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TO THE HISTORY OF ORIENTAL TEXTOLOGY 

0. F. Akimushkin 

TEXTOLOGICAL STUDIES AND THE "CRITICAL TEXT" PROBLEM 

Modern tcxtology is based upon the historical method. It 
means that we must take into account. that any document 
appearing in certain social and historical environment. 
comes to us changed by different corrections. alterations or 
comments made by book-owners. copyists and editors 
(who. sometimes unconsciously but in some cases deliber­
ately. changed the text. answering the social demands of 
their time). The whole life of a document till the appear­
ance of its last \·ariant. as we get it. should be considered in 
the aspect of its historical cn\'ironmcnt. its social. political 
and ideological atmosphere. the circumstances of its 
author·s life. as well as the li\·cs of its later modificators 
and ·co-authors'. Tme is the statement made by D. S. Li­
khache\'. that .. the history of any text is. to some extent. the 
history of its creators·· [ 11. 

For this reason the publication of documents. making 
them comprehensible to a modern reader. should be just 
one of the tasks of a tcxtologist. His work includes many 
other aspects. which make it C\'Cll more difficult. First. the 
history and the life of the text in question should be rccon­
stmctcd. then follows the reconstruction of the text it­
self - as closely as possible to the original or to the ver­
sion supported by its most reliable and authentic copies. 
This method docs not exclude the formal classification of 
its Yariants. comparison of similarities and differences. es­
tablishing common protographs and drawing of genealogi­
cal schemes. But this kind of classification no longer pres­
ents the main task of modern tcxtology. The subsequent 
work of scholars on litcraf\ sources or historical studies 
would ha\'c been impossible without the results and con­
clusions of tcxtological research. To sum up. the work of a 
textologist forms a basis for all further studies. 

The new aims of tcxtology. not limited just to the pub­
lication of a Ycrilicd text. make new demands of the in\'cs­
tigator·s scholarly .. equipment ..... A good tcxtologist must 
ha\'c a wide attitude to the object of his research. The more 
he is employing paleography. archacography. history. litcr­
arv and artistic studies. the more con\'incing and irrefuta­
ble become his arguments ·· 121. And c\'cn more: .. A tcx­
tologist should become a historian of literature. social sci­
ences and of c\·crvdav life: he must know the histof\ of the 
church. palcography.' archacography and philology.· This is 
the minimum·· [11. 

These words of D. S. Likhachcv coincide with the 
statements of E. E. Bcrthels: .. Publication of a document is 
neither mechanical nor technical work. This is a special 
type of a complicated research work. Before starting it, one 
should learn about its author. his place in the history of lit­
erature and the place of the document among the author's 
works. as well as his vocabulary and style ... A philologist 
must be at the same time a historian, a lin!,'Uist and a spe­
cialist in literature. Without this knowledge all his work 
will be in vain .. [4]. These words are absolutely tmc. The 
whole experience of those oricntalists who work with 
manuscripts pro\'CS it. It is tmc that not every philologist 
can be a textologist, i. e. a specialist who has mastered the 
whole range of methods for the study of a text. of its his­
tory and of all alterations made during its existence. There 
arc many examples when this tmism was ignored or ne­
glected. It was considered not so long ago that the publica­
tion of a document was an easy task confined to mechani­
cal registration of differences between two or more copies. 
An extremely complicated and wearisome tcxtological task 
was given to young specialists. yesterday students, who 
were not ready for this kind of work. It was thought that 
the peculiarities and secrets of this science could be discov­
ered in the process. As a result. such work was condemned 
to failure from the \'Cry beginning. 

Let us turn to the primary abilities required of a tcx­
tologist. One should: 

1. have a good knowledge of the language. especially 
of the time when the document he is studying originated: 
he must know the peculiarities (sometimes dialectological) 
of the language of the region where the document was 
written: 

2. be able to read texts in different scripts used at dif­
ferent periods and for different purposes. i. e. to know pa­
lcography. as well as the orthographic system of these 
scripts. For iranologists these arc, lirst of all, the classical 
Arabic .. six scripts.. (11111/laqqaq. ravhiin, riqii', tawqi'. 
naskh). ta'/iq and nasta'liq with their cursive modifica­
tions like shekesteh-i ta' liq and shekesteh-i nasta'/iq: 

J. be aware of historical lcxicology and dialcctology 
(especially the vocabulary of the region and of the time 
when the document was written). A tcxtologist must know 
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the language of the documents of that period, that is to be 
well-read, and to know the peculiarities of the genre and of 
the literary etiquette of the time: 

4. know the style and phraseology of the author in 
question. as well as the whole range of his works: 

5. form a clear idea of the history of the text, recognize 
the author's additions and those made by others, distin­
guish variants, versions and wordings in· order to choose 
the best copies for a critical publication: 

6. know the historical background that led to the origin 
of a new author's (or non-author's) version or variant 
(expanded or abridged). etc.: 

7. know the historical toponymics. everyday realities. 
special (for example. poetic). social. economical. theologi­
cal and religious terminology. 

