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PERSIAN LANGUAGE
i. Early New Persian

Early New Persian is the first phase (8th-12th centuries CE) of the Persian
language after the Islamic conquest of Iran. This sub-entry is organized into
these sections: Introduction, Historical background, Dialectology, Evolution of
Early New Persian, Sources, The Grammar of Early New Persian.

INTRODUCTION

The demise of the Sasanian Empire through Arab-Islamic invaders (632-51 CE)
and the ensuing Islamization of Iran marks a major break in Iranian history,
providing Iran with the basis for a new culture and identity. Out of the
remnants of the former “national” Iranian culture, the first Persian documents
written in Arabic script emerged during the 9th/10th centuries, continuing the
Sasanian Middle Persian language in a new garb.

Definitions. What seems, seen from a historical bird’s eye view, to constitute a
decisive linguistic break was actually a slow and steady development of over
200 years, betraying many moments of continuity. The linguistic difference
between the 7th-century Middle Persian (MP) and 10th-century Early New
Persian (ENP) is certainly smaller, in many ways, than the one between 10th
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century ENP and 21st-century modern New Persian (NP). The distinction
between Middle and New Persian is due as much to convention, to extra-
linguistic factors such as the historical break mentioned, and to changes
connected to this break such as the shift of script (from Pahlavi to Arabic), as
to linguistic differences.

There is no clear linguistic break, either, between Early New Persian and later
stages of Persian. The definition of ENP followed here corresponds to the one
implicitly given by Lazard (1963, pp. 18, 24), saying that from the 13th century
onwards, dialectal features were declining in Persian documents and a
dialectally homogeneous standard of the language was more or less reached.
Following this definition, ENP would span the stages of New Persian from its
beginning, the 8th century, to approximately the early 13th century. A further
distinction may be made between a formative phase of ENP which lasted until
the early/mid-11th century, when Persian had more or less attained the status
of a language of literature, administration, and science, and the ENP of
thriving classical literature between the mid-11th and early 13th century.

Even after the 13th century, Persian did not become fixed or standardized. The
development of Persian since the 8th century has been continuous and
gradual, and instead of speaking of one “classical” standard of the language
which never existed, one should rather speak of a series of temporary
standards of stylistic nature that were set by classical authors such as
Ferdowsi, Sa‘di, or Hafez (see also Paul, 2002). Iranian national philology has
defined certain stylistic standards in terms of region, time, or dynasty, e.g., the
Khorasani style of early (10th-12th centuries) “realistic” poetry or the Samanid
style of simple 10th-11th century prose (Rypka, pp. 112 ff.). Each of these styles
could be emulated by later authors (e.g., the 19th-century Qajar poet Qa’ani
wrote in Khorasani style), but they are no “absolute” standards of New
Persian. Even modern “Standard High Persian” is only a transitory, flexible
idiom that continues developing.

Varieties of Early New Persian. Dialectal and regional factors are of paramount
importance for understanding the history of Early New Persian. Likewise
important, and partly overlapping with regional factors, is the affiliation of
ENP texts to various religious traditions, according to which the ENP varieties
should be distinguished in the first place. The “default” variety of ENP, written
by Muslim Iranians in Arabic script, is only one variety of the language. Other
varieties are documented more weakly by far in terms of quantity, but
contribute a lot to our understanding of the evolution of New Persian.
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The other main varieties known today include the ENP used by Persian-
speaking Jews (called “Early Judaeo-Persian,” EJP), Manicheans, Christians,
and Zoroastrians (called “Manichean,” “Christian,” and “Zoroastrian NP,”
respectively). Each of these varieties represents one religious tradition, visible
both from the script used for writing it (Hebrew, Manichean, Syriac,
Pahlavi/Avestan) and from the contents of the scriptures. In terms of age,
quantity, and linguistic importance, the EJP variety comes next to ENP written
in Arabic script; the Manichean and Christian varieties offer only a small
number of short texts. There was also an early Zoroastrian literature written
in New Persian, written partly in Middle Persian and partly in Avestan script,
of which there are left some substantial texts.

The ENP texts written in Arabic script originate from all over historical Iran, in
the earliest phase (late 9th to 10th centuries) with a clear preponderance of
northeast Iranian regions (Khorasan). EJP documents were written in, or have
been found in, such diverse areas as Egypt, Palestine, southwest Iran (Ahvaz;),
Central Iran (Zefra), Afghanistan, western China (Dandan Oiliq), and South
India. This distribution does not, however, represent distinct dialects, but
rather regional varieties that had been spread widely and recently, due to the
mobility of Persian-speaking Jewish merchants, scholars, and travelers of
Sasanian and early Islamic times. The oldest dateable EJP documents, and
indeed the oldest of all surviving NP documents, are from northern regions: a
short inscription from Tang-i Azao (Afghanistan) from 751-52 (ed. Henning,
1957) and a fragmentary letter from Dandan Oiliq probably from 760 (ed. Utas,
1969). Most other EJP documents are later, from the 10th century onwards; a
large part of them originate from southwest Iran, but there are also
substantial texts from northern regions, including recent finds from
Afghanistan.

The few extant Manichean NP texts are from northeast Iran (the region of
Samarkand?) and probably date to the 11th century; the even smaller corpus
of Christian NP texts are mostly from Central Asia (Bulayiq), from about the
same time. Both varieties, typically, come from borderlands of (historical)
Iran, where religious minorities could thrive longer than in the Islamicized
heartlands of Iran. The extant Zoroastrian NP texts originate from Fars and
Kerman, the regions where Zoroastrians continued to thrive after the Islamic
conquest of Iran. There are also late Zoroastrian Middle Persian (ZMP) texts
from the 9th and 10th centuries that already show NP grammatical features; it
is sometimes difficult to distinguish late ZMP from early Zoroastrian NP.
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Each text of each variety of ENP betrays dialectal features from the region
where it was found or written, or from where the author originated. The date
of many of the Jewish, Manichean, Christian, and Zoroastrian NP texts is not
exactly known; some of them may even postdate the 12th century, but due to
the remoteness of their speakers from the development of mainstream
(Muslim) Persian, they preserved linguistic features that had disappeared
from the latter.

Manuscript transmission. The linguistic “value” that can be attributed to the
various ENP texts and varieties depends, not only on the time when and the
region where these texts were composed, but also on their transmission.
Hardly any ENP works written in Arabic script have come down to us in the
form of an autograph, i.e., a manuscript written by the author himself. The
oldest surviving ENP manuscript in Arabic script, the Ketab al-Abniya, was
copied in 1056, probably 80-90 years after it was written down. For most other
ENP manuscripts, the gap between the composition of the work and the oldest
extant manuscript is much longer (e.g., 200 years for the Siasat-nama, or over
250 for the Sah-nama). Nevertheless, the sheer number of available texts and
manuscripts, their dialectal variety, and the high standard of philological
analysis that has been attained for ENP texts in Arabic script still make this
variety the key variant for linguistic analysis of ENP.

The advantage that EJP manuscripts offer over ENP ones, besides being partly
older texts (see above), is that the manuscripts in which they are transmitted
are also much older than the ENP ones. The EJP private documents, as non-
literary texts, are “naturally” autographs preserved in their original form and
thus provide a genuine and lively picture of the Persian spoken in southern
Iran in the 10th/11th centuries. The extant EJP tafsir (commentary; see JUDEO-
PERSIAN COMMUNITIES ix. JUDEO-PERSIAN LITERATURE) manuscripts, by far
surpassing the private documents in quantity, were probably copied not very
long after their composition; linguistic differences between various copyists,
between different styles within certain manuscripts, and the use of two
different systems of vocalization (Tiberian and Babylonian) greatly enhance
the linguistic value of these texts. The Man. NP and Zor. NP texts suffer from
historical writing conventions which they owe to the MMP and ZMP traditions,
respectively. Besides the late date of some manuscripts (especially Zor. NP
ones), this factor limits the linguistic value of both varieties of ENP.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
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The historical context in which Persian written in Arabic script, as a literary
and official language, evolved from the 9th century onwards has been
described variously as one of an “Iranian renaissance,” “national rebirth,” etc.
It is true that, unlike other ancient Near Eastern countries such as Syria or
Egypt that were Arabicized as a consequence of Islamization, Iran kept a
language of its own, partly preserved its pre-Islamic cultural heritage, and
thus laid the foundation for a later cultural renaissance that was bound to a
language and identity separate from the Arabic one. Talking of a “national
rebirth” or the like, however, is not only misleading, because there was no
Iranian nation as a political or social unit at that time, but also because it
distracts from the real historical developments, which were more complex (for
an overview, see also Lazard, 1975).

