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Abstract

The given article establishes a comprehensive theoretical and methodological framework for the study of the Tajik
language of the 18" century, a critical yet under-researched period in Central Asian linguistic history. The study posits that the
historical chronicles of this era, while being invaluable sources, present significant challenges that cannot be overcome by
traditional historical-grammatical methods alone. These challenges include the archaizing and formulaic nature of the literary
register, the lack of data on vernacular speech, and the complex sociolinguistic landscape of the post-Timurid, pre-Soviet era.

To address these issues, this article proposes an integrated, multi-pronged theoretical basis. The proposed methodology
synthesizes four complementary paradigms:

(1) Historiographical Source Criticism, to deconstruct the non-linguistic intent and context of the sources;

(2) Historical Sociolinguistics, to analyze language variation, diglossia, and the influence of bilingualism within the 18th-
century social structure;

(3) Corpus Linguistics and Digital Humanities, to systematically process and quantitatively analyze the limited textual
data;

(4) Comparative-Historical Linguistics, to situate the 18th-century variant within the broader diachrony of the Persian-
Tajik continuum.

The article presents a model for a multi-level analysis of the empirical data, demonstrating how this integrated framework
allows for a more nuanced, accurate, and historically-grounded reconstruction of a crucial transitional stage in the development
of the modern Tajik language.

Keywords: historical linguistics, Tajik language, 18th century, theoretical basis, source criticism, historical
sociolinguistics, corpus linguistics, Persianate world, Central Asian history.
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AHHOTa M

B pmaHHOI cTaThe uW3/araeTcsi KOMIUIEKCHAas TeOPeTUKO-MeTO[0I0ThyecKasi OCHOBA M3yueHMs Ta/PKUKCKOTO sisbika X VIII
BeKa — KPUTUUECKOT0, HO MaJIoOM3y4eHHOr0 TIepro/ia B UICTOPHUH s13bIKOB LleHTpanbHON A3un. B uccieoBaHum yTBepXKJaeTcs,
YTO WMCTOPUYECKHe XDOHHKM 3TOM 310X, Oyzyud OeCLieHHBIMH HWCTOUHUKAMH, TPEACTAB/ISIOT COOOW 3HauMTe/bHBIE
TPYAHOCTH, KOTOpble HEBO3MOXXHO MPeoJ0JieTh TOAbKO TPaJULMOHHBIMU MCTOPUKO-TpaMMarhyecKuMu Metofamu. K 3Tum
TPYAHOCTSIM OTHOCSTCSI apXau3alusi ¥ 1ab/lOHHOCTh JIMTePAaTypHOTO PervcTpa, OTCYTCTBHE JAHHBIX O Pa3srOBOPHOM peud H
CJIOXKHBINA COLMOIMHTBUCTUYECKUH JIaHa(T OCTTUMYPH/ICKOM, T0COBETCKOM STIOXH.

[ns pelleHyss 3TUX BOIIPOCOB B CTaTbe IIpejjlaraeTcsl KOMIUIEKCHAsl, MHOrOAacCIeKTHash TeopeTHYecKass OCHOBA.
IIpennaraemasi MeTOL0/I0IUS CUHTE3UPYeT YeThIpe B3aMOZONO/HSAOLIMe [TapaJiurMbl:

(1) ucropuorpaduueckyr KpUTHUKY UCTOUHUKOB, HAallPaB/IeHHYIO Ha [JeKOHCTPYKLIMIO HeTMHTBUCTHUECKOTO COZIepP>KaHUs U
KOHTEKCTa UCTOYHUKOB;

(2) ncToprueckyro COLIMOIUHIBUCTHKY, HallpaB/IeHHYIO Ha aHa/INU3 A3bIKOBBIX BapyaLliid, JUIIOCCUN U BIUSHUS [|BYSI3bIUMS
Ha couuanbHyro cTpyKrypy XVIII Beka;

(3) KOpryCHYyIO JIMHTBUCTHKY W LM(POBble T'YMaHUTAPHbIE HAyKW, HAMpaB/eHHble HA CUCTEMATMYECKYyl 00paboTKy |
KO/IMUeCTBEHHBIM aHa/IM3 OrpaHUUEHHBIX TEKCTOBBIX JJaHHbIX;

(4) cpaBHUTebHO-UCTOPUYECKYHO JIMHIBUCTHUKY, HalpaB/eHHYI0 Ha orpejenieHde Mecta Bapuanta XVIII Beka B 6Gosee
LIMPOKOW MaxpOHWU MepPCUJCKO-Ta/PKUKCKOT0 KOHTUHYyMa.

B crarbe npejicraBneHa MoOZe/b MHOTOYPOBHEBOIO aHaav3a SMIIMPUYECKUX [JaHHBIX, [JeMOHCTpPUDYIOLIAs, KakK 3Ta
VHTeTPUPOBaHHasl CTPYKTypa TIO3BOJsieT 0Oosee [ieTalbHO, TOYHO U MCTOPUYECKH OOOCHOBAHHO PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh
BaKHEMIIINI IepexO/HbIl 3Tal B Pa3BUTUM COBPEMEHHOI0O Ta/PKUKCKOI'O S3bIKa.
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KnioueBble cjioBa: UCTOPUYECKOe SI3bIKO3HAHWE, Ta[KUKCKUW s3blK, XVIII Bek, TeopeTuyecKasi OCHOBa,
HCTOUHUKOBe/IeH!e, UCTOpUUeCKasi COLIMO/IMHTBUCTHKA, KOPITyCHasl JIMHTBUCTHUKA, MepCUACKUN MUp, ucTtopusi LleHTpanbHOM
A3un.

Introduction

The 18th century represents a period of profound political, social, and cultural transformation in Central Asia. The decline
of large, unifying empires and the rise of fragmented khanates (Bukhara, Khiva, Kokand) created a new socio-political
landscape that inevitably impacted linguistic realities. For the history of the Tajik language, this era is both a critical juncture
and a significant lacuna in scholarly research. Situated chronologically between the well-documented Classical Persian-Tajik
period (10th—15th centuries) and the era of standardization in the Soviet period (20th century), the 18th century is often
perceived as a "transitional" or even "stagnant" period. This perception, however, stems less from a lack of importance and
more from a lack of a coherent theoretical and methodological framework for its study [3].

The primary sources for any linguistic investigation of this period are not diverse literary genres, but are predominantly
historical works, court chronicles, and biographical compendia. Texts such as “Tuhfat al-Khani” by Muhammad Wafa
Karminagi, Ubaydullanama by Muhammad Amin, and the works of Muhammad Yusuf Munshi are invaluable repositories of
the written language of the era. However, treating these texts as simple, transparent windows onto the language is fraught with
peril [2].

These chronicles were written by a specific social class (the courtly elite) for a specific purpose (the legitimization of
rulers and the documentation of official history). Their language is, by nature, conservative, formulaic, and often deliberately
archaizing, seeking to emulate the high style of the Classical period. This creates a significant methodological problem: how
can a linguist distinguish between genuine features of the contemporary spoken or written language, preserved archaisms,
scribal errors, and the stylistic choices of an individual author?

Traditional historical-grammatical methods, which focus on tracing the linear evolution of phonological and
morphological forms, are ill-equipped to handle the synchronic complexity and sociolinguistic stratification embedded in these
sources. A more robust theoretical basis is required, one that can account for the nature of the sources themselves and the social
context in which they were produced. This article, therefore, addresses the fundamental question: What constitutes a sound
theoretical basis for defining the scope and conducting the study of the Tajik language of the 18th century, using historical
works as the primary empirical material?

This study aims to construct such a theoretical framework by synthesizing insights from four distinct but complementary
academic disciplines:

1. Historiographical Source Criticism: to understand the texts as historical artifacts.

2. Historical Sociolinguistics: to model the relationship between language and society in the 18th century.

3. Corpus Linguistics and Digital Humanities: to apply modern computational methods to systematically analyze the
limited corpus.

4. Comparative-Historical Linguistics: to place the 18th-century data in its proper diachronic context.

The central thesis of this article is that the study of 18th-century Tajik requires a paradigm shift away from a purely
philological approach. It necessitates an integrated, multi-layered methodology where the "scope of the study" itself is a
primary object of theoretical reflection. The goal is to move from viewing historical texts as a flawed "quarry" for linguistic
forms to analyzing them as complex "ecosystems" of socio-linguistic practice. By laying out this theoretical basis, this article
seeks to pave the way for a new generation of research into a crucial, yet neglected, chapter in the history of the Tajik language

(1], [4].

Research methods

This article is a work of theoretical and methodological synthesis. Its primary purpose is not to present new empirical data
from 18th-century texts, but rather to construct and justify a comprehensive framework for how such data should be studied in
the future. The methodology, therefore, involves a critical review of existing theories and their application to the specific
problems posed by the chosen corpus.

2.1. Research Design: A Framework for Future Inquiry

The design of this article is a constructivist theoretical synthesis. It identifies the key challenges in the field and
systematically proposes a multi-component theoretical solution. The structure of the argument is as follows:

1. Problem Identification: to clearly define the epistemological and methodological obstacles inherent in studying 18th-
century Tajik via historical chronicles.

2. Theoretical Scaffolding: to introduce and explain the core tenets of four selected theoretical paradigms (Source
Criticism, Historical Sociolinguistics, Corpus Linguistics, Comparative-Historical Linguistics).

3. Integration and Application: to demonstrate how these paradigms, when used in concert, can overcome the identified
problems. This is achieved by applying the proposed integrated framework to hypothetical and illustrative scenarios drawn
from the nature of the empirical base.

4. Model Formulation: to conclude by presenting a coherent, multi-level model for analysis that can serve as a
methodological roadmap for future empirical research projects.

2.2. The Empirical Basis: Defining the Corpus of Study

While this is a theoretical article, it is firmly grounded in the specific nature of the available empirical evidence. The
primary object of analysis — and the test case for the proposed framework — is the body of historical prose written in the
Perso-Tajik literary language in Central Asia during the 18th century. For the purposes of this article, the principal exemplar
will be:

“Tuhfat al-Khani” (The Khan's Gift) by Muhammad Wafa Karminagi (d. circa 1755): This chronicle, dedicated to the
Ashtarkhanid ruler Abu'l-Fayz Khan and later his Manghit successor, is a quintessential example of the genre. Its language is
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highly formal, replete with Arabic loanwords, complex sentence structures, and rhetorical flourishes characteristic of the Perso-
Islamic chancery style (insha). It is an ideal text for highlighting the challenges of separating stylistic convention from
linguistic reality [5, P. 80], [22, P. 100].

Other relevant works forming this corpus include the historical writings of Muhammad Yusuf Munshi and Muhammad
Amin, which share similar generic and linguistic characteristics. This body of work, hereafter referred to as the "18th-Century
Historical Corpus," forms the empirical touchstone for the theoretical discussion.

2.3. The Proposed Four-Pillar Analytical Framework

The core of this article's methodology is the construction of a four-pillar framework. Each pillar represents a distinct
theoretical lens through which the 18th-Century Historical Corpus must be viewed.

Pillar I: Historiographical Source Criticism

This is the foundational step. Before any linguistic analysis can begin, the texts must be understood as historical
documents. Source criticism provides the tools to ask crucial extra-linguistic questions [6], [13].

Key Questions: Who was the author? What was his social standing and education? Who was his patron and intended
audience? What was the purpose of the text (e.g., panegyric, legitimization, factual record)? What literary traditions and
conventions was he following?

Method of Application: This involves close reading of the text's paratextual elements (preface, conclusion) and a deep
engagement with secondary historical scholarship on the period. The goal is to create a "profile" for each text that
contextualizes its production.

Linguistic Relevance: Answering these questions allows the linguist to identify passages that are likely to be highly
formulaic, archaic, or ideologically motivated, and to distinguish them from passages that might reflect more contemporary
linguistic usage.

Pillar II: Historical Sociolinguistics

This pillar applies the principles of modern sociolinguistics to historical texts. It moves from the assumption of a
monolithic language to a model of structured variation [20, P. 190].