Along with all this. a tcxtologist should keep in mind: 

a) the author's ethics and moral principles. his atti­
tudes and behavior . This refers to the study of variants 
which appeared at a later date: · 

b) the sources used by the author. their origin and en­
vironment: 

c) other sources where the text in question is cited: 
contemporary works (especially their early copies) often 
help to reconstruct the original text 15]. 

This is how I sec the methodological apparatus of a 
tcxtologist - the investigator of manuscripts. 

Approaching a document a tcxtologist must clearly sec 
the aims and problems of his research. as well as the audi­
ence to which his publication is addressed. It is obvious. 
that different scholars prefer to solve different problems. A 
linguist, for whom the oldest copy reflects the earliest lan­
guage forms. is interested in the publication of all existing 
variants of the text - that is to be able to follow the his­
tOl)' of the language and the evolution of graphics and or­
thography. Students in literature and histOl)' arc much 
more interested in the histOl)' of the text: the earliest copy 
alone will not solve their problems. For them the publica­
tion of the earliest copy is not a solution. since it does not 
necessarily preserve the oldest text of the document ( the 
same concerns textological variants). If for a linguist it is 
preferable to have an exact publication of the text. that is a 
facsimile publication retaining all the peculiarities of its 
script and language. other scholars need a corpus of re­
views with all stylistic. lexical. phraseological. etc .. peculi­
arities referring to all available copies of the text. The ear­
liest version of the text alone will hardly satisl)' them. be­
cause they have different tasks. 

To sum up. scientific publications even of one and the 
same document can be addressed to different readers. and 
those who prepare them should not mix together all possi­
ble methods in one publication. Thus one should not in­
clude orthographic differences present in different copies 
into a text under preparation or into a reference corpus. 
since this makes the future work with the text much more 
complicated 16]. As it is proved by the works of Prof. 
Dj. Matini (Iran) on the Persian historical orthography. 
most of the known old manuscripts (of the I Ith-14th 
centuries) never followed any stable and fixed orthographic 
system [7]. 

It should be noted. that any work preceding the publi­
cation of a literary monument is quite different from a 

work on a historical narrative. as well as that one on a vast 
epic or poetic composition (mathnawi) is different from a 
publication of small poetic forms (diwiin). The last case be­
comes rather complicated if we do not have the author's 
own diwiin, but the one composed posthumously by his 
friends. colleagues or admirers of his talent. If the author's 
collection (like .mflneh, djun?,. hayii;;) had not been avail­
able to them. we can not be sure that all they have collected 
really belongs to the same author. The poet ·wrote his verse. 
they were distributed and collected by his admirers, col­
leai,'Ues. etc. Some of them included fnto their albums all 
his poems. others - only what they liked. There were col­
lectors of poems written in certain genre or form, or on 
certain subjects only. These albums were copied and dis­
tributed all over the country. To make the story short. it 
was a usual process, a cultural "chain reaction". 

To illustrate our statement. let us take the diwiin of 
Shams al-Din Muhammad l:liifi?; (d. 1389). It is known 
that the poet has not composed his complete diwiin. It was 
collected by one Muhammad Gulandam from Shiraz 
(probably a legendary fii,'llrc). In his preface he complains 
that Hiifi?'. had paid little attention to his poetic heritage. so 
later it was necessary to look for his verse evervwhere with 
the help of the poet\ friends and admirers. On the other 
hand. in seven of his ghazals the poet himself refers to a 
collection of his poems (saflneh). It is probable, that this 
collection was actually used as a foundation for his post­
humous diwiin. At present we know 14 dated copies of this 
diwiin and of collections of poems by l:iiifi?'. that differ in 
size and number between 43 ?,hazals (manuscript no. 555 
of the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Tadjik Academy 
of Sciences) to 496 ?,hazals (manuscript no. 3822 of the 
Nuri Othmaniyya Library). These were copied between 
shawwiil 805 I April I 403 (Tadjik copy) and 825 I I 421-
1422 (Nuri Othmaniyya copy). The difference in the num­
ber of ?,hazals is great. For example. the diwiin of rad­
jah 813/November 1410 (Aya Sofia no. 9945) contains 
455 ghazals. the diwiin of 822 /1419 (Rewan Koshku. 
no. 948) has 442 ghazals. the above mentioned diwiin of 
825/ 1421-1422- 496 ghazals [8]. At the same time 
there is still something to be added from the remaining 
I I copies 19]. This proves. that the nucleus of the ··rnwan-i 
l:liifi;(' was rather stable: on the other hand. it continued to 
expand during the first 30 years of the l 5th century. De­
pending on the place from where the manuscripts of the 
"Diwan" originated. this process was going on with differ­
ent speed. This fact is proved by the most competent sci­
entific publications of "Diwan-i l:iiifi?'." made in Iran in 
194 I by A. Ghani and M. Qazwini (495 ?,hazals). in 1977 
by R. ·u~uzi and A. Behruz (507 ?,hazals) and in I 980 by 
P. Natelkhanlari (486 ghazals). 

Here lies the most difficult work for a textologist who 
can not neglect any ghazal that bears the takhallus of 
Hiifi?'.. Speaking in modern terms. the poet did not sign his 
diwiin for "publication". It means. that to answer the ques­
tion of the authenticity of Hiifi?'. 's poems. the whole com­
plex of literal)' (including phraseological. lexical and sty­
listic). textological. historical and philological analysis 
must be applied. How many agonizing doubts. rejected hy­
pothesis. long-lasting and thorough search are behind this! 
Fortunately. many representatives of the Persian classical 
literature collected their poems with a view of making their 
own diwiins. thus leaving a proof collection for publication. 
While a poet is still writing his verse. he reviews his old 
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collection. thus creating a new ,·ersion (or variant) of his 
diwiin. It contains all his poems written before a certain 
period of time. The difficulties presented by such collec­
tions become evident. when it turns up. that the author. for 
some personal reasons. omitted in his new version certain 
poems present in the earlier one. It could be done for many 
reasons: time-serving. political situation. ideology. even 
self-criticism. The poet could include also revised versions 
of his old poems. We can not be sure that the order of po­
ems. as they arc arranged in a diwiin. really coincide with 
their real chronological order. In any case. a thorough re­
search of the poetic heritage of 'Alishcr Nawi.i'i (1441-
150 l) by late Prof. H. Suleyman has shown that the "age" 
definitions of his Turkish poems arc rather conventional: 
Na\\·a'i's four dill'iins contain poems written at different 
periods of the poet's life [10). 

The same apparently happened to all diwiins compiled 
and divided into separate books by their authors when they 
were already past their prime. like the diwiins by Amir 
Khusraw Dihlam ( 1253-1325) and 'Abd al-Rahman Dja­
mi (1414-1492). 

We think. that the most reasonable solution of this 
problem is. first of all. the study and publication of the 
earliest versions of dill'iins. Only after a thorough research 
and comparison of the available copies (or even better -
of all copies). of their relation and ties. of the history of the 
text and its versions. etc.. a tcxtologist may define the 
character of the text to be published. In this case. the aim 
of this publication could be: 

I. a text which is as close as possible to the author's 
original version (an autograph. copies compared with the 
autograph. or copies that can be traced back to the auto­
graph present special cases [ 11 [ ): 

2. the text of a reliable authorized \'Crsion or variant. If 
it can not be surely distinguished. then one of the versions 
belonging to the same period: 

3. a text which is close to the copies made within some 
definite period. let us say in the l 3th century (like "Shah­
niimeh" bv Firdows1. Vol. 1-9. Moscow. 1960-1971). In 
this case of great importance arc copies (or a list of copies) 
that survived from that period. which could serve as a good 
basis for the future research work: 

4. as the first stage. the rc,·clation of the latest version 
among a series of edited and abridged variants of the 
basic texts. i. e. of the initial text. when the authorized text 
itself. as well as anv of its intermediate variants. arc not 
available. This is th~ most complicated case: the task here 
is not to get the author's text immediately. but to go 
through several stages: first the latest version or variant is 
established: basing upon it the previous one can be found. 
etc. The most evident example is the multi-layer Persian 
translation of the Arabic text of 'Tankh-i Bukhara" by 
Narshaklu. which was subject to several (not less than 
four) changes. reductions. wordings. additions and revi­
sions ll2J. 

Special attention should be paid to the term "text ver­
sion". In my opinion. academician D. S. Likhachcv gives a 
clear and. at present. apparently the only correct definition 
of this term: .. . . versions arc united not through similar 
mechanical mistakes and common passages. but by certain 
ideas. stylistic principles. etc. Every version of a literary 
monument is not a mechanical stage of its life. not the re-

suit of common mistakes transferred from the arch-type 
into its copies (as considered by those textologists who 
follow mechanical principles in their analysis) but the re­
sult of conscious and deliberate activities of one of the 
scribes" (13). 