The quick conquest of most of the Sasanian empire by Arab-Islamic troops
between 632 and 651 was possible only after years of exhausting warfare of
the Sasanian with the Byzantine empire. The successful and relatively
“smooth” integration of Iran under Islamic rule hints at a lack of political and
social stability in late Sasanian Iran and was facilitated through the
cooperation of a substantial part of the Iranian landed aristocracy (see
DEHQAN) and administrative elite with the new Islamic rulers. Iran became a
constitutive part of the Umayyad caliphate (661-750). The new rulers had to
rely on Iranian (and Byzantine) administrative and fiscal traditions to govern
the vast area, and it was only the fifth caliph of the Umayyad line, ‘Abd-al-
Malek b. Marwan (685-705), who introduced an Arabic coinage of his own and
fostered Arabic as a language of administration (Gibb, p. 77).

The historical province of Khorasan, including also parts of contemporary
Central Asia and northwest Afghanistan, played a key role in the evolution of
New Persian. During the Sasanian period, Persian had already been spread
over to this region, as an official language, through garrisons and state
administration, at the expense of Parthian, the local and former official
language. During the Arab-Islamic conquest of Iran, substantial numbers of
Sasanian aristocrats fled the Iranian heartland to northern Khorasan
(Samarkand), further spreading the Persian language there at the expense of
vernacular Sogdian. After 651, the whole of Khorasan was conquered by Arab
Muslims within two generations, and large numbers of Arabs were settled in
arid Khorasan, finding conditions for living and cattle-breeding there similar
to those of the Arabian peninsula. The relatively quick Islamization of
Khorasan, far away from the centers of Arab culture, provided a kind of



https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/dehqan

{é\ PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul

cultural laboratory for the development of something totally new: the
transformation of the (late) Sasanian vernacular, called Dari, into a simplified
language written with the Arabic script, Muslim (New) Persian.

After the Abbasid revolt in Khorasan (747-50), led by the Iranian Abu Moslem,
Iran became part of the Abbasid caliphate (750-1257), but from the mid-9th
century onwards, the caliphate gradually lost its military and political power
and disintegrated into more or less independent states. One of these, led by the
Samanid dynasty (819-1005), ruled northeast Iran for a long time and was
especially important for the renaissance of Persian. At the Samanid court in
Bukhara, Persian flourished as a language of poetry, ancient Iranian epic
traditions were collected, and historical and scientific texts were translated
from Arabic to Persian. The oldest known Persian poets are recorded in the
second half of the 9th century at the Samanid court and at that of the Saffarids
of Sistan, who would later (911) become the Samanids’ vassals. At the close of
Samanid rule, Persian was well established as a language of poetry and epics
in northeast Iran, but only partly in other regions of Iran, and not yet in all
genres of scientific writing and of administration.

This situation changed in the course of the 11th century. The Ghaznavids
(977-1186), who overthrew the Samanids and conquered most of their
territories in the 990s, were the first of many dynasties of Central Asian
provenance and Turkic origin to rule over considerable parts of historical
Iran. They fully continued the Samanids’ patronage of Persian literature and
culture, even after they lost Iran proper to the Saljugs and were restricted to
their territories in Afghanistan and north India. This marks an important step
towards the internationalization of Persian beyond Iran proper, as the Islamic
language of the “Eastern Caliphate.”

When the Saljuq Turks conquered Iran from the Ghaznavids and Buyids in the
mid-11th century, they found Persian as a fully developed language, to which
their ruling classes soon assimilated. Under their dynasty (1040-1194), a great
part of historical Iran was united under non-Arab rule, for the first time since
651. But the Saljugs, like all other Islamic dynasties ruling Iran before them,
did not yet use the name “Iran” for their land or state. Only under the Mongol
IlI-khanids (1256-1353) was Iran to appear again as a political unit bearing its
traditional name (see Krawulsky).

Towards the late 11th century, the status of Persian written in Arabic script
may be described as follows. (1) NP had become fully developed as a language
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of literature, administration, and scholarship. (2) NP had become an “Islamic
language,” as is seen from the contents of its texts and is measurable through
the high influx of Arabic loanwords into Persian. (3) NP had started expanding
over the boundaries of the historical Persian-speaking regions proper, into
other areas such as Central Asia and North India.

These three factors, in combination, laid the basis for a remarkable
development that would influence the cultural history of the Islamic world
over a long period. Persian, as one main carrier of Iranian and Islamic
civilization, would play a leading role for the expansion and thriving of
Islamic civilization from the 11th up until the 19th century, in a vast area
spanning Anatolia in the west up to the fringes of China in the east. During this
time, Persian language, literature, and culture exerted a decisive influence as a
civilizing tool on the Turkic, Mongol, and Indian dynasties and their cultures
that dominated the eastern half of the Islamic hemisphere politically. For the
cultural dominance of Persian over this vast area and long period, the term of
“Persophonie” has been introduced by B. Fragner (1999), modeled after the
French term “francophonie” and being a scientific equivalent of Persian
qalamrow-e zaban-e farsi. While this is correct at the descriptive level, it
remains yet to be investigated in what sense the Persian language itself could
have been a moving factor in this historical process.

DIALECTOLOGY

For a proper understanding of the evolution of ENP, a closer look at its
dialectal situation in the 7th century is necessary. Most valuable information
about this is provided by the Iranian-born Arab polymath Ebn al-Moqaffa’
(721-57), as transmitted in the 10th-century Ebn al-Nadim’s Fehrest. According
to Ebn al-Moqaffa’, five languages were spoken in late Sasanian Iran, three of
which are Iranian: Pahlavi used in central and northwest Iran, the ancient
region of Media (Rey, Isfahan, Hamadan, Azarbaijan, Mah Nehavand), Dari
spoken at the court of al-Mada’en (Ctesiphon-Seleucia) and in Khorasan, and
Parsi spoken in the province of Fars and used by the Zoroastrian priests (the
two probably non-Iranian languages mentioned by Ebn al-Moqaffa’, Kuzi and
Soryani, are beyond the scope of the present article).

Lazard (1971) has analyzed this passage carefully, showing that Parsi and Dari
are two functional and regional varieties of Persian, Parsi representing the
literary language, especially that of religious (Zoroastrian) literature, and the
regional variety spoken in southern Iran, and Dari representing the language



https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/ebn-al-moqaffa
https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/fehrest

@\ PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul

spoken at court and in the northeast of Iran (including large regions of
present-day Afghanistan and Central Asia). “Pahlavi” stands for Parthian, in
which ancient epic traditions were preserved in various regions of Iran, even
after Parthian had ceased to be used as an official language. It is appropriate
to discuss separately the main dialect regions distinguished by Ebn al-
Mogqaffa’, the northwest, northeast, and south.

Northwest. According to Ebn al-Moqaffa‘ (Ebn al-Nadim, ed. Tajaddod, p. 15; tr.
Dodge, I, p. 24), Pahlavi (= Parthian) was spoken in central and northwest Iran,
the ancient region of Media (Rey, Isfahan, etc.), which is called Fahla or Bahla
in Arabic sources. Parthian, however, was not indigenous to that region. The
homeland of the Parthians in Arsacid times had been Khorasan; at the end of
the Sasanian period, Parthian must have been extinct or nearly extinct there.
After the 6th century, Parthian continued to be used only as a language of the
Manichean liturgy in Central Asia (along the Silk Road; see Sundermann, 1986,
p- 315). The idiom used in central and northwest Iran and called “Pahlavi” in
the 7th century is not likely to be Parthian proper, but more probably a bundle
of “Parthoid” dialects, forerunners of the northwest Iranian languages and
dialects spoken there until today, such as Talesi, Southern Tati, or variants of
Adari (see Azarbaijan vii. The Iranian Language of Azarbaijan).

The semantic development of the term Pahlavi in Early New Persian seems to
corroborate this. In Sasanian times, when Parthian gradually disappeared as a
living language, ancient Parthian epics were integrated and assimilated to
Middle Persian literature (see, e.g., the MP Ayadgar 1 Zaréran whose Parthian
loanwords show that the text was based on a Parthian original). The term
Pahlavt was now identified with “heroic, old, ancient” (Lazard, 1972, p. 35),
and later the name of the bygone Parthian language was transferred to the
Persian language written by Zoroastrians that seemed likewise to be ancient
or heroic to the Iranian Muslims (note that Pahlavi meaning “Zoroastrian
Middle Persian” developed as an exonym used by Iranian Muslims, while the
endonym of the Zoroastrian Persians for their own language continued to be
Parsi(g) for some centuries). Another meaning of Pahlavt in Early New Persian,
attested later in the Arabicized plural form fahlaviyat and designating poetry
in the dialects from the Fahla/Bahla region from the 10th century onwards, is
a direct continuation of that of the 7th-century “Parthoid” dialects.

Northeast. Khorasan, the homeland of the Parthians (called abarsahr “the
upper lands” in MP), had been partly Persianized already in late Sasanian
times. Following Ebn al-Moqaffa’, the variant of Persian spoken there was



https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/azerbaijan-vii
https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/ayadgar-i-zareran
https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/fahlaviyat

PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul @

called Dart and was based upon the one used in the Sasanian capital Seleucia-
Ctesiphon (Ar. al-Mada’en). The regions adjacent to Khorasan, namely,
Sogdiana (capital: Bukhara), Bactria (Balk) and Transoxiana/Chorasmia, were
Persianized later, after the Arabic-Islamic conquest of Iran—a process that
coincided with their Islamization. (Centuries later, the Persianization of
Sogdiana and Transoxiana should be followed by their Turkicization.)

Under the specific historical conditions that have been sketched above, the
Dari (Middle) Persian of the 7th century was developed, within two centuries,
to the Dari (New) Persian that is attested in the earliest specimens of NP poetry
in the late 9th century. Compared to Middle Persian, Dari New Persian has
undergone substantial grammatical changes, e.g., it has given up the MP
ezafa 1(g) as a relative clause marker, the indirect (and sometimes direct)
object marker 0, and the ergative transitive constructions of the past.
Compared to Dari New Persian, which was the result of a historical break, the
Parsi New Persian of southern Iran remained closer to Zoroastrian Middle
Persian.

South. The variety of Persian called Parst by Ebn al-Moqaffa’, spoken in
southern Iran and used as a literary language by the Zoroastrians of Fars,
continued well into Islamic times. Zoroastrian literature in Parsi (later called
“Pahlavi” by Iranian Muslims, see above) thrived during the 8th-9th centuries,
perhaps also as a reaction to increasing social and cultural pressure from the
Islamic caliphate and its local agents such as the Taherids or Saffarids. The
language of the southern EJP documents can be considered more or less a
continuation of ZMP.

Up to the 11th or early 12th century, these EJP documents preserved MP
grammatical features and lexemes that had already vanished from
contemporaneous Dari New Persian in the northeast, e.g., the ezdafa i
introducing relative clauses, the preposition o “to” (< MP 0), or traces of
ergativity (Paul, 2013, §156). There is no evidence to prove that the Jews and
Zoroastrians of southern Iran considered the form of Persian they used during
the 8th-11th centuries as a “new” form of Persian detached from (late) Middle
Persian. They continued to call their language Parst (< MP Parsig) well into the
11th century and beyond (e.g., EJP Parst “Persian”; Gindin, p. 83, Ez12.11; or
MP Parsig in a text from ca. 900; Safa-Isfehani, pp. 80-81). The “change of
paradigm” for the southern varieties of Persian came with the Saljuq dynasty,
under whose rule the Islamicized Persian from the northeast was spread to all
other parts of Iran as a language of administration, culture, and
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communication and increasingly influenced all other varieties, including the
EJP ones.

While many of the EJP texts written in Hebrew script are from southwestern
Iran (e.g., Ahvaz), a dialect translation of the Qur’an found in the 1970s was
produced in the southeast (Sistan), probably in the early 11th century (see
Ravaqi). The language of this Qur’an translation has certain features in
common with that of contemporaneous southwestern EJP texts. This shows
that the whole of southern Iran, from Ahvaz in the west to Sistan in the east,
was home to a homogeneous group of dialects at that time, which were more
conservative than the varieties of (Dari) Persian spoken in northeastern Iran
(Lazard, 1990). The affiliation of Sistan to the “southern belt” of Persian
dialects does not rule out the fact that, at the Saffarid court in Sistan, Dari
Persian “high” literature could be patronized by Saffarid rulers such as Ya'qub
b. Layt.

The dialectal basis of Dart New Persian. Modern New Persian is based on the
Dari Persian of Khorasan, and (following Ebn al-Moqaffa’) Dari shares a
common dialectal basis with the variety of Middle Persian that was spoken at
the former Sasanian court in the capital Ctesiphon-Seleucia (al-Mada’en); this
is likely to have been the basis for literary Manichean Middle Persian (MMP).
All three historical stages of Persian should therefore be dialectally
homogeneous; this is, however, not the case. MMP had more purely preserved
its Persian (southwest Iranian) linguistic type as compared to Zoroastrian
Middle Persian, the official language of the Sasanian empire, which had
absorbed more lexical influences from Arsacid Parthian, the language of their
dynastic predecessors (e.g., MMP damistan “winter,” bisehk “doctor,” baw
“garden,” as against ZMP zamistan, bizisk, bag, all from Parthian). New
Persian, although based on Dari NP, shares the ZMP features of these words
(NP zemestan, pezesk, bag), showing that Dari NP is not based solely on MMP.

To explain this, one has to keep in mind that the Dari of the 7th century was
not a homogeneous language or dialect, but basically the spoken variety of
Sasanian Persian, as against Parsi, the language of administration and
(predominantly Zoroastrian) literature. Dari must have absorbed many
influences from ZMP and from Parthian during the Sasanian period, and there
must have existed various local varieties or styles of Dari by the 7th century.
There are no extant Khorasani Dari documents from the 7th-8th centuries, but
it is possible to get an impression of its dialectal non-homogeneity from the
later Khorasani or northeastern prose texts of the 10th century (including

10
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southwestern forms like damestan “winter” from the Hodud al-‘alam; Lazard,
1963, p. 54, fn. 8; or the lexical doublet (h)ézom/hema “firewood”; Lazard, 1963,
p- 166; cf. ZMP/MMP ézm/émag “id.,” with ézm being from Parthian; in later
NP, hizom < (h)ézom< ézm prevailed).

EVOLUTION OF EARLY NEW PERSIAN

Starting from Ebn al-Moqaffa”s account of the linguistic situation in the 7th
century, accounts and statements of other Arabic and Iranian authors about
the linguistic situation in 8th-11th-century Iran serve to complement the
information given by Ebn al-Moqaffa® and to follow up on the evolution of
Persian during that time. These complementary accounts help to draw a more
lively and complete picture of the usage of Persian and of the views of the
people on the language(s) they used. It must be borne in mind that language
names are not always stable, but may be flexible and subject to semantic
change in the course of time. Ebn al-Moqaffa‘ himself gave a good example of
this flexibility. He used the term “Parsi” in its specific meaning of “southern
Persian” but also as a cover term meaning “Iranian,” covering all languages
(even non-Iranian ones) that were spoken in Iran (Lazard, 1971, p. 363); from
this meaning, the term Parsi-(ye-)Dari “the Parsi (variant, namely:) Dari”
would later be derived. Most of the accounts have already been dealt with by
Lazard, 1971, Sadeqi, and Perry, but will be studied here partly in a new
perspective.

Geographical spread. Ebn al-Moqaffa”s opaque remark that Dari was spoken
not only in Khorasan, but that the “dominant” variety of Dari was that of Balk,
becomes clearer through statements by other authors such as Tabari that Parsi
was spoken in Balk (referring to the situation of 726; Perry, p. 51), or Nazr b.
Samil that Parsi-Dari is the language used in Balk (before 822; Sadeqi, p. 44).
Balk, thus, must have been an established center of Persian language and
culture in early Islamic times. Later, Jahez writes that the people of Marv
spoke in the sweetest and most skillful manner among Iranians (before 868;
Lazard, 1971, p. 381); Narsaki, that the Qur'an was read in Parsi in Bukhara
(953; Lazard, 1971, p. 372); and Ebn Hawqal, that the inhabitants of Bukhara
spoke Dari besides Sogdian (973; Sadeqi, p. 49). Although it cannot be ruled out
that Parsi was used for “Sogdian” by NarSaki (as Lazard, 1971 assumes) or
even for “Bactrian” by Tabari and Nazr b. Samil, these statements more
probably refer to (Dari) Persian, and attest to the wide spread of Persian in the
whole of eastern Iran in early Islamic times, which had already developed
during the Sasanian period.

11
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Functional load: administration. In the former Sasanian parts of the Umayyad
empire, Arabic replaced Persian only gradually as a language of
administration, from the late 7th to the mid-8th century (see above). This is
reflected in statements that the administration of Iraq had always been in
Parsi and was, by now, about to be replaced by Arabic (Baladori, JahSiari;
Lazard, 1971, p. 369; both authors wrote in the late 9th and early 10th
centuries, but their statements refer to the 8th century). From later times
(early 10th century), Estakri reports that the administration is in Arabic, while
the Zoroastrian priests still write in Pahlavi (= now Middle Persian) and speak
in Parsi (Lazard, 1971, pp. 365, 379).

Functional load: literature. The literary reawakening of Persian in eastern and
northeast Iran, at the courts of the Saffarids and Samanids during the latter
half of the 9th and the 10th centuries, is also well reflected in quotations. The
Saffarid ruler Ya'qub b. Layt, who did not understand Arabic, ordered one of
his viziers to translate an Arabic poem into Persian (ca. 870; Tarik-e Sistan, pp.
209-10). Similar motifs are attested from various authors at the Samanid court,
where Persian literature was actively promoted. In his preface to the Sah-
nama, Abu Mansur explains that the ruler ordered old epics that had been
translated from Middle Persian into Arabic to be translated into (New) Persian,
so that the text would “reach the people“ (957; Qazvini, p. 33). For the same
reasons, Bal'ami translated parts of the Tarik-e Tabari into Persian (963;
Lazard, 1971, p. 374), and Meysari decided to write a medical poem in Persian
rather than Arabic, because it would be thus understood by a larger audience
(978; Lazard, 1971, p. 371).

Defining Persian against “the other”: Arabic. While for the 7th century, the
linguistic situation in Iran was described in terms of the interrelation of the
predominant Iranian idioms Dari, Parsi, and Pahlavi, during the 8th century
this changed, Arabic becoming an important point of reference, or “the other,”
to describe the status and usage(s) of Persian. This is reflected, not only in
statements about the usage of Persian and Arabic (see above), but also, once
Persian had started its “march through the literary genres” towards its
reestablishment, in negative, “reactionary” statements against Persian as a
language in its own right. Abu Hatem Razi said that for many Arabic terms the
Persians have no equivalent in their language; more specifically, they do not
have a metrical system, or a word for “poet,” and therefore do not really know
what poetry is (before 934; Lazard, 1971, p. 371). Maqdesi (Moqaddasi) stated
that the most eloquent variety of Parsi was that of Khuzestan, which was
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mixed with Arabic (before 985; Lazard, 1971, p. 372). Biruni noticed a loss of
clarity if Arabic texts were translated into Persian, and Ta‘alebi confirmed the
verdict of Abu Hatem Razi that for many Arabic words there is no (suitable)
Persian equivalent (both before 1038; Sadeqi, p. 39). These comments on the
deficits of Persian as against Arabic may, or must, be understood as negative
reactions to the ongoing process of the establishment of Persian in functions
hitherto reserved for Arabic, and thus as indirect proofs for this process.

Defining Persian against “the other”: Dart/Parst. After the mid-11th century,
when the Persian of Khorasan (called Dari or Parsi-ye Dari) had become
established as a literary and scholarly language, and Arabic was already on
retreat in Iranian lands, the relation of Parsi-ye Dari to other Iranian idioms
was again commented upon by various authors. Naser Kosrow mentions that
the poet Qatran (from Tabriz) did not speak Persian well (called Farsi here; ca.
1046; Lazard, 1971, p. 380). Asadi Tusi compiled his Dari Persian dictionary for
the benefit of the people of Azarbaijan, whom he intended to make familiar
with this language (ca. 1060; Asadi, p. 4). Both quotes reflect a need for Dari
Persian to be explained beyond the limits of Khorasan. This shows that Dari
Persian had indeed started spreading beyond the borders of Khorasan, to the
west, where the people spoke various “Parthoid” (e.g., Adari) dialects, and
where the knowledge of Persian was still very limited.

Further information is provided by Sahmardan b. Abi’l-Kayr, saying that the
Persians are using a “(too) pure” form of Dari (Dart-yi wéZa-yi mutlaq; 1073;
Perry, p. 59), and by Kay Kavus b. Eskandar in his Qabus-nama, that it is not
good to use “pure“ Persian, especially if it is Dari Persian (1082; Lazard, 1971,
p- 384). In both quotes, a discomfort is expressed against the cultural
renaissance of Dari Persian, whose “Persianness,” the authors feel, should at
least be tamed by the usage of a larger number of Arabic words. The
reproachful word of wéZa “pure” may target the many Parthian loanwords
that had been taken over by Dari Persian recently and were still unintelligible
to non-Dari Persian speakers in the late 11th century.

SOURCES

The majority of ENP sources are literary and extant in the form of
manuscripts. They may conveniently be grouped according to their religious
affiliation(s).

Early New Persian in Arabic script. Poetry. Islamic Persian literature starts with

13




@\ PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul

poetry (Lazard, 1975, p. 595). The earliest works of Persian poetry known
today go back to the mid-9th century (e.g., the poets Hanzala Badgisi or
Mohammad b. Wasif; Lazard, 1964, Pt. I, pp. 17-18). No old and independent
manuscripts of these poets’ works are extant, probably in part because at that
time the oral transmission of poetry still predominated; they are known only
from short quotations in later collective works such as the dictionary Logat al-
Fors (mid-11th century) or the anthology Lobab al-albab (early 13th century).
Despite its old age, ENP poetry is less important linguistically for the study of
the evolution of New Persian than other forms of ENP (especially prose
literature).

Epics. The Iranian national epic Sah-nama (composed in the late 10th and early
11th centuries by Ferdowsi) is of paramount importance for the study of ENP.
Its historic and mythic contents had been collected from older compilations
such as the MP Xwaday-namag (see HISTORIOGRAPHY ii). Ferdowsi based his
monumental work on a prose version (now lost) collected under the dehgan
and temporary Samanid governor of Tus, Abu Mansur b. ‘Abd-al-Razzaq,
integrating also parts from an epic of the earlier poet Daqiqi (de Blois, 1997, p.
105-08). The language of the Sah-nama is different from that of
contemporaneous poetry or prose: incorporating also “Parthian” epic
material, it contains a lot of Parthian loanwords, not all of which found their
way later into “standard” Persian (e.g., borz “high,” pur “son,” later NP bala,
pasar). It shares certain grammatical features with ENP texts of northeast
Iranian provenance (e.g., the perfect tense of the type kardastam), but retains
its own characteristics. Being a compilation of older material, the percentage
of Arabic loanwords in the Sah-nama is lower than in contemporaneous
poetical or prose works (this explanation seems more probable than to assume
that Ferdowsi avoided Arabic words intentionally). The Sah-nama stands out
as the Iranian national epic that reconciles ancient Iranian myths, legends,
and traditions with the predominant Islamic culture of the time.

Prose. For ENP prose texts, Lazard’s seminal study of 1963 remains the
reference work that lists all extant ENP prose works of linguistic interest,
namely 47 texts of the earlier period (until ca. 1090) and 24 texts from the late
11th and 12th centuries. They include the well-known “classical” texts that
made Persian develop into a language of scholarship and prose literature
during the 10th-11th centuries, in such fields as historiography,
medicine/pharmacy, astrology, philosophy, and “wisdom literature.” Lazard
provides ample information about each text, the manuscripts in which it has

14



https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/hanzala-badgisi
https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/historiography-ii
https://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/abu-mansur-mohammad-b

PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul @

been transmitted, and its linguistic value.

A selection of works serves to illustrate how Persian was gradually coming of
age as an Islamic literary language in the course of the 10th and 11th
centuries. The Arabic original of the Tarik-e Tabari was compiled until ca. 915
by Abu Ja‘far Mohammad b. Jarir al-Tabari, at a time when no one yet
conceived of Persian as a language of Islamic learning or scholarship. Fifty
years later, a need was felt to translate into Persian those parts of the Tarik-e
Tabari that pertained to the Iranian past, a task entrusted by the Samanid
Mansur b. Nuh to his vizier Bal‘ami. It seems that historiography, important
for the rulers to refer to a heroic past of their dynasty, paved the way for other
scholarly disciplines, such as medicine or astrology, to be written down.

Persian prose literature of the second half of the 10th century mainly
consisted of translations from Arabic works or of works written on the basis of
Arabic sources (e.g., the pharmacological Ketab al-Abniya, probably composed
around 970). This changed slowly during the first half of the 11th century. The
Chorasmian polymath Biruni still expressed a strong preference for Arabic
over Persian as a language of scholarship, e.g., in his famous saying that he
preferred to be abused in Arabic, rather than being praised in Persian. Around
1030, he nevertheless composed one of his works, the astrological Tafhim, in
Arabic and Persian. The celebrated Iranian-Islamic scholar and philosopher
Avicenna also wrote most of his works in Arabic, but around 1030 he likewise
chose to write at least one of his major philosophical works, the Danes-nama,
in Persian, and even made an effort to create Persian equivalents to
philosophical terms that had hitherto existed only in Arabic.

In the second half of the 11th century, when the Saljuq dynasty had taken
power in the caliphate, Persian had already been established as a language of
literature and science, and increasingly of administration. The high prestige of
Persian as an Islamic language on equal right with Arabic is illustrated by the
Siasat-nama written by the Saljuq vizier Nezam-al-Molk (q.v.) in 1091, which is
the most important example of “wisdom literature,” or a “mirror of princes,”
in Islamic literatures. Comprising ancient Iranian (Sasanian) governmental
traditions, this genre goes back to Arabic works written by the Iranian genius
Ebn al-Mogqaffa’ in the 8th century.

Epigraphy. ENP inscriptions are very scarce and short and provide little
evidence for the linguistic development of Persian. The earliest extant
inscription is that on a silver bowl from the 9th century; the earliest
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monumental inscriptions are from the mid-11th century, on buildings in the
Qarakhanid territory (i.e., in the periphery of the Islamic-Iranian world). The
Samanids, who actively promoted the development of Persian literature, do
not yet seem to have questioned the priority of Arabic over Persian in their
monuments and artifacts (O’Kane, pp. 11-12, 17, 25).

