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RESUME

L’article présente une nouvelle transcription, translittération et traduction de la partie
centrale du colophoen pehlevi des manuscrits avestiques Pt4 et M4, dans lequel est relatée
I"histoire des manuscrits. Ceci nous améne 4 interpréter la préface différemment de nos
prédécesseurs : la réunion du texte avestique et du texte pehlevi dans un méme manuscrit
doit étre datée d’avant 1020, et pas d’une date plus tardive comme il €tait admis jusqu’a
présent,
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SUMMARY

This paper provides a transcription, transliteration and translation of the central part
of the Pahlavi colophon to the Avestan manuscripts Pt4 and Mf4, in which the history of
the manuscripts is recounted. This leads us to interpret the preface differently from our
predecessors: the reunion of the Avestan and the Pahlavi texis in one manuscript must be
dated before 1020 AD rather than after it, as was hitherto assumed.

Keywords: Avestan; Pahlavi (language); manuscripts; colephon.

*

The Avestan manuscript class of the Iranian Pahlavi Yasna (IrPY) is
one of the most important manuscript classes in which the Avestan text of
the Yasna ritual has been preserved.' It has not been subject to extensive
manuscript copying, nor does it show as much influence of the Vulgate
pronunciation as some of the other Avestan manuscript classes do.

The authors wish to thank Philip Huyse (Paris) for valuable remarks on an earlier
version of this paper.
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The I+PY is primarily represented by three manuscripts, commonly
known since Geldner’s Avesta edition (1886-96) as Pt4 (written in 1780),
Mf4 (shortly after 1780) and Mf1 (1741). Geldner (p. XXIVft.) has shown
that they are all copies of the same ancestral manuscript, which Geldner
calls *Ms. of Hoshang’, and which he dates to approximately 1478 AD.
Especially Pt4 and Mf4 stand very close to each other, preserving the lay-
out of a manuscript in which the Avestan Yasna text is interrupted by the
Pahlavi {ranslation after every sentence. Mfl has extracted only the Aves-
tan text of its original, and shows traces of adopting the spelling of a dif-
ferent manuscript class, viz. that of the Iranian Vidévdad siade (IrVS,
comprising the mss. Mf2, Jpl and K4); the IrVS is characterized by the
fact that the Avestan is given without Pahlavi translation. This reduces the
reliability of Mf1 for the reconstruction of the IrPY manuscript class; since
it is furthermore impossible to consult Mf1 in Europe, we shall in the fol-
lowing be concerned with Pt4 and Mf4.

I

In Geldner’s days, Pt4 belonged to the family collection of the Dastiir
Darab Peshotan Sanjana; hence the abbreviation Pt. Pt4 became available
to Geldner only after he had started sending his Yasna edition to press,
which is why the text variants of Pt4 have not always been given their due
weight in determining the form of the head text. This is in accordance with
the information given by Ethé (1930: 1337) about the vicissitudes of Pt4.
Ethé tells us that in March 1891, Pt4 was presented as a gift by Peshotan
Sanjana to the Bodleian Library in Oxford, where a facsimile was made.
Both the manuscript and the facsimile were returned to Bombay in June
1893, where Peshotan kept the manuscript; he sent the facsimile back to
Oxford in November 1894,

This facsimile was never published, and we have not met any reference
to scholars consulting either the manuscript in Bombay or the facsimile in
Oxford. During a visit to the Bodleian Library in 1998, de Vaan consulted
the facsimile, and on his request a microfilm was made, in order to facili-
tate future consultation. A copy of this microfilm was made for the Leiden
University Library.

The manuscript Mf4 (from the collection of the Mulia Firuz Library in
Bombay) came at Geldner’s disposal only after he had finished all of the
Yasna edition. Therefore, it does not appear in his critical apparatus, but
the evidence of Mf4 can now be fully exploited through the facsimile edi-
tion by JamaspAsa 1976.

Even though Pt4 and Mf4 offer nearly the same text, the handwriting is
different. The letter of Pt4 is smaller and a little less gracious than that of
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Mf4; furthermore, Pt4 has 21 lines to the page, whereas Mf4 has 17 lines
per page.