Key Concepts: Diglossia (the co-existence of a "high," formal variety and a "low," vernacular variety), language variation
(diastratic, diatopic), bilingualism and language contact (particularly with Turkic languages like Uzbek), and the concept of a
"linguistic community."

Method of Application: The linguist must analyze the texts for evidence of variation. For example, do direct quotations
within the narrative use a different register than the author's narration? Can we identify features that point to regional dialects
or the influence of Turkic syntax?

Linguistic Relevance: This framework allows us to interpret the linguistic data not as a homogenous system, but as a
reflection of a complex social reality. It helps explain the presence of seemingly contradictory features within the same text as
evidence of register-switching or contact-induced change.

Pillar ITI: Corpus Linguistics and Digital Humanities

Given the limited and difficult nature of the sources, computational methods offer a way to conduct analysis at a scale and
with a degree of systematization impossible through manual reading alone [19, P. 300].

Key Methods:

1. Digitization and Corpus Creation: The first step is to create a high-quality, machine-readable corpus of the 18th-century
texts.

2. Annotation: The corpus must be annotated (or "tagged") at multiple levels: orthographic, morphological (part-of-speech
tagging), syntactic (parsing), and lexical.

3. Quantitative Analysis: Using corpus analysis software (e.g., AntConc, Sketch Engine), the researcher can perform
frequency analyses, keyword-in-context (KWIC) searches, and collocation analysis.

Linguistic Relevance: This approach can reveal subtle patterns that are invisible to the naked eye. For instance, a
quantitative analysis could determine the precise frequency of an archaic verbal ending versus a more modern one, providing
concrete evidence for the state of linguistic change. It can also help identify an author's unique stylistic "fingerprint" by
comparing their lexical choices to the rest of the corpus.

Pillar I'V: Comparative-Historical Linguistics

This final pillar places the 18th-century data within the long-term diachrony of the language. It requires a three-way
comparison [7], [18], [21].

The Three-Way Comparison:

1. With Classical Persian-Tajik (10th—15th c.): to identify retained archaic features.

2. With Contemporary Persian Variants (e.g., Safavid Iran, Mughal India): to determine shared innovations versus Central
Asian-specific developments. This helps define the unique trajectory of the Tajik branch.

3. With Modern Standard Tajik (20th—21st c.): to trace the origins of modern features back to this transitional period.

Method of Application: this involves a detailed, feature-by-feature comparison of phonology, morphology, syntax, and
lexis.

Linguistic Relevance: This is the ultimate goal of any historical linguistic study: to map language change over time. This
comparative perspective is what allows the researcher to correctly classify a feature found in an 18th-century text as a
retention, an innovation, or a borrowing.

By integrating these four pillars, this methodology creates a robust, multi-faceted approach capable of extracting reliable
linguistic knowledge from challenging historical sources.

Main results
A Proposed Framework for Analysis
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The application of the four-pillar methodology does not yield "results" in the traditional empirical sense. Instead, the result
is the framework itself — a structured model for how to scope and conduct the study of 18th-century Tajik. This framework is
presented below by demonstrating how it resolves the key methodological challenges posed by the 18th-Century Historical
Corpus.

3.1. Redefining the Object of Study

The first result of this theoretical approach is a necessary redefinition of the object of study itself.

The Challenge: What exactly is the "Tajik language of the 18th century"? The historical texts do not present a single,
unified entity. They contain a mix of classical norms, contemporary features, and authorial idiosyncrasies.

The Framework's Solution: The integrated framework compels us to abandon the notion of a monolithic language. Instead,
the object of study is defined as: The formal, literary Perso-Tajik sociolect of the Central Asian administrative and scholarly
elite of the 18th century, as represented in the genre of historical chronicles.

Implication: This precise definition, informed by source criticism and historical sociolinguistics, is crucial. It
acknowledges that our data is not representative of the entire linguistic community (e.g., the vernacular of peasants or
merchants is absent). It forces the researcher to be precise about the nature of their claims, stating, for example, "This verbal
construction was characteristic of the high literary register of Bukhara in the mid-18th century," rather than making a blanket
statement about "18th-century Tajik."

3.2. A Multi-Level Model for Textual Analysis

The second result is a concrete, multi-level model for analyzing the textual data, derived from the synthesis of the four
pillars. This model can be operationalized through a detailed annotation scheme for a digital corpus.

Proposed Multi-Level Annotation Scheme for the 18th-Century Historical Corpus

Annotation Level | Description | Key Questions Addressed | Guiding Theoretical Pillar(s) |

Level 0: Diplomatic Transcription | A faithful, character-by-character transcription of the manuscript, preserving
original orthography, punctuation (or lack thereof), and scribal marks. | What did the original text look like? What are the
orthographic conventions? | Philology / Corpus Linguistics |

Level 1: Standardized Transcription | A normalized version of the text using a consistent orthography (e.g., modern
Tajik Cyrillic or a standardized Perso-Arabic script). | How do 18th-c. spellings map to modern ones? What phonological
inferences can be made? | Historical Linguistics / Corpus Linguistics |

Level 2: Morphological Tagging | Each word is tagged with its part of speech and key morphological features (e.g.,
verb tense/aspect/mood, noun case/number). | What is the morphological structure of the language? How do inflectional
systems compare to earlier/later stages? | Comparative-Historical Linguistics / Corpus Linguistics |

Level 3: Syntactic Annotation | Annotation of clause structure, word order (e.g., S-O-V), and grammatical relations.
Identification of features like the izofat construction. | What are the dominant syntactic patterns? Is there evidence of Turkic
influence on word order? | Comparative-Historical Linguistics / Sociolinguistics |

Level 4: Lexical-Semantic Tagging | Each lexical item is tagged with its semantic category and its etymological origin
(e.g., Arabic, Turkic, archaic Persian, contemporary Tajik). | What is the composition of the lexicon? What is the ratio of
Arabic to Persian to Turkic words? | Comparative-Historical Linguistics / Sociolinguistics |

Level 5: Stylistic/Register Tagging | Annotation of passages based on their function within the text (e.g., direct
narration, quoted speech, panegyric poetry, formulaic preface). | Does the language vary by register within the same text? Is
quoted speech more "vernacular"? | Source Criticism / Historical Sociolinguistics |

This multi-level annotation scheme is the practical embodiment of the theoretical framework. It transforms a flat text into a
rich, multi-dimensional database that can be queried to answer complex research questions. For example, a researcher could
use this annotated corpus to ask: "Is the frequency of Arabic loanwords (Level 4) significantly lower in quoted speech (Level
5) than in narrative prose?" The answer would provide concrete evidence about diglossia in the 18th century.

3.3. A Process Model for Feature Analysis

The third result is a process model for analyzing any specific linguistic feature encountered in the corpus. Let us take the
hypothetical example of encountering an unusual verbal construction in “Tuhfat al-Khani”.

Ilustrative Case: Analysis of a Specific Verbal Feature

Step 1 (Identification & Corpus Analysis): Using the annotated digital corpus (Pillar III), the researcher identifies all
instances of the feature. They determine its frequency, its collocations (what words it appears with), and its distribution across
different authors and texts.

Step 2 (Source-Critical Evaluation): The researcher examines the immediate context of each instance (Pillar I). Is the
feature appearing in a highly formulaic section, like a preface praising a ruler? Or is it in a more straightforward narrative
passage? Is it part of a direct quote attributed to a specific person? This helps assess whether the feature is a stylistic flourish or
a genuine part of the linguistic system.

Step 3 (Comparative-Historical Placement): The researcher compares the feature to its antecedents and descendants
(Pillar IV).

Comparison with Classical Persian: Is this feature found in the works of Rudaki or Ferdowsi? If so, it is likely a retention
(archaism).

Comparison with Modern Tajik: s this feature the direct ancestor of a modern Tajik construction? If so, it is likely a key
innovation of the transitional period.

Comparison with Safavid/Mughal Persian: Is the feature also found in contemporary Persian from Iran or India? If not, it
is likely a Central Asian-specific development.