Early Judaeo-Persian. Most EJP manuscripts originate from the Cairo Geniza;
they had been stored in the Geniza and thus had been preserved up to the late
19th century, due to Jewish religious concern about the desecration of the
name of the Lord written on them. Most extant EJP works are of religious
nature, e.g., tafsirs, translations of and commentaries on books or parts of the
Hebrew Bible in EJP. The most important single tafsir, that of the book of
Ezekiel, is also the most comprehensive of all EJP manuscripts, probably from
the 11th century, comprising 226 manuscript pages (ed. Gindin) and thus more
than one-third of the entire EJP corpus. Other religious texts include a halakhic
(biblical law) treatise, a sefer miswot (ed. MacKenzie, 1968). Grammatical
treatises (like the one edited by Khan) also belong to the religious sphere,
because they analyze the language of religious texts. The text edited by Khan
and some of the tafsirs originate from the Jewish sect of the Karaites, whose
anti-Rabbinic theology was highly influential during the 9th-11th centuries in
many parts of the Middle East.

Another group of EJP texts, in quantity much inferior to the tafsirs, but of great
linguistic importance, are the private documents. These include two legal
documents (contracts), dated 951 and 1020 and published by Shaked (1972)
and Asmussen (1965), and about 20 private/commercial letters, probably from
the 11th century; some of them are fragmentary or very short, of which so far
only four have been published by Utas (1969), Zhan/Guang (2008), and Shaked
(2010, two letters). The two letters published by Utas and Zhan/Guang are not
from the Cairo Geniza but were found in Central Asia (Dandan Oiliq). The
contracts are written partly in official/legal style, but contain also passages in
lively or “everyday” Persian of the time, as do the private letters throughout.
This makes these documents very valuable linguistically, especially in relation
to the tafsirs, whose Persian renders Hebrew syntax, and sometimes
morphology, slavishly. The rest of the EJP texts include various genres such as
poetry and medicine, mostly short texts that are not as early as the private
documents and therefore do not have much to contribute to the study of ENP.
Recently, new EJP texts have been found in Afghanistan that are at present
being prepared for publication under the supervision of Shaul Shaked. A
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grammar of EJP (not yet including the Afghan documents) is being published
by L. Paul (forthcoming 2013).

The most important sources of the other three varieties of ENP (Christian,
Manichean and Zoroastrian NP) include the fragments of a Syriac-Persian
bilingual psalm found in Bulayiq (Sims-Williams, 2011), possibly from the 11th
or 12th century; a Manichean didactical text, probably also from the 11th
century (ed. Sundermann, 2003); and Zoroastrian texts such as the Zaratost-
nama, the ‘Olama-ye Eslam [q.v.] (de Blois, 2007), and a short but interesting
report about the reform of the Zoroastrian calendar, from the early 11th
century, which was appended to a Pahlavi Rivayat (de Blois, 2003).

THE GRAMMAR OF EARLY NEW PERSIAN

Investigating the grammar of Early New Persian, one must bear in mind that
there cannot be one grammar of ENP, because ENP was not a unified language
during the 8th-12th centuries. Due to the disintegration of Iran and of Persian
culture and language after the Islamic conquest of Iran, there was a great
variety of Persian dialects during this period. They are usually grouped as
those of the northeast, where Persian evolved as an Islamic literary language
called Dari, and the south, where it continued the variety of Middle Persian
called Parsi (see above).

The following grammatical sketch of ENP will basically compare its two main
extant varieties, the one written in Arabic script mainly in northeast Iran, and
the EJP written in Hebrew script predominantly in southern, but also in
northern Iran. Since “ENP” is a cover term denoting both varieties, the
acronym “ENPA” will be used where only the northeastern variety written in
Arabic script is meant.

Phonology. The phonemic system of ENP is remarkably similar to the systems
of MP and modern NP. ENP consonants are shown in Table 1.

The most important deviation from the MP system includes the ENP additional
stop g, and the glottal stop (), both taken over from Arabic loanwords, and the
voiced fricatives f and §, probably allophones of b and d respectively.

The bilabial fricative B results from a lenition of b after a vowel and before a
voiced consonant. Its distinct pronunciation appears most clearly from an f
written with three dots in certain ENPA manuscripts (e.g., aBzudan “increase”;
Lazard, 1963, §1). In intervocalic position, b may further become lenited to the
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bilabial semivowel w (e.g., biyawan “desert”; Lazard, 1963, §5). The phonemic
distinction between b and w is thus weakened, or partly neutralized, in certain
ENPA dialects, B showing an intermediate stage between b and w and being an
allophone of b. B may alternate with bilabial glide w also word-initially, in
words starting with MP w-, e.g., ENPA bahd/waha “price,” ENPA barzeS/warzes
“training“ (Lazard, 1963, §8), EJP bayenda/wayenda “bird.” A pronunciation of
w as [B] in this position is also possible, especially in EJP, where there are
spelling doublets like warda/barda “captive” (Paul, 2013, §18). The influx of
Arabic loanwords into Persian, “importing” a clear distinction between w and
b into the language, may have contributed to the stabilization of this
distinction in ENP (Pisowicz, pp. 119-20).

Postvocalic d was written with letter dal and pronounced [8] in words of
Iranian origin in many ENPA manuscripts up to the 13th century. It may be
considered an allophone of d in this position, and it was shifted back to [d]
from the 13th century onwards, probably under the influence of certain
northeastern Persian dialects that had always preserved [d] (with a few
exceptions like gudastan “pass”; Pisowicz, pp. 107 ff.; Meier, pp. 103-13). In
words of Arabic origin, however, d and § were always kept distinguished in all
positions; cf. badr “full moon” vs. badr “seed.” This led F. de Blois (2006, p. 94)
to assume that d and § were separate phonemes in ENPA, with their
distinction “imported“ into ENP through Arabic loanwords. If Persians,
however, pronounced postvocalic *d as [] in words of Persian origin, they
probably pronounced postvocalic d in Arabic words likewise (e.g., bdr [badr]
“full moon”), the written dal here being due to the conservatism of the script. A
postvocalic pronunciation of d [d] may have existed in Arabic loanwords, if at
all, only in “learned” pronunciation.

The Hebrew letter dalet may represent both postvocalic stop d and fricative §;
the occasional writing of postvocalic d as d in a few EJP documents, however,
further corroborates its pronunciation as [8] (Paul, 2013, §16). A
comprehensive discussion of the issue of d/§ is given in Filippone, pp. 184-89.

The lenition of b and d may already have started in MP, but it was certainly
not phonemic there. The velar fricative y (< *g) should, however, be
considered a phoneme already in MP, even if it is attested only in ZMP, and
mostly in loanwords from Avestan and Parthian (e.g., ZMP bay ~ MMP baw
“garden”; see MacKenzie, 1967, p. 22).

The most important phonetic and phonemic changes from ENP to later NP
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include the following: (1) The pronunciation of waw shifted from a bilabial
glide [w] to a labiodental fricative [v], possibly due to Turkic influence
(Pisowicz, p. 120). (2) k%, which should be considered a phoneme in MP and
ENP, lost its labial component (e.g., kvar “mean” 0 [kar], except for kva which
turned into ku, later ko; e.g., kwad “self” O [kod]). (3) The ENP distinct
phonemes g and ¢ turn into positional allophones with post-velar articulation
in modern spoken NP, especially in the prestigious variety spoken in the
capital Tehran (word-initially and before consonants [], between two vowels
fricative [g]). In “learned“ pronunciation and in many areas such as Yazd,
Kerman, and Kabul, the two sounds may still be distinguished.

The ENP system of vowels, which also differs remarkably little from the MP
one, is:

aeiou
a(e)i(o)u
Diphthongs: ai, au

In MP, short e and o were probably marginal phonemes (MacKenzie, 1967, p.
23). In ENPA, they do not seem to exist, but their existence is likely in EJP (e.g.,
hyst [hest] “he/she is,” Paul, 2013, §26). In modern NP, ENP i/u have been
shifted to e/o, and the majhul vowels €/0 to i/u. More importantly, vowel length
is no longer the main distinctive factor of the vowel system in modern NP, but
place of articulation, the NP system being a (=[4]) i u/ a e o. The distinction of
a/a may be neutralized in ENP, especially in such phonetic environments as
before h (Paul 2013, §28).

Other phonetic features. The ZMP consonant clusters with s or § as a first
element like ZMP stadan “take” show a prothetic i- already in MMP (istadan),
and both prothetic and anaptyctic i side by side in ENP (istadan, sitadan,
Lazard, 1963, §105; Paul, 2013, §47). In later forms of Persian, there is a
preponderance of anaptyctic forms (modern NP setadan), with very few
prothetic exceptions (e.g., estakr “pool”). Another feature of ENP is the partial
preservation of initial a- of many MP words that would regularly be dropped
in later NP, where both varieties of ENP represent an intermediate stage of the
dropping process (e.g., MP abar “upon,” ENP (a)bar, NP bar; Lazard, 1963, §108;
Paul, 2013, §46).

Table 2 lists the phonemic and phonetic changes from MP to NP discussed

19



https://www.iranicaonline.org/uploads/files/Persian_Language/persian-language-01-enp-tab2.jpg

{é\ PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul

above.