I

Scholars trying to reconstruct the filiation of the Avestan manuscripts
have always paid special attention to the Pahlavi introduction to Pt4 and
Mf4, in which the preface written by Hdsang to his manuscript is repro-
duced. This preface recounts the names of his predecessors and the history
of the origin of the Iranian Pahlavi Yasna. As the name of one of the ear-
lier copyists, a certain Mahwindad, seems to correspond with a Mahwin-
dad known to have signed a colophon to the Dénkard in the year 1020 AD,
the importance attached to the preface to Ptd4 and Mf4 becomes under-
standable: the date of 1020 is the earliest known date connected with a
surviving Avestan manuscript.

Geldner only discusses the preface to Pt4, which he has probably con-
sulted in Oxford between March 1891 and June 1893. He does not express
himself about the preface to Mf4 — he merely states about the Avestan and
Pahlavi of the Yasna texts that “in general, however, Pt4, surpasses its
sister manuscript in correctness.” In his discussion of the Avestan litera-
ture (1896-1904, in reality written in 1895 just like the Prolegomena to his
Avesta edition), Geldner does not provide extra information. He states that
Pi4 is more correct and therefore probably somewhat older than Mf4, and
claims that the preface to Pt4 reproduces that of its original, as we have
seen above. This last remark may give a reader the impression that the
preface to Pt4 is different from that of Mf4, an understandable but wrong
impression, as we shall see below. In his discussion of the Pahlavi Yasna,
West (1896-1904: 84-85) quotes an extract from the Pahlavi preface to
Pt4 (p. 3) together with an English translation of the text, which contains
the part in which the names of Ho8ang and his precursors are enumerated.

The next important step was taken by Dhabhar in 1923, who repro-
duced (p. 90-92) and translated into English the whole of the colophon to
Mf4. At one point of the text, the two translations differ in their interpreta-
tion of the Pahlavi (see below), but in 1949: 7, Dhabhar sides with West. It
is clear that West (Pt4) and Dhabhar (Mf4) had the same Pahlavi text in
front of them.

Another important observation made by Dhabhar was the presence of a
second colophon in the middle of the Yasna text of Mf4, which had appar-
ently escaped previous scholars. On pages 599-600, afier the text of Yasna
61, there appears a short Pahlavi text of thirteen lines, in which Hogang
himself states the date of his completion of the manuscript, being the day
Vad of the month Amurdad of the year 864 of the Yazdagird era (= AD
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1495). Dhabhar translates this text in full. The date of 1495 serves to cor-
rect the date of 1478 AD which was used as an approximate date for
Hosang’s original because HoSang has signed other manuscripts in that
year, cf. Geldner 1886-96: XXV* Surprisingly, this second colophon
which we find in Mf4 is absent from Pt4. This shows that Pt4 and Mf4
may not be copies of (entirely) the same model.

Dhabhar repeats his observations on Mf4 in his discussion of the
manuscripts used for his edition of the Pahlavi Yasna in 1949 (p. 7f.),
where he also states to have used a ms. T54 of Navsari, which represents
an Indian copy of Pt4.

Iv.

The two manuscripts Pt4 and Mf4 are thus in an unequal state of inves-
tigation, due to circumstances. Whereas Geldner stressed the importance
of Pt4 and kept silent about Mf4 simply because Pt4 was the first of the
two which he received, Dhabhar in his publications is more ¢laborate
about Mf4 because that is the original manuscript present in the Bombay
library, while of Pt4 he knew only a later copy. In Europe, Mf4 has been
readily available since the publication of the facsimile in 1976, while the
presence of a copy of Pt4 fell into oblivion until Kellens drew attention to
it (1998: 461).

Geldner’s insistence on Pt4 and his statement that some of the details
of the preface to that ms. are unclear, led Kellens to suggest that a re-exa-
mination of the colophon of Pt4 could be worthwhile. With the aid of the
microfilm made in Oxford, this is what we have done. Before presenting
the results, we can already give away that the Pahlavi prefaces of Mf4 and
Pt4 agree on nearly every word. No new information is added by Pt4
which was not already available in Mf4. The first and the last part of the
preface consist of stereotype formulae of praise of Ohrmazd, curses
towards Ahriman and his companions, and praise of the Mazdayasnian
religion and the Avesta. The translation of these parts can be found in
Dhabhar 1923: 114-117. In this paper, we will provide a transcription,
transliteration and translation of the central part of the Pahlavi preface in
Pt4-Mf4, in which the history of the manuscript(s) is recounted. Qur
translation differs in some important aspects from the previous ones; we
will discuss these points and their consequences in sections VI and VIL In
section VIII, a transliteration, transcription and translation of the second
colophon in Mf4 will be given.
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The system of transliteration follows MacKenzie 1971. In the foot-

notes we will give the variae lectiones, so that it will be possible to
reconstruct the individual texts of Pt4 and Mf4 from the synopsis. For easy
reference, we have numbered the lines of the transliteration; the original
layout of the manuscript pages is not regarded, but we have indicated the
page breaks in Pt4 and M4 between square brackets.

Transliteration:

1

10

[Mf4 page 4, line 6, Pt4 page 2, line 21]

APS pyt'’k W hmwem 1'd [y] npst [Pt4 3.1] PWN hm’wsk’lsnyh
pylwegl L dyn' *bndk” ’ylpt® hwi'ng syd’whs str'd’l <y>*
bht’plyt $tr'dl *OLE MN pcyn' "ylpt ® mtr”p’n spyn'td’t ' mtr”p’n
*OLE MN*® pcyn' ylpt'° m’hpn’h® y " "c’tmlt’ y pn’h y MN
k'clwn' lwtst'’k cygwn > GBRA nywk' ® 'plm’ndyk PWN dyn’ W
Iwb'n' "pygwm’n AP35 k’mk pl'lwn' * OL "

yzd’n SPYL-"n" lwst'm y &'t *whrmzd nwkdlht y MN plhw' bwm y
sp’h'n '* MIN Iwt dit' Iwst’k MN wlewk MTA

"pyst’k MN peyn'~1 W znd MN peyn'-1 *nwsk *plnbg ' slws *dyb’l
NPSE I'd npét [Mf4 5.1] YKOYMWN-"t y’'tk *nwik Iwb'n' m’h
‘dyb’l y plhw z't MN hm by§’cw’]l "wst’'n MN k’clwn' lwst’k
'nwik y L m’hwnd’t' y nlm’h’n’ y ® w’hl’m mtr' MN hm pcyn'
pcyn'-1 MN hw’d3n' y pylwckl *bwnsl mlts’t y §pwhl y MN plhw
bwmy $yl'c

Mf4, Pt4 bwndk.

Absent from Pt4.

Absent from both mss., but supplemented on the basis of the second colophon in
Mf4 (see section VII below).

OLE is a restoration: Mf4 QL MN, Pt4 only MN.

Mf4; Pt4 "yipt.

Both mss. spell spyn'td’t, which is awkward. it may be restored to *spyn<tw>d't, or,
as Philip Huyse suggests to us, to *spyn<t>d’t.

Mi4, Pt4 OL MN.

Mf4; Pt4 *ylpt.

Mf4 m’hp.

Absent from Mf4.

Mf4, Pt4.

Pt4; Mf4 nywk.

Mf4; Pt4 pI’'lwn.

Mf4 W OL..

Mf4 sp’h’n; Ptd sp™n; D sph'n'.

Mf{4, P4 plnbwg.

Pt4; absent from Mf4.
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Transcription:
1 u-§ paydidg ud hammdzam (?) ray nibiSt pad hamuskari§nih

o B

10

perozgar man den bandag hérbad hosang §yawaxs Sahryar <i>
baxtafrid Sahryar oy az pac&én herbad mihraban spanddad
mihraban oy az pa¢¢én hérbad mahpanah 1 azadmard i panah i az
kazerdn rostag ¢iyon mard nek abarmandig pad dén ud ruwan
abéguman u-§ kamag frarén &

yazdan wehan rostahm 1 dad ohrmazd nogdraxt 1 az farrox bum 1
spahin az rud (?) dast rostag az warZuk (?) deh

abestag az paccen-€ ud zand az pacfen-e andsag farnbay srogayar
xwi§ ray nibist

estad jadag anoSag rawan mahayar 1 farrox zad az ham bésazwar
awestam "

az kazerdn rostdg andfag 1 man mahwindad i narmahan i wahram
mihr az ham paccen

padéeén-& az xwayisn i pérozgar abunasr mardsah i1 §abuhr 1 az
farrox bim i §iraz

Translation:

e oM™ and for similar deliberation, I, victorious servant of the
religion, hérbad Hosang Syawax§ Sahryar, son of Baxtafrid Sahryar,
wrote it from the copy of hérbad Mihraban Spanddad Mihraban (and)
that from the copy of hérbad Mahpanih, son of Azadmard, protector of
the region of Kazeron like a good heir (7) %, without doubt about relig-
ion and soul and with an honest desire for the good gods, (son) of Ros-
tahm, son of Dad-Ohrmazd Nogdraxt from the blessed land of Spahan,
from the town of WarZuk (?) in the Rud-Dast (7) 2 region.

The Abestag has been written from one copy and the Zand from
one (other) copy for the possession of the immortal Farnbay, son of
Srosayar, as a production (?) of the immortal Mahayir, son of Farrox-

We assume that ‘wsr'n is a variant form for usual ‘wst'm (Man.MP ‘wyst'm)
awestam ‘district’. For the vacillation between final -dn and -@m, cf. *pst’'n abestan
beside ‘pst'm abestam ‘refuge, support’.

The expression <AP§ pyt'k W hmwem 1'd> is difficult. Dhabhar 1923: 114
translates ‘It is for this reason that’.

The translation of mard abarmdndag as ‘heir’ was suggested to us by Philip Huyse.
It is based on the meaning ‘inheritance’ of abarmdnd.

The town might be identified as present-day Barziik, situated + 120 km. to the north
of Istahan, near Kasan (cf. Adamec 1976: 94). Rid-Dait may be identified as the
Dagi-i Lat desert, although in the present~-day definition of the Da%t-1 Lut, Barzik is
situated too far to the west. Also, Barzik seems located too far from Isfahan to be
reckoned as pait of the ‘blessed land of Spahan.’
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zad, from the same salubrious * district from the region of Kazerdn.
I, the immortal Mahwindad, son of Narmahan, son of Wahram Mihr,
from the same copy/from a compiled copy [made] one copy at the re-
quest of the victorious Abu-Nasr Mard-Sih, son of Sabuhr, from the
blessed land of Siraz.

VL

It has always been clear that in our passage have merged two originally
different colophons, cf. Geldner 1886-96: Prol. XXVa. The clearest indi-
cation is the fact that there are two persons speaking in the first person
singular, the first one being Hosang Syawaxs Sahryar i Baxtafrid Sahryar
at the very beginning, the second one Mahwindad, son of Narmahan, son
of Wahram Mihr, at the end of the passage. The exact place of the caesura
between these two parts has not been established yet. One might argue that
the second colophon begins with the mentioning of andsag i man mahwin-
dad in line 9, but in that case, the use of ham in ham padcén ‘the same
copy’ is inexplicable. It seems more likely that the second colophon begins
with abestag az paccén-é ud zand az pacéén-¢ in line 7: at this point, there
is a clear break in the way the chronology builds up. Whereas the first six
lines show the usual regressive chronology from the last copyist to his
predecessors, the part which follows takes the opposite direction: it starts
with the oldest event (the merger of an Avestan and a Zand copy into one
manuscript}) and mentions the scribe Mahwindad who is producing the
colophon at the end.

The interpretation of the first part of the colophon is clear: it is proba-
bly a faithful copy of the original autograph of Ho§ang written in 1495.
West (1896-1904: 85) deduces the date of ca. 1280 AD for Mihraban
Spanddad Mihriban from the knowledge that he was the grandfather of the
Mihraban who wrote de Indian Pahlavi Yasnas J2 and K5 in 1323. The
filiation of manuscripts must thus be, from old to young: Mahpanah —
Mihraban (ca. 1280 AD) — Hosang (1495 AD).

The second part of our passage is disputed, and it is here that we pro-
pose a different interpretation of the text. West translates xwes§ ray as ‘for
himself’, and accordingly concludes that Farnbag, son of Srosayar, had
copied the manuscript from one Avestan and one Zand copy, both produc-
ed by Mahayar, son of Farroxzad: “The immortal Farnbag, son of Srosh-

® The form bys’cw’l is translated as ‘salubrious’ by West and Dhabhar, but the form is

unknown elsewhere. The transtation ‘salubrious’ connects the word with by§'z ‘to
heal’ etc.
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var, had written a copy for himself — the Awesta from one copy, and the
Zand from another copy, (which were) the production of the glorified
Mahyar, son of Farukhzat”. Dhabhar (p. 115), for his part, assumes that
Farnbag wrote the manuscript “for the sake of the immortal-souled
Mahyar Farokhzad”, which would imply that the author of the Avestan
and Zand copies remains unknown.

We think that the expression xwés rdy nibist éstad has not been prop-
erly interpreted. Cantera has found that the expression xwé§ r@y usually
serves to indicate the addressee or patron of the copy. The usual wording
is xwedth [ xwés ray “for his own possession’, for example in K1, colophon
2 u-m én paccen nibift xwéith [ xwés ray abastag ud zand .... ‘and T have
written this copy for my own possession, Avesta and Zand’; and in M 51a
(Unvala 1940: 60-61), f. 491: nibist xweés<ih> i xwés ray ‘I have written
for my own possession’. But one also finds the formula with a noun ¢here:
Sfrazanddan) preceding xwes, e.g. in the second colophon of the Dénkard,
DkM 950.2 xwésth xwés ray ud frazandan 1 xwés ray... “for his own pos-
session and for the possession of his offspring”. Hence, the formulation
anofag farnbay srofaydr xwés riyin Ptd and Mi4 probably means *“for the
possession of the immortal Farnbag son of Srosayar’.

The next problem is the role of Mihayar son of Farroxzad, the inter-
pretation of which depends on the word 13124, West and Geldner read o'tk
‘production’ in the text. Dhabhar 1923: 115 reads j'tk “for the sake of’, but
in 1949 (p. 7), he sides with Geldner and West. Since a word darag is
unknown, it is more likely to represent jadag, but a translation ‘portion,
share, case’ does not seem to make sense.” Although we have not found
any comparable uses of jadag in other texts, we will therefore retain
West’s translation as ‘production’. We interpret this in the following way,
viz. that it was Mahayar, son of Farroxzad, who combined the Avestan and
Zand manuscripts for use by Fambag, son of Srofayar.

We must also determine to which copy the expression ham pacdén
refers, which Mahwindad claims to have used. No other Pahlavi colophon
offers a parallel for this expression; the usual way to state that one manu-
script has been copied from another is to define the original one in an
exact way. Some examples are: K1 coloph. I fol. 338v: az dast nibég 1....
‘from the handwriting of...”, K1 colof. 3 u-m én palfén az dast nibég 1
‘and I have written this copy from the handwriting of ..."; K9 az padeén 1
daftar i yast abag wisprad abag juddéewdad ‘from the copy of the book of
prayer with Vispered, with Videvdad’ (Unvala 1940: 133).

Unless cne understands it as ‘part (of an inheritance)’, according to a suggestion
made to us by Philip Huyse.
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For ham paccén, we can offer two different interpretations which are
in agreement with our view of the preceding lines in the text.

(1) It may be translated straightforwardly as ‘the same copy’. The fact
that this expression is not otherwise found in colophons may be ascribed to
the order of copyists, which in our passage is the opposite of the usual one
(see above). Since the usual order proceeds backwards from the most
recent copy to its predecessors, there is no need for the anaphor ‘the same
copy’ in those colophons; whereas in our text, this anaphor follows logi-
cally from the order of mentioning of the manuscripts. Admittedly, it is not
completely certain whether ‘the same copy” refers to the source copies of
the Avestan and the Zand which were used by Mahayar, or to the copy of
Mahayvar himself. But the latter option seems more likely to us, since the
former one would imply that both Mahayar and Mahwindad had independ-
ently proceeded to merging Avestan and Zand texts into one copy.

(2) We might read hampacéén as one word meaning ‘a compiled
copy’, which would refer to the union of the Avestan and the Zand in one
copy. This would have been the manuscript produced by Mahayar, There-
fore, the reference would ultimately be to the same manuscript, whether
we read ham pallén ‘the same copy’ or hampaddén ‘a compiled copy’.

A final problem which the text offers is the absence of a finite verb
form in the last sentence. We have added [made] in the translation.

VIL

We have thus acquired a different view of the predecessors of Pt4 and
Mf4. Whereas West (1894-1904: 85) and Geldner (1896-1904: 14)
assumed that it was Farnbag who combined an Avestan copy written by
Maihayar and a Zand copy by Mahwindad, we have concluded that the au-
thors of the separate Avestan and Zand manuscripts remain unmentioned,
that it was Mahayar son of Farroxzid who combined the Awvestan and
Zand in one manuscript, and also that Mahwindad, the first author for
whom we have a fixed date, is the most recent one of the second part of
the colophon. Hence, we have to assume that the union in one manuscript
of the Avestan and of the Zand took place before ca. 1020, and not after
that date, as is usually assumed.

