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In this article I would like to present my preliminary ideas on the edition of 

the , which forms the main part of my forthcoming PhD 

dissertation at Hamburg University. This edition is necessaryly based on a 

single textual witness.1 After a brief introduction to the primary sources on 

which the edition will be based, I want to focus on my approach to the text 

and to point out specific problems that occurred while working on the edi-

tion. For this, the content—though of great interest—will be neglected here 

in favour of methodology. However, I hope the article will also be useful for 

young philologists who have difficulties in finding the right editorial tech-

nique. The article may also be of interest to scholars of other disciplines who 

are working on a critical text edition. After all, no historian or linguist should 

blindly trust any edition of a given text and extract information from it with-

out being aware of the editorial steps undertaken. 

The focus of my study is the text , which is rather un-

known within the field of Ethiopian studies.2 This text seems to have sur-

vived only in a unique late-nineteenth-century manuscript (both leather 

boards are elaborately decorated with silver plate) kept in the monastery of 

Däbrä Wärq, located in Eastern Go am. It contains an indigenous hagio-

graphic biography of the monk är ä e ros ( , .50 folia), a collection of 

his miracles ( , .15 folia) and a hymn in his honour (52 

 
1 This is typically the case of a ; a text that has survived in a single manuscript 

only; cf. Ehlers (2003, 31) and Hahn (2001, 49). This is also the case of the extant arche-

type of a given textual tradition, where all witnesses dependent on the archetype must, as 

a rule, be disregarded on the basis of the principle of the . 
2 To the best of my knowledge, only Taddesse Tamrat has consulted the 

in Däbrä Wärq for his outstanding work (Taddesse Tamrat 

1972, 202, note 5, 203, note 1, 217, note 1). I would like to express my sincere thanks 

to Anaïs Wion, who drew my attention to this text. 
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strophes).3 Until today, the protagonist is venerated as a saint in the monas-

tery of Däbrä Wärq and commemorated as its re-founder.4 According to his 

, St är ä e ros lived during the reign of King Dawit II (r. 1379/80–1413) 

and died in the time of King Bä dä Maryam (r. 1468–1478). It is recorded that 

St är ä e ros also founded the monasteries of Getesemani, close to Däbrä 

Wärq, and Mäqdäsä Maryam,5 located on the other side of the Blue Nile in 

Bägemd r. In Getesemani the memory of the saint is still alive. St är ä e ros 

(together with his spiritual brother Robel) is still remembered as founder but 

is no longer commemorated. Mäqdäsä Maryam houses a manuscript contain-

ing the text which includes a recent note, written in crude 

Amharic, mentioning St är ä e ros as its founder. 

The narrative structure of the saint’s biography and the collection of his 

miracles is fairly complex. These texts contain not only accounts of the saint’s 

life and achievements—as we generally expect in hagiographic works—but 

they also embrace religious teachings and historiographical accounts of differ-

ent epochs of Ethiopian history. While the main action of the  takes place 

in the fifteenth century, the  brings us up to the Era of the Princes 

(1769–1855). The following brief overview of the content may give an idea of 

the complexity of the text to be edited:6  

1. Prologue (f. 5ra–5va) 

2. Ancestry and childhood (ff. 5va–8va) 

3. Education and beginning of the spiritual life (ff. 8va–13rb) 

4. Divine assignment and prehistory of Däbrä Wärq (ff. 13rb–14rb) 

5. King’s directive and re-foundation of Däbrä Wärq (ff. 14rb–16rb) 

6. Laudatio for är ä e ros (ff. 16rb–30va) 

7. Receiving the monastic habit (ff. 30va–31vb) 

8. Completion of the re-construction of Däbrä Wärq (ff. 31vb–32ra) 

 
3 Furthermore, the manuscript contains the following texts:  (ff. 1v–2r) 

two genealogies listing the saint in the seventh generation after Ewos atewos (ff. 3r, 

79va–vb), a miracle of St Mary (f. 3r–v), a hymn for King Dawit II (27 strophes, ff. 

76va–79rb), a short historigraphical text about Matewos of Däbrä San and King 

Dawit II (ff. 79vb–80rb) as well as two short notes (ff. 4r, 76ra). 
4 As in other traditions (e.g., of Mär ulä Maryam), it is believed that Däbrä Wärq had 

originally been founded during the Aksumite era; namely by Asfa , son of A b a, 

and then rebuilt during the reign of King Dawit II. 
5 In the  this monastery is referred to as Iyärusalem zä-Ityo ya (f. 

34rb). In the 10th miracle-story (f. 63rb) it is named Mäqdäsä Maryam. 
6 I divided the  into chapters. This division and also the titles given to the sections 

as well as to the miracles shall be considered as preliminary. 
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 9. Pilgrimage of är ä e ros and Robel (ff. 32ra–33rb) 

10. Foundation of Getesemani (ff. 33rb–34ra) 

11. Foundation of ‘Jerusalem of Ethiopia’ (f. 34ra–34vb) 

12. Appeal to King Dawit II (ff. 34vb–36va) 

13. Teachings of är ä e ros (ff. 36va–47va) 

14. Journey of King Dawit II to Egypt and the allocation of a piece of the 

True Cross and the Marian icons of St Luke (ff. 47va–51rb) 

15. King Zär a Ya qob defeating Bädlay (ff. 51rb–52ra) 

16. Appeal to King Bä dä Maryam (ff. 52ra–52vb) 

17. Death and  (ff. 52vb–54rb) 

1st miracle: Two stones serving as a resting place for the saint (ff. 55ra–56ra) 

2nd miracle: A fig tree as a source of food for believers (f. 56ra–56vb) 

3rd miracle: The saint’s spiritual journey to Jerusalem (ff. 56vb–57vb) 

4th miracle: The saint’s holy water (ff. 57vb–58va) 

5th miracle: A cloudy mantle protecting Däbrä Wärq against Grañ (ff. 58va–59vb) 

6th miracle: The saint’s chair (ff. 59vb–60va) 

7th miracle: King Zär a Ya qob defeating Bädlay with help of the Marian 

icon Wäynut (ff. 60va–61vb) 

8th miracle: The saint’s weeping cross (ff. 61vb–62rb) 

9th miracle: Marta returning the saint’s dead body to Däbrä Wärq (ff. 62rb–63vb) 

10th miracle: Healing of a blind man (ff. 63vb–64ra) 

11th miracle: The saint’s disciple Säbänä e ros raising King Gälawdewos and 

taking Minas to Rome in exchange for weapons; king’s victory over Grañ 

(ff. 64ra–67vb) 

12th miracle: A cloudy mantle protecting Däbrä Wärq against prince ylä 

Maryam (ff. 67vb–69rb) 

13th miracle: The saint’s disciple Pilupader founding the monastery of Awban 

(ff. 69rb–70vb). 

Due to the complex structure of the text one may assume that the  is not 

a homogeneous text but a compilation based on different sources. Likewise, 

the account of the miracles was probably composed at different times. 

It seems that the text of the  includes several in-texts.7 This is, in 

terms of content, quite obvious for the story of King Dawit II’s journey to 

 
7 I will apply the term ‘in-text’ for embedded text-pieces that might originate from other 

literary works and, as a result, appear within the text structure independently in terms 

of content; their particular functions will be discussed in the introductory part of my 

forthcoming PhD dissertation. Also, some of them show distinct linguistic features. 

For a broader understanding of this term see Nord 2005, 112. 
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Kush (located in ‘Upper Egypt’) where the king received seven Marian icons 

attributed to St Luke and a piece of the True Cross as a tribute. These holy 

items were given by several rulers fearing the power of King Dawit II who 

diverted the Nile back to Ethiopia and deprived them of their livelihood. This 

episode has been incorporated into the  to explain how the Marian icon 

Wäynut8 arrived in Däbrä Wärq while the protagonist himself disappears from 

the scene. Other in-texts occur in the long laudatio (that contains, e.g., a cos-

mological description of the universe) and in the theological teachings (which 

unexpectedly present an unknown account of the Coptic monk St Lät un9). 

In-texts are also found in the collection of miracles where we find both 

typical stories of a saint’s action (healing a blind man and the like) and ac-

counts barely related to the saint’s life and works. A few miracles deal with 

prominent historical events (e.g., Grañ’s devastating invasion of Eastern 

Go am or the power struggles in Go am during the Era of the Princes). 

Two other miracles resemble in form and content typical -entries. 

