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ABSTRACT:

Yaghnobi, an Eastern Iranian language spoken in northern Tajikistan, shares many important fea-
tures with Sogdian and is generally believed to be descended from a nonliterary dialect of Sogdian.
The language has historically been in intensive contact with Tajik and more recently with Russian;
in addition, some features connecting Yaghnobi with the Pamir language area may be identified.
Contact with Tajik has introduced thousands of lexical items, many of which have become an inte-
gral part of the Yaghnobi lexicon. There are also examples of Tajik grammatical loans: some of these
features, such as the izafet construction or past participles in -gi, have become part of the Yaghnobi
grammatical system, while other features, such as the direct object marker -ro or verbal imperfec-
tive prefix me-, are usually used in Tajik-dominated mixed speech communities. The intensity of
language contact nowadays differs in the various areas inhabited by the Yaghnobis; the present ar-
ticle is based on material recorded in the Yaghnobi-speaking community in the Lower Varzob area,
north of the Tajik capital Dushanbe.
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1. HISTORY OF YAGHNOBI AND ITS LANGUAGE CONTACTS

Yaghnobi (yaynobi z'vok) is an Eastern Iranian language spoken in areas of northern
Tajikistan. Originally the language of the Yaghnob (Yagh. Ydynob) valley, at present
the language is also spoken in the Zafarobod district, in the Ziddeh and Takob val-
leys in Upper Varzob, in Lower Varzob, in Dushanbe, in the Hisor and Kofarnihon
valleys, and in the Ghonchi region (see Figure 1). We may suppose that in past centu-
ries the language was spoken in a wider area of the Yaghnob and Zeravshan valleys,
as documented by some place-names and Tajik dialectal lexicon shared with Yagh-
nobi.! According to Hromov, some settled the southern slopes of the Hisor Range in
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1 Mallickij observed that some of the Tajik-speaking inhabitants of Takfon used numerals
‘2,“3’,‘4’ and ‘5’ similar to those found in Yaghnobi: dyau, mupau, mydop, nondxc (Mallickij
1924), cf. Yagh. du, sardy / trdy, tafér / t*for, pané, Taj. du, se, éor, panj. These archaic numer-
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the 16®™-17" centuries (Hromov 1972: 6); some Yaghnobis probably also settled in the
Ghonchi region at the same time (Buzurgmehr 2005: 121). Much later, in the 19507,
they migrated to areas in the vicinity of Dushanbe and to Dushanbe itself. In 1970-71,
the Yaghnobis were forced by the Soviet government to leave the Yaghnob valley and
to settle in the Zafarobod district;? after the 1980s, some of them moved back to the
Yaghnob valley. According to the data provided by Sayfiddin Mirzozoda, a Yaghnobi
scholar of the Tajik Academy of Sciences, there are at present about 12,500 Yaghnobi
speakers in Tajikistan (Mirzozoda, pers. comm.). For the external history of the Yagh-
nobi people, I recommend the following works: Buzurgmehr 2005; Bashiri 1997; Loy
2005; Mirzozoda 2007; Junker 1930; Panfilov 1991, Milovskij 1991; and Yorzoda 2007.

The Yaghnobi language is considered to be a descendent of Sogdian by many
scholars (cf. Bogoljubov 1956; Kliméickij 1935), and both languages share many simi-
lar features in lexicon, grammar and phonology. However, the direct relationship of
Yaghnobi to literary Sogdian has not been proven, the main difference between Yagh-
nobi and Sogdian being the different development of stress and the operation of the
so-called Rhythmic Law in Sogdian, but not in Yaghnobi (cf. Sims-Williams 1989: 173;
Bielmeier 1989: 480). It seems that Yaghnobi developed from an unattested dialect
of Sogdian. There is a suggestion that Yaghnobi could be a descendent of a dialect of
ancient Ostrushana (Hromov 1987: 645; Buzurgmehr 2005: 117), although we have no
exact idea how that dialect differed from the Sogdian literary language.® After the fall
of Sogdiana, the language fell under the influence of the Persian language, but we
cannot tell precisely when Persian influence began; according to Vinogradova, heavy
influence of Persian on Yaghnobi began in the second half of the 19® century (Vino-
gradova 1999: 309). In the present stage of knowledge of the language, very strong
influence from Persian can be observed especially in the lexicon, but some gram-
matical features have been borrowed as well. In addition to Persian, Yaghnobi also
has many borrowings from other surrounding languages, including Arabic, Uzbek
and Kyrgyz, and in the 20" century from Russian and, via Russian, internationalisms
from Western languages.

als are no longer used in Takfon, but they raise the possibility that some other dialects re-
lated to Yaghnobi might have been spoken also in the vicinity of the Yaghnob valley in
the past.

2 The Yaghnobis often refer to Zafarobod as Zahfarobdd; the name was changed by folk et-
ymology to represent the unwillingness of the people to live there (zah means ‘mud’ or
‘filth’ in Yaghnobi and Tajik). For the people who used to live in the high mountain valleys
with clean water and fresh air, it was extremely difficult to adjust to the steppe conditions
of Zafarobod with hot weather and muddy water.

3 Only three short Sogdian texts are known from the territory of Ostrushana from the for-
tress of Chilhujra south of Shahriston, Tajikistan. There is no dialectal difference between
these three short texts and texts in “literary” Sogdian; they may be compared with con-
temporary documents from Mount Mugh near Xayrobod (cf. Livic 2003). The Yaghnob
valley was a part of the southern region of Ostrushana called Buttdm or Buttaman (Sogd.
pyttm’n, Arab. & or ¢lai).
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FIGURE 1. Main areas populated by the Yaghnobis in Tajikistan: a - Yaghnob valley, b1 — Ziddeh val-
ley (Upper Varzob), b2 — Takob valley (Upper Varzob), c — Zafarobod, d — Lower Varzob, e — city of
Dushanbe, fi — Hisor valley, f> — Kofarnihon valley, g — Ghonchi region. (Shading indicates relative
proportion of the Yaghnobi population in a given area.)

The etymological research on Yaghnobi is still in its beginnings. There are only three
main sources utilizable for etymological studies: a Yaghnobi-Russian dictionary by
Andrejev — Livsic — Pisar¢ik (1957) published together with Yaghnobi texts (Andre-
jev — Pe3tereva 1957); the Yaghnobi glossary of Salemann (Benveniste 1955); and an
outline of historical grammar by Hromov (1987). In the two above mentioned diction-
aries and also in a small dictionary attached to Hromov’s Yaghnobi grammar (Hro-
mov 1972), brief etymological notes are given. However, for the lexicon shared with
Tajik precise etymologies are not given, so in some cases we have to undertake fur-
ther study to distinguish words of Arabic or Uzbek origin.

In this paper, I will discuss the Yaghnobi language as an example of a language in
contact, a topic which did not receive much attention in previous studies. Some basic
data can be found in Hromov’s Yaghnobi grammar in a short chapter dealing with the
issue of bilingualism among the Yaghnobis (Hromov 1972: 105-118). To address this
problem, it is necessary to focus on several questions concerning other languages
which have been in contact with Yaghnobi. I have specified some of those languages
in previous paragraphs. Let’s have a look at them in greater detail:
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a)

6

Persian/Tajik: Tajik* may be considered the main influence on Yaghnobi to-
day. Contemporary Tajik may be divided into four main dialectal groups: the
South-eastern/Darvoz type, the Southern type, the Central/Zeravshan type and
the Northern type (Rastorgujeva 1964). In the case of Yaghnobi, the Central/Zer-
avshan type is the relevant dialectal group. The dialects of this type are divided
into two main subtypes, the dialects of the Mastchoh area and those of the Falghar
region. For the Yaghnobi-speaking settlers in Upper Varzob, it is necessary to fo-
cus also on the possible relations with the Varzob dialect of the Northern dialectal
group.

A study of the Tajik dialects in comparison with the historical development
and lexicon of Yaghnobi yields some interesting results. In particular, the Zer-
avshan-type dialects share many features with Yaghnobi, so that their precise
study can offer an outline of some possible mutual influences and be compared
with the historical development of Yaghnobi. This question will be discussed be-
low in section 2.

Arabic: The extent of Arabic borrowings in Yaghnobi is comparable to that of Ar-
abic borrowings in Tajik: many cultural words were borrowed that cover many
semantic fields of the lexicon, mainly connected with religion and law. The influ-
ence of the Arabic lexicon on the Central Asian languages is considerable. Many
of these loanwords are no longer considered to be borrowings, partly because
they have been phonologically adapted to the borrowing language, partly also
because the replacement of the Perso-Arabic alphabet by the Latin and later the
Cyrillic alphabet caused the loss of some etymological information.® In addition,
many typical features of Arabic (mainly the so-called broken plurals) were lost or
replaced by the grammatical structure of the borrowing language, e.g. Yagh. pl.
kitdbt (sg. k'tdb ‘book’) instead of the Arabic broken plural kutub (sg. kitab), cf. Taj.
pl. kitobhd, Pers. pl. kitabhd (or kutiib), Uzb. kitdbtar, but Chaghatay pl. kiitiibldr.
In contrast to Tajik, Yaghnobi preserves the distinct pronunciation of Arabic w,
which merges with v in Tajik. Yaghnobi and the Northern and Central Tajik dia-
lects also distinguish both pharyngeal sounds h and §, while in standard Tajik h
merged with h. The Arabic sounds ? and § merge into § in Tajik, but this sound is
preserved only before or after a consonant; word-initially and between vowels it
is lost.®

Other Iranian languages (mainly Pamir languages): Some Yaghnobi words ap-
pear to be of native Iranian origin, but have no generally accepted Sogdian equiva-

I use the term Tajik to denote the Tajik dialects of (Classical) Persian with their specific
dialectal features that differ from the development of Persian in Iran and Afghanistan. By
Persian I mean Classical Persian (i.e. farsi-yi darf); when speaking about its modern vari-
ant in Iran I will refer to it as to Farsi.

In comparison to the original Perso-Arabic alphabet used for writing Persian/Tajik or Cha-
ghatay/Uzbek, the Cyrillic letter x represents » and ¢ in Arabic, the letter 3 can represent
as many as four letters of the Arabic script: J, 3, U=, & and so on. The Arabic letters ¢, ¢/!
are represented as % in Cyrillic or are omitted in writing altogether.

In colloquial Tajik, ¢ is phonetically usually [?] or @.

3
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lent. Some of those words have an etymology consistent with one or more of the
a Pamir languages. This may be evidence of early contacts.’
o d) Turkic languages: Words of Turkic origin also form a major part of the bor-
o rowed lexicon of both Yaghnobi and Tajik. Many of these are early borrowings
from the period of Turkic expansion in the 14® and 15t centuries. Turkic words
also appeared in some numbers in Sogdian, but the majority of Turkicisms come
from the later period of intensive contacts between Iranian speakers and the Kar-
luk and Kypchak Turks. Because Yaghnobi has been recorded for less than 100
years, we can hardly tell whether Turkic words came into the language directly
from Turkic languages or whether they were borrowed via Tajik: loans from Uz-
bek could have come into Yaghnobi directly, whereas Kyrgyz and also Kazakh or
Uyghur words were probably borrowed via Tajik. Through Turkic, some Mongol
words were also introduced into Tajik and Yaghnobi.

e) Russian: Russian influences in Yaghnobi and Tajik became especially strong af-
ter the October Revolution in 1917. During the Soviet period, many words derived
from Latin and Greek came in their Russian form into Tajik. Russian borrow-
ings tend to keep their original pronunciation in Tajik, but are usually adapted
to native pronunciation in Yaghnobi. The usage of Russianisms may differ among
speakers of these languages due to their perceived prestige compared to native
Yaghnobi or Tajik expressions.

f) English and Western internationalisms: In the most recent period English has
begun to play a greater role in the lives of many Central Asians. Nowadays its in-
fluence is visible in Tajik, and to a lesser extent in Yaghnobi. Many English words
are adopted via Russian in Russianised forms.

2. DOMAINS OF CONTACT

21 PHONOLOGICAL EVIDENCE FOR LANGUAGE CONTACT

Yaghnobi shares some phonological features with the Zeravshan dialect group of Ta-
jik. The development of Proto-Iranian vowels and diphthongs in Yaghnobi is given in

Tables 1 below, while Tables 2 and 3 shows the development Classical Persian vowels
in Zeravshan Tajik and in the Tajik literary language:

*i 0% fYai *Ya fa o i *u
1 i é ai a 0 a 1% u

TABLE 1. The development of Yaghnobi vowels.®°

7 Such lexicon is represented by words like yayk ‘girl, daughter’ (cf. Yazghulami ya¢dg and
Shughni yac ‘girl, daughter’), ki$6k ‘bull’ (cf. Ishkashmi kvjuk ‘bull’, Sarghulami ki$6 ‘cow’),
6dima ‘Saponaria plant’ (cf. Khufi wum), etc.
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*= * *

e a

é a 0 a 5 u

%6 *a *.

Table 2. The development of vowels in the Zeravshan dialect group of Tajik.'

TABLE 3. The development of standard Tajik vowels.

a ) a

11,12

The question is whether Yaghnobi as a substrate could have influenced similar changes
in the Zeravshan Tajik dialects, or if the parallel development of the vowel system is
a Tajik dialectal feature which has influenced Yaghnobi. The same question arises in
connection with other phonological features shared by the two languages. Thus Biel-
meier suggests that the Yaghnobi change *§ > d and the raising of prenasal *a > 6 >

10

11

12

The development *@i > y has not yet been successfully explained, but it seems that every
historical stressed *ii changed to j. It also seems that this change has not taken place in all
dialects (Mirzozoda, pers. comm.). On the other hand, Hromov notes that every Yaghno-
bi native @ is stressed (Hromov 1987: 649), so we can suppose that every *ii gave y in the
dialects where this change appeared, but we see this change also in words of Tajik origin,
e.g. kabyd : kabiid < Pers. kabiid ‘green, blue’. In words of Tajik origin, y appears in the same
places as ¢ in the neighbouring Zeravshan dialects of Tajik.

Short i or u can be reduced in open syllables before a stressed syllable: this is marked as’, .
Historical *ai (or *@) changes into £in Eastern Yaghnobi, but remains ai in the western dialect.
The sound I transcribe # is realised as [v] in the dialects of Upper Mastchoh and in some
dialects of Falghar, and as IPA [] in the dialects of Lower Mastchoh and in the majority of
Falghar dialects (cf. Rastorgujeva 1964, 25-6; Ido 2009: 68).

The vowels i, a, u are underlyingly short, but they can be slightly lengthened under the in-
fluence of the word stress. The vowels e, o, i are always long. This distinction of long and
short vowels can be observed in some Tajik dialects, while in the standard literary lan-
guage there is no difference at all (cf. Ido 2009). In the Tajik alphabet the letter i (trans-
literated 1) is used to distinguish word-final (stressed) i from the i of the izafet.

The changes *I > eand *ii > i (IPA [e:]) take place before h (i.e. *h or *h) and ¢ (i.e. *? or *{) in
closed syllables, e.g. kithnd < Pers. kuhnd ‘old, ancient’; mehmdn < Pers. mihman ‘guest’; rith
< Arab. rith ‘soul, spirit’; mifmin < Arab. mu?min ‘faithful’; eflén < Arab. iflan ‘announce-
ment’; Sabéh < Arab. Sabih ‘alike, equal’. This change was rarely documented in historical
Perso-Arabic orthography, e.g. mehmén was written (lee instead of the more common
Olege. The change *i > 1 is also recorded in the vicinity of the Arabic pharyngealised conso-
nants in some Tajik words, e.g. stifi (Pers. stiff) < Arab. siift ‘Sufi, dervish’, artiz (Pers. fariiz)<
Arab. farid ‘meter (in poetry)’.
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were triggered by contact with Tajik (Bielmeier 1989; 2006), and there is also a similar
a development of the Iranian ending *-Gkd- > -a in Yaghnobi and Tajik (cf. Sogdian *-aka-
o >*-& *-aka- > *-d). These changes show some phonetic similarities between Yaghnobi
""" and Tajik, but they do not tell us whether the Yaghnobi changes were affected by Tajik
or occurred independently. Regarding the change *§ > d, Hromov writes that we can-
not posit *§ as a part of the early Yaghnobi sound inventory, because we would then
expect different developments in Yaghnobi dialects: *§ > tz (E) : td (W), cf. the docu-
mented change *9 > s (E) : t (W) (Hromov 1972: 121).1 The change of *§ > d has also taken
place in the Persian borrowing gudar- : guéastdn > gddrak, Tajik guzar- : guzastdn ‘to

pass’ (Farsi gozdr- : gozdstdn; cf. Andrejev — Livsic — Pisaré¢ik 1957: 255).

As for the alternation 6 : @ < *a before a nasal, this phenomenon is observed not
only in the Southern and Central Tajik dialect groups (Rastorgujeva 1964: 28), but also
in many other modern Western Iranian languages and dialects.!* To take an additional
example, the lowering of historical *i before *h in a closed syllable in Yaghnobi is
similar to the treatment in Tajik, so that the root of *dih-ak ‘to hit’ *dih- changed into
deh- before an ending beginning in a consonant: man dih-6mist ‘1 hit’, ax déh-tist ‘he
hits’. In the contemporary Yaghnobi language this change has been completely gen-
eralised to all positions, so the root *dih- has been replaced by deh-."*

In contemporary Yaghnobi, the opposition of long vs. short vowels is disappear-
ing under the influence of Tajik. Vowel length is related to word stress, similarly to
contemporary Tajik (Vinogradova 1999: 291). Due to the shortening of historical long
vowels, length is not consistently marked in Yaghnobi dictionaries and textbooks
printed in Tajikistan (cf. Mirzozoda 2007; 2008; Mirzozoda — Alavi 2008; Mirzo-
zoda — Qasemi 1995). On the other hand, the disappearance of length did not influ-
ence the quality of the vowels. In the scholarly notation of the language, it is nec-
essary to mark the (historical) length to signal the different vowel qualities in the
archaic Yaghnobi pronunciation.’®

13 We do not know the status of *§ in early Yaghnobi. Based on the observations of Junker (as
one of the earliest scientific investigators of Yaghnobi), we can tell that the change *6 > d oc-
curred earlier than the change *9 > t : 5. Junker writes that the older generation in the Yagh-
nob valley kept the pronunciation 9, but the younger speakers substituted t in the western di-
alect and s in the eastern dialect for it, but he does not mention *8 (cf. Junker 1930, 128). These
two sounds often do not behave as a class: cf. Old Persian and the West Germanic languages.

14 The raising of prenasal *a > 6 > @ seems to differ in the Yaghnobi dialects. In the dialect
of Gharmen (Eastern Yaghnobi), there are some words that have undergone the change,
but in many other words 6 has remained unchanged. On the other hand, in the pronunci-
ation in the dialect of Zumand (Western Yaghnobi) I recorded that this change has been
fully realised, e.g. niim, niin, tafarémist, minomist, °xéna (Gharmen) : nam, niin, tfarimist,
miinimist, °xtina (Zumand) < *nam, *nan, *96ardmist, *mdnamist, (°)xand ‘name, bread,
I give, I put, house’; cf. nim, nian, xiind, dandiin < *nam, *nan, *xand, *danddn ‘name, bread,
house, teeth’ in the Zeravshan dialects (Rastorgujeva 1964, 28).

15 Unfortunately this feature cannot be illustrated with other examples because the sound h
is rare in genuine Yaghnobi words.

16 The quality of Yaghnobi short i and u differs according to the adjacent consonants, but
this is not the case for i and @. If the length marks were omitted, Yaghnobi words would be
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The proto-Yaghnobi phonemic opposition of unvoiced stop vs. voiced fricative” (*p
1YY <*B,*k : ¥y, *¢: *2but *t : *d < *§) disappeared with the introduction of voiced stops
due to numerous Tajik borrowings (cf. Bielmeier 2006). In contrast to Persian and
Sogdian, the consonantal groups nd, ng, mb are not allowed in Yaghnobi, which has
only nt, nk, mp. Place names of Sogdian or Yaghnobi origin in Tajikistan treat these
groups as a combination of nasal and voiced stop, but we do not know whether these
borrowings retain the original pronunciation or if they have undergone the process
of voicing of stops that we know from the historical development of Persian.

Some early borrowings from Tajik were assimilated to the Yaghnobi opposition of
unvoiced stops vs. voiced fricatives. Hromov gives as examples two Tajik loans where
we can observe the change of Tajik g into Yaghnobi k: kiir < Pers. gor ‘barrow’; k'sélak <
Pers. gusél karddn ‘to send’ (Hromov 1987: 565). Other examples of devoicing of voiced
stops are xapdr (E) : xipdr (W) < Pers. xabdr < Arab. habar ‘information’ (Hromov 1972:
85); lakdt (E) : I'kdt (W) < Pers. lagdd ‘a kick’; and otaskirdk < Taj. otaSgirdk ‘pincers’.
Some words show the change b > m or m > b, such as kds'm < Pers. kasb < Arab. kasb
‘craft, occupation’; miis < Pers. bosd ‘kiss’ (in the dialect of Mastchoh miis); falaxbdn <
Pers. falaxman ‘sling’; tamassiim < Pers. tabassiim < Arab. tabassum ‘smile’; the change
*m > b can also be found in the Yaghnobi word bidon ‘middle’, cf. Sogd. my&'n */midan/,
Pers. miyan < Iran. *madyana-. Whether *d was borrowed as t we cannot tell with
certainty. Based on these facts, it appears that the opposition *t : *§ changed to *t :
*d at an earlier stage of the language (Bielmeier 1989: 482), so the voiced dental stop
became an integral part of the phonetic system, but other voiced stops appeared in
Yaghnobi much later.

In the phonology of loans from Tajik into Yaghnobi, one observes a tendency to
change *§ > ¢and *2 > j, e.g. 6¢ < Taj. 0§ ‘pilaf’; éapaldq < Taj. Sapaldq < Uzb. Sapatdq ‘slap’;
jola < Pers. Zald ‘hail’; mija < Pers. miZd ‘eyelash’. The change # > j is also common in
colloquial Tajik and in Uzbek. A example of an early borrowing may be éuyrét / éuryot
‘yoghurt’ < Pers. juyrdt (dialect of Samarqand; Steingass 1892: 365), Taj. juryét / juyrét
(< Kypchak Uzbek *juyrdt); this example shows the change *j > ¢, whereas the variant
Juryot is due to recent contacts with Tajik.

Another characteristic that Yaghnobi shares with Central Tajik dialects is the
preservation of the pharyngeal sounds h, § in borrowings from Arabic.’® In many

written in a transcription appropriate to the phonology, but some etymological informa-

tion would be lost. In the ideal case, both the historical-etymological and phonetic tran-

scriptions should be used, e.g. mérti ‘man’ ['mo:rt"e], dwi pron. 3. sg. obl. ['?a@e], wais (W)

/ wes (E) ‘grass’ ['Baif] / ['Be:(], met (W) / mes (E) ‘day’ ['me:t"] / ['me:s], Ydynob ‘Yaghnob’

['jagno'h], yar ‘mountain’ ['sa-r], s'tir ‘sheep’ [s§'t"w:r], zindagi ‘life’ [zinda'g’}:], Zvok ‘lan-

guage, tongue’ [zi'vo:k"], urk ‘wolf” ['?ork™], virét ‘younger brother’ [vi'ro:t"], &x ‘ice’ ['?1:x],

ux$ ‘six’ ["2oy/, '2oyf], vuz ‘goat’ ['vyz], kabyd ~ kabid ‘green, blue’ [K"a'by:d] ~ [K"a'buy:d],

kuprik ‘bridge’ [k"sp'rok®], $irin ‘sweet’ [[i-'rimn], tik ‘again’ [t"i:k™] etc. (cf. Sokolova 1953).
17 The voiced fricatives developed from Proto-Iranian voiced stops in Eastern Middle Irani-

an languages. An analogous situation can be observed in Byzantine Greek.

18 Sokolova reports that h and { appear in Upper Varzob Yaghnobi in the same words as in
the neighbouring Varzob dialects of Tajik (Sokolova 1953). A similar feature is document-

ed in the dialects of Mastchoh (Hromov 1962).
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texts, these consonants appear as an integral part of the phonetic system (cf. Hromov
a 1972: 13; Hromov 1987: 651; Bielmeier 1989: 482; Bielmeier 2006; Vinogradova 1999:
292). However, there is no difference between h and h in the contemporary language,
""" where both merge as h (Mirzozoda, pers. comm.). The pharyngeal sound  is docu-
mented in just one Yaghnobi word, Safmdk ‘soot’ (Mirzozoda 2008: 252); in other cases
it disappears (jumd < Pers. jumfd < Arab. gumfah ‘Friday’) or lengthens the preceding
vowel (lalf < Pers. lafli ‘bowl’; jam < *jafm < Pers. jamf < Arab. jamf ‘sum, amount’;
cf. Hromov 1972: 12; see also tdrix < Pers. ta?rix (Farsi tarix, Taj. tafrix) < Arab. ta?rih
‘history, date’)."” According to Mirzozoda, h and § were pronounced only by mullahs
who knew the Arabic language (Mirzozoda, pers. comm.), which would explain their
disappearance in the contemporary language. The other possibility is that some Yagh-
nobi speakers pronounced the Arabic loans as they learned them from Tajik speakers
of the Zeravshan dialects. Another interesting contact phenomenon is the different
treatment of Arabic w, which in Tajik merges with v but in Yaghnobi Arabic with
historical *w, which in turn later changes to []. We can also assume that many Ara-
bic words (especially religious terms) kept their original pronunciation in an archaic
form of Tajik.?®
With reference to premodern Yaghnobi phonology, we may regard the conso-
nants b, g, h, h, ], , g,  and the clusters nd, ng, mb as non-native: their presence may
be considered as an indicator of lexical borrowing. Some sounds are diagnostic of
the language of origin, e.g. the pharyngeal sounds h and § point to Arabic, while the
voiceless uvular stop q points to Arabic or Turkic. Only a few voiced stops appear in
native words as a result of voicing assimilation, e.g. b diifs- “to glue, to attach” < Sogd.
pSwfs- */p(a)8ufs-/ < Iran. *upa-dubsa-; édgna ‘milking pail’ : ak- ‘to milk’ (Hromov
1987: 656). In the Yaghnobi word dindak, ‘tooth, teeth’, Hromov explains the voicing of
*-nt- > -nd- in *dintak > dindak (Sogd. 8nt’k, Snt’kH */8dmdak/) as influence of the first
voiced dental stop (Hromov 1972: 128); another possibility is influence of Tajik dandén
(ibid.). The status of -1- is uncertain: it can originate from a Proto-Iranian group *-9r-,
but evidence for this change is rare. The only certain example is the development of
Iran. *pudra-ka- ‘son’ > piil(l)a ‘boy’; less certain is the case of Iran. *adr > ol° ‘fire’ in
verb 6lxdsak ‘to burn’, which could be a borrowing from Tajik (Hromov 1972: 127).%

19 Asimilar compensatory lengthening has occurred in the surrounding Tajik dialects of the
Zeravshan group (Hromov 1962; Hromov 1972, 195) and also in the dialects of Varzob (Ras-
torgujeva 1952).

20 We can also assume that the Arabic words came into Yaghnobi through Tajik; the distinc-
tion w, h, § was kept because of the pronunciation of the mullahs. However, this hypo-
thesis has not been proven, and it supposes a different kind of language contact. I have re-
corded just one exception in a different pronunciation of the Yaghnobi word waxt ‘time’,
which is normally pronounced as ['Bayt] or under Tajik influence also as ['vayt] < Arab.
wagqt (cf. Tajik vaqt, dialectal also vaxt). A similar situation can be seen in the word aw(w)dl
‘first’ — [?a'B(:)al] oralso [?a'v(:)al] < Arab. awwdl, Taj. avvdl. In some Yaghnobi words the
sounds [B] and [v] are interchangeable, as is documented in the dictionary of Andrejev —
Liv$ic — Pisar¢ik (1957).

21 Hromov notes that the verb 6lxd$ak could have been formed by reanalysis from Tajik alu/
oldu/oléu ‘fire’ (cf. Yagh. 6léu from Tajik; cf. Hromov 1972: 127).
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As for Yaghnobi phonotactics and syllable structure, no consonant clusters can
occur word-initially; a svarabhakti vowel is inserted between (or before) a sequence
of two consonants. In many cases, the svarabhakti vowel is ultra-short in pronuncia-
tion, e.g. sardy (E) : trdy (W) < *9ray ‘three’; x$ift < *x3ift ‘milk’; this also affects loans as
well: trdkt'r < Russ. mpakmop ‘tractor’; istdl < Russ. cmon ‘table’.** The sequence *-CjV(-)
is not native in Yaghnobi, where it is often rendered -CijV(-) or -jCV(-), e.g. dayré ~
dariy6 < Taj. daryé ‘river’ < Pers. daryd ‘sea’ < OPers. *draya-apa- (cf. Av. zraiia- ‘sea’);
dun'yd ~ duyné ~ dunyé < Pers. dunyd < Arab. dunya ‘world’; samal’yét ~ samaylét < Russ.
camoném ‘aeroplane’; bis(s)yor ~ bis(s)yor < Pers. bisydr ‘much, many’.

2.2. GRAMMATICAL CONTACTS

In addition to phonological features, some features in the grammatical structure of
Yaghnobi may be interpreted as results of language contact with Tajik and Persian,
as well as with Turkic languages.

2.2.1. PRONOUNS

An interesting feature that is shared with the Pamir languages is the oblique case of
pronouns. In some of the Pamir languages, there are different forms in the nomina-
tive and oblique in all three persons singular and in the 3™ person plural. In Sogdian
the situation is comparable. In Yaghnobi there is a similar pattern except in the 1°
person singular, where nominative and oblique share a single form. I propose that
the replacement of older Yaghnobi ®az (cf. Gauthiot — Benveniste 1929: 108-9; see
Sogd. zw, zw */°z1i/) by its oblique form *mdn(a) (cf. Sogd. mn’*/mand/) was triggered
by assimilation in form to the Persian 1* person singular pronoun man (see Table 4).

2.2.2. VERBS

Contacts with Persian also introduced into Yaghnobi a feature especially typical of
the Persian language, namely compound verbs. This feature can also be found in
other languages in contact with Persian, whether Iranian (Kurdish, Balochi, Zazaki,
Ossetian, Pamir languages, etc.; a few examples are also found in Sogdian and Kh-
warezmian) or non-Iranian (Turkic languages such as Uzbek, Uyghur, Chaghatay, Qa-
shqai or Ottoman Turkish, as well as the Central Asian dialect of Arabic). Some Yagh-
nobi compound verbs can be regarded as calques from Tajik, e.g. Yagh. ydd-i ndsak
or zindagi-i g*dairdnak < Taj. yod giriftdn, zindagi guzaronddn ‘to remember, to spend

22 Persian, like Yaghnobi, does not tolerate word-initial consonant clusters, so a svarabhakti
vowel is inserted in *CC- > CVC-. Russian loanwords in Tajik are often written in the same
way as they are in Russian, but in colloquial speech the pronunciation is influenced by Ta-
jik syllabic structure, e.g. planetdri /pilanetdri/ ‘planetarium’ < Russ. naanemaput, stol /sitl/
~ /ist6l/ ‘table’ < Russ. cmon, stakdn ~ istakén ‘glass (for vodka etc.)’ < Russ. cmaxah (Rze-
hak 1999: 7); trdktor : /tirdktur/ : /tirdktur/ ‘tractor’ < Russ. mpakmop, iskéla ‘school” < Russ.
wkona, ustdl ‘chair’ < Russ. cmyn (Kerimova 1997, 105).
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Yaghnobi  Sogdian  Roshani ' Sariqoli Yazghulami Persian
1 mom. ozl az waz az man
o sg. obl mand mu mol(n) mii(n)
2 nom. :tu tyi tu tew tow fu
Sg. obl. itau towd ta ta, tul tu
nom. :ax x0 (m.) a b, Vi u,da
3 - xa () Y oLy » ay o
p oi, vai
S8 bl dwi wené (m.)  way (m.) wi way, day (m.) e
: wya (f.) wum (f.) im, dim (f.)
1 nom. ) mdx(u) .y y -
mox S mas mas mox ma
pl. obl max(1)
2 nom. . , ¥mdx(u) . ..
1 s“mox o tama tamas tomox suma
PL  obl. Emax(1)
3 nom. | dxtit xa was wod oo 2
PR if, dif esan
pl. obl.  dutiti wya wuf wef

TABLE 4. The nominative and oblique forms of personal pronouns in Yaghnobi, Sogdian, Roshani,
Sariqoli, Yazghulami and Persian. (Note that in Sogdian, the ‘oblique’ of the 3™ sg./pl. is the genitive)

life’. However, other compound verbs in Tajik appear in Yaghnobi as normal simple
verbs — e.g. ddxsak ‘to hurt’, but Persian dard karddn ‘to hurt’. From the Persian com-
pound verb gusél karddn the Yaghnobi simple verb k“sélak ‘to send’ was created; this
is an early Persian loan in Yaghnobi. It is possible that in that period there were no
compound verbs in Yaghnobi at all. Note also that in contrast to Tajik, the nominal
part of a Yaghnobi compound verb is in the oblique case, when a verb is in the infini-
tive, but in the direct case in all other forms.

The Persian causative suffix -an- > Taj. -on- was incorporated into the Yaghnobi
verbal system, where -6n- is always stressed (Hromov 1972: 95-6, 116). An analogous
function of this suffix can also be documented in some of the Pamir languages. The
Persian participial ending -gi is also borrowed into Yaghnobi, where its usage is the
same as in Persian: cf. Yagh. étagi (< past participle éta to $dwak ‘to go’) and Pers.
raftagt (< past participle raftd to raftdn ‘to go'), Yagh. iktagi (< past participle ikta to
kdrak ‘to do’) and Pers. kardagi (< past participle kardd to karddn ‘to do). As there is no
difference in usage between Yaghnobi étagi / iktagi and Persian raftagi / kardagt, this
suffix can be seen as a direct grammatical loan from the surrounding Tajik dialects
(cf. Hromov 1972: 45, 116).