The filiation which we adopt is the following:
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X1 abastag + X2 zand

\

Maihayar, son of Farroxzad

Mahwindad, son of Narmﬁhz‘mison of Wahram Mihr (ca. 1020)

?
Mahpanih, son of Azadmard
Mihraban Spanddad Mihraban (ca.1280)

Ho¥ang Syawax§ Sahryar, son of Baxtafrid Sahryar (1495)

Pi4 Mf4

It is conceivable that the mentioning of Kazeron prompted the union of
both colophons into one at one of the stages of the copying chain of Ptd-
M4, but the evidence does not suffice to say whether the manuscript cop-
ied by Mahwindad was the parent manuscript of the chain of manuscripts
initiated by Mahpanah. In other words, it remains uncertain whether Pt4
and Mf4 go back directly to the conscious merger of an Avestan text with
its Zand.

VIIL.

We now provide the text of the second colophon, which only appears
in Mf4, on pp. 599-600. A first full translation was given by Dhabhar
1923: 117-118; our English translation builds on it, but is not identical.

Transliteration:
y5t' znd tm'm $wt BYN pI’hwyk W pylweyk BYN YWM y w't y
hwd’hk BYRH *mwrdt pylwegt SNT y 8 100 60 ALBA AHL MN
yzdkrt MLKA’n MLKA L dyn’ bwndk ® hw§'ng syd’whs str'dl * y
bht'plyt Str'd’l y w’hl’'m y hwslw §’hk 'nwik'lwb’n npst’ W pr'c’
SBKWN NPSE y NPSE I'd W prznd’n ¥ NPSE 1'd

A mistake for bndk.
A mistake for §tr'd’l.
Restored for pznrd’n.
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KRA MNW KLYTWN’t “ywp hmwc’t ’ywp pcyn' APS
OBYDWN’t y'tkyh y L npst’l PWN ptt YHWWNyt OD §'n * wb§
‘plyn’ ket'Itl bym LA *hlwb'd’t MNWE SM y L AP§ “wstlyt AMTS
"wstlyt APS hmym'| HWEm PWN d’twbl y d't’l y " whrmzd

Transcription:

yast zand tamam 3ud andar farrox<ih> ud pérdz<ih> * andar 1oz i
wad 1 hudahag mah amurdad pérozgar sal i 864 pas az yazdagard
§dhan §ah man dén bandag hoSing syawax§ Sahryir 1 baxtafrid
Sahryar 1 wahram 1 husraw-§ahag andSag-ruwan nibist ud fraz hist
xwé$ 1 xwes ray ud frazandan xwés ray

har ke xwinad ayab hammozad ayab pa¢dén u-§ kunad jadagih i
man nibi§tar pad patet bawed ta $an awis aftin kardardar bem né
ahlaw-dad ké-§ nam 1 man u-§ awestaréd ka-§ awestaréd u-§
hamémal ham pad dadwar 1 dadar 1 ohrmazd

Translation:

“The Zand yast is completed ® in prosperity and victory on the day
of the beneficent Wad of the month of the victorious Amurdad of
the year 864 after Yazdagird, King of Kings. I, servant of the re-
ligion, Hodang Syawaxs Sahryar, son of Baxtafrid Sahryar, son of
Wahram, son of Xosraw-Sihag Anosag-Ruwin, have written and
published it for oy own possession and for the possession of my
offspring.

Everyone who reads it or teaches it or makes a copy of it, will be in
patet for the sake of me, the writer, so that I may perform blessing
to them. No(t worthy of) charity (is) he who stains my name, when
he stains (it) I shall be his adversary before the judge, the creator

Chrmazd.’
Alberto CANTERA Michiel de VaaN
Dpto. de Filologia Cldsica e Indoeuropeo,  Comparative Linguistics (VTW),
Facultad de Filologia, PO Box 9515,
Pza. Anaya s/n. 2300 RA Leiden.
37001 Salamanca (Spain) The Netherlands
<acantera®@unsal.es> <m.a.c.de.vaan@let.leidenuniv.nl>

The ms. writes farroxig and perozig.
The expression famdam §ud is not, of course, correct Pahlavi, but New Persian, cf.
tamam §odan “to be finished, to be completed’.
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