They are dedicated to two disciples of St är ä e ros: to Säbänä e ros and 

to Pilupader; the latter founded another, still existing, church in Go am 

named Awban. The 7th miracle is also of particular interest; it is a different 

version of a known Marian miracle10 attributed here to St är ä e ros and 

the Marian icon Wäynut.11 

Some of the in-texts included in the  show notable linguistic and lexical 

differences in comparison to their textual environment. This leads to two 

possible assumptions: either the author(s) may have used different sources at 

the same time to compose the  or a compiler might have enriched a core 

text with additional material at a later stage. The latter possibility seems to me 

more likely at the moment. But I still need to complete the linguistic and lexi-

cal analysis of the  and I may arrive at a different conclusion. 

However, for a saint’s collection of miracles it seems common that new sto-

ries are added later,12 because saints still perform miracles after their passing 

from earthly life. Oral narratives may be put into writing at a certain time to 

refresh the memory of a saint or to reaffirm the importance of the monastery. 

For this reason, differences in style and language in the accounts of miracles 

attributed to St är ä e ros are not as remarkable as those within his hagio-

graphic biography as such differences may indicate a horizontal transmission). 

 
 8 The holy Marian icon Wäynut is still kept and well protected in Däbrä Wärq. It is 

believed that the icon (as with other icons attributed to St Luke) performs miracles.  

 9  For the edition and translation of this remarkable story see Hummel 2015, 67–93.  
10 This miracle-story has been edited by Cerulli 1933, 88–89. 
11 A short version of this story is also given in the . 
12 One may only think of the vast collection of miracles attributed to St Mary. 
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Unfortunately, the author or compiler does not reveal the sources of the 

in-texts and particular miracles stories. The same is true of the numerous quo-

tations throughout the texts. The  under discussion contains many quota-

tions from various works of (Ethiopian) Christian literature; but references 

are given only in rare cases, mainly for biblical books. For this reason, a 

philological analysis that seeks to detect the sources of the composition, is of 

particular relevance. It may not only provide reasonable answers concerning 

the production and function of the text but may also offer more information 

about the author(s) and his or their educational background. Furthermore, a 

close examination of the text may indicate a more reliable date of its composi-

tion (at least of its parts).13 Tracing back the sources of the composition may 

also be useful in verifying or falsifying the historical information contained in 

the saint’s biography and his miracles. Then indeed, we also have to take into 

account the fact that the codex containing his biography and miracles was 

produced (late nineteenth century) many years after the saint’s earthly life 

(mid-fifteenth century) had elapsed.14 This long time-span together with the 

uniqueness of the witness complicates the study of the historicity of the text 

to be edited. This is even more so, given the fact that external evidence (out-

side the tradition of Däbrä Wärq) on the very existence of St är ä e ros and 

on the foundation of the monastery of Däbrä Wärq is scarce.15 

Therefore, I have tried to collect additional material from the saint’s 

home region and have travelled several times to Eastern Go am visiting 

different monasteries.16 Däbrä Wärq and Mär ulä Maryam house remarka-

ble collections of manuscripts but they are difficult to access. However, 

with the help of a local priest17 and with the patience of a saint I was even-

tually able to collect some material related to St är ä e ros respectively to 

 
13 The  provides only vague hints as to when it might have been composed. The 

mention of Ethiopian kings provides only a , while the 

 is fixed by the date of the production of the codex. 
14 As I stated above, it is possible that parts of the extant text of the  is 

based on an older (lost) text witness. The text transmission still needs to be examined. 
15 The earliest reference to the monastery of Däbrä Wärq is found in the chronicle of 

King sk nd r (r. 1478–1494) who had first been buried there (Perruchon 1894, 343 

(ed.), 359 (tr.)). The monk är ä e ros is mentioned in genealogies as being in the di-

rect line of descent from Gäbrä Iyäsus, disciple of Ewos atewos (Lusini 2004, 263–

264, 266–267, 269–270). 
16 Thus far I have visited: Däbrä Wärq, Getesemani, Dima Giyorgis, Mär ulä Maryam, 

Däbrä mmuna, Awban (all located in eastern Go am) and Mäqdäsä Maryam  

(Bägemd r). 
17 I want to thank Alämnäw Azzänä for his invaluable help not only for accom-

panying me several times during my trips but also for sharing his knowledge with me. 
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the early history of his monastery Däbrä Wärq, which I can only briefly 

present here.18 

The most important additional source is a shorter version of the saint’s 

biography contained in the local  of Däbrä Wärq under the 12th of 

, the day of his death. The commemorative notice comprises some 

four folia (twenty-five columns). Notably enough, this -entry in-

cludes some of the episodes found in the   worded almost 

identically though with a few distinctive variances. I still need to examine in 

detail the genetic relationship between both texts. Then again, the short 

hagiographic account contains one, and only one, story about St är ä 

e ros that is not included in the  . This episode, in which 

it is narrated how St är ä e ros resurrected the king’s daughter Marta at 

the request of another monk named  El yas, is also included in a rare 

text known as 19. 

I was surprised to learn about the existence of a direct copy (

) of the  and  because the parchment exemplar is still in a 

very good condition. Reportedly, the copy was made recently onto a paper 

account book, probably by different hands, to protect the precious parch-

ment manuscript and the copy shall now be used for reading. As it depends 

solely on the known single witness this copy has to be disregarded for the 

purpose of attaining the oldest retrievable text in the edition of 

.20 Yet, I still need to examine this text witness in detail and hope it 

might be helpful for the understanding of problematic readings and for the 

local interpretation of particular passages. 

During my different field trips I interviewed priests and monks from dif-

ferent monasteries, mainly from Däbrä Wärq, about St är ä e ros and the 

foundation of his monastery. Though the information I received during 

these interviews does not differ notably from the written sources, it should 

be considered as a secondary source for the hagiography of St är ä e ros. 

Also the wall-paintings (nineteenth century) in the church of Däbrä Wärq, 

where extraordinary episodes of the saint’s life are depicted, have to be re-

garded as secondary sources. In addition, relevant information for the under-

standing of the text to be edited are provided in historiographical accounts 

 
18 As I have not been able to get access to the manuscript collection of Däbrä Wärq (hav-

ing seen only a very few manuscripts), the possibility is left open that other relevant 

sources might still exist. But reportedly, no older manuscript witness of the 

 exists. 
19 The text is preserved in MS EMML no. 1126, ff. 37rb l. 10–40vb l. 14 and MS EMML no. 

6337, ff. 17v l. 10–21v l. 6; see Getatchew Haile 2011, 114–115 (ed.), 134–135 (tr.). 
20 According to the principle of  (Maas 1960, 5). 
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contained in two manuscripts of Däbrä Wärq and in two publications locally 

produced by the monasteries of Däbrä Wärq and Mäqdäsä Maryam. Fur-

thermore, genealogies of Ewos atean monks, which I collected from several 

manuscripts of the monasteries visited, may serve as additional material and 

may enrich the edition. 

When it comes to the question of how to edit the , for 

which only a single manuscript witness has to be used, no easy solution is in 

sight. The existing editorial methods, mainly developed in the academic fields 

of Classical Philology and Romance Philology, range from the complex ‘re-

constructive method’21 over the ‘best manuscript method’22 up to a mere lit-

eral transcription. Within the field of Ethiopian philology no unified standard 

for editing G z texts seems to exist, while highly experienced scholars such 

as Paolo Marrassini and Alessandro Bausi strongly recommend the ‘recon-

structive method’, at least when dealing with several text-witnesses.23 

But which technique applies to an edition with a single witness? Along 

with the fact that in most manuscript traditions, as in the Ethiopian one, the 

 
21 This method, based on the assumption of a singular transmission, seeks to establish the 

oldest form of a text (the so-called archetype) that lies beyond the extant individual text 

carriers. Through  and  (comparing and evaluating the variant readings of 

the surviving witnesses) the genealogical relationship between them can be established 

and presented in the form of a . The hypothetical ancestor, i.e. the ar-

chetype (not to be confused with the original), shall be reconstructed by choosing the 

equivalent and concurrent variances and finally by  (correcting mistakes); for 

a brief explanation of this technique see Maas 1960 and West 1973.  

 This editing technique is closely associated with the German scholar Karl Lach-

mann (1793–1851) though his method had already been anticipated by other scholars, 

such as Friedrich August Wolf (1759–1824) or Carl Gottlob Zumpt (1792–1894); see 

Timpanaro 1971. 
22 The French scholar Joseph Bédier (1864–1938), a medievalist working in vernacular 

(French) traditions with heavily contaminated transmissions, has rejected the ‘recon-

structive method’ for his field and recommended an editorial technique in which the 

editor should choose a single best manuscript and reproduce it with as little emenda-

tion as possible in order to present a genuine text. 
23 See Bausi 2008, 13–46. The tradition of the G z text transmission appears to be similar 

to that of Classical texts rather than to medieval texts of Europe. It is generally assumed 

that G z texts were mechanically and vertically transmitted, faithfully copied through-

out the past centuries. Presumably, scribes did not systematically change their texts or 

corrected what they perceived to be mistakes, but made unintentional errors. Since the 

vast majority of texts are of religious content or strongly linked to Christian life, scribes 

considered their received texts as sacred. Therefore, the G z manuscript tradition can-

not be compared with vernacular traditions, in which copyists frequently make deliber-

ate changes (such as shortening or expanding the text) and where texts show a high de-

gree of variance in content and in language (see . 31–33). 
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majority of works have come down to us in more or even many copies, to be 

more precise in copies of copies, most of the literature on editorial techniques 

focuses on approaches to problems resulting from the multiplicity of manu-

scripts. At the same time, practical advice for dealing with single witnesses is 

very limited.24 And indeed, editing a work preserved in a large number of 

accessible manuscripts causes different problems to those faced when work-

ing with a single witness.  

In the case of a single witness, the editor naturally cannot choose a ‘best’ 

manuscript for his edition. He cannot rely on evidence found in other extant 

witnesses when filling textual gaps or reconstructing illegible readings. The 

same is true when the editor needs to solve problematic textual passages. 

What should he propose if there is no immediately obvious answer? Then 

again, in many cases several correct forms (grammatical or lexicographical) 

are possible: which solution should be favoured when no further evidence is 

available?25 

All editorial decisions are based on the unique text witness only. There-

fore, the quality of the edition depends crucially on the knowledge and abil-

ity of the editor, on his understanding of the text, on his familiarity with the 

given language, the literary genre and the context within which the text has 

been produced.26 As a consequence, the editor carries a greater responsibil-

ity and has to be highly sensitive to the particularity of the unique text wit-

ness. Then again, the editor has to meet the needs and expectations of the 

edition’s recipients. At this point it is worth recalling the aims and basic 

principles of a scholarly edition. The main objective of each scholarly edi-

tion is to make a given text accessible to the academic field. Firstly, this 

means presenting a text in a way that makes it clearly readable and compre-

hensible for its recipients. Secondly, but equally important, it requires that 

each edition should serve as a reliable source for further research. Since edi-

torial work has to be acknowledged as a very interpretative process and two 

editions of the same work will never be the same,27 the editor has to present 

his work (the result as well as the process) in a transparent and verifiable 

way. The recipient should be able to identify easily and with absolute cer-

 
24 The article of Michael Hahn ‘On Editing Codices Unici’ (2001, 49–62) can definitely 

be recommended here, though it deals with a different manuscript tradition, remote 

in space and time, namely with Sanskrit manuscripts dating back to the tenth and 

eleventh centuries. 
25 All these questions seem obsolete when a rather homogenous text is to be edited. In 

this case, the editor can base such corrections on text-internal criteria, like the writing 

style of the author—independent of how many text witnesses are accessible. 
26 See also Hahn 2001, 49. 
27 Kelemen 2009, 80–81. 
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tainty all editorial decisions and interventions without having to consult the 

manuscript witness(es). This implies a strict distinction between evidence 

and interpretation in the edition. Finally, the applied editorial method and 

its reasoning should be adequately explained in the introductory part (al-

though this may seem obvious, there are editions which do not provide 

such basic information). 

Regarding the particular characteristics of working with a single witness 

and taking into account the objectives of a scholarly edition, a leading ques-

tion concerning the editorial technique arises: shall the text be presented as 

it is (due to the lack of other witnesses) or shall the text be emended (to 

reconstruct the original reading)?  

Before answering this question the editor needs to analyse all kinds of er-

rors occurring in the text to be edited.28 It seems likely that every copied text 

contains scribal errors. Everyone who has ever transcribed a text had to face 

the fact that the reading in order to copy is different from the reading in order 

to understand. It may happen that a scribe takes the sense into memory but 

not the exact wording (errors of transposition) or that he writes characters or 

words only once when they should have been written twice (haplography or 

eyeskip, when whole lines are omitted). Scribes may unintentionally copy 

words or even whole lines twice (dittography). But how can even these com-

mon errors be detected from a single witness? Apart from scribal corrections, 

when a scribe himself corrected his own mistakes, unintended errors can be 

identified reliably in cases of evident spelling errors (see examples below). 

Other errors, resulting in doubtful readings with too many or too few words 

in a given passage or what we might perceive as grammatical errors, can only 

be detected when the sense of the text is violated. But since such evaluations 

are based on the interpretative process of understanding the text, the scribe’s 

writing intention is safely discernable only in cases of pure mechanical errors, 

where any other reasonable possibility can be excluded. Texts may have their 

specific characteristics depending on the time and place of their composition. 

What today appears wrong might have been justified earlier. In the case of a 

single witness of a rather heterogeneous text (which is possibly a compilation 

based on several texts or text-pieces from different epochs), only corrections 

of mechanical errors can truly be justified, because variant readings or textual 

evidence do not exist on which any other correction could be based. Other 

 
28 A useful overview on different kinds of scribal errors is given in Gacek 2007, 222–225 

and Kelemen 2009, 59–69. 
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emendations could lead to too far-reaching editorial intervention and the risk 

of presenting a text that never existed in the reconstructed form.29 

For these reasons, an editorial technique with as little emendation of the 

text as possible but with explanatory notes and commentaries on the text 

seems to be more appropriate. It is important to notice here that the 

, written neatly and carefully, is not badly corrupted by gram-

matical, orthographical or lexicographical errors. The uniqueness and also 

the reliability of the source justify an editorial technique with a minimum of 

interference. That does not mean that the editor will disappear from the 

scene. Problematic readings and doubtful forms will be indicated and com-

mented in the apparatus. While the reconstructive method, aiming to edit a 

text close to the author’s intention (discernible through text-internal criteria 

and/or from the evidence of several witnesses), is more author-centred, the 

editorial method I intend to employ for the single witness is rather source-

centred. It emphasises the uniqueness of the text which, as mentioned above, 

has possibly been composed by more than one author. 

In conclusion, my inclination is to edit the  in a dip-

lomatic way. The edition shall be guided by the main principle of presenting 

the text unchanged with all its particular characteristics. The original or-

thography of the single text witness shall be kept (also: proper names30 will 

not be normalised). Corrections shall be done in very restricted and defined 

cases (and carefully documented) that rely only on the source itself as the 

following examples will illustrate. 

A few scribal corrections are marked with thin lines both above and below 

every single character to be cancelled (a). Occasionally, omissions or correc-

tions are placed interlineally or in the margins (b) and in a very few cases 

written over erasures (c). These corrections will be adapted to the edition 

and documented in the text as well as transcribed in the apparatus. 

a) f. 36vb:   | , f. 40rb:     

    |   , f. 59rb:   

   |   

 
29 Even though, it has become widely accepted that each  edition should be 

considered as a working hypothesis (Bausi 2008, 22, n. 12) and presents the then state 

of the art. 
30 An index will guide the reader through the various spellings of proper names, e.g., for 

St Anthony (f. 5rb: ; f. 24vb: ; f. 33va: ; f. 55ra: ). 
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b) f. 5ra: [ ] ; f. 10vb: [ ] ; f. 26va: [ ] , f. 35ra:  [

] 

c) f. 8ra: { } , f. 10rb: {  } . 

Under this category fall all errors caused by the unintentional skipping (a) or 

adding (b) of a character in a given word and other evident spelling errors (c): 

a) f. 8vb: < > , f. 15ra: < > , f. 21ra: < > , f. 

28ra: < > , f. 33ra: < > , f. 43ra: < > , f. 48ra: 

< > , f. 63rb:  < >, f. 66rb: < > , f. 70vb: 

< >  

b) f. 11rb:   || , f. 43ra:    
     ||  , f. 51vb:   || , f. 52rb: 

  || , f. 66rb:   || , f. 67va: 

  || , f. 68vb:   ||  

c) f. 24vb:   « » , f. 51rb:   « » , f. 53ra: 

  « » , f. 68vb:  « » . 

In contrast, the following examples I would consider as uncertain ‘errors’: 

f. 13ra:    < > , f. 22ra:  « » , 

f. 25ra:   < > , f. 50rb:    « » , f. 51ra: 

  « » ,  f. 56rb:   « » , f. 59vb:   

« » , f. 60rb:   « » , f. 62rb:   « » , 

f. 64va:   « » , f. 66rb:     

« » . 

