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I. Introduction”

Léon Feer and Jacob Speyer placed the study of the Avadanasataka upon a
firm philological foundation in the late 19" and early 20" centuries with their
respective French translation and Sanskrit edition of the work,” but since their
time more manuscripts have become available through the Nepal German
Manuscript Preservation Project (NGMPP), the Scheyen collection, and a few
other manuscript fragments from Central Asia and Northwest China.” Greater
attention has also been paid to the Chinese translation,” thus prompting
reconsiderations of the Avadanasataka’s manuscript history and throwing into
question both the history of its formation, and the dating of its composition

and of its various recensions, both in Sanskrit and Tibetan, as well as Chinese.”

1) The presentation on which this article is based was prepared for a special panel entitled
“Sanskrit Buddhist Manuscripts: Texts, Techniques, and Traditions,” organized for the World
Sanskrit Conference in Vancouver, Canada in July, 2018. I want to thank Charles DiSimone,
the panel’s organizer, for including me on the panel, as well as Adheesh Sathaye, one of
the principal conference organizers, for his kind help with putting us into contact. The three
anonymous reviewers of the article for the journal gave various comments and suggestions for
which I am also grateful.

2) Feer 1891; Speyer 1902-1909.

3) Demoto 2006; Ye 2010. An interesting and possibly related collection of avadanas has been
edited and translated in Karashima and Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya 2015.

4) For discussion of various topics related to the Chinese translation, see, e.g., Bagchi 1945; Fa
Chow 1945; Demoto 2006; Meisig 2010.

5) For the most comprehensive statement to date, see Demoto 2000.



Meanwhile, the Avadanasataka and Buddhist narrative literature in general
have been receiving renewed interest from scholars after a dormant period for
much of the 20" century.” As interest in these and other Buddhist narratives has
grown, so has the need for more accessible and accurate translations, which
inevitably leads one back to questions about the reliability of the available
editions, as well as to the manuscripts themselves and their provenance.

The present article will mainly address what, if any, new light one of the
Nepalese manuscripts from the NGMPP, E-1554/24, sheds upon the question
of the manuscript history of the Avadanasataka and other issues related to its
study. NGMPP E-1554/24 is an old and incomplete palm-leaf manuscript, which
has been dated by Mitsuyo Demoto to the 12"-14" centuries and identified by her
as a candidate for being the direct source of Speyer s main witness, Cambridge
University Library (CUL) MS Add 1611, a complete and well-preserved paper
manuscript dated to the middle part of the 17" century.” I will test Demoto s
hypothesis about the relationship between these two manuscripts, based on her
call for a more careful comparison of them. To anticipate my conclusion, I will
argue that the evidence remains inconclusive for establishing Demoto’s
hypothesis. At the same time, however, my essay also engages a number
of broader questions about how to use manuscripts, what questions those
manuscripts can answer, and how scholars interested in Buddhist narrative

literature could best spend their time.

6) For the Avadanasataka specifically, see, for instance, Appleton 2013, 2014 and Muldoon-Hules
2017. Demoto 2007, 2008, and 2009 are Japanese translations of several stories of the work,
mostly from the fourth chapter. Appleton forthcoming translates the first forty stories minus the
fifth. For a couple of my own contributions, both drawing heavily on reading certain stories
in the Avadanasataka and other classical Buddhist narratives, see Fiordalis forthcoming a and
forthcoming b. The former contains an English translation of the fifth story, which is lost in
Sanskrit but extant in Tibetan translation; the latter discusses the ninety-second story within
the context of the scholarly debate on the relationship between calm and insight meditation.
For a nearly complete English translation of another relatively better-known Buddhist narrative
collection, the Divyavadana, see Rotman 2008, 2017. Hiraoka 2007 is a Japanese translation of
the same collection. The above selection is in no way meant to be comprehensive.

7) Demoto 2000, 214-215; see also Formigatti 2010, 106,
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For instance, Camillo Formigatti has also recently investigated the manuscript
history of the Avadanasataka, alongside that of the Divyavadana and another
Buddhist narrative collection, the Dvavimsatyavadanakathd, and he has
developed an hypothesis about the role certain scribes may have played in
the production of these and other texts, such as the so-called avadanamalas.
More specifically, Formigatti has suggested that CUL MS Add 1611 may have
been produced by Jayamuni, a Newari scribe whose name and reputation have
become better known among scholars of Buddhist narrative literature in recent
years.g) Formigatti is, of course, aware of NGMPP E-1554/24, but he does not
include this manuscript directly in his study, as he is mainly focused elsewhere.
With respect to the Avadanasataka, he mainly looks at CUL MS Add 1611 in
light of the evidence provided by another fragmentary manuscript, CUL MS
Add 1680.2.3; both of these manuscripts were available to him through his
important work on the Sanskrit Manuscripts Project at the University of Cam-
bridge.” In the conclusion of his article, Formigatti makes the broader claim
that perhaps the time has come to reedit the Avadanasataka, and he also points
to the need for critical editions of the unpublished avadanamalas, such as the
Kalpadrumavadanamala.”

So, in the present article I want to continue this conversation by considering
Formigatti’s hypothesis about the identity of the scribe who copied CUL MS
Add 1611 and his suggestion that we should reedit the Avadanasataka, and at
the end by raising briefly the question of the broader intertextual relationship
between the Avadanasataka, the Kalpadrumavadanamala, and other related
Buddhist narrative literature, such as the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata. Again,

to anticipate my conclusions: while I remain uncertain about the identity

8) See Formigatti 2016, 112-114, as well as Tournier 2012,

9 I would like to thank Dr. Formigatti and the other researchers involved in this important
project, which has helped to make many of the precious Sanskrit manuscripts of the Cambridge
University Library collection available to scholars like myself through the Cambridge Digital
Library. For more on this collection, see Cambridge Digital Library: Sanskrit Manuscripts:
<https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/sanskrit/1> (Last accessed Jan. 9, 2019).

10) Formigatti 2016, 125,
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and qualities of the scribe who copied CUL MS Add 1611, and disagree with
Formigatti that we should reedit the Avadanasataka, 1 do concur with him on
the need for editions of the avadanamalas, and of the Kalpadrumavadanamala,
in particular; more broadly, I call for scholars interested in Buddhist narrative
literature to do what is needed to make such works better known and
appreciated among a wider audience, a task that will require new translations
of works like the Avadanasataka, and editions and translations of other works,
including the Kalpadrumavadanamala. We will also need to rethink the nature
of the task at hand.

II. Comparative Analysis and Discussion

NGMPP E-1554/241s one of several NGMPP manuscripts of the Avadanasataka
to have come to light in the past few decades. Here is what Demoto has to say

about them:

The mss from the Kathmandu valley are now easily accessible through the work of
the Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project. In the title list we can find 9
mss entitled “Avadanasataka.” They are generally written on paper and are most
likely (late) copies of B [Speyer's main witness, Cambridge MS Add. 1611] or one
of its descendants. One of them, however, is written on palm leaf and, because of

its antiquity, deserves special attention."”