The Yaghnobi verbal system was influenced in other ways by Tajik, specifically in
two important constructions: the present and past progressive tense, and the (plu)
perfect. In standard Tajik, the progressive tense is formed from the past participle
with istodd (past participle of istoddn ‘to stand’) and the conjugated verb ‘to be’, e.g.
man raftd istodd-am T'm going (right now)’,” man raftd istodd buddm ‘I was going (right
23 Shorter forms are used in the dialects, e.g. man raftis(t)oddm in the Mastchoh and Falghar

dialects, man rafsoddm in Varzob dialects, man raftestdm in Dushanbe, man raftestim in

Southern Tajik.
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at that time)’, but in the Tajik dialects neighbouring the Yaghnob valley the progres-
sive is often formed with the infinitive and dostdn ‘to have’, e.g. man raftdn dordm Tm
going (right now)’, man raftdn dostdm ‘I was going (right at that time)’. Not surpris-
ingly, the Yaghnobi progressive is formed similarly to the second variant: man sawak
dst(i) ‘I am going’, man $dwak 6y ‘I was going’.**

Under the influence of the Persian language, the formation of some past tenses
consisting of past participles together with forms of the verb ‘to be’ was introduced
into Yaghnobi. The Tajik forms of the perfect man raftd-am ‘Thave gone’ and pluper-
fect man raftd buddm ‘Thad gone’ are comparable to Yaghnobi man éta-im and man éta
dyim, respectively. The Yaghnobi forms are formally the same as in Tajik, suggesting
that the development of this grammatical feature was triggered by contacts with Ta-
jik (Hromov 1972: 116-117); in contrast, Sogdian past tenses are formed with the help
of the verb 8'r- /8ar-/ ‘to have’ (see Gharib 1965). Under Tajik influence, Yaghnobi
verbal morphology has come to look more like that of Western Iranian languages and
differs considerably from the original Eastern Iranian type as in Sogdian (Hromov
1972: 116).

Another minor influence on Yaghnobi can be seen in the introduction of the Tajik
verbal imperfective prefix to express duration/imperfectivity. The two languages
express imperfectivity in different ways: in Yaghnobi, the imperfective is formed
by the addition of the suffix -ist after the personal ending,? while in Classical Per-
sian the imperfective was formed by adding the prefix (ha)mé- (Tajik mé-, Farsi mi-)
before the verbal stem. Thus ‘T am doing’ is man kun-6m-ist in Yaghnobi and man

24 Yaghnobi has no verb ‘to have’, but makes use of a phrase with the possessor in the oblique
followed by the possessed object and copula dst(i) (6y for past tense). Thus ‘T have a horse’
is expressed as man 1 asp dst(i); ‘Hasan has hundred goats and twenty sheep’ as Hasdni sad
viizi-at bist s*tiiri dst(i); ‘you (sg.) had five cows’ as tau pan¢ yéwi 6y and so on. The use of the
copula for the verb ‘to have’ is similar to Russian y mens (ecms) noiwads ‘I have a horse’ or
Latin mihi equus est ‘id.’; in this case it is an archaism in Yaghnobi, found in Sogdian as well,
e.g.mn’'spy 'sty /mand aspi (a)sti/ ‘1 have a horse’, tw’ync sty /tawd ery'ast(i)/ ‘You (sg.) have
awife’. This feature is certainly not due to influence from the Uzbek/Turkic expression of
possession: Uzbek dt-im bdr, ‘I have a horse, literally ‘horse-my is’ (cf. Turkish at-im var,
Kyrgyz at-im bar), cf. Northern Tajik dsp-am ay (< ast) instead of standard Tajik man asp
déram (Doerfer 1967: 56). This type of construction can be analysed as ‘horse’+enclitic pro-
noun + 3 sg. copula; in Yaghnobi it rarely appears as dsp-im dst(i).

25 The ending -i$t undergoes changes in the endings of the 3 persons, e.g. 3 sg. -¢i < -¢it <
*t8it < -t-idt (cf. Klim&ickij 1938: 99-100), 3¢ pl. -68t < -6(y)ist < -or-ist (cf. Kliméickij 1940,
100). For the ending of the 3 sg. -¢i is the most commonly used form, but other forms have
been recorded in some villages, e.g. Nomitkon -¢it (Kliméickij 1938: 99-100), Qil -¢is, -tsi
(Andrejev — Liv§ic — Pisar¢ik 1957, 236). Hromov recorded the 3 sg. ending -tit among
speakers of the western dialect (Hromov 1972: 97), whereas Junker noted both -tist (Junk-
er1930, 108) and -¢i (Junker 1914, 22). I have not heard the ending -ti$t among speakers of
the western dialect during my stays in Yaghnob in summer 2008 and spring 2009. The 3
pl. ending -6t is common in all the dialects; only in the speech of Marghtimayn was the
variant -0yst recorded (Kliméickij 1940, 100). Some hundred years ago Junker recorded
the archaic form -6rist in the speech of the Yaghnobis (Junker 1930, 107).
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mé-kun-am in Tajik. Due to the bilingualism of the Yaghnobis and their frequent

a use of Tajik in everyday communication, however, the Tajik prefix mé- may also oc-

«  casionally be used to express the imperfective in Yaghnobi. In that case, a verb has

" two imperfective markers: man mé-kun-dm-ist. The use of the imperfective prefix

mé- is not common among Yaghnobi speakers and is generally considered an error.

Its usage is also limited to areas where Yaghnobis speak Tajik more often than their

own mother tongue and is mostly found among speakers of the younger generation.

I personally have never observed this feature among the Yaghnobis living in the
Yaghnob valley itself.

2.2.3. THE NOUN PHRASE

Turning to nominal morphology, one prominent feature borrowed from Persian is the
izafet construction. The izafet construction appears in Yaghnobi within whole noun
phrases taken from Persian: Yagh. fiift-i gou, Pers. jiift-i gav ‘pair of oxen (for plough-
ing)’; Yagh. soaté-yi ¢éorti, Taj. dar soathé-yi éor ‘at four o'clock’ (Hromov 1972: 114);%
Yagh. Bobo-yi Oddm, Pers. Babd-yi Addm ‘Grandfather Adam’. Possibly favouring this
grammatical borrowing is that the izafet ending -i is formally similar to the Yaghnobi
oblique case ending -i. For example, Yagh. s'tiir-i yota ‘sheep’s meat’ is a construc-
tion with an oblique (sheep-OBL meat) and not an izafet construction (tsheep+izafet
meat); cf. Pers. go$t-i gosfand (meat+izafet sheep) and note the reversed word order in
the Yaghnobi oblique phrase in contrast to the Persian izafet. Many Yaghnobis do not
distinguish the izafet and the oblique in their own linguistic analysis: as the endings
are both -i, i.e. phonetically similar, the interpretation of this phenomenon by native
speakers can be influenced by their knowledge of Tajik. In my own analysis of Yagh-
nobi texts, it seems that the usage of the izafet construction is limited only to expres-
sions adopted from Tajik; cf. the similar situation with the use of the izafet in Persian
phrases in Pamir languages and Kurdish or in Uzbek, Qashqai, Ottoman Turkish and
Central Asian Arabic. Another interesting feature concerns the phonological treat-
ment of the izafet and the oblique case endings in Yaghnobi: in the older language,
the oblique was realised as -i after a vowel but the izafet following a vowel was always
realised as -yi, whereas nowadays both suffixes have merged and are realised as -yi by
many speakers. A similar development both in Yaghnobi and in Zeravshan Tajik can
be observed in nouns ending in -a followed by the izafet or the oblique: in this case
-a is often replaced with -i, e.g. Zeravshan Tajik xiini man < xond-yi man ‘my house’
(cf. colloquial Teherani Persian xiiné mdn instead of xané-ye mén). In Yaghnobi, -a can
also be replaced by oblique -i, so that a phrase such as ‘son’s house’ can be realised in
four different ways: Zitayi kat, Ziti kat (-a replaced by oblique -i), and the apocopated
Ziitai kat (W), Ziité kat (E).

Another example of Tajik influence on Yaghnobi grammar is the use of the suffix
-aki in nomina agentis derived from Yaghnobi (or Persian, Uzbek etc.) nouns. Thus
Yagh. wai§ (W), wes (E) ‘grass’ plus the suffix -aki forms the noun waisaki (W), wesaki
(E) ‘a person carrying grass’ (Hromov 1972: 93, 116); similarly aspaki is a ‘horse-rider’

26 This phrase is a calque of Rus. uaca’s uemvipe.



LUBOMIR NOVAK 39

(asp ‘horse’), paltaraki ‘a load-carrying person’ (cf. Taj. paltdr ‘a horse used for carry-
ing load’) and so on.

Under the influence of Tajik, an unstressed enclitic -ro may be used in Yaghnobi
to mark the direct object. In the Tajik literary language there is just one variant -ro,
but in the colloquial language this is realised as -a following a consonant or -ra / -ya
following a vowel, e.g. literary man Hasdn-ro mésinosam, lekin Ali-ro ndmesinoxtam
‘T know Hasan but I didn’t know Ali’ becomes man Hasdn-a mé$inosam, néki Ali-ra ~
Ali-ya ndmesinoxtam in colloquial Tajik. In Yaghnobi the enclitic -ro occurs rarely,
and is realised as -a or -ya in the two examples recorded: némis-a apiirs ‘she asked his
name’; tik pdda-ya mayda®dk [virot] hay akiin ‘and again the younger [brother| drove
the flock’ (cf. Andrejev — Liv§ic — Pisar¢ik 1957: 223). The usage of the enclitic -ro
in Yaghnobi is also limited due to the function of the oblique case, which can rep-
resent the direct object as well; thus the Tajik sentence jamséd Sirin-ro (~ Sirin-a)
nayz mébinad ‘Jamshed likes Shirin’ is normally translated as Jamséd Sirin-i nayz wén¢i
in Yaghnobi, and Jam$éd Strin-a nayz wén¢i rarely appears. The two examples given
above would have been ném-i-§ apirs and tik pdda-i maydatdk hay akiin in “proper”
Yaghnobi.