Consequently, a version is a definite and stable period 
in the development of any text. For this reason one should 
not put together different versions of one text. It is not ac­
ceptable. since every version is worth to be studied and 
then published. Unfortunately. all the large-scale publica­
tion projects of our Institute which I know, like "Djami' al­
tawarikh" bv Rashid al-Din. "Khamseh" bv Nizami Gand­
jawi, "Shah:namch" by FirdowsL and smailcr p~blications, 
like "Gulistan" and "Biistan" by Sa'di done by R. M. Aliev 
(not speaking about other publications made in our coun­
try). go against the mles of textual criticism and of textol­
ogy itself. No matter how thoroughly they arc done, how 
thoughtful and convenient arc the reference footnotes, how 
many correct readings were discovered, and how many text 
riddles solved, they do not withstand criticism from this 
point of view [ 14]. 

I am not going to discuss the method of choosing cop­
ies for future study, it is enough to say that in this field 
Russian orientalists-textologists have created a reliable and 
strict system (I mean E. E. Bcrthels. A. N. Boldyrcv and 
their disciples, most of them iranologists and turcologists). 

It is well known, that the most popular and widely read 
monuments of the classical Persian literature have reached 
us in hundreds of copies. Usually these contain cormpted 
texts, which sometimes wander very far from the author­
ized versions. These texts have failed to withstand the bur­
den of time and popularity. And what should be done by a 
textologist whose main mlc is an obligatory study of all 
available copies for choosing the best text? For instance, 
how to approach "Shah-namch'' when there arc nearly 
600 copies from different periods? Or "Diwan-i Hafi?;" rep­
resented by nearly 450 copies? Or "Khamsch" by Ni~ami, 
of which there are nearly 220-230 copies (or nearly 600, 
if to count copies of separate poems)? Or "Biistan" and 
"Gulistan" by Sa'di - nearly 150 and 330 copies corre­
spondingly? An innovation method has been found by 
A. A. Romaskcvich (sec endnote 14) and then developed 
by E. E. Bcrthcls while working on the texts of "Khamseh" 
and "Shah-namch" [15). Its main idea was to analvzc. be­
sides the available early copies, also the best copies of 
those made later. say in the 15th and 16th centuries. Natu­
rally, this method docs not give a hundred percent guaran­
tee that nothing is omitted. (For example. the Florentine 
manuscript of "Shah-namch" of 1217 is very similar to 
that of 894 /1489, of the Deutsche Staatsbibliothck in Ber­
lin). Nevertheless. this principle (which I can define as 
"the principle of correction'") forms a solid methodological 
basis for the science of tcxtology: first any text is studied 
from its earliest copies. and its history is unveiled (its ver­
sions belonging to different stages. gradual changes. resto­
rations. etc.). then the best copies arc selected. and after 
that it is possible to choose the type of publication. This 
method. unfortunately. has been only proclaimed but not 
actually introduced into practice (as we have mentioned. 
the publications listed above had joined the available ver­
sions in a surprising manner. The text of "Djami' al­
tawankh" by Rashid al-Din suffered less than the others -
sec note 14 ). 

To sum up. the principal mistakes were: 
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I. at the first stage not enough attention was given to 
the text of the copies that had been chosen a priori. Inves­
tigation into the history of the text was started only after 
the text had been compiled. Before compiling the text the 
editor should have already known what versions or vari­
ants. and referring to what copies. he would take: 

2. the spell of the earliest texts. a desire to collect as 
much as possible of them almost forgetting about the his­
tory of the text. Though the oldest copies often give differ­
ent versions (especially multi-layer documents). all found 
were brought together: 

3. the text of documents was not studied in a complex. 
In this matter not the facts themselves arc important. but 
their place in a system. their correlation and connections 
between them. The latter may help to .find relations be­
tween different readings of separate versions: 

.i. "objective-passive and subjective-active approach to 
the text" has been proclaimed (16]. This emphasized sub­
jectivism in choosing "correct" readings not supported by 
philological research. 

All this could have been avoided if not for ··a brake 
through the open door" of tcxtological problems. Many of 
these have been long time ago solved by tcxtologists 
working in the field of Russian and Classical studies. One 
should only refer to their experience. summarized by 
D. S. Likhachev in his "Tcxtology". which could be equally 
applied to Oriental documents - if to keep in mind their 
specific features and peculiarities. 

