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Abstract* 

This paper presents the results of sociolinguistic research conducted between October 2003 and May 
2004 among the Parya people living in western Tajikistan. The primary goals of the research were to 
document and suggest reasons for the observed ethnolinguistic vitality of the language. Results were 
centered around four areas of research: language use, second language proficiency in Tajik or Uzbek, social 
networks, and ethnic identity. Of particular interest is the claim that language maintenance is achieved by 
dense, multiplex and territorially-based social networks, despite high bilingual proficiency and other 
pressures leading towards language shift. Data were gathered through a set of three questionnaires, 
including a social networks questionnaire and an ethnic identity questionnaire, and direct observation. 

1. Introduction 
Language maintenance, or the continuing use and vitality of a language, is often considered to depend 

upon having official status and a sufficiently large number of speakers. According to Krauss (1992:7), only 
languages that have official state support and are spoken by more than 100,000 speakers may be considered 
‘safe’ from the threat of extinction. 

The Parya people are an ethnolinguistic community living mainly in Tajikistan, in small, scattered 
communities among other nationalities. Their language has no official status, and the total number of 
speakers in all countries is no more than 7,500, at the very most. Yet, the Parya maintain their language, 
despite high bilingual proficiency in the dominant languages of the groups around them and in the face of 
many pressures to shift towards these other languages. This paper attempts to show how the dense and 
multiplex social networks of the group, together with their strong positive identification towards their 
ethnicity and language, may lead to the enforcement of local linguistic norms and social pressure to choose 
the vernacular over the second language. 

The following section of this paper gives background information on the Parya people and language. In 
section 3, we outline the goals of the paper, while in section 4, we introduce some fundamental concepts 
and terms to be used in the paper. Then, in section 5, we present both the methodology used in our research 
and the results of that research, and in section 6, we discuss those results. 

2. Background 
2.1. The Parya 

The Parya people are an ethnolinguistic community living in scattered villages and towns along the 
Hisor Valley of western Tajikistan, further west in the upper Surkhandarya Valley (which is a continuation 
of the Hisor Valley) of Uzbekistan and in the Kunduz region of Afghanistan. In each of these areas, the 
Parya live among other ethnicities, who easily outnumber them. Within Tajikistan, the Parya live among 
both Tajik and Uzbek speakers, the villages towards the east of the Hisor Valley being ethnically and 
linguistically Tajik, while further west, towards the border with Uzbekistan, the majority of inhabitants are 
ethnically and linguistically Uzbek. 

Almost four decades ago, Oranskiy (1977:19) estimated there were 1,000 Parya in Tajikistan and 
Uzbekistan. Based on our research, the present population of this group seems likely to be closer to  

                                                           
* This report is based on research conducted by a team working under the North Eurasia Group of SIL International. 
We would also like to express gratitude to the National State University of Tajikistan, under whose auspices the 
research for this paper was conducted. In addition, we would like to thank Ilhomeddin Jalilov, linguist, for introducing 
us to the Parya people, and Faiziqul Jumaev, religious leader and village elder, whose generous hospitality and 
assistance greatly facilitated our time among the Parya people. 

 This article originally appeared in John M. Clifton, ed. 2005. Studies in Languages of Tajikistan, 25–64. Dushanbe, 
Tajikistan: National State University of Tajikistan and St. Petersburg, Russia: SIL International. This volume is 
available from John Clifton, who can be contacted at <john_clifton@sil.org>. 
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3,000–4,000 in Tajikistan alone.1 We estimate a further population of anywhere between 400–3,000 Parya 
in Uzbekistan, and perhaps another 240–300 Parya in Afghanistan. In Tajikistan, the largest Parya 
communities are found in the villages of Afghonobod, Qalai Hisor, Pravda Vostok, Boloi Kanal, and 
Kolkhozi Leninism in the Hisor administrative region, in the villages of Qahramon and Kolkhozi Moskva 
in the Shahrinav administrative region, and in the villages of Javrat and Okhtosh in the Tursunzoda 
administrative region.2 

Figure 1: Hisor and Surkhandarya valleys 

 

Figure 2: Parya villages in context 

                                                           
1 This and the following figures are based on data on Parya locations and population elicited during our research. See 
Appendix A for further details. 
2 The political unit we refer to as an administrative region is called nohia in Tajik, or rajon in Russian. 



 6

2.2. Previous Research 

The Parya were discovered as a separate ethnolinguistic group by the Russian linguist I. M. Oranskiy, in 
1954 in the course of his research into Afghan dialects in Tajikistan. Oranskiy subsequently documented 
his findings (1977, 1983). More recently, the Parya have been the subject of research by Payne (1997) and 
D’iachok (2002). 

2.3. Language Classification 

The common self-designation of the Parya, when speaking Tajik, is afghoni, that is, Afghan. Grimes 
(2000) classifies Parya as an unclassified language, that is, an isolate, in the Indo-Aryan branch of Indo-
Iranian. Thus, Parya is the “sole Indo-Aryan language spoken in the former Soviet Union” (Payne 
1997:144) and has more in common with languages spoken in India and Pakistan than with Tajik or other 
Iranian languages. While Payne (1997) suggests that it is most closely related to Rajasthani, Punjabi and 
Sindhi, its exact associations remain unclear. According to Grimes (2000), “it may be a dialect of Marwari, 
related to Panjabi, or the Laghman dialect of Southeast Pashayi of Afghanistan.” 

2.4. History and Origins 

The uncertainty surrounding the linguistic affiliation of the Parya language is complicated by the fact 
that the origins of the Parya people are unknown even, indeed, to themselves. Before Oranskiy researched 
the group in the 1950s, there existed no written histories or other documentation, and the oral history of the 
Parya themselves goes back only as far as one or two generations before the oldest living members of the 
group (Oranskiy 1977:19). What is relatively clear is that the group was previously (in some cases within 
living memory) semi-nomadic, similar in culture and language to Romani communities, and that it 
migrated to its present location, perhaps in the late 19th century (although sources disagree) from the 
Laghman area of Afghanistan. Previous to that, there is good evidence (not least linguistic) suggesting that 
the group originated in India or Pakistan. 

2.5. Way of Life 

Whatever their origins, the Parya are now mostly, with the exception of a few distinct customs, 
assimilated in culture and way of life with the Tajik and Uzbek populations surrounding them. Common or 
typical occupations among the group are the selling of milk and of nos (a variety of chewing tobacco, 
which is dried and sold in powdered form) in urban centres. The Parya are well-known for being nos-
sellers; indeed afghoni nosfurushi (‘nos-selling Afghans’ in Tajik) is one of the alternate names of the 
group (Grimes 2000 and our observations). 

3. Goals of the Paper 
This paper will present results and conclusions from our research into the Parya of Tajikistan during 

2003–2004. The twofold goal of the paper is to both document and suggest reasons for the observed 
ethnolinguistic vitality of the group. Results will be centred around four areas of research: language use, 
second language proficiency, social networks, and ethnic identity. 

In terms of language use, continued use of a less-widely-spoken language in a multicultural context is a 
prime indicator of its vitality. However, patterns of language use may vary in different situations, as 
individuals make daily choices as to the language they use. In certain domains, that require contact with 
non-Parya speakers, a language of wider communication (LWC) is needed. In other domains, such as the 
home and with other Parya speakers, we might expect to see Parya used more often, but even in these 
domains it is possible for the Parya to choose the LWC. Theories of language endangerment would suggest 
that, as time passes, new generations of speakers will begin to shift towards using the LWC in more 
domains, until the first language is used only by the older generation and only in the home (Landweer 
2000). 

At the time when Oranskiy was writing his description of the Parya, some linguistic ‘consolidation and 
assimilation’ had taken place with the surrounding Tajiks, but the Parya still preserved their own language 
quite well (Oranskiy 1977:18). At that time, Oranskiy doubted that they would continue to preserve their 
language for long. Our research aimed to discover with whom, and in which domains, Parya and other 
languages are being used in the present day. We will show that Parya is still the dominant language in the 
home and for the majority of interaction across all age groups. 
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Turning to second language proficiency, members of a numerically smaller group such as the Parya, 
living in a multilingual context, are restricted in their choice of language, if they are insufficiently bilingual 
in the LWC. Thus, low second-language (L2) proficiency may account for high use of the first language 
(L1), even in situations where there are other factors indicating low ethnolinguistic vitality. We will show, 
however, that according to our research, L2 proficiency among the Parya is high and, therefore, cannot be 
the reason for the continuing use of the language. 

If Parya is being used consistently, in spite of the fact that proficiency in Tajik or Uzbek is high, then 
other factors may be expected to be playing a role in the maintenance or loss of the language. Factors 
leading to either maintenance or loss of linguistic vitality have been well documented. Landweer (2000) 
summarises them in terms of eight indicators of vitality, as listed in table 1. (We have divided her sixth 
indicator into two parts.) 

Table 1: Landweer’s indicators of ethnolinguistic vitality 

1 Relative position on the urban-rural continuum 
2 Domains in which the language is used 
3 Frequency and type of code switching 
4 Population and group dynamics 
5 Distribution of speakers within their own social networks 
6a Social outlook regarding the speech community 
6b Social outlook within the speech community 
7 Language prestige 
8 Access to a stable and acceptable economic base 

We will show that, for indicators 1–4, 6a and 8, there is little to suggest that Parya should have high 
vitality, and that, in some ways, these are factors working against the maintenance of Parya. However, our 
research suggests that indicators 5 (social networks), and 6b and 7 (which we will subsume under ‘ethnic 
identity’) may work in favour of vitality among the Parya. We will show, then, how our research into the 
social networks and the ethnic identity of the Parya may account for the continuing vitality of the Parya 
language. 

4. Social Networks: Concepts and Terms 
The role of social networks in influencing vernacular language maintenance has been comprehensively 

described in Milroy’s seminal work, in which the author establishes that “dense, close-knit network 
structures function as important mechanisms of vernacular maintenance, with a powerful capacity to resist 
the social pressures associated with the standard language” (1987:169). It will be useful to introduce some 
of the terms used by Milroy, as they are central to our understanding of the topic. 

The term ‘social network’ refers to the entirety of the inter-personal relationships formed by an 
individual or group, while a network ‘contact’ is an individual to whom a person is ‘linked’ (or ‘tied’) by a 
relationship of some kind. Social networks may be characterised in several ways. A ‘dense’ network is one 
in which a high proportion of any given individual’s network contacts are also contacts of each other. A 
‘multiplex’ network is one in which many of the links between contacts consist of more than one kind of 
relationship, such as when a neighbour is also a family member, or when a work colleague is also a friend. 
A ‘cluster’ refers to a significant subset of a network within which density is high. A territorially-based 
network is one where the boundaries of the network coincide largely with the boundaries of a physical 
locality, such as a district or village. 

Milroy shows how a dense, multiplex, territorially-based network leads to the enforcing of local 
linguistic norms, and thus, to the maintenance of a non-standard variety of speech in the face of pressure 
from a widely accepted standard language. Although much of the research discussed in Milroy focuses on 
the maintenance of dialectal norms, in the presence of a standard variety of that language, the conclusions 
are claimed to apply equally to the maintenance of a separate language in the context of bilingualism 
(1987:181). In our research into the social networks of the Parya, we will focus on the issues of density, 
multiplexity, and, to a lesser extent, territoriality, in order to explain the maintenance of their less-widely 
spoken language in the face of the pressures described above. 
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5. Methodology and Results 
Between October 2003 and May 2004, three visits were made to Parya-speaking communities. Data 

were elicited by means of direct interviewing and observation, and on the third trip, by means of four main 
tools: the social networks questionnaire, the bilingual proficiency questionnaire, the ethnic identity 
questionnaire, and the observation checklist. 

This section is divided into six parts, beginning with an account of the locations visited (section 5.1), 
and an explanation of the sampling methods used in this research (section 5.2). Four subsequent parts give 
both the methodology behind the tools used, and the results obtained from each in terms of the research 
areas outlined in section 3: the social networks questionnaire (dealing with language use and social 
networks, section 5.3), the bilingual proficiency questionnaire (dealing with bilingual proficiency, section 
5.4), the ethnic identity questionnaire (dealing with ethnic identity and language prestige, section 5.5), and 
the observation checklist (dealing with language use, proficiency, and ethnic identity, section 5.6). 

5.1. Locations and Rationale 

Our first visit, in October 2003, was to the village of Afghonobod in Hisor, since at that point it was the 
only village in which we were certain Parya were still living. The visit was very brief, but we were able to 
gather basic, initial data from a few individuals on language use, proficiency, and attitudes. The village of 
Afghonobod consists of 150 families (counted by the number of married men), twenty-nine of which are 
Parya. 

During the course of this first visit, we ascertained the existence of two other counties (Tursunzoda and 
Shahrinav) containing Parya villages. A second, also preliminary, trip was, therefore, made in March 2004, 
during which we visited three separate villages (Afghonobod, Javrat in Tursunsoda and Qahramon in 
Shahrinav), gathering data regarding: 1) the total population of the group and 2) the presence of, and 
differences between, different local Parya-speaking communities along the Hisor Valley and into 
Uzbekistan. We were also able to gather sufficient social network data to form an initial hypothesis as to 
the essential social characteristics of the people group, and to refine the social network questionnaire as a 
more effective interview tool for this context. Data from these first two visits is only included in this paper 
insofar as it contributes to our general knowledge of the group. 

The third visit, during which the bulk of the data presented in this paper was gathered, was a more-in-
depth, small-scale study of the Parya community living in Afghonobod, and took place over the course of 
three days in May 2004. This location was chosen as an example of a vital Parya-speaking community, in 
which the mechanisms of language maintenance might be readily examined. It is located approximately 
twenty kilometres from Dushanbe, the capital of Tajikistan, along the main road west out of the city 
towards Hisor. Buses and minibuses travel to and from the capital and Hisor approximately three times an 
hour during the day. The Parya-speaking residents of Afghonobod may be considered to be successfully 
resisting sociolinguistic pressure to shift to Tajik, which is also the language and ethnicity of the majority 
of the village’s residents. 

The proximity of Afghonobod to Dushanbe was not considered likely to increase proficiency in Tajik 
relative to other Parya communities, because all Parya live surrounded by other ethnicities in areas not far 
from urban centres (see figure 2). Rather, since the Parya in Afghonobod represent one of the largest 
concentrations of this language group to be found in Tajikistan, we hypothesised that proficiency in the 
second language would be at its lowest here, compared to the group as a whole, since within the territory of 
the village, contact with non-Parya speakers, and hence the need to use another language for everyday 
functions, would also be at its lowest. We also, therefore, hypothesised that results indicating high 
proficiency here could be extended to the entire Parya population. Afghonobod was also chosen because it 
was a village in which the dominant second language is Tajik. This allowed us interview large segments of 
the community without a need for interpreters. 

5.2. Sampling and Approach 

The sampling techniques used for selecting and interviewing respondents were a consequence both of 
the cultural setting of the Parya and of the aims of the research. Culturally, a technique involving random 
sampling of individuals or households is inappropriate. Central Asian culture places a high value on 
personal relationship and requires that acquaintances be formed through personal contact. Thus, no 
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transaction (such as an interview) can take place unless a relationship has already been established between 
the participants. Random selection of houses is therefore unlikely to achieve satisfactory results, since it 
carries a high risk of inaccurate or untruthful responses (or, possibly, of refusal to participate in the 
interview). Since our tools were primarily direct questions, for which a cooperative and mostly truthful 
attitude on the part of the respondent is essential for successful outcomes, it was the opinion of the 
researchers that a personal approach, based on interviewing ‘friends of friends’ was the only possible way 
forward.3 

Therefore, in Afghonobod, wherever possible, a form of judgement sampling was applied, an attempt 
being made to interview not only a balance of ages and genders, but also individuals who were claimed not 
to fit the norms of the community, in order to establish extremes within the community.4 On a few 
occasions this entailed interviewing individuals who were not ethnically Parya but who, for one reason or 
another, were considered part of the Parya community. More detailed comments on the choice of 
respondents are given under the description of each tool in later sections. 

Since our results are not based on a random sample, we cannot claim that our data is statistically 
representative of Afghonobod or of the Parya community as a whole. Nevertheless, this does not rule out 
the possibility of inferring wider conclusions, based on a clear understanding of the researchers’ aims and 
judgements in the selection of subjects to interview (Radloff 1991:19–20). In particular, with respect to the 
research into social networks, information on such a large proportion of the community was gathered, 
through questions about individuals’ contacts, that in our opinion the results do indeed apply to the whole 
community of Afghonobod. 

5.3. Social Networks Questionnaire: Language Use and Social Networks 

Data on both language use and social networks were gathered using the social networks questionnaire. 
In the rest of this section, we describe the methodology employed (5.3.1), and the results obtained in three 
areas: language use (5.3.2), social networks (5.3.3), and occupation (5.3.4).  

5.3.1. Description of the Social Networks Questionnaire 

The social networks questionnaire was used with twenty individuals to elicit information about the 
contacts of each individual, including gender, age, ethnic identity, and the frequency, location and duration 
of the contact between the contact and the respondent. Language use information was also gathered using 
this tool, since respondents were asked what language they used with each contact, and the context or 
domain in which they interacted with each contact. 

Information regarding the twenty respondents is listed in table 2, including details of their age, gender, 
marital status, ethnicity, and the number of contacts described by each one. As shown in the table, the form 
was used with ten men and ten women, aged between 15 and 72. All individuals aged over 27 were married 
or widowed, all men aged 27 or under and women aged 22 or under were single. It can be seen that 
information was elicited on 367 network contacts from these twenty individuals. Because more than one 
respondent mentioned many of these contacts, the actual number of distinct individuals mentioned was 201. 

                                                           
3 See Milroy (1987:53–56) for more on the rationale behind ‘friend of a friend’ sampling methodology. 
4 See Becker (1998:85–88) on ‘seeing the full range of cases’ for a description of this sampling method. 
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Table 2: Social networks questionnaire respondents 

ID Gend
er 

Birth 
Date 

Marital 
Status 

Ethnicity # of 
contacts 

01–01 M 1959 M Parya/Arab 32 
01–02 F 1963 M Parya 22 
01–03 F 1982 S Parya 61 
07–02 F 1973 M Parya 16 
11–01 M 1976 M Parya 11 
12–01 M 1951 M Parya 19 
12–03 M 1977 S Parya 13 
12–04 F 1981 S Parya 15 
20–02 F 1971 M Uzbek 13 
36–01 M 1932 W Afghani 6 
36–02 F 1983 S Parya/Afghani 20 
36–03 F 1989 S Parya/Afghani 10 
38–01 M 1985 S Parya/Afghani 10 
42–01 M 1959 M Parya 14 
42–03 F 1989 S Parya/Tajik 28 
44–01 M 1988 S Parya/Tajik 13 
45–01 M 1961 M Parya 16 
45–02 F 1968 M Parya 20 
47–01 M 1989 S Parya 14 
51–02 F 1969 M Parya 14 

Table 3 gives numbers of respondents in each age and gender category: 

Table 3: Respondents by age and gender 

Age/Gender Male Female 
Young (<30) 5 5 
Middle aged and older (>30) 5 5 

Also, as shown in table 2, several respondents were not, or not completely, ethnically Parya; four such 
respondents of each gender were interviewed. table 4 shows how these respondents fall into each age and 
gender category: 

Table 4: Non-Parya and mixed ethnicity respondents by age and gender 

Age/Gender Male Female 
Young (<30) 2 3 
Middle aged and older (>30) 2 1 

5.3.2. Results: Language Use 

Information from the social networks questionnaire reveal with whom respondents use language, and in 
which domains. All twenty respondents provided data on their language use, however, language use data is 
available for only 253 contacts. 