This palm-leaf manuscript is NGMPP E-1554/24. In her article, Demoto
reproduces most of what is written on the title page of the microfilm (See Figure
1), adding only a few remarks on the dating of the manuscript, the number of
lines per page, and the available folios and their correspondence to portions in

Speyer s edition.

11) Demoto 2006, 214. The next several quotations are also found on page 214 of her article.
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Figure 1: Title Page for NGMPP E-1554/24
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Figure 2: NGMPP E-1554/24 folio 2 verso ( = MS folio no. 252). See also Table 1.
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Finally, concerning the available folios, Demoto states that the manuscript
includes the numbered folios 250-288 and 300-304. “The extant text,” she
writes, " corresponds to the following portions in Speyer's edition: 11.101.14
(no. 87 “Sobhita’)—170.16 (no. 9 ‘Guptika'), 191.3 (no. 99 ‘Dirghanakha’)-198.12
(no. 100 ‘Samgiti’; only the beginning).” The correspondences with Speyer are
accurate, but the numbering of the folios is often difficult to determine. Only
one correction can be made: Demoto seemingly repeats the claim made on the
title page of the microfilm that the manuscript contains 43 folios, whereas it
actually contains 46 folios. This may seem like a minor mistake, and truly it
is, but it speaks to the larger problem of relying on reported information when
we study the manuscript evidence.

More significantly, Demoto also reports ~having compared about one third
of this ms [NGMPP E-1554/24] with Speyer’s edition,” from which she “gained
the impression that the new manuscript is the direct source of B [Speyer s
main witness, CUL MS Add 1611].” She bases this hypothesis on two criteria:
First, "[NGMPP E-1554/24] shares with B many mistakes that were corrected
by Speyer;” and second, "It confirms the conjecture by Speyer about the
length of line.” Speyer conjectured that the hypothetical original of B, which
he calls manuscript A, had approximately 58 aksaras per line. Demoto notes
that NGMPP E-1554/24 typically has about 60 aksaras per line, apart from the
first and last lines which are not interrupted by the string hole and therefore
contain about 5 more aksaras per line. However, the specific line that formed
the basis for Speyer’s conjecture is unfortunately not part of the manuscript,
a fact she also notes. I would note further that CUL MS Add 1680.2.3, which
Demoto claims to belong to a different line of transmission from CUL MS
Add 1611, also contains about five lines per page and about 60 aksaras per
line."” So, even seemingly unrelated palm-leaf manuscripts often have a

similar size and shape, and have similarly sized characters written on them,

12) Demoto 2006, 208,
13) This manuscript is available at Cambridge Digital Library, <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/
MS-ADD-01680-00002-00003/1>. (Last accessed Jan 10, 2019.)
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and thus it seems to me that the second criterion used by Demoto to adduce
the relationship between CUL MS Add 1611 and NGMPP E-1554/24 remains
unconvincing.

Demoto concludes her own remarks on NGMPP E-1554/24 with the
following statement: ~We still have to find more evidence in order to prove
that NGMPP [E-1554/24] is identical with Speyer’s hypothetical ms A by
comparing both the texts carefully in their available portions. '’ I assume this
means that we should compare this NGMPP manuscript with Speyer’s edition
and with his main witness, CUL MS Add 1611. Over the past couple of years,
I have been working with a group of scholars to produce a complete English
translation of the Avadanasataka, and 1 have been primarily responsible for
translating the last twenty stories. Since this NGMPP manuscript covers
a large part of the portion for which I have been responsible, I felt it was
important to look at it, even if only to gain another perspective on the text
for the purposes of translation. Also, as someone who has been working
with the Avadanasataka for some time, primarily using Speyer’s edition, I
was interested to evaluate his work with an eye informed by a more direct
and up-to-date assessment of at least some of the older manuscripts possibly
connected to it. So, answering Demoto’s call, I went through the whole of the
NGMPP manuscript in a fair amount of detail as part of my close reading and
translation process, comparing it with Speyer’s edition and at certain points
also directly with his main witness, CUL MS Add 1611.

To my initial frustration as I began to look at the manuscript, one thing I
quickly noted was the fact that pages are out of order on the microfilm. The
images from the microfilm do not begin where Demoto says the manuscript
starts, and the tenth folio of the microfilm should actually be read as the
first folio of the manuscript. In fact, according to the manuscript's own page
numbering, we see that folio one (of the microfilm) is numbered 251, folio two
is numbered 252, and the tenth folio is actually numbered 250. (See Table 1

14) Demoto 2000, 215,
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below.) Demoto must have recognized this issue, because she tells us that the
manuscript starts with number 250 and that it begins at the end of the Sobhita

story, which are both correct statements.

Table 1: Ordering the Folios of NGMPP E-1554/24

Microfilm Provisional
1 V ! . Page Numbering Written on MS
# = JPG#. Folio # with (with Notes on the Correct Ordering)
Image# Recto/Verso &
1 NGMPP Title Page (See figure 1.)
2 1
recto 251 (This folio follows from folio 10 below.)
3.1 1 verso
3.2 2recto 252 (The gap in the MS between 4.1 and 4.2 should be
4.1 2verso filled with folio 41 below. See figure 2.)
4.2 3recto (MS continues from folio 41.)
Etc. (MS continues.)
11.2 10 recto
250 (This folio shoul first.
21 10 verso 50 (This folio should go first.)
Etc. (MS continues.)
42.2 41 recto Page number on MS is illegible. (This folio fills
43.1 41 verso the gap between 4.1 and 4.2. See figure 3.)
(After a gap, the MS picks up in middle of Dirghana-

32 42 recto kha story, as indicated by Demoto.)
Etc. (MS continues through folio 46.)

So, Demoto correctly identifies the extant portions, but she does not tell us
that any folios are out of order, and the tenth is actually not the only folio that
is out of order. There is another folio out of order: number forty-one of the
microfilm’s ordering, which should actually be positioned fourth in the
manuscript. (See figure 3.) This folio closes an important gap in the text and
perfectly links up the second and third folios (according to the order of the
microfilm, remembering that the tenth should actually go first).
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Figure 3: NGMPP E-1554/24 Folio 41 verso.

Again, this level of detail into the trials and tribulations of checking a prior
scholar’s descriptions against the manuscript evidence may seem unworthy
of mention, or only worth relegating to the footnotes of an academic paper. I
understand it to be quite common that pages are out of order in the microfilms
of the NGMPP, and therefore Demoto probably did not deem this fact worthy of
comment. Yet, it still speaks to the actual practice of doing manuscript work.

Far more significant for the current analysis is the fact that there is a
sentence beginning on this forty-first folio, which should actually go fourth,
the analysis of which can help us to test Demoto’s hypothesis that NGMPP
E-1554/24 is the direct source of Speyer s main witness, CUL MS Add 1611.
For, on this page we find maybe the only significant exception to Demoto s
first criterion: the fact that the manuscript appears to contain all the same
errors that Speyer notes and corrects in his main witness. This is made clear
from a close comparison of the NGMPP manuscript, the CUL manuscript, and
Speyer’s edition. Actually, the passage on which I want to focus also partially
confirms Demoto s first criterion, and thus it is doubly appropriate for testing
her hypothesis and for considering whether Speyer’s edition is somehow
insufficient and if a new edition of the Avadanasataka should be produced.
In NGMPP E-1554/24, the relevant sentence in question reads, more or less

diplomatically, as follows:

Kaccinahpravrajyaamoghabhavisyatisaphalasukhodayasukhavipakayesamcapari[41
vS]bhoksyamahecivarapindapatasayanasanaglanapratyayabhaisajyapariskaranamt

esamcatekarahkrtahkacidatyarthamahaphalasukhodayasukhavipakayesamcabhavi

[3rl]syantimahanusamsamahadyutayomahavaistaraitievamvobhiksavahsiksitavyam

56_ B8} 2lH vol.25



In the above rendering, I have underlined the portion of the text that is found
only in NGMPP E-1554/24. Otherwise, the NGMPP manuscript reads basically
the same as the CUL MS Add 1611. By looking at CUL MS Add 1611, which
is among the manuscripts now available for public viewing on the Cambridge
Digital Library,” one can easily determine that Speyer s edition and notes give
us an accurate picture of what is in the manuscript. In Speyer’s edition, the

same sentence reads as follows:

Kaccinnah” pravrajya amogha bhavisyati saphala sukhodaya sukhavipaka yesam
ca paribhoksyamahe civarapindapatasayanasanaglanapratyayabhaisajyapariska-*
[108] ramstesam ca te karah krtah kaccidatyarthamahaphala bhavisyanti

- , — _ e e —@ - . L1 . 6
mahanu$amsa mahadyutayo mahavaistara® ityevam vo bhiksavah siksitavyam." )

Speyer s notes on this sentence, which I have indicate here with superscripted

symbols, contain the following remarks:

"Ex conject.; MS kaccinah (D kacinah).

SEx conject.; MS -parigskaranam, a clerical error, I suppose, the accus. is here
indispensable. Cp. Also Majjh. Nikaya I (ed. Trenckner), 33 yesaharh civarapin-
dapatasenasanagilanapaccayabhesajjaparikkharam paribhufjami tesam te kara
mahapphala assu mahanisarnsa.

“Sic MS. Though vaistarika (see Index on Dvy. and Index on Mhv.) is good Sanskrit
and correctly made, the subst. vaistara is strange; can it have been sanscritized out

of vulgar vettharo answering to skt. vistarah?"”

15) For the relevant page in CUL MS Add 1011, see the following page available on the Cam-
bridge Digital Library: <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01611/168>. (Last accessed Jan
13, 2019))

16) Speyer 1902-1909, vol. 2, part 1, 107-108.

17) Speyer 1902-1909, vol. 2, part 1, 107-108.
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We can see that in all three cases, the NGMPP manuscript contains the
same reading as CUL MS Add 1611. We can also see that Speyer has correctly
reported the readings of CUL MS Add 1611. Speyer s third remark may touch
on the question of nonstandard forms, on which see more below, but here we
can note that Speyer accurately notes the manuscript s reading. The first two
notes indicate emendations made by Speyer to his main witness, and also
contain his report of the manuscript’s readings, as well as any variants. In the
second note, he cites a passage in Pali that supports his emendation. Regarding
the first note, there is a question in my mind about whether the Cambridge
manuscript reads kaccinah or kascinah, but I think it is the former, as Speyer
reports, and this puts the manuscript into agreement with the NGMPP
manuscript, which clearly reads kaccinah. In either case, Speyer s emendation
to kaccinnah seems appropriate and it also reflects the Tibetan translation.

Regarding the second of Speyer’s emendations, where he changes the
genitive of pariskdaranam to an accusative, this also seems warranted by the
grammar of the sentence, and the citation of the parallel passage from the Pali
Canon helps to support this emendation. So, regarding these three notes and
Speyer’s emendations, I would say that they are quite typical of the way the
NGMPP manuscript contains all or nearly all of the same minor errors and
readings as CUL MS Add 1611. This supports Demoto’s impression and her
first criterion for establishing that NGMPP E-1554/24 is the direct source of
CUL MS Add 1611. A careful comparison with Speyer’s edition also shows
that he faithfully reports almost all of these various readings and emendations,
if maybe not every single one. That is why the divergence that we see here
between the two manuscripts is especially noteworthy for the purpose of

evaluating the relationship between them.



Table 2: Comparing Speyer’s edition with NGMPP E-1554/24

Speyer’s edition (w/ Speyer’s notes indi-
cated by superscripted letters):

NGMPP E-1554/24, more or less dip-
lomatically rendered w/additional text
underlined, convergences noted in bold,
and another, minor divergence noted in
italics):

Kaccinnah” pravrajya amogha bhavisya-
ti saphala sukhodaya sukhavipaka
yesam ca paribhoksyamahe
civarapindapatasayanasanglanapratyay-
abhaisajyapariska-® [108] ramstesam ca
te karah krtah kaccidatyarthamahaphala
bhavisyanti mahanusamsa mahadyutayo
mahavaistara® ityevam vo bhiksavah
Siksitavyam

Kaccinahpravrajyaamoghabhavisyati
saphalasukhodayasukhavipakayesamca
pari[41v5]bhoksyamahecivarapindapa
taayanasanaglanapratyayabhaisajyapa
riskaranamtesamcatekarahkrtahkacid
atyarthamahaphalasukhodayasukhavi
pakayesamcabhavi[3rl]syantimahanu
samsamahadyutayomahavaistaraitiev
amvobhiksavahsiksitavyam

First, we can note briefly that NGMPP E-1554/24 reads kacid, whereas CUL
MS Add 1611 reads kaccid. This seems like a minor difference, and the latter
reading is to be preferred. Let's concentrate on the other divergence: the
presence of an additional phrase in NGMPP E-1554/24; table two correlates
Speyer’s edition with my fairly diplomatic rendering of the relevant passage
from NGMPP E-1554/24. As indicated above, I have underlined the portion of
the text that is additional to what is found in the Cambridge manuscript. This
portion of text corresponds to the following additional series of characters:
sukhodaydasukhavipakayesamca. When we look closely at the manuscript (see
Figure 4), we can see that this additional text is an exact repetition of a phrase
in the line directly above it. Only the final two characters of each line are
different.

CAFIIFICII " IGI™™ "9 gl U T A GIOWe] Yo v~
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Figure 4: Enlargement of relevant portion of 41 verso (shown in Figure 3) of NGMPP E-1554/24
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So, among the questions that we can now consider are the following: How
should we account for this divergence between the two manuscripts; and also,
what is the correct reading? These are, of course, interconnected questions.

Regarding the second question, I am tempted to delete the additional text
in the NGMPP manuscript from the proper reading of the sentence. I base
this conclusion upon an assessment of the overall body of evidence, including
the basic grammar of the sentence, but I also weigh heavily the evidence of
the Tibetan translation. In the Derge edition, the relevant paragraph reads as

follows:

dge slong dag de bas na bdag gi don dang | gzhan gyi don dang | gnyi ga'i don yang
dag par mthong ba rnams kyis ni "di la so so nas legs par bslab par bya ste | ji Itar byas
na bdag cag rab tu byung ba don yod pa dang | 'bras bu dang bcas pa dang | bde ba
skyed pa dang | bde ba’i rnam par smin par 'gyur la | gang dag gi gos dang | zas dang |
mal cha dang | stan dang | nad gsos dang | sman zong rnams bdag cag gis longs spyod
pa de dag gi bkur sti de dag kyang ji Itar byas na 'bras bu shin tu che ba dang | phan
yon che ba dang | byin che ba dang | rgya che bar "gyur ba zhig gu snyam du dge slong

18)

khyed kyis de ltar bslab par bya o |

As one can see from considering this passage, the Tibetan translation appears
to correspond quite closely to the Sanskrit text as edited by Speyer. Most impor-
tantly, it does not contain any repetition of the NGMPP manuscript s additional
phrase, sukhodayasukhavipakayesamca. The first occurrence of this phrase in
the sentence would seem to correspond in the Tibetan to the following: bde ba
skyed pa dang | bde ba’i rnam par smin par 'gyur la | gang dag gi. There is no
second occurrence of this phrase in the Tibetan translation. Therefore, it seems

best to omit it from a properly critical edition of the Sanskrit text.

18) In the Derge edition, this passage begins on folio 242 (recto), line 2, which is numbered page
483 of the pdf copy available on the website of the Buddhist Digital Resource Center: <https:/
www.tbre.org/#library_work _ViewByOutline-O4CZ53694CZ319933%7CW4CZ5309>. (Last accessed
January 24, 2019.)
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If this is the correct reading of the passage, then there is still the question
of how we should account for the divergence between the two manuscripts.
If the NGMPP manuscript is the direct source of the Cambridge manuscript,
then did the copyist simply pass over the repeated passage by mistake? We ve
seen that it is found directly beneath the first appearance of the phrase in the
sentence, but the last two syllables of each line differ. If it were simply an
oversight by the copyist, one might expect the last two syllables to be missing
from CUL MS Add 1611, as well. Alternatively, perhaps a deliberate decision
was made to eliminate the second occurrence of the passage in order to bring
the manuscript into alignment, perhaps, with another manuscript available
to the copyist. Or did the copyist consult the Tibetan translation? This last
possibility seems unlikely to me, but it is not impossible, and Formigatti
(2016: 112) also suggests it as a possibility. If a deliberate emendation was made
here, however, then why has the copyist not made other obvious emendations?
Why, in other words, does CUL MS Add 1611 reproduce all or nearly all the
other erroneous readings that we find in NGMPP E-1554/24, but not this one? If
we could identify a mark of deletion somewhere on the manuscript, indicating
that the added passage was understood as a scribal error, then the answer
would be fairly clear, but unfortunately I cannot find such a mark, at least not
on the available microfilm image. This leaves us with the question unanswered.

Therefore, perhaps we should conclude that Demoto s hypothesis is incorrect,
and that NGMPP E-1554/24 is not the direct source of CUL MS Add 1011. It
is possible to imagine various scenarios that could have resulted both in the
addition and the elimination of this phrase from the manuscript tradition. If we
are to account for the whole problem, then we will need to have explanations
for both the addition of this phrase in the NGMPP manuscript and the
elimination of it from Speyer’s main witness. Regarding the former, it is easy
to imagine a scenario in which the phrase could have snuck into the manuscript
tradition, as we have seen that it repeats the phrase from the line above
perfectly. Regarding the latter side of the problem, I am undecided between

the following options: 1) that we posit an additional manuscript (or more)
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between this NGMPP manuscript and the CUL MS Add 1611, and conclude
that the NGMPP manuscript is not the direct source for the Cambridge
manuscript; or 2) that the former is (one of) the direct source(s) for the latter,
but that the copyist (deliberately or accidentally) deleted a phrase that was
actually already an erroneous interpolation.

In either case, the situation pertaining here does not seem to support some
recent descriptions of Jayamuni, if indeed he was the copyist of CUL MS
Add 1611, as hypothesized by Formigatti. Formigatti bases his hypothesis on
various types of evidence, such as the strong paleographical and codicological
similarities between CUL MS Add 1611 and another manuscript ascribed to
Jayamuni, CUL MS Add 1586, but he also supports his argument with claims
about Jayamuni's scribal practices.”” Jayamuni has been portrayed as more
than simply a scribe, but also an editor, and possibly even an author in his
own right. Take, for instance, the following description by Vincent Tournier,

which is also cited by Formigatti:

This Jayamuni was not a mere scribe, but an important figure of the
religious landscape of his time. - [H]e was trained in Sanskrit - he
is said to have brought back from India an important textual collection.
------ Learned as he was, Jayamuni did not behave as a slavish copyist, but
he attempted very often to improve the text - by correcting obvious
copying mistakes -+ frequently normalizing the syntax -+ and by

sanskritizing some of the readings.”

Here, Tournier describes Jayamuni's scribal practice with respect to a
manuscript of the Mahdavastu, a text with many nonstandard grammatical

forms. Formigatti also says about the scribe who produced CUL MS Add 1611:

19) See Formigatti 2016, 112,
20) Tournier 2012, 96-97; quoted in Formigatti 2016, 114.



" Apparently he was rather scrupulous, he wasn't copying the text without
paying attention to its meaning.” And directly after the full citation of the quote

from Tournier of which a part is given above, Formigatti has this to say:

Is it merely a chance that also NGMPP E 1554-24 (the antigraph of CUL Add.1611)
and CUL Add.1680.2.3 are dated to the 12"-14" century, the same period of
the manuscript Sa of the Mahavastu [the manuscript about which Tournier
is speaking]? Is it possible that these manuscripts belonged to Jayamuni’s
“important textual collection”? I believe that I have demonstrated that the scribe
of CUL Add.1611 did not merely copy his antigraph, but undertook some editorial

work, like Jayamuni did for the Mahavastu manuscript he wrote in 1657 CE.””

The dating and provenance of the manuscripts aside, Formigatti seems to
assume that NGMPP E-1554/24 is, in fact, the antigraph of CUL MS Add 10611,
whereas we have seen that Demoto is somewhat less definitive about her own
hypothesis, stating that more evidence was still required. We should also bear in
mind that Formigatti does not include NGMPP E-1554/24 directly in his analysis,
and that his conclusions are partly based on the analysis of a portion of the work
that is not extant in this NGMPP manuscript. While the circumstantial evidence
may be strong for attributing the production of CUL MS Add 1611 to Jayamuni,
the descriptions of Jayamuni's scribal practices given above still do not seem to
me to fit very well the situation pertaining between NGMPP E-1554/24 and CUL
MS Add 1611, if indeed the former is the direct source for the latter, and in fact,
Jayamuni was the copyist. Apart from the one unexplained divergence, CUL
MS Add 1611 reproduces all or nearly all the errors and misreadings present in
NGMPP E-1554/24.

21) Formigatti 2016, 112, 114.
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III. Concluding Thoughts:

What broader conclusions can we draw from this comparative study at this
point? The evidence, I believe, is inconclusive for establishing or rejecting
Demoto’s hypothesis that NGMPP E-1554/24 is the direct source for CUL
MS Add 1611. As a general principle, it seems quite difficult to establish
conclusively that one manuscript is the direct source for another. Yet, from
another perspective the situation is not so dire. The questions I ve raised
here about the divergences between the two manuscripts hardly seem to
matter when it comes to understanding or translating the particular passage
in question. It doesn 't change the broader meaning, really, at all. Moreover,
I scarcely found any instances in which NGMPP E-1554/24 altered my
understanding or translation of a passage in the work. For other instances,
such as the case of the proper placement of a transitional phrase in the 39"
story, as discussed by Formigatti, the situation may be a bit different, but we
should ask whether the total number of such passages warrants spending time
on a new edition of the work at this time.

Regarding the attribution of CUL MS Add 1611 to the Newari scribe,
Jayamuni, I am not yet ready to stake a position. To my mind, the strongest
evidence Formigatti offers is paleographic and codicological, but questions
remain. For one thing, if Jayamuni did copy CUL MS Add 1611, from
NGMPPE-1554/24 and/or other manuscripts available to him, then what does
this tell us about him or his work as a scribe? The situation does not seem
to confirm recent descriptions of him or his scribal practice. In any case,
Formigatti concludes his article with a different suggestion that perhaps the
time has come to reedit the Avadanasataka (and the Divyavadana, which to my
mind may present a different case). My current opinion on this issue, based on
my own comparison of NGMPP E-1554/24 with Speyer's edition and CUL MS
Add 1611, is that we do not need a whole new edition of the Avadanasataka

at this time. Speyer’s edition stands as an excellent piece of scholarship, and
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most of the time it provides a reliable basis for reading the text.

At the same time, however, I do agree with Formigatti that “we should look
with different eyes at the available editions of works like the Avadanasataka
and the Divyavadana” (125). 1 agree, that is, especially if one is accustomed
simply to rely on the printed editions of the works we read or to take them as
given. Modern printed editions may provide a solid basis for reading a text, but
they are still interpretations; they are not perfect, as if perfection were possible
in this regard, which (in my view) it is not. In other words, modern editions, even
excellent ones like Speyer's edition of the Avadanasataka, do not eliminate
the need for scholars and translators to check the edition against the available
manuscripts, both newly available manuscript evidence and the sources used
for the edition. Also, in the case of the Sanskrit Avadanasataka, consulting
the Tibetan translation proves to be absolutely essential, another point on
which I concur with Formigatti. I would go even a bit further than he does.
Acknowledging the importance of such “textual mediations”— and, indeed,
the fact that all we ever really have of a text are such “mediations” and never
the “text-in-itself” — ought to encourage in us a different kind of critical
reading and editing practice, one more attentive to the ways in which texts are
constituted and reconstituted within specific historical contexts, including in

. . . 22)
this case not only Jayamuni s, for instance, but also our own.”™ So, new eyes?

22) Pollock 2009 uses the term “vernacular mediations” in a somewhat related sense to speak of
“competing claims to knowledge about texts and worlds available in past traditions” (94), but
whereas Pollock focuses primarily on interpretations presented in traditional commentaries,
I would emphasize that such “mediations” also pertain to the textual practices involved in
the constitution of the editions themselves, including the production of the manuscripts. This
becomes especially apparent in cases where the lines between copyist, editor, and reader become
blurred, as they do in the present circumstances regarding the Nepalese manuscripts ascribed
to Jayamuni. This is not, of course, to say that a modern critical edition is equivalent to
manuscript evidence — the former is still more secondary and the latter more primary — but
that both are interpretations or mediations of one kind or another. The same goes for the
Tibetan translation, which is an earlier witness than any of the Nepalese manuscript evidence
though it remains secondary in other respects. Although Pollock does not say it precisely in
this way, I believe this line of argument to be consistent with his larger theoretical point, and

I share his commitment to the idea of “critical philology” as a mode of practice.
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Absolutely. A whole new edition? No, or at least not yet. I think our time is
better spent in other ways.

How, then, should those of us who are interested in the Avadanasataka and
related Buddhist narrative literature spend our precious time? Well, for one
thing, I continue to feel that a reliable, accessible, modern English translation of
the whole Avadanasataka is long overdue. At this point, however, it is
unfortunately still progressing in a piecemeal fashion. An inspired, complete
translation would serve a broader audience and help to generate more interest
in these old Buddhist stories. I also wholeheartedly agree with Formigatti that
we need reliable editions of the avadanamalas. Some of them still have no
edition whatsoever! One such example is the Kalpadrumavadanamala. While
preparing their respective translation and edition of the Avadanasataka, Feer
(1891) and Speyer (1902-1909) both consulted certain manuscripts of the
avadanamdlas. In his edition of the Avadanasataka, Speyer also edited
one chapter of the Kalpadrumavadanamala (chapter ten);” he also provided
numerous references to passages from other chapters of the work in his
footnotes. Since that time, however, while some of the avadanamalas and
related literature have been studied,”” not much attention has yet been paid
to the Kalpadrumavadanamdla as a whole. Jan Willem de Jong (1979a) provid-
ed an edition of another chapter (chapter twenty-five), a large portion of which
he believed was incorporated into the Nepalese manuscript tradition of
Ksemendra's Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata.” Leif Asplund (2013) has provided

23) Froelich 2002 includes an English translation of Speyer's edition of this chapter.

24) See, for instance, Takahata 1954; Gangodawila 2015 translates the first twelve chapters into
English. Tatelman 199 is a critical edition, translation and study of a portion of another
Buddhist narrative collection that has been linked to the avadanamala genre. Since 2005,
Kiyoshi Okano has been vigorously publishing studies, Sanskrit editions, and Japanese
translations of various individual stories from several narrative collections of or related to the
avadanamala genre, including from the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata. See, for instance, Okano
2010 and 2017, which are only the first and most recent (at the time of writing) in a series of
comparative studies. A more comprehensive list of his publications, including links to many of
them, can be found on his professional webpage.

25) Chapter 25 is the infamous Saddantavadana, the title of which is listed in the table of contents



a study and edition of yet another chapter (chapter twenty-six), which also bears
a close relationship to a story in the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata.

These latter studies, along with Kiyoshi Okano (2005) and others, have esta-
blished some kind of intertextual relationship between at least certain chapters
of the Kalpadrumavadanamald and Ksemendra's Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata.
Yet, we still do not adequately understand where the former fits among
the various witnesses to the manuscript traditions of the latter, or how the
Avadanasataka relates intertextually to these former works and to the other
avadanamalas and related narrative collections, some of which Will Tuladhar-
Douglas (2006), Alexander von Rospatt (2015), Formigatti (2016), and others
have argued were composed in medieval Nepal around the 14™-15" centuries,
or possibly later, perhaps even as late as the 17" century, when Jayamuni was
active.” It seems likely that some of the avadanamalas and mahatmyas were
indeed composed or compiled during this period, but as Martin Straube (2015)
has written: “The dates and intellectual environments of these texts have not
been established in all cases” (503).

Presumably, the old dating of the Kalpadrumavadanamala to the 6"-8"

century is wrong,” but can we yet rule out the possibility that at least some

of the Tibetan translation and the oldest Sanskrit manuscripts, but does not appear in the
earliest manuscripts, on which see Liu 2019, or in the Tibetan translation. Yet, it is found in
CUL MS Add 1306. See also de Jong 1977 and Straube 2009, 12-17.

26) See also Tatelman 2000, 10. Formigatti 2016 notes: - the attribution to Jayamuni of the

<

oldest extant manuscripts of the Kalpadrumavadanamala and Mahajjatakamala casts a very
different light on the process of formation of the avadanamala literature” (124). He goes
on to claim that perhaps Jayamuni even composed the Kalpadrumavadanamala, before
stating: “This hypothesis can be confirmed only after the preparation of a critical edition
of the Kalpadrumavadanamala, which would enable a detailed comparison of this versified
version of the Avadanasataka with the text as revised by Jayamuni” (124). Formigatti then
appears to retract his hypothesis, replacing it with a weaker one: “the flowering of the ‘Garland
Texts  occurred in or after the 17" century, rather than in the 14" and 15" century (as suggested
by Tuladhar-Douglas)” (125).

27) Strong 1985 stated earlier: “The question of the dating of the various avadanamalas in this

=

cycle—all of them anonymous collections—is unfortunately almost impossible to resolve
with any precision. J.S. Speyer placed them anywhere between 400 and 1000 A.D., with the
Kalpadrumavadanamala coming first and the others spread out over the subsequent centuries.
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of it was composed before the 14" century?” It seems that at least some part
of it must have been among the first parts of the avadanamalas to have been
composed, or at least it contains some of the earliest parts of this genre that
bear the closest intertextual relationship with the Avadanasataka, because the
Kalpadrumavadanamala begins the whole cycle by retelling the last story of
the Avadanasataka, which serves to frame the whole work as a discourse
between King Asoka and Upagupta. Then it continues with the first story of
the work, and subsequently retells all the other first stories from all the other
chapters — except for the fourth chapter, which features Jataka stories (an
interesting exception in itself, which still requires discussion) — and then it retells all
the second stories, too. At this point the collection becomes more sporadic in
its selections, and some of its final chapters do not bear any direct
relationship with the Avadanasataka at all, but with other works, such as
Ksemendra's Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata, as noted above. There is still a
lot of work to do to establish the intertextual relationships between the

Avadanasataka, the Kalpadrumavadanamala, the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata,

Maurice Winternitz assigned the earliest of the them to around the sixth century. More
recently, G.M. Bongard-Levin and O.F. Volkova have shown that the Asokavadanamala
could not have been completed before the 11" century” (863-864). As Tatelman (2000, 10) points
out, the argument for this later dating is that the AsSokavadanamala contains verses from
Ksemendra's Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata.

28

=

I am struck by several pieces of evidence. One is the curious relationship between the texts
of the Saddantavadana in the Kalpadrumavadanamala and in CUL MS Add 1306, a partial
Nepalese manuscript of the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata that has been dated to the early
part of the 14" century. On this latter manuscript, see the Cambridge Digital Library entry:
<https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01306/1>. A second piece of evidence is the fact that
scribes sometimes use the term avadanamala to refer to the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata itself.
See the colophons to certain chapters of the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalatd in two Sanskrit
manuscripts, one dated by Liu to sometime between 1169 and 1269 CE and the other dated
by him to 1269 CE: See Liu 2019, 39, especially note 29. Third, it seems that the existence
in various Central Asian languages (Tocharian A, Tocharian B, Sogdian, and Old Uyghur) of
a text called the Dasakarmapathavadanamala would indicate that the name or genre title,
avadanamala, was distributed more widely than Nepal, and that it goes even further back in
time, possibly even to India. On this latter text, see, for instance, Wilkens, Pinault, and Peyrot
2014 and 2017.



and other related works of Buddhist narrative literature.”

Such detailed intertextual and historical work will necessarily require
both careful editorial work and inspired translation, and each in a measure
appropriate to the particular work at hand. We will also need different
methods of reading, editing, and translating from what have become
commonplace in the field. For it is not merely a question of editorial work
or translation or both, but also what kind of edition or translation, for whom,
and in this case how we ought to make sense of the task involved when the
relevant source-texts may themselves be assemblages of various parts from
different historical contexts. Inspired translations of relatively better known
works like the Avadanasataka will be required, if such collections of stories
are to emerge from the backwaters of the field into the consciousness of
comparative folklorists, narrative theorists, historians of religion and literature,
and scholars broadly interested in the intersections between religion and
narrative, not to mention English-reading Buddhist practitioners and those
generally interested to engage the Buddhist tradition of Asia through its rich
narrative cultures.”” The Avadanasataka and the Kalpadrumavadanamala
(among other works) may reveal some of the richness, vitality, and creativity
of Buddhist narrative cultures in history, but they cannot do so without those
who care for such works devoting the significant time and effort (not to mention

the attention and inspiration) necessary to make them more widely accessible

29) Okano 2005 surveys various avadanamalas for quotations from the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata,
and argues that those stories (at least) were composed sometime after the beginning of the 14"
century, but he also distinguishes this class of stories from those that bear a closer relationship
to the Avadanasataka. Okano 2000 lays out the entire scheme of the avadanamalas in relation
to the Avadanasataka. These articles and Okano’s other work on Buddhist narrative literature,
including his several studies of the relationship between the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata and
the avadanamalas, such as Okano 2010, 2017, and several more not cited here, should all be
taken into greater account in the discussion.

30

=

I am borrowing the term “narrative culture” from the title of a conference held at the
University of Oslo in 2016. For a description of the conference, see Kreinath 2016, My thanks
to Markus A. Davidsen for bringing this conference to my attention along with its forthcoming
proceedings: Kirsch, Johansen, and Kreinath (forthcoming).
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to readers and translators. In some ways, we must now constitute a new and
broader narrative culture for the appreciation of these stories. To be successful,

we will need to be highly intentional about how we spend our time.



| References

Abbreviations

CUL Cambridge University Library
NGMPP Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project

Primary Sources (Manuscripts and Woodblock Prints)

CUL MS Add 1306: Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata.
<https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01306/1>, (Last accessed January 24, 2019).

CUL MS Add 1586: Rastrapalapariprccha. <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01580/2>.
(Last accessed January 24, 2019).

CUL MS Add 1611: Avadanasataka. <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01611/1>.
(Last accessed January 24, 2019).

CUL MS Add 1680.2.3: Avadanasataka.
<https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-ADD-01680-00002-00003/1>. (Last accessed January 24, 2019).

Derge woodblock print edition of the Tibetan translation of the Avadanasataka.
Buddhist Digital Resource Center.
<https://www.tbrc.org/#library_work ViewByOutline-O4CZ53694CZ319933%7CW4CZ5369>.
(Last accessed January 24, 2019).

NGMPP E-1554/24: Avadanasataka. <http://ngmep.fdm.uni-hamburg.de/mediawiki/index.php/

E 1554-24 Avadanasataka>. (Last accessed January 24, 2019).

Secondary Sources

Appleton, Naomi. trans. 2013, “The Second Decade of the Avadanasataka.” Asian

Literature and Translation 1.7: 1-30.

The Avadanasataka and the Kalpadrumavadanamala _71



Appleton, Naomi, trans. 2014, “The Fourth Decade of the Avadanasataka.” Asian
Literature and Translation 2.5: 1-35.

Appleton, Naomi, trans. Forthcoming. Many Buddhas, One Buddha: A Study and Translation
of Avadanasataka 1-40. Sheffield, UK: Equinox.

Asplund, Leif. 2013, “The Textual History of the Kavikumaravadana.” PhD Diss.,
Stockholm University.

Bagchi, P. C. 1945. “A Note on the Avadanasataka and Its Chinese Translations.”
In P. C. Bagchi, ed., Visva-Bharati Annals. Vol. 1, Cheena Bhavana, 56-01. Calcutta:
Visva-Bharati.

Demoto Mitsuyo AT, 2006, “Fragments of the Avadanasataka.” In Jens Braarvig, ed.,
Buddhist Manuscripts. Vol. 3, 207-244. Oslo: Hermes.

Demoto Mitsuyo HIATFAL, 2007, T7 7 7 21— - o+ 2 5 WERE32E 15, L 8836 e
=+ -S~—=/04 | “A Translation of the Avadanasataka 1: No. 32, ‘A Mouthful,” and
No. 83, 'The Young Boy Hiranyapani'.” 7 2 7 &85 South Asian Classical Studies
2 (Kyushu University: Department of Indology): 183-199.

Demoto Mitsuyo HZATFEAR, 2008, 77 7' 7 2 —3 - v & 5 ;HIFRQ)H31, 33, 34, 353#.

“A Translation of the Avadanasataka 2: Nos. 31, 33, 34, and 35.” B 7 ¥ 7 4% South
Asian Classical Studies 3: 39-50.

Demoto Mitsuyo HZARTFE, 2000, F7 2 7 2 —5 - >+ 2 5 HERQ)E3GH "4 b TFHh =+ .
" A Translation of the Avadanasataka 3: No. 36, ‘Maitryakanyaka'.” §§7 v 7 i3
South Asian Classical Studies 4: 79-93.

Fa Chow. 1945, “Chuan Tsi Pai Yuan King and the Avadanasataka.” In P. C. Bagchi, ed.,
Visva-Bharati Annals. Vol. 1, Cheena Bhavana, 35-55. Calcutta: Visva-Bharati.

Feer, Léon, trans. 1891. Avadana-cataka: Cent légendes (bouddhiques). Annales du Musée
Guimet, Vol. 18. Paris: Ernest Leroux.

Fiordalis, David. Forthcoming a. “Buddhas and Body Language: The Literary Trope of the
Buddha's Smile.” In Natalie Gummer, ed. The Language of the Siitras. Berkeley, CA:
Mangalam Press.

Fiordalis, David. Forthcoming b. “The Blind Arhat and the Old Baby: On Liberation by

Wisdom, the Dry-Insight Practitioner, and the Pairing of Calm and Insight.” Indian

72_ Ewg 2R vol.25



International Journal of Buddhist Studies 20.

Formigatti, Camillo. 2016, “Walking the Deckle Edge: Scribe or Author? Jayamuni and the
Creation of the Nepalese Avadanamala Literature.” Buddhist Studies Review 33.1-2:
1-40.

Froelich, Mark J., trans. 2002. “The Subhiityavadana: Notes, Text and Translation of Two
Buddhist Sanskrit Avadanas.” MA thesis, University of Florida.

Gangodawila, Chandima, trans. 2015. “An Annotated Translation into English of the
Ratnamalavadana with a Critical Introduction.” PhD diss., Faculty of Graduate
Studies, University of Sri Jayewardenepura, Sri Lanka.

Hiraoka Satoshi, trans. 2007, 77" v # 25k < ZHOWRE: F 14 ¥4 ¥ - 79 7 5 —F 2R,
Tokyo: Daizo shuppan K HikR.

de Jong, Jan Willem. 1977. “The Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata and the Saddantavadana.” In
Leslie S. Kawamura and Keith Scott, eds., Buddhist Thought and Asian Civilization.
Essays in Honor of Herbert V. Guenther on His Sixtieth Birthday, 27-38. Emeryville,
CA: Dharma Publishing.

de Jong, Jan Willem, ed. 1979a. “The Sanskrit Text of the Saddantavadana.” Indologica
Taurinensia 7.1: 281-297.

de Jong, Jan Willem, ed. 197%. Textcritical Remarks on the Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata
(Pallavas 42-108). Studia Philologica Buddhica Monograph Series, Vol. 2. Tokyo:
Reiyukai.

Karashima, Seishi, and Margarita I. Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya. 2015. “The Avadana
Anthology from Merv, Turkmenistan.” In Karashima, Seishi, and Margarita I.
Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya, eds., Buddhist Manuscripts from Central Asia: The St.
Petersburg Sanskrit Fragments, Vol. 1, 145-523. Tokyo: Institute of Oriental Manuscripts
of the Russian Academy of Sciences and International Research Institute for Advanced
Buddhology Soka University.

Kirsch, Anja, Dirk Johansen, and Jens Kreinath, eds. Forthcoming. Narrative Cultures and
the Aesthetics of Religion. Leiden: Brill.

Kreinath, Jens. 2016, “Tagungsbericht: Narrative Cultures and Aesthetics of Religion:
Storytelling — Imagination — Efficacy, 16.06.2016.” In H-Soz-Kult, <https:/www.hsozkult.

de/conferencereport/id/tagungsberichte-6661>. (Last accessed January 24, 2019).

The Avadanasataka and the Kalpadrumavadanamala _73



Liu Zhen. 2019. “A Brief Introduction to Two Manuscripts of Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata
Found in Tibet.” Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 71.1: 33-46,

Meisig, Marion. 2010. “## Mingchéng: Fame and Glory.” In Konrad Meisig, ed.,
Translating Buddhist Chinese: Problems and Prospects, 75-80. Wiesbaden:
Harrossowitz Verlag.

Muldoon-Hules, Karen. 2017. Brides of the Buddha: Nuns’ Stories from the Avadanasataka.
Lanham, MD: Lexington.

Okano Kiyoshi F¥F#. 2005, “ Avadanakalpalata 7+ avadanamala 28-~." FIEZEALECERR
Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies 54.1: 374-367.

Okano Kiyoshi [ #. 2006. “Subhasitamaharatnavadanamalalc DU >T. On the
Subhasitamaharatnavadanamala.” H7 v 7% South Asian Classical Studies 1

(Kyushu University: Department of Indology): 1-19.

Okano Kiyoshi M%#. 2010, “Kalpalata * Avadanamala ®#ff%e(1): Vidura, Kaineyaka,
Sresthipretibhiita DEHEE." #57 & 745 South Asian Classical Studies 5: 51-127.

Okano Kiyoshi [#F7#%. 2017, “Kalpalata & Avadanamala ™#f%2(7): #93% Sumagadhavadana
KOTIAME13#8.” B 7 & 7 &% South Asian Classical Studies 12: 1-91.

Pollock, Sheldon. 2009. “Future Philology? The Fate of a Soft Science in a Hard World.”
Critical Inquiry 35: 931-901.

Rospatt, Alexander von. 2015. “Local Literatures: Nepal.” In Jonathon Silk, Vincent
Eltschinger, and Oskar von Hiniiber, eds., Brill s Encyclopedia of Buddhism, Volume 1:
Literature and Languages, 819-830. Leiden: Brill.

Rotman, Andy, trans. 2008, Divine Stories: Divyavadana, Part 1. Boston: Wisdom
Publications.

Rotman, Andy, trans. 2017. Divine Stories: Divyavadana, Part 2. Boston: Wisdom
Publications.

Speyer, Jacob S., ed. 1902-1909. Avadanasataka: A Century of Edifying Tales Belonging to
the Hinayana. 2 vols. Biblioteca Buddhica 3. St. Petersburg, Russia: Imperial Academy
of Sciences.

Straube, Martin. 2015. “Narratives: South Asia.” In Jonathon Silk, Vincent Eltschinger, and

Oskar von Hiniiber, eds., Brill’s Encyclopedia of Buddhism, Volume 1: Literature and

74 Ewg 2R vol.25



Languages, 489-500. Leiden: Brill.

Straube, Martin. 2009. Studien zur Bodhisattvavadanakalpalata: Text und Quellen der
Parallelen zu Haribhattas Jatakamala. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.

Strong, John. 1985. “The Buddhist Avadanists and the Elder Upagupta.” In Michel
Strickmann, ed., Tantric and Taoist Studies in honour of R. A. Stein. Vol. 3. Mélanges
Chinois et Bouddhiques 22 (Brussels: Institut Belge des Hautes Etudes Chinoises): 862-881.

Takahata Kanga, ed. 1954. Ratnamalavadana: A Garland of Precious Gems or A Collection
of Edifying Tales, Told in a Metrical Form, Belong to the Mahdyana. Tokyo: Toyo
Bunko.

Tatelman, Joel. 1996. “The Trials of Yasodhara: A Critical Edition, Annotated Translation
and Study of Bhadrakalpavadana 11-V.” PhD diss., Oxford University.

Tatelman, Joel. 2000. The Glorious Deeds of Purna: A Translation and Study of the
Pirnavadana. Richmond, UK: Curzon.

Tournier, Vincent. 2012. “The Mahdavastu and the Vinayapitaka of the Mahasamghika-
Lokottaravadins.” In Annual Report of the International Research Institute for
Advanced Buddhology at Soka University for the Academic Year 2011, 87-104. Tokyo:
International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhology Soka University.

Tuladhar-Douglas, Will. 2006. Remaking Buddhism for Medieval Nepal: The Fifteenth-
Century Reformation of Newar Buddhism. Abingdon, UK, and New York: Routledge.

Wilkins, Jens, Georges-Jean Pinault, and Michaél Peyrot. 2014. “A Tocharian B
Parallel to the Legend of Kalmasapada and Sutasoma of the Old Uyghur
Dasakarmapathavadanamala.” Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae
67.1: 1-18,

Wilkins, Jens, Georges-Jean Pinault, and Michaél Peyrot. 2017. “Tocharian B Parallels to the
Suparaga-Avadana of the Old Uyghur Dasakarmapathavadanamala.” Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 70.3: 295-315.

Ye Shaoyong. 2010, “Buddhist Sanskrit Fragments Recently Found in Xinjiang Province.”
In Annual Report of the International Research Institute for Advanced Buddhology
at Soka University for the Academic Year 2009, 87-110. Tokyo: International Research

Institute for Advanced Buddhology Soka University.

The Avadanasataka and the Kalpadrumavadanamala _75



| Abstract |

The Avadanasataka and

the Kalpadrumavadanamala:
What should we be doing now?

David V. Fiordalis
(Linfield College / Oregon, USA)

The study of the Avadanasataka was placed upon a firm philological
foundation in the late 19" and early 20" centuries, but more manuscripts
have since become available, prompting questions about the history of this
Buddhist narrative collection. The present article mainly considers what new
light one such manuscript, Nepal German Manuscript Preservation Project
(NGMPP) MS E-1554/24, may shed upon this history and other issues related
to the study of this work. It argues that evidence remains inconclusive for
establishing the hypothesis that NGMPP E-1554/24 is the direct source for
Cambridge University Library (CUL) MS Add 1611, the primary witness for
the principal modern edition of the work, but the essay also engages a series
of broader questions about how we use manuscripts, what questions those
manuscripts can answer, and how scholars interested in Buddhist narrative
literature could best spend their time. It calls for scholars to direct
efforts toward making works of Buddhist narrative literature like the
Avadanasataka and the Kalpadrumavadanamala more widely accessible,
and establishing the intertextual relationships between them and other works

of Buddhist narrative literature. This will require a compete new translation
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of the former, an edition and translation of the latter, and indeed a

reconceptualization of the task at hand.

Keywords : Critical philology, Buddhist narrative literature, Sanskrit

manuscript studies, Avadanasataka, Kalpadrumavadanamala
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