After the necessary analytical and research work a 
tcxtologist (a linguist. or a specialist in literature or his­
tory) should choose the kind and type of the future publi­
cation. This he must follow without any deviation. The 
classification of these types may look in the following way: 

I. the choice of the best only copy. The text may bear 
only corrections of obvious mistakes done by the scribe. It 
means, that the conception of ··invcstigator·s choice·· must 
be abandoned: 

2. the selection of the best and satisfactory copy as the 
basic one. It is allowed to introduce better readings and 
corrections from other copies into the main text. (We may 
note that the number of positive reviews on the publica­
tions of one version is not numerous. Compare the publi­
cations of Rashid al-Din. Firdows1. etc.): 

3. the basic text group may include several copies with 
similar texts. dating within a limited period of time or go­
ing back to the same protograph. Other manuscripts should 
be used to correct and spcci~v readings and to register 
principal ditTercnccs in reference indexes: 

.i. a compilation of the text (resulting from its critical 
analysis) and selection of the best readings from many 
copies - when it is impossible to gi,·e priority to any of 
them. A classical example of this is the publication of the 
"Memoirs·· bv Viisif1 excellently done bv A. N. Boldvrcv. 
After a long-iasting and tedious.work he proved that Va~if1 
had written several draft variants of his ··Memoirs" but 
produced no final authorized version. 

I would like to stress once more. that the choice of 
kinds and types of publications is preceded by a thorough 
study of the text in order to reveal its history. The whole 
textological apparatus. of which I spoke above. is widely 
used here. All these types arc characterized by an impor-

tant feature: criticism of the text represented in separate 
copies implies the selection, comparison, analysis and 
synthesis of all possible readings, as well as their strict 
documentation. 

If we turn to Russian publications (and not only Rus­
sian), we may sec that their title pages bear definitions 
like: I. critical. 2. scientific and critical, 3. unified critical, 
.i. unified text. Let us sec what is hidden behind these 
terms, and if there arc anv criteria for them. Do these 
definitions correspond to the methods spoken above? 

What is a ··critical text""? This is a technical term used 
in tcxtology referring to a text at its definite historical 
stage. It is compiled by a scholar according to the task set 
before him (sec above). For this work one must use the 
tcxtological apparatus of critical definition, analysis, com­
parison, synthesis of preferable readings along with a strict 
S\'Stcm of reference to them in reference notes. This term 
si1ows what kind of scientific work has been done on the 
copies of the text. In this way this term defines the text 
thoroughly processed by a tcxtologist. And this is all! But 
scientific approach must be present in all the four methods 
of text-processing mentioned here. A scientific publication 
can not exist without it. At the same time, we can not say 
definitely. that one method corresponds to a critical text. 
another method - to some other type. Who and when has 
decided that a critical text is the one composed on the evi­
dence of one or two basic copies. a unified-critical - on 
the materials of three-four or a group of basic copies, a 
unified text - on the materials of numerous copies (when 
there is no basic text)? Why five or seven copies that are 
taken as basic can not produce a critical text? I think. that 
this technical term which defines the kind of work done on 
the text. should not be mixed up with the method of re­
search or the type of publication. 

In the same way. a critical text should not be opposed 
to a unified text. because. on one hand, a unified text is the 
result of a critical approach. on the other hand, I do not 
know any publications of a document (no matter how it is 
defined) that do not contain reference notes with readings 
from the basic text. This fact has also been noticed both by 
E. E. Bcrthels (17] and A. A. Romaskevich (18]. I am 
sorry to state. that all prepared texts contain elements of 
ditTcrcnt readings. 

Such a definition like ··scientific and critical text" is 
nothing but a tautology. since a scientific approach to a text 
is equal to a critical approach. All the above mentioned 
methods of preparing a text for publication must be scien­
tific and. consequently. critical. The ditTerence lies only in 
the methods and the type of publication, but the approach 
is the same - scientific. Obviously. one should abandon 
the practice of individual characteristics. because these 
definitions (including "a unified text"') have little to do 
with the real scientific process. We may justly say: 
"publication of a text"" [ 19] keeping in mind that this is a 
scientific publication with an introduction on the method 
of research, history of the text (its versions and variants) 
from the time of its creation till the moment of its publica­
tion (or till some certain stage in its historv). It should be 
followed by a corresponding apparatus [20j indicating dif­
ferent readings. interpolations and scribe's mistakes. Only 
in this case we can avoid contradictions and subjectivism 
at the same time. Speaking about facsimile publications, 
i. e. a photographic reproduction of one of the text copies, 
we should say :"a facsimile publication of the text"" (21] (if 
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it is not preceded by a scientific introduction on its history. 
and on the aims of the publication). This term can be ap­
plied to a printed text publication of some copy without any 
textological, philological, literary, or historical research. 