Table 5 shows the overall language use patterns of respondents, according to their own ethnicity. The 
LWC was either Tajik or Uzbek in all cases. 
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Table 5: Language use by ethnicity of respondents 

↓ Speak →  
with # contacts  

Only Parya Parya and LWC Only LWC Total contacts* 

Ethnically Parya 
respondents  107 68%  22 14%  28 18%  157 100% 

Non/mixed Parya 
respondents  44 46%  19 20%  33 34%  96 100% 

*The totals given are those for which language use data is available. 

Ethnically Parya respondents reported using only Parya with 68 percent of their contacts. Altogether, they 
use at least some Parya with 82 percent of their contacts. Respondents who were themselves non-Parya or 
of mixed ethnicity were less likely to use only Parya, and more likely to use both languages or only Tajik or 
Uzbek, with their contacts than were ethnic Parya respondents. Even so, non-Parya and mixed-Parya 
respondents still reported using at least some Parya with 66 percent of their contacts. Thus, we see that the 
language is being learned and used by children of mixed marriages growing up in the community, and by 
those entering the community through marriage. 

When language use data are broken down according to the ethnicity and relationship of contacts, an 
even clearer picture emerges. Table 6 shows the language use patterns of respondents with ethnically Parya 
kin, non- or mixed-Parya kin, and with non-kin contacts. 

Table 6: Language use by ethnicity and relationship of contacts 

Speak → 
with ↓ 

Only Parya Parya and LWC Only LWC Total contacts* 

Parya kin  143 82%  30 17%  2 1%  175 100% 
Non-/mixed Parya 

kin  8 17%  11 24%  27 59%  46 100% 

Non-kin  0 0%  0 0%  32 100%  32 100% 
*The totals given are those for which language use data is available. 

The results show clear language use trends within the Parya community. Overall, Parya is only used with 
kin. Our respondents used at least some Parya with 99 percent of their ethnically Parya kin contacts, and 
they used only Tajik or Uzbek with fully 100 percent of their non-kin contacts. While they used only Tajik 
or Uzbek with the majority of contacts who were kin, but not ethnically Parya, they used Parya exclusively 
with approximately one in six of these contacts, indicating again that some individuals in the community 
with mixed or non-Parya ethnicity have become fully assimilated to the Parya language. 

Our respondents mixed Parya with Tajik or Uzbek when speaking with approximately one in six of 
ethnically Parya kin contacts. Some of this may be due to the respondents’ ethnicity: of the thirty ethnically 
Parya contacts with whom language mixing occurred, nineteen (or 63 percent) were contacts of non- or 
mixed-Parya respondents, and thus, the linguistic choices made may be a result of low proficiency in Parya 
on the part of the respondent. Ethnicity does not, however, account for all of the data on language mixing. 
It will, therefore, be useful to analyse the context in which respondents reported choosing one language 
over another, that is to say, the domains of use of Parya and Tajik or Uzbek. 

The social networks questionnaire was used to gather information from respondents on the locations or 
situations in which they see each contact, and the language used with that contact. Due to the vagaries of 
the interview situation, respondents did not always give information about both language and domains for 
each of the contacts they reported, thus, data is only available for a total of 202 contacts. However, since in 
some cases respondents reported using more than one language with the same contact, information on the 
correspondence between the two variables of language and domain has been obtained for 238 cases, 134 
regarding the use of Parya and 104 regarding Tajik or Uzbek. Table 7 shows the reported domains of use of 
Parya and the LWCs Tajik or Uzbek. 



 12

Table 7: Reported domains of use of Parya and Tajik/Uzbek 

Domains/Language Parya LWC Total 
Home 104 53 157 
Work 1 8 9 
School 8 4 12 
Street 6 5 11 
Special occasions 4 1 5 
In the presence of 1st language Tajik/Uzbek 0 22 22 
‘Most of the time’ 8 7 15 
‘Sometimes’ 3 4 7 
Total of all domains 134 104 238 

The vast majority of interaction for which data was gathered takes place in the home. Respondents reported 
using Parya in the home with 104 contacts (44 percent of the total reported cases) and Tajik or Uzbek with 
53 contacts (22 percent of the total). At first, the use of L2 in the home appears high. However, in thirty of 
the fifty-three cases where Tajik or Uzbek is used in the home, the respondents reporting this language 
behaviour are themselves non- or mixed-Parya. In a further seventeen cases, the contact being spoken to is 
non- or mixed-Parya. In five of the remaining six cases, a non- or mixed-Parya lives in the same house 
where Tajik or Uzbek is being used. Thus, there is only one clear case of two Parya speakers using Tajik 
between themselves in the home without a Tajik speaker being present. In this one case the contact 
concerned only came to live in Afghonobod the previous year, having grown up in Hisor centre, where (we 
were told) very few Parya live and the Parya language is little used. 

Confirming these data are the twenty-two cases where respondents used Tajik or Uzbek in the context 
of non-Parya being present. Thus we see that while Parya is the dominant language in the home, it gives 
way to Tajik or Uzbek whenever a first-language Tajik or Uzbek speaker is present. In this situation, 
individuals choose Tajik or Uzbek even when speaking to other Parya. 

In work domains, Tajik or Uzbek predominate; there was only one case in which a respondent reported 
using Parya at work. However, in school and on the street there is no clear preference for either Parya or an 
LWC, and at special occasions (such as weddings) respondents reported using Parya more often than they 
did Tajik or Uzbek. 

A few respondents reported using more than one language with some of their contacts. In such cases, 
these respondents sometimes also told us the proportion of time they spend using either Parya or the L2 
with each of these people. Analysis of these data by ethnicity of respondent reveals trends, as shown in 
table 8 and table 9. 

Table 8: Proportion of time spent speaking Parya 

 Ethnically Parya Non-Parya/Mixed Total 
Most of the time 7 1 8 
Sometimes 0 3 3 

Table 9: Proportion of time spent speaking Tajik/Uzbek 

 Ethnically Parya Non-Parya/Mixed Total 
Most of the time 0 7 7 
Sometimes 2 2 4 

Thus, where language predominance is specified in the data, all ethnically Parya respondents report using 
Parya ‘most of the time’ with their contacts, and none of them report using the L2 ‘most of the time’ with 
any contacts. By contrast, the majority of non-Parya or mixed Parya respondents use Tajik or Uzbek ‘most 
of the time’ and only one out of four uses Parya ‘most of the time’. It is interesting that a minority of non- 
or mixed Parya respondents reported using Parya dominantly (one out of four), or Tajik/Uzbek in a 
subordinate fashion (two out of nine), whereas, none of the ethnically Parya respondents used their L2 
dominantly or their L1 subordinately, suggesting the pre-eminence of Parya within the community. 
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5.3.3. Results: Social Networks 

An important part of this analysis is to show the extent to which the social networks of the Parya (at 
least in Afghonobod) are dense and multiplex, that is, how high a proportion of any given individual’s 
network contacts are also contacts of each other, and what proportion of their contacts are connected in 
more than one way to that individual (as, for example, a workmate who is also a relative). It is very difficult 
in practical terms to measure the absolute density and multiplexity of a network, since this would require 
interviewing every individual to establish the full list of their contacts. Therefore, following Milroy 
(1987:140–142), several alternative, indirect measurements of network density and multiplexity are given 
in the following analysis, using the data obtained from our research in five areas: the number of kin 
relationships, frequency and duration of contacts, multiplexity of roles, in-marriage, and territoriality. 

The first measure is based on the number of kin relationships. We claim that a network is more dense 
and multiplex, when a greater number of individuals’ contacts are their relatives, especially the immediate 
family (defined as including spouse, siblings, parents, children, grandparents, and grandchildren). The 
reasoning behind this assumption is that kin relationships, being by their nature stable and of long-standing, 
are inherently dense, since all members of a family (except in exceptional situations) know all other 
members. Not only so, but individuals who function exclusively, or nearly exclusively, within the 
boundaries of kin relationships must necessarily relate to their kin in many capacities, not merely as 
relatives. Thus, a network in which kin relationships predominate is more likely to be multiplex. Table 10  
gives percentages of kin contacts for each respondent. 

For all respondents, over half of all contacts are kin, and for 8 out of 20 (or 40 percent) of the 
respondents, 90 percent or more of all contacts are relatives. Three respondents report relating exclusively 
to relatives and have no non-kin contacts at all. Overall, 82 percent of all contacts are kin, as represented in 
figure 3. 

Figure 3: Kin and non-kin contacts in Afghonobod 

The second measure of multiplexity is tied to the frequency and duration of contacts. We claim that a 
network is both more dense and more multiplex when the frequency and duration of contact between 
individuals in fairly small clusters is higher. We have already shown that the relevant network clusters for 
the Parya are likely to be those of kin contacts. Therefore, we will examine the frequency and duration of 
contact with kin, as compared to that with non-kin. 

Other kin
49%

Non-kin
18%

Immediate 
family 
33% 
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Table 11 gives details of how often contacts in the different kin categories were seen by our 
respondents. Respondents gave open-ended answers to the questions on frequency, and the categories 
below are those compiled by the researchers while analysing the data. Thus, the category ‘regularly’ 
includes specific frequencies from two or three times a week to once every two to three months, as well as 
the general answers ‘sometimes’ and ‘not often’; while the category ‘rarely or never’ includes frequencies 
of once a year and less. 

Table 11: Frequency of contact 

 Every Day Regularly Rarely/Never Total* 
Immediate family  87 76%  22 19%  5 4% 114 
Other kin  65 48%  56  41%  14 10% 135 
Non-kin  24 62%  11 28%  4 10% 39 
All contacts  176 61%  89 31%  23 8% 288 
* Data on frequency of contact was not obtained for every contact. 

It will be seen that 76 percent of immediate family members are seen every day, as compared to 48 percent 
of other kin contacts and 62 percent of non-kin contacts. The only immediate family members rarely or 
never seen (4 percent of the total) are those living abroad. Other kin, however, are not seen more often than 
non-kin; indeed, non-kin contacts are more likely to be seen every day than non-immediate relatives. Thus, 
it appears that the relevant network clusters for the Parya are those of the immediate family, rather than kin, 
in general. However, frequency of contact is very high for all contact individuals, irrespective of kin status, 
with 61 percent of all contacts being seen every day. Thus, whether or not contacts are kin, the great 
majority of network links (seen from the perspective of the number of contacts in a given time period) are 
with the same limited group of individuals. That is to say, the Parya in Afghonobod relate to others, and 
especially their immediate family, within close-knit clusters. 

Table 10: Kin 

ID # of 
Contacts 

Immediate 
Family 

Other 
Kin 

Non-
Kin 

% Kin 
Contacts 

01–01 32 4 26 2 94% 
01–02 22 8 11 3 86% 
01–03 61 6 40 15 75% 
07–02 16 7 9 0 100% 
11–01 11 7 1 3 73% 
12–01 19 10 8 1 95% 
12–03 13 6 4 3 77% 
12–04 15 2 10 3 80% 
20–02 13 4 5 4 69% 
36–01 6 5 1 0 100% 
36–02 20 5 12 3 85% 
36–03 10 3 4 3 70% 
38–01 10 5 1 4 60% 
42–01 14 9 4 1 93% 
42–03 28 6 15 7 75% 
44–01 13 6 6 1 92% 
45–01 16 6 3 7 56% 
45–02 20 13 7 0 100% 
47–01 14 2 11 1 93% 
51–02 14 7 3 4 71% 
Totals 367 121 181 65 82% 
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Turning to the duration of contacts, for certain contacts respondents gave information as to the average 
amount of time they might spend in the company of that person when they meet.5 Table 12 plots the 
categories of kin and non-kin against time spent with each contact. 

Table 12: Duration of contact 

 Few minutes Few hours Few days Total 
Immediate family  0 0%  6 67%  3 33% 9 
Other kin  6 19%  21 66%  5 16% 32 
Non-kin  5 28%  13 72%  0 0% 18 

The only contacts with whom our respondents spend a day or more are kin. (Usually the context is that of 
visiting relatives in other villages.) Respondents do not report spending only a few minutes with any 
member of the immediate family. Perhaps this is because for many immediate family members the question 
of time is irrelevant since they may live in the same house as the respondent. But it may reflect a true 
difference between time spent with kin and non-kin, that contact with non-kin tends more often to be brief, 
whereas the closer the kin relationship, the longer the contact. 

The third measure of multiplexity is roles and contexts. The more an individual relates to his or her 
contacts in different roles or situations, the more multiplex the network is. Table 13 plots the number of 
friends, neighbours, classmates and work colleagues who also had another role or roles in which they came 
into contact with our respondents, either in another of the roles listed or as a relative. 

Table 13: Multiplexity of roles 

 # with 
Uniplex Role 

# with Two 
Roles 

# with More 
than Two Roles 

Total 

Friends  23 36%  27 42%  14 22% 64 
Neighbours  15 20%  47 63%  13 17% 75 
Classmates  4 20%  8 40%  8 40% 20 
Work 

Colleagues  3 60%  2 40%  0 0% 5 

Total Ties  45  84  35 164 

There may also be more cases of multiplexity in relationships that do not appear in the data because our 
respondents told us only one of the ways in which they related to many contacts. This may be particularly 
the case with relatives, who were seldom referred to in other ways even though it is likely the relationships 
were multiplex. Thus, they are not listed in the table. In spite of this, a significant number of contacts 
related to the respondents in more than one role. Neighbours and classmates were the most likely contacts 
to have multiplex relationships. 

Overall, the total number of contacts falling into at least one of these categories was ninety-two, of 
which forty-five contacts (49 percent) had uniplex relationships to the respondents and forty-seven contacts 
(51 percent), multiplex. However, the number of network ties (counting every example of each kind of 
relationship as a separate network tie) was 164. Thus, for the four categories above, 45 out of 164 network 
ties, or 27 percent, were uniplex and the remaining 119, or 73 percent, were multiplex. In addition, of these 
119 multiplex ties, 35, or 21 percent of the total, refer to contacts relating to the respondents in more than 
two roles. 

The fourth measure of multiplexity of relationships among the Parya is their preference for in-marriage. 
Of forty-seven husband and wife relationships recorded in the data where at least one of the couple are 
Parya, thirty-four of the respective spouses are Parya and a further three are at least half-Parya by ethnicity. 
Even in the cases where a Parya has married a non-Parya, the data show a preference for a spouse who is 
perceived to be at least of the same or similar race, for example, two marriages in Afghonobod to men from 
                                                           
5 For various reasons related to the goal of maintaining positive interview dynamics, we did not ask questions on 
duration of contact in every case, thus, the figures are based on a smaller sample size of fifty-nine contacts. 
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Afghanistan. (Remember the self-designation of the Parya in Tajik as afghoni ‘Afghans’.) This preference 
affects multiplexity in two ways. Firstly, a husband or wife is not only a relative by marriage, but also a 
member of the same clan or tribe. And secondly, since it is common for brides to be chosen from among 
the groom’s parents’ nieces, wives thus become related to their husband’s families in more than one way – 
they are often their husband’s cousins as well as their wives. In at least nine specific cases in the social 
networks data, respondents volunteered information confirming such a double kin relationship. 

A final indicator that a social network is dense and multiplex, and thus, can serve as a mechanism for 
language maintenance, is the extent to which it is based around a defined territory or location (Milroy 
1987:80–82). That is to say, certain specific areas are associated with the network and the great majority of 
all contact takes place within those areas. Analysis of our respondents’ network contacts by location can 
reveal the importance of territory to the Parya in Afghonobod. Table 14 sets out numbers of contacts living 
either in Afghonobod or elsewhere, as well as the frequency with which they are seen. 

Table 14: Location and frequency of contact 

 Every day Regularly Rarely/Never Totals 
Afghonobod  172 75%  50 22%  6 3% 228 
Elsewhere  2 4%  36 67%  16  30% 54 
All locations  174   86   22  282 

 

Over four-fifths of all contacts reported by respondents live in the same village, Afghonobod. In 
addition, three quarters of these contacts are seen every day. Overall, 97 percent of contacts living in 
Afghonobod are seen at least regularly. By contrast, almost no contacts living elsewhere are seen every 
day, while almost a third are rarely or never seen. 

To illustrate the significance of these data for territoriality, it will be helpful to weight the data in terms 
of the overall amount of interaction taking place. Let us assume that respondents interact on average three 
times as often with those contacts whom they see every day, as they do with those whom they see less 
often. (This is probably a conservative estimate.) Let us further assume that contacts who are rarely or 
never seen add only negligibly to the total amount of interaction of the respondents. Thus, each contact 
seen every day may be given a weighting of three points, those seen regularly will have a weighting of one 
and those rarely or never seen count for nothing. On this basis, contacts living in Afghonobod would 
account for 93 percent (566 of 608) of all interactional events. 

Not only does the vast majority of interaction take place with inhabitants from the same village, but the 
Parya group as a whole, insofar as we were able to research other locations, interact largely within 
territorially defined areas. Of the sixty-six contacts who were reported to live in another location outside 
Afghonobod, 67 percent (44 contacts) live in villages which, from our previous research, we know contain 
other concentrations of Parya speakers. Of ethnically Parya contacts who lived elsewhere (43 of the above 
66), this figure rises to 81 percent (35 of 43). Thus, it is possible to speak of ‘Parya villages’: 
geographically defined communities in which the majority of interaction between Parya individuals takes 
place. 

5.3.4. Results: Occupation 

A small amount of additional data was obtained from the social networks questionnaire that may be 
relevant for studying the vitality of the Parya. (See section 6.3.6 for the application of this data to the 
question of language maintenance.) Details of occupation were obtained for fifty-seven individuals, of 
whom forty-one were reported to have some form of paid employment. Numbers of individuals in various 
categories of paid occupation are tabulated in table 15. 
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Table 15: Occupation 

Occupation Number 
Working in Russia 12 
Farming 9 
Other blue-collar/manual labour 8 
Education 5 
Business/commerce 3 
Service (driver, fireman, army) 3 
Artisan 1 

In addition, thirteen individuals do not have a job (of which five were pensioners and three were in ill 
health), and three were students or school pupils. 

5.4. Bilingual Proficiency Questionnaire 

The second tool used on the third trip to Afghonobod was a bilingual proficiency questionnaire. We 
describe the methodology employed with this questionnaire in section 5.4.1, and the results obtained from 
it in section 5.4.2. 

5.4.1. Description of the Bilingual Proficiency Questionnaire 

The bilingual proficiency questionnaire was used with seven individuals. The questionnaire, based on a 
method proposed by Grimes (1986) and revised for the Tajik context using suggestions from Blair (1990) 
consists of twenty-three questions, mostly of the ‘can do’ type. These questions are arranged in order of 
increasing difficulty with respect to the level of Tajik (or Uzbek, in one instance; see below) required in 
each context. The questionnaires were scored according to a binary scale: a positive answer was one that 
indicated an ability to use the LWC successfully in the relevant situation, and scored one point. A negative 
answer or inability to perform a certain task in Tajik scored zero. Following Grimes (1986), the questions 
were linked to ILR (International Round Table) proficiency levels (International Language Roundtable 
2004). Thus, in theory, ILR levels could be assigned to respondents based on the point reached in the 
questionnaire up to which they consistently reported themselves able to perform in the LWC. The theoretical 
correspondence between the questionnaire and ILR levels is shown in table 16. 

Table 16: Correspondence between proficiency scores and ILR levels 

Score ILR Level 
1 for all questions 1–5 1 
1 for all questions 1–5, plus at least two of 6–10  1+ 
1 for all questions 6–10 2 
1 for all questions 6–10, plus at least two of 11–16 2+ 
1 for all questions 11–16 3 
1 for all questions 11–16, plus at least two of 17–19 3+ 
1 for all questions 17–19 4 
1 for all questions 17–19, plus at least two of 20–23 4+ 
1 for all questions 20–23 5 

A comparative language proficiency questionnaire was also used with two of the seven individuals tested. 
This tool asks respondents to first rate themselves, then to rate others they know according to their level of 
the LWC. The names of up to five individuals or categories of people are elicited whose proficicency level is 
better, worse, or the same as the respondents’ own, along with details of their age, gender, place of birth, 
education, occupation and so on. Respondents are also asked if these individuals are typical in their level of 
proficiency in the LWC compared to others of their age group. 

One of the seven individuals tested, a native Tajik speaker living in Afghonobod, spoke Tajik as a first 
language. We used the bilingual proficiency questionnaire in the third person with this individual, asking 
for evaluations of first-language Parya speakers. Both this and the comparative questionnaire were intended 
to provide information on general proficiency levels in the community. 
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One further individual out of the seven, an inhabitant of the Uzbek-speaking village of Javrat in 
Tursunzoda, spoke Uzbek rather than Tajik as the L2. This individual was therefore tested with respect to 
Uzbek rather than Tajik, so that Tajik and Uzbek levels in different Parya communities could be compared. 
Thus, data was obtained which may give an indication of proficiency levels in the whole community, both 
of Afghonobod and of the wider Parya community in Tajikistan. 

After obtaining seven responses to the questionnaire, clear patterns were emerging and we decided that 
no great variation would be found in further responses. Therefore, no more individuals were tested. 

5.4.2. Results: Bilingual Proficiency 

All seven respondents to the bilingual proficiency questionnaires reported very high levels of second 
language proficiency, scoring at levels 4+ or 56 in all cases. In fact, all respondents’ answers were ‘yes’ to 
every question, except for the following five questions where there was some variation in response. 

Question 11: If you forget a Tajik word while talking, what do you do? 
Question 17: Are you familiar with all the words of the Tajik language? 
Question 20: Have you ever made a mistake while speaking Tajik? 
Question 21: Do you know more Parya or Tajik words? 
Question 23: Is it sometimes easier to think in Tajik than in Parya? 

The answers and scores for these five questions are tabulated in table 17 where ‘1’ indicates ‘yes’ and ‘0’ 
indicates ‘no.’7 

Table 17: Bilingual proficiency 

ID* Q 11 Q 17 Q 20 Q 21 Q 23 Total ILR Level 
01–01 1 0 0 1 1 21 4+ 
01–02 1 1 0 1 0 21 4+ 
11–01 0 1 1 1 1 22 5 
12–02 1 1 1 1 1 23 5 
36–01 – 1 1 1 0 21 4+ 
42–02 1 1 1 0 0 21 4+ 
45–03 1 1 1 0 0 21 4+ 

* Respondents 01–01, 01–02, 11–01, 12–02, 42–02 completed the Tajik bilingual 
proficiency questionnaire; 11–01, 12–02 also completed the comparative 
proficiency questionnaire; 36–01 completed the Tajik bilingual proficiency in third 
person; 45–03 completed the Uzbek bilingual proficiency questionnaire. 

There was no significant difference between proficiency as self-reported (by six out of the seven 
individuals), and as reported second-hand by individual 36–01. Neither was there any significant difference 
between the levels of Tajik reported in Afghonobod, and the level of Uzbek spoken by individual 42–03. 
All individuals agreed that Parya speakers are able to speak their second language, whether Tajik or Uzbek, 
with near native proficiency. 

However, when asked to make comparisons between the proficiency of different people, respondents 
were able to identify individuals with higher and lower proficiencies. Those with higher Tajik proficiencies 
were said to include men, educated people, those who travel, those who work with Tajik individuals, and 
those who have Tajik spouses. Individuals with lower Tajik were reported to include women, those who 
grew up in an Uzbek-speaking area, those who did not go to school, those who do not use Tajik, and 
children up to the age of eight. In every case, those reported to have better Tajik than the respondent were 
also rated as better than others in their age group, while those with worse Tajik than the respondent were 
                                                           
6 Level 4+ is described as ‘advanced professional proficiency, plus’, while level 5 is ‘functionally native 
proficiency.’ 
7 The actual responses are given in appendix B. 
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said to be worse than others in their age group. Thus, the individuals cited are likely to be representative of 
the lowest and highest proficiency levels in their community. 

Two points suggest that such differences as are perceived in Tajik levels are small, and distinguish only 
between the highest levels of proficiency. One of the individuals tested with the ‘can-do’ questions was a 
woman who had moved some time previously from an Uzbek area and was not married to a Tajik; in spite 
of this, she scored as well or better than others tested. She ranked herself as of average Tajik proficiency. 
Secondly, one respondent, ID 11–01, ranked another, ID 01–01, as having a higher level of proficiency in 
Tajik, despite scoring slightly better than this individual. Overall, respondents’ answers to the comparative 
questionnaire suggest that all adult Parya (except those who have recently moved from an Uzbek-speaking 
area) are very fluent in the local variety of Tajik. 

As for Parya who live in Uzbek areas, the only category of people who were said to have lower levels 
of Uzbek are those who have recently moved to the area. Our respondent from the village of Javrat reported 
that those Parya who grow up in an Uzbek-speaking area, or who live there for a time, speak Uzbek well. 
Conditions for Uzbek proficiency in the Uzbek areas appear to be the same as for Tajik proficiency in Tajik 
areas: our research in Javrat in March 2004 showed that mass media and children’s schooling are all in 
Uzbek. 

A small amount of additional data was obtained during the administration of proficiency questionnaires 
that may be relevant for code mixing. When asked if they have ever made a mistake when speaking Tajik, 
several respondents reported code mixing when they speak Tajik, saying that, without meaning to do so, 
they may insert Parya words into their Tajik utterances. 

5.5. Ethnic Identity Questionnaire: Ethnic Identity and Language Prestige 

Data on both ethnic identity and language prestige were gathered using the ethnic identity 
questionnaire. This questionnaire is designed to explore the following five components of ethnic identity. 

• Basic group identity and boundaries 
• Range of individual identity within the group 
• The role of language 
• Attitudes and responses concerning ethnic identity 
• Factors involved in ethnic identity 

We describe the methodology employed with the ethnic identity questionnaire in section 5.5.1. In the 
following five sections, our results will be presented according to the five components. 

5.5.1. Description of the Ethnic Identity Questionnaire 

The ethnic identity questionnaire consists of eleven questions designed to elicit an individual’s sense of 
ethnic identity and pride as a Parya, and one additional question asking for respondents’ opinions on the 
best media for vernacular literature. 

The ethnic identity questionnaire was used with nine respondents. In terms of gender, three were 
women, and six were men; in terms of age, five were under the age of 30, three were between 31 and 55, 
and one was over 55. Respondents were chosen for this questionnaire partly according to the researchers’ 
estimates of the aptitude of the respondent for answering questions of an abstract nature, such as are found 
in the questionnaire. An attempt was also made to ask roughly equal numbers of male and female, young 
and old respondents. We did not ask all questions of every respondent, based on our assessment of the 
appropriateness of particular questions in the varying interview contexts. Therefore, there is variation in 
sample size for the various questions. 

After the questionnaire had been used with nine respondents, we felt that the range of opinions in the 
community had been exhausted and that no additional new information would be gained from further 
questioning. 

5.5.2. Results: Basic Group Identity and Boundaries 

Two initial questions in the questionnaire dealt with basic group identity and boundaries. The questions and 
answers received are presented in table 18. When asked, “What does it mean to be Parya?” two out of the 
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six respondents who gave an answer mentioned the Parya language. Two respondents indicated that the 
Parya are a close-knit community who are somewhat separate from other people. One respondent stated 
that the Parya are very religious. When asked, “What makes the Parya different from other people groups?” 
four out of six respondents answered either that there is no difference, or that language is the only 
difference. The remaining two respondents acknowledged that Parya people look different from Tajik 
people, and one of these two further said that the way Parya speak Tajik is different from other people. 
Overall, four out of the eight respondents giving an answer to either of these questions mentioned language 
as a defining characteristic of a Parya person. 

Table 18: Basic group identity and boundaries 

ID What does it mean to be Parya? What makes the Parya different from 
other people groups? 

01–03 — Only language, we are the same as Tajiks 
02–01 — Nothing 
07–02 It’s our nationality Now none, in the past maybe (weddings, 

clothes, food) 
11–01 It’s our nationality Language, our faces, way of speaking Tajik 
12–03 Own language, we are a people who 

live together 
Look different, like Indian people 

36–02 Language Only language 
38–01 Separate people — 
42–01 Very religious — 

5.5.3. Results: Range of Individual Identity within the Group 

Two questions dealt with the range of individual identity within the group. The questions and answers 
received are presented in table 19. 

Table 19: Range of individual identity 

ID Are you a typical Parya? Why? Who do you consider to be a good example of 
a Parya? Why? 

01–03 Yes, proud to be Parya nos-seller, it’s what our ancestors used to do 
02–01 No, our language is not spoken correctly Pakistani people, we’re really Pakistani not 

Afghani 
07–02 Yes, parents and grandparents all Parya All Parya, even if mixed 
11–01 — People in Afghanistan 
12–03 No, young. When older will be good 

Parya 
Someone who knows our language and is 

educated, e.g. 01–01 
36–02 Yes, relatives Parya, learned language 

from mother (good girls, will marry 
Parya not Tajiks) 

All Parya 

38–01 Yes Family of 01–01 

42–01 No, live in Tajikistan and don’t know 
Afghan language 

Who knows? Can’t say where we’re from 

Conflating the answers to these questions, four respondents said a typical or good Parya person was: 

• Someone who speaks the Parya language correctly. 

Three respondents said a typical or good Parya person was: 

• Someone whose ancestors or relatives are Parya, or who marries within the community. 

Two respondents gave each of the following answers: 

• Someone older, educated or respected in the Parya community, or 
• Someone who lives in Afghanistan. 



 21

Finally, one respondent gave each of the following answers: 

• Someone who is proud of being Parya, or 
• Someone who sells nos, or 
• Someone from Pakistan. 

