidence against the earlier theory that Salar was a
Southeastern Turkic language.
qil- does occur in some late 19th c. historical Salar texts. The History
of the Salars (TeniSev 1976b) (but not in the Tiirk Feizaili (Hin 1989))
has tg:be gil- ‘to repent’ and nazixat qil- ‘to teach’. If indeed these
written sources reflect spoken Salar of the time, the presence of gil-
suggests that it was the original generic action verb in Salar. Modern
Salar et-, then, would be due to comparatively recent (within the last
century) contact-induced shift from Qipchaq, the only “es-language” in
contact with Salar.

In addition, there is a set of lexical items in Salar which are typical
of both the Qipchaq and Oghuz languages:

kifi ‘person’ Tkm. kifi, but Tkm. dialects gifi; C.Tv. gifi; SY kasi;
Bashqurt, Tatar kifi; Uy. adam

uyu ‘owl’ Qaz. yki, Qir. yky, Bashqurt 6kg; Tksh. puhu ‘eagle
owl’, bajkuf ‘owl’; Tkm. ba:juf

kijix kix ‘gazelle’ Qaz. kijik, Tkm. kejik, C.Tatar kijik; Uy. dseren; cf.
Tksh. gejik ‘deer’

tfija- ‘spread out’  Qaz. &aj-; Uy. jaj-; C.Tv. Gordy;; cf. K&. <jad->;
SY jaz-

In the latter example, Salar initial { corresponds to Common Turkic *j.
Since this does not appear to be a systematic change in Salar, it was

2 et- is much less frequent in for example Uyghur, but still occurs.
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likely borrowed from a *j (> &) > ff-initial language (cf. Tatar {firdn-,
Tkm. jiyren- ‘to abhor’), or it is simply not cognate to these forms at
all (Dwyer 1996: 261).

5.2.3. Morphology: Dative -A, -KA

The Salar case system mirrors the Old Turkic system fairly closely.

However, Salar appears to have two dative suffixes, -A (seductively
like Turkmen -A and Turkish -j(A)) and -KA (like Southeastern Turkic,
Qipchaq, and Old Turkic -KA). Could this be an illustration of Salar’s
multistratal nature, with -A reflecting an older Oghuz stratum, and -KA
reflecting contact with, say, Southeastern Turkic?

Synchronically, the alternation is phonologically and morphologi-
cally conditioned: Salar -a/-e occurs after consonant-final stems
(bedsing-e ‘to Beijing’, bel-e ‘to the waist’, bacrax-a ‘to the clothes’), -
nA after the third person possessive suffix -(s)I (ama-si-na ‘to his / her
mother’), while -ge / -ya / -qa | -ye occurs after vowel-final and homor-
ganic consonant-final stems (bala-ya ‘to the child’, cajig-qa ‘to the
boat’).

Modern Turkmen® has -A (-a / -e / -g) after both consonant-final
and vowel-final stems: baf-a ‘to the head’, gpz-e ‘to the eye’; /ata/
[ata:] ‘to the father’; /berdi/ [berdd:] ‘to Berdi’. Dative -A is also found
in Turkish as -(j)A, with -jA following vowel-final stems, e.g. Ali-j-e
‘to Ali’. Comparing Salar only with Oghuz, one could conclude that
Salar -A is a phonologically-conditioned weakened variant of -KA,
which might have passed through the following stages: -KA > -jA > -A.

If we consider Salar’s contact languages, however, a number of
competing hypotheses emerge.

Southeastern Turkic has only -GA (-ya / -gd [ -ka [ -kd): Uyghur ati-
ya, berdi-ge. At first glance, this appears to suggest that Salar was orig-
inally an -A variety of Oghuz (as in Turkmen) which later acquired
-KA from other Turkic languages, likely from Southeastern Turkic.
However, in his study of the late 19th century Salar documents stored
at the Qinghai Minorities College, Han (1989) asserts that only dative
-KA appears in these documents. If these are truly representative of an
earlier stage of Salar, then we would have to assume that -KA is the o-
riginal dative suffix, and that -A was a feature or an allomorph ac-

#  Examples from Hanser (1977: 41) and Baskakov et al. (1970: 107-117).
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quired in the last hundred years. The latter is unlikely, since there are
no known parallel examples of post-consonantal K-weakening in the
language.

If the dative -A is a later-acquired second dative marker rather than
an allomorph, there are three possible sources. One is the Qipchaq lan-
guages (such as Qazaq, which has -a / -e after the possessive suffix,
and -na / -ne after the third person possessive suffix -(s)/). Another is
early Mongolian, which has -a / -e as one form of the dative-locative
(and fossilized in such forms as Mo. effin-e ‘secretly’ (Jerry Norman
personal communication, 1996)). One other possible (though less
likely) source for Salar dative -A is Amdo Tibetan, which also has a
harmony-sensitive dative suffix /e/ (Sun 1986: 92). However, despite
the length and intensity of contact between the Salars and Amdo Tibet-
an speakers, this is not a likely option, since Tibetan harmony is con-
ditioned by height (tongue root height) rather than backness. Of the
three options, a Qipchaq source for -A is the most likely, as Salar has
certain other Qipchaq features, e.g. the archaic n before dative, abla-
tive, and possessive suffixes (see immediately below).

It is equally possible that Salar dative -A is merely an Old Turkic
archaism and an allomorph of -KA. Old Turkic also had -GA (at-ga ‘to
the name), -n-KA > -pA (baf-i-pa ‘to the head’), and -A (dbip-d ‘to
your homeland’) (Tekin 1968: 131).

5.2.4. Possessive -(s)I + n + oblique cases

The preservation of the Old Turkic possessive suffix -s/n and the Old
Turkic oblique case suffixes -ndA, -ndAn, and -ngA is also characteris-
tic of Oghuz and Qipchaq, but not of Southeastern Turkic:

Turkmen

ba/f ‘head, beginning’, haf-i ‘its head, its beginning’,
baf-i-n-da ‘on its head, at the beginning’

spz ‘word(s)’, /spz/+1Ar/+/-(s)I/ — spzlgr-¢ ‘its words’,
[soz/+/1Ar/+/-(s)I/ + /Dan/ sgzlgr-g-ndgn ‘from its words’

Salar
daf-i ‘outside’, daf-i-n-da ‘on the outside’
becrax ‘clothes’, becray-i-n-da ‘on / with his / her clothes’
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6. The relationship of Salar to Turkmen

A structural comparison of Salar and Turkmen reveals a number of
similarities. Most are not unique to these two languages, but are found
in other Turkic languages as well. With the evidence compiled to date,
I can only state that Salar and the Oghuz branch as a whole have a like-
ly genetic relationship, although they share as many differences than
similarities. Salar shares more features with Turkmen than it does with
any other Oghuz language (i.e., Turkish, Azerbayjani, or Gagauz), but
the correspondence is not absolute. These Turkmen-type features in
Salar include obstruent voicing and certain lexical items.

6.1. Similarities between Salar and Turkmen

6.1.1. Obstruent voicing

Common Turkic *b *t *k *{f > *b *d *g *d&. While the voicing of a
subset of Common Turkic initial voiceless (except *b) obstruents is
typical of the Oghuz branch as a whole, a higher percentage of Turk-
men lexemes correspond to the initial voicing of cognates in Salar. If
we look at CT *¢, for example, we find that Salar initial d regularly
corresponds to Turkmen d but Turkish z. (In Tuva and Sarigh Yoghur,
these surface as #- and d- in equal numbers.)

daf ‘stone’ Az. daf, Tkm. da:[, but Tksh. taf, Gag. taf

duz ‘salt’ Az., Tkm. duz, Tksh. tuz

der ‘sweat’ Tksh. ter, Az. tdr, Tkm. der

dar ‘narrow’ Tksh., Az., Gag. dar, Tkm. da:r

dox ‘full, satiated’ Tksh. tok; Az. tox; Tkm. dok

danif-  ‘to get acquainted, know’ Tksh., Az., Tkm. tanif- (but cf. Tksh. danif- ‘to
consult’)

6.1.2. Lexical items

Space does not permit an exhaustive study at present, but one example
should suffice to pique our interest: Salar has sufse ~ suhse ‘broom’,
and only Turkmen has the form sybse, while other Turkic languages
have cognate but dissimilar forms: Ka3. <sypyrgy>; Tksh. sypyrge, Az.
sypyrgd; cf. C.Tv. [irbif, SY forya.
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6.2. Differences between Salar and Turkmen

Salar and Turkmen exhibit a number of differences as well. If Salar
and Turkmen are genetically related, these differences must be attrib-
uted to divergence over time. The differences include the following
features.

6.2.1. Primary long vowels

Although Turkmen is one Turkic language which has preserved Com-
mon Turkic vowel length, modern Salar no longer has phonemic long
vowels in native Turkic vocabulary. Salar may once have had such
long vowels, claims TeniSev (1976a). According to his 1958 field
study, TeniSev (1976a) recorded four or five long / short minimal pairs
in Qinghai Salar, such as sa:ri ‘side’ and sari ‘yellow’. The existence
of these pairs, corresponding to long / short pairs in Turkmen, strength-
ened TeniSev’s argument for the Turkmen origin of the Salars. How-
ever, in 1992-1993 I detected no length difference for these words in
Eastern and Western Salar. It is entirely possible that during the last 35
years Salar has lost this primary vowel length distinction. The Salars
could also have lost the distinction much earlier.

6.2.2. Rounding (labial) harmony

Literary Turkmen has consistent rounding harmohy, e.g. ggdym ‘my
eye’, otlor ‘grasses’, dyjolordo ‘on their camels’ whereas Salar does
not: ggzim ‘my eye’, otlar ‘grasses’, dyjdldrdd ‘on their camel(s)’.
Salar only has palatal (backness) harmony. However, harmonic pro-
cesses are notoriously instable and subject to language-contact effects
(even northern Turkmen dialects for example show little rounding
harmony), so this feature should not be given excessive weight.

6.2.3. Nasal spreading (assimilation) across word boundaries
Turkmen (and Qipchaq) have such assimilation, Salar does not, e.g. for

/baf/:

Turkmen (Hanser 1977: 53) [Bennen majfya ba:rmi] ‘Is anyone else there except you?”
Salar [senden bafga varmu] ‘id.’
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6.2.4. Personal Pronouns

6.2.4.1. Personal pronouns biz and siz

Turkmen has biz [bid] and siz [618]. Historically, these are plural forms
of Common Turkic mdn ‘I’ and sdn ‘you-sg.” In colloquial modern
Turkmen, the plural is added to the the first person plural personal pro-
noun to form a ‘double plural’: bizler, sizler. Such first- and second-
person pronouns formed with plural +/ar are found systematically in
Salar’s geographically closest Turkic neighbor Sarigh Yoghur, as mis-
ter ~ mis ‘we’, seler ‘you (pl.)’.

Like Turkmen, Salar has piser ‘we’ (likely from biz+ler), but not
biz. Late 19th-century documents indicate that Salar once had biz ~
bizler, but not siz (Han 1989). In modern Salar, sen is used universally
for the second person singular pronoun.

6.4.2.2. Plural possessive suffixes -°mlz, -°piz

Most Turkic languages have first and second person plural possessive
suffixes; Turkmen has /-(I)mlz/ e.g. g@d-ymyd ‘our eye’, god-ypyo
‘your (pl.) eye’. Premodern Salar documents also indicate that Salar
also once distinguished singular and plural possessive suffixes: sg.
-(I)m, -p, -(s)i, plural -(I)miz, -(I)giz, -(s)i ~ -IAri (Han 1989: 177). But
modern Salar does not mark the possessed noun at all: piserniyi goz
‘our eye’, miniyi ggz, ‘my eye’, selerniyi ggz ‘your (pl.) eye’. Instead,
possession is marked by the obligatory personal pronouns in the
genitive: miniyi, seniyi, aniyi, etc. Only a decade ago Lin (1985) in-
dicates that while plural and singular possessives were not distin-
guished, they were at least marked with -m, -p, -(s)i (see also Lin &
Han 1986%: 222). The omission of these redundant possessive suffixes
must therefore be a fairly recent change in the language. Typologi-
cally, it amounts to change from a synthetic to an analytic language.
As TeniSev noted (1960: 557), it is a pattern remarkably like that of
Chinese.

