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The Antiquity of the Avesta.

c—-—+—-——

[ Read 26th June 1896, - Dr. Gerson Da Cunha in the Chair.]

The general opinion about the extant Avesta literature is, that it
is a faithful remnant of the “ Grand Avesta’ of the Achemenian times.
But as Prof. Max Miiller says, the late lamented Dr. Darmesteter,
whose untimely death has caused a great gap in the foremost rank
of Avesta scholars, has, by what he calls the historical solution of
the - question, thrown a bomb-shell «“into the peaceful camp of
Oriental scholars.””! He asserts,2 that the Avesta, as it has come down
to us, is not a faithful reproduction from the ¢ Grand Avesta’ of the
Achemenian times, but that it has undergone several changes while
passing through the hands of the different monarchs of Pers;a who
undertook to collect its writings.

To support his theory, he dwells upon, what he calls, two kinds of
evidence. I.—Firstly, the historical evidence, as collected from the
Dinkard and the letter of Tansar, the Dastur of Ardeshir Babegan,
to the king of Tabaristan—.II.—Secondly, the internal evidence, as
presented by the Avesta itself.

On the supposed strength of these two kinds of evidence, he says,
that a great part of the Avesta had been re-written in the period of
the political religious fermentation, which preceded the advent of the
Sassanians ; that the greatest and the most important touch and finish
were given to it in the reign of Ardeshir Babegin (A.D. 211-241);
and that even in the reign of Shapur I (A. D. 241-272), some
final changes were made in it. Thus, Dr. Darmesteter brings down the.
antiquity of the Avesta, which scholars like Haug and his Vedic school
had placed in a remote period, preceding even the Achemenian times,
to “as late as the third century after Christ. The object of this paper;

-1 Prof. Max Miiller’s article entitled * The Date of the Zend Avesta” in the
Oontsmporm y Review, Dec, 1893, Vol, XLIV,, p. 869, ‘ :

% Le Zend Avesta IlI pp. 2 40, The Vendidad, 2nd Ed., Introducﬁon,
ppe xxxvii-lis, |
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is to examine some of the points, which Darmesteter dwells upon, to
support his theory, This paper does net pretend to examine in
detail, the great question -of the Autiquity: of the Avesta from all
standpoints, but aims to examine it from a few standpoints,
suggested by Darmesteter, as facts of historical and internal evidence,

| 1.
" Firstly, we will enter into the subject of the histerical evidence about

the later origin of the Avesta. The history eof the collectxon of the
Avesta,as given in the Dinkard,! is as follows:—

In the times of the Achemenian emperors, one copy of the * Grand
Avesta” was deposited in the royal archives of Istakhar (Persepolis),
and another in the royal treasury of Shapigin. The one in the royal
archives was destroyed by Alexander the Great,2 during his conquest
of Persia, The literature so destroyed, was written, according to
Tansar,® upen 12,000 ox-hides. It consisted of 1,000 chapters. The
other copy in the royal treasary was taken possession of by the
Greeks, whe carried it away and got it tramslated into their language.
Perhaps, it is this translatien, that Pliny* refers to, when he says, that
Hermippus (3rd -century B. C.) had commented upon the two millions
of verses of the writings of Zoroaster. During the times of the
Parthian dynasty, when ¢here was, to a certain extent, a religious
anarchy in Persia, Valkbash {Volegeses 1.), with a view to restore the
religion, tried te cellect the Avesta literature destroyed by Alexander.

But the meost successful attempt was made by Ardeshir Babegin,
the founder of the Sassaniam dymasty. The services rendered by
Ardeshir to the cause of the Zoroastrian religion are therefore thus
commemorated in the Afrin § Rapithavan: Haméizor Farohar-i-
Ardeshir Babegin bad, avi hami Farohar-i-ardstirin va vinistarin
va vinirtirin-i-din khudde bad, i e., ‘“May the guiding spirit of
Ardeshir Babegin be one with us, together with the guiding spirits
of those, who restore, arrange and look into the religion of God.”
Ardeshir was helped in this moble cause by a learned Dastur named
Taosar or Tansar. Altbough, as said above, one attempt was

1 8, B.E. Vol. XXXVIl., West’s Dinkard, Introduction, p. xxxi., pp. 413-14.
2 Viraf-nimeh, 1-8.

s Journal Asiatique, Neuvidme strie Tome III. (1894), p- 618. The Virﬁf-
pAmeh, refers to ox-hides; but does not give the number (Ch. 17).

+ ‘Pliny, Bk, XXX,, Chap, 2, Bostock and Rilaystranslatxon (1856), Vol,
V., p. 432.
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made by Velogeses I. befere Ardeshir, and although two more
attempts were made after Ardeshir by Shapur I. and Shapur II,,
to restore the ancient literature and religion, it is only Ardeshir’s
more imporant attempt that is cemmemorated in the above
Afrin, Now, Darmesteter lays great stress upon the abovementioned
account of the Dinkard, and upon a letter by Tansar to the king of
Tabaristan, wherein, he explained, to a certain extent, how he wished
to proceed in the work of helping his royal master Ardeshir in the
cause of uniting the ancient Persian empire, of reviving the ancient
literature, and of restoring the ancient religion. On the strength of
these two doeuments, he says, that the Avesta literature, as it has now
come down to us, was, to a cestain extent, meddled with, by Tansar.
It appears from Magoudi,! that Tansar belonged to the Platonic sect,
and so, according to Darmesteter, Tansar had introduced into the
Avesta, his Platonic views., Woerking upen that speculation, he tries
to show, that there are several Greek elements in the Avesta. Not
only that, but there are several other elements — Budhistic, Braha-
minical, Jewish, etc., which show, he says, that the Avesta writings,
now extant, are net very old.

We will examire the evidence, produced by Darmesteter from the
historical documents, and see, how far his conclusien is based on solid
ground. He takes his stand upon the general statements of the
Dinkard and of the letter of Tansar, and boldly draws inferences,
which would not be justified by a detail examination of the passages.
Let us examine the statements about the three principal different
sovereigns of Persia, who collected the Avesta, and who worked, so
to speak, to bring about Irinian renaissance.

1. Firstly comes Valkhash. The Dinkard says of him, that ¢¢ Val-
khasgh, descendant of Askén, in each distriet, just as he had come
fortb, ordered the careful preservation, and making of memoranda for
the royal city, of the Avesta and Zand, asit had purely come unto
them, and also of whatever instruction, due to it, had remained
written about, as well as deliverable by the tongue through a high
i)riest, in a scattered state in the country of Irin, owing to the
ravages and devastation of Alexander and the cavalry and infantry
of the Arlimans.”’2

1 Macoudi Chap. XXIV,, Traduction de Barbier de Meynard ct Pavet de
Courteille (1863), Tome II., p. 161.
2 8. B. E. XXXV]I,, Dinkard, Bk. IV. 24. West, p. 413.
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" Darmesteter infers from this passage, that, as Valkhash had a hand
in the collection of the Avesta, the modern Avesta had some inter-
polations of his time, and that some post-Alexandrian elements had
crept into it. But the passage does not admit of this inference.
It very clearly says, that he had ordered the careful preserva-
tion of the Avesta and Zand, as it had purely come unto them,

(swy,g;.)c IR0 Y Wit 18 Hoshangji and Haug’s Pahlavi

Pazand Glossary, Haug’s Essay, p. 150.) Valkhash was so zealous
to preserve the religious scruples of his creed, that, he once refused to
go to Rome at the invitation of Nero, lest, by going by the sea-route,
he may pollute water and thus break one of the commandments of the
Vendidad, which forbade the pollution of water. His brother Tiridates
was a priest. Now, bow can a king like him, who was so closely
connected with a priestly family, and whe himself so earnestly observed
all religious scruples, allow any interpolations in the collection of the
old Avesta? How can he tolerate the smallest addition of any
foreign element 7 '

2. After Valkhash, comes Ardeshir BabegiAn, He is spoken of by
the Dinkard, as the next collector of the Avesta, Tansar’s letter to
the king of Tabaristan also refers to thismatter, The Dinkard says:1

«“ And that Artakhshatar, king of kings, who was son of Papak,
came for the restoration of the monarchy of Irdn, and the same
scripture was brought from a scattered state to one place. The
righteous Tosar of the primitive faith, who was the priest of priests,
appeared with an exposition recovered from the Avesta, and was
ordered to complete the scripture from that exposition. He did so
accordingly, to preserve a similitude of the splendour of the original
enlightenment, in the treasury of Shapigin, and was ordered to dis-
tribute copies of the information provided.’

