
‘Verità e bellezza’
Essays in Honour of Raffaele Torella



Series Minor

XCVII.1—2

Direttore

Francesco Sferra

Comitato di redazione

Riccardo Contini, Martin Orwin, Junichi Oue,
Roberto Tottoli, Giovanni Vitiello

Comitato scientifico

Anne Bayard-Sakai (INALCO), Stanisław Bazyliński (Facoltà teologica
S. Bonaventura, Roma), Henrietta Harrison (University of Oxford),

Harunaga Isaacson (Universität Hamburg), Barbara Pizziconi (SOAS,
University of London), Lucas van Rompay (Duke University),

Raffaele Torella (Sapienza, Università di Roma),
Judith T. Zeitlin (The University of Chicago)

Dipartimento Asia, Africa e Mediterraneo
Università degli Studi di Napoli “L’Orientale”

UniorPress
Napoli
2022



UNIVERSITÁ DEGLI STUDI DI NAPOLI “L’ORIENTALE”
UniverSity of CamBridge

Series Minor

XCVII.1

‘Verità e bellezza’
Essays in Honour of Raffaele Torella

Edited by
Francesco Sferra and Vincenzo Vergiani

UniorPress
Napoli 2022



ISBN 978-88-6719-209-0

Tutti i diritti riservati

Stampato in Italia

Finito di stampare nel mese di settembre 2022

officine grafiche francesco giannini & figli S.p.a.

Via Cisterna dell’Olio 6B, 80134 Napoli

Tutti gli articoli pubblicati in questo volume sono stati sottoposti al vaglio di due revisori anonimi.

Volume pubblicato con contributi
– del dipartimento asia, africa e mediterraneo (Università degli

Studi di napoli “L’orientale”),
– della faculty of asian and middle eastern Studies (University of

Cambridge),
– e del Progetto erC n. 803624: «translocal identities. the Śiva-

dharma and the making of regional religious traditions in
Premodern South asia».

UniorPress - Via Nuova Marina 59, 80133 Napoli



raffaele torella





table of Contents

volume i

Preface........................................................................................

foreword....................................................................................

main Publications of raffaele torella.......................................

andrea acri
From Isolation to Union: Pātañjala vis-à-vis Śaiva Understandings
of the Meaning and Goal of Yoga...............................................

Lyne Bansat-Boudon
The Surprise of Spanda: An Aesthetic Approach to a
Phenomenology of Transcendence (Rāmakañṭha ad Spandakārikā
2.6 [1.22/22]).........................................................................

Bettina Sharada Bäumer
Kṣemarāja’s Poetic Non-Dualism:
Examples from his Netratantroddyota..........................................

giuliano Boccali
Lectio difficilior e creazione poetica: esempi dal Kumārasambhava..

13

19

25

35

73

103

115



Johannes Bronkhorst
The Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha: One Text or Two?
One Author or Two?................................................................

maria Piera Candotti and tiziana Pontillo
The dīkṣita’s Language. Vedic Homologies and rūpakas
in Jaiminīya-Brāhmaña 2.60–64...............................................

daniele Cuneo and elisa ganser
The Emotional and Aesthetic Experience of the Actor.
Diderot’s Paradoxe sur le comédien in Sanskrit Dramaturgy...........

marzenna Czerniak-drożdżowicz
Viṣṇu in his Three Abodes. Some Observations about Three-storey
and Triple-shrined Viṣñu Temples in South India........................

florinda de Simini
Rules of Conduct for the Śaivas. The Intersection of Dharmaśāstra
and Śaiva Devotion in the Śivadharmottara................................

vincent eltschinger
Politics and/in the End of Times. On the Buddhist Reception
of the Arthaśāstra....................................................................

marco ferrante
The Pratyabhijñā on Consciousness and Self-consciousness:
A Comparative Perspective........................................................

giuseppe ferraro
‘Own-nature’ (svabhāva) in the Abhidharma Tradition and in
Nāgārjuna’s Interpretation.......................................................

marco franceschini
The Printing History of Sargas 9 to 17 of the Kumārasambhava....

eli franco
Prajñākaragupta on Pramāñavārttika 2.1 in the Light of Yamāri’s
Interpretation..........................................................................

129

153

193

273

291

337

375

391

411

433

Verità e bellezza

8



elisa freschi
Reconstructing an Episode in the History of Sanskrit Philosophy:
Arthāpatti in Kumārila’s Commentators.....................................

