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This paper presents and analyses half a page of Uzbek text that appears in a Tajik-lan-
guage prose work published at the turn of the 20th century. The Uzbek text was written by
a Bukharan bilingual who had Bukharan Tajik as his native language but also possessed
competence in Uzbek. The text is a rare example of an Uzbek text written in fully vocal-
ized Hebrew script, and thus provides a rare glimpse into the Tajik-Uzbek bilingualism in
the capital area of the emirate of Bukhara in the late 19th century.

Shinji Ido, Nagoya University, Furo-cho, Chikusa-ku, Nagoya, 464-8601 Japan. E-mail:
ido@nagoya-u.jp

1. Introduction

This paper presents and analyses half a page of Turkic text that appears in a Tajik-
language literary prose work published at the turn of the 20th century. Both the
Uzbek text and the prose work Sefer Tokhen Alilot,' of which the text is part, were
written by Simon Hakham (1843-1910),> a Bukharan Jew who had the Bukharan
variety of Tajik as his first language but also possessed competence in the local
Turkic language that had currency in the Bukhara area, hence the half page of Turk-
ic text. As will be evident in the remainder of this paper, the Turkic variety in which
the text is written can most readily be identified as a variety of Uzbek, although it
exhibits a number of features that distinguish it from the standardized Uzbek lan-
guage of today.

The Uzbek variety used in the text arguably represents that of late 19th-century
Bukharan bilinguals who had Bukharan Tajik as their native language and Uzbek as

1 Hakham’s Sefer Tokhen Alilot is a Bukharan Tajik translation/adaptation ( 71°27N
ORPPNIRY, i.e. mapyuma ea unmuxon, in the original wording; Hakham 1902/1903: 3rd
facing pages) of a dramatic rendition of the biblical story of Joseph and his brothers writ-
ten in Hebrew by Abraham b. Aryeh Loeb Hayyim ha-Kohen of Mogilev. Sefer Tokhen
Alilot is interleaved in another of Hakham’s works called Shahin Tora. The reader is re-
ferred to Paper (1978: 106, 1982: 339) for more bibliographical information on Sefer
Tokhen Alilot.

2 Simon Hakham 031 1w has been variously referred to as Simeon Hakham (Edwards
1922: 67), Sim‘@in Haxam (Bec¢ka 1989: 200-201), Shim‘on Hakham (Kaganovitch 2010:
507), etc. in English-language research papers. See Fischel (2007) for Hakham’s concise
biography and bibliography.
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their second. Thus the text and analysis presented in this paper provide a rare
glimpse into the Tajik-Uzbek bilingualism in the capital area of the emirate of Bu-
khara in the late 19th century,® when, incidentally, (Bukharan) Tajik was used in
more domains than in subsequent centuries in Bukhara (see Khalid 2015: 129, 135—
136, Beeman 2010: 145).

Besides its value as a source of data for the study of the Tajik-Uzbek bilingual-
ism and historical sociolinguistics of Bukhara, the text has a different kind of value
that derives from the script in which it is written. The text is presented in fully
vocalized Hebrew script and thus provides different (more detailed) information
about the vowel phonology of the late 19th-century Uzbek variety that was current
in Bukhara than is obtainable from unvocalized Arabic-script sources in which most
existing texts of pre-1920s Uzbek are written.*

The Hebrew script has been used in writing some Turkic languages such as
different varieties of Karaim and Ottoman Turkish (e.g. Marazzi 1980). However,
Uzbek has rarely, if ever, been written in Hebrew script, not least because the only
users of the script in Transoxiana, namely Bukharan Jews, are traditionally Tajik
speaking. Hence the text that is the subject of this paper is also important as a rare
example of a Hebrew-script Uzbek text.

2. Terminology

Before we proceed to the analysis of the text, some notes on the terminology em-
ployed in this paper are in order.

The half-page Uzbek language text that is the subject of this paper will be re-
ferred to either simply as “the text” or as “the gdyin’g text” after the first ortho-
graphical word of the text.

In the remainder of this paper, I use the term “Bukharan Tajik” (hereafter BT) in
reference to the variety of New Persian spoken in the town of Bukhara and its vicin-

3 To be sure, there are a sizeable number of Uzbek texts written by Bukharan bilinguals
during the 1920s and 1930s. In particular, Sadriddin Ayni, who in 1921 acknowledged
that he had not dealt with the Uzbek language and Turkic (language) literature (5 4354 )
Sl 4aS ) 65 0 zbhekcha va turkcha adabiyoti) until he turned 28 years of age, wrote a
number of texts in Uzbek in the 1920s and 1930s, during which period Uzbek underwent
standardization. Ayni’s writings in Uzbek exhibit Ottoman Turkish and Tatar traits (see
Shimada & Tosheva 2010: xvii—xviii, 286) that are not found in Hakham’s Uzbek text.