Some confusion was apparent in the answers to the questions on being a typical or good Parya. Since 
the questionnaires were administered in Tajik, and the self-designation of the Parya in Tajik is ‘afghoni’, 
that is ‘Afghan’, more than one respondent understood us to be asking about the people of Afghanistan. 
One respondent, by contrast, who had met an Urdu speaker from Pakistan, insisted rather that the Parya are 
really Pakistani. However, this confusion is perhaps an accurate reflection of the true ethnic identity of the 
Parya, many of whom do indeed believe themselves to be Afghanis, but who, in fact, know very little of 
their origins. One respondent even said that he has no idea what a good example of a Parya was, since he 
couldn’t say where he was from and didn’t know the history of his people. 

5.5.4. Results: The Role of Language 

Only one question dealing with the role of language was included in the questionnaire used in this 
research:8 “Is language an important factor in being a Parya?” All respondents agreed, often strongly, that it 
was an important factor. 

5.5.5. Results: Attitudes and Responses Concerning Ethnic Identity 

Two questions dealt with attitudes and responses concerning ethnic identity. Few responses were given 
to the first question: “In your opinion, what do other people groups and nations think about the Parya? How 
do the Parya themselves feel about this?” In some cases, it seems this question made respondents 
uncomfortable; four individuals, however, gave answers that may be considered more or less open. One 
person replied that others say that Parya nos is good. Two more said that others usually don’t know about 
the Parya, but (according to one of these respondents) that those who do, know them for their different 
language. This individual said that the Parya themselves are aware that they are a small group and little 
known, and would like others to know more about them. The fourth, most negative, response was that 
others see the Parya as ‘gypsies’ and that ‘they are bad people’. This respondent indicated that the Parya 
themselves feel that they came to Tajikistan by accident and don’t know the circumstances of their arrival, 
and that their language has been spoiled. 

A further response, observed during administration of this question, was a comment by another 
individual (not the respondent) on the dark skin colour of the Parya. This response produced 
embarrassment on the part of Parya individuals present. 

Five respondents answered the second question, “What do you want the whole world to know about 
Parya history and culture?” All of these respondents expressed the desire that the Parya people should 
simply become better known than they are, that the world would come to know that they exist. Other 
wishes expressed were: that someone would study the group and enable the Parya themselves to know who 
they are and what language it is they speak; that the world would know that the Parya are a great people; 
that they should learn about their religion and a special ceremony that is unique to the group, known as 
‘karai’; and that the Parya people are satisfied with their life. 

5.5.6. Results: Factoral Analysis of Ethnic Identity 

Further information on respondents’ conceptions of ethnic identity were obtained from asking 
specifically: “What is important in order to be a Parya?” and giving respondents a range of answers (all in 
the form of statements about a hypothetical person) from which to choose. Following the initial elicitation 
of answers, there were two further stages of data gathering, not all of which were used with each 
respondent. First, individuals were asked to score each factor that they mentioned, according to its 
importance. A score of zero was given to factors that were not important, one to factors that were a little  
                                                           
8 Other possible questions focus on dialect variation. We did not use these questions since this was not an issue for 
the Parya. 
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important, two to factors of average importance and three to very important factors. Additionally, or 
alternatively, respondents were asked to rank the factors they mentioned according to importance. 
Individuals were free to give as many rankings as they wished. The results of all nine questionnaires (and 
all three stages) are tabulated in table 20. 

Four factors were each mentioned by five individuals: ‘He speaks Parya’, ‘His father is Parya’, ‘His 
children speak Parya’ and ‘He is proud of being Parya’. Four further factors were each mentioned by four 
individuals: ‘Both his parents are Parya’, ‘He considers himself a Parya’, ‘His wife is Parya’, and ‘He 
keeps Parya traditions’. In terms of score, by far the highest scoring factor (scoring twice as high as any 
other factor) was ‘He speaks Parya’. According to the rankings, however, two factors come out as most 
important: ‘He speaks Parya’ and ‘He is a Muslim’, which were both given first place by two respondents. 
Three other factors were viewed as most important by one individual each: ‘Both his parents are Parya’, 
‘His grandfather was Parya’ and ‘He teaches his children Parya traditions’. One other factor was given 
second place by two individuals: ‘He is proud of being Parya’. 

Thus, language comes out as the most important defining factor for the Parya in their ethnic identity, 
followed by genetic affiliation (especially through male ancestors), and a sense of pride and adherence to 
tradition and religion. 

5.6. Observation Checklist 

The results of the social networks questionnaire, the bilingual proficiency questionnaire and the ethnic 
identity questionnaire, detailed above, provide useful information on the self-perceptions of the Parya 
regarding these factors. However, our observations of the behaviour of the group and their comments, aside 
from their answers to formal interviews, enabled us to see a slightly different picture of the Parya people 
and, as such, may add to our understanding of their language use, social networks, proficiency and ethnic 
identity. We describe the methodology employed with this checklist in section 5.6.1. The results are 

Table 20: Factoral analysis of ethnic identity 

  Times 
Mentioned 

Importance 
(score) 

Rankings 

1 Speaks Parya 5 12 1st, 1st 
2 Mother is Parya 2 2 3rd 
3 Father is Parya 5 5 3rd, 5th, 5th 
4 Both parents are Parya 4 6 1st 
5 Born in Parya village 0 0 — 
6 Father born in Parya village 0 0 — 
7 One grandparent Parya 2 2 — 
8 Grandfather was Parya 3 0 1st 
9 Considers self Parya 4 1 3rd 
10 Passport says Parya 0 0 — 
11 Wife is Parya 4 3 6th 
12 Wife speaks Parya 2 2 7th 
13 Children speak Parya 5 3 2nd, 8th 
14 Other people view as Parya 0 0 — 
15 Proud of being Parya 5 5 2nd, 2nd, 4th 
16 Is a Muslim 3 3 1st, 1st, 3rd 

17 Knows Parya history 3 4 2nd 
18 Knows Parya culture 2 2 — 
19 Children will marry a Parya 1 0 — 
20 Keeps Parya traditions 4 5 2nd, 3rd, 8th 
21 Teaches children Parya 

traditions 
3 5 1st 

 Other: All grandparents 
Parya 

1 0 4th 
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presented in two sections: information regarding language use and proficiency (5.6.2), and information 
regarding ethnic identity (5.6.3). 

5.6.1. Description of Observation Checklist 

During the conducting of interviews, the researchers occasionally used an observation checklist 
containing questions for the researchers to fill in, based on their observations of language use, proficiency, 
and ethnic identity or attitudes. The checklists were completed only in cases where a researcher was not 
personally interviewing or taking notes and, thus, was free to observe group interaction taking place 
external to or alongside the interview itself. Eight such checklists were completed, the data from which can 
help either to confirm or to call into doubt the self-reported data from the other questionnaires. 

5.6.2. Results: Language Use and Proficiency 

On every occasion observed by the researchers, all individuals present during interviewing, including 
young children, consistently used Parya between themselves. Tajik was spoken between those present on 
half of these occasions, but only occasionally. We initiated use of Tajik. Most often, it was our interview 
questioning that initiated the use of Tajik. On only one occasion did we observe Parya individuals initiating 
the use of Tajik, and these same individuals also spontaneously reverted to Parya, and mostly used Parya 
between themselves. Those who initiated return to the use of Parya were from all age categories and both 
genders in the context of comments made to other Parya present during the interview. 

As far as we could observe comprehension, all individuals present during interviews appeared to 
understand the Tajik spoken. Those who, perhaps, showed some difficulty in understanding were, on two 
separate occasions, a very young boy and a woman (age unknown). 

5.6.3. Results: Ethnic Identity 

On six of the eight occasions observed, we were the only non-Parya individuals present during the 
interview, and the overall atmosphere was fairly friendly. The atmosphere was also friendly on the two 
occasions when Tajik individuals were present, but on one of these occasions, the observer noted that the 
atmosphere of the interview grew a little more formal when non-Parya, Tajik work colleagues entered. As a 
general observation, Tajik individuals very seldom visited the homes of Parya people. 

On two occasions, rather negative comments were made regarding Tajik people: that they are 
‘untrustworthy’ and ‘should not be married’, and that they are not viewed in the same way as Parya, such 
that when a Tajik man was present, one woman no longer felt comfortable to sit in the same room. 

Many comments were made about the skin colour of the Parya. We were told that the lighter-skinned 
Parya girls often marry Tajik men, but that Tajik men ‘don’t want girls with dark skin’. Those Parya who 
live in Hisor centre and rarely speak Parya were criticised for being ashamed of their appearance and of 
using Tajik in an attempt to fit in. Some girls in the village with fairer skin were praised for using the Parya 
language and for identifying themselves with the Parya people, despite critical comments from Tajik in the 
village. 

On one occasion, we observed a Tajik person being very curious about Parya customs, expressing 
surprise that there should be any differences between the Parya and the Tajik, and revealing a lack of 
knowledge of the Parya group despite having grown up in Afghonobod. On another occasion, a point was 
made jokingly about language to us when a Tajik entered the room: ‘Now you can’t speak Parya, you have 
to speak Tajik!’ 

6. Discussion 
In section 1, attention was drawn to two common explanations for language maintenance: that a 

language should have official support and be spoken by a large number of speakers. The Parya language, 
however, has neither official status nor a large population of speakers, and yet it remains vital. In section 
6.1, we establish the vitality of the Parya language. Then, in section 6.2, we argue that this vitality cannot 
be accounted for by a lack of proficiency in an LWC; and in section 6.3, we examine a number of other 
indicators from Landweer (1991) that would, if anything, suggest that Parya should have low vitality. 
Finally, in section 6.4, we argue that it may be possible to account for the vitality of Parya in terms of 
social networks and ethnic identity. 
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6.1. The Ethnolinguistic Vitality of Parya 

Our research into language use by the Parya of Afghonobod indicates that their language remains vital. 
Parya is spoken by ethnically Parya individuals with over four-fifths of their contacts. It is used by all 
members of the community as the exclusive language with over four-fifths of Parya kin contacts and is 
used, at least some of the time, with 99 percent of such kin. Parya is also used by those who are not 
ethnically pure Parya with almost two-thirds of their contacts, and by all our respondents with over two-
fifths of their non-Parya contacts. 