Paolo giunta
Il rapporto di Śāntarakṣita con Bhartr¢hari. Edizione critica della
Śabdabrahmaparīkṣā e dello Sphoṭavādakhaṇḍana......................

dominic goodall
A Glimpse of Classical Saiddhāntika Theology in a Cambodian
Epigraph: A Fresh Edition and Translation of the Sanskrit Śaiva
Hymn K. 570 of Banteay Srei.....................................................

alessandro graheli
Predestination of Freedom in Rūpa Gosvāmin’s Theology
of Devotion.............................................................................

Kengo Harimoto
A Few Notes on a Newly Discovered Manuscript of the Śivadharma
Corpus 1................................................................................

Harunaga isaacson
Vasiṣṭha’s Ashram: A Translation of Sarga 1 of Kālidāsa’s
Raghuvaṃśa into English Verse.................................................

volume ii

mrinal Kaul
A Preliminary Note on the Manuscripts of the Tantrālokaviveka....

yohei Kawajiri
A Report on the Newly Found Manuscript
of the Īśvarapratyabhijñāvivr¢ti..................................................

Chiara neri
A Phenomenology of Dreams in Theravāda Buddhism:
An Annotated Translation of the Tenth Chapter of the
Sārasaṅgaha by Siddhattha Thera.............................................

9

Table of Contents

457

487

543

577

595

627

679

751

773



10

Verità e bellezza

Cristina Pecchia
With the Eye of a Scholar and the Insight of a Physician:
Gangadhar Ray Kaviraj and the Carakasaṃhitā..........................

gianni Pellegrini
On prahasann iva. Bhagavadgītā 2.10 in the Light of Traditional
Commentaries..........................................................................

Stefano Piano
Qualche riflessione sui diversi tipi di ṣaḍaṅgayoga.......................

Cinzia Pieruccini
Transition and Transformation: On the Roles of Parks
and Gardens in Early India......................................................

isabelle ratié
Some Hitherto Unknown Fragments of Utpaladeva’s Vivr¢ti (IV):
On Non-being and Imperceptible Demons....................................

antonio rigopoulos
Prahasann iva. On Kr¢ṣña’s Hint of Laughter
in Bhagavadgītā 2.10..............................................................

margherita Serena Saccone and Péter-dániel Szántó
A Fragment of Pramāña from Gilgit...........................................

małgorzata Sacha
Imagine the world… Abhinavagupta vis-à-vis the Psychoanalytic
Mystic....................................................................................

alexis Sanderson
The Meaning of the Term Trairūpyam in the Buddhist
Pramāña Literature.................................................................

Cristina Scherrer-Schaub
D’impronte e ombre tra India e Grecia. Questioni e visioni di storia
del pensiero politico e filosofico tra il V e il II secolo a.C..................

797

841

901

913

929

965

1011

1025

1049

1063



francesco Sferra
The Second Chapter of the Abhidharmasamuccayakārikā
by Saṅghatrāta........................................................................

federico Squarcini
Ecce yoga. Il miraggio del nome, il fantasma della salute
e la concomitanza delle ‘cose’ qualsiasi........................................

ernst Steinkellner
Śāntarakṣita on the Induction Problem. A Translation
of Vādanyāyaṭīkā 14,12−16,29...................................................

Lidia Sudyka
Imagined Landscapes or Through the Year: The Descriptions of All
Seasons and All Seasons’ Gardens in Indian Literature................

vincenzo vergiani
Vivakṣā and the Formation of Meaning According to Bhartr¢hari....

alex Watson
Pratyabhijñā: Recognition’s Nature, Cause and Object.
Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of a Portion
of the Nyāyamañjarī.................................................................

11

Table of Contents

1145

1167

1223

1237

1253

1325



12

Verità e bellezza

dīnanāth yach and raffaele torella in Śrīnagar in the mid-1980s

raffaele torella in the countryside near Bracciano with students



* I thank Christophe Vielle, who made several editions available to me.
1 narasimhachar 1916: 20.
2 this Mādhava is often identified with Vidyārañya, according to some erro-

neously; Clark 2006: 212–214.

The Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha:
One Text or Two? One Author or Two? *

Johannes Bronkhorst
(Université de Lausanne)

the author of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, according to one of its
introductory verses (4), is sāyañamādhava. another introductory
verse (3) calls him ‘Mādhava, the kaustubha jewel of sāyaña’s milk-
ocean.’ all this suggests that his name was Mādhava and that his
father’s name was sāyaña. Indeed, it appears that such com-
pounds in which the father’s name occurs first are ‘well-known
practice.’1

there has been much discussion about the identity of this
Mādhava, and indeed about the authorship of the Sarvadarśana -
saṃgraha. the information contained in introductory verses goes
against the view that he was the older brother of sāyaña,2 the
famous Vedic commentator: the son of sāyaña cannot be his older
brother.

We learn from the second introductory verse of the Sarva -
darśanasaṃgraha that sarvajñaviṣñu the son of Śārṅgapāñi was the



teacher of its author. this same teacher is quoted under the name
sahaja-sarvajñaviṣñubhaṭṭopādhyāya in the chapter on Śaṅkara’s
philosophy, the final chapter in some editions (see below).3 sarva -
jñaviṣñu is here presented as the author of a text called Vivaraña -
vivaraña.4 the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha quotes the following passage
from it: na cātra pakṣadṛṣṭāntayor ekaprakāśarūpānanvayaḥ śaṅkanī -
yaḥ | tamovirodhyākāro hi prakāśaśabdavācyaḥ | tenākāreñaikyam ubha-
yatrāstīti.5 the author of a text called R¢juvivaraña, which com-
ments on the Pañcapādikā and its commentary Vivara ña, is named
sarvajñaviṣñubhaṭṭopādhyāya in its colophons,6 and it seems like-
ly that R¢juvivaraña and Vivarañavivaraña are two names for one
and the same text.7

the evidence provided by the manuscripts presents some
difficulties. to quote narasimhachar (1916: 20):

In the manuscripts of the Sarvadarśanasangraha, the following sen-
tence, which states that Śânkara-darśana, having been treated else-
where, has been omitted here, occurs at the end of Pâtañjala-
darśana:

itaḥ paraṃ sarvadarśanaśiromañibhūtaṃ śāṃkaradarśanam anyatra
nirūpitam ity atropekṣitaṃ

and the colophon at the end of Śânkara-darśana, which runs

iti śrīsāyañāryaviracite sakaladarśanaśirolaṃkāraratnaṃ śrīmacchāṃ -
karadarśanaṃ parisamāptaṃ

attributes its authorship to sâyaña. From this we have to infer that
Śânkara-darśana having been treated of elsewhere by his father
sâyaña, Mâdhava omitted to write on it in his work.
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3 Chapter 11, on nyāya (ed. abhyankar p. 250 l. 140), refers in passing to a cer-
tain Bhaṭṭa-sarvajña. Is this the same person?

4 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 458 l. 766.
5 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 458 ll. 766—768.
6 the editor calls him Viṣñubhaṭṭopādhyāya, but to my knowledge he is never

referred to under this name; sarvajña - is always prefixed to -viṣñu, which suggests
that he was known under the name sarvajñaviṣñu, with or without the part
–bhaṭṭopādhyāya. the colophons to his R¢juvivaraña call him svāmīndrapūrña -
pūjyapādaśiṣyasarvaśāstraviśāradajanārdanātmajasarvajñaviṣñubhaṭṭopādhyāya,
again with sarvajña-. these same colophons, incidentally, call his father Janā -
rdana, not Śārṅgapāñi; both are epithets of Viṣñu.

7 even though I have not yet succeeded in locating the passage that Mādhava
quotes in the edition of the R¢juvivaraña. one would expect to find it on pages
36 ff. of the edition, but I do not find it there.



narasimhachar clearly speaks of manuscripts (perhaps only one,
see below) that do contain the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy,
even though the beginning and the end of this chapter as read
there suggest that it once had a separate existence.8 Cowell and
Gough, the earliest translators of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, used
a text that did not even have this final chapter. their translation
finishes with the philosophy of Patañjali (pātañjaladarśana), and
more specifically with an observation that they translate as follows
(Cowell & Gough 1892: 273):

the system of Śaṅkara, which comes next in succession, and which
is the crest-gem of all systems, has been explained by us else where;
it is therefore left untouched here.

this translates the first line quoted by narasimhachar,9 with this
proviso that the words ‘by us’ do not correspond to anything in
the sanskrit, and appear to disagree with the final colophon
cited by narasimhