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The Chinese liaoye |t means ‘it is finished’. Confining
myself here mainly to Uigur Buddhist texts, among which
several use Chinese characters as logographs, I would like to
point out that this expression often occurs at the end of chap-
ters, books or other text units of a given work. It was most
frequently translated into Turkic as tikddi, meaning ‘it is fi-
nished’. In one case, we also find a phonetic transcription of
the Chinese: lyw y-"* (Fig. 1). This transcription corresponds
well to the expected pronunciation lew’ jia’?. The pronuncia-
tion of the first character as /eu [lyw] is also preserved in a
different context in a fragment of the St. Petersburg Collec-
tion edited by M. Shogaito.?

In Chinese, these two characters are written one after the
other as is also the case in several Uigur manuscripts using
Chinese characters in a mixed system. One example is a
manuscript which contains a passage about auspicious and
inauspicious days ending in T 14 (Fig. 2). At the end of the
fragment Ch/U 7475, we find ligo ye written horizontally
according to the Chinese order (from right to left) (Fig. 3).3
However, in some Uigur manuscripts, all of which belong

" T would like to express my thanks to Mr Wang Ding and Mr Yutaka Yoshi-
da who provided valuable comments on several matters. My colleague Ms
Simone-Christiane Raschmann helped me to find relevant data from among
the Uigur documents. Most of the manuscripts cited here can be found as
digital images in the International Dunhuang Project (IDP) or on the ‘Tur-
fan Studies’ website of the Berlin Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and
Humanities (BBAW/Turfanforschung).

T U3280 (T III M 174) described in Raschmann 2009, No. 551.
2 pylieyblank 1991, pp. 193, 363.

3 Shogaito 2003, p. 130: Jyw. Now also Shogaito 2008, p. 51 fn. 64. Re-
cently, Aydar Mirkamal proposed this explanation also for the following
syntagma uzati lyw Iwk ogdirlig orunta turup “(they) may stay for long yw
Iwk at this praised place’ in the Mogao Northern Grottoes text B 157:13, cp.
Mirkamal 2008, pp. 85-86. Abdurishid Yakup gave no interpretation for
this word, but considered it as the first part of the unexplained juncture jyw
dgdir, cp. Yakup 2006, pp. 28-29.

* ChU 6796 + ChiU 6238 verso line 11, edited by Zieme 2002, p. 388.

5 CU 7457 recto line 5. The text has been identified by Rong 2007, p.
442; it corresponds to the Chinese Tantric text T. 878 (Wang Ding located

the parallels in vol. 18, p. 337 al13, 15-17, 21). On the verso side is a Tantric -

text in Uigur which is unrelated to the one on the recto side.
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to the late period of Uigur Buddhist culture, i.e. the Yuan or
more roughly the Mongol period (in the 13th and 14th centu-
ries), we find instead of these two characters a special form
which looks like a combination of both in one character. One
may regard it as a ligature of both. This character could only
have come into existence if the Uigur direction of writing is
followed, i.e. from left to right. Recently, M. Shogaito has
edited some examples of Chinese texts which also show this
‘Uigur’ feature.®

Fig. 1 Fig. 2 Fig.3 Fig.4  Fig.5 Fg.6 Fig.7

The first scholar to explain this special character was
Toru Haneda ) H ™, when he studied the London manu-
script of the Abhidharmakosabhdsya-1ika Tattvartha written
in Uigur seript and mixed with Chinese characters used as
logographs for Uigur words. On folio 86a of the manuscript
Or. 8212/75A, we find both modes: in line 10 (= 2582) the
special sign is used (Fig. 4). It is followed in line 11 (= 2583)
by the two characters written separately (the first is doubled)
(Fig. 5). T. Haneda’ explained the character under discussion
as a ligature of /igoye. Later, when M. Shogaito studied this
manuscript,® he adopted Haneda’s statement. On the other
hand, G. Kara and P. Zieme?® referred to the same solution wi-
thout having received knowledge of Haneda’s and Shogaito’s
results. In the so-called Totenbuch, liaoye is written separa-
tely on two occasions'™ (Fig. 6), but once as a ligature™ (Fig. 7).

6 Shogaito (forthcoming).

7 Haneda 1958, pp. 166-167. 1 am grateful to Ms Yukiyb Kasai for her help.
8 Shogaito 1974, p. 044,

9 Zieme / Kara 1978, p. 10.

9 or, 8212/109, fol. 55b (ed. 1222), Or. 8212/109, fol. 58b (ed. 1297a).

" Or. 8212/109, fol. 46a (ed. 1001).
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Recently, Geng Shimin published parts of a newly found
manuscript of the Abhidharmakosabhdsya-tika Tattvartha
from Lanzhou in which the ligature also appears. But he
concluded:

‘Here, as to the special sign“u, I don’t think it is a ligature
consisting of two Chinese characters | 4% (as Profs Haneda
and Shogaito did it). It would be a sign of ‘goodness’ put at
the end of a chapter or a book. It seems to me that it is a defor-
med swastika _ put at the end of a book (like the Mongolian
Buddhist scriptures). It would have the same meaning like the
Chinese ‘F%i; shanzai (good)’ and the Sanskrit ‘B "+ sadhu
(good)’ after it. Tn addition, in LM, after this special sign two
Chinese characters | 1 (liao ye ‘finished”) are added. This
point also proves that it is only a sign denoting the ‘auspi-

ciousness’ at the end of a book or chaptcr.’14

This example shows that both forms were used, firstly the
ligature, secondly the normal form.

It is also found in another Uigur manuscript edited by
Semih Tezcan in 1974.® After my 2006 article on some
quotations in the Insadi-siitra appeared'®, 1 discussed one
passage with Masahiro Shogaito during his stay in Berlin.
Following the suggestion presented by Geng Shimin in 2002
I concluded that in the /nsadi manuscript, too, the character
in question can be interpreted as a form of the svastika. Thus
I read the character 11 preceding the ligature as & wan ‘ten-
thousand’. M. Shogaito rejected this reading, and I looked
into my previous study of 1991, where I had already given
the correct reading and interpretation of the sentence.” Thus
the sentence has to be read as follows FiEOih 27
(Fig. 8) wo Zhengxin songxue liaoye ‘1, Zhengxin (= Old
Uigur Cisim), have recited and learned (it). Tt is finished.’

The recto side of the Chinese Buddhist scroll Ch/U 6845
contains some Uigur attempts at copying Chinese characters
taken from the original text. To the right of the character on the

upper margin, the scribe used the special character (Fig. 9).

In the composite booklet U 5335, which contains a selec-
tion of poetical Chinese texts written only in Uigur script,

2 | would like to express my thanks to Professor Geng Shimin for having
provided me with a copy of the original text.

B3 Wwritten wrongly 775

" Geng 2002, pp. 79-80. I would like to explain the repetition of /iaoye
written with two separate characters rather as an attempt to make the matter
clear in the event of the ligature being unknown.

B Tezcan 1974,

16 Zieme 2006, p. 1.

7 Zieme 1991, p. 316.

18 Cp. Raschmann 2009, No. 502.
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Chinese characters are rarely used. One of these cases is
liao which appears seven times'”, while only two times in a
transcriptional form: »* different from the one cited above
(lyw). The Chinese character /iao could be used in the same

way as liaoye.

Fig.8 Fig.9 Fig. 10 Fig. 1

As the ligature, i.e. the combination of two single cha-
racters liao ye is not known from Chinese or other traditi-
ons using the Chinese script, one has to conclude that it was
introduced by the Uigurs, possibly induced by other words
written in this way such as ymdter ‘one also says’ known
from the mixed Chinese/Uigur Agama and Abhidharma texts
(Fig. 10). Not only were these words written as one word,
they were also combined in a kind of ligature written side by
side (from left to right) (Fig. 11).

REFERENCES

:;Gcng Shimin (2002),°On the Lanzhou Version of the Uighur
™ Abhidharmako$abhasya-tika Tattvartha’, in M. Olmez, and S.-

Chr. Raschmann (eds.), Splitter aus der Gegend von Turfan.
Festschrift fiir Peter Zieme anldplich seines 60. Geburtstages
(Istanbul), 75-85.

Haneda Toru Y H 5 (1958), Haneda hakushi shigaku ronbunshil.
gekan gengo. shikys hen P SR E 5 T -
SEHRS 11 [Receuil des ceuvres posthumes de Toru Haneda 11
Btudes religicuses et linguistiques] (Ky6to).

Mirkamal, Aydar (2008), ‘Dunhuang Mogaoku beiqu chutu de
liangjian huihuwen fojiac wenxian canpian yanjiu #8555

J6 X i A K P RIS SO B RRES BT 78, Dunhuang yanjiu
FEBEE, 4: 85-86.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. (1991), Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunci-
ation in Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early
Mandarin (Vancouver).

Raschmann, Simone-Christiane (2009), Alttiivkische Handschrifien
Teil 13: Dokumente. Teil 2 (Stuttgart). ’

Rong Xinjiang 5EHTVL (2007), Tulufan wenshu zongmu: Oumei
shoucang juan B FTF LB RSN (Beijing).

9 175335 p. 314, p.21 1.5, p. 24 1. 6and 10, p. 26 1.2, p. 271.6,p. 28 1. 11.
2 5335 p. 151 1,p.28 L. 8.

manuscript cultures



Shogaito Masahiro JEHH W IE54 (1974), “Uigurogo shahon. Daiei
hakubutsukanzé Or. 8212(109) ni tsuite” 7 1 7 WREEHAR K
PRI Or. 8212(109) 2 D> T2, Toye gakuhd HVEFIR,
56-1, 044-057.

—— (2003), Roshia shozd uigurugo-bunken no kenkyi—Uigury-
moji hydki kanbun to uigurugo butten tekisuto © > 7 i 7 A
T VEESCEROBIF 7 4 7 W CERFEL & 7 A 7 VA
5 & Ak (Kybto).

—— (2008), Uigurubun abidaruma ronsho no bunkengakuteki

.

kenkyit 7 A 7 WL T EF I dEE O SLE

IR AL (Kydto).

—— (forthcoming), A Chinese Agama text written in Uighur script
and the use of Chinese.

Tezcan, Semih (1974), Das uigurische Insadi-Sitra (Berlin: Berli-
ner Turfantexte I1T).

Yakup, Abdurishid (2006), ‘Uighurica from the Northern Grottoes
of Dunhuang’, Shogaito Masahiro sensei tainin kinen ronshii.
Yiirashia shogengo no kenkyi P18 P IESLAGA BAT RO S m4E

manuscript eultures’

ZIEME | LIAOYE

- 2= F ¥ 7T GO [Stadies on Burasian Languages.
A Festschrift in Honour of Professor Masahiro Shogaito’s Reti-
rement] (Kydto), 1-41.

Zieme, Peter (1991), Die Stabreimtexte der Uiguren von Turfan und
Dunhuang. Studien zur alttiirkischen Dichtung (Budapest).

—— (2002), ‘Tiurkische Zuckungsbiicher’, in 1. Hauenschild, and
C. Schonig, and P. Zieme (eds.), Scripta Ottomanica et Res Al-
laicae. Festschrift Barbara Kellner-Heinkele (Wiesbaden), 379-
395,

—— (2006), ‘On some quotations in the Uighur Insadi-siitra’,
Bukkyogaku kenkyii 1 #2£5 7%, 60-61: 1-14.

Zieme, Peter, and Gyorgy Kara (1978), Ein uigurisches Totenbuch.
Néropas Lehre in uigurischer Ubersetzung von vier tibetischen
Traktaten nach der Sammelhandschrift aus Dunhuang British
Museum Or. 8212(109) (Budapest).

NEWSLETTER N°2

ISAACSON | OF CRITICAL EDITIONS

ritical Ed
emarks
Pra

Harunaga Isaacson | Hamburg

1. Introduction

It is regularly lamented that too few Sanskrit texts have been
critically edited.! This is true, and I agree wholeheartedly
that good critical editions by editors with learning and sound
judgement are sorely needed, and that the production of
such editions is one of the most important ways to advance
the field. It should always be remembered, however, that a
critical edition is, properly considered, a hypothesis (about
some particular state of a text, not necessarily, as is often
assumed, its original form, though that is no doubt the most
usual case). This does not mean that it is ‘not scientific’ or
‘ahistorical’;? on the contrary, the forming and the refining

* This paper has grown out of a review article which had grown out of a
review of Steinkellner 2007. Though T have allowed myself to be persuaded
to give the paper'a more general title in view of the fact that indeed it seeks
to make a general point relevant and, 1 think, of some importance, far be-
yond the field of the book that was my starting point, it retains nonetheless
in many respects the nature of a review article. To save space, | use as far as
possible the same sigla and abbreviations for sources (whether manuscripts,
editions or secondary literature) as Steinkellner does, and ask readers to
refer to his bibliography for details. T thank Prof Michael Friedrich (Ham-
burg), Prof Dominic Goodall (Paris/Pondicherry), Dr Albrecht Hanisch
(Hamburg/Kathmandu) and Prof Jonathan Silk (Leiden) for their comments
on a draft of this paper.

T Thus e.g. Witzel 1997, p. vi. The requirement, which Witzel clearly im-
plies, that a critical edition should be one ‘with a stemma’ is, however,
one which many, including myself, would not agree with. Whether or not
a stemma (which is itself, after all, only a representation of a hypothesis
about the relationship of the manuscripts, and sometimes other sources) can
be plausibly constructed does not determine whether an edition can with
justice be deemed critical. Furthermore, the so-called ‘stemmatic method’
or ‘Lachmannian method’ is far more problematic (both in theory and in ap-
plication), and less unanimously agreed on, than is often realized. See Tim-
panaro 2005, as just one example from a large body of relevant literature.

2 As is sometimes implied, e.g. by Schoening. pp. 179ff. Schoening’s sur-
prisingly vehement rejection of critical editions in favour of diplomatic edi-
tions reflects a kind of lack of confidence (emendation being regarded with
suspicion, although in fact it is often necessary, just as much in reading
ancient texts as it is in reading contemporary texts from our own culture, in
which evcrybne routinely emends on the basis of familiarity with language
and subject-matter), rather limited familiarity with textual criticism and with
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of hypotheses is arguably the most important task of science
and scholarship, be it in the natural sciences or in the humani-
ties, including history and philology. But a ‘definitive critical
edition’, popular though that phrase seems to be, is almost a
contradiction in terms; and the production of even an excel-
lent critical edition, by the most learned and discriminating
of scholars, cannot mean that other scholars and students of a
text will cease to consider the primary evidence of the manu-
scripts themselves, to test, critically, the editor’s hypothesis,
and to form their own conclusions and hypotheses.

It is, of course, a fundamental task of the editor to provide
information concerning the evidence on which that hypoth-

; esis is based, or at least to report (in the critical apparatus)
the principal documentary evidence that does not directly
support it, i.e. variant manuscript readings. But this alone
will not be (or should not be) quite sufficient for all. Just
as, in other fields, a scholar or scientist will not rest content
merely with a colleague’s reporting of the evidence (data or
observations) on which a proposed hypothesis rests, but will
wish, sooner rather than later, to examine the evidence (or
make the relevant observations and perhaps experiments) for
himself or herself, so other scholars engaged in studying the
same work will wish to examine for themselves the docu-
mentary (i.e. manuscript) evidence on which the hypothesis
that the critical edition is is based.

To these general considerations, which T would hold to
be relevant not to Indologists alone, I shall now try to give
some support and specificity by the examination of a recent
publication. In the latter half of 2007 a book appeared which
for multiple reasons should be, and has been, received with
special rejoicing, in particular by Sanskritists and all those
interested in Buddhist thought. It is the first edition to be
published of the Sanskrit original of the first two chapters

the extensive literature on its theory and methods, and a narrow conception
of science/scholarship, in which no place seems to be left for hypotheses.
For a more balanced view see e.g. Tanselle 1995, pp. 9-32.
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