4 Compare, for instance, '6zi biz ni 1 1°2 1% ‘of ourselves’, which appears in the text in
question, with i ja ) avzmzny ‘of ourselves’, which appears in one of Sadriddin Ayn1’s
writings (Shimada & Tosheva 2010: 146). The former, in which vowel letters and
diacritics are written, is more amenable to phonological transcription than the latter, in
which the word-initial s av could represent any rounded vowel, while the remaining part
&l 3 ) zmzny could (theoretically) contain a number (0<n<4) of vowels of indeterminable
quality.
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ity.> BT is the variety that Hakham shared with his readers in the Bukhara area and
in which he wrote his literary works including Sefer Tokhen Alilot,® though Hakham
predated the introduction of “Tajik” as the name of the Central Asian variety of New
Persian (Khalid 2015: xvi, 293)7 and refers to the variety not as BT but as “the
Persian dialect that is current in the towns of Bukhara”.® Incidentally, BT is still in
active use today in the Bukhara area, though it has undergone a number of changes
in its lexicon, phonology, morphology, and syntax since Hakham’s time.

S This appellation is not intended to imply homogeneity among the lects that are col-
lectively called Bukharan Tajik in this paper. Minor differences between lects are reported
to exist within Bukharan Tajik, which has been the primary or dominant language for
members of different ethnic backgrounds (chiefly Tajik, Jewish, and Eroni residents of
such towns as Bukhara, G‘ijduvon, Kogon, and Vobkent). For example, according to
Mardonova (1970: 99), the language variety of the Eroni residents in Zirobod, which is
located 12 kilometres south-east of the town of Bukhara, has less in common with the
Tajik of Tajiks in Bukhara than does the variety of Eroni residents in Bukhara.

6 Hakham wrote and published his books in Jerusalem, to which he migrated in 1890, and
from which his books were sent to Bukhara and Samarkand. Hakham was a native of the
Bukhara area, where he resided until he emigrated to Jerusalem at the age of 47.
Hakham’s books published in Jerusalem “were sent to Bukhara and Samarkand where he
had some representatives in every town”, according to Mordekhay Bachaev, interviewed
in Loy (2008: 130).

7 According to Khalid (2015: xvi), “the term Tajik was never used before 1924 for the
Persian language spoken in Central Asia, which was referred to as Persian (fars7)”.

8 In the original wording (Hakham 1902/1903: 3rd facing pages), this is *73**X7 *DIRD 7197
NI YR W (ragpsu  gopcuu pouyau waxpxou bByxopo in present-day Tajik
orthography). What X7IX212 ‘Bukhara’ in this passage refers to is not clear, as it could
refer to the emirate of Bukhara, the town of Bukhara, or an area comprising the town,
such as the capital district/province of Bukhara. However, we can fairly safely assume the
referent to be an area comprising the town of Bukhara and its vicinity in which there are
smaller towns such as G‘ijduvon and Kogon, because Hakham aimed his works primarily
at his brethren in towns in the Samarkand and Bukhara areas (see Footnotes 5-6 as well
as Paper 1978: 105, Loy 2015: 312). We can further speculate that he mainly had ‘the
Persian dialect’ of Bukhara rather than that of Samarkand in mind when he made
reference to ‘the Persian dialect that is current in the towns of Bukhara’, because Bukhara
was particularly densely populated by Jews (and hence by readers of Hakham’s works) in
the 19th century. In a travelogue called 4 journey from Orenburg to Bokhara in the year
1820, von Meyendorf (1870: 34) noted that “of all the towns of Central Asia, Bokhara
contains the greatest number of Jews, and may be looked upon as their principal residence
in East” and that “the Jews own in Bokhara about 800 houses”. Likewise, a Japanese
traveller observed in 1902 that Jews in Turkestan lived mainly in the town of Bukhara
(Inoue 1903: 163). In contrast, according to Levin (2015: 11), the number of Jewish
residents in the Samarkand province grew from 2,000 to 12,380 between 1873 and 1914,
allowing us to assume that Samarkand was still in the process of developing into a major
centre of Bukharan Jews when Hakham emigrated from Bukhara to Palestine in 1890.
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“Bukharan bilinguals” refers in this paper to BT-Uzbek bilinguals who have BT
as their native or dominant language. Today most BT speakers are bilingual in BT
and Uzbek, but Hakham’s comment on the BT-Uzbek bilingualism in Bukhara (see
§5) indicates that a sizeable number of native BT speakers in the late 19th century
possessed little or no proficiency in Uzbek.

I use the term “Uzbek” to collectively refer to the written and spoken Uzbek of
Uzbekistan and its late 19th-century predecessors. Accordingly, the language variety
in which the géyiin°g text is written may be referred to as a pre-standardized Uzbek
variety used by Bukharan bilinguals (of whom Hakham was one) in the late 19th
century.’ On the other hand, I use the expression “the Bukhara dialect of Uzbek” to
refer specifically to Bukharan bilinguals’ Uzbek, i.e., the Uzbek variety spoken by
Bukharan bilinguals. Accordingly, in this paper, “the Bukhara dialect of Uzbek”
(hereafter BbU) does not comprise the Uzbek dialect(s) spoken in the Bukhara area
by monolingual Uzbek speakers.'? Since monolingual Uzbek speakers in the Bu-
khara area mostly reside in the countryside, BbU could be viewed as the more urban
of the two types of Uzbek dialects spoken in the area.

3. The transcription

The present paper attempts to transcribe the gdyin’g text in such a way that the
transcription represents how the text would have been read aloud by a late 19th-
century Bukharan bilingual, or indeed by Hakham himself.

The goyun’g text was initially reported in a conference paper by Paper (1982).
The paper contains a Roman transcription of the text which, with such symbols as d,
1, 0, i, ¢, §, and A, is in line with conventional transcription methods for Chagatay
(e.g. Eckmann 1969: 25-27). However, there is ample evidence that the Chagatay-
style transcription does not reflect how the text would have been read aloud by
Bukharan bilinguals in the late 19th century.

9 T use the term “Uzbek” in reference to the Turkic variety that had currency in the late 19th
century in Transoxiana partly because, according to Khalid (2015: xv—xvi), “the term
Uzbek was in common use for the contemporary literary Turkic language of Transoxiana
before the revolution ...” (See Line 32 of the gdyin’g text where JA1IR> ‘6z°bak is
apparently used in reference to the Turkic variety in which the text is written.) This is not
to say that there was no terminological confusion involving the term in the late 19th to
early 20th centuries. For instance, in 1913, Behbudiy (1999: 150) used o zbekiy ‘Uzbek’
as an alternative to furkiy ‘Turkic’. See also Uzman (2005: 51) who describes the eclectic
use of various terms for the “mother tongue” of the local populace of Transoxiana in the
early 20th century.

10 Mirzaev (1969: 22) makes effectively the same distinction, stating the following about the
dialects of the Bukhara area: “‘Bbup munnu’ wesanu npogh. E. [. Ilonusanos aiimub
YmeaH ‘Maxkcumym 3ponaauiean’ wieganap 6unaH meuenauimupuw myepu 6yamaiiou” ‘It
is not right to equate monolinguals’ dialect to the “maximally Iranized” dialects to which
Prof. E. D. Polivanov has made reference’.
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For example, Paper’s Chagatay-style transcription utilizes 11 vowel symbols (d,
i, 0,1, a, i, u, 0, e, 0, and a), though it is unlikely that Bukharan bilinguals distin-
guished so many vowels in their speech in BbU or in BT. While some Uzbek dia-
lects do utilize 10 vowel phonemes!!' (Reshetov & Shoabdurahmonov 1978: 45,
Rajabov 1996: 99),!? the so-called “Iranized” dialects of Uzbek, of which BbU is
one, have consistently been described as having a relatively small inventory of six
vowels (Polivanov 1928: 308, Reshetov & Shoabdurahmonov 1978: 45, Mirzaev
1969: 28, Rajabov 1996: 99). Perhaps more importantly, only six vowel let-
ters/diacritics (g, o, M, B, ¢&», «») are used in the gdyin’g text. It therefore
seems more appropriate to employ a transcription system with six vowel symbols
for the text if one is attempting, as this paper does, to present how the text was read
aloud by Bukharan bilinguals in the late 19th century.

The transcription in this paper is carried out by mapping the reconstructed pho-
nemes of late 19th-century BT onto the graphemes (letters and diacritics) appearing
in the goyiin°g text. Thus the transcription rests on the premise that BbU phonemes
constitute a subset of BT phonemes. Admittedly, this premise is not beyond ques-
tion, but seems fairly reasonable on the basis of the following facts.

First, in Sefer Tokhen Alilot, Hakham uses the same set of letters and diacritics
for both BT and BbU. In other words, he puts his orthography to dual use as both
BT orthography and BbU orthography, which suggests general agreement of the
phonology of BbU with that of BT. Second, the vowel system of the Tashkent-Bu-
khara dialect group of Uzbek described in the early 20th century (Polivanov 1928:
308) is broadly similar to the vowel system of late 19th-century BT reconstructed by
Ido (2017: 15-17). This suggests that, in terms of the vowel system, BT and BbU
were in general phonological correspondence in the late 19th century, as in fact they
are today (Ido 2014: 90). Third, many Bukharan bilinguals use BT phonemes for
Uzbek phonemes that BT lacks. Indeed, Mirzaev (1969: 34) identifies the use of the
BT phoneme /f/ for Uzbek /¢/ as a feature of BbU." Similarly, Bukharan bilinguals
replace Uzbek /n/ with /ng/ or /nk/'* (Mirzaev 1969: 36-37) which consists only of
BT phonemes.

The mapping of late 19th-century BT phonemes to graphemes used in the go-
yun’g text results in a transcription of the text that differs radically from that pre-
sented in Paper (1982: 342-343). For instance, unlike Paper’s transcription, in

11 If one counts long vowels as phonemes, this number can rise to 18 (see Shoab-
durahmonov 1971: 397).

12 According to Uzman (2005: 84), there even existed a short-lived and little-used Uzbek
alphabet with 10 vowel letters in 1926.

13 Recent descriptions of Uzbek phonology do not accord bilabial fricatives the status of
phonemes, treating them as allophones of their labio-dental counterparts. See, for example
the descriptions of «¢» and «8» in Jamolxonov (2009: 144).

14 These are phonetically [ng] and [pk], respectively.
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which 11 vowel symbols are used, only six vowel symbols (q, i, o, u, e, and 2) ap-
pear in the transcription in the present paper.

The transcription involves reconstructed late 19th-century BT phonemes.
Accordingly, an overview of the reconstruction is in order.