Morphology. While Old Persian was a highly inflecting language of the ancient
Indo-European type, MP had given up most categories of nominal, and was
about to give up most categories of verbal, inflexion. In MP, most case
relations were expressed by prepositions, and a totally new, synthetic system
of verbal tenses was about to be established. The ENP and later NP tense
systems can be seen as continuations of that of MP, even if not all details can
as yet be fully explained.

Nouns. In the earliest MP texts from the 3rd-4th centuries, a case distinction
for relationship nouns in the singular still existed, e.g., Rct. brad, Obl. bradar
“brother” (Sundermann, 1989, p. 154, with literature). In later ZMP, both brad
and bradar still occur side by side, but they are used indiscriminately, without
case distinction. Barad “brother” is attested (besides baradar) also in the EJP
private letters, likewise without case distinction (Paul, 2013, §66).

The plural of ENP nouns is marked by the suffixes —(g)an (< MP) and -(i)ha; the
latter goes back to a MP adverbial ending —tha. The form —iha (with —i-) occurs
regularly in many EJP texts but only in a few ENPA texts (Paul, 2013, §78;
Lazard, 1963, §152), and the -i- was dropped in later stages of Persian. The
distribution of —(g)an and —(i)ha is the same in all varieties of ENP and modern
NP; —(g)an is used for animate and a small number of other nouns such as
plants and body parts (e.g., deraktan “trees”; Lazard, 1963, §149), and —(i)ha is
used for all other nouns. In modern NP, —ha shows a tendency to be
generalized at the expense of —-(g)an, especially in colloquial registers.

The particle —-e (< MP -éw) gives the sense of indefiniteness and unit when
attached to an ENP noun. It is called ya-ye wahdat/nakara in Persian grammar
and seems to be used in ENP less often than in later stages of the language; for
example, it is not used in EJP with nouns that are qualified by ¢é “what (kind
of)” or attached to kas “(some)one” (Paul, 2013, §75.b). Its specifying function,
i.e,, indicating restrictive relative clauses (ya-ye esarat), seems to be also
largely absent from ENP and to have evolved only in later NP (see Lazard,
1966).

Arabic words were borrowed into Persian in great numbers especially during
the ENP period. Among the borrowings, nouns ending in —a(t) (with ta’
marbiita) constitute a large and important section. The borrowings were
mostly literary and words in —a(t) were borrowed more often in the construct
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state (-at) than in pausa form (-a, later —e). Perry (1991) has shown in a
comprehensive study how in the history of Persian there is a tendency of
Arabic borrowings in —at to cross over to the —a/-e-group (e.g., ENP istifadat
“use,” modern NP estefade “id.”); this is not a purely phonetic development,
but a complex process involving also semantic, syntactic, and other factors.

Adjectives. While many ENP adjectives cannot be recognized as such formally
(e.g., bozorg “big”), there are some suffixes that derive adjectives from nouns,
such as —-omand, —én, -1 (ziyanomand “harmful,” ahanén “(made) of iron,”
arzant “worthy”). The most widespread suffix denoting general relationship in
ENP (and later NP) is -1 (MP -1g), also as a nesba suffixed to places of origin
(e.g., EJP romi “Byzantine”). Material adjectives like ENP ahanén “(made) of
iron” show an interesting development in the history of New Persian: in
modern NP they are used only metaphorically (erade-ye ahanin “iron will”),
while the concrete material meaning has been shifted to the —i-suffix (dar-e
ahani “iron door”; see Paul, 2009).

ENP adjectives usually follow the noun they qualify with an ezafa, but there
are exceptions. such as quantifying, indefinite, or interrogative adjectives, or
superlatives, that precede the noun (e.g., bas “many,” ¢and “several; how
many”; bisyar “many,” however, follows the noun; see Paul, 2013, §101).
Certain frequent qualifying adjectives such as “good,” “bad,” “big,” and “small”
may also precede the noun in ENP (Lazard, 1963, §165 ff.). This shows as an
intermediate stage between MP, where the position of adjectives was quite
free (Boyce, 1964, p. 44), and modern NP, where the pre-noun position of
adjectives is restricted to quantifying and interrogative adjectives, and
superlatives, among others.

The ENP comparative adjectives are normally built by the suffix —tar (< MP -
tar, or —dar after voiced consonant). In all ENP sources, however, old MP
comparative forms without —tar still exist (e.g., beh “better,” bés “more”),
sometimes side-by-side with forms with secondary —tar (EJP meh = mehtar
“greater”; Lazard, 1963, §177; Paul, 2013, §94). In modern NP, there are only
comparatives with —tar.

Some MP quantifying adjectives have been preserved in ENP that no longer
exist in modern NP, e.g., abart “other” (MP abarig; Lazard, 1963, §266; Paul,
2013, §100); others like ENP bas “many” have preserved their MP meaning as
against modern NP bas “enough.” In EJP but apparently not in ENPA, the
demonstrative én “this” may take the plural suffix —an also when it is used as
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an adjective (EJP pa énan rozigaran “in these times,” Paul, 2013, §102.b;
Lazard, 1963, §245).

The ENP numbers show some peculiar forms, some of which occur also in
later forms of NP, e.g., ¢ar “four” (= modern coll. NP), duyum/dudum “second,”
sayum “third.” An interesting ancient dating formula occurs in EJP Du2.14 pa
dah sagd “on the tenth (day),” with sagd probably taken over from Sogdian syt
“passed”and corresponding to MP sakt “id.” (used in MP dating formula); it is
not attested in any other form of ENP (Paul, 2013, §107.b).

Pronouns. The EJP pronouns show a southern dialectal form absent from MP
and later NP in 1 pl. éma (perhaps éma) “we” that also occurs in the Tarik-e
Sistan (dubbed as “forme douteuse” by Lazard, 1963, §222). ENP (and later NP)
esan is still used for 3 pl., differently from modern NP, where it has become
the polite form of the animate 3 sg. pronoun and where the demonstrative
anha has replaced it for the 3 pl. pronoun. The EJP variants 1 pl. éman and 2 pl.
Suman seem to be analogies to ésan. The ENPA variants 1 pl. ama (or ima?) and
2 pl. Sumah preserve an old anlaut or auslaut (MP amach), sumah). The ENPA
forms of 3 sg. way, 1 pl. ma, and 2 pl. iSma occur also in the northern EJP
letters Dul/2, which shows the fundamental disctinction of the language of
Dul/2 as against most other EJP texts, and corroborates that ENPA way is a
northern form (Lazard, 1963, §224; Paul, 2013, §110). Differently from modern
NP, ENP 6(y) was used also for inanimates. Table 3 shows further phonetic
variants of the pronouns.

The ENP enclitic pronouns may be attached to any other part of speech (noun,
adjective, preposition, verb, conjunction) and serve any possible syntactic
function (including, although seldom, that of subject). As shown in Table 4, the
ENPA and EJP suffixes differ from each other (for details, see Lazard, 1963,
§281 ff,, and Paul, 2013, §112 ff.).

The vowels of the EJP suffixes correspond to the MP ones (except 2 sg.), while
some of the ENPA forms are harmonized to —a-. The modern NP forms with —e-
seem to be a secondary development from ENPA -a-, rather than a
continuation of EJP —i- (which Lazard, 1963, §282, proposes). For the plural,
the predominating forms are without —-i- in EJP and with —i- in ENPA. In EJP,
the suffixes are often (sometimes also in ENPA) written separately from the
word they follow, giving rise to the question if they should be called “enclitic”
in these cases; 1 pl. -man is actually not reduced in form as compared to the
full pronoun ENPA ma, as would be expected from an enclitic pronoun.
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Reflexivity, i.e., co-reference of the subject with another actant (direct/indirect
object, complement) of the same sentence, is expressed by tan-i kwes, kwestan,
kwes, and kwad in ENP. In MP, tan-i kweés/kwestan was used for objects and
prepositional complements only, k+eés for possessive complements; and kvad
was still an adverb meaning “indeed.” In the course of the development of ENP
and later NP, kvad (later > kod) gradually took over the functions from the
reflexives tan-i kwes/kwestan and kwes, a process during which the semantics of
the reflexives began to overlap (e.g., k¥és becoming used also for objects); for
an overview, see Paul, 2002.

The following specific features of the ENP reflexives may be noted (see also
Paul, 2013, §§116 ff.): (1) they are generally used without pronominal suffixes
in ENP, except in two EJP texts (e.g., Kd.9 kwestan-is) that anticipate the later
NP development; (2) tan-i kves occurs often in ENPA, but in EJP only one
(doubtful) case is noted; (3) once in EJP, in L18.15, KyStn [kéStan] occurs
without —-w-; (4) in translations from Arabic and Hebrew, possessive reflexivity
may be expressed with the plain anaphoric pronoun.

The demonstrative pronouns én “this” and dan “that” have the EJP plural forms
enan and anan. According to Lazard (1963, §245), the plural forms énha/anha
occur in ENPA besides énan/anan (but he gives no examples). In both varieties
of ENP, the singular forms én/an may also be used in a plural sense (Lazard,
1963, §245; Paul, 2013, §120.g). For éndan used as an adjective, see above.