~ From the above passage of the Dinkard, Darmesteter infers that «it
appears that the Ardashir compilation contained two classes of texts:
texts that were incorporated as they were, and other texts that were
conjecturally restored by Tansar, the Poryotkés, so as to make a
collection that should be an exact reproduction of the Vistisp Avesta,
the lost treatise of Shapigin, which is as much as saying that the

1 8. B, E. XXXVII,, West's Dinkard, Introduction. p. xxx1,
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Ardashir Avesta is a compound of texts anterior to Tansar and texts
emanating from Tansar, the whole lkeing an ideal restoration of a
primitive Avesta.”’! I beg to submit, that the above passage of the
Dinkard does not at all allow of such an inference, How can an
unprejudiced reader derive that inference, when the passage very
clearly says, that ¢“Tosar ., . . appeared with an exposition
recovered from the Avesta and was ordered to complete the scripture
from that exposition ? ”

Again, we must take into consideration, the character of the two
chief actors of this second period of Irinian renaissance, the charac-
ter of both the king and his Dastur, of Ardeshir and Tansar.
Ardeshir, through his grandfather Sassan, belonged to the sacerdo-
tal racd. According to Agathias, he * was initiated in the doctrine
of the Magi, and could himself celebrate the mysteries.”? How
can such a king, himself versed in the learned lore of his religion,
give a free hand to his Dastar, to introduce into the religious serip~
tures any foreign element that he liked. ¥t eould do in the case of
a king, not versed in the religious lore, but not, in the case of a
king like Ardeshir, who, by birth and education, belonged te the
sacerdotal class versed im their religious books. Ekf Tansar had
taken any liberty, Ardeshir could have at.once stopped him, .

" But now, let us examine the character of Tansar himself. Accord-
ing to the Dinkard, he was a ¢ Paoiryd-tkaésha,”” 7.e., one of the old
order of faith, and, as such, was naturally averse to any inneva-
tions and to the introduetion of any new elements in the old religion
~ and in the old scriptures. 'Fhis is confirmed by the tone he adopts,
in hig letter to the king of Tabaristén. He expresses his displeasure
at the new order of things, sabsequent te the religions anarchy in
the reign of the preceding dynasty. He says:3—* At last, by the
corruption of the men of those times, by the disappearance of the law,
the love of novelties and apocrypha and the wish for notoriety,
even those legends and traditions passed away from the memory
of the people.” How then can we except a Paoirydtkaésha of
- Tansar’s type and views, to introduce into the religion and rellglous
scrxptures, notions, foreign to the old faith ?

18, B, E. IV. Darmesteter. Vendidad, 2 Ed. XLV, * Ibid, p. XLL.
s Ibid, p. XLIIL
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- While speaking about the charaeters of the two principal actors
of the second period of Iridnian renaissance, it will not be out of
place, to examine briefly, a few important parts of Tansar’s letter on
which Darmesteter rests so much.

(#) Firstly, Darmesteter attaches great importance to that part of
the letter, wherein Tansar writes to the king of Tabaristan, that
king Ardeshir does away with those customs, which do not suit the
necessities of his time, Now, this dees not show that Ardeshir;
through his DasturTansar, meddled with the old religious scriptaxes.
It simply means, that he medified several customs, which, looking
tothe circumstances of the changed times, acted harshly and unjustly,
Again, Tansar's words, 1¢r20 _y? Sl hlae 3liied 3! mean, that
 the king is the ruler over the religion,” i e., the king is $uperior
in points of religion or is the head of the Church. What Tansar
meant, was, that the king was the spiritual and temporal head of
the country. It seems, that the translation given by Darmesteter,
viz., *“the Shahinshah has power over the religion,”’ is beyond
themark. Itstretches the meaningtoo much. When Henry VIII,
assnmed in England, the power as the spiritual head of the Church,
he did not make all possible changes either in the religious observ-
ances’ or the scriptares. _ _ .

. (8) Again, Tansar’s words, 2 && b (o158 aiKS UL\J UL
mean, that, ** If the religion is not described (or ex plained) by reason,
it has no steadiness.” Darmesteter’s rendering of o8 ol as
‘‘enlightened,” carries the idea, that Tansar meant addition or
modification, but the words merely mean ‘ description.” The fact,
that this passage of Tansar’s letter, does not refer to the additions
of any new notions or ideas, is proved by another part of Tansar’s
letter, quoted above, wherein, he himself expresses his displeasure
against the introduction of novelties,

(¢) Again, the fact, that Tansar’s letter does not refer to any
changes or additions in the Avesta scriptures, is more than proved
by a cursory examination of some of the rules and laws, referred
to by Tansar. Let us see, if some of the points, referred to by
Tansar, are found in the present Avesta, with which, heis supposed
to have taken great liberty.

— 1 Journal Asiatique, Neuviéme Bérie Tome 111. (1894), p. 212, 1. 9,
s Ibid, p. 213, ), 14,



' THE ANTIQUITY OF THE AVESTA. 117

" The king of Tabaristan complains of some innovations on the part
of Ardeshir, Now,if, according to Darmesteter’s theory, Tansar had
taken liberty with the Avesta, we should have found those innova-
tions in the Avesta; but, as a matter of fact, we do not find them.
For example, the king of Tabaristan objects to Ardeshir’s division
of the different professions into four classes. 1 The A vesta division
of the professions is as follows:—(1) Athravan (the clergy), (2) Ra-
thaéshtar (the army), (3) Victrya (the cultivators), and (4)
Hutokhsh (the artizans).

- Ardesbir’s division, according te Tansar’s letter, is as follows :—

The king is at the head of all. Then follow?2:.
(1) Aghib-i-Din, i.e., the clergy.
(2) Mukitel (mardan-i-kirzir), t.e., the army.
(3) Kuttab, t.e., the writers. This class includes clerks,
medical men, literary men and seientific men.
(4) Muhan4, ie., the men of the ordinary class of work
This class includes merchants, agriculturists, workmen, &ec.

A superficial examination of these two divisions, the one of the
Avesta and the other of Tansar, shows, that they widely differ.
Now, if Tansar took liberty with the Avesta, why did he not replace
the Avesta division which ¢ did not suit the necessities of the pre-
sent” by the new division ? If Tansar’s object was to establish the
unity of the throne by the unity of the Church, instead of meddling
with philosophic subjects like those of the Logos and the Ideas,
which the generality of the people did not care for,and which counld
~1in no way strengthen the power of Ardeshir, he ought to have first of
all handled subjects like this and the following, which had drawn
the general attention, and which had, according to the king of
Tabaristin, displeased the people. He ought to have introduced
them into the Avesta, to give them the stamp of religion. The
fact, that Tansar did not do so, and that the extant Avesta gives
qmte another division, shows, that Tansar had not taken any hberty
with the Avesta.

