Why do we Really Need a New Edition
of the Zoroastrian Long Liturgy?

ALBERTO CANTERA

In the present volume (p. 419L.) A. HINTZE gives an outline of the history of
the editio princeps of the Avesta by N.L. WESTERGAARD (1852) and its substi-
tution by the edition of K.F. GELDNER (1886). The latter has been the basis for
scholarly work on the Avesta for around 140 years. In recent times, however,
some criticism has emerged. The most important issue is the deficient under-
standing of the phonetic value of some letters of the Avestan script by GELD-
NER. Our understanding of the Avestan script has indeed experienced drastic
changes thanks to the works of KARL HorrmanN and his pupils (1979; 1986;
HorrMAaNN/NARTEN 1989). These new discoveries have stimulated numerous
editions of many Avestan texts (listed by A. HINTZE in her contribution) which
as a matter of fact are mostly no new editions but just reprints of GELDNER’s
edition adapted to the new phonetic value of the Avestan script according to
HorrEMANN’s principles.

Apart from the new understanding of the Avestan script, other criticisms
of GELDNER’s work too have been advanced in recent times. A. HINTZE sum-
marises them in this volume (p. 419f.). They concern mainly the critical ap-
paratus which has been characterised by HorrmMaNN and NARTEN (1989, p. 18)
as a “hopeless muddle” (“ein heilloses Durcheinander”). HiNTZE mentions the
relative inaccuracy attributed to GELDNER’s readings and the use of collations
instead of an autopsy for many manuscripts. As for the constitutio textus she
criticises GELDNER’s tendency towards preferring the readings of the oldest
manuscripts, which according to HINTZE contravenes the principle of recentio-
res non deteriores (cf. note 7 below).

In his own contribution to this volume (p. 433ff.) M. A. ANDREs-TOLEDO has
also offered an intense criticism of GELDNER’s methodology concerning his
presentation of the critical apparatus. In fact, the repeated criticisms concerning
the critical apparatus are definitive, and new editions of the Avesta must pro-
duce new and systematic critical apparatuses. Since GELDNER’s apparatus is de-
ficient, the new apparatus cannot be based on the data provided by GELDNER.

Yet the progress made by Avestan philology with regard to GELDNER’s edi-
tion concerns not only the critical apparatus, but all the different phases of the
editorial work, viz.:
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— collectio fontium criticae,
- examinatio fontium,

— constitutio stemmatis,

—  conmstitutio textus.

The collectio fontium criticae

As GELDNER himself states, his main reason for preparing a new edition of the
Avesta (and not a reprint of WESTERGAARD’s edition) was the significant in-
crease in the number of manuscripts he had access to. Whereas WESTERGAARD
had based his edition on the Avestan manuscripts available in Europe at the
time and on some manuscripts sent to him directly from India by his friend J.
WiLsoN, GELDNER had access, through the generosity of his Parsi friends, to a
high number of Avestan manuscripts available in India at that time. This is the
main advantage of GELDNER’s edition with regard to WESTERGAARD’s. How-
ever, the selection of the manuscripts was not made by K. F. GELDNER himself,
nor was it based on scientific criteria. Furthermore, as GELDNER mentions
and as has often been repeated since, some important manuscripts reached
him only when his editorial work was already finished. As for European man-
uscripts, he often used, as has been pointed out by A. HiNTZE (p. 421) and
M. A. ANDREsS-TOLEDO (p. 433) in this volume, transcriptions and collations
instead of the original manuscripts.

The main weakness of GELDNER’s collectio of the manuscripts does not con-
cern, however, the Indian manuscripts of the Avesta, which all in all are well
represented in his edition, or the manuscripts available in European collections.
The principal shortcoming of GELDNER’s collection of manuscripts is the re-
duced number of manuscripts of Iranian origin he was able to use for his edi-
tion. Most of the Avestan manuscripts available in Europe at GELDNER’s time
had been obtained in India and brought from there to Europe. Furthermore,
the manuscripts sent to him from outside Europe came from India. No single
manuscript was sent from Iran.! Notwithstanding, GELDNER was able to use for
his edition some manuscripts of Iranian origin.

In fact, some Iranian manuscripts were in India already at GELDNER’s time.
Some of them were originally composed in Iran in order to be sent to India (like
Mf2 [4020] or G 18 [5000]), and copies of them were produced in India. Others
were collected in the 19t century in the context of the emerging collection of
Avestan manuscripts in India. Some of these Iranian manuscripts reached Eu-

1 A. Hintze affirms in this volume (p. 420 n. 5) that four manuscripts (the manuscripts
from de Manekji Limji Hataria’s collection) were sent to GELDNER from Iran. But these
manuscripts were already in Bombay at GELDNER’s time. As GELDNER himself reports,
they were in Bombay in the hands of a committee (1886, p.xin. 1).
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rope before GELDNER’s time, as is the case of the manuscripts K 4 (5020; Wistasp
Yast Sade) and K 9 (4070; Widewdad Sade), a late copy of Mf2. Moreover, further
manuscripts of Iranian origin were sent to GELDNER from India together with
the Indian manuscripts. He thus had access to 13 Iranian manuscripts, of which
only six contain ceremonies of the long liturgy™:

~ Widewdad Sade Mf2 (1618/1638) and Jp 1 (1638/1658)

—  Yasna Sade: Mf1 (1741)

—  Yasna Pahlavi Pt4 (1774) and M{4 (younger), both of which are Indian copies
—  Wistasp Yast Sade K4 (1723)

- Xwardarg Abastag: F2, K36, 37, 38, Mf3 (1700)*, Pd and W 1.

Actually, a systematic search for Iranian manuscripts in Iran was never con-
ducted prior to GELDNER. Such a search has been undertaken recently by
K. MAZDAPOUR, and it is also one of the main aims of the Avestan Digital Ar-
chive. The first years of enquiries have brought to light an important number
of new Iranian manuscripts, especially for the long liturgy. Part of the recently
discovered Iranian manuscrlpts are available in India, but they were not sent
to GELDNER, e.g. the important manuscript G 18 which includes a copy of
the Wistasp Yast that according to its colophon goes back to the last source
of K4 but is considerably older than K4, and which also includes a copy of the
Wisperad with ritual instructions offering information about many different
variants of the Wisperad.

But the most important discovery is the existence of a relevant number of
Avestan manuscripts still available in Iran. In fact, one of the central aims of the
Avestan Digital Archive Project? is to find new Avestan manuscripts in Iran. Till
the present day we have been so lucky as to find around 20 new Iranian manu-
scripts of the long liturgy (remember that GELDNER used 7)°, many of which are
rather old, older indeed than the manuscripts used by GELDNER. The following
chart lists the Iranian manuscripts of the long liturgy known at the present (the
manuscripts known to GELDNER are in italics)®:

2 Other manuscripts are categorised as “Iranian style” (Br2, K8, Kh1 and Lb5), but can-
not be considered Iranian manuscripts.

3 Currently at the Cama Oriental Institute, the manuscript figures in DHABHAR’s cata-
logue (1923) as number 45.

4 http://www.avesta-archive.com.

5 I have seen many other Iranian manuscripts on a recent trip to Iran (March 9-17, 2012).
This list will therefore be considerably expanded in the near future. Today I know about
the existence of around 50 Iranian manuscripts.

6 I quote the earliest possible date, but a date twenty years later is posible for the manu-
scripts. K. MazDAPOUR has shown on the evidence of Ave 976 that even when the date is
given as parsig or “20 years after Yazdegird”, it has to be read as the usual Yazdegird Era
(that is, adding 630/631 to the CE).
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Century Yasna Wisperad Widewdad Wistasp Yast
Ave976 (1607)
Ave977/978
(1608)
Mf2 (1618)
" Jp1(1638) G18a (1627)
7 G18b(1627)  1'Ave992 (1623) | MF9 (1627)
Ave 1001 (1632)
Ave 1007 (1638)
RSPA 230
(1627)
18t | Mf1(1741) K9 (1746) K4 (1723)
Xodabax3 1\?[?{91(13;_6)
. | ML15284 Forud (1842)
19t at (< 1813)
(< 1823) Sorusyan (1884)
ML 15285 (1893) | MK 1185 (1816)
MK 1263 (1894)
20t Nuéira.win
Jahangir (1918)
Fl1 (Iranian
style)
undated Kb 1 (Iranian ML 15283
style)

While the production of manuscripts in India was considerably increased dur-
ing the 18 century, such a process did not take place in Iran as far as we can
judge from the actual data. However, during the 17" century the production of
manuscripts in Iran seems to have been quite intense, at least as intense as in
India.

Iranian manuscripts witness to a tradition that has remained relatively in-
dependent of the Indian one and is hence free of any changes that might have
happened in the course of the Indian transmission (see some examples below,
p. 457). In fact, very often we can see how variants spread among different
manuscripts in India, where the Iranian manuscripts remain expectedly unaf-
fected. The Iranian manuscripts are thus the most important touchstone for
the readings offered by the Indian manuscripts and most important for an
edition of the Avesta. WESTERGAARD’s edition is based on the Avestan manu-
scripts available in Europe (most of them of Indian origin), GELDNER’s on the
Indian ones, and a future edition must incorporate and acknowledge the value
of the Iranian ones.
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The examinatio fontium

The next step after collecting the manuscripts is their analysis. Since the days of
GELDNER (and previous to the Avestan Digital Archive) nobody has been able
to see an amount of manuscripts similar to the one seen by GELDNER. Therefore,
every analysis of the Avestan transmission has been based on the data regard-
ing the manuscripts provided by GELDNER in the Prolegomena to his edition
and in the Grundpriss der iranischen Philologie. However, the systematic analysis
of manuscripts that we have undertaken for the Avestan Digital Archive has
brought to light the fact that the data provided by GELDNER are often incom-
plete and sometimes even wrong.

GEeLDNER did not make a complete analysis of each manuscript. First, he
trusted the colophons too much, and second he thought that an analysis of the
readings made during the edition of the text would provide the most reliable
information. This is, however, a source of many inaccuracies in the descrip-
tion of the manuscripts and consequently in GELDNER’s picture of the written
transmission of the Avesta. By way of example, B2 (4210) does not have a date
according to GELDNER. Actually, though, before the first fragard of Widewdad
it has a long colophon of almost one page and written in red ink, so that it can-
not be easily overlooked. The date of the manuscript is the year 995 YE, so that
B2 (4210) turns out to be the oldest known Widewdad Sade (1626) perhaps after
L1, but the date of the latter is not sure.

Some of the oldest Avestan manuscripts known are in the collection of
Bombay manuscripts’ sent to him, but their importance was not recognised by
GELDNER. Apart from B2 (4210), the manuscript B3 (230) is one of the oldest
extant liturgical manuscripts. GELDNER gives only little information about it.
He relates it to a London manuscript, L 17 (100) and considers it to be with-
out any value for textual criticism. An analysis of both manuscripts has shown
that GELDNER’s description contains many inaccuracies. According to GELD-
NER, L 17 (100) was written in 1551 (which is the oldest date for a Yasna Sade,
although GELDNER does not call our attention to this fact) by Herbad Ardisir
and is a careless copy of K5 (510; a Pahlavi Yasna manuscript). Regarding B3
(230) the information is even scarcer: B3 (230) is a careless copy of K5 (510) or
influenced by it and likely to be from the same scribe as L 17 (100).