Step 4 (Sociolinguistic Interpretation): Based on the preceding steps, the researcher formulates a sociolinguistic
hypothesis (Pillar IT). For instance, if the feature is a Central Asian-specific innovation found primarily in quoted speech, the
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researcher might hypothesize that it was an emerging feature of the urban vernacular of Bukhara that was beginning to
penetrate the literary register.

This rigorous, multi-step process, integrating all four theoretical pillars, ensures that any conclusion about a linguistic
feature is not a mere guess but a well-founded, evidence-based argument. It represents the "result" of applying the theoretical
framework to the empirical challenges of the corpus.

Discussion

The formulation of this integrated theoretical basis is not merely a methodological exercise; it has profound implications
for how we understand the history of the Tajik language and the cultural dynamics of 18th-century Central Asia. This section
discusses the broader significance of the proposed framework.

4.1. Moving Beyond the "Decline” Narrative

The traditional narrative of Persian literature and language history often frames the post-Classical period (after the 15th
century) in Central Asia as one of decline, stagnation, or epigonism [24]. This perspective is largely the result of applying a
purely aesthetic and philological lens, which sees the language of 18th-century chronicles as a "debased" form of Classical
Persian.

The integrated framework proposed here fundamentally challenges this narrative. By incorporating sociolinguistic and
source-critical perspectives, it allows us to see the 18th century not as a period of decline, but as a period of realignment and
innovation. The language of the chronicles is not "bad" Classical Persian; it is a distinct sociolect performing a specific
function in a new social and political context.

The high frequency of Arabic terms and complex syntax is not a sign of decay but a marker of the scholarly, Islamic
register appropriate for the genre (Source Criticism).

The penetration of Turkic lexical items and potential syntactic calques is not "corruption" but evidence of intense, ongoing
language contact in a bilingual elite (Historical Sociolinguistics) [8], [15].

The subtle morphological and syntactic shifts away from the Classical norm are not errors but the nascent stirrings of a
new, independent Central Asian Persian-Tajik standard that would fully emerge in the 20th century (Comparative-Historical
Linguistics).

By applying this framework, the 18th century is reframed as a crucial "crucible" in which the linguistic elements of
modern Tajik were forged. It was a period where the language, freed from the normative pressure of a large, pan-Persianate
empire, began to develop along its own trajectory, reflecting the unique social and political realities of Central Asia.

4.2. The Importance of Register and Genre in Historical Linguistics

A key contribution of this framework is its strong emphasis on register and genre. Traditional historical linguistics has
sometimes been guilty of treating all textual evidence from a given period as representing "the" language of that period. This
study argues that this is a fundamental error. The language of Karminagi's “Tuhfat al-Khani” is no more representative of all
"18th-century Tajik" than the language of a modern legal document is representative of all "21st-century English."

The proposed framework, particularly through its reliance on source criticism and sociolinguistics, forces the researcher to
be constantly aware of the functional context of their data. This is a critical step forward for the historical linguistics of Tajik. It
allows for a more nuanced history of the language, one that can trace the development of different registers (e.g., literary,
administrative, scientific) in parallel, rather than conflating them into a single, imaginary timeline. It also highlights what is
missing: our framework can give us a detailed picture of the high-register literary language, but it simultaneously underscores
our profound ignorance of the contemporaneous vernaculars, a crucial area for future research, however difficult.

4.3. The Role of Digital Humanities in Revitalizing Historical Linguistics

The inclusion of Corpus Linguistics and Digital Humanities as a core pillar of the methodology is not merely a nod to
modern trends. It is a necessary solution to the practical problems posed by the empirical basis. The 18th-Century Historical
Corpus is relatively small, textually complex, and linguistically dense.

Overcoming Human Limitations: Manual analysis of such texts is slow, prone to error, and susceptible to confirmation bias
(researchers finding only what they are looking for). A quantitative, corpus-based approach can reveal statistically significant
patterns that are simply not visible to the human reader, such as subtle shifts in the frequency of function words or grammatical
constructions.