(d) Then, the next 1mportant subject, referred to by Tansar in his
letter, is the subject of punishments for scepticism and for cri-
minal faults, such as theft and adultery. For example, Ald_eshlr
ordered, that the adulterer must be punished by having his nose

U1 fpid, p. B1T. . % Ibid, p. 214,
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cuat, that the brigand and the thief must be punished by being made
to pay large fines, &c. Now, if Tansar had taken liberty with the
Avesta, and, if, as he says, Ardeshir had ¢ ordered these pi'ecepts
to be inserted in the Book of Laws” (ketdb-i-sunun), we should
find them in the present Avesta, at least in the Vendidad. Bat
we do not find anything of the kind in the Avesta, which sho“s
that Tansar had not meddled with the Avesta. = '

 In the Pahlavi commentary. of the Vendidad (VIII. 236 (74)
Spiegel, p. 122), we find an allusion to the punishment of a brigand

(riacdar 5-5-0::5)' It isthere said, on the authority of a commentator,

Gogoshasp, that a brwand who contmues in his evxl professmn,
may be at once put to death without waiting for a formal order

from the D«lto-bar- -ibo\ £ oy nY mS{p L Q 3o ',c......hm.d)

nw@_ﬂs sl o 14 nﬂ;nw@). The same punishment is

ordered on the authority of one Vakhshipur. Now, itappears from
this, that the punishment here referred to, is not at all in accord
with the punishment referred to by Tansar, in his letter, as that
 ordered by him to be inserted in the Book of Law.” On the
other hand, it is more in accord with that spoken of by Tansar, as
prevalent in the ancient times. This shows, that Tansar had no-
thing to do with the Avesta. Not only that, but he had nothing to
do even with the Pahlavi commentaries, written much later than
the original Avesta. If he had no free hand in the later Pahlavi
éommentaries, how can he have a free hand in the original Avesta
1tself ?

(¢) Again, we find in the Pahlavi version of the Vendldad a
number of names of eminent Dasturs, who had made comments,
such as Gogoshasp, Dad-farrokh, Adar-pAd, Khoshtanbujid,
Vakhshapur, but we do not find anywhere, the name of Tansar.
This is a very strong proof, that Tansar had no hand at all, not only
in the original Avesta, but even in the much later Pahlavi versions,

. (f) Lastly, take the case of Tansar’s reference to the social custom
of marriage. He says, that Ardeshir “ prohibited that a man of
highfamily should marry a glrl of a lower famlly, with a view to
preserve the purity of blood.” Now, we find no prohibition of this
kind in the present Avesta. If Tansar had taken liberty with it,
as alleged, he would have put in this proh;bltlon in the Vendidad.
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The only prohibition referred to in the Vendidad, is, that a Mazda-
yacnin should not join in marriage with a Dadva-yacnan.

3. Inexamining theso-called historical evidence of Darmesteter,
on the later origin of the Avesta, we now come to Shapur, the
third important actor of the period of renaissance, after whose time,
he thinks, the Avesta canon was closed, Darmesteter is of opinion,
that foreign elements crept into the Avesta even after Ardeshir’s
time, and so, he attaches great importance to the following passage
in the Dinkard about Shapur.

“ Shahpiihar, king of kings, and son of Artakhshatar, again
brought together also the writings which were distinct from
religion, about the investigation of medicine and astronomy, time,
'place, and quality, creation, existence, and destruction . .. . that
were scattered among the Hindus and in Arum and other lands;
and he ordered their collection again with the Avesta, and the

presentation of a correct copy of each to the treasury of Shapigan.’
(8. B.E. XXXVII,, West’s Dinkard P. Texts IV., p. 414 ; Darmes-
teter, Le Zend Avesta II1., p. XXXIL).

Darmesteter says, that ‘“ This isa confession that patt of the A vesta
was translated or imitated from foreign sources.”! Nothing of the
kind. Itappears to be clear from this passage, that here the question
is about the collection of medical and scientific works other than
those of religion (21) ws £ +aouye) napikihd-ch-i-min din barg?.)
‘How can they have been embodied in the extant Avesta, which;
according to Darmesteter himself, is ¢ only a liturgical collection, and
it bears more likeness to a Prayer Book than to the Bible,”3 What
the Dinkard says, i3 merely this, that Shapur got collected, both from
‘the East and from the West, works on scientific subjects. They were
not all embodied in the Avesta, but as the last sentence of the above
‘quoted passage says, * the presentation of acorrect copy of each to tke
treasury of Shapigan > was ordered by the king. The words in the text,

)\-‘ea......nm‘oéf 5»:'-5 4o 00 6@\5 (levatiman Avestak lakhodr an
ddkhtan . . . farmud, t.c., he ordered their collection again together

with the Avesta. Pahl, Paz, Glossary, p. 150), mean that Shapur ordered
the collection again of this scientific literature together with that of the
-1 8.B. E 1V. Vendid4d 2nd Edition p. XLVI.

"'$ Pahlavi Pazend Glossary by Hoshangji and Haug-Haug’s kssay, p: 151 y L4
3 8. B. E, 1V. Vendidad, 2nd Edition, Introduction, p. xxxiil, ..
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.Avesta, and ordered a copy of each to be preserved in the royal library
of Shapigan. The words do not admit of the interpretation of ** reunir
et incorporer dans ’Avesta les fragments d’un intérét scientifique,” as
'Darmesteter (Le Zend Avesta I1I., p. xxxiii) understands them.

If, as Darmesteter says, the above passage is an allusion to his
itheory, that additions were made to the Avesta even in later times,
then, as a matter of fact, we must find these writings on medicine,
astronomy, and such other scientific subjects in our present Avesta,
But we do not find them at all. Therefore, the only inference we can
draw, is this, that the passage in the Dinkard, does not at all allude to
any subsequent additions to the Avesta itself, but to the Pahlavi woiks, -
~ In closing this short survey of Darmesteter’s conclusion, based
‘on the historical evidence of the Dinkard and of Tansar’s letter, we
must bear in mind several facts.

(@) In the very passages, where the Dinkard speaks of the restora-
tion of religion, and of the religious scriptures, and on which
_ Darmesteter lays great stress in support of his theory, Alexander,
the Greek of Greeks, is spoken of as ‘the evil-destined villain
Alexander,” and allusions are made to his ravages and devastations,
Again, the very document, on which Darmesteter bases his theory,
viz., Ibn al Mugaifa’s letter of Tansar, speaks of the harsh conduct of
Alexander towards the Persians. He thought of killing the princes
and nobles of Irin, so that during his march towards India, they may
not rise against him. But the good advice of his tutor Aristotle
prevailed, and he divided Irin into petty principalities, so that the
rulers may fight among themselves, and not join into an open rebellion
against his rule, Again, in the body of the letter itself, Tansar
alludes to the fact of Alexander’s burning the sacred books.1

Now, Darmesteter represents Tansar, as borrowing foreign elements
for his Avesta, from these very Greeks, whose hero Alexander, he
(Tansar) himself runs down, and so do the Dinkard and other Pahlavi
works. How improbable it is, then, that a religious and sacerdotal
monarch like Ardeshir, and a Paoiryé-Tkaésha Dastur like Tansar,
‘should think of introducing, into their scriptures, the notions and beliefs
of those very Greeks, who had brought about the ruin of their counfry
and religion—a ruin, the painful memory of which was fresh in their

! “Tu sais qu’ Alexandre brfila & lstakhar nos livres sacrés écrits sar
douze mllle peaux de boeuf.”’ Journal Aelatxquq, N envxéme Sérle (1894) Tome



THE ANTIQUITY OF THE AVESTA. 121

minds, and which continued to remain fresh for some time longer!
Nothing can be more improbable than this. |

But look to this question from anotber point of view, What did
Valkhash, Ardeshir and Shapur aim at? = What was the religious
renaissance for ? The Greeks had possibly left a slight mark of
their invasion on the politics, a8 well as on the social and religious life of
Irin. It was this mark of the Greeks, that had brought about the
political, social, and religious anarchy. It was to obliterate these
marks, that Valkhash, Ardeshir, and the two Shapurs worked. To
obliterate these marks, was the aim of the renaissance of Ardeshir's
time., Now, what can be more improbable than to think, that those,
who worked hard in that work of renaissance, should, instead of
obliterating any marks of Greek influence, prepetuate them, by
bodily introducing Greek elements into their very scriptures !

If there be any country, whose religious ideas the Persians would
not like to have incorporated into their religious books, it would be
Greece or India. Again, if there be anybody, who could be said to
have introduced into Zoroastrianism, these so-called Greek and Indian
elements, Tansar should be the last person, because, from his very letter
to the king of Tabaristin, to which Darmesteter attaches se¢ much
importance, we learn, that as a true Zoreastrian, he found the
Greeks, Indians and others, wanting in good religious manners and
customs (29%'aT). Referring to the country of the Turks,

Greece, and India, Tansar says (I give Darmesteter’s translation)! :
“ Quant aux bonnes meeurs religieuses et au service du Roi, ce sont
des faveurs qu’il (Le Dieu) nous a octroyées et qu’il leur a refusées.”
Further on, he says: “Toutes les scienees de la terre sont notre
lot.” Thus, we see, that Tansar believed, that his fatherland
of Irdn possessed all the sciences of the world, and that his
country wasfavoured by Ged with all good religious customs, which
the other countries were deprived of. Now, how can you expect
a man with such a belief, to borrow elements for his scriptures
from Greece and frem other countries ?

. (b) Again, what is more probable ? That, if, in order to suié
new circumstarnces, he was allowed the liberty to meddle with the
Avesta, he shounld take liberty with these parts, which treat of
philosophic subjects, or with those, that treat of the social mannerg
afid customs; with which the generality of people bad to do?

——

1 Journal Asiatique, (1394) Tome I1L,, p. 547,
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As a religious reformer, it would be his duty not to add new
philosophic ideas, with which, the people, on the whole, had
little concern, but to change some of the old social usages, which
required a change under the new circumstances. If allowed a
free hand, Tansar would have at first changed some of the customs
mentioned in the Vendidad, which clearly point that they
belonged to very old times.

Forexample, it appears from the Vendidad, that during the olden
times, when it was written, the use of metal, as money, was very little
known. Animals were the medium of exchange or barter. A
medical practitioner was required to be paid, not in coins, but in
animals.! If he eured the head of a family, he was given a
small- ox as his professional fee ; if he cured the ruler of a village,
a large ox ; if he cured the lady of the house, a she-ass, and so on.

This scale of medical fees, must have existed, a long time before
the ‘Achemenian rulers, some of whom had Greek doctors on their
staff. Now then, if Tansar had a carte blanche from his sovereign
to take liberty with the Avesta, and to add, omit, or modify,
the first thing, he would have done, would have been to strike off
from the Vendidad, the above system of payment, and to introduce,
in its stead, a new system of payment by coins.

There are several other old customs in the Vendidid, which
suited the times, when it was writteu, but in the times of Valkhash
or Tansar, were more honoured in their breach than in their
observance. 8o, had Tansar taken liberty with the Avesta,instead
of meddling with some philosophic ideas, he would have at once
changed some of the caustoms mentioned in the Vendididd. But,
the very faet, that the Vendididd has come down to us, as it was
written in some pre-Achemenian times, shows, that Tansar could
not have taken any liberty with the sacred writings.

(¢) The chief point, which should determine the age, when the
different writings of Zoroastrian literature were written, is the
mention, made therein, of the names of historical personages. The
Farvardin Yasht contains a long list of the departed worthies of
ancient Irin. It contains the names of eminent men, who lived
upto two centuries after Zoroaster, and who did yeoman’s service to
theireountry. Forexample, the name of Saéna Ahum Stuto (Saéna
Ahum Studin of Afrm i Raplthavan) wha, accordmg to the Pahl&u

- 1 Vendidad V1L, 41-43.
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Zarthosht-Nameh, died about two hundred years after Zoroaster, is
commemorated there (Y. XIII,, 97). Now, if according to Darme-
steter, the Zoroastrian canon was not closed up to the time of Shapur,
why isit, that we do not find in the Farvardin Yacht, any names of the
Parthian or Sassanian dynasties? Those dynasties have produced
a number of men, worthy of being commemorated for their
services to the cause of their country and religion. Take the case
of Valkhash (Vologeses 1.), whose services to the cause of
Zoroastrian religion are highly spoken of by the Dinkard together
with those of Ardeshir. Now, if liberty was taken, as alleged, by
Tansar, and his predecessors, with the Avesta, surely, the name of
Valkhash would most assuredly have been added to the long list of the
worthies of Irdn in the Farvardin Yasht. Again, Ardeshir’s services
to the cause of Zoroastrian religion were really very great. And
so, they were commemorated in the later Pazend prayer, known as
the Afrin i Rapithavan, together with those of Zoroaster, King
Gushtasp, Asfandidr, and others. Now, if the Sassanian princes
took liberty with the Avesta, why is it, that the name of Ardeshir
Babegin is not included in the list of the Farvardin: Yasht.
Ardeshir’s son Shapur L., who also is spoken of in the Dinkard,
as having had a part in the revival of the religion, could have
added the name of his illustrious father in the list of the Farvardin
Yasht. The very fact, that Ardeshir’s services were remembered in the
later Pazend prayer, but not in the Avesta itself, shows, that no liberty
was taken with the writings of the Avesta.

11.

Having examined the historical evidence, now let us examine a few
important points of internal evidence, advanced by Darmesteter, He
points to several passages in the Avesta, and traces in them, foreign
elements, and infers therefrom, that those foreign elements had
crept into the Avesta in later times,

(A) We will first speak of, what he calls, the Parthian elements.

1. Professor Darmesteter refers to a name in the Avesta, which, he
thinks, points to a later origin of the Avesta. It is that of Alexander.
In the Hom Yasht, they say of Haoma that “he overthrew the
usurping Keregani, who arose longing for sovereignty, and said :
s Heneeforth, no priest will go at his wish, through the country, to teach
the law,” Professor Darmesteter says, that the Kerecéni, referred to
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here, is Alexander. He says, that here, a foreign invasion and
persecution is alladed to, and that, therefore, it is a historical
allusion to Alexander’s conquest of Persia, In support of his theory,
he rests upon the Pahlavi rendering of the word, which is rendered
as Kilisydk (Kilisyai). In the Pahlavi Bahaman Yasht, Alexander
is spoken of as ¢ Alexander the Kilisyak.” Hence, Darmesteter says,
that the Keregiini, spoken of in the Hom Yasht, is Alexander, and that
therefore, this text is post-Alexandrian. There are several facts, which
show that Kerecini was not Alexander.

(a) The first consideration is, that in the Bahman Yasht, Kilisydk
is used as a common noun. It is used, as an appellation, signifying
that Alexander was a Kilisyik, whatever you choose to understand
by that term. In the same way, the Pahlavi commentators also, while
giving a Pahlavi rendering of the passage in question, take the word
K ere¢ini or Kilisyik to be a common noun.

The Avesta passage runs thus (Yagna IX., 24):
g\»uue\aoﬁ&:) u‘ijé».”ét»gu ;e)w‘aiji, L at) q.)‘l“v %;1:»0

. t.e., *“Haoma landed Kerecini, dethroned him from his throne,”
(Dr. Mills 8. B. E. XXXI. (1887), p. 287.)

The Pahlavi rendering of this passage is as follows (Spiegel IX
75, p. 75, 1. 15-16):

i

PO WV4TP § ‘-'_)_J POUS AFm ,maj’ 74 ,ma, cre

Hom valmanshin mun karsaik homand ashin bard min khuddih
- nishdnid, i.e., Hom dethroned (lit. made them sit down) from their
sovereignty those, who were karsdilk.

This Pahlavi rendering clearly shows, that the commentator has
taken the word Kerec¢ini in the sense of a common noun. He has
rendered it in the plural nnmber. If, according to Darmesteter, the
Pahlavi translator meant by Kxhsyak Alexander why should he
have used the plural number.

* () There is another consider atxon which shows, that by Kerecani,
the Hom Yasht did not ‘mean Alexander. In the Pahlavi books,
wherever Alexander is spoken of; he is always spoken of as Alexagdar or
Alexidar, Akandgar, Alasandar, or in some “other similar form (Viraf-
nameh I., 4 ; ‘West’s Dinkard Bk, VIII,, Ch. I.,21; S.B.E. V.
Bahman Yash{ 1L, 19; [IIL, 34; Bundehesh XXXIV., 8 -
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Minokherad VIIL,, 29). He is never spoken of as Kilisyak, 1In the
Bahman Yasht, the word Kilisysik is once used, but there, it is used
with his original name Akandgar. As we have said above, there, the
word is not used alone, but simply as an appellation. Just as in
some books (for example, the Virifnameh 1., 4), he is spoken of as
Arumayik, i.e., the Roman, so in the Bahman Yasht, he is spoken
of as Akandgar-i-Kilisyikih, ¢.e., Alexander, the Kilisyak. In sll
other books, he is spoken of by his own name, written in different
ways., Now, if in all these Pahlavi writings, Alexander was spoken
of by his own proper name, why should he not have been spoken
of by that name, by the Pablavi commentator of the Hom Yasht, if,
at all, be meant to express, that Kerecani was Alexander.

(¢) One fact more. In most of the above Pahlavi works, wherever
the hann, done by Alexander to the Zoroastrian religion, is spoken of,

he is always spoken of, as “ Alexander the carsed (Gazashte ,mu)

.., an epithet generally applied to. Ahriman or the devil. Some
such other epithet is often applied to him (Virif-nameh 1., 4;
Babhman Yasht! I1.,19 ; Dinkard2 VIIIL,, ch. 1., 21). Now, if we
take, that, as Darmesteter says, the passage in the llom Yasht refers to
the religious persecution by Alexander, why is it, that we do not find
either in the Avesta passage itself, orin its I'ahlavi rendering, any such
usual expression of hatred with the mention of Alexander’s name,

(d) Again, if the Avesta writer wished to make an allusion to the
religious persecution by Alexander, why should he have chosen
the Haoma Yasht for it? We know nothing of Alexander’s special
hostility to Haoma. In his invasion, the Greeks generally destroyed
some of the Persian fire temples. So, if there was any part of the
Avesta, where an appropriate allusion to Alexander’s persecution could
have been made with propriety, it was the sacred places in honour
of fire, and not the Yasht in honour of Haoma, All these considera-
tions lead to show, that it is a mistake to take IKerecini to be
Alexander,

2. Darmesteter points to another name in the Avesta, and connects -
it with a historical event, and thereby tries to show, that the Avesta,

B. E. V. West, Pahlavi Texts 1.
B.E

1 8. V. ‘
s B . XX XVI1I., West, Pahlavi Texts IV.
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as they have come down to us, have & later origin. It is the name of
Azi Dahaka (Zohék of Firdousi).

(@) From the facts () that the Pahlavi Bundehesh draws his
descent from one Taz, a brother of Hoshang, and (6) that the
Shah-nAmeh calls him a Tézi, ¢.c., an Arab (53U 3y<), and () that
Bawri, identified with the later Babylon, is spoken of in the Avesta, as
the place of Azi-Dahaka, Darmesteter infers, that it is a reference to the
settlement of the Arabs along the banks of the Euphrates and the -
Tigris,—an event which took place in the second half of the Arsacide
period, Heuce, he infers, that the Avesta, which refers to this historic
event, must have been written a long time after Alexander. But, from
the mere fact, that Zohik was descended from one Tiz, who was the
founder of the tribe of Taziks, latterly known as the Arabs, and from
the fact of the ment.on of the name of Bawri, identified with the later
Babylon, we have no sufficient grounds to infer, that it is an allusion
to the historical event of the occupation of Chaldea by the Arabs in
later times, Neither the Avesta, nor the Pahlavi Bundehesh, says, that
Zohik was an Arab, The Bundehesh doesnot take Zohik to be an
Arab. It simply says, that he was descended from one Taz. It is
only Firdousi, who calls him an Arab ; and that is perhaps due to the
facts, that Zohik was descended from Taz, and that the Taziks, latterly
known as the Arabs, were also descended from TAz. Thus, then, if the
Avesta and the Bundehesh do not recognize Zohik as an Arab, the
inferance, drawn from such a recognition is not valid.

(b) Again,even taking it for granted, that Tansar, or the people of
his time, knew Azi-dahdk to be an Arab, how could Tansar, or some
one else in the latter half of the Arsacide period, (whom Darmesteter
supposes to have taken some liberty with the Avesta), bave connected
the historical event of the occupation of Chaldea by the Arabs with
Azi-dahdk. The event, having happened only about one or two centuries
before their time, must be fresh in their minds through oral traditions.
So, how can either Tansar, an intelligent man, who is represented
as having studied the philosophy of adjoining countries, or any other
man of his stamp, be supposed to connect a recent historical event
with a man of the times of the Peshdidyan dynasty, a contemporary
of Faridun, who lived several hundred years before the event? To
suppose, that Tansar or men of his stamp mixed up a historical event,
that had recently occurred, and connected it with a man, who lived
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several hundred years before the event, is paying a very poor ‘compli-
ment to men of Tansar’s intelligence, who are otherwise credited with
a knowledge of the philosophies of adjoining countries.

(¢) Again Bawri, the name used in the Avesta for Babylon, suggests
another consideration, We find from the cuneiform iuscriptions,
that Babylon was one of the countries conquered by Darius. In the
Behistun inscriptions, Babylon is spoken of as Babiru (Spiegel’s Die
Altpersischen Keilinschriften, p. 4; Oppert’s Les Inscriptions des
Achéménides, p. 24. Rawlinson J. R. A. S. X. Part I, p. 1.). This
word Babiru shows, that in the Achemenian times, the old word Bawri
had already begun to assume its later form of Babylon. Bawri is an
older form of Biibirn. Hence, the text, wherein the passage containing
the word Bawri occurs, must have been written a long time before the
Achemenians,  So, the conclusion of Darmesteter, that “ The texts, in
which the Arab Azi Dahiika appears as reigning in Babylon, belong
to a time when the Arabs were already settled in Mesopotamia” is
groundless.! Had that been the case, the writers would have used
Babiru, or some other later form, for Babylon, and not the older form
¢ Bawri.

3. Again, what is said of Zohak, can be said of one Zainigau,
alleged to be a contemporary of Afrasisb, whom Darmesteter attempts
to connect with an historical event of the later Parthian times.

(a) Inthe first place, the word Zainigau (Yasht X1X. Zamyad, 93)
has up to now been translated both by European and Parsee scholars,
and among them, by Darmesteter himself (Zend Avesta, Part I1,, S,
B. E. XXIIIL,), as a common noun. But now, Darmesteter, to
support his theory further, findsin Zainigau, an Arab, who was killed by
Afrasidb, and thinks, that the allusion refers to the subsequent events
of the Arab invasions which occurred in the later Parthian times (Le
Zend Avesta IIL.) Introduction p. 1. 8. B.E.IV., 2nd ed., Introduc-
tion p. L
. (b) Here again, as in the case of Zohik, we are led to believe, that
a learned man like Tansar or others of his stamp were altogether
ignorant of history, that they did not know when Afrasiab lived, and
that therefore, they mixed up historical events, which had occurred
only & century or two before their times, with some other event which
ocmrred a long time before.

18, B, E., Vol, 1V,, Vendidad, 2nd ed., Introduction p. 1,
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(c) Again, in connection with this event, Dr. Darmesteter says,
on the authority of Tabari, ! that «the legendary history of Yemen
tells of the Tubba’h Abii Kurrub’s invasions into Mesopotamia and his
struggles with the Tarinians of.ﬁdarbaigﬁn.” 2 But Tabari makes this
Tubbah, a contemporary of Kings Gushtasp aud Bahaman of Persia.3
If that is the case, then it appears, according to Tabari, that the
Arabs had a footing in Mesopotamia in the time of king Gushtiisp,
i.¢., several centuries before the Parthian rule. Thus, the arguments,
based by Darmesteter, (that the texts, in which Zohik is made to
settle at Bawri, and in which Zainigan is represented as being killed
by Afrisiab, are texts written in the latter half of the Arsacide
period,) upon the assumption, that ¢ the oldest period known,
when the Arabs settled along the Euphrates and the Tigris is the
second half of the Arsacide period” 4 fall to the ground.

4. Another point, that Darmesteter dwells upen to support hls;
theory, is this that ¢ the Avesta seems to ignore the ex1stence of an
Irdnian empire. The highest political anity is the da]:yu, a name which
in the inscriptions of Darius denoted the satraples, i.e., the provincial
kingdoms. . . . The highest political power is the danhupaztc,'
the chief of a dahyw.”5 Hence, he infers, that the Avesta was written
in the times of the Parthian dynasty, after the fall of the empire, wheén
there were so many provincial kings but no Shahinshah, no emperor.

(e) But here, Darmesteter commits a mistake, in taking a dahyu,
in the sense of a satrapy, in which it is used in. the:inscriptions of
Darius. We ought to take it in the sense, in!which it is used in
the Avesta itself. In the Avesta, it is not used in the sense of a
provincial kingdom, but in that of an. extenswe country,

There is a passage common to all Afrmgans (Westergaard. The
Afringans, Afngan Gahambar, 14), wherein, the worshipper asks the
blessings of God upon all the good reigning sovereigns. Just as,
inthe Farvardin Yasht (148-4) are invoked the Fravashis of the holy
men of all countries, Iran, Turdn, Sairima, Siini (China) and Dabi,

1 Tabari traduit par Zotenberg 1., p. 504.
2 8. B. E. 1V,, 2nd ed., Introduction p. 1. :
3 «“Ce roi vivalt du temps de Gouschtasp et de Bahman Zotenberg

‘_sa.iimé N Sl
(Munshi Naval Kishore’s lithographed text of July 1874, p. 211, 11. 15-16,)
+ 8. B. K. IV,, 2nd ed., Introduction p. 1. 5 Ihid, p. xlix.
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so, here are invoked blessings upon all good reigning sovereigns
(Khshathrayin danhapaiti). The Avesta praises good order and
peaceful rule. It says “down with the tyrant” (‘ Dush-padshihin
‘avadashin bad,” Nirang-kusti, ¢ Déni padshih-bad duzding avada-
shin bad,” *Afrin), but ““may good' kings flourish in all parts of the
- world,” Now, if the word ¢ danhupaiti,” used in this passage, meant
a mere provincial chief, the passage would, according to Darmesteter,
- point to several provincial chiefs. If that is so, it requires an
explanation, why Tansar, who is supposed to have taken liberty
with the philosophic part of the Avesta, and wanted te bring about
the wnity of the empire through the unity of the church, did not
alter this passage. This is a passage, which was, as now, recited
daily in hundreds of fire-temples, and in thousands of houses of Iran,
and therein the blessings of God were invoked upon all the ruling
provincial chiefs. Ardeshir is represented by Darmesteter, on the
authority ef Tansar’s letter, to- bave tried to- extinguish the sacred
fires of the provincial kingdoms, to preserve the unity of the empire by
the unity of the royal fire. It is strange then, that he should have
allowed to remain this most important passage in the Avesta, which
acknowledged the sovereignty of several provincial rulers.

This consideration tends to show, that the word danhupait: does
not refer to mere provincial chiefs, and that the argument based on
the meaning of this word, is vague.. ‘

" () In his French translation Darmesteter says :—¢“Vishtdspa
lui-méme dans les Géthas n’a point la physionomie d’un Roi des
Rois. C’estun prinee qui a donné sa protection & Zoroastre contre
d’autres princes: rien ne le distingue des dahyupaitis ordinaires.”
What Darmesteter means by this passage is this, that there was
no empire even before the Achemenians, There were a number of
provincial chiefs. Granted. Then, what grounds have Darmesteter
to conclude, that the fact, that the Avesta ignores the existence of
an Irdnian empire, shows, that it was written in the times of the
provincial chiefs of the Parthian' dynasty? It may, as well,
have been written in the times of the provincial chiefs of the
pre-Achemenian times,

. (c) Let us ook te this question from another point of view. If
the present Avesta does not speak of an Irdnian empire and of a

1 Zend Avesta, I11,, p. xlic
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king of kings, the cuneiform inscriptions de speak of a king of
kings (¢ khsiyathiya khsiyathiyanam,” Behistoun J, 1). Now, if
the cuneiform inscriptions recognise an empire and a king of
kings, it is clear, that the old writings of the ¢ Grand Avesta”
must have also recognised a king of kings. The question
then is, Who did away with the mention of this king of kings
from the so-called Sassanian Avesta? ‘T'he answer perhaps would be,
that either Valkbash or somebody in the Parthian times, finding
the Irinian empire divided into small provincial kingdoms, removed
from the Avesta, the passages referring to the king of kings. If
that was the case, why did not Tansar, who is represented as taking
all possible liberties with the Avesta, re-insert similar passages,
which would have been of great use te him in uniting the power
and the aunthority of his new master and emperor Ardeshir.
To establish the unity of the empire, he wanted the unity of the
church. 8o, in revising the Avesta, a re-insertion of similar passages
ought to have drawn his attention first of all, if he at all took
liberty with it by adding to or by modifying the original.

(B) We now come to the subject of the Greek elements or the
Greek influenee upon the Avesta,

1. To support his post-Alexandrian theery, Darmesteter points to
the statement about the millenniums, as an instance of Greek influence
upon Zoroastrian schools. He refers o the four periods of three
thousand years each, referred to by the ancient Persians, as the period
of the duration of the world. The pre-Alexandrian doctrine of the
Persians, described by Theopompus, as quoted by Plutarch runs thus
‘“ That Oromasdes ruled for 3,000 years alone and Areimanios for
3,000 more. After this period of 6,000 years had elapsed they
began to wage war against each other, one attemptng to destroy
the other; but finally Areimanios is to perish, mankind is te enjoy
a blessed state of life ; men will neither be any more in need of food,
nor will they cast shadows ; the dead are to rise again, men will be
immortal and everything is to exist in consequenee of their progress,™¥

The Pahlavi Bundehesh refers to the - same doetrine, but,
according to Darmesteter it differs in the description of the first
two periods, The DBundehesh says: ¢ Aliharmazd threugh

1 Haug’s Essays, 2nd ed., pp. 8-9.
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omniscience, knew that Aharman exists, and whatever he -schemes
he infuses with malice and greediness till the end ; and because
He accomplished the end by many means, He also produced spiritually
the creatures which were necessary for those means, and they
remained three thousand years in a spiritual state, so that they
were unthinking and unmeving, with intangible bodies. The evil
spirit, on account of backward knowledge, was not aware of the
existence of Auharmazd; and, afterwards, he arose from the abyss.
and came in unto the light which he saw, Desirous of destroy-
ing, and because of his malicious nature, he rushed in to destroy
that light of Adharmazd, unassailed by fiends, and he saw its
bravery and glory were greater than his own ; so he fled back to the
gloomy darkness and formed many demons and fiends; and the
creatures of the destroyer arose for violence,” ¢S. B. E. V., West’s
Bundehesh, Chap. 1., 8-10.)

Now, Darmesteter says, that the Iatter doetrine of the Bundehesh is
quite mystical. He says: ¢ That period of spiritual ideal existence
of the world, preceding its material and sensible apparition, reminds
one strikingly of the Platonic ideas, and it can hardly have entered
Zoroastrianism before Greek philosophy penetrated the East.” (S.B,
E. IV, 2nd ed., Introduction p. lv.)

(a) In the first place, Theopompus has made a brief reference to
the four periods of the world’s duration, He has summed up, in
his words, the Zoroastrian doctrine about these periods. So, as long
as he has not given any detailed description of these periods, as given
by the Bundehesh, one cannet affirm, that there is a difference between
these two statements of the same dectrine. The very fact, that he has
tried to describe the last two periods and not the first two, rather
shows, that perhaps, he did net clearly understand, what Darmesteter
calls, « the mystical spirit of the Zoroastrian doctrine,”

(8) Asto the Platonic ideas, one must look to the Farvardin Yasht,
which speaks at some length of the Fravashis or Farohars, which are,
as Dr, West says, the immaterial existences, the prototypes, the
spiritual eounterparts of the spiritnal and material creatures after-
wards produced, and which are therefore eompared to the ‘ideas’ of
Plato. A comparison of some points in the description of the ¢ ideas’
of Plato with those of the Fravashis of the Avesta, will clearly show,
whether it is the Avesta or Plato that has borrowed.
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?

Let us see, “of what things,” according to Taylor, the best
translator of the Parmenides, there are ideas. He says: ¢ There are
ideas only of universal and perfect substances and of whatever
contributes to the perfection of these, as, for instance, of man
and whatever is perfective of man, such as wisdomn and virtue,”
Thas, according to Plato, all perfect substances in the universe have
ideas.

In the Avesta, it is the vegetable and the animal world, that has
Fravashis, and not the mineral world. The earth has its Fravashi
as the home of animal and vegetable life. It is only the life-bearing
creation, that has the Fravashis, not the lifeless. To speak scientifically
it is the objects of the organic kingdom that have the Fravashis, and
not those of the inorganic kingdom.

Now, what is the case with the ‘ideas’ of Plato 7 According to Plato
all existing objects have their ideas, whether they belong to the organic
kingdom or to the inorganic. The ideas are the realities, and the
substances of which they are the ideas or models, are mon-realities or
mere imitations of the ideas,

Again, according to Plato, whatever contributes to the perfection of
perfect substances have ‘ideas” For example, not only has a man an
‘idea,” but wisdom and virtue, which contribute to the perfection of
man, have ideas. So have justice, and beauty, and goodness. Now,
in the Avesta, we have nothing like this, 'We have no Fravashis of
these abstract qualities of justice, beauty, or goodness.

Then, what does this show? Has the Avesta borrowed from Plato
or Plato borrowed from the Avesta? The system of the Avesta is
simple, All the life-bearing or organic substances only have their
Fravashis or spiritual parts. The dead people have their Fravashis,
because they had them in their living condition. But Plato, as it were,
developed his Systgni from that of the Avesta. He extended the
notion, even to the objects of the inorganic world, and to qualities
which led to perfection, and again mixed up with the question, the
notion of realities and non-realities. Thus, we find, that Plato’s
system is more intricate than that of the Avesta, What conclusion
then is possible ? That the more developed and intricate system is
later than the simple one; that it has worked out its development or
completion from the original simple ene. Thus one sees, that the
~ Avesta system is older than that of Plato, - -
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Darmesteter attributes these Platonic ideas in the Avesta to the
times of the Neo-Platonists, the school founded by Philo Judaus,
But we have seen above, that the Farvardin Yasht, a part of which
treats of the Fravashis, must have been written long before the
Christian era, because the names of kings like Valkhash, who did
yeoman’s service to the cause of Zoroastrian religion, do not ocenr
there. Therefore, the notion of Fravashis could not have entered into
Zoroastrianism through Neo-Platonism,

2. The other instanee of Greek elements in the Avesta, which
Darmesteter points to, in support of his theory of the post- Alexandrian
origin of the Avesta, is that of Vohumano, He supposes, that the
definition of Vohumano (Bahaman) in the Avesta is well-nigh the
same as that of the Logos of Philo Jud®us. From this alleged
mmllarfty, he asserts, that Vohumane is the Avesta adaptation of the
Platonic Logos, and that, therefore, the Avesta texts, which treat of
Vohumano, are of later origin, ¢.c., of the post-Alexandrian period.
Not only that, but all the Amesha-Spentas, of whom Vohumano is
a type, also, are a post-Alexandrian development.

(a) M. Bréal, in one of his learned articles in the ¢ Journal des
Savants” (Dec. 1893, Janvier et Mars 1894), very cleverly refutes
this line of Darmesteter’s reasoning. We learn from Plutarch, that
the notion of the Amesha-Spentas is a pre-Alexandrian, and not a post-a
Alexandrian development of the ancient Iranian religion. Plutarch in
his Isis and Osiris (Chs. XLVI. and XLVIL) makes the following
statement about the ancient Persians. From the fact, that all along,
Plutarch has been quoting Theopompus of Chios (B. C. 300), M
Bréal thinks Theopompus to be his authority. Haug, however, thinks
Hermippos of Smyrna (B. C. 250) to be hisauthority. Whoever his
authority may be, whether Hermippos or Theopompus, a period of
about 50 years makes very little difference abont the antiquity of this
statement, Platarch says, ¢ Oromasdes sprang out of the parest
light ; among all things perceived by the senses that element most
resembles him ; Areimanios sprang out of darkness, and is therefore
of the same nature with it. Oromasdes, who resides as far beyond
the sun, as the sun is far from the earth, created six gods (the
six Ameshe-spentas, the ‘archangels’): the god of benevolence
(Vohumand); the god of truth (Asba-vahishta) ; the god of order
(Khshathra-vairya) ; the god of wisdom (Armaiti); and the god of
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wealth and delight in beauty (Haurvatit and Ameretit). Bat! to
counterbalance him, Areimanios created an equal number of gods
counteracting those of Oromasdes, Then Oromasdes decorated heaven
with stars, and placed the star Sirine (Tishtrya) at their head as a
guardian, Afterwards he created twenty-four other gods (Y azatas) and
set them in an egg, but Areimanios forthwith created an equal number
of gods,.who opened the egg; in consequence of this, evil is always
mingled with good.” (Haug’s Essays, 2nd Edition, pp. 9-10.)

I wonder, why Darmesteter has not given any explanation of this
statement of Plutarch, based on the authority of either Theopompus
(B. C. 300), or Hermippos (B. C. 250), which clearly destroys the
theory of the post-Alexandrian development and of the Neo-Platonic
origin of the notion of the Amesha-Spentas. The passage very clearly
shows, that the ancient Persians before the time of the Neo-Platonists
had - the notion, not only of the Amesha-Spentas, but also of the
counteractmg demons.

(5) Again, in considering this subject, we must bear in mind, that
the notion of the Amesha-Spentas is a part and parcel of the notion of
the two spirits or of the so-called Dualistic theory. Now, this notion of
the two spirits, the Spenta Mainyu and the Angra Mainyu, is specially
Zoroastrian and pre-Alexandrian. Prof. Darmesteter himself admits
this (S. B. E. IV., The Vendidad, 2nded., p. Ixi.). Therefore the
"notion of the celestial council of the Amesha-Speatas, which is a part
and parcel of the original notion of the two spirits, must be primarily
Zoroastrian.

. (¢) There is one other consideration. If the Avesta has borrowed
the notion of Vohumano and the Amesha-Spentas from the Greeks,
which part of the Avesta it is, that has done so? Prof, Darmesteter
does not say, that the whole of the Avesta was written afresh in
post-Alexandrian times, but be says that only foreign elements were
udded. Now, we find the Amesha-Spentas spoken of in a number
of passages, in almost the whole of the Avesta. So, if the Amesha-
Spentas are a foreign element, then the whole of the Avesta is. post-
Alexandrian, a conclusion which Darmesteter himself does not admit,

For an explanation, why the Neo-Platonism has some of its notions
resembling those of the Zorvastrians, one must look to what the
Neo-Platonism was based upon. “Taking the sublimer doctrines of
Plato as a basis, this school endeavoured to form a new philosophy,
which should not olny establish an agreement between. Plato and
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Aristotle on all leading points of speculation, but also harmorize the
Grecian and Oriental modes of thought . . . Neo-Platonism
sought to blend in one grand system all systems of philosophy,
all systems of religion. . ., The value of Neo-Platonism consisted
in its endeavour to preserve the whole treasure of every system of
philosophy; since it is, in truth, an advance of philosophy, to have
gained a large store of different ideas, and a wide review of the
different directions of philosophical thought.” (Beeton.) |

~ “Du IIIe sitcle de I'ere chrétienne jusqu’a VIe les Neo-Platoni-
ciens entreprirent de fondre la philosophie orientale avec la philosophie
greque. Des tentatives analogues avaient été faites précédemment
par des philosophes juivs d’Alexandrie, par Aristotle peut etre et
certainement par Philon dans le Ire siécle.” Herein lies, then, the
key why some of the notions of the Avesta resemble those of the
Neo-Platonists. It was the Neo-Platonists, who took some of their
notions from the Persian religion and philosophy as from other
religions and philosophies. Darmesteter has just missed the key-note,

and so has tried in vain to find reasons for the similarity of notions in
the Avesta and in Neo-Platonism.

(C) Now we come to the question of the so-called Indian elements
in the Avesta. The above considerations, and the above-quoted
statement from Platarch, destroy the theory, based by Darmesteter,
upon the names of the three demons, #iz., Indra, Saurva, and
Naunghaithya, opposed to the three Amesha-Spentas, Asha Vahissta,
Khshathra Vairya and Spenta Armaiti.

(@) From the fact, that the names of the three demons are also
found in Brahminical works, he thinks that they represent foreign
Brahminical element, borrowed by the Avesta in later times. He says
“it appears clear thereby that their present character is not the result
of a prolonged evolution in the inner circle of Zoroastrianism.”! The
above statement from Plutarch contradicts thisin toto, and clearly points
out that the notion of the Amesha-Spentas and of their counteracting
opponents, the * daevas,” is specially Zoroastrian and pre-Alexandrian.

(6) Again, Darmesteter points to two passages of the Avesta,
wherein, he supposes, there are references to Gaotama Buddha and
to his religion. Firstly, the word Buity (Vend. XI., 9 (Bundhi);
X1X., 43), which he thinks to be the same as Baodha, is a word which

1 8, B, E. 1V., Vendidad, 2nd cdition, Introduction, p. lii.
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refers fo one of the e%nl forces of the soul.” ‘The word"bccurs,"amohgh
other similar words whigh speak of meral vices, This shows, that it is
!mt a proper noun. - :

" (¢) Again, Darmesteter points to the word Gaotama in the Farvar din

Yasht (Yt. XIIL., 16), and says that it is a reference to Gaotama Buddha.
As it was “under the Indo-Greeks (first century before Christ ) that
it (Buddhism) spread widely in the eastern provinces of Irin, *and
as“in the first century of our era Kanishka’s coins present, in an
instructive eclectism, all the deities of the Indo-Scythian empire,
Greek gods, Brahmanical devas, Buddha, and the principal Yazatas
of Mazdeism,”! he concludes that ¢“if the alleged allusions to
Buddhism are accepted the Avesta passages, where they occur, cannot
have been written earlier than the second century before our era,”” But
then the questmn ig, if-the Farvardin Yasht, wherein these passages
oceur, were written so late as the second century after - Christ, why is
it that we do nof find therein the names of men like Valkhash who
had done, according to the Dinkard, important services to the cause of
the Zoroastrian religion? The list of the historical personages in the
Farvardm Yasht was closed long before the Christian era, -

"(D) Then Darmesteter speaks at.some length about what he. calls the.
Jewish elements in the Avesta. This part of the question has been very
ably handled lately by learned scholars like Dr, Mills and Dr. Cheyne,
who have tried to show that the Jewish scriptures owe a good deal to
Zoroastrian scriptures, I will allude to one point only, and elose,
That is the subject of the Deluge. Darmesteter sees, like others, in
the ‘second chapter of the Vendidad, a description of the Deluge.” I
have shown elsewhere,? that though there are several points which
are similar in the Hebrew sketch of Noah, and the Avesta sketch of
Yama or Jamshed, the second chapter of the Vendidad refers not to
the Deluge, but to the foundmg and bmldmg of the mty of Alryana—
Vae]a.

‘1 8.B. E, IV Vendldad 2nd cdltxon, Intruductxon,p hv. o
., 3 Vide my Jamshed Hom and At,a,sh :