2.2.4. TURKIC INFLUENCE ON YAGHNOBI

The influence of Turkic grammar on Yaghnobi is slight. One feature I have recorded is
the use of the unstressed interrogative particle -mi among some Yaghnobis. This par-
ticle is typical for forming questions in Turkic languages (Uzbek -mi, Old Turkic *-mI;
e.g. Uzb. siz inlizéa gaplasasiz-mi? ‘do you speak English?)), but it is also often used in
the northern dialects of Tajik, e.g. Sumé anglisi gap mézaneton-mi? ‘do you speak Eng-
lish?’. In Yaghnobi the particle -mi is used mainly in the Zafarobod region, where
the Yaghnobis live in intense language contact with Tajiks and Uzbeks. Many Yagh-
nobi speakers speak Tajik and Russian, but they also know Uzbek to some extent, and
some local Tajiks and Uzbeks also know a little bit of Yaghnobi (mainly children). The
use of -mi in Yaghnobi is the same as in Tajik or Uzbek, i.e. -mi is never stressed and
is always cliticised to the end of the whole phrase: §*méx anglisi gap déhtist-mi? ‘do
you speak English?’.

The other feature borrowed via Tajik from Uzbek is the indefinite pronominal
phrase with the Uzbek interrogative pronoun kim ‘what’, e.g. kim-kdd ‘whenever’ (Taj.
kim-kdy), kim-¢6 ‘whatever’ (Taj. kim-¢1) and so on.

2.3. LEXICAL BORROWINGS

The main evidence for language contact between Yaghnobi and the neighbouring lan-
guages comes from the lexicon. As mentioned above, many words have been bor-
rowed from Tajik, Arabic, Uzbek and Russian. At present, no accurate analysis of
the origin of the Yaghnobi lexicon is available. As an estimate based on etymological
analysis for the Yaghnobi — Czech dictionary (Novak 2010), I would say that some 34%
are of Tajik origin, 8% of Arabic origin, 3% from Uzbek or another Turkic language
and approximately 3% from Russian (including many international expressions in-
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troduced through Russian). About 6% of lexemes are Yaghnobi-Tajik or Yaghnobi-Ar-

a abic compounds, 19% are compound verbs and only 27% seems to be native Yaghnobi,
we  i.e. of Eastern Iranian origin. There are also borrowings from other languages, e.g.
""" the ancient Greek word Spayutj via Persian dir(h)dm has become Yagh. dirdm. Many
old borrowings from Greek and later from Sanskrit, Hindi/Urdu, Chinese and Mon-

gol were introduced into Yaghnobi in their Persian form. Similarly, several German

and English words have been introduced into Yaghnobi via Russian: buydltir ‘clerk’ <
German Buchhalter via Russ. 6yxzanmep; §ldng ‘water hose’ «<- German Schlange ‘snake’

via Russ. wnanz ‘hose’; or Yagh. kampiyiter < English computer via Russ. komnsiomep.

Through the study of borrowings in Yaghnobi, we can see that nearly all loan-
words were introduced through Tajik. An analysis of the 139 words of Turkic origin
contained in the dictionary of Andrejev — Liv§ic — Pisar¢ik (1957) reveals that 123
also appear in literary Tajik, a further seven words can be found in neighbouring
Tajik dialects and only nine Uzbek words are not found in Tajik dictionaries (Doerfer
1990). An interesting fact is that the proportion of genuine Yaghnobi words in the
lexicon of approximately 7600 units gathered by the author in the years 2007-2009 is
very small (Novék 2010). Native vocabulary comprises approximately 27% of the lexi-
con words, while compound verbs and Yaghnobi-Tajik/Arabic compounds make up
25%. The latter are often calques from Tajik formed from Tajik/Arabic words together
with Yaghnobi words or suffixes. The question is whether these compound verbs and
calques can be regarded as Yaghnobi words, but in many cases those new compounds
are unintelligible to Tajiks. Other parts of the lexicon can likewise be recognised as
loans (up to 48%).

For comparison, some 46,5% of the vocabulary of modern literary Farsi is of Ara-
bic origin (Perry 2002). The lexicon of Uzbek is also strongly influenced by Tajik and
Arabic: the ratio of Turkic, Persian/Arabic and Russian words in a modern Uzbek text
translated from Russian is 56:31:13, and the extent of Persian/Arabic vocabulary in
Uzbek ranges from 25 to 45%, whereas in Chaghatay/Old Uzbek the ratio of Persian/
Arabic to Turkic lexicon was approximately 2:3 (Doerfer 1990). On the other hand,
Kyrgyz and Kazakh do not have so many borrowings as Uzbek, and modern Uyghur
likewise has relatively fewer Persianisms or Arabisms. In the Pamir languages and
in Pashto there are also many Persian, Arabic and Turkic loans, but not to the same
extent as in Yaghnobi.

Many borrowings have been adapted to Yaghnobi phonology. The main changes
are the insertion of a svarabhakti vowel in word-initial consonant clusters and the
treatment of word-medial/final clusters *-CjV(-). Other adaptations to native pronun-
ciation may be observed, e.g. Persian zanbér ‘wasp’ was rendered as zambiir, with
Tajik and Uzbek i (Taj. i [o:] < *5, Uzb. 11 [e ~ 8] < *3, *6) merging with native Yaghnobi
i (due also to the historical development *6 > @ in Yaghnobi and in the Zeravshan
dialects of Tajik).

As an example of Yaghnobi-Tajik language contact, we can identify three phases
in the process of introduction of Tajik words: 1) in the first phase, voiced stops were
adopted as their unvoiced equivalents, cf. kiir < Pers. gor; 2) in the probable second
stage, Persian § underwent the Yaghnobi change *§ > d, cf. g*ddrak < Pers. gudastdn;
and 3) in the last period, Tajik words were adopted in close resemblance to the origi-
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nal form. To explain why I distinguish between phases 2 and 3, note that the earlier
borrowings of Persian verbs were fully adapted to the Yaghnobi grammatical system,
so verb stems ending in -ar- change to -or- when the ending *-9(-) (i.e. -t(-) ~ -s(-)),
-t(-) or -¢i) is added; but in later borrowings this does not happen. Hence we find
Yagh. vdrak ‘to carry’, *vértist ~ *vérsist ‘you (pl.) carry’; g“ddrak ‘to pass by, g*dérei ‘he
passes by’; but pdrak ‘to fly’, pdréi ‘he flies’ (not tporéi), as the verb pdrak is a relatively
new borrowing from Pers. parriddn : parr- (Hromov 1962: 13).

An interesting phenomenon may be seen in the case of Yaghnobi numerals. The
native numerals from ‘1" to ‘10" have been preserved, but the full range of Tajik nu-
merals was also borrowed (with Arabic and Russian loans for the number ‘zero’ and,
via Tajik, Russian names for ‘million, etc.). The use of Yaghnobi numerals is limited
to counting things up to 10 units, whereas Tajik numerals are used when counting
weights and lengths, when speaking about time and when counting in numbers
greater than 10. With native numerals from ‘2’ up to ‘10, the oblique case is used with
the counted subject (1 vuz ‘one goat’, du yéw-i ‘two cows’, t*for morti-i ‘four men’, avd
s'tiir-i ‘seven sheep’); this also happens when Tajik numerals are used ($i$ riiz-i ‘six
days’, hast sodt-i ‘eight o'clock’, ponzdd" ydyk-i ‘fifteen girls’, bist-u se kitob-i ‘twenty-
three books’, pinjé"-u yag tdxm-i ‘fifty-one eggs’, sad s6l-i ‘a hundred years’).

In some cases we can document the process of borrowing new words into Yagh-
nobi via Tajik over the last hundred years, whereby archaic words are no longer used
and have been replaced by new words from (colloquial) Tajik, e.g. man ‘apple’ > séb;
kimér ‘red’ > surx; zérta ‘yellow’ > zard; $6u ‘black’ > s'yd"; rout ‘river’ > dayré ~ dar())
y0; don ‘seed’ > déna; yayd ‘wide’ > pahm; ritistar ‘before’ > péstdr (Bogoljubov 1966:
359); ipord or yalbald ‘much, many’ > bis(})yér (Klimé&ickij 1940b); etk ‘bridge’ (docu-
mented in texts but nowadays rarely used even in the Yaghnob valley) > kiipriik (cf.
coll. Taj. kiipritk < Chaghatay képriik, Uzb. kiiprik) or most (< Russ. mocm);” viritk /
vryk ‘eyebrow’ > qos (cf. coll. Taj. qos < Uzb. qds); 51 ‘upper’ > bols; and often mes (E)
: mét (W) ‘day’ > riiz. Some words that also existed in Sogdian were later changed to
“fit” the corresponding Tajik forms: Sogd. Bys- */Baxs-/ ‘to forgive’ > baxs-; Sogd. 8y */
Bay/ ‘garden’ > boy; Sogd. m’y */max/ ‘month’ > méoh (Bogoljubov 1966: 359); Sogd. Bym
*/Bim/ ‘fear’ > bim. Many original Yaghnobi prepositions, postpositions and conjunc-
tions have also been recently replaced by Tajik ones (Hromov 1972: 115-6).

To document each borrowing into Yaghnobi is a task for future studies. At present,
a more accurate study of the structure of the borrowed lexicon is the most urgent
task. With increasing collections of reliable data, much more work can now be done.?®

27 There is a native Persian word for ‘bridge’: Taj. pul (Pers. pul; Farsi pol), but this is not used
very often in the colloquial language, perhaps because of confusion with the homopho-
nous word pul ‘money’ < Pers. pil (Farsi pill). Instead, the word kipritk of Uzbek origin is
normally used; the younger generation also often uses the Russian word most. In Yaghnob
only kiipriik is used (étk in a very limited number of cases), while most can be used in the
Lower Varzob area and in Dushanbe.

28 I have tried to include some basic etymological information on Yaghnobi words in my
Yaghnobi-Czech Dictionary (Novék 2010), but a full etymological study of Yaghnobi re-
mains a task for the future.
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a 3. YAGHNOBI AS A CONTACT LANGUAGE

«  Inthe previous paragraphs I have tried to outline some basic features shared by Yagh-

""" nobi with Tajik. Several core domains of Tajik influence on Yaghnobi may be iden-
tified, although the task is complicated by several factors. Above all, it is difficult to
examine borrowings from other language(s) in the absence of an up-to-date Tajik
etymological dictionary. For Tajik etymological studies, the Farhang-i zabon-i tojiki
(Sukurov — Kapranov — Ho$im — Ma$sumi 1969) can be helpful for basic informa-
tion about words of Arabic and Turkic origin.

It may be supposed that Yaghnobi was originally spoken not only in the Yaghnob
valley itself but, as mentioned above in §1, also in some other areas of north-western
Tajikistan and perhaps also in the adjacent areas of Uzbekistan. Some Tajik place
names appear to be of non-Persian Iranian origin, and were later adapted to the pho-
nology of Persian. Unfortunately, we cannot tell whether those place names are of
early Yaghnobi or Sogdian origin since those languages were close to one another.

To take one example, the Tajik name of the river Varzéb should be of pre-Persian,
probably Sogdian, origin. Its form */8a"z-dp/ ‘high water’ shows the Sogdian develop-
ment of Iranian *brz- (Av. baraz- : baraz-; cf. OPers. brd® in the personal name Brdiya-)
to Sogd. Brz- */Ba'zi/ in contrast to Persian burz or bul[dnd] (Horn 1988: 46; Gharib
2004: 111), while Sogdian “p */dp/ (Yagh. 6p) has been replaced by Persian ab (Taj. ob).
Similarly, we can detect Yaghnobi/Sogdian elements in names such as Anzéb (Iranian
*an#ii-apa- ‘narrow water’; cf. Sogd. nz'8H), yarm (Sogd. yrm ‘warm’; cf. Pers. garm),
Iskoddr (Sogd. sk’tr), Urmetdn (Sogd. *'wr-my6n), Farmetdn (Sogd. prnmyén), Falydr
(Sogd. pryrh), Madm (Sogd. m&mh), Kum (Sogd. kwm), Dary (Sogd. ryH), Varz(-i Minor)
(Sogd. Brz-; today Ayni), Rarz (Sogd. rzrh), Poxiit (Sogd. p'ywt), Fatmév (Sogd. BtmyGH,
"8tmyBH), Falmoiit (Sogd. ‘Btm’'wt, Yagh. Fatmo“ut), Xusekdt (Sogd. ysykn8H, ysykn8H,
"ysykt), Panjaként (Sogd. pncykn8H, pnckn8H, Yagh. Panjikdt) and many others (cf. Bo-
goljubov — Smirnova 1963: 101-108).

The comparison of the lexicon of Yaghnobi and Tajik reveals other similarities.
The Tajik word nayz ‘pretty, nice’ is considered to be of Sogdian origin. According
to Farhang-i zabon-i tojiki, this word first appears in Firdausi’s Shahnameh and is re-
garded as native Persian/Tajik (Sukurov — Kapranov — Ho$im — MaSsumi 1969:
843); for a Sogdian etymology see Gharib 2004: 238; Andrejev — Liv8ic — Pisar¢ik
1957: 289. Several other words have the same form in Yaghnobi and Tajik, but they
differ from the Persian form. To consider the famous case of Taj. and Yagh. asp, Sogd.
'sp- */aspi/ vs. Pers. asb ‘horse’, there is a question whether the Tajik form might show
influence of the earlier non-Persian pronunciation (cf. also Av. aspa-, Khwarezmian
'sp */asp/, Bactrian agmo */aspa/, Yazghulami asp, Munji and Yidgha yasp). Note also
that many archaic words of Sogdian origin can be found in the Persian dictionary
Luyat-i Furs by Abumanstr ‘Ali ibn-i Ahmad Asadi-yi Tis1. Some of the words recorded
in this lexicon are still found in Yaghnobi, while others are used in the Tajik dialects
of Mastchoh and Falghar (Hromov 1962: 83-4).

Finally, the similarities in the phonology of Zeravshan Tajik and Yaghnobi can
be interpreted in two ways: early Yaghnobi could have influenced the adjacent Tajik
dialects or vice versa. The striking similarities in the development of Central Tajik and
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Yaghnobi *6 > @i and Yagh. *ii > y and Zeravshan Tajik u > #, as well as Tajik and Yagh-
nobi *a > 6, may point to language contacts in earlier periods (cf. Ido 2009).

In the Yaghnob valley there are now some Tajik-speaking villages whose inhabit-
ants no longer use the Yaghnobi language, but whose speech is quite different from
neighbouring dialects of Tajik. The Tajik dialect of Yaghnob belongs to the Zeravshan
dialect group of Tajik, to which it is relatively close: they share similarities in phonol-
ogy, but the inhabitants of the Yaghnob valley use Yaghnobi-based lexicon in part,
which is unintelligible to those outside the valley. In the following examples, words
of Yaghnobi origin are underlined: tis, ausond-ra yis dér ‘enter, listen to the fairy-
tale’ (Taj. daré(y), afsond-ro giis dor; Yagh. tis, 6fsonai yias dor); a Némitkon tirii avésom
mégiit ‘we set off that side from Nomitkon, he says’ (Taj. az Nomitkén on rii(y) furéma-
dem, mégtiyad; Yagh. ¢i Némitkon dwi némai awésom, woci). This dialect is also used by
Yaghnobi speakers when they communicate among themselves or with strangers.
The main difference between this Yaghnob-Tajik and the other Zeravshan dialects
is stress, which often shifts to the penultimate syllable if this is historically long,
e.g. xiina / xéna vs. Taj. xond, Zerav. xund ‘house’. Yaghnob-Tajik shares this feature
with Yaghnobi, where stress also falls on a historical long vowel in the root of a verb,
e.g. ortiq mediizad (Taj. ¢ortiqg médiizad) ‘he sews shoes’; gispdnd-a mebinand (Taj.
gtisfand-ro mébinand) ‘they see the sheep’. The 1* person plural ending is not -em as in
Tajik but -im, which corresponds to Yaghnobi -im. Also, the 1% and 3 person singular
enclitics -im and -i§ (same as in Yaghnobi) are used instead of Tajik -am and -as. Fur-
ther study of the Yaghnob-Tajik dialect is urgently needed, as until today only a short
outline with texts and a dictionary has been compiled by Hromov in his dissertation
(Hromov 1969: 305-23, 327-85, see also Hromov 1972: 118-9).

4. DOMAINS OF CONTACT
The Yaghnobi language area can be divided into seven main groups:

a) The Yaghnob valley itself. Today the Yaghnobi-speaking population lives in 12
villages. Four other villages in the valley are inhabited by Tajik-speaking Yaghnobis,
while 14 villages have been abandoned since the 1970s. Following the forced migra-
tion of the Yaghnobis in 1970-71, some of the people returned back to their homeland
after 1989.

Before the beginning of the 20™ century, we can suppose that the Yaghnob val-
ley was populated entirely by Yaghnobi speakers. Later on, some villages of the area
became Tajik-speaking and their inhabitants stopped using Yaghnobi completely. At
present, the situation in the valley itself is quite complicated: when the people were
forced to leave their homes and move to Zafarobod, the valley was deserted. From
the late 1980s onwards, some of the Yaghnobis returned to their homes in the valley.
Today, Yaghnobi is spoken in everyday conversation; the Tajik language may also be
used. Tajik proficiency is higher among men in comparison to women and children,
but almost everyone in the valley speaks both Tajik and Yaghnobi. The domain of
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Tajik is limited: it is mainly used when travelling outside of the valley or when speak-

a ing with a stranger. Contact with Tajik is quite limited for these speakers, and people

««  Who donot travel out of the valley do not have much contact with Tajik speakers. The

""" other source for Tajik language contact is television, owned by some families in Yagh-

nob (Paul et al. 2005: 79-82). Knowledge of Russian is very low among the younger

inhabitants of the valley and among women, as there are no schools in Yaghnob and
education is provided mainly by women.

b) Upper Varzob, i.e. the valleys of Ziddeh and Takob. In this area there are four
Yaghnobi-speaking villages. As in the Yaghnob valley, the Yaghnobi speakers in
the Upper Varzob are also quite isolated from the outside world. This fact helps to
preserve the language in its full form. Yaghnobi is the dominant language in these
villages, and its domain appears to be similar to that of the language in the Yaghnob
valley. On the other hand, proficiency in Tajik is higher than in Yaghnob due to the
location of Yaghnobi speakers in a Tajik-language area, where possibilities for con-
tact are not so limited. In the Upper Varzob area there are some schools, which also le-
ads to a better knowledge of Tajik among the Yaghnobis (see Table 5.; Paul et al. 2005:
82-6). The inhabitants of Kitkteppa have more intensive contacts with the Yaghnob
valley, as there is a path through a mountain pass, through which a traveller can re-
ach the village of Qul or Gharmen after a day’s walking.

Tajik domains Education (school and university)
Religious ceremonies

Speeches and formal occasions
Television and radio broadcasts
Written literature

Trade

Yaghnobi domains Conversation with friends and family at home
Conversation with colleagues within the local area
Oral literature (e.g. spoken poems and stories)
Instruction to local workmen, children and so on

TABLE 5. Domains of language use for Zumand, Upper Varzob (after Paul et al. 2005: 86)

c) Zafarobod, the area to which the whole Yaghnobi population from the Yaghnob
valley was moved in 1970-71. The Yaghnobi community in this area appears to be the
largest in Tajikistan. This contributes to the linguistic viability of the population, but
there are also many Tajik and Uzbek speakers who play their part in language con-
tact. Here Yaghnobi is used mainly at home or when talking with friends, and Tajik
when communicating with a stranger. In this area there are many schools with edu-
cation in Tajik, and proficiency in Tajik is higher than in the areas of the Upper Var-
zob and Yaghnob. On the other hand, the Yaghnobis who work at home do not have
as much contact with Tajik as those who work outside of their homes (see Table 6;
Paul et al. 2005: 87-9).
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Home

Arguing
Work Yaghnobi

Singing Yaghnobi & Other
Writing
TV
Radio
Reading Other
Counting
Government

Activity

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

TABLE 6. Domains of language use in the Zafarobod area (after Paul et al. 2005: 89).

d) Lower Varzob: there are some Yaghnobi speakers living in various villages of the
Lower Varzob. The village Dughoba-yi Bolo may be regarded as one of the largest
Yaghnobi-populated localities in the area, together with Varzob-GES on the opposite
side of the river Varzob. The population in Dughoba-yi Bolo and Varzob-GES is of Ta-
jik and Yaghnobi origin. Among the Yaghnobis, their mother tongue is used in eve-
ryday life with the family or when talking to Yaghnobi guests. On the streets, Tajik is
the main language of conversation, but Yaghnobi can be used whenever the audience
would understand it. There is a school in Varzob-GES for pupils from both villages,
but the Yaghnobi language is not taught there. Due to the proximity of Dushanbe, the
situation of Yaghnobi speakers differs somewhat from the situation described above.
Proficiency in and usage and accessibility of Tajik is even greater than in Zafarobod
(Paul et al. 2005: 89-90).

e) The city of Dushanbe: nowadays many Yaghnobis live in the capital of Tajikistan.
According to the data available, the Yaghnobi community in Dushanbe is located
mainly in the north-eastern part of the city. The community is quite homogenous, but
Yaghnobi is limited mainly to family conversation, the Tajik language being the main
language of communication. In Dushanbe there are also many other ethnic groups
such as Russians, Uzbeks, Pamiris, and Roma. Russians use their language on an eve-
ryday basis (they often do not understand or speak any Tajik), while other ethnic
groups do not often use their language outside of their homes.

f) The Hisor and Kofarnihon valleys: when we look at a map representing the areas
populated by Yaghnobis (Figure 1), an area in south Tajikistan seems to be largely po-
pulated by people of Yaghnobi origin. This is because of the relatively large spread
of Yaghnobis in the towns and villages in the districts of Radaki, Hisor, Vahdat, Sha-
hrinav and Yovon. However, the Yaghnobi communities in those districts are quite
small, and they are a minority among the Tajik population. Their use of Yaghnobi is
limited: the language is spoken mainly at home, and its use on the street is rare. In
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the southern areas populated by Yaghnobis (i.e. the Hisor and Kofarnihon valleys and
the city of Dushanbe), Tajik influence can be of greater extent than in areas a) to d).
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ACCESS

g) Ghonchi: in this district there are some Yaghnobis living in eight villages, who
count themselves as descendants of people from the Yaghnob valley; unfortunately,
they do not use the language any more. An interesting feature is that in Ghonchi some
of the Yaghnobi-populated villages have Yaghnobi names. This can be observed only
in areas settled by Yaghnobis in an older period: apart from the Yaghnob valley itself,
Yaghnobi place names are otherwise recorded only in the Upper Varzob area, whe-
reas other places populated by Yaghnobis have Tajik or Uzbek names. According to
Buzurgmehr, the Ghonchi region may have been settled by Yaghnobis in the 16®-17%
centuries (Buzurgmehr 2005: 121).

5. CONCLUSION

Throughout its history, the Yaghnobi language has been influenced by neighbouring
languages, the main influence coming from Tajik. The Yaghnobis live their lives in
quite intensive contact with Tajik; almost every Yaghnobi also speaks Tajik, though
proficiency in Tajik differs from region to region, depending on the need to use Tajik
in everyday life. Yaghnobi shares some features in its historical development with the
Central Tajik dialectal group in particular. This Yaghnobi-Tajik contact has been so
intense that it has affected not only the vocabulary of Yaghnobi but also some aspects
of its grammar, as discussed above in §2. On the other hand, Yaghnobi has retained
its own linguistic structure, and borrowings that do not fit its structure were adapted
phonologically and morphologically, at least until recently.

The Yaghnobi lexicon is composed of some 27% native vocabulary, while the re-
mainder are loanwords from other languages, mainly from Tajik, Arabic and Uzbek.
However, these numbers need to be treated with caution, as my analysis was done on
material from various sources and no precise etymological information was available
for some of the languages involved, including Tajik. It is also important to note that
not every word of foreign origin is used frequently. Tajik and especially Arabic words
are connected with legal, religious and educational domains, and their usage in daily
life is less frequent. When I was learning the language as it is spoken in the Lower
Varzob and in the Yaghnob valleys, I came to understand that the usage of loanwords
isnotas high as it appears in the available lexica. Studies of lexical entries encompass
all the words used by Yaghnobis in various (often limited) occasions (cf. Novak 2010),
so a study of the frequency of the lexemes within spoken corpora is needed to draw
more accurate conclusions.

As mentioned above, Tajik is dominant in many areas in which the use of Yagh-
nobi is very limited. For example, Yaghnobis often write in Tajik as Yaghnobi does
not have an established written form, and many Yaghnobis did not have any oppor-
tunity to learn their native language at school. There are also few books in Yaghnobi;
furthermore, radio broadcasting in Yaghnobi is rare, and there are no television
programs in Yaghnobi. This situation is not conducive to the long-term survival of
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the language. There are some attempts to print books about and in Yaghnobi, but
this movement is still in its early stages. Yet the outlook appears to have improved
in recent years for the preservation of the language. Most importantly, the language
seems to have great prestige among its speakers. This is also supported by official
recognition of Yaghnobi and the Pamir languages in the Tajik constitution as a part
of the cultural heritage of Tajikistan.

To summarise, the Yaghnobi language is influenced by Tajik in many respects, but
it still retains its own distinct features that make it so different from Tajik, so that
monolingual Tajiks often do not understand even if a Yaghnobi is using Tajik vocabu-
lary within a Yaghnobi sentence. The core of the Yaghnobi lexicon and grammar, such
as the pronominal and verbal system, remain distinct from that of Tajik, and there
are no signs that this situation will change in the immediate future.

LANGUAGE ABBREVIATIONS:

Arab. Arabic

Av. Avestan

Iran. Iranian

OPers. Old Persian

Pers.  Persian

Russ.  Russian

Sogd. Sogdian

Taj. Tajik

Uzb.  Uzbek

Yagh. Yaghnobi

Zerav. Zeravshan dialects of Tajik
(E) eastern dialect of Yaghnobi
(W)  western dialect of Yaghnobi
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