Parya is used in all domains, but overwhelmingly in the home. Almost the only context in which a 
language other than Parya is used in the home domain is in the presence of a non- or mixed-ethnicity Parya. 
Language use data indicates that the presence of a non-ethnic Parya leads to a switch to an LWC, even when 
that person is not directly involved in the conversation. However, our observations indicate that although a 
switch tends to occur in this situation, this was not always the case. 

Within the Parya community, Parya dominates to the extent that even non-Parya and mixed ethnicity 
individuals may come to use it on most occasions. No ethnically Parya speakers reported using another 
language more often than their mother tongue, although only a minority of non-Parya or mixed ethnicity 
respondents reported using Parya most of the time, or another language only sometimes. 

The use of Parya carries across all generations; observation showed no difference between age groups 
in their preference for using Parya. Use of Parya is limited, however, to those having kinship ties within the 
community. With non-kin, Parya is never used. 

Outside Afghonobod, there is some evidence that the language is losing vitality in areas such as Hisor 
centre, where there are very few Parya families. It is reasonable, however, to hypothesize that other 
locations containing similar concentrations of Parya people to that in Afghonobod may be expected to show 
similar vitality to that found in Afghonobod. Overall, our research would indicate that there are very few 
signs of the language being lost overall in Tajikistan. 

6.2. Proficiency 

Given the vitality of Parya in the face of its lack of status and small number of speakers, we need to 
look for other factors that might be able to account for its maintenance. One possibility, suggested in 
section 3, is that Parya speakers may be forced to use the L1 because of insufficiently high levels of 
proficiency in an LWC, whether Tajik or Uzbek. 

However, our data show that this is not the case for the Parya, who are highly proficient in their second 
language. Our respondents reported themselves to be at least level 4+, that is, ‘advanced professional 
proficiency, plus’ in all cases, and comparison of self-reporting with others’ assessments of proficiency 
seems to confirm that levels of the L2 are very high across Afghonobod and also the wider Parya 
community. Justification for the extension of the results from Afghonobod to other Parya communities is 
provided by our social networks data showing that the majority of interaction in the village takes place in 
the immediate vicinity of the village and with other Parya speakers. For if proficiency is very high in this 
close-knit community, where everyday contact with non-Parya speakers is relatively uncommon, then we 
may reasonably expect that L2 proficiency will also be high in other Parya locations, and indeed may be 
higher in locations where there are lower concentrations of Parya speakers and, thus, more contact with 
non-Parya. 

There may be some question as to the validity of the self-reported test and, thus, it would have been 
beneficial to the research to have interviewed more extensively using third-person assessments, so as to 
have a more reliable basis for comparison. It would also have been helpful to have obtained more 
correspondences between the individuals mentioned in the comparative form and those actually tested with 
the ‘can-do’ test. Nevertheless, even allowing for some over-assessment of proficiency levels, the Parya 
reveal themselves to be well able to use an L2, and our observations confirm that only a very few 
individuals would appear to have difficulty using the local LWC. 

6.3. Indicators of Ethnolinguistic Vitality: Inconclusive Factors 

We remain, therefore, with the unanswered question of how the Parya maintain their language. Clearly, 
other factors must be at work to help the Parya keep their language vital. Reference was made in section 3 
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to Landweer’s study (2000) of eight indicators of ethnolinguistic vitality. According to our data, for 
indicators 1–4, 6a, and 8, there is nothing in the Parya situation that would work strongly in favour of 
language maintenance; indeed, there are factors working against the likelihood of maintenance. Comments 
on the indicators which are inconclusive with regard to the Parya are summarised in table 21, following 
which, we discuss each of the comments in turn with respect to our data. 

Table 21: Inconclusive factors regarding Parya vitality 

1: Relative position on the urban-rural continuum: 
The Parya live within easy access of population centres. 

2: Domains in which the language is used: 
The Parya use Parya in the home and social domains, but Tajik or Uzbek in work and educational 
domains, for literacy, and in the presence of non-Parya people. 

3: Frequency and type of code switching: 
The Parya use code switching (type uncertain). 

4: Population and group dynamics: 
The Parya are not particularly numerous (especially in some locations) and live in scattered, 
heterogeneous communities. 

6a: Social outlook regarding the speech community: 
The Parya are little-known by surrounding populations and have no recognised status, and are 
discriminated against by others. 

8: Access to a stable and acceptable economic base: 
The Parya need Tajik, Uzbek, or some other LWC for much paid employment, but not necessarily for 
some local occupations.  

6.3.1. Indicator 1: Relative Position on the Urban-Rural Continuum 

According to Landweer (2000), proximity to urban centres is a well-documented factor undermining the 
vitality of less-widely spoken languages, since such centres are typically arenas of language contact. 
Because of this, individuals who travel to them will find themselves using an LWC more frequently than 
individuals from remote locations, far from other languages. What is important for the question of vitality 
is not merely the physical distance of a community from an urban centre, but also transport access to the 
centre and the extent to which community members do, in fact, travel there. 

We have already seen that Afghonobod is located only a short distance from the capital city, on a major 
road with very good public transport facilities, and that the majority of other Parya communities are not 
significantly more remote than Afghonobod. We also have noted that the Parya frequently travel to urban 
centres for the purposes of selling milk or nos. Thus, according to this indicator, we should expect Parya to 
be losing its vitality. 

6.3.2. Indicator 2: Domains in which the Language Is Used 

Landweer ranks domains of language use along a scale, noting that as language shift takes hold in an 
ethnolinguistic community, the vernacular is typically replaced by an L2 in progressively more domains 
along the scale. The home is the ‘anchor’ domain and is usually the last to be replaced. After this come 
domains such as social events, cultural events, education, business, travel, and writing. The more domains 
in which the vernacular is used, the more vital the language. 

Our data on language use have shown that Parya is the dominant language in the home and that it is also 
often used in social and cultural domains. For work, however, Tajik or Uzbek are much more commonly 
used than Parya. The context of the Parya group in Tajikistan also means that Tajik and Uzbek are the only 
languages used for education and writing. In addition, we have shown that the presence of non-Parya 
speakers is sufficient, even in the home, to cause speakers to use the LWC. Thus, the LWC is seen to be 
encroaching on domains of use, and by this indicator also, other things being equal, we would predict low 
vitality for Parya. 

6.3.3. Indicator 3: Frequency and Type of Code Switching 

Code switching signifies the practice of changing from one language to another during a speech event, 
such as a conversation. Strictly speaking, code switching refers to changes from one language to another at 
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certain points in a speech event, whereas, code mixing is a change of language choice within a single 
utterance. Qualifying the general observation that the more code switching, the less vital the language, 
Landweer identifies types of code switching that are indicative of greater and lesser vitality. At the most 
vital end of the scale is situational code switching, which approaches the definition of diglossia in that 
certain languages are routinely used in certain domains. This kind of code switching presents little threat to 
the existence of a less-widely spoken language, since each language is maintained within its set boundaries. 
At the other end of the scale, however, is unbounded code switching, where the choice of language does not 
vary according to any noticeable pattern, and code mixing, where the language can change in more or less 
unpredictable ways within a single utterance. In these conditions, the vernacular is at high risk of being 
lost, since it is vulnerable to being replaced in all contexts. 

The situation among the Parya regarding code switching is ambivalent. Data on language use show 
respondents mixing languages with around one-sixth of their ethnically Parya contacts. Several respondents 
to the proficiency questionnaire reported code mixing when speaking Tajik. Our own observations revealed 
that Parya in Afghonobod do occasionally switch to the use of Tajik between themselves, but this did not 
occur with sufficient frequency for us to determine if the switching is situational or unbounded. Overall, for 
this indicator there seems little to predict either high or low vitality for the Parya. 

6.3.4. Indicator 4: Population and Group Dynamics 

According to Landweer (2000), an ethnolinguistic community has to have a critical mass of fluent 
speakers for the language to be maintained. Not only so, but those who enter the community from another 
ethnolinguistic group must also learn and use the language, rather than using the LWC and thus forcing 
others to use it with them. 

We have seen already that the number of Parya speakers is very small, far lower than the estimate of 
critical mass of 100,000 proposed by Krauss (1992). In addition, the Parya do not live in homogeneous 
linguistic communities, or always in large clusters. There do exist larger groupings of households within 
villages (such as in Afghonobod or Javrat), but even there, Parya are always numerically a minority within 
each village. The other ethnicities that make up the majority of the population in these locations do not 
learn Parya unless they are connected by kinship ties to the Parya community and are considered a part of 
the group. Rather, the use of Parya was reported to give way to an LWC whenever a person of other 
ethnicity is present during communication. Individuals of non-Parya ethnicity who become assimilated into 
the community, however, do learn to speak Parya. 

Thus, for this indicator also, factors exist which would seem to point to low vitality for Parya. 

6.3.5. Indicator 6a: Social Outlook Regarding the Speech Community 

For this indicator, we have considered social outlook separately according to internal and external views 
of the group, since the outlook of others regarding the Parya seems to point towards a different vitality 
strength from the social outlook of the Parya within their own community (see section 6.4.2). Thus, the part 
of Landweer’s indicator discussed here has to do with the external recognition by the broader society of a 
language community as being separate and unique, and the level of support and/or respect given to the 
community by outsiders. The more respect and recognition a group enjoys, the more vital their language is 
likely to be, since they are more likely to be supported in their attempts to maintain their language and 
ethnicity. 

As was briefly mentioned, very little information was available to us regarding the Parya community 
prior to our first visit to a Parya village. This is due in no small measure to the fact that despite living in 
close proximity to urban centres, the Parya are little known by the wider community. Ethnic identity data 
and our own background research reveal that, in so far as other ethnicities are aware of the Parya, it appears 
that they do not perceive them as a unique group, variously categorising them as ‘Afghans’ or even 
‘gypsies’. Even within a Parya village, we observed a low level of awareness of Parya ethnic 
distinctiveness. A certain level of discrimination towards the Parya can even be discerned in such negative 
categorisations, and also through references to the darker skin colour of the Parya and the consequence that 
few Parya girls are chosen as wives by Tajik men. 