Here, we cannot safely determine whether these words have been written in 

this way intentionally or unintentionally. When reading these examples a 

reasonable explanation comes immediately into mind: the scribe might have 

followed his pronunciation. The possibility of an intended writing cannot 

be ruled out. Such supposed errors may reflect particular historical or geo-

graphical linguistic features. Therefore, I prefer to provide the original writ-

ing annotated in the apparatus. To leave such features in the text might also 

facilitate a later linguistic analysis. 

As in many texts, suspicious grammatical forms appear also in the 

, such as: a passive form is expected but an active one is written 

(f. 61va   < > ) , a different verb stem or tense would be 

more appropriate (f. 56rb:   « » ; f. 61rb:  
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 « » ), an object suffix seems to be missing or a different one 

would be more appropriate (f. 61va:   « » ). 

However, the following example will illustrate that even grammatical 

forms, appearing wrong at first glance, can cause some uncertainties in de-

termining the scribe’s intentions. 

On f. 59rb the text reads:     

  ( ). From the 

grammatical point of view we would expect the possessive suffix for the 3rd 

pers. pl. masc.: , because two possessors are stated. But the scribe 

might have wanted to avoid exactly this form, because it would consequent-

ly elevate the power of a saint to the level of the power of God. 

For these reasons, I prefer to correct grammatical forms only in cases 

where no explanation other than a mechanical error is plausible. Sometimes, 

the textual context clearly shows that only one grammatical form can per-

form the function needed in a given text passage. Otherwise suspicious 

grammatical forms shall be kept in the text and a possible explanation will 

be suggested in the apparatus. 

Another crucial point concerning the edition of the  is 

its punctuation. Should punctuation be introduced according to the inter-

pretation of the text or should the scribe’s writing habits be retained? 

The following punctuation marks are used in the text to be edited: dou-

ble black dots = ‘ ’, double black and three red dots in a vertical line = ‘ ’, 

two double black dots und five red dots = ‘ ’ and, more rarely, two double 

black or red dots = ‘ ’. As in many G z texts the punctuation seems fair-

ly arbitrary. The punctuation mark ‘ ’, mostly indicating the end of a unit, 

is sometimes placed within a sentence or in some cases missing when ex-

pected. The function of the punctuation mark ‘ ’ still needs to be resolved. 

Occasionally it may serve as an interrogation mark or to emphasise certain 

elements like ; but it also occurs within sentences without 

marking any particular elements. All in all, it seems that I cannot rely on 

text-internal evidence because, throughout the text, the punctuation is not 

consistent. Even the common eternity formula at the beginning and end of 

each miracle: ‘Forever and ever. Amen.’—sometimes belonging to the pre-

vious unit, sometimes separated from it by a full stop—is written with vari-

ous punctuation marks: 

f. 55ra: …     

f. 56ra: …     

f. 58va: …     

f. 67vb: ...     
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In a few cases the punctuation causes some uncertainties in understanding the 

text as in the following example. 

F. 66va:        

        

 ( ) 

. 

F. 66va:        

        

[

] 

. 

Due to such problems, I tended at first to introduce new punctuation to 

facilitate the reception of the text and to present the original punctuation in 

the apparatus. Since the rules for G z punctuation are not standardised 

and have not been studied thoroughly so far, I have had to follow my own 

interpretation of the text. But while working on the edition, I felt somewhat 

lost because the formal division of a text into sentences is, crucially, culture-

specific.31 I even caught myself trying to introduce punctuation according 

to German rules. Eventually, wondering why the scribe who wrote in a fine 

hand and who made a considerable effort to present a clear text should be 

oblivious to or careless about the punctuation? Since the vast majority of 

G z texts have not been composed to be read silently but for an audience, 

it seems possible that punctuation in spoken texts follows other rules. Due 

to the oral performance of the text, punctuation marks may not only serve 

to divide the text content into information units but (also) into breath and 

intonation units. For these reasons, it might be more appropriate to keep 

the original punctuation and to intervene only in cases where the original 

punctuation leads to meanings that were obviously not intended. In any 

case, the original punctuation will be given either in the text or, when cor-

rected, in a special apparatus to the edition. 

 
31 Nord 2005, 115, note 37. 



Searching for the Appropriate Editorial Technique: The Case of  

Aethiopica 18 (2015) 141

In order to provide a more complete picture of the protagonist and his 

complex biography and miracle-stories, I would like to enrich the edition 

with further material. The shorter version of the saint’s biography con-

tained in the  shall be edited parallelly to the corresponding text 

passages of the main text. The full -entry will be given in the annex. 