MacKenzie (1968, p. 253) has shown that the NP noun céz (later ¢iz) “thing”
goes back to the MP interrogative pronoun c¢é “what” with the generalizing
suffix —(i)z, originally meaning “what-ever.” In various EJP texts, the original
form and function of cez is still visible, mostly in negative or generalizing
contexts, e.g., Dul.30 ¢ez andoh ma kwar “do not suffer any grief”’; without -z in
Gen 5.8 wa-én c¢e nest “and this is nothing”; with hiatus-deleting —h— in Ez1 82.7
¢ehiz ... na basad “nothing will be ....” An interrogative meaning seems to be
still visible in Ar.e9 wa-abar céz amadé “and what indeed would it have come
to?”

Verbs. While there had been a decisive break in the verbal system from Old to
Middle Persian, with many tenses and moods (like perfect, aorist, optative)
having been given up or reduced to a marginal status, the verbal system of MP
seems to be similar to that of modern NP at a first look, with ENP taking an
intermediate position. All MP and NP verbal forms are based on two stems,
present and past, going back to the OIr. present stem and past participle
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respectively. With the help of auxiliary verbs and verbal particles, a complex
system of tenses and moods develops in New Persian, whose details vary
greatly from MP to ENP, within ENP, and from ENP to later NP.

In verbal stem formation, there are many dialect variations in ENP; e.g., past
stems in —1d are more widely used in certain ENP texts than they are in later
NP (e.g., ENP oftidan “fall” and estidan “stand” instead of oftadan and estadan;
Lazard, 1963, §333; Paul, 2013, §125.e; ENPA avaridan “bring” instead of later
NP avardan; Lazard, 1963, §332).

Present tenses. The EJP present personal endings resemble those of MP more
than the ENPA endings do, e.g., they share with ZMP 1 sg. —om, and with MP
the palatal vowel of the 3 sg. and pl. (Paul, 2013, §142). See Table 5.

The ENP present indicative continues the MP one, which was built from the
plain present stem (e.g., EJP nibés-om “I write”). The adverb hame (later mé)
could still complement the ENP present verb with an almost free position in
the clause to give it a durative or progressive sense, and the particle/preverb
be could precede the ENP present verb to emphasize its syntactic autonomy
(Lazard, 1963, §403; Paul, 2013, §144) or, in the case of verbs of motion, to
modify its semantics (ravad “he goes” ~ be ravad “he goes away”; Lazard, 1963,
§405). Both (ha)mé and be would be grammaticalized as markers of the present
indicative or subjunctive only in the course of the 10th-13th centuries; their
usage in ENP is rather stylistic, and often unpredictable.

The MP present subjunctive was preserved in ENP in the 3 sg. only, in the
hortative ending -ad, e.g., L18.4 af(a)rin pa suma bad “may blessing be upon
you” (Paul, 2013, §146; Lazard, 1963, §474). In modern NP, it continues to exist
in fossilized expressions like mabad-a “may it not be” (the suffix —-a is attested
in ENPA, Lazard, 1963, §761, but not in EJP). EJP and ENPA share the inherited
imperative endings -g/-éd (sg./pl.), and also the singular “polite imperative” in
-, e.g., EJP dagah-om kuné to ay sayyidi “(please) inform us, oh my master”; it
occurs also in the MP Psalter, but not in other varieties of MP or in later NP
(Lazard, 1963, §477; Paul, 2013, §150.a).

The ENPA irrealis particle —(5) (< MP hed), attached to present and past verbal
forms, corresponds to EJP —é(h) (the —h occurring in 2 texts only), in which it is
only attested with past verbs. In later NP, the —¢ (> i) was used mainly in
conditional clauses of the type agar raftami “if I had gone,” and it is no longer
used in modern NP. There is a “hortative” particle EJP (h)é going back to MMP
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heb | ZMP é(w) that occurs with present indicative verbs, e.g., Dul.9 yazid
kudah é yar basad “the Lord God may be a helper,” and does not seem to occur
in ENPA or later forms of NP (Paul, 2013, §146.b, §151).

Past tenses. Although the MP, ENP and NP systems of past tenses are based
mainly on a combination of the past stem, or the past participle, with various
suffixes and auxiliary verbs, there are substantial changes of the verbal
system from MP to ENP and from ENP to modern NP, and the ENP varieties
also differ greatly from one another. The MP simple past (amad hém “I came,”
etc.) is amalgamated into the ENPA simple past amadam “id.” For transitive
verbs, this formal amalgamation went along with a syntactic change of
paradigm from the ergative to the accusative system (MP kust hem “(he) killed
me” > ENP kusStam “I killed”). From late MP ergative constructions, it would
seem that the formal amalgamation of the endings preceded the transition
from ergative to accusative, although this process need not have happened
simultaneously in all regions of Iran (Paul 2008a).

In southern EJP texts, the former passive understanding of the plain past stem
is still visible in passages like L3.45 nibist én nama “this letter has been written
(on the date ...)” (Paul, 2013, §156), where no agent or subject is mentioned or
understood; here the passive understanding of nibist seems preferable to that
as “(he) wrote.” The active understanding of the plain past stem, however, was
already prevalent in EJP.

Besides the simple past (@madam “I came”), there are various compound
tenses in ENP, the evolution of some of which has not yet been adequately
explained. The past participle in —a (@dmada “(having) come”) is an adjectival
derivation from the past stem, and the present perfect built with it (amada am
“I have come”) still betrays the past participle’s stative-adjectival origin in ENP
in expressions like EJP gufta hest “it is said,” nibista hest “it is written,” (Paul,
2013, §165.b); or ENPA kusta am “I am dead” (Lazard, 1963, §487). The active
understanding of the present perfect, however, was prevalent in all forms of
ENP, e.g., EJP Ez1 kabar dada hest “he has given notice.” The present perfect
was probably developed to a verbal tense in the northeast and then shifted to
other regions of Iran.

The present perfect of the kardastam type occurs often, and almost
exclusively, in ENPA texts (and in very few northern EJP texts). Despite its
sometimes being called “Perfect II,” it is not secondary to, or derived from, the
present perfect of the karda’am type. It is rather derived from the past stem

25




{é\ PERSIAN LANGUAGE I. EARLY NEW PERSIAN | Ludwig Paul

(kard), either with the auxiliary verb est- (past partic. estad), or with the
inflected copula (h)ast-. The first explanation, advocated by MacKenzie, 1984,
would gain support from the EJP verbal form krdystym [kardestém] (attested
in a northern EJP text; Paul, 2013, §167.b), but there are no 3 sg. forms like
*kardested that would corroborate this. For the second explanation, one
should compare the EJP present perfect, which is built from the simple past
with the invariable copula hest (e.g., kerd-om hest “I have done,” kerd hest
“he/she has done”; Paul, 2013, §164.c). It is tempting to see ENPA kardastam as
a reversed form of *kard-am ast, corresponding to EJP kerd-om hest.

The ENP Past Participle in —a may be combined with auxiliary verbs to form
paradigms like rafta buvam, rafta basam, rafta hastam, etc., yielding more or
less the same sense as rafta’am “I have gone” (but rafta bam is subjunctive “I
may have gone”; Lazard, 1963, §482-83); these forms occur seldom also with
the plain past stem (e.g., amad basad; Lazard, 1963, §485). A past tense peculiar
to certain northern ENPA dialects and sometimes occurring also in the EJP text
Ez1 is the ending in —age (e.g., raftagé “he has gone”), which is still found in
modern Tajik dialects (Shaked, 1986). In some southern EJP texts, a
characteristic past tense is formed by the active participle in —-a and the
copula, often (but not always) translating a Hebrew participle (e.g., Sinasa
biudand “they knew”; Paul, 2013, §160).

The verbal particle be and the adverb (ha)me could be combined freely with all
past tenses in ENP, e.g., beraftam, berafta buvam, hame raftastam, etc., and also
with —e(h), e.g., hame raftand-é “they would have gone” (Paul, 2013, §162.c). For
their usage and meaning with past verbs, the same is true as has been
explained for the present tenses (see above); an example of verbs of “low
syntactic autonomy” that would be used rather without than with be, are
guftan “say” and didan “see” followed by object clauses (Paul, 2013, §159.c).
Before the plain verb (e.g., raftam) became the simple past tense in later NP,
the prefixed forms (beraftam) were widely used in the same sense for a long
time in ENP and later stages of NP.

The MP pluperfect (amad buid hém, etc.) is continued identically in a few EJP
and ENPA forms that are, if transitive, always used accusatively, e.g., EJP 1L4.18
nibist buid “he had written,” Du2.32 nibist biidom “I had written” (Paul, 2013,
§168.a; for its forms see Lazard, 1963, §485). Unlike the northern form from
Du2 just quoted, the EJP non-3 sg. forms usually follow the peculiar pattern of
the EJP present perfect (see above), replacing invariable hest by bad (L7.5 su'al-
tan kerd-om bud “I had asked you”; Paul, 2013, §168.b). ENPA had also a past
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perfect corresponding to the kardastam-type of the present perfect, namely
karda budastam (Lazard, 1963, §484). In both EJP and ENPA, however, the
pluperfect paradigm of the type karda biidam that would later hold sway in
NP, occurred already, but with the adjectival-stative origin of the past
participle in —a being still visible, e.g., nibista bud “(that) were written ...” (Paul,
2013, §169). Table 6 shows the ENP tenses in overview, omitting some seldom
or marginal forms.