Finally, 1 would like to note, that mistakes in textologi­
cal research (alongside with its achievements) are natural. 
These failures make a logical stage in the development of 
science. Some 30-40 years ago text research was per-

formed only by a narrow circle of philologists. Now hun­
dreds of specialists are working on texts. A great interest in 
the national history and culture is growing in the Oriental 
countries. They are interested in their heritage which had 
survived in the form of written documents. Naturally, the 
role oftextology is growing considerably, since its aim is to 
discover these monuments and to satisfy the great interest 
of the Oriental peoples in their national treasures. 
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used "to show both variants and the later work by the poet on his poems" (sec "Abdi-bik Shirazi. /laft akhtar". The text prepared by 
A G. Rahimov (Moscow, 1974), p. 11: ",-lyi11-i lska11dari". Compilation of the text and preface by A G. Rahimov (Moscow, 1977), 
p. 7). But this is not evident to the reader. lt is true that A G. Rahimov published the autograph of 1578, but the fonnal registration of 
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problem is, that in the preface the investigator of the three poems - "Afajmi11 va lay/i'', "/laft akhtar" and ",4yi11-i lska11dari" (Moscow 
1966, 1974, 1977) - had to follow the history of both variants of these poems, to show their differences, not leaving this to textologist 
and historians of literature. Consequently, a usctitl and necessary publication was not completed. 

12. 0. I. Smirnova, "Nckotorye voprosy kritiki teksta ("Sbornik letopisej" Rashid ad-Dina, "Shah-name" Firdousi i "lstoriia Buk­
hary" NarshakhJ)" ("Some problems of text-criticism: "A Collection of Chronicles" by Rashid al-D111, "Shiih-namch" by Firdowsi and 
"The History of Bukhara" by Narshakhl"), I'i.v'me1111ye pamiaflliki l'<Jstoka. 1968 (Moscow, 1970), pp. 164-5. 

13. D. S Likhachcv, op. cit., pp. 15, 116-7, 120, 122, 124. 
14. According to A A Romaskcvich, the work on the text of "Djami' al-tawankh" by Raslud al-Dm was started in 1936 and com­

pleted in I 940. Seven copies were used, which were organized in three groups: 
I) the 14th century manuscript of the State Public Library in Tashkent (now in the Institute of Oriental studies of the Uzbekistan 

Academy of Sciences, no. 1620) and the manuscript of the Topkap11 Saray1 Library in Istanbul (Revan Ko~kii, no. 1518) copied in Octo­
ber-November 1317; 

2) manuscript no. VJ. I of the National Library (St. Petersburg) dated June 20, 1407; manuscript Add. 7628 of the British Museum 
(London) dated not later than 1433; the manuscript of the Teheran Museum dated May 25, 1596: 

3) manuscript 066 of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental studies, the Russian Academy of Sciences, dated 1576, 
and the manuscript of the Bibliothcque Nationalc (E. Blochet dates it to the l 4th century, though it seems that it was copied not earlier 
than the middle of the 15th century, see A A Romaskevich, "Introduction", Faz/al/ah Rashid al-Di11. Djami' al-tawariklr, iii, pp. 7-14. 

"lbc first group represents the first authorized version which was finished by Raslud al-Din on the 25th of April, 1305. The second 
group is the second author's version of 1310, and the third is the version revised by Shihab al-Din l;lafi?'.-i J\brt1 (d. in 1430), a historian 
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of the time ofShahrukh (1405-1447). Though the published text is based on the manuscripts of the first group, readings from the 2d 
and 3d groups were also inserted. It would have been better not to include the readings of the 3d group into the reference notes at all -
this made the text more complicated and overloaded with readings from non-authorized version. The readings of the 2nd group should 
also have been registered. Little is said in the introduction about the history of the second authorized version, about its stylistic peculi­
arities and factological additions. 

The same happened to the publication of the five poems ("Khamseh") by Ni?.ami Gandjawi. This work was accomplished in 1939-
1941 by a group of scholars of the Azerbaijan Branch of the Academy of Sciences directed by E. E. Berthels. He made a very important 
conclusion on the history of these texts: "manuscripts copied afler the l 6th century are practically useless for the work on the text", see 
E. E. Berthels, "Rabota nad tekstom Nizami", lzbrannye trudy. Nizami i F11z11/i ("Work on the text of Ni?.ami'', Selected works. Ni­
z.ami and Fu?iili) (Moscow, 1962), p. 459. For this reason ten copies of the text (four of them of the 14th century) and the publication of 
Vahid Dastgerdi (Teheran, 1934-1938) were selected. Of these manuscripts six were followed in most cases, forming two groups, their 
texts representing two versions already current in the 14th century. The first group was represented by three 14th century copies (1362, 
Ll65 and 1375-1376) and by one I 5th century copy (1493). To the second group belonged one copy of the 14th century (1366) and one 
copy of the I 5th century ( 1411 ). 111eir description is given in the article by E. E. Berthels. The copy of 1362 was used as the basic text. 
In this case the methodological principle is broken: two versions were put together. Consequently, we got a unified text of the two ver­
sions. 

At present the Azerbaijan Academy of Sciences is preparing the poems of Nizami for publication. This task is very urgent, since 
now we have solid background for the preparation of the text: there are 13 copies of Ni?.ami's "Khamseh" of the 14th century in the li­
braries of the world: of 718/1318-1319, 763/1362, 765/1364, 766/1365, 767/1366, 773/1371-1372, 777-778/1375-1376, 
779/1377-1378, 786-788/1384-1386, 788/1386-1387, 788-790/1386-1388, 790-793/1388-1390, 796/1393-1394. It 
should be noted, that it is time, when we must reject the method of preparing the text of "Khamseh" only on the basis of its copies. Ni-
1,inni himself never planned to write "Khamseh" in one stroke. It appeared and was developed during a long period of time. His poems 
were assembled as a "collection" not by the author himself but aller his death. A different problem are the "answers" and naz.ireh to his 
poems written by the other poets, who planned to write them in the form of "Khamseh" from the very beginning. I think, that we can 
come much closer to the author's original, if we start publishing the earliest copies of separate Ni?.ami's poems. By the way, the oldest 
copy of "lskandar-nameh" is dated by the 27th of djumiida 116311 March 30, 1234, that is nearly a quarter of a century aller the poet's 
death; and the oldest manuscript of "Makhzan al-asrar" I know was copied on the 9th of mu~mrom 710 I June 8, 1310. 

"Shah-nameh" by Firdowsi. The work on this great epic was started in the beginning of the 1950s by a group of scholars of the Insti­
tute of Oriental studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, under the guidance of E. E. Berthels. Aller his death (in 1957) it was con­
tinued by the editorial board. Four principal copies were chosen: manuscript Add. 21103 of The British Museum, London, dated 
675 / 1276-1277 , manuscript Dom 329 of the National Library, St. Petersburg, of 73311333 , manuscript C 1654 of the St. Petersburg 
Branch of the Institute of Oriental studies, of 84911445; manuscript C 822 of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental stud­
ies, of the middle of the I 5th century. For a detailed textological analysis of these manuscripts see: A E. Berthels, L. T. Guzaliyan, 
0. I. Smimova, "Novoe izdanie Shah-name" ("A new publication of Shah-nameh"), Kratkie soobshcheniia lnslituta vostokovedeniia 
Akademii 11a11k, 13 (1955), pp. 3-12. Moreover, the Arabic translation of the epics was used - the one made by al-Fa!J.i al-Bundart in 
1218-1227. The basis for the publication was quite reliable (which is proved by the following research), though it could have been 
supported by two or three dated copies of the 14th century. The purpose of this publication was the reconstruction of the text available in 
the I 3th century. Even though many existing copies of"Shah-nameh" were not used, I can not dare to say that the textological principle 
was broken. Al that time, and even now, this task was impossible. Anyway, the compilers were not very thorough in choosing the copies 
since they have registered only two versions (see E. E. Berthels, "Voprosy metodiki ... ", p. 240). They have not determined whether these 
were authorized or non-authorized versions. Only later M. N. Osmanov in his article "Otnositel'no nekotorykh dat zhiznennogo puti 
Firdousi" ("Concerning some dates in the life of Firdowsi") has recognized two authorized versions of 384/994-995 and of 
400 /I 009-10 I 0 (Kratkie .mobstcheniia lmti/11/a Vostokovedeniia, 65 ( 1964 ), pp. 132, 134). Following the differences between these 
two versions A E. Berthels supposed that they gave ground for distinguishing '.'two versions of "Shah-nameh edited by Firdowsi him­
self' Sec A E. Bcrthels, "Ot sostavitelia", Firdousi. Shah-name. Kriticheskij tekst. ("From the compiler", Firdowsi. Shiih-niimeh. Criti­
cal text), ix (Moscow, 1971 ), p. 8. These words appear in the preface to the last volume! But the case is much more complicated. Be­
sides the two authorized versions, another one, let us call it "the southern version", was clearly determined. Its text is represented in the 
copies of the National Library (Dom 329) and of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental studies (C 1654). This is a non­
authorized version of an authorized text by Firdowsi, of 40011009-1010. Finally, the most important discovery, as demonstrated by 
L. T. Guzaliyan, (sec "lspravleniia v drcvneishei rukopisi Shah-name" ("Corrections in the earliest manuscript of Shah-nameh"), /s­
toriko-filologicheskii zhumal, 2 (Erevan, 1972), pp. 77-98) is that the scribe who made the London copy of675 /1276-1277 used two 
copies of the protograph. One of these was the abridged authorized version of 3841994-995, the other - the expanded version of 
400 / 1009-1010. 

Strictly speaking, the readings of this manuscript can not serve the basis for the reconstruction of the initial text. It is possible to 
say, that at least three versions are joint in our publication of "Shah-nameh" ( 1960-1971 ). As the result we do not have the text "as it 
was at the beginning of the I 3th century" - which was the aim of those who prepared the publication. It turned out to be a combined 
text of the beginning of the I 4th century. Nevertheless, I may confirm that it is the best text ever prepared in the history of Iranian stud­
ies, and that it is much more reliable than its previous publications. I think that now, when we have enough experience, we should con­
tinue this work. For this purpose we must assemble the filleen dated copies of the 14th century and two copies of the 13th century. These 
arc the already mentioned London copy and the recently found Florence copy (unfortunately, only the first volume of "Shah-nameh") 
dated bv 30 m11harram 614/March 9, 1217. To these manuscripts I can also add the text of"Shah-nameh" from Deutsche Staatsbiblio­
thck in ·Berlin (Ms. Or. 2.4255) copied in 89411489, which is very similar to the Florentine manuscript. Afler studying and comparing 
all these copies, using the experience of the work on "Shah-nameh'', a scholar can reconstruct the text of one of the authorized versions 
(possibly of400/ 1009-1010) as it was known at least in the second half of the 12th century. 

"Gulistan" by Sa'di. The text of this popular composition was prepared and published by R. M. Aliev in 1959 in Moscow. In this 
case the main task of textology (i. e. a research on the history of the text, its versions and variants) was neglected. Though nine copies 
were formally used by R. M. Aliev, no appropriate research was done on the versions of the text. The same spell of looking for "the old­
est" copy with the best text led the scholar away from publishing one of the three distinguished versions: the one of the beginning of the 
14th century (not of the end of the 13th century as assumed by the editor), or the combined version of 1385, or a separate version of the 
14th century that is represented in several copies of the I 6th century. R. M. Aliev's conclusions are: none of the used copies "could rep-
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resent the original author's version, though being very close to it" (see R. M. Aliev, "Gulistan Sa'di i kritika teksta" ("Gulistii.n Sa'di 
and text criticism"), Uchenye zapiski Jnsituta vostokovedeniya AN SSSR, 19 ( 1958), p. 97). This is why the editor followed "the princi­
ple of active and critical choice in looking for the best reading among all suggested variants". (Ibid., p. 97). It means that readings from 
different versions are mixed up in the published text. "Gulistii.n" by Sa' di is a multi-layer text consisting of different versions, renova­
tions, changes and corrections, which we distinguish as the most difficult case in textology. As there is no autograph, one should ap­
proach the original text starting from the latest, non-authorized version towards an earlier one, till he comes to the version closest to the 
ong1-
nal text. 

The same can be said about the publication ofSa'di's "Bustan" made by R. M. Aliev in Teheran in 1968. The editor could not avoid 
the temptation of putting together all early copies, though he knew that these were four non-authorized versions of the text (the first and 
the second are pre-Bisutiin, the first Bisutiin of 726/ 1326 and the second Bisutiin of 734/ 1333-1334). Actually, the editor had to take 
the versions with the most clear and stable text, make a research and publish it, cf: R. M. Aliev, "Predislovie", Sa'di-ntineh (Biisttin)­
("Introduction", Sa'di-ntimeh. Biistiin) (Teheran, 1968), pp. 13-57. 

15. E. E. Berthels, "Shah-name i kritika teksta" ("Shah-nameh and text criticism"), Sovetskoe vostokovedenie, 1 (1955), pp. 94-5. 
16. R. M. Aliev, "Volia issledovatelia i problema metoda sostavleniia kriticheskogo teksta" (''Investigator's will and the methodo-

logical problem of compiling a critical text"), Pis'mennye pamiatniki Vostoka. 1968, p. 9. 
17. E. E. Berthels, "Voprosy metodiki ... ", pp. 240-1. 
18. A A Romaskevich, "Introduction", pp. 12-3. 
19. For example, Fa:;lalltih Rashid al-Din. Djtimi' al-tawtirikh. Part 3. Publication of the text by A Ali-zadeh. 
20. It is considered that the main criteria of a "critical text" is the presence of references on different readings. Do not we have the 

same apparatus in the "unified" or "unified-critical" text publications where non-correct readings are registered? Such an apparatus is 
the sign and the component of text criticism. It gives a preferable reading and reflects the history of the text, changes in its style and lan­
guage form the time of its creation up to a certain historical moment. 

21. For example, Fa;#alltih Rashid al-Din. Djtimi' al-tawtirikh. Facsimile publication by K. Jalm, ii. 