Enabling New Research Questions: An annotated digital corpus opens up entirely new avenues of inquiry. As it was
demonstrated above, it allows for complex, multi-layered queries that correlate linguistic features with stylistic or structural
elements of the text. This moves the field from impressionistic claims ("this author seems to use more Turkic words") to
falsifiable, data-driven hypotheses ("the frequency of Turkic verbs is 15% higher in quoted dialogue than in authorial narration
in Text X").

Democratization of Data: Creating a well-documented, open-access digital corpus of these 18th-century texts would be a
major contribution to the field in its own right. It would allow scholars worldwide to engage with these sources, test different
hypotheses, and build upon a shared foundation of data [10], [11], [12].

This integration of computational methods is essential for bringing the historical study of the Tajik language into the 21st
century and ensuring that future research is as rigorous and evidence-based as possible.

4.4. Limitations of the Framework and Directions for Future Research

While the proposed integrated framework is robust, it is important to acknowledge its limitations, which themselves point
to directions for future research.

The Vernacular Gap: The most significant limitation is that the framework is entirely dependent on the available textual
evidence. Since the 18th-Century Historical Corpus represents an elite, male, literary register, the framework can provide little
to no direct information about the language of the illiterate majority, of women, or of everyday oral communication. The
vernacular can only be glimpsed through "reflections," such as in quoted speech within the chronicles, and interpreting these
reflections is itself a major methodological challenge [9, P. 125], [17, P. 100].
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The Problem of Scribal Transmission: The texts that have survived to this day are often copies of copies. The process of
scribal transmission can introduce its own layer of linguistic change, error, or "correction" towards a perceived norm. A full
application of this framework would require a preliminary text-critical stage, comparing different manuscript traditions of the
same work, which is a major philological undertaking in itself.

These limitations lead to clear directions for future research:

1. A Pilot Project: The most immediate next step is to apply this full framework to a single text, such as “Tuhfat al-Khani”.
This would involve digitizing, annotating, and analyzing it according to the multi-level scheme proposed, serving as a proof-
of-concept.

2. Searching for the Vernacular: Researchers must actively seek out other, non-traditional sources that might offer a
glimpse of less formal language, such as private letters, court records, or marginalia in manuscripts, however scarce they may
be.

3. Interdisciplinary Collaboration: A true understanding of the 18th-century linguistic situation will require close
collaboration between linguists, historians, literary scholars, and computer scientists. The proposed framework is inherently
interdisciplinary and calls for such collaborative projects [14], [16], [23].

Conclusion

The study of the Tajik language in the 18th century has long been hampered by the perceived difficulty of its source
material and the lack of an adequate theoretical framework to interpret it. This article has argued that these challenges, while
significant, are not insurmountable. The solution lies in a paradigm shift away from traditional, linear historical grammar
towards a multi-dimensional, integrated theoretical basis.

This study has constructed and justified such a basis by synthesizing four complementary pillars: Historiographical Source
Criticism, Historical Sociolinguistics, Corpus Linguistics/Digital Humanities, and Comparative-Historical Linguistics. This
integrated framework redefines the "scope of the study," compelling researchers to move from a monolithic conception of
"18th-century Tajik" to a nuanced understanding of a specific, high-register sociolect operating within a complex social and
political context. It provides a concrete, multi-level model for analyzing the empirical data from historical chronicles,
transforming them from flawed sources into rich repositories of sociolinguistic information.

By applying this framework, we can move beyond the outdated narrative of 18th-century linguistic "decline" and begin to
appreciate the period as a dynamic and crucial era of transition. It was during this time that the Central Asian Perso-Tajik
literary language, while still deeply connected to its Classical heritage, began to forge its own distinct path, shaped by local
social structures, intense language contact, and new political realities. The proposed theoretical basis provides the necessary
tools to trace this path with a new level of rigor, precision, and historical sensitivity.

Ultimately, this article serves as a methodological prolegomenon to any future study of the language of this period. By
establishing a sound theoretical foundation, it aims to stimulate and guide a new wave of empirical research that will illuminate
a vital but long-neglected chapter in the rich and complex history of the Tajik language.
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