The reconstruction is based on an analysis of Hakham’s BT orthography as well
as on existing descriptions of BT phonemes. The fully vocalized Hebrew script in
which the gdyin’g text is written follows the orthographical rules that Hakham de-
vised for BT. As a result, as is apparent from Table 1, the phoneme-grapheme corre-
spondence is very transparent in Hakham’s orthography, which renders it largely
alphabetic. Accordingly, most of the graphemes that appear in the text can be con-
verted more or less directly into late 19th-century BT phonemes.

The BT consonant phonemes of the late 19th century are assumed here to be
basically identical with those of present-day BT, except for the voiceless fricative
and affricate in the alveolar-palatal region (see below). On the other hand, the vowel
system of BT is known to have undergone a chain shift where Early New Persian /a/
and /6/ moved to the positions of /o/ and /e/, respectively. It is therefore important to
determine which stage of the chain shift BT was at in the late 19th century. Follow-
ing Ido (2017), this paper assumes that, in the late 19th century, BT was at an
intermediate stage of the chain shift, i.e. that it had /o/ and /o/ instead of present-day
BT /o/ and /e/ and accordingly had a vowel system consisting of /e/, /i/, /u/, /o/, /a/,
and /a/.!®> The assumption that the fronting of /o/ was yet to take place in the late

15 Another piece of evidence supports the assumption that present-day BT /e/ was /o/, and
hence that BbU probably also lacked /e/ in the 19th century. In the early 1930s, there was
a semi-standardized written language called zavoni jahudihoji Azijoji Mijona ‘Central
Asian Jews’ language’ (hereafter ZJ), which was based on the Tajik dialect(s) of the Jews
of the Zarafshan river valley (Polivantf 1934: 29). The language was similar to BT
because the river valley comprises Bukhara and Samarkand. Polivantf (1934: 21)
regarded the ZJ sounds represented by the letters <a), <o», and «, the last of which
corresponds to present-day BT /e/ (see below), to be the same as those represented by <a»,
@, and <o respectively in the Uzbek orthography of the early 1930s. On the other hand,
according to von Gabain (1945: 20), s, <@, and <o» in the Uzbek orthography of the early
1930s represent vowels comparable to German (open) d, (back) a, and (very close) o,
respectively. In other words, <@, <0>, and «i» in ZJ represented vowels comparable to
German (open) d, (back) a, and (very close) o. This is to say that (provided that the other
vowel letters of ZJ, namely <>, <e», and > represent vowel phonemes qualitatively
approximating [i], [e], and [u], respectively) it had a vowel system with a back vowel /o/
in the place of present-day BT /e/. For example, rj ‘face’ in ZJ, which corresponds with
present-day BT /rej/ ‘face’, was probably /roj/; present-day Bukharan bilinguals
pronounce the Uzbek word for ‘much, many’ as /kep/, but their late 19th-century
counterparts probably pronounced it as /kop/. Similarly, present-day BT /inte/ (standard
Tajik ux maep) ‘in this manner’ (Kerimova 1959: 54) contrasts with late 19th-century BT
<0 7Y /in tor/ ‘in this manner’ (Hakham 1902/1903: 98th facing pages). The syllable
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19th century actually contributes to a better translation of the gdyin’g text than is
provided in Paper (1982: 343). For example 113>, which is transcribed as kof in
Paper (1982: 342), is transcribed in this paper as /kop/, which is readily identifiable
as the Uzbek word for ‘much, many”’ (ko p /kop/ in present-day Uzbek orthography).

The reconstructed BT phonemes that are used in transcribing the géyiin’g text are
shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Graphemes that appear in the gdyiin°g text and corresponding late 19th-
century Bukharan Tajik phonemes

Transliteration Grapheme Late 19 ¢. BT

b 3 /bl
b A /b/
g 3 Ig/
g J 6/
¢ 3 Ite/~1Y/
d il /d/
d 7 /d/
h n /h/

£ W 1 %

<

g

S W n I

=]

1S

O z T /z/
y ) fi/
y " hi!
k 7,2 /k/
k 2 I/
1 ” "
I K n
m o,n /m/
n 1,3 n/

/te/ in present-day BT /inte/ ‘in this manner’ also contrasts with ZJ #ir /tor/ in un titr /un
tor/ ‘such’ (Polivantif 1934: 14).
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s o /s/
¢ Y syllable boundary
b q.,9 /f/ and /p/
q P q/
7 | It/
g w [el~1f/
t n 1/
Transliteration ~ word-final ~ word-medial ~ word-initial Late 19 ¢. BT
N "% " K /il
. a ] 1 R h/
Tg 5 (%) i in lo/
~ 2’ R Ro R s/
a ne R /a/
2 o no/reduced vowel

<> does not appear word-finally in the text, hence the brackets in Table 1.

< is used in the text primarily to mark vowellessness, but is also used for re-
duced vowels. Since vowels prone to reduction in (Bukharan) Tajik are /i/, /u/, and
/a/, the diacritic «;» could be identified as a marker for reduced /i/, /u/, /a/, and
vowellessness.

<, <@, <P, and < are the word-final forms of <2y, <P, <>, and 9>, respectively.
@/« is assumed here to represent /f/ and /p/ although early descriptions of Uzbek
(Kononov 1960: 28, Sjoberg 1962: 8, 11) accord the bilabial rather than the
labiodental voiceless fricative the status of a native Uzbek phoneme.

> is shown to represent /e/~/[/ in Table 1. This is because alveolo-palatal /¢/ is
prevalent in present-day BT while post-alveolar /[/ is widespread in the present-day
Tajik used in the media in Tajikistan.!® It is conceivable that a shift from /e/ to /J/
took place in BT after or around the time of the 1929 secession of Tajikistan from
Uzbekistan, while standard Tajik, which has BT as the primary basis of its

16 This observation is based on a cursory analysis of data obtained by this author from native
Tajik speakers, most of whom were television or radio presenters, in Dushanbe in 2012. A
paper in which this pool of data is analysed is currently in preparation. Although
Bukharan Tajik served as a basis for standard Tajik, it has been autonomous enough from
the standardized Tajik of Tajikistan to have developed into a variety whose mutual
intelligibility with the latter is rather limited (see Beeman 2010: 145, Ido 2012: 13-14).



224 Shinji Ido

phonological norms (Ido 2015: 87), retained to date the /f/ that it may have inherited
from BT. However, it is similarly conceivable that a shift from /¢/ to /f/ occurred in
standard Tajik. We therefore cannot tell with any certainty which alveolar-palatal
voiceless fricative BT had in the late 19th century, hence the symbol ‘~’ in /e/~/[/.
For the same reason, the late 19th-century BT phoneme represented by the letter <
is assumed to be /te/~/ff/. However, in §4, I use /¢/ and /te/ for /e/~/[/ and /te/~/{f/,
respectively, for the sake of readability.

In the text, <1 appears only in Arabic loans, while (1 appears in BbU words,
representing /v/. One may hence be tempted to consider that < represents a different
phoneme than /v/, such as /w/. However, in Sefer Tokhen Alilot, <\» appears not only
in Arabic loans but also in BT words such as davidah 171> (Hakham 1902/1903:
100th facing pages) ‘running’, in which it arguably represents /v/, while 1 also
appears in words of Arabic origin such as tavaliid <15y (Hakham 1902/1903: 99th
facing pages) ‘birth’. Accordingly, I assume that in the late 19th century there was
no BT or BbU phoneme represented by «» distinct from that represented by .

4. The qoyiin’g text

The goyiin’g text consists of 11 lines and appears in the 99th pair of facing pages in
Hakham (1902/1903), which is unpaginated. In Table 2, the text is divided by
punctuation marks into 38 sections, each of which is assigned a unique number. In
the “Transcription” column of the table, the two personal names <777 ‘Judah’ and
Aoww ‘Issachar’, both of which are written in accordance with (unpointed) He-
brew orthography, and reduced vowels (see §3) are left untranscribed.

Table 2. The gdyiin’°g text with transliteration and transcription

Original Transliteration
A7arip 1. qoydn®g lar.

A2 PONTPY M I AP AR 3 2. nimah 'G¢hn balah ni kaw®ni ni sin’ddrasiz
lar.
AT PRYPIPR I TR M2 TR 22 3. bizllar ki 6z kaweni biz ni sin’dir’ma’q
kérak.
JATATIPRD 4. t2’ qacan gah Cah.

2R 5. pikir Cétib.

sAvA

JURTADRIN 1T TR OWR IR AP 3 T2 Tk 6. 0zi bizni qil°gan yama'n “181 biz dan
"tiya’t'may°biz.
Jarnpxymismaraiantxk 7. "6z kozl biz gah korah ya'tib biz.
Jrna 8. bll minan.
aamm AR 9. '0¢ mar’tabah.

NPRyD R 10, kada'yita’la’.
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TR OWRD

STORD °1 27 WPWAT TPRTIY
VYRR PR ORPP T2 MW
STTVRW N2 TR

IR 7T 102 *JANKRD 73 anis
13122 NP

DR anid

MT7IP AW 03

Rhi

JURIR TR 033773 122 AR 3 TR DR
SOWIN 713 12 WK 722 PR M2 7PN
29 a2 1io ;2

JANR? 71272 713 1272 7N 77 RTD
.12 33MNiR 07

3 nPananid

AR 73

AN

3 172 A2 APy 2

.PRADRD *NPY 73X

S Al PRl =)

SNRPDIY 13 RP2 AN 01 91

SN DR A7 D

SIORY 1w

LSNORDD 1 IR

ST 7312 T2 NORYI 7 P2
ST 1273 RTID R AR

1072 i 01 9120302

.omIN °3 72 1)

11.
12.
13.
14.
5.,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
3.
38.

225

ba’si biz gah.

$tn°da’qah dis®qa’r lar ni sa’I°di.
qaraq’¢i lik qil°gani biz "G¢tn.

biz lar ni qaraq®¢i dédi.

komii¢ gah sa’t°gani biz dan "G¢an.
qa’p lari biz gah.

koémac¢ yol°qa’ti.

ki §in°Cah qor’qadig .

yanah.

'a’tah biz gah 'aciq kabar bér’gani biz "a¢in.
"indi bul "a¢iq kabar ba’$i biz gah ta§°ti.

bl s6z lar hamabh si.

kida'yi dan t6g°ri biz’lar gah kélah ya't°gan.
dam ’6tirin’g lar.

kop ba balah gah.

gap "ir’man’g.

ihwdh.

bal kis’kinah "tkah biz k.