An analysis of both manuscripts shows a completely different situation. To
begin with, a palaecographical analysis makes it evident that, although both
manuscripts belong to the same school of scribes and share very similar decora-
tive motives,® they belong to different hands. In fact, the relationship between
both manuscripts seems to be quite clear, as I have already mentioned in this

7 Many of them are in a bad state of preservation. Fortunately, pictures of all of them are
available in the Avestan Digital Archive.
8  The Wisperad manuscript P12 is also closely related to L 17.
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volume (p. 302): they have exactly the same text with the same ritual instruc-
tions in Gujarati and the same initial text in Gujarati. Actually, L 17 (100) is a

copy of B3 (230), as is shown by Y 51.1. The 1st stanza of the Vohux$afra Gaba

has to be recited twice, like the first stanza of each haiti. This is indicated in B3

by copying Y51.1 first completely and then by repeating the first words of the

stanza once again (vohu xsafram vairim). Then follows an indication of an ab-
breviation in Gujarati and the last word of the stanza (varagane). One half (vara)

is written at the end of the final line of one folio and the second half (§27¢) in the

first line of the next folio. In L 17 (100), on the other hand, we find the complete

stanza once and then the Pahlavi numeral “2” indicating that it has to be recited

twice. Then follows sane (L 17f. 148v):

o

Y51.0

Y51.1

YS51.2

© Avestan Digital Archive

Obviously §ane is the second half of varasane which appears in the first line of
the next folio in B3 (230). The copyist of L17 (100) or of its source was copy-
ing from B3 when he accidentally skipped the last line of the folio in B3 (vohu
x$afram...vars) and continued copying the next line of the next folio (sane ...
ta va...).

Although the dependence of L 17 (100) from B3 (230) is incontestable thanks
to the witness of Y51.1, L 17 (100) is, however, not a direct copy of B3 (230). In
Y 52.2 L17 (100) reads narantim and naésazd instead of B3 (230) barantim and
baesaza. This mistake is the consequence of a peculiarity in the writing of & in
some manuscripts like B3 (230), but not L 17 (100): the vertical stroke of b is
written in black, but the horizontal one is written in red. Sometimes a copyist
forgot to add the horizontal red stroke to the b, and so a b became an 7. Since in
B3 (230) the two forms are written correctly and L 17 (100) writes the 4 only in



Why do we Really Need a New Edition of the Zoroastrian Long Liturgy? 445

black, it is obvious that there is at least one intermediary link between B3 (230)
and L 17 (100) in which b was written in two colours and the red strokes were
forgotten in the forms mentioned of Y 52.2.

There is no evidence either that these two manuscripts derive from K5 (510)
or that they are extracted from or influenced by any exegetical manuscript. Ac-
tually, both share some particular readings with K5 (510) which distinguish
them from other Indian Yasna Sade, but this is often a consequence of the fact
that L 17 (100) and especially B3 (230) show a text that is free from many of the
later Indian innovations. In fact, they present the principal characteristics of the
true liturgical manuscripts. Thus the beginning of the Staota Yesniia is differ-
ent in the exegetical and in the liturgical manuscripts: whereas in the exegetical
manuscripts the dialogic version of the Ahuna Vairiia is followed by 4 Ahuna
Vairiia, 3 A§om Vohu and the Yefjhe Hatam, in the Sade manuscripts Y 28.0 fol-
lows immediately after the dialogic Ahuna Vairiia. This is the text contained in
B3 (230) as well as in L 17 (100). Both, too, share the extended dedicatory to the
fire (complemented with part of $1.9 2976 aburabe mazda puSra x*arananho ...
raeunantahe garois mazdadatahe kaunaiieheca x*aranayho mazdadatahe adro
aburahe mazda pudra) which appears in some Indian liturgical manuscripts (P6,
H1,J6)in Y22.26, 66.18 and 72.7, but not in the exegetical ones.

Thus the relationship between B3 (230) and L 17 (100) seems to be clear. B3
(230) is the original source of L 17 (100), and the colophon of L 17 (100) is prob-
ably a reproduction of the lost colophon of B3 (230) which is thus the oldest
known Indian Yasna Sade (perhaps after L 1). A dependence of B3 (230) on the
Pahlavi manuscript K5 (510) is far from having been demonstrated, although
they seem to belong to the same sphere of influence. Actually, all liturgical
manuscripts that GELDNER derives from exegetical ones must be submitted to
similar proofs, since his findings are more often than not the consequence of
his aprioristic view that the liturgical manuscripts in general derive from the
exegetical ones.

Similar detailed analyses are necessary for each single Avestan manuscript,
but they are almost completely missing in GELDNER’s analysis of the transmis-
sion. A new edition of the Avesta must be based on a previous analysis of the
witnesses, which until today has been conducted only for a few selected manu-
scripts. Codicological and palaeographical aspects must be considered as well,
but to this day no codicological or palacographical analysis of the Avestan man-
uscripts has been made.” GELDNER’s description of the manuscripts, although
the only available one, is very incomplete and contains many statements that are
not accompanied by the necessary arguments.

9  Cf. the remarks about some preliminary works on p. 327, note 59.
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The constitutio stemmatis codicum

Through this process we aim to determine the genealogical relations between
the manuscripts in order to know which manuscripts depend on others so that
ideally we can establish the reliability of the reading provided by each manu-
script on the basis of the rules of textual criticism and not just on linguistic or
philological reasons. It is actually an attempt to organise and evaluate a high
amount of manuscripts for their use during the editorial process. Traditionally,
stemmata or genealogical trees of the different families of manuscripts are es-
tablished and the witnesses of the manuscripts at the top of trees are considered
more trustworthy than later descendants.
HorrmaNN and NARTEN (1989, p. 15) state:

Geldners entscheidende Leistung ist in den Prolegomena zu seiner Ausgabe nie-
dergelegt. Hier werden die benutzten Handschriften beschrieben und nach Al-
ter und Herkunft bestimmt. Am wichtigsten ist aber, daf} es Geldner gelungen
ist, Handschriftenstammbdume aufzustellen und Abhingigkeiten von einzelnen
Hanschriften aufzuzeigen. Auch wenn gelegentlich Zweifel auftauchen, ist doch
Geldners Darstellung, deren Hauptergebnisse von ihm im Grdr.ir. Philo II, 10ff.
zusammengefafit wurden, eine zuverlissige Quelle.

As a matter of fact, GELDNER’s methodology for the analysis of the dependen-
cies between manuscripts is unfortunately inappropriate for the transmission of
the Avesta, in which the process of copy is deeply influenced by the oral-ritual
transmission. For this reason, many of GELDNER’s stemmata, when not based
on the colophons, have to be revised today. In my article “Building trees” in this
volume I have dealt extensively with this issue (p. 279f1.). Here, I shall therefore
merely summarise the main arguments.

GELDNER, according to the rules of stemmatology at his time, bases his anal-
ysis of the dependence of manuscripts on their agreement in a reduced number
of errors. Apart from the usual criticism that stemmatics takes as a basis for
analysis only a very small percentage of the attested material, the transmission
of the Avesta poses an additional and more substantial problem, viz. that writ-
ten transmission is not the only way of transmitting “errors” or variant readings.

The main usage of manuscripts took place in the priestly schools. They in-
fluenced the priestly practice and were at the same time influenced by it. Tradi-
tional variants of a school were introduced into copies of different origin, and
new variants arisen there or in the neighbouring schools were also introduced
when copying old manuscripts, even if there was no written witness for them.
The text taught by the teacher became authoritative and his decisions influenced
not only the text recited in the ritual, but also future copies made in the same
school by himself or by his pupils. New manuscripts did not pretend to be true
copies of a former manuscript, but to offer the best possible description of the
performance of a ceremony and to serve as a basis for present or future students.
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Thus variants could spread over to other schools if the school where a new
reading arose was authoritative enough. In fact, manuscripts and priests travelled
from one place to another and this produced a sort of ritual uniformity in the
community, which in the manuscripts appears as an agreement in common errors
among a high number of manuscripts. This is, to my mind, the source of most of
the aberrant readings common to all or most known manuscripts. Such errors
have been traditionally used for establishing the existence of one hyparchetype or
“Stammbhandschrift”, for instance of the long liturgy, that is, a single copy from
which all known manuscripts of the long liturgy are supposed to derive.

Under said conditions, however, a common error does by no means prove
that two manuscripts go back to the same source. At the most, it can prove that
both copies derive from the same sphere of influence of a priestly school. In such
a context GELDNER’s stemmatic analysis is useless and a new methodology for
the analysis of the relationship between manuscripts has to be developed.™

Furthermore, we must be aware that although a great number of manuscripts
is preserved (e.g. we know more than 100 liturgical manuscripts of Wldewdad)
most of them are lost. The productlon of manuscripts was very intensive and
we have signs of an almost “semi-industrial” production, as shown in “Build-
ing trees”. Thus we can only determine the relations of dependence between
the attested witnesses, but we cannot reconstruct the historical process of copy.
Accordingly, the relations are not “one-to-one”, as represented in the traditional
stemmata, but “many-to-many”. One manuscript can show relations of depend-
ence with an indefinite number of manuscripts and these can reflect different
historical processes: copy, influence of a priestly school, the fact that two manu-
scripts are contemporaneous and hence share similar trends, etc. While GELD-
NER tried to reconstruct the historical process of copying the manuscripts of
a text, I assume that the extant manuscripts constitute only a minimal part of
those that once existed and that it is impossible to reconstruct such a historical
process. GELDNER’s stemmata do have a certain value insofar as they are based
on the information provided by the colophons. But wherever they are based
on GELDNER’s analysis of the agreements between manuscripts, they must be
completely reviewed. If taken as representing the historical process of copying
of the extant manuscripts, they are illusory.

The constitutio textus

The constitutio textus is the definitive and most complex process. We distinguish
two different levels in this process:

—  The “text”. In the case of the edition of the long liturgy of the Avesta, the
main decision to be taken is which text type (liturgical or exegetical) we

10 An tentative method is presented in this volume (p. 3191L.).
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will use as a basis for the edition. Usually it is assumed that both text types
reproduce basically the same text. This is partly correct for the Yasna, but
does not hold for the rest of the variants of this ceremony. In the case of
the Yast and the Xwardag Abastag, different types of manuscripts include a
different amount of texts so that this question is also extremely important.

—  The choice between the many variant readings in which each single word is
attested in the different Avestan manuscripts and even in the same manu-
script.

The text

WESTERGAARD (1852-1854, p. 23) took as a basis for his edition of the texts of
the long liturgy “that class [of manuscripts] which has the oldest copies, and
therefore as to time is nearest to the original [the Sasanian digest], though al-
most a thousand years distant”. For the Yasna and the Widewdad, the class with
the oldest copies is that of the exegetical manuscripts with Pahlavi translation,"
and this was the basis for his edition. WESTERGAARD was aware of the fact that
his choice meant that some parts of the ceremonies would remain unedited. Re-
garding the ceremony of the Widewdad Sade he informs us about his former
intention to publish a synopsis of the Widéwdad Sade, reserved for a third vol-
ume that in the end never appeared (WESTERGAARD 18521854, p. 26). This cer-
emony had been edited previously on the basis of two manuscripts by Brock-
HAUS (1850).

GELDNER’s position in this regard is similar to WESTERGAARD’s, and even
more extreme. The Pahlavi manuscripts are his starting point, and for the long
liturgy only the texts included in the Pahlavi manuscripts are edited by him.
This preference given to Pahlavi manuscripts is based on WESTERGAARD as well
as on GELDNER’s own view of the Avestan transmission. Whereas SPIEGEL de-
fended the position that Sade and Pahlavi manuscripts are of equal value (SPTEGEL
1882, p. 592), GELDNER considered Sade manuscripts to be of a later date and
supposed that they went back to Pahlavi manuscripts (GELDNER 1886, I, p. xix):

All mss. of the Vendidad sida ultimately presuppose a common archetype. There
seems to me to be no doubt that this archetype in turn was excerpted and com-
piled from the Pahlavi Avestad Mss. We can hardly conceive of the Vendidad of the
Sassanians without the Pahlavi translation. As a direct proof of this may be in-
stanced numerous Avesta glosses of the Pahlavi translation which have crept into
the Avesta text of the Vendidad sdda. In separating the Avesta text from its Pahlavi
setting several mistakes may have been made by the compiler of the Vendidad sada,
namely in cases where the text was abridged and he tried to give it complete.

11 But the colophon of Pt4 and Mf4 attests the existence of the liturgical manuscript al-
ready in the 10 century. For the Wisperad both text types are of the same date, since
the same manuscript (K7) includes both.
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For GELDNER, the Pahlavi manuscripts are the original ones. He thought that
our manuscripts derive from the Great Avesta described in the Dénkard which
supposedly consisted of 21 books or Nask organised in 3 groups of 7 books
each. The Great Avesta was transmitted in Avestan as well as in Pahlavi, since it
is obvious that the description in the Dénkard derives from the Pahlavi transla-
tion. Accordingly, if the extant Pahlavi manuscripts are fragments of the Great
Avesta, they must originally have had a Pahlavi translation like the Great Avesta
and the Pahlavi manuscripts must be the original ones.

Actually, J. KELLENS (1998) has shown in an important article that the Avestan
manuscripts do not go back to the Great Avesta, but continue an independent
ritual tradition that goes back to Sasanian times, as I have already explained in
the section “The prehistory of the Sade and Pahlavi mansucripts” in the paper
“Building trees”. The texts of the ceremonies described in the manuscripts do
not agree with any book of the Great Avesta as described in the Pahlavi litera-
ture, with the exception of the Widéwdad, and are just the texts of ceremonies
celebrated at least since Sasanian times. 13 years after KELLENS’s paper we can
provide a proof of his view which I consider definitive.

The Neérangestan is a late Sasanian book containing ritual directions. It is in
fact a collection of the same nerang or ritual directions that appear in the Sade
manuscripts and a further elaboration of them. There is a high degree of agreement
between the nérang of the Nerangestan and the nérang in the Iranian Sade manu-
scripts. It is obvious that the ritual directions instructions included in the manu-
scripts continue the same tradition of those collected in the Nérangestan. Since the
relationship between the nerang of the Sade manuscripts, especially the Iranian
ones, and the Nérangestan will be analysed in depth elsewhere, I shall provide here
just one example of the recurring agreements (even in minor details) between them.

During the recitation of the four Ahuna Vairiia of Y27.2 the main priest per-
forms the second pressing of the Haoma. The néerang of the Iranian manuscript
G 18b of the Wisparad describes the action as follows :

yada. abi. vairiio. 4 gwptn' yChwwylywk' y pltwm *blh’wn PWN BBA y h>wn
cygwn' hwlsyt gltytn BRA gltynsn' PWN Siiao%ananam ’ywk b’l PWN aphius
1 b’ PWN mazdai ’ywk b’l kwptn' PWN dtygl hm PWN ZNE w’ck g’h KRA
’ywk 2 b’lkwptn' PWN stygl 3 b’l kwptn' 'yewn' MN'W PWN yaba. abi. vairiio.
pletwm 3 b’l PWN dtygl 6 b’l PWN stygl 9 b’l kwpk PWN x3afromca stygl
’plh’wn' gwib’lyh *pl’cynsn'

“He shall recite four times the yada ahi vairiio. During the first yafa ahi vairiio
he shall turn the pestle in the mortar in a sunwise direction. At Sizaodanangm he
shall pound once; at ayhius, once; at mazdai, once. During the second recitation,
he shall do the same at the same words, but he shall pound twice (at each of the
three words). During the third recitation, he shall pound three times (at each of
the three words) so that (he pounds) three times during the first recitation, six
times during the second and nine during the third one. At x$aframca (of the third
recitation) he shall raise the pestle to the height of his ears.”
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These instructions agree even in the minor details with the description of the
same ritual moment in the Nérangestan:

AP-3 PWN ZK 4 ythwwylywk’ 3 W 6 W 9 PWN xsabromca 1 sidigar gws
b’y LALA d&’I3n MZ ZK gyw’k pyt’k afritim xsabro.karatabe gaoso.barazo
us.Sannaiiot

“At the y.a.v. (4) (he should pound) 3, 6 and 9 times (successively); at the third
x$aframca he should raise the pestle to the height of his ears, as it is evident

from the following passage : afritim xsafro.karatahe ga0s0.barazo us.Saunaiiosr”
(KoTwaL/KREYENBROEK 1992-2009, III, p. 107)

The Avestan quotation in this passage shows that there have been similar de-
scriptions of ceremonies in the Avestan language (a kind of Avestan brahmanas).

Further, there are passages of the Neérangestan which are only understand-
able if we assume the existence of complete descriptions of the ceremonies simi-
lar to the descriptions in the Sade manuscripts. Such descriptions should hence
go back at least to Sasanian times.

Therefore, the Sade manuscripts continue an independent tradition that goes
back to Sasanian or even earlier times, and they are not extracted from the
Pahlavi manuscripts as GELDNER assumed. Quite on the contrary, the exegetical
manuscripts are secondary to the liturgical. They represent an attempt to cre-
ate a Pahlavi translation of the existing ceremonies and to render the recitative
of the ceremonies comprehensible, at least to some more educated priests. For
the Yasna a new translation was created for the complete ceremony, taking as a
basis the traditional translations in the Great Avesta for some texts included in
the Yasna ceremony and adapting them to the ceremony. For the Wisperad cer-
emony translations were composed only for the parts that needed to be trans-
lated because there was no translation of a similar text in the Yasna. For the
intercalation ceremonies only the intercalated texts like the Widewdad Nask or
the Wistasp Yast were translated. The case of the short liturgies included in the
Xwardag Abastag is more complex (cf. G. KONIG in this volume, p. 3551.).

Therefore, since our manuscripts do not derive from the Great Avesta and the
liturgical manuscripts do not derive from the exegetical ones, there are no his-
torical reasons for taking the exegetical manuscripts as the basis for our edition
of the Avesta. On the contrary, we have clear reasons for choosing the liturgical
manuscripts as the basis for the edition of the extant liturgies. The exegetical
manuscripts depend, as far as the Avestan text is concerned, on the liturgical
manuscripts with the potential exception of the Widewdad that could have had
an independent existence. The liturgical and exegetical manuscripts of the long
liturgy represent different text types and, although their texts are basically the
same, this statement is only partially true, especially for other ceremonies than
the Yasna. Therefore, I judge it more suitable to edit the liturgies of the long lit-
urgy on the basis of the liturgical manuscripts and to do separate editions of the
exegetical text types including the Avestan text and its translation. Since, how-
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ever, the exegetical manuscripts depend on the liturgical ones but their witnesses
are sometimes older than the proper Sade manuscripts and their transmission is
less influenced by the oral text of the ritual practice, they can provide valuable
readings of single words even for the edition of the liturgy. Therefore, the long
liturgy should be edited according to the liturgical manuscripts, although this
edition can be accompanied by separate editions of the corresponding exegetical
versions: Pahlavi Yasna, Sanskrit Yasna, Pahlavi Wisperad, Pahlavi Widewdad,
Pahlavi Wistasp Yast, etc. GELDNER edited, on the contrary, only the Avestan
text of the liturgies, but on the basis of the exegetical manuscripts.

The exegetical and liturgical manuscripts do not only differ with respect to
the inclusion of a Pahlavi translation of the Avestan text but are, as has been
said, two different text types with different functions. Liturgical manuscripts
are descriptions of complete ceremonies which include ritual instructions
(nérangs) in Pahlavi or Persian in the Iranian manuscripts and in Gujarati or
Pazand in the Indian manuscripts and also the complete Avestan text recited in
the corresponding ceremony. By contrast, Pahlavi manuscripts do not include
ritual instructions,'? and the Avestan text is translated into Pahlavi. While Sade
manuscripts are conceived for the teaching of the right ritual practice, Pahlavi
manuscripts are the result of the exegetical activity of priestly schools and less
connected with the daily ritual practice.

The Avestan text is not the same either for each type of manuscripts. While
the Sade manuscripts include the complete text of each ceremony, the Pahlavi
manuscripts give only the text of one complete ceremony: the Yasna; and even
in the Yasna the Avestan text of the Sade and Pahlavi manuscripts is not exactly
the same, although the differences are kept to a minimum. But in the rest of
the manuscripts the situation is quite different. In the case of the ceremonies of
intercalation (Widewdad and Wistasp Yast) only the Young Avestan sections
intercalated between the Old Avestan texts are included in the Pahlavi manu-
scripts, while the Sade manuscripts show the text of the complete ceremony.
GELDNER edited only the intercalated sections (in fact, only of the Widewedad).

The ceremonies of intercalation consist in a Wisperad ceremony in which
some Young Avestan texts are intercalated between the Old Avestan texts. Nev-
ertheless, although the Avestan text of the rest of the ceremony is mostly identi-
cal with the Avestan text of the Yasna or the Wisperad, it shows some variations
at different places, like the well-known changes in the order of the daily rat# in
the lists of the ratu or the inclusion of specific formulas for each intercalation
ceremony that often substitutes the mention of haunani in Yasna or Wisperad.

12 An exception are the manuscripts of the type of Pt4 and Mf4. In them the Pahlavi trans-
lation was added to a liturgical manuscript that included, of course, the ritual directions.
The result is a type of manuscripts in which the ritual directions and the Pahlavi transla-
tion of the Avestan recitative appear. This could be the origin of all exegetical Pahlavi
manuscripts of Yasna.
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WESTERGAARD (1852-1854, p. 485) edited these formulas of the Widewdad and
Wistasp Yast ceremony, but GELDNER did not.

The most dramatic simplification of the exegetical manuscripts with regard to
the liturgical affects is, however, the Wisperad ceremony. It is the variation of the
Yasna used for specific purposes or in more important ceremonies like the New
Year celebrations or the intercalation ceremonies. It consists in a longer version of
the Yasna in which some texts of the Yasna are substituted by alternative (usually
longer) texts and several additions appear at different places. The Pahlavi manu-
scripts are thought to include only the alternative texts and additions. Tradition-
ally it is supposed that we can reconstruct the Wisperad ceremony by intercalat-
ing at the right positions the texts included in the Pahlavi manuscripts of a simple
Yasna ceremony. This view, however, though repeated time and again, is wrong.

The Pahlavi manuscripts of the Wisperad do not include all the additions and
variations of the Wisperad ceremony. They only include additions between Y 1
and Y 54, while in the Wisperad ceremony important additions and several varia-
tions appear after Y 54. Let me mention just some examples. The beginning of the
Atax§ Niyayisn (Y 62.1-6) appears in the Wisperad not after Y 61, but after Y59. It
seems that in the Wisperad ceremony Y 60 and 61 are part of the Atax3 Niyayisn.
It also includes a long ceremony known as Baj Dharna that appears after Y59 and
is a variant of the Sro§ Dron ceremony celebrated at the beginning of the Yasna
(Y3 to Y 8), but does not include the eating of the sacred cake like in the first per-
formance. The text recited is a variation of Y3 to Y7, but with important differ-
ences as can be seen from the following table where I compare both ceremonies':

Baj Dharna Sros Dron Parallels
VrS$32.0
VrS$32.1-6 Y 62.1-6
VrS$32.7 #Y 3.1
VrS32.8 Y22.4
VrS$32.9-14 Y 3.5-10 Y 22.5-10
VrS$32.10 Y3.6 Y22.6
VrS$32.11 Y3.7 Y22.7
VrS$32.12 Y3.8 Y22.8
VrS$32.13 Y 3.9 Y22.9
VrS$32.14 Y 3.10 Y 22.10
VrS32.15-23 VrS11.1-9

13 Itneeds to be borne in mind that there are even texts which do not have any equivalent in
the Yasna and are in fact inedited texts. The full text can be viewed in the work version of
the ceremony that is to be found in the Avestan Digital Archive (http://ada.usal.es/img/
pdf/visperad.pdf).
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Baj Dharna Sr6s Dron Parallels
Vr$32.24-31 Y 3.12-19 Y 22.12-19
VrS$32.32 #Y22.22
Vr$32.33 #Y22.23-27
VrS$32.34
Vr$32.35 -38 Y23.1-3
VrS$32.39-41 Y 3.22-24
Vr$33.1 #Y 4.1
Vr$33.2 Y4.2
Vr$33.3 #Y4.3
VrS$33.4-21 Y 4.4-21
Vr$33.22 #Y4.22
VrS$33.23-25 Y 4.23-25
Vr$34.1-6 ##Y 5 Y 36.1-6
VrS35.1 Y17.1
Vr§$35.2-7 ##Y6 Y17.2-7
VrS$35.8-18 VrS7.1-11
Vr$35.19-27 Y 17.9-17
Vr$35.28 VrS$32.32, #Y 25.3
Vr$35.29 #Y25.4
VrS$35.30 Y26
Vr$35.31-33 Y 6.19-21
VrS$36.1 #Y71+Y 7.2
Vr$36.2 #Y 7.4
Vr$36.3-22 Y 7.5-25
Vr$36.23 #Y52.1
Vr$36.24-26 Y 52.2-4
VrS$36.27 no equivalent
Vr$36.29 Y 27.14
Vr$36.30 Y 35.2
Vr$36.31 Y 35.5
Vr$36.32 no equivalent
Vr$36.33-34 Y 7.26 -28
VrS§37.1 #Y 8.1

VrS$37.2
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Obviously, both texts are parallel, but there are also clear differences. Neither
WESTERGAARD nor GELDNER edited the Baj Dharna, however. Later in the ceremony
further additions appear that are again not included in the Pahlavi manuscripts.'*
Furthermore, the Pahlavi manuscripts do not include all variations and addi-
tions of the Wisperad even between Y1 and Y 54. Additions and variations are
only included in the exegetical manuscripts of the Wisperad when the text does
not appear in the Yasna or earlier in the Wisperad and accordingly has not yet
been translated into Pahlavi. The rest of the additions and variations do not ap-
pear in the exegetical manuscripts. For instance, in the middle of Y25.1 a long in-
tercalation appears in the Wisperad. It is a combination of Vr3.13-14 and Vr7.1-4:

ama§a spanta huxsadra hudayho yazamaide
aburam mazdgm asaunanam asahe ratum
Y25.1a | yazamaide zaradustrom afannanam asahe Y25.1a
VrS14.1 | ratum yazamaide zaradustrabe asaono Vr3.13
frannasim yazamaide ama$a spants asaongm
yazamaide

asaunam vay"bis sird spanta.frannasaiio yaza
VrS14.2 maide [...] jaymistamgm asaono asabe radfo | Vr3.14
ratufritim yazamaide

vaca arsuxda yazamaide sraoSom asim
VrS14.3 yazamaide [...] vahistam abum asaongm Vr7.1
yazamaide raocayham vispo.x“adrom (3x)

vahistabe anhaus vahistgm aiiangm yaza-
VrS14.4 maide [...] ronuim rauno.vacagham rounim Vr7.2
rauno.siiaoSonangm fra tanuuo ranjaiieiti

nairiigm ham.varaitim yazamaide [...]
VrS§14.5 x*afnom mazdadatom yazamaide saitim pasuna | Nr7.3
viraiia

aund daman asannand yazamaide ya hanti
VrS14.6 paoiriio.data [...] yazamaide paoiriio.datom | Vr7.4
paoiriio.fradBarstom gaedim gaédaiia stois

imam haomom asaiia uzdatom yazamaide
imgmca gam jinuiigm asaiia uzdatgm
yazamaide imamca urunargm hadanaepatgm
asaiia nzdatgm yazamaide

Y25.1b

The Pahlavi manuscripts fail to include these intercalations because these texts
have already been translated before. It is clear that for the analysis of the cer-
emony such intercalations at different places are relevant, even if they have al-

14 They can easily be consulted in the text of the Wisperad ceremony I have uploaded to
the Avestan Digital Archive mentioned in former footnote.



Why do we Really Need a New Edition of the Zoroastrian Long Liturgy? 455

ready appeared before. However, they were not included either by WEsTER-
GAARD nor by GELDNER in their editions of the Wisperad, since they edited
only the sections of the Wisperad that appear in the exegetical manuscripts.

Furthermore, each variant of the long liturgy appears in different variations
according to different parameters like the date of the ceremony, the place, the
purpose, etc. GELDNER seldom mentions any liturgical variations in the appa-
ratus. This is, for instance, the case of the different text for Y0.2 depending on
whether the ceremony is celebrated in the Fire Temple or in private houses; or of
the two alternative recitations of the dialogic Ahuna Vairiia in Y 0.3 (although
the conditions are misrepresented). Mostly he does not mention the variants at
all. In YO, for instance, the Frauuarane appears twice and according to GELD-
NER the only difference is that in Y 0.1 the last sentence of the Frauuarane that
appears in Y 0.4 is missing. Yet what we have is two totally different Frauuarane
prayers: the first one is the Frauuarane of the corresponding gah (frannarane
¢é gah dared in the formulation of the Nérangestan), whereas the second one is
the Frauuarane of the corresponding ceremony. In the case of the daily morning
Yasna both are identical with the exception of the omission of the last sentence
in the first one. In the case of the Yasna 1 Rapihwin both are identical too, but in
the case of the Wisperad, Widewdad and Wistasp Yast they are totally different,
but these variants are not mentioned in GELDNER at all.

The dedicatories are one of this important set of variables to take into ac-
count in the performance of each ceremony. All different variants of the long
liturgy can be celebrated with different dedicatories. The Yasna manuscripts
show almost exclusively the dedicatory of the daily morning ceremony which
is edited by GELDNER, but the manuscript ML 15285 (60) mentions as an alter-
native the dedicatory to Sros. The Wisperad and the Widewdad appear usually
in the manuscripts with different dedicatories. An edition of the long liturgy
should therefore also take into account the different dedicatories mentioned
in the manuscripts as possibilities for each ceremony, and not just present the
standard daily dedicatory that usually appears in the manuscripts of the Yasna
ceremony and which is the only one edited by GELDNER.

An edition of the Zoroastrian long liturgy cannot be limited, in fact, to the
presentation of one standard version of the simplest celebration, the daily morn-
ing ceremony known as Yasna. It should include the different variants of the lit-
urgy (Yasna, Wisperad or intercalation ceremonies) as well as the set of variables
of each of these variants depending on multiple factors (like date, place, purpose,
dedicatory, etc.). The exegetical manuscripts and the Western editors usually re-
produce only a complete ceremony, the daily morning ceremony, in a standard
version. The liturgical manuscripts show, however, a vivid image of the ritual
variations. This change of perspective implies important changes in the editorial
process. The basis for establishing the text as a whole (but not necessarily for
each reading) must be the liturgical manuscripts, and the ritual aspect must be
taken seriously and should be presented conveniently in a new edition.
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This implies the edition not only of the Avestan text, but also of the ritual
directions mentioned in the manuscripts, for they are essential for knowing the
ritual context of the Avestan recitatives. The Avestan texts are oral texts that
do not exist beyond their performance. The ritual directions included in the
liturgical manuscripts are the oldest clues as to the performance of these texts
that we know. Furthermore, as I have mentioned before, these ritual directions
are considerably old, since in the Pahlavi version they go back to Sasanian times.
A separate edition of the Pahlavi ritual directions without the Avestan recitative
is difficult to conceive, therefore I consider it most convenient to edit the ritual
directions together with the Avestan text.

In fact, not only the Pahlavi directions must be edited, but also the Gujarati
ones. This leads us to another important question regarding the edition of the
long liturgy, viz. the chronological and geographical changes of the liturgy. Al-
though one of the main features of liturgy is its conservatism, the liturgy does
not remain identical through history. At different times and in different places
changes are introduced in the living liturgy. Thus, despite the striking similari-
ties and parallels between descriptions of the long liturgy in the manuscripts
and in the Neérangestan, there are also some differences which arose in the time
gap between the composition of the Nérangestan and the extant manuscripts.
Some of them are minimal changes in the performance of each ceremony, but
some are more far-reaching.

New liturgies (or variants of the same liturgy) appear and others disappear.
One of the liturgies best represented in the manuscripts, the Widewdad cer-
emony, is not mentioned at all in the Nérangestan;'" the Vistasp Yast ceremony
is known only in Iran, but not in India; the preserved version of Wisperad re-
tains texts that belong to a lost intercalation ceremony, the Bayan Yast, which is
mentioned in the Neérangestan but probably had disappeared at the time of the
manuscripts; etc.

Even the small variations and changes do not only affect the ritual actions but
often imply changes in the recitatives. The dialogic version of the Ahuna Vairiia
(e.g. Y0.3) is most likely to be an old ritual direction in Avestan: if the zaotar con-
tinues to be the same, then he will recite yada ahu vairiio (yada ahi vairiio zaota
fra.me mrate). If one assistant priest takes the place of the former zaotar, then he
who is going to be zaotar (yo zaota) will recite yada ahu vairiio. The exact details
of the interpretation of this old nérang have yet to be elucidated, but it seems almost
sure that this is an old nérang substituing a single recitation of the Ahuna Vairiia.'®
Nevertheless it was introduced into the liturgy instead of the corresponding Ahuna
Variia most probably before the beginning of the written transmission.

15  Of course, this does not necessarily mean that the Widéwdad ceremony is post-Sasanian!

16 The long liturgy never prescribes a single recitation of the Ahuna Vairiia. This is most
probably due to the fact that a single recitation of the Ahuna Vairiia was the moment for
the change of function between officiating priests. Therefore, instead of the single recita-
tion, the ritual instruction for this changing of the guard appears.
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In V'5.28-35 the Iranian liturgical and exegetical Widéwdad manuscripts add
seven times after aesa ya nasus the words axtica piunatica ahitica frasnaoiti which
obviously do not belong to the original text. This is probably a more or less con-
scious addition under the influence of V 6.39. The Indian Sade manuscripts were
not affected by this addition, because such a modification referred to a change
of the ritual practice within the Iranian community. More frequently, however,
do we find changes in the liturgy in India that did not affect the Iranian practice.
In YO0.2, e.g., some Indian manuscripts (like the related manuscripts L 17 [100]
and B 3 [230]) add after the dedicatory to the fire the text x$a8ro nafadro nairiio.
sanhahe yazatahe xsnaora yasnaica vabhmaica xsnao8raica frasastaiiaéca which
is obviously a ritual variant originating in India.

A more significant innovation in the Indian liturgy appears, for instance, in
Y54 in the Widéwdad ceremony. The text of Vr16.1-3 (VrS$21.2-4") which is
recited after the Yasna Haptaghaiti in the Wisperad ceremony is repeated after
the Wisperad section following Y 54.2 (viz. Vr24.0 =VrS29.0) in the Widéwdad
ceremony in India, but not in the Iranian manuscripts.'® The different texts re-
cited at this place can be compared in the following table:

Iranian Widéwdad ceremony Indian Widéwdad ceremony
arriamanam i1Sim asannanam atriiamanam iSim asaunanam asahe
asahe ratum yazamaide mat. ratum yazamaide mat.afsmanam
afsmanam mat.vacastastim mat. mat.vacastastim mat.azaintim mat.

Vi$29 1 dzaimiim maj.paras'ﬂ.r'n_maj,paiti. parasum fnag.pait'z:.parasﬁm mat
B parasum mat vayzibiidaca vayZibiiaca patbiiasca
Vr2_4.0 patbiiasca hufmmar_afam hufr{@aratam}irﬁm_a@mnam
framaramnom bufraiiastom hufraiiastom fraiiaeziiantom
fraiiaeziiantom x"abmi dgm x“abmi dgm x"abmi cidre fraxsne
x“ahmi cidre fraxsne anui mano | anui mané zrazdatoit ayhuiiat haca
zrazdatoit ayhuiiat haca
atramca ida aburahe mazda pudrom
yazamaide atars cidrasca yazats
VS54.1 yazamaz:de atars cidrasca rasnusca
- yazamaide aiaungmeca frannaiaiio
VrS_21.2 yﬂde(,il:dé’ sraosamca yim
varadrajanam yazamaide naramca
yim asannanam yazamaide vispgmea
ygm aiaono stim yazamaide.

17  For this new numbering cf. http://ada.usal.es/pages/ceremonies.

18 The same innovation probably appears in the Indian Wisperad ceremony. However, I
could only check the Indian manuscript K 8 which is written in “Iranian style” and does
not include the insertion of Vr16.1-3. Nevertheless, all the Indian Widéwdad liturgical
manuscripts show this variant which does not appear in any of the Iranian manuscripts
consulted.
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Iranian Widéwdad ceremony Indian Widéwdad ceremony

zaradustrahe spitamahbe ida asaono
asimca frannasimca yazamaide
vispaéca ida asaono asimca
fraunaiimca yazamaide vispd

VS54.2 frannasaiio asanngm yazamaide
= adaxiiungmeca asaongm franuasaiio
VrS21.3 yazamaide uzdaxiiungmeca

asaongm fraunasaiio yazamaide
nargmeca aiaongm frannasaiio
yazamaide nairingmca asaoningm
fraunasaiio yazamaide.

yaesam no ahuro mazda afanna yesne

VS54.3 iy s v
- paiti vayho vaeda aesgm zaradustro
VeS214 ayhuca ratusca S?ZSrzm apasca
zomasca wrunardsca yazamaide.
VS54.4= VS§54.1-3
VrS21.5 do bar guftan
VrS29.2= | annat mizdom yazamaide aunat | aunat mizdom yazamaide annat
Vr24.1 | dasunars yazamaide anunat ... dasunara yazamaide annat ...

Thus when editing the Avestan long liturgy, we are dealing with a (to some
extent) fluid or dynamic tradition, not a totally static one. There have been
changes and modifications of the ritual and of the recited Avestan texts even
after it was first written down and even during the period of the extant manu-
scripts. Therefore, the editor must decide which historical liturgy he or she
wants to or is able to edit on the basis of the available materials. We could
try to reconstruct the Sasanian long liturgy on the basis of the manuscripts
and of the information in the Nérangestan, but in my opinion the degree of
uncertainty would be too great. In my view, the first historical stage of the
long liturgy we can try to reconstruct with a sufficient degree of certainty is
the long liturgy in the different variants that were celebrated in Iran between
the end of the 13™ (date of K7) and the early 17% century (date of most of
the Iranian Sade manuscripts). The comparison of the manuscripts Mf1 (10)
with Pt4 (400) and Mf4 (410) shows that at least the daily morning ceremony
was celebrated in almost exactly the same way in the 10t century. The oldest
Indian Sades (16" century) also show a high degree of coincidence, but later
Indian manuscripts introduce several changes.

Thus, from the point of view of the constitutio textus, a new edition of the
Zoroastrian long liturgy must fulfill the following requirements:

—  The text (but not each single variant) must be based on the liturgical manu-
scripts originating from a coherent time and place. Accordingly, I think that
a separate edition of the Iranian and Indian ceremony would be advisable.
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The critical apparatus should mention the chronological and geographic
variants which are not included in the edited text.

— The different ceremonies of the long liturgy, and not only the basic daily
morning ceremony, must be edited.

— The set of variables of each ceremony depending on factors like date, place
or purpose of the ceremony must also be included in the edition.

—  The ritual directions must be edited together with the Avestan texts. The
Pahlavi directions should be edited when editing the Iranian ceremony and
the Gujarati ones when editing the Indian ceremony.

Despite GELDNER’s (1896, p. xlvi) affirmation that “the higher criticism has
therefore only a slight field in the Avesta”, different types of manuscripts pre-
sent the texts differently according to their various purposes. The decision to
take one or other text type as a basis for our edition is a substantial one. The
liturgical Avestan texts must be edited on the basis of the liturgical manuscripts,
not of the exegetical ones.

The choice of readings

WESTERGAARD (1852-1854, p. 15) stated:

All copies of the Zendavesta [...] present the same text. They differ extremely, it is
true, in the way of spelling the words; but however great the variance the word is
the same, even though we are unable to detect its real and true form.

Despite the surprising accuracy of the oral and written transmission of the
Avesta, we must acknowledge, however, a certain instability in the exact
recitation and in the writing down of the Avestan liturgical texts at the time
of our manuscripts. There are numerous minimal variations of each word
in the manuscripts, even though they concern mostly orthographic (like dif-
ferences between ao/ao, ae/ae, on/ou, the apparition of the dividing dot or
not, etc.) or more often phonetic phenomena (like the confusion between i,
e and 2 or between 7, ¢ and ae, the presence or absence of epenthetic vowels,
etc.). Thus, in a selection of manuscripts, a frequent word like riunaédaiiemsi
attests in its first attestation of Y 1.2 the 7 following variants besides the cor-
rect form: niunae.daiiemi T46 (4240); niunae.daiieme R 278 (4220); niunae.
daiiaemi 1.17 (100); niunaedaiieimi K11 (110); naiunae.saiiaimi G97 (235);
ninnaeidaiiemi O 2 (4250). Observe that none of these variants is the result of
a clear graphical confusion.”

The variations appear not only between the spellings of the same word in dif-
ferent manuscripts, but also between the spellings of the same word in different
passages of the same manuscript. It is a case of great variability within a textual

19 A graphical interpretation for naiunae® G 97 (235) is possible.
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homogeneity. The very crux of each edition of an Avestan text is, indeed, how
to deal with the minimal variations at word level.

The variation in the witnesses is a central methodological problem for the
edition of each text attested in different sources. There are two basic different
approaches to this problem:

- The eclectic edition assumes that there is no perfect copy and hence tries to
reconstruct “the original text or archetype” on the basis of the different wit-
nesses. In the pure Lachmannian method the selection of one reading and
the relegation of the others to the critical apparatus basically recurs to text-
critical arguments: the value of a reading depends mainly on the position of
its witnesses in the stemma.?® The purely eclectic method, on the other hand,
lays more stress on the feeling of the editor which is, of course, not a purely
subjective affair, but a judgement formed according to philological or lin-
guistic reasons or both and which disregards the stemmatic position of the
witnesses of the chosen reading.’’ Most modern eclectic editions (including
the editions of Avestan texts) follow the middle way which combines the
data obtained from the position of the witnesses within the stemma with
other philological and linguistic data.

- The diplomatic edition tries not to create, through the combination of read-
ings of different sources, an artificial text which has probably never existed.
This method, inaugurated by BEDIER (1928), prefers to select the best wit-
ness available and to take it as basis for the edition.

The obvious advantage of the diplomatic editions is that the text edited is a
historical reality, whereas eclectic editions edit a reconstructed text which has
probably never existed in this form. But the main disadvantage is equally obvi-
ous: if the basis manuscript is not the “original”, then it will contain transmission
errors. Therefore, we must accept that we are editing necessarily an “imperfect”
text containing errors which could, sometimes at least, be easily corrected with
the help of other witnesses. This difficulty can be partially solved by quoting
the readings of other witnesses in the apparatus. This is exactly the method fol-
lowed by the edition of the Widewdad ceremony by BrockuAaus (1850), made
with different criteria than the later editions of WESTERGAARD and GELDNER. It
is based on two liturgical manuscripts (actually, on two editions of two manu-
scripts) and reproduces the text of one of them (the Paris codex P 1), quoting in
the apparatus the readings of a Bombay manuscript. Although rarely used, this
edition remained our only source (together with BURNOUF’s facsimile of P 1) for
at least one variant of the Widéwdad ceremony until the publication of several
Widéwdad manuscripts in the Avestan Digital Archive.

20 The classical formulation of this method appears in Maas’s Textkritik (Maas 1927).
21 This approach has its origins mainly in BEDIER’s criticism of the Lachmannian method
(BEDIER 1928).
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A purely diplomatic edition, however, is a difficult thing to envisage in the
case of the Avesta. Our manuscripts, especially the ritual ones, are not merely
scribal copies of former originals, but are very close to the actual recitation of
the text so that they show a great variability in the reproduction of the com-
plex phonetic reality of the Avestan recitatives. There is in the manuscripts an
important degree of instability concerning the exact phonetic shape of the text,
apart from the usual orthographic variations and the transmission errors com-
mon to any written transmission. All manuscripts, even those that we consider
to be better, are inconsistent in the spelling of a single word in different passages.
The influence of the pronunciation of the texts in the ritual practice and the lack
of orthographical guidelines has, in effect, produced manuscripts with plenty of
orthographical inconsistencies.

The degree of dependence from the actual pronunciation or from the written
sources is not the same in all the copies. Different manuscripts take different
positions between these two axes. Even where we believe we can discern manu-
scripts clearly influenced by the oral transmission, these manuscripts may be
the accurate copies of others which are actually responsible for this strong in-
fluence of the oral transmission. Accordmgly, these manuscripts will show the
typical phonetlc variations but may contain characteristic errors of the written
transmission as well. This is clearly the case of L 17 (100). It looks like a manu-
script dependent on the recitation, but in fact it is an indirect copy of B3 (230)
and shows errors like the omission of a complete line of B3 (see p. 444).

AsThave discussed in “Building trees” (p. 2901L.), there is no reliable evidence
either for the existence of an archetype of the long liturgy or for one archetype
for each liturgy. And even if there were one archetype, none of the manuscripts
would be a trustworthy copy of it. All our manuscripts are the result of a copy-
ing process combined with exegetical changes and influenced by the practical
ritual life. Even the exegetical manuscripts, which are less perceptible to the in-
fluence of ritual practice, are anything but trustworthy copies of their originals.
The exegetical manuscripts K1 and L4 are both copies of the same original by
the same copyist, and yet they show many, many different readings. Their index
of agreement, when comparing the Avestan text of V10, is just 84,9 %?*? (that is,
only 388 words of a total of 457 are identical in both copies).

Consequently, the Avestan texts have always been edited eclectically (with
the exception, already mentioned, of BRockHAUS’s edition of the Widewdad
ceremony). WESTERGAARD and GELDNER make a historical-critical edition, a
method introduced by LacaMANN in the first half of the 19t century. Both try
to analyse the available manuscripts in order to reconstruct the history of their
copying process so that each manuscript can be evaluated accordingly. How-
ever, the position of the witness in the szemma is not the only criterion for the

22 Data obtained through the Tool for Avestan Textual Criticism (http://ada.usal.es/
analizador) on the basis of a collation made by ANDRrRES-TOLEDO.



462 ALBERTO CANTERA

selection of the readings by these two editors. WesTERGAARD judged the oldest
manuscript of each class to be the best one, but he felt “fully entitled to adopt
from the other classes, or from single manuscripts, those readings that appear
more worthy, even where a modern copy only gives as it were by chance what
is apparently the truer or more correct form” (1852-1854, p. 23). Similarly, for
GELDNER the selection of each reading is made only “after weighing the particu-
lar case individually and under the guidance also of experience and of a certain
feeling” (GELDNER 1886, p. xlvii).??

Actually, HorrmaNN and NARTEN criticised emphatically that GELDNER’s
decisions as to the correct readings were mainly based on text-critical and not
on linguistic arguments (hence the very few textual corrections undertaken by
GELDNER), whereas they considered it inacceptable to edit obviously wrong
forms only because they were the readings unanimously transmitted by the
manuscripts. In the Erlangen school linguistic criteria are more strongly pre-
ferred over text-critical ones than in the case of WESTERGAARD and GELDNER,
although its work is a reaction against the uncontrolled preference of a linguistic
analysis over the forms attested in the manuscripts in Andreas’s theory. Modern
editors follow a similar method: their choices are governed by linguistic and
philological reasons, whenever possible, while text-critical reasoning plays, if
any, a secondary role.*

Although their methodologies differ, the leitmotiv of WESTERGAARD and
GELDNER, on the one hand, and HorrmaNN and NARTEN, on the other, is simi-
lar. WESTERGAARD (1852-1854, p. 23) pretended “to reach the Sassanian original,
or rather to go so far back towards this as the nature of the copies would allow,
without arbitrary emendations”. GELDNER was similarly, if perhaps less opti-
mistically, inclined. His “sole effort” was “to arrive at the stage of the ultimate
and final redaction of the text which took place, in part at least, a considerable
time after the first Yezdegerd” (GELDNER 1886, I, p. xIvi).

23 It has been objected that, instead of taking his own decisions based on this methodol-
ogy, he very often followed the decisions taken earlier by WesTERGAARD (HOFFMANN/
NARTEN 1989, p. 19).

24 However, inconsistencies are frequent. HINTZE (2009, p. 107fL.) assumes, based on the
etymology proposed by her, that the reading hamaspadmaedaiia- /maédaiia-, which is
better attested in the manuscripts, is a mistake in the transmission for hamaspadmaidiia-.
She retains, however, the traditional reading of this festival’s name, although in other
similar cases adduced she proposes corrections (of GELDNER’s text) like maiye for maeye
(V13.37) or maunaibim for maunaefim (Y 40.1). For such problems, a statistical analysis
of fluctuations (between ai and ¢, in this case) would be very convenient. It would be
useful to know if the manuscripts that attest the reading ai instead of a¢ show a tendency
to change a¢ into 4: or, if manuscripts with a¢ attest the contrary tendency. In my view,
in order to be able to accept the reading °maidiia- in the text, it should be attested in at
least one of the best manuscripts of a text type in which the change for aé to ai is very
infrequent. The same criterion would apply for the forms maiye and manunaifim.



Why do we Really Need a New Edition of the Zoroastrian Long Liturgy? 463

While in ANDREAS’s theory the Sasanian Avesta was already a corruption of
the Arsacid Avesta, HorrmaNN (following a similar position held by BaiLEy,
MORGENSTIERNE and HENNING) assumes that the Sasanian Avesta was a very
accurate reproduction of the Avestan texts as they were recited in Sasanian times
when the Avesta script was invented. But the original Sasanian written Avesta
deteriorated in the course of the transmission until the first manuscripts we
know. Nevertheless, according to HOFFMANN a scrutiny of the inconsistencies
in the different manuscripts and within each single manuscript allows us to rec-
ognise the original form that was written in the Sasanian archetype, viz. the way
this word was written when the Avesta was written for the first time.

The invented Avestan script was a very accurate phonetic script, able to re-
produce minimal phonetic variations. Some of these distinctions were no longer
kept from the 13t century onwards or at least the responsible scribes for the
writing of our extant manuscripts were not able to distinguish them clearly.
Nevertheless, the philological and linguistic tools allow us to discover the origi-
nal spelling behind the variety of readings attested in the manuscripts. Thus
HorrMANN was, indeed, able in a series of articles (1971, 1986; HoFFMANN/
NARTEN 1989) to define the original value of all the letters of the Avestan alpha-
bet. For instance, although the manuscripts do not distinguish between s, s and
5,7 HorrMANN (1986) identified the correct distribution (5 < Iir. §; § < Iir. pos-
tonic 7t; § < Iir. ¢i-).2¢ Once we know which was the original form of a word in
the Sasanian written Avesta, then we should edit it in its original written form,
disregarding the readings attested in the manuscripts. The manuscripts are the
way for knowing the original written form of each word, ending or cluster.
Once we have discovered this original shape, the witness of the manuscripts in
each concrete case has a very secondary value. Thus, independently of which §is
attested in a concrete passage for asa- “Order”, since we know that the Sasanian
shape of it was a§a- and not asa- or asa-, we should edit it always as a§a-.

The more significant methodological innovation made by HorrmMANN was
the introduction of a philological and linguistic method for gathering the origi-
nal spelling from the variety of readings attested in the manuscripts. Since the
variants attested in a concrete passage are to a certain extent erratic, the decision
cannot be taken just on the basis of text-critical criteria. The essential features
of this new method are summarised in the first chapter of Der Sassanidische
Archetypus (HOFEMANN/NARTEN 1989, p. 21):

Der philologische Untersuchungsgang hat nach bewahrter Methode fiir jede in
Frage stehende Spracherscheinung der Phonetik, Flexion, Wortbildung, Semantik

25 So it was thought. Nevertheless, I have shown recently that the Iranian liturgical manu-
scripts of the 17t century distinguish quite well between 5 and §. The § is, however, no
longer used in the expected osition, but used as an allograph of § and § before 7.

26 GELDNER also introduced a certain regular distribution, based on the distribution he
found in the usage by MIHRABAN KAYOSROW: § €. g. appears always after x and §'before 7i.
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oder Syntax das Material moglichst vollstindig zu sammeln und jeden Einzel-
beleg nach seiner handschriftlichen Bezeugtheit zu kontrollieren. Abweichungen
von einer eventuell so festgestellten Norm sind daraufhin zu tiberpriifen, ob sie
Uberhaupt der betreffenden Spracherscheinung angehoren oder nicht vielmehr
anders erklart werden miissen. ...

Ist aber eine bestimmte Interpretation durch den Kontext gefordert und damit
ein bestimmter grammatischer Wert fiir jede der dastehenden Wortformen, dann
ist aufgrund des am Gesammtmaterial erarbeiteten philologischen Befundes
auch eine entsprechende Lautgestalt fiir die Wortformen zu postulieren. Die Di-
vergenz zwischen dem philologischen Postulat und dem Uberlieferten stellt das
Problem, dessen Losung es zu suchen gilt.

The editorial decision must therefore be taken on the basis of a complete analysis
of the writings attested for each phonetic, grammatical or lexical unit involved
in a passage. When editing rasnaos'in Y 1.7, for instance, we do not rely just on
the evidence of the manuscripts for this passage and the parallel passages, but we
also check the different spellings attested of the genitive singular of the #- stems
and of the etymological cluster *¢n, and we analyse them trying to discover the
original spelling and the history of the alternative spellings attested. The read-
ings attested in Y 1.7 are:

—  rasnois appears in all the Iranian Pahlavi Yasna, in the Iranian Wisperad
Sade G 18 (2010), in the Indian Yasna Sade L. 17 (100) and B 3 (230) and in the
only Iranian Yasna Sade consulted ML 15285 (60)

—  rasnois in the Iranian Wisperad Sade AQ 3973 (2020)

— rasnois in all Indian Yasna Sade (but L 17 and B 3)

—  rasnaos in the Sanskrit Yasna S1 and as a correction in the Iranian Yasna
Sade ML 15285 (60)

— ra$naos in the Indian Pahlavi Yasna J2 (500) and M 1 (530)

—  rasnaosin K5 (510).

In the Widéwdad ceremony VS 1.3 corresponds to Y 1.7 and in the Wistasp Yast
ceremony VytS1.3. All the Iranian and Indian Sades show ras%0is in this passage,
except Mf2 (4020) and the modern part of Widewdad Atabak which have rasnaois.

The § corresponding to an Iir. j before 7 should be § according to Horr-
MANN’s distribution and, in fact, § is clearly better represented in the manu-
scripts. More difficult is the problem of the ending. Although the ending -aos
is limited to the exegetical Indian manuscripts in this passage, NARTEN (1969)
has shown in a general analysis of the ending of the genitive singular of the -
stems that the standard form in Young Avestan is -aos. She assumes that -0z
is a learned change of -a05 into -075 because of the rareness of the ending -aos.
Thus we should edit rasnaos according to Horrmann’s method, although this
reading is not attested in Y 1.7 and 7asn015 is the best attested reading. GELDNER
edited rasnaos, since it is the form attested in Mihraban’s manuscripts and he
gives often the preeminence to Mihraban’s readings.
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The paper of K. HoreMANN about the accusative plural of the thematic stems
(HorrMANN 1970) is paradigmatic of this approach, as is NARTEN’s paper, men-
tioned above (p. 464), on the genitive singular of the #-stems.?”

Although HOFFMANN never edited an Avestan text, his methodology has
been applied to most subsequent editions of Avestan texts, and his translitera-
tion and method have been common features of most new editions of Avestan
texts ever since. In fact, it has been the final impulse behind most of the editions
of single Avestan texts produced in the past years The first edition following
this methodology was NARTEN’s Yasna Haptaghaiti (NARTEN 1986a) and many
followed (cf. HinTZE’s “On editing the Avesta”). This methodological change
would in itself have justified a new edition of the Avesta. Yet some aspects of this
methodology are worth a deeper reflexion. This cannot and will not be done
here, GELDNER’s dependence on Mihraban and his lack of systematic methodol-
ogy in the choice of readings being sufficient in itself to show the necessity of a
new edition of the Avestan texts (and this is the aim of this paper). Nevertheless,
I deem advisable to start a discussion about some editorial problems raised by
the systematic application of HOFFMANN’s method with a series of very general
remarks. These difficulties differ in nature and range. On the one hand, the
theoretical frame that entitles us to edit the ritual texts in their Sasanian shape
might be illusive. On the other hand, the resulting text might be incoherent
from the chronological point of view and show an illusory uniformity.

HorrMANN (as WESTERGAARD and GELDNER before him) assumes a linear
history of the Avestan manuscripts descending from the Sasanian archetype
to the hyparchetypes (the Yazd-original for WESTERGAARD) and then to the
extant manuscripts. Therefore, the result of the analysis of the variants in the
manuscripts is the original form in the Sasanian archetype, that is, the way in
which the oral recitation in the Sasanian times was put into the written form in
Sasanian times. Since all our texts derive from this Sasanian archetype, we are
entitled to edit them in their oldest written shape. Actually, the linearity of the
transmission from the alleged Sasanian archetype is questioned several times in
this volume. Our manuscripts reproduce the text of different liturgies and do
not derive from the Sasanian Great Avesta. They derive from a parallel liturgi-
cal collection (according to KELLENS) or rather they reproduce the descriptions
of the ceremonies used in the priestly schools for the training of priests.?® The
liturgical Avestan texts preserved in the manuscripts do not derive from the

27 There are numerous contributions with similar methodology and target. I quote only
some of the most representative samples: NARTEN 1975; SCHINDLER 1982; KELLENS 1986,
1997; NARTEN 1986a; DE VAAN 2000, 2003; TREMBLAY 2009.

28 Infact, whena ceremony is no longer celebrated, it ceases to be copied. Thus, the Sasanian
Bayan Yast ceremony is not to be found in the extant manuscripts because it was probably
no longer celebrated from the 13t century on. Manuscripts of the Wistasp Yast ceremony
are only of Iranian origin, probably because this ceremony was not celebrated in India.
The collective character is obvious, however, for the Xwardag Abastag and the Yast.
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Great Avesta, but are guides for the really celebrated ceremonies that can have
been written down at different times and in different places. Consequently, we
cannot assume that all manuscripts of the ceremonies derive from a Sasanian
original, which is why, if we edit them in their Sasanian shape, we might be
creating illusory texts or shaping them in a way in which they have never been
written down. In fact, different orthographic conventions like the abbreviations
(cf. TREMBLAY in this volume, p. 1181.) for the ritual Avesta and the texts sur-
viving from the Great Avesta (like the Husparom) might reveal different schools
and perhaps different chronologies for the writing down of both collections.

Furthermore, the simplification of the recitation and the loss of the distinc-
tive pronunciation of different sounds are progressive. Thus the manuscripts
show different degrees of confusion for different phenomena. Whereas there is
very little evidence of the real use of the Avestan letter for ¢ in the manuscripts
or even less of the original value of the initial y used in India, the distribution
between § and § is still quite correct in the Iranian manuscripts of the 17" cen-
tury. Therefore, we can assume that the confusion of nasal p and ¢ took place
before the confusion between §and 5. Consequently, if we edit our texts with the
original distribution between ¢ (for p) and ¢, we give the text either in its origi-
nal written shape or at least in the shape of a stage older than the one reproduced
if we kept to the original distribution of § and 5. Only if we chose the Sasanian
archetype as a chronological horizon were we entitled to edit our ritual texts in
their reconstructed original written shape.

While HorrmaNN worked mainly on the basis of the incomplete data pro-
vided by GELDNER in his text-critical apparatus, we have today at our disposal,
thanks to the Avestan Digital Archive, an important set of manuscripts so that
an analysis of the orthographic conventions in each manuscript and group of
manuscripts is p0331b1e Thus we are able to learn about the degree of confusion
of the pronunciation of some sounds in different places and at different times.
This knowledge will allow us to take a more conscious decision about the chro-
nology of the text we want to edit.

If we decide to reconstruct the oldest stage of the written Avesta for all texts
(which still remains, of course, a legitimate decision) and try to edit the oldest
available form, we must be aware that we will then probably be reconstructing
an incoherent text from the chronological point of view. While the existence of
dead letters and other analyses often allows us to reconstruct a likely version
of the Sasanian shape of the Avestan texts, as often as not they do not. A very
unpretentious example: which was the original shape of the diphthong ao? Was
it ad or ao?

The problem becomes even more acute if instead of asking about the phonetic
pronunciation of each phonetic cluster, we ask about the date of the introduc-
tion of some conscious changes made to the text. Thus in Y 1.9 the manuscripts
show fraouruuaestrimai, although the original form is probably “fraoraestrimai.
The attested form is influenced by the simple urunaestrima-, but when was the



Why do we Really Need a New Edition of the Zoroastrian Long Liturgy? 467

original form changed into fraourunaéstrimai? The restitution of the simple
form in compounds can be pre-Sasanian, Sasanian or later. Even in the course
of the written transmission of the texts, we find instances of such reintroduc-
tions of the simple in compounds. A clear case is the change of hudamano into
hudimano in Y 1.1 in most of the Iranian manuscripts because of the influence
of hudd. Since the oldest Iranian liturgical manuscript (Ave 976 [4000]) retains
the old form, it is likely that the simple h#d4 was introduced into the compound
independently in India and Iran in the course of the written transmission. And
similar questions arise, for instance, in the case of extended dedicatories that ap-
pear only in the Indian versions of the ceremonies. Should we edit them in their
Sasanian shape or as they appear in the manuscripts?

The last problem posed by HorrmanN’s editorial methodology is, so to
speak, a natural consequence of it. Since the aim is to reduce the diversity of
witnesses to the original form, it artificially produces a linguistic uniformity. It
assumes that the oral transmission was so accurate that in Sasanian times all the
original phonetic groups were transmitted exactly in the same way (for exam-
ple, that the minimal distinction between # and 77 was kept throughout all the
texts) and that all the texts were written down from a very accurate source in
an equally accurate manner. But a different picture of the writing down of the
Avestan rituals is more likely: the rituals were written down in different places
and at different times by different transcribers. Thus, a certain degree of variety
is to be assumed and the reconstructed uniformity might be illusory. Whereas
GELDNER (1886, I, p. 1) tried to be “as consistent as possible without doing too
much violence to the text as transmitted”,?” and after finishing his work he even
said that he should have admitted some further inconsistencies into the text, the
new methodology feels free to create consistencies everywhere.

In fact, the manuscripts are hardly consistent, even in cases where they seem
to be so. The case of 71 is a good example. According to HOFFMANN and NARTEN
(1989, p. 5911.) 77 was originally always used before i(7z) and e. The Iranian manu-
scripts make frequent use of the 7, while in the Indian ones it appears only very
rarely. Before i its use is regular in the oldest hturglcal Iranian manuscrlpts
On the other hand, it is only rarely used before 7 and e (e.g. Y 9.2 staomaisie in
M{2 [4020] that appears as staomairi in G 18b [2010] and stomaini in M115284
[20], whereas the rest of manuscripts show 7). Nevertheless, as already noticed
by BARTHOLOMAE (1883, p. 194f.) and HorrmaNN and NARTEN (1989, p. 60),

29 BrockHAUS, on the other hand (1850), decided to reflect in his diplomatic edition of
the Widewdad ceremony the orthographic differences of the two manuscripts used by
him. Nevertheless, he dispensed with some very frequent differences that he considered
paleographical, like the one between a0 and ao.

30 But even there the attestation in the manuscripts is not regular. Thus, in VS1.2 (=Y 1.2)
asniiaeibiio appears in the Iranian Widéwdad Side manuscripts 4000 (Ave 976) and 4051
(the new part of Widéwdad Atabak), whereas in the rest of the Iranian manuscripts we
find asniiaeibiio.
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the frequent verb rizunaédaiiemi appears in almost all Iranian manuscripts sys-
tematically spelt with an 7. However, I have not found other examples of the
preverb ni spelt with an 7. Even in the same phonetic context it always appears
as ni- (niunazaiti V5.8, niunaitis Y 10.16, etc.). This might be explained in dif-
ferent ways: a historical spelling in this endlessly repeated word or an emphatic
pronunciation in the very initial position, for example. In any case, even if the
Sasanian pronunciation of the preverb ni- was 7z, should we always edit it as
7i- against the witness of the manuscripts and brush aside the clear distribution
attested in the manuscripts? Or should we limit the use of 7 to riiunaédaiiemi
and be inconsistent regarding the use of 7 before i from the point of view of
the historical phonetics? Or must we assume that 7 was created for palatalised
n before 7i and that only in Iran this letter was sometimes used for the more
palatalised pronunciation of 7 before i and e? There are numerous examples like
these, where the best choice from the point of view of textual criticism (777 only
in 7iiunaédaiiemi) produces inconsistencies from the linguistic point of view.

In fact, even in the practice of the Erlangen school the expected coherence
is not always restored. For instance, the analysis of NARTEN (1969) of the geni-
tive singular of the #-stems shows some reliable results: the ending is -5u$ in
Old Avestan and -aos in Young Avestan. However, some Old Avestan forms
(moarabiaos, hudanaos, paraos, arazaos and yaos) appear modernised in the
manuscripts. Since the manuscripts are consistent in the modernised forms,
these are retained in the editions, although we do not know the date of such a
modernisation. Yet in other cases, like the distribution of §, § and §, the tendency
is to edit the form in their original written shape disregarding the material evi-
dence in each passage.

Future editions should lay down clear criteria about their procedure and ex-
pressly define the stage of language they want to edit. Under which conditions
are we prepared to edit the form expected according to our linguistic or philo-
logical criteria against the evidence of textual criticism? Only when the expected
form is attested in the specific passage, even though it should be rejected ac-
cording to text-critical criteria? Or when the evidence appears in other passages
attesting the same grammatical form or the same cluster?’' Or even without any
evidence in the manuscripts at all?*?> A deep reflection about our editorial meth-
odology seems to be necessary. HOFFMANN’s work has revealed the deficiencies
of WESTERGAARD’s and GELDNER’s method and has inaugurated a new era in the
edition of the Avesta, but the rules of this process still need to be clearly defined.

Because of the limited access of HOFFMANN to the original manuscripts, lit-
tle importance is given to the individual value of each manuscript or groups of

31 Inthis case, we should then probably correct the modernised g.sg. marabiiaos, etc., into

moarabiisus.
32 Cf. PErazzINT’s hyperbolic words used programmatically by HINTZE as an opening for
her paper “On editing the Avesta™ “... nor should any text be sacred, unless it has first

been perfectly emended.”
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manuscripts. While the linguistic and philological tools and the comparison
with the attested forms were perfectly developed in HorrmaNN’s method, the
proper text-critical analysis received only little attention. However, for the cor-
rect evaluation of the readings attested in a manuscript, it is important to know
its position in the stemma of its group of manuscripts, its degree of influence
of the ritual-oral transmission®® and, above all, its orthographical uses and con-
ventions.>*

The text-critical apparatus

As mentioned at the beginning of this article, HINTZE and ANDRES-TOLEDO
express some pertinent criticism of the critical apparatus offered by GELDNER
in his edition, most of which holds for WESTERGAARD’s apparatus, too. I shall
therefore limit myself here to some extra considerations concerning the size of
the apparatus.

The extreme variability of the each single word within the impressive ho-
mogeneity of the text poses several problems when creating an apparatus. An
exhaustive apparatus will become so enormous that it would complicate the
use of the edition and still more the use of the apparatus proper. GELDNER in-
cludes only relevant variants of the most important manuscripts. He defines his
method as follows (GELDNER 1896, p. lii):

The variant readings have been selected in such a manner as to allow a judgement
to be formed regarding the most important manuscripts, so far as possible with-
out personal examination. In cases where the text is quite uncertain, the attempt
has been made to give as complete a picture as possible. [...] In the notes, there-
fore, when a divergent reading is cited and is quoted from several manuscripts, it
answers with absolute exactness only to the first manuscript; on the manuscripts
that follow, one or other of the above mentioned differences may exist.

33 Usually the exegetical manuscripts are less influenced by the ritual practice and there-
fore, although I attach more importance to the liturgical manuscripts when it comes to
establishing the text, the witness of the exegetical manuscripts seems important when
deciding between minimal variations. But there are huge differences even between the
liturgical manuscripts. Manuscripts B3 and L17 show a great influence of the ritual
practice and their variants are strongly influenced by the oral transmission, but they
(especially B 3) preserve a “better text” than other more accurate manuscripts. They are
useful for the establishment of the text, but not for the choice of variants.

34 For instance, a group of Iranian manuscripts (like the Yasna Sade M115285 [60] and
the Widéwdad Sades 4031 [the first part of Ave992] and M115283 [4100]) often shows
instead of u (zantamaica Y 1.4, daxiiamaica Y 1.5). This helps to locate the three manu-
scripts with some probability in the same sphere and makes it impossible at the same
time to use one @ appearing in these manuscripts as evidence for editing a form with &
(against # in other witnesses), even if the form with @ might be preferred from a linguistic
or philological point of view.
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Modern editions, since they are mostly based on GELDNER, inevitably have the
same selection of variants. Editions making use of some of the manuscripts,
but essentially still based on GELDNER, quote GELDNER and additionally all
the readings of the consulted manuscripts (although with different criteria
than GELDNER, since they mostly quote each variant of the used manuscript or
manuscripts).

But when trying to produce a new edition which is no longer to be based
on GELDNER but directly on the manuscrlpts, we face the danger of produc-
ing a huge apparatus, most of whose variant readings will be pure phonetica or
orthographica and not offer any additional information. Even if we opted for a
negative apparatus in which only the witnesses of the alternative readings would
be quoted, the outcome would be an enormous apparatus, difficult to use and in
which important alternative readings might be easily overseen. A good example
is the following sample edition of Y 1.2 based only on a selection of manuscripts
and using sigla that produce a shorter apparatus:

Y1.2

Hiunaedaiiemi. hankaraiiemi. vayhaune. manayhe. asai. vahbistai. xsafrai.
vairiiai. spantaiiai. armatae. hawrunatbiia. amoratatbiia. gaus. tasne. gaus.
urune. afre. aburahe. mazdd. yaetustomai. amasangm. spantangm.