Thus, on the basis of external social outlook, the Parya would be expected to show low vitality. 
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6.3.6. Indicator 8: Access to a Stable and Acceptable Economic Base 

Landweer’s last indicator of vitality rests on the perception of speakers as to the need for an LWC in 
order to prosper economically. If it is believed that speaking another language will create more 
opportunities to get a job and earn money, there will be pressure on the vernacular as younger people, in 
particular, choose the LWC to promote their economic advancement. On the other hand, if work is available 
within the boundaries of the speech community, vitality is more likely to remain strong as there are fewer 
incentives to switch language. 

For the Parya, this factor is again inconclusive as to its effect on vitality. On the one hand, Tajik or 
Uzbek, or other languages such as Russian and English, are needed (and perceived to be needed) for an 
individual to obtain business or service occupations, jobs in education or overseas and so on. On the other 
hand, the majority of the Parya work in farming or other manual jobs, where the only languages needed are 
those required for communicating with one’s colleagues and overseers. In cases where Parya do such work 
collectively in kin groups, there is no particular pressure for them to choose another language over Parya. 

6.4. Explaining Language Maintenance among the Parya 

For most of Landweer’s indicators, then, there are factors in the Parya situation that would either predict 
loss of vitality, or at best are neutral with regard to language maintenance. However, three of the indicators 
in table 1 have not yet been discussed: the distribution of speakers within their own social networks, social 
outlook within the speech community, and language prestige. We will now attempt to show, by a 
discussion of our results relevant to these indicators, how it may be that the Parya are maintaining their 
language despite the many pressures leading to its loss. First, we will consider social networks in section 
6.4.1, followed by ethnic identity (which covers both social outlook and language prestige) in section 6.4.2. 
Finally, in the conclusion (section 7), we show how these two aspects work together to explain 
maintenance. 

6.4.1. Social Networks 

Landweer’s indicator of social networks draws on results of earlier studies such as that of Milroy (1987) 
into the maintenance of vernacular norms among social groupings in Belfast, Northern Ireland. In that 
study, Milroy demonstrates and explains the correlation between dense, multiplex, territorially-based social 
networks and language maintenance. Briefly put, Milroy’s research shows that individuals who interact 
almost exclusively within close-knit communities tend to share common communicative preferences, and 
to exert pressure on others in their network to follow the same norms. Not only so, but a closed social 
group will often actively choose specifically those linguistic features that differ from features in the 
standard language as a way to assert and display group distinctiveness. Thus, there are strong social forces 
at work within dense, multiplex networks that promote non-standard speech varieties and enforce 
uniformity within the group. 

Many other linguists have applied these findings on social networks to language maintenance questions 
elsewhere. Schooling (1990) used social networks methodology to create a typology of individuals with 
predictive power for situations of language maintenance in Melanesia. Tosi (1999) touched on the role of 
close-knit communities in maintaining language in Australia and other areas. 

For the Parya, the results presented in section 5.3.3 have shown that the social networks of the Parya in 
Afghonobod are highly dense and multiplex. Our research revealed that the great majority of contact and 
social interaction takes place only between relatives, whether these are ethnically Parya or non-/mixed 
ethnicity individuals who have become part of the community. The average length of time spent on 
occasions of contact is longer with kin than with non-kin. In particular, immediate family clusters are 
especially dense and multiplex and account for most of the contact links within the village. Most contact 
entered into by members of the Parya community, whether or not with kin, takes place daily within the 
same small group of individuals. Roughly three quarters of network ties are multiplex, and most marriages 
are contracted with members of the same kinship group. 

The social networks of the Parya are also highly territorial in nature. A vast proportion of interaction 
events occur with contacts from within the physical boundaries of the village, and even outside the village 
the majority of contacts, especially if they are ethnic Parya, are from recognisable ‘Parya villages’. 
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Given these details, it is reasonable to conclude that there are significant social forces acting within the 
Parya community of Afghonobod to enforce favoured linguistic habits, or norms, and thereby to maintain 
the language. 

6.4.2. Ethnic Identity 

Not only do social networks promote the vitality of Parya, but so does the group’s ethnic identity. 
Returning to Landweer (2000), the two remaining indicators of vitality are social outlook within the speech 
community and language prestige. These address, respectively, the internal perception of an ethnolinguistic 
group about itself and attitudes towards the vernacular. The more positive the perceptions a group has about 
its identity and language, the more vital we may expect its language to be, since positive perceptions can be 
expected to lead to increased community support for—and, thus, use of—the language. 

Our questions on ethnic identity revealed that language is the most important defining factor for the 
Parya in their ethnic identity, followed by genetic affiliation (especially through male ancestors), a sense of 
pride and adherence to tradition and religion. Observations confirm that speaking the language is an 
important signal of identification with the group. 

In one respect, answers to the ethnic identity questionnaire and our observations show an interesting 
difference. While in the majority of cases, respondents claimed that the Parya are no different from the 
Tajik people, comments made outside the formal responses of the interviews show that, in fact, the Parya 
are aware of discriminatory attitudes among Tajiks towards the Parya, based largely on their skin colour. 
This suggests to the researchers that the Parya perceive themselves to be discriminated against by other 
ethnicities and seek to be seen as having equal status to theirs. They are also aware that they are little-
known by other groups and would like their status to become recognised. As a result, the Parya take pride 
in their identity and language, and it defends them from discrimination by other groups. 

Therefore, in the positive ethno-linguistic identity of the Parya we see clear indications promoting its 
continued vitality. 

7. Conclusion 
Many variables may be said, in general, to contribute to the maintenance of a language, beyond the 

obvious factors of official state support and large numbers of speakers mentioned by Krauss (1992:7). For 
the language of the Parya people of Tajikistan, this paper has argued that maintenance is achieved, despite 
high bilingual proficiency and pressures leading towards language shift, by dense, multiplex and 
territorially-based social networks, and by strong positive identification towards their ethnicity and 
language. These, we have claimed, lead to the enforcement of local linguistic norms and social pressure to 
choose the vernacular over the second language. According to Landweer (2000), “language maintenance 
and shift are long-term consequences of consistent patterns of language choice throughout the speech 
community.” Thus, it seems likely that, so long as present conditions continue, Parya will remain a viable 
language in Tajikistan for the foreseeable future. 
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Appendix A: Locations and Populations of the Parya 

Detailed and accurate information on the exact locations and population of the Parya was not available 
to the researchers prior to our first surveys. Therefore, as part of our research, a serious attempt was made 
to elicit a complete list of all villages containing Parya households in Tajikistan and other countries, with 
approximate numbers of Parya families in each location.9 This list is reproduced below. Total population 
figures are based on the assumption of an average of eight to ten individuals in each family. 

Tajikistan 

Hisor region 

Village Number of Parya families 
Afghonobod 29–47 
Qalai Hisor 30 
Hisor centre (incl. Pravda Vostok, Boloi Kanal) 100 
Kolkhozi Leninism 30 
Chojali/Chujaiali 3 

Shahrinav region 

Village Number of Parya families 
Sadvin Sovkhoz 5 
Kolkhozi Moskva Khokistarteppa 18 
Qahramon 20 
Pakhtabod 12 
Cheptura 3 

Tursunzoda region 

Village Number of Parya families 
Qizil Nishon Kolkhozi Parsezd 12 
Galashaid Sovkhoz Askarali Mirzoev 10–15 
Javrat and Okhtosh 75 (50 in Javrat alone) 
Regar centre 8 
Zarkamar 5–10 
Engels 2 

Other regions 

Village Number of Parya families 
Paselka Garoti, Jilikul region 3 
Novobod, Varzob (Ismoil Somoni) region 5 
Bobotoq, on border of Uzbekistan/Tajikistan 9 
[Jirgaton, beyond Garm] [10] 

Total in Tajikistan 379–417 families 3,000–4,000 people 

                                                           
9 There was some uncertainty during the elicitation of these figures as to their precise meaning; whether they refer to 
the numbers of married men in each location or to the number of heads of household. If the latter, this would imply a 
larger overall population, since many nuclear family units may be included under one head. However, in our opinion, it 
is more likely that the former was intended by those giving the figures. 
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Uzbekistan 

Figures for Uzbekistan are much more vague; our respondent’s initial estimate was for 300 families 
altogether (thus, an upper limit of 3,000 people). Other figures are given by region, since villages were 
usually not known. 

Region Number of Parya families 
Shurchi 8 
Sharghon 4–5 
Denau 5 
Saresio 4–5 
Uzun, village of Mehnat 35–40 

Total in Uzbekistan 56–63/300 families 400–3,000 people 

Afghanistan 

Only one, very approximate, figure was obtained for Afghanistan, that of thirty families in the Kunduz 
region. Thus: 

Total in Afghanistan 30 families 240–300 people 
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Appendix B: Responses for Data Reported in Table 17 

ID Q # Response Score 
01–01 11 Uses P, then correct T word 1 

 17 Not new T words 0 
 20 Yes 0 
 21 Same; can’t translate a few P words 1 
 22 Same 1 
01–02 11 Thinks, finds word 1 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 Yes, often uses P 0 
 21 More T 1 
 22 P easier 0 
11–01 11 Asks for word 0 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 Never 1 
 21 More T 1 
 22 T easier 1 
12–02 11 Doesn’t forget 1 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 Only slips 1 
 21 Same 1 
 22 Same 1 
36–01 11 — — 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 No 1 
 21 Same 1 
 22 P easier 0 
42–02 11 Thinks, finds word 1 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 Used to, now no 1 
 21 More P 0 
 22 P easier 0 
45–03 11 Thinks, finds word 1 

 17 Yes 1 
 20 Used to, now no 1 
 21 More P 0 
 22 P easier 0 

Question 11: If you forget a Tajik word while talking, what do you do? 
Question 17: Are you familiar with all the words of the Tajik language? 
Question 20: Have you ever made a mistake while speaking Tajik? 
Question 21: Do you know more Parya or Tajik words? 
Question 23: Is it sometimes easier to think in Tajik than in Parya? 
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