We can outline three stages: First, possessed nouns are fully and re-
dundantly marked (and a preceding genitive personal pronoun is op-
tional); then, plural suffixes merge with those of the singular (personal
pronoun obligatory); and finally, possessed nouns are not marked at all
(personal pronoun obligatory), see Table 6.

Third person/deictic pronoun ol: Turkmen, Qipchaq, and Sarigh Yo-
ghur all have ol ‘she, he, it’ as personal pronoun, but also o/ ~ o ‘that’
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as a deictic pronoun. Salar has u (< of). Southeastern Turkic uniformly
has u.*

Table 6. Reanalysis of Possessive Suffixes

Stage I: Full marking (Not attested for Salar)

Singular Plural

(miniyi) -()m (piserniyi) -(I)miz

(seniyi) -(#)p (selerniyi) -(i)piz

(aniyi) -(s)i (ularniyi) -(s)i ~ -lAri
Stage II: Sg/pl merger (Premodern Salar)

miniyi -(I)m piserniyi -(I)m

seniyi -(i)p selerniyi -(i)p

aniyi -(s)i ularniyi -(s)i
Stage III: Loss of plural marking (1985)

miniyi -(I)m piserniyi -

seniyi -(i)g selerniyi -

aniyi -(s)i ularniyi -

Stage IV: Loss of all possessive suffixes (1991)

miniyi - piserniyi -
seniyi - selerniyi -
aniyi - ularniyi -

Deictic pronouns: Both Turkmen and Salar have reflexes of *bu ‘this’
and *ol ‘that’ (Turkmen and Salar bu; Turkmen ol~ o, Salar u). In
both languages, the oblique cases pattern similarly *bu-n > mu-n, e.g.
Turkmen munup ‘this-gen.,” munda ‘here (‘this-dat.”), munno ‘this-
dat.’, and Salar muniyi ‘this-gen.’, munda ‘here (‘this-dat.”) muna ‘this-
dat.’. Differences between Turkmen and Salar deictic pronouns can be
attributed to secondary developments: Turkmen also has fu ‘that here,

% Within a comparative Turkic framework, the conventional wisdom is that modern
Turkic (e.g. Salar, Uyghur) u is derived from *ol. However, if we also admit evi-
dence from Tungusic and Mongolic (i.e., Altaic), there is an alternate analysis:
Modern Turkic u derived from a Common Altaic demonstrative *u. Compare
Manchu <utala> ‘this many’; Early Written Turkic <una> ‘here, now’ (Nadeljaev
et al. 1968: 612), possibly < *u + oblique case n + dative A (Jerry Norman 1996,
personal communication).
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that already referred to’, fol ~ fo ‘that’ (< presentative u/ + ol), and xol
‘that, that there’; Salar only has the distant deictic diuyu ‘that over
there’.

6.2.5. Accusative case

The accusative case in Salar, unlike in Turkmen and Old Turkic, is al-
ways -nl (-ni/nf). Turkmen has accusative -n/ after vowel-final stems
(dunjd:-ni ‘world-ACC’), and -I after consonant-final stems (ar-i
‘horse-ACC’). But Salar and Southeastern Turkic have only -n/ irre-
spective of the stem-final segment (Salar, Uyghur dunja:-ni, at-ni).
Since the modern Uyghur accusative reflects the generalization of Old
Uyghur pronominal -7/, it is likely that the Salar accusative is the re-
sult of sustained language contact with Northeastern Turkic. In con-
trast, Turkish has retained the Old Turkic accusative +(X)g as -jXg.