The arrangement suggests possible, but partly conjectural, historical
developments, e.g., EJP raftom hest and ENPA raftastam are not necessarily
derived from MP raft estem. Since in principle all tenses may be combined
with (ha)meé or be, and these combinations are not yet grammaticalized in ENP,
(ha)meé and be are not represented here.

Special verbs and constructions. The MP morphological passive in —th/-thist
(present/past) is preserved in EJP (as —ih/-ihist) but has vanished from ENPA
(e.g., MP tabahthistan “be ruined,” EJP tabahihistan “id.”; Paul, 2013, §171). A
periphrastic passive may be formed with amadan “come” as an auxiliary in
EJP and ENPA (e.g., afarida amadand “they were created”; Paul, 2013, §172;
Lazard, 1963, §490 ff.). The MP causative in —én is preserved as —en in southern,
but as —an in northern EJP, in ENPA, and later NP (e.g., MP agahén- “inform,”
EJP (south) agahen- “id.,” ENPA, NP agahan- “id.”; Paul, 2013, §173).

There is a great variety of forms of the substantive verb (“to be”) in ENP. The
MP copula 1/2/3 sg. hem/ht/ast (etc.) has been preserved as the regular copula
in EJP, with a velarisation of the vowel in EJP 1 sg. hom, and with EJP 3 sg.
hest/hast having taken the h- in analogy to the other forms; in ENPA, the
copula has been replaced by the enclitic —am/-t/ast (etc.). Hom/ht (etc.) is also
found in the Qor'an-e Qods from Sistan (Honar), and occurs very seldom also
in ENPA (Lazard, 1963, §496), besides other forms of the verb with h-, like 2 sg.
haye (Lazard, 1963, §495). Other forms are built with the stems buw- and bas-,
occurring as variants of the main forms mentioned above, both as full verbs
and auxiliaries (bas- is derived from the MP sg. imperative bas). Plain b- is
also noted, especially in subjunctive forms like bad (see above, and Paul, 2013,
§175.a). An interesting form of the substantive verb is attested in EJP est-,
corroborating MacKenzie’s (1984) thesis of a MP substantive verb ist-
(Ez182.31 sakwan pa misrim ested “there is a speech about Egypt”; Paul, 2013,
§175.¢).

The ENP modal verbs ((@)bayed “it is necessary,” Sayed “it is possible, one can,”
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danistan “be able,” kwastan “want,” etc.) correspond largely to their MP
predecessors, with the exception of ENP tawanistan “can, be able,” which is a
new formation from the MP (?) adjective tawan “(it is) possible.” Invariable
(a)bayed and Sayed are used in impersonal constructions and danistan, kvastan
and tawanistan are used personally; as in MP, all these verbs are usually
complemented by the infinitive (e.g., EJP L3.32 nadanam nibistan-it “I cannot
write you”). In ENPA but not in EJP, apocopated infinitives without —an (which
are identical to plain past stems) occur besides the full infinitives, possibly
representing a dialectal feature of the region of Herat (Lazard, 1963, §500 ff.).
The construction of modal verbs with dependent inflected verbs that would
replace the infinitive construction in later NP occurs already in EJP (mostly in
Ez, e.g. 181.28 bayad ke be-danad “he must know”), but it does not seem to
occur in the earliest ENPA texts (at least, Lazard, 1963 gives no examples);
note, however, that examples do occur in ENPA texts from the mid-11th
century onwards (Paul, 2002, p. 26). An account of the development of modal
constructions from the 10th-16th centuries is given by A. Lenepveu-Holtz.

The most important ENP participles include the passive one (past participle in
-a), primarily used in compound past tenses (see above), and the three active
participles that are built from the present stem with -anda, -a, and -an. The one
with —anda is mostly used adjectivally in MP and ENP (e.g., EJP wayenda “bird”
< “flying”). The participles in -a (< MP -ag) and —-an may be used adjectivally
and in verbal constructions in MP (Skjeervg, pp. 244 ff.); while the adjectival
usage of —a is continued into EJP and ENPA (e.g., rawa “possible”), its verbal
function survives only in EJP (often translating a Hebrew participle; see Paul,
2013, §145) but not in ENPA (Lazard, 1963, §508). The participle in —an, in turn,
has been preserved only in ENPA, both adjectivally and in verbal function
(Lazard, 1963, §505-06), but does not seem to occur in the EJP texts.

A specific feature of the language of the Qor'an-e Qods is the frequent usage of
old agent nouns in —dar/-tar suffixed to the past stem (and merged with a stem-
final —d), translating Arabic active participles, e.g., sSir-dadar “milk-giving”
(Ravaqi, p. 211). Only the verb “do” uses the present stem here with the suffix
—ar (e.g., hesab-konaran “(those) who count”; Ravaqi, p. 208), showing that
forms like dadar were probably understood as dad-ar. These agent nouns are
sometimes combined with forms of the verb “to be” to translate full verbs, e.g.,
budim azemudaran “we have examined” (Ravadi, p. 220; see also Filippone, pp.
195-96).

Particles. Prepositions play an important grammatical role in MP and ENP,
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because they have taken over most case functions after the loss of the nominal
inflectional system of Old Persian. Certain ENP prepositions show a transitory
stage formally from MP to (later) NP, e.g., ENP (a)bar “upon,” (an)dar “in,”
furo(8) “down to”; cf. MP abar, andar, furdd, as against SNP bar, dar, furo (later
foru). The function of certain ENP prepositions is straightforward and quite
stable from MP to ENP and beyond, e.g., az “from” or (an)dar “in.” That of
others is more complex and difficult to describe, e.g., the ENP preposition
aba(z) “back to,” which is derived from the two separate MP prepositions abaz
“id.” and abay “with” and has retained the corresponding two separate
meanings of “back to” and “with,” which cannot always be clearly separated
(Lazard, 1963, §680).

The most complex preposition semantically is EJP pa(d) /| ENPA ba(d) “by, to,
towards, with.” It is derived from MP pad “to, at, in, on,” the lenition of p- > b-
in ENPA being possibly due to the influence of the ZMP/MMP preverb be/ba
that took on the meaning of “to, towards” in EJP and was amalgamated with
pa(d); an influence from the Arabic preposition bi “in, at, on, with” is also
feasible. The —d of pa(d)/ba(d) was preserved in certain combinations with
pronouns or suffixes in ENP, but not in the same way in both varieties: EJP
pad-is “to/with him, it,” but ENPA bad-an “to that,” bad-6 “to him” (there is
neither EJP pad-an, nor ENPA bad-is; later NP bed-an, bed-u).

Another important ENP preposition is o “to, towards” (< MP 0), occurring
exclusively in EJP texts and being written mostly with plain ‘aleph (and
therefore perhaps pronounced as a in later EJP?). It may occur “infixed”
between a verbal form and a personal suffix, e.g., Lr.6 gwptynd’s [guftend-a-§]
“they said to him” (Paul, 2013, §181). It is possible that the EJP preposition
be/ba (< MP preverb be/ba) developed from the combination MP be/ba 0, where
the 0 was eventually reduced to zero, but there is no certain example of a
combination be u occurring in the extant EJP texts to substantiate this claim.

The ENP prepositions pa(d)/ba(d), be/ba, and o (/a) overlap semantically with
each other and also with other prepositions like abd(z) “with,” e.g., in marking
indirect objects of certain verbs (Lazard, 1963, §§586, 665, 667). There is also
an overlap, in the same function, with the ENP suffix —ra; the semantic
proximity of o and -ra has actually brought about the EJP circumposition o...-
ra “for.” For the complex interplay of these markers of direction, indirect
object, etc., whose usage differs substantially in the various E]JP texts, see Paul,
2003 and Paul, 2013, §180, but there remain several unanswered questions.
For -ra, the function of direct object marker is already attested in ENP, besides
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the (earlier) one of indirect object marker. Differently from later NP, where
-ra is used as a marker of definite direct objects only, in ENP it is still used as a
marker of animate direct objects (Paul 2008b).

The MP subordinating conjunction ki “that” and the relative particle ké “who,
which” have merged into the ENPA multifunctional particle ki but are
preserved in most EJP texts (probably with a short vowel, ku resp. ki/ke). Some
tafsirs, however, have merged kit and ké into ki already (e.g., Ez1 and Ez2). In a
small number of EJP texts, ku may be used as a relative particle, perhaps
representing another variety of the confusion that eventually led into the
merger of MP kit and ké. In the EJP Argument text alone, MP ka is preserved in
its MP meaning of “if, when” (Paul, 2013, §185).
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