"l wag®ti sa’'t’'ma’q.

biz’lar minan ydq yidi.

bal nimah "0¢0n bala’ gah y6l°qa’ti.

y§8kr "6z°bak "ay°tar dir.

yak?®$ini Sara’pati.

yama’'n ni kasa’pati.

biz’lar ni kasa’pati biz bin’gah tég°di.

yanah ha’lé kada'y bilar ddr.

bal’ké bl ni qoyah bér’stin.

w?biz lar ni tGt°sin.
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Transcription

qojung lar

nima uteun bala ni kavni ni sindurasiz
lar

bizlar yi oz kavni biz ni sindurmoq
kerak

to qatean ga tea

fikir etib

ozi bizni gilgan jamon iei biz dan
ujotmajbiz

oz kozi biz gah kora jotib biz

bul minan

ute martaba

yudoji t’olo

bogi biz ga

cundoqa dueqor lar ni soldi

qaraqtei lik gilgani biz uteun

biz lar ni qaraqtei dedi

komute ga sotgani biz dan uteun
qop lari biz ga

komute jol’qoti

ki euntea qorgadug

jana

ota biz ga ateiq yabar bergani biz uteun
indi bul ateiq yabar bogi biz ga tueti
bul soz lar hama si

yudoji dan togri bizlar ga kela jotgan
dam oturung lar

kop bu bala ga

gap urmang

thwdh

bul kiekina uka biz ku

ul vaqti sotmoq

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17:
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

Shinji Ido

Transcription in present-day Uzbek orthog-
raphy
Qo‘yinglar.

Nima uchun bolani kavnini sindirasizlar.
Bizlar ki oz kavnimizni sindirmoq kerak.

To qachongacha
fikr etib

0‘zimizni qilgan yomon ishimizdan
uyalmaymiz.
O°z ko‘zimizga ko‘ra yotibmiz.

Bu bilan

uch martaba

xudoyi taolo

boshimizga

shunaqa dushxorlarni soldi.
Qaroqchilik gilganimiz uchun
bizlarni qaroqchi dedi.

Kumushga sotganimizdan uchun
qoplarimizga

kumush yo‘liqdi

ki shuncha qo‘rqdik

Yana

otamizga achchiq xabar berganimiz uchun
endi bu achchiq xabar boshimizga tushdi.
Bu so‘zlar hammasi

xudoyidan tog‘ri bizlarga kelayotgan.
Dam o‘tiringlar.

Ko‘p bu bolaga

gap urmang.

Yahudo.

Bu kichkina ukamiz-ku.

U vagqt-i sotmoq
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bizlar minan joq jidi 30. Dbizlar bilan yo‘q edi.

bul nima uteun balo ga jol’qoti 31. Bu nima uchun baloga yo‘liqdi.
v$§kr ozbak ajtar dur 32. Issaxor o‘zbek aytadur.

jayei ni earofati 33. Yaxshini sharofati

jamon ni kasofati 34. yomonni kasofati.

bizlar ni kasofati biz bunga tegdi 35. Bizlarni kasofatimiz bunga tegdi.
jana hole yudoj bilar dur 36. Yana hali xudoy biladur.

balke bul ni qoja bersun 37. Balki buni qo‘ya bersin

v°biz lar ni tutsun 38. va bizlarni tutsin.

I present below a translation of the gdyin’g text, which is partially based on Paper
(1982: 343).

1 Stop (it). 2 Why do you break the heart (lit. world) of the child? ; It is we who have
to break our hearts (lit. our world(s)). 4 For how long (lit. until when) s shall we not
reflect (on our faults) and ¢ be ashamed of our evil deeds? 7 We keep seeing (them)
with our own eyes—sz counting this one, ¢ three times 19 God the almighty ;12 in-
flicted (lit. placed) such difficulties on us (lit. on our heads). 13,14 He called us brig-
ands, because we committed brigandage. s Because we sold (Joseph) for silver, 16,17
silver met (lit. encountered) our sack ;sand we became so afraid. 19 In addition, 2921
this bitter news now befell us because we gave bitter news to our father. » All these
words 23 come directly from God to us. 24 Be silent! 2526 Don’t scold (lit. speak much
to) this child! 27 Judah: »g After all, he (lit. this) is our little brother. 2930 He was not
with us at the time of (our) selling (Joseph). 33 Why did he (lit. this) encounter
misfortune? 3, Issachar says in Uzbek: 33 Good (personality) entails honour, 34 evil
(personality) entails evil fate. 35 Our evil fate befell/affected this child. 3 But then
again, God knows (this). 37 Let him (even) release him 3z and let him retain us.

5. An analysis

The language of the gdyin’g text is very colloquial and appears to be free from any
conventions of belles-lettres (Chagatay or otherwise). It is incoherent in parts and
contains segments that do not conform to the grammar of Uzbek. The (overly) collo-
quial nature of the language may be ascribed, at least partly, to the fact that the text
consists mostly of biblical Issachar’s lines of dialogue, and hence must be meant to
represent spoken words. The incoherence and deviation from Uzbek grammar on the
other hand could be ascribed to Hakham’s obviously limited proficiency in written
Uzbek, and possibly in turn to the limited domains in which Bukharan bilinguals in
general used Uzbek. Indeed, in his comment accompanying the gdyiin’g text, Hak-
ham writes (in BT) that “... male residents of the towns of Bukhara have also learnt
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the Turkic language through business (originating) from the non-urban areas of the
province”,!” which implies rather restricted domains in which male Bukharan bilin-
guals used Uzbek in the years preceding the publication of Sefer Tokhen Alilot, i.c.,
in the 19th century. This in turn shows that in the late 19th century, the onus was on
BT speakers, not Uzbek speakers, to be bilingual, despite the emirate of Bukhara
being Persianate.'® Another implication of his comment is that bilingualism was
more limited among female BT speakers than among male BT speakers.

Unlike many Uzbek texts from the early 20th century, the gdyiin’g text is free of
Tatar or Ottoman Turkish elements such as the subordinating suffix -(j)arak/-(j)a-
raq, which appears in the Uzbek orthography of 1926 (7il va istiloh 1926: 44). This
supports the observation that such elements became particularly common in (writ-
ten) Uzbek after 1905 (see Shukurov 1973: 25, Tursunov et al. 1995: 201-202, Uz-
man 2005: 51-52).

As was stated above, the text contains a number of peculiarities, which are listed
below with comments.

Line 2. The noun kav’n 02>, which means ‘existence, world’ (Fozilov 1983: 88
and Shamsiyev & Ibrohimov 1972: 298) is not in wide use in today’s Uzbek.

The case marker i <) is used here for the genitive case. The use of -»i for both
accusative case marking and genitive case marking is a feature of Uzbek varieties
spoken in the Bukhara area (see Mirzaev 1969: 46-48)."

Line 3. &7 <2 in this line is probably a misspelt k7 2> (see line 18). The use of ki
as an emphatic complementizer, which the k7 here seems to represent (though the

17 The comment precedes the gdyin’g text and starts with the following sentence: 71IRD
PRI ORI TR TPARYIA TIRT 77 0D 47 R7IRII2 ORI W O9AK IRTM I 0D . TIRTA
7IN0N NDMA TR R PNW 10H PR (Hakham 1902/1903: 99th pair of facing pages)
which in present-day Tajik orthography would be: xonanoa 6udonao, xku nuz mapoonu
axau waxpxou Byxopo xam ku oap 000y Myomuia as caxpoxou 6uiosim 1aghau mypkupo
&0 eupugpma xacmano ‘the reader should know that (likewise) male residents of the towns
of Bukhara have also learnt the Turkic language through business (originating) from the
non-urban areas of the province’. Paper (1982: xxvii) renders the passage into English
more freely as “the reader should know that the men of the cities of Bokhara also learned
the Turki language (Uzbek) through their business dealings in the countryside”.

18 Kimura (2014: 33) describes the wide diplomatic currency that Uzbek had in Transoxiana
in 1880.

19 This feature is shared by a number of contemporary Uzbek dialects. Shoabdurahmonov
(1971: 400) notes that the feature is common among “Tashkent type dialects” while
Mirzaev (1969: 46—47) lists the use of -ni as a genitive case marker as one of the
characteristics of the city dialects of Uzbek (of which BbU is one). It is a characteristic
that is also observed in a number of texts dating from the late 19th to early 20th centuries,
such as the writings of Sadriddin Ayni (see, e.g., Shimada & Tosheva 2010: xvii, xliii),
Behbudiy (see Behbudiy 1999), and even a letter addressed to “the Bukharan amir’s
qosbegi” (Kimura 2014: 30).
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line lacks the necessary verb), is relatively rare in today’s Uzbek. The &7 in this line
can alternatively be identified as a relative pronoun, in which case lines 3—6 would
roughly mean ‘for how long shall we, who should suffer loss of status, close our
eyes on our faults and be unashamed of our evil deeds?’

The first person plural suffix b7z <"3) in this line is peculiar in having a plosive
consonant in its initial position. See also lines 6, 7, 11, 13, 15, 16, 20, 21, 28, and 35
in which the suffix appears as biz 3.2

Line 4. The Tajik preposition 7@’ «Xm» ‘until’ is used here in combination with
Uzbek gah ¢ah <v3 n» ‘until’.>! While this combination is uncommon today, it is
within the norms of present-day written Uzbek.

Line 6. As in line 2, ni ¢ is used here for genitive case marking.

The verb ‘dya’'f- qRMR> (in'dya Pmay’biz A"NNKR™MNK>) appears to be the
same verb that Clauson (1972: 269) identifies as the modern Uzbek dialectal coun-
terpart of pre-13th-century Turkish uya:d- ‘to be shamed by’, namely uyat-. The
verb with the sense of ‘to be ashamed’ in contemporary Uzbek is uyal-.

The first person plural agreement suffix biz <1"2» in this line is remarkable in hav-
ing a plosive consonant in its initial position. This may be related to the /m/-/b/ alter-
nation of BbU described in Mirzaev (1969: 35).%2

Line 7. gah 1% in this line may be intended to mean ‘with’, the present-day
standard Uzbek equivalent of which is bilan.

As in line 6, the first person plural agreement suffix appears here in the form of
biz a"2>.

Line 8. The use of the pronoun bu/ ‘this’, which b4/ (32> in this line probably
represents, is recorded for the dialect of Qarnob (located some 60 km east of Bu-
khara) by Rajabov (1996: 182—183). See also lines 21, 22, 28, 31, and 37 in which
the suffix appears as bl <»3>.

minan 30> in this line is apparently a colloquial form of the postposition that is
bilan ‘with’ in present-day standard Uzbek. See von Gabain (1945: 57) in which
minan is recorded as the colloquial Samarkandi variant of the postposition eilon
(bilan in the orthography of today’s Uzbek).