7. Summary of Salar features by type

Salar has a complicated history, with both Turkic and non-Turkic ad-
strata. Considering the available morphological, lexical and historical
evidence, Salar is clearly a language which (1) preserves a large
number of Old Turkic features, likely due to its isolation from other
Turkic languages; that (2) shares a number of features with either
Eastern (Turkmen) or Western (e.g. Turkish, Azerbayjani) Oghuz lan-
guages, but often not both Oghuz groups. While it is tempting to con-
nect Salar directly with Salir-Turkmen, we do not (at least yet) have
adequate evidence. Basic historical and ethnographic (as well as lin-
guistic) research on the modern Salir-Turkmen dialects is needed. Such
data would clarify the position of Salar vis-a-vis the Oghuz branch as a
whole.

Salar also has a number of features that can be interpreted either as
Old Turkic archaisms, or as a Qipchaq and/or South Siberian Turkic
adstrata. It is clear that a number of lexical items in Salar are loans
from South Siberian Turkic and Qipchagq, for they conform to the pho-
nology of the latter language groups. For morphological features, how-
ever, the balance weighs in favor of Old Turkic.

What emerges most clearly from the data is that Salar differs from
Uyghur (i.e., Southeastern Turkic) at three major levels of language—
phonology, morphology, and the lexicon. Although Salar now shares a
number of phonological and lexical features with modern Uyghur
(such as vowel devoicing and consonantalization (Dwyer 1996) and
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lexical items), these are almost certainly areal phenomena, as they are
found in other languages, including non-Turkic languages, of the
Northwest Chinese / Eastern Central Asian region.

Table 7. Archaic features

Feature Turkish Turkmen Premod. Salar Sarigh Qazaq Uyghur
Salar Yoghur

Perfect /in- + + + + - - -

directive -mif

OT lexeme —* - + + - + -

<golik>

OT lexeme - - + + + - -

<bifi:n>

Dative - - + + (-(n)-GA) + (-GA)

-(n)-GA

*gplyk is also attested in Ottoman Turkish

Table 8. Oghuz-type features

Feature Turkish ~ Turkmen  Premod. Salar Salar  Qazaq  Uyghur
Initial obstruent + + + n - _
voicing

Primary long - + 2+ o - =
vowels

*h>vy + - - + - =
(var- ‘go’)

D>v/ini + - ? - -
(vur- ‘hit”)

Oghuz lexemes + + ? + - -
Adjectival + + + + s -
*JK > -1

Imperative + + ? + - -

conjr. DE
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Table 9. Turkmen-type features

Feature Turkish  Turkmen  Premod. Salar Qazaq

Salar
Doubled — (biz) bizler *bizler  piser — (biz)
I p.pl.PN
Doubled —(siz) sizler *sizler siler sizder
IIp.pl.PN
SYpyrge sypyrge  sybse ? sufse ~  sibirtki

suhse
* sizler is also found in some Uyghur dialects.

Table 10. Non-Uyghur features (= Oghuz | Qipchagq features)

Feature Turkme Premod. Salar Qazaq
n Salar
*a >ain - ? - -

initial syllables

Rounding + ? - +
harmony

Nasal + ? - +
assimilation

Locative - ?- + +
-ndA/V _

Ablative - ?- + +
-ndAn/ V _

III p. poss. + + + +
-n-(s)I

Proximate munun muniki muniyi  munig ~ bunip

deictic + gen.

Proximate munda munda munda  munda ~ bunda
deictic + loc.

Proximate munno muna mund buyan

deictic + dat.

Uyghur

- (biz)

siler *

Uyghur

bunip

bunipda

bunipsa
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Table 11. Uyghur-type features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Salar
Vowel devoicing - ? + - +
III p.sg. ‘s/hefit’ ol~o *ol u ol u
= abst. deictic PN ‘that’
Accusative -nl -nl/V_ -nl -nl -n(l)/-d -nl
1/C _ [-dl

Table 12. Pan-Turkic features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar  Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Possessive suffixes + + - + +
Distant deictic: ‘that’ SJu (cf. fol) ? -(u) sol Ju

Table 13. Non-Turkic features

Feature Turkmen Premod. Salar  Salar Qazaq Uyghur
Middle deictic: ‘that’ Jol ~ o ? - sol Ju
Distant deictic ‘that xol ? (diuyu) * ana awu
there’

*Mongolic loan.
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