Y 1.2,2 diuuaédaiiemi hankaraiiemi] abbr. 420 (niuuagdiiaemi), 4041 (4. h.), 4100 (A.
h.) | Aluuaédaiiemi] niuuaé-daiiemi 83 (vl. niuuaé-daiieme 4220). niuuaé-daiiaémi 100.
niuuaédaiieimi 110. naiuuae-saiiaimi 235. niuuaeidaiiemi 4250 | hankaraiiemi] han.
karataéme 100. honkaraiiemi 110. hankaraiiaemi 235 | vaghauue] vaghuue A (-40; ac. 60),
2010,4000. vaghuiie 570. vaghauua 120 | managhe] managha 2020 | a3ai] asai A 12,100,235
3 vahistai] vahistai 4250. vahe-$tae 100. vahestai « 1, 4240 x3abrai] x$abrai A (-40; pc. 60),
510. x$trai 4031 | vairiiai] vaeriiae a2 spontaiiai] spom-taiae a2. spantaiid 82, 120, 2010,
420 (vl. spantaiid), 570 (vl. spantaiid), 4000, 4060. spantaiia 4100 | irmatoe] armaetoe o2
(vl. armae-toe 100). armaito€ a1 (-235) A 11, 410. armaitoe 450. armaté 2010 (ac.). armaité
I'1 (pc. 2010) 81, 235, 570, 4020. armaito 4230, 4240. aramaito€ 400. armatoi§ 4020, 4031
(vl. [.Jramatdis), 4060, 4100 hauruuatbiia] hauruuat-biia 110, 2010, 4100, 4230 (pc.), 4240.
haouruuat-biia 235. hauruuatabia «2. hauruuadbiia 410, 2020, 4220. haoruuatbiié 570.
huruuatbiia 4010 (ac.) huruuat-biia 120, 4230 (ac.) 4 amorotatbiia] amorotat-biia A1
(-235), 4100, 4240, 4250. amorotatabiia 4230. amoaratata-bia ¢2. amoaratadbiia 2010. °biio
4010 (ac.) | gous 1] giu§ 4031 | tasne] tas$ni « (-120), 450, 570. tasna 420. tasne A2 (-570) I'1,
4031. tSnei 4230. tasni 120 | gous2] gius 4031 | urune] urue 4010 (ac.). uruni 120 | afre]
26ra 420. 2615 4010 (ac.), 4240. 26ri 4020. aBrahe 120 5 yactustomai] yaet-ustomai A (-40).
yaétu$tuma o 2. yetustomai 110 (ac.), 570. ya&tustomai d (vl. °timai 4230). yaetustomai 110
(pc.), 130. yé-tustomai A 12,409. yatu$tomai 420 (vl. yo-tuStomai), 4031, 4051. yaitustimai
235. yaetiStumai A 2!, yaétuStoma 4000 | amosanagm] amoaSanam a (-235), 400, 410, 4060,
4230. amoaSnam A 11, 450, 235, 570, 4240, 4250 spontanam] spom-tanam 230. spantanam
420. om. 4100

Thus, four lines of Avestan text take almost one complete page of the edition,
although from the point of view of the text constitution only a few of them
might be of interest:
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vaphauue] vaghuue A (-40; ac. 60), 2010, 4000. vaghuiie 570. vaghauua 120

spontaiiai] spontaiid 82, 120, 2010, 420 (vl. spantaiid), 570 (vl. spantaiid), 4000, 4060.
spontaiia 4100

armatae] armatois 4020, 4031 (v1. [Jramatois), 4060, 4100

a6re] 26r6 4010 (ac.). aBrahe 120

It is obviously very impractical to include all the phonetica and orthographica
as done in the sample. A distinction between significant variant readings on the
one hand and phonetica/orthographica on the other, and a division of both into
two separate apparatuses would make the use of the apparatus more comfort-

able:

Y1.2

hinuaédaiiemi. hankaraiiemi. vayhaune. manayhe. asai. vahistai. xsafrai.
vairiiai. spantaiiai. armatae. hawrunatbiia. amoratatbiia. gous. tasne. gous.
urune. aOre. aburabe. mazdd. yaetustomai. amasangm. spantangm.

Y 1.2,2 vaghauue] vaghuue A (-40; ac. 60), 2010, 4000. vaghuiie 570. vaghauua 120
| spantaiiai] spantaiid 62, 120, 2010, 420 (vl. spantaiid), 570 (vl. spantaiid), 4000, 4060.
spantaiia 4100 | armatoe] armatoi§ 4020, 4031 (vl. [Jramatais), 4060, 410 | afre] abra 420.
3015 4010 (ac.), 4240, a6ri 4020. 36rahe 120

Y 1.2,2 fiiuuaédaiiemi hankaraiiemi] abbr. 420 (niuuaédiiaemi), 4041 (4. h.), 4100
(4. h.) | Aluuaédaiiemi] niuuaé-daiiemi 63 (vl. niuuaé-daiieme 4220). niuuaé-daiiaémi
100. niuuaédaiieimi 110. naiuuae-saiiaimi 235. niuuaeidaiiemi 4250 | hankaraiiemi] han.
karatagme 100. honkaraiiemi 110. hankaraiiaemi 235 | mananghe] mananha 2020 | a3ai]
asai A 12, 100, 235 3 vahistai] vahistai 4250. vahe-$tae 100. vahestai a1, 4240 x3afrai]
x3afrai A (-40; pc. 60), 510. x3trai 4031 | vairiiai] vaeriide a2 spontaiiii] spom-taiae o2
| armatoe] armaetoe o2 (vl. armae-toe 100). armaitoé a1 (-235) A 1!, 410. armaitoe 450.
armaté 2010 (ac.). armaité I'1 (pc. 2010) 81, 235, 570, 4020. armaito 4230, 4240. aramaitoé
400. | hauruuatbiia] hauruuat-biia 110, 2010, 4100, 4230 (pc.), 4240. haouruuat-biia 235.
hauruuatabia 2. hauruuadbiia 410, 2020, 4220. haoruuatbiié 570. huruuatbiia 4010 (ac.)
huruuat-biia 120, 4230 (ac.) 4 amoratatbiia] amoaratat-biia A1 (-235), 4100, 4240, 4250.
amoratatabiia 4230. amoaratata-bia «2. amoratadbiia 2010. °biid 4010 (ac.) | gous1] giu§
4031 | tasne] tasni « (-120), 450, 570. ta$na 420. taSne A2 (-570) I'1, 4031. tSnei 4230.
tasni 120 | gou§2] gius§ 4031 | urune] urue 4010 (ac.). uruni 120 5 yaétu$tomai] yaét-
uStomai A (-40). yaétuStuma 2. yetustomai 110 (ac.), 570. yaétustomai o (vl. °timai
4230). yaetustomai 110 (pc.), 130. yé-tustomai A 12, 409. yatustomai 420 (vl. yo-tuStomai),
4031, 4051. yaitustimai 235. yaétiStumai A 2'. yaétu$toma 4000 | amoSangm] amoSanam o
(-235), 400, 410, 4060, 4230. amoS$nam A 1!, 450, 235, 570, 4240, 4250 spontanam] spom-
tanam 230. spantanam 420. om. 4100

Thus the real variant readings are easily recognised, but the apparatus continues
to be too long. I therefore believe it is possible to do without the apparatus of
phonetica/orthographica to make our edition even more user-friendly:

Y1.2

ninuaédaiiemi. hankaraiiemi. vaghaune. manayhe. asai. vahistai. xsafrai.
vairiiai. spantaiiai. armatae. hawrunatbiia. amoratatbiia. gous. tasne. gous.
urune. aOre. aburabe. mazdd. yaetustomai. amasangm. spantangm.
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Y 1.2,2 vaghauue] vaghuue A (-40; ac. 60), 2010, 4000. vaghuiie 570. vaghauua 120
| spantaiidi] spantaiid 62, 120, 2010, 420 (vl. spantaiid), 570 (vl. spantaiid), 4000, 4060.
spontaiia 4100 | armatoe] armatoi§ 4020, 4031 (vl. [Jramatdis), 4060, 410 | afre] abra 420.
20r6 4010 (ac.), 4240. a6ri 4020. abrahe 120

Omitting the apparatus of orthographica is, in my opinion, only possible under
two conditions:

1. The print edition is complementary to an electronic edition. In this elec-
tronic edition a complete collation of the witnesses is available so that the
different orthographical variants are easy to consult. In fact, today any new
edition of the Avesta or of some Avestan texts should not be conceived just
as a book, but as a set of tools including the print edition, an electronic edi-
tion and a digital publication of the manuscripts in facsimile, where possible,
or in the form of complete and accurate transcriptions, when facsimiles are
for some reason out of the question.

2. The introduction to the edition must include a catalogue of the principal
phonetica/orthographica and of the most usual conventions in each manu-
script and group of manuscripts.

Alternatively, the apparatus of phonetica and orthographica could be printed at
the end of the volume or in a separate volume.

Another important feature that could help to make the apparatus easier to
use and more clear is the use of sigla. Different manuscripts can be grouped
under a siglum when for some reasons they usually share the same readings. It is
very frequent, for instance, that manuscripts of the same text types share similar
readings, therefore it would be very convenient to use sigla for the different text
types like Indian Widéwdad Sade or Iranian Pahlavi Yasna, etc.

Furthermore, we can detect within each text type groups of manuscripts that
often share the same readings, for instance because they are genealogically re-
lated or because they belong to the same priestly school. Thus we find among
the oldest Indian Yasna Sade two clear sets of manuscripts that can be grouped
in sigla: 1. B3 (230) and L 17 (100); and 2. K11 (110), Lb2 (120), G26 (234) and
G97 (235). A clear coherent group also appears within the Indian Widewdad
Sade manuscripts: R278 (4220), O 2 (4250), P 1 (4260), on the one hand, and B2
(4210) and T 46 (4240), on the other.

The number of similar groups already known to us is quite important and it
will increase as our analysis of the manuscripts progresses.
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Conclusions

A new edition of the Avesta is definitely one of the tasks Avestan studies have to
face. GELDNER’s edition has served its purpose for more than a century, but to-
day important methodological changes and advancements in each aspect of the
editorial process make a new edition necessary. In the collectio fontium, besides
the imperative of autopsy of the sources (very often disregarded by GELDNER),
new important manuscripts have appeared, mainly in Iran. Unfortunately, no
systematic search of manuscripts was undertaken in Iran prior to GELDNER’s
edition. In a simplifying manner, we could say that WESTERGAARD’s edition
covered the manuscripts available in Europe; GELDNER’s edition, the Indian
ones; and the future edition of the Avesta should incorporate and highlight the
Iranian manuscripts.

Moreover, GELDNER’s analysis of the manuscripts was quite superficial and
has thus hidden important facts. An individualised analysis of each manuscript
is one of the pending tasks of Avestan philology. Further, GELDNER’s methodol-
ogy for determining the dependencies between manuscripts is not appropriate
for the Avestan transmission and for the strong interrelation between copy-
ing, ritual practice and ritual teaching. Variants did not merely spread through
the process of copying, but also through priestly authority and ritual practice.
Consequently, the principle of agreement in error, which is the basis of GELD-
NER’s analysis of the dependencies between manuscripts, loses its decisiveness.
A new methodology for the analysis of dependencies, based on other principles,
must be developed. The Tool for Avestan Text Criticism, presented in my paper
“Building trees” is a first tentative approach to this problem.

Perhaps the most important reasons for the necessity of a new edition of the
Avesta concern the constitutio textus. On the one hand, GELDNER basically ed-
ited the text of the exegetical manuscripts including variants of the ritual manu-
scripts. This has made it difficult to be aware of the true ritual nature of the
preserved Avestan texts. The basis for a new edition of the ritual Avesta must be
the liturgical manuscripts.

On the other hand, concerning the selection of readings to be included in the
text, HOFFMANN’s works on the Avestan script and transmission have brought
about a new methodology for the choice of the readings for each single word.
This revolution of the Avestan studies by K. HorrmaNN has stimulated an im-
portant editorial activity in the last forty years and its one important argument
for a new edition of the Avesta, although some further discussion would be
advisable.

Further reasons could be added to the list, such as GELDNER’s arrangement,
often criticised, of the critical apparatus, the fact that his edition is incomplete,
etc., but in my view the main arguments are the insufficient analysis of the
manuscripts and the deficiencies in the text constitution.
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A new edition of the Avesta is indeed required, but a new one that tries to
solve all the principal weaknesses of available editions. Recent editions of single
Avestan texts were based mainly on GELDNER’s data (in some cases supple-
mented with additional manuscripts). Their fundamental aims were to adapt
GELDNER’s text to the new shape of the Avesta introduced by HorrmanN, to
offer a better organised critical apparatus and to present some alternative read-
ings to GELDNER’s text. Despite the contribution such editions have made to
our understanding of the Avesta and of the single texts, they are not suited to
substitute GELDNER’s edition of the Avesta or to solve all its problems.

A new edition of the Avestan long liturgy must be based on the autopsy of the
manuscripts as well as on a new analysis of the transmission, and it must repro-
duce the ritual and variable character of the recitatives of the Avestan liturgies
(especially when editing texts of the long liturgy).
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