20 I would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out that Shoabdurahmonov
(1984: 24), to which I did not have access, records the use of the first person plural
possessive suffix in the form of -biz in the dialect of Qarnob. Rather surprisingly, Rajabov
(1996: 164) identifies the use of the first person plural possessive suffix in the form
of -biz as a characteristic of the Bukhara dialect of Uzbek (though this may be a typo,
judging from the examples accompanying the description).

21 Intoday’s BT, ‘until’ is the circumposition mo...(i)a (see e.g. Kerimova 1959: 18).

22 See also Mirzaev (1969: 60) who notes that in certain villages in the Vobkent, G‘ijduvon,
and Sverdlov districts, the first person plural agreement suffix for the non-past form of the
verb in the form of -y3 (presumably representing something like [Buz] or [vuz]) is found
in the speech of populations of Oghuz ancestry.
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Line 12. §iin°da’qah pRINW» is an alternative form of Uzbek shunaga ‘such’.
It also appears in one of Sadriddin Ayni’s writings (circa 1920) in the form of
(A8l pdy/(\S8l3 5y allowing the assumption that it was the normal form of the word
in BbU in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.? Incidentally, in an Uzbek
dictionary published in 1936, the word in question appears in the form of sunaga
(Badaltv & Kalontartiv 1936: 80), suggesting that the form /eundoqa/~/eundoq:a/
had come to be perceived as non-standard by the mid-1930s.

Line 15. Judging from the context in which it appears, kémiic¢ ¢xni2> must mean
‘silver (goblet)’,** However, its form does not closely approximate that of Uzbek
kumush ‘silver’. The reason for this is unclear, though it may be related in some way
to (Bukharan) Tajik xymou ‘a kind of thick bread baked buried in burning coals’
(Mahmudov & Berdiev 1989: 133), because xjmou was probably pronounced
/komute/~/komuyf/ in the BT of the late 19th century (see §2).

dan ‘ichin qvMR 17, which is the ablative case marker dan combined with zicin
“for’, seems to be calqued on Tajik a3z 6apou ‘for’, which consists of a3 ‘from’ and
bapou ‘for’.

Line 24. dam ‘étir- <-»niR 07 seems to be calqued on Tajik dam wwwuman/
Huwacman ‘to keep/be silent’, which is a compound verb consisting of dam ‘breath’
and wwnuman/muwacman ‘to sit’.

Line 25. The pronoun b# <13 in this line appears to be an allomorph of b/ 313>
‘this’. See also lines 8, 21, 22, 28, 31, and 37 in which the pronoun appears.

Line 26. The compound verb gap 4r’- <R 7%, where gap and 7r’- mean
‘speech’ and ‘strike’, respectively, is probably calqued on Tajik ean 3adan ‘to
speak’, which is a compound of 2an ‘speech’ and 3adan ‘to strike’.?

Line 28. The adjective kis°kinah <n2w"2>, unlike its present-day standard Uzbek
counterpart kichkina ‘small’, has a fricative as the coda of its initial syllable. This
may reflect the fricativization of ch before voiceless consonants that Mirzaev (1969:
36) observes in the dialect of Bukhara.?¢

Line 29. The use of the pronoun u/ ‘he, she, it; that’, which i/ ¢ in this line
probably represents, is recorded for the dialect of Qarnob (located some 60 km east
of Bukhara) by Rajabov (1996: 184).

23 See Shimada & Tosheva (2010: xviii, xliii, 11, 114, 119).

24 The silver (goblet) is referred to in BT as ka ‘sahi niig°rah 77931 >70RD> ‘silver goblet’ or
nig’rah <17 ‘silver’ elsewhere in Sefer Tokhen Alilot.

25 Bukharan bilinguals use a number of Uzbek compound verbs that are in structural
correspondence with BT compound verbs. Some of such compound verbs are listed in
Tursunova (1979: 32), but ean 3adan is not among them.

26 The original Uzbek wording of Mirzaev (1969: 36) is as follows: [orcJapanecus ynoow
0N10UOGH KeNl2aH 1 CUp2anyedu mogyuiea ymaou, CRUpaHmiauaou.
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waq’ti sa'fma’q (PRPORD NpPY is in the Tajik izafet construction, the use of
which is largely limited to the register of belles-lettres in today’s Uzbek.?’

Line 30. In Uzbek, emas edi ‘was not’ would have probably been preferred to
yo‘q edi ‘was non-existent’ in this context. The use of ydq yidi <1 pi» here may
hence be ascribed to an influence of BT, in which the corresponding expression
would be #abyo ‘s/he was not’.

Lines 32 and 36. ‘ay’tar dir <1 0" and bilar ditr (071 52) probably repre-
sent the Uzbek verbs ayr- ‘say’ and bil- ‘know’ in their present tense forms, namely
aytadur and biladur, respectively. The present tense form in -adur/-ydur is no longer
current in today’s Uzbek, in which it has been replaced by the non-past tense form in
-a/-y (Shukurov 1976: 102).
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