The genealogies found in different monasteries according to which the 

monk är ä e ros belonged to the Ewos atean line of descent may also be 

of interest. Other information gained from different sources (e.g., other 

texts and interviews) that are valuable to understanding the text will be giv-

en in the commentary to the translation.  

Though it is not the purpose of this article to discuss the strategies and 

principles of my translation into German, I would like to point out that the 

translation serves first of all for the reader as a comment to the text and as a 

witness of the editor’s interpretation of the text. Employing the described 

editing technique, the translation and the edition will, in a few cases, corre-

spond only via the apparatus (where the uncorrected errors are indicated 

and commented). However, due to fundamental differences between the 

source language G z and the target language German, a readable transla-

tion never presents a one-to-one-correspondence; this can only be achievded 

with an interlinear translation (the so-called word-for-word translation). 

Furthermore, the translation serves as an editorial tool. Because only the 

intense process of a faithful translation, requiring a deep involvement with 

the text, leads to a close reading, i.e. to an immersion in the text that cannot 

be accomplished in other ways. Only then the aim ‘to achieve an objective, 

conscientious, and verifiable comprehension of the text’32 as a basic precon-

dition of each edition can reach a reliable level. 

This is another reason for the decision to translate the  

into my mother tongue, German. A faithful translation that seeks to provide 

the right equivalent in the target language requires, for example, to keep the 

synonyms apart and to preserve their distinct meanings (avoiding a transla-

tion of two different words in the source language with only one in the target 

language and vice versa)—at least in the same portion of the text. I can only 

achieve such linguistic subtleties in my mother tongue without being at risk 

of using an expression while being unaware of its connotations or of double 

meanings within a specific context. 

Finally, I would like to briefly summarise the editing principle I intend to 

employ for the forthcoming edition of the . The main 

principle is to edit the text with great caution and with minimal editorial in-

terference due the uniqueness and reliability of the source. The diplomatic 

 
32 Nord 2005, 18. 
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edition aims to offer a text that largely corresponds to the single text witness,

recording all its grammatical, orthographical or lexicographical characteristics. 

Corrections will be justified according to the source itself (scribal corrections 

and emendations of mechanical errors) whereas uncertain mistakes and criti-

cal readings will be noted and commented in the apparatus. The edition’s 

recipient will be able to recognize and easily evaluate all editorial decisions 

and will be free to make his or her own interpretation. The critical apparatus 

and the commented translation will reflect the editors’ interpretation. Given 

the strict distinction between evidence and interpretation, the edition will 

hopefully serve as a reliable source for further research. 

After completion and submission of this article I conducted another inter-

view with Alämnäw Azzänä in Addis Abäba (February 2014) about 

the  that may change the methodological considerations 

discussed in this article completely. After an intense discussion about func-

tion and ritual use of the paper as well as of the parchment manuscript, he 

eventually revealed the existence of an ‘old’ parchment manuscript in Däbrä 

Wärq containing the . But this codex seems to contain 

other texts of such sensitive content that no one is allowed even to see it. As 

the monastery needs the  for the liturgy, only this text 

was copied from the ‘old’ manuscript by a trustworthy person on an ac-

counting book. Against all previous statements, the paper manuscript in 

turn served as a  for a professional scribe who then produced the 

known codex—the one so far considered as the single witness (now to be 

eliminated as ?). 

As already stated above, I still have to examine the paper manuscript 

thoroughly in order to evaluate this new information. A contrary indication 

is the fact that the parchment manuscript contains much more text than the 

paper manuscript. However, the paper mansucript as for the (com-

piled) parchment manuscript or as a different text witness now requires at 

least the same attention for the edition of the as the 

parchment manuscript. 
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This article shows the development of a method of editing a hagiographic work at first 

known by a single text witness only. The protagonist, the monk är ä e ros, lived in the 

fifteenth century and founded the monastery of Däbrä Wärq (eastern Go am) where he is 

still venerated as saint. The work is named  and contains the saint’s , 

his miracles and a -hymn. After a brief introduction to the work’s content and its 

narrative structure, the article reflects the first considerations and ideas on how the work 

could be edited taking into account the main principles of a scholarly edition and the chal-

lenges of working with a single text witness. The article presents the then current state of 

research while the Addendum outlines substantial changes surfaced soon after the 18th In-

ternational Conference of Ethiopian Studies, D rre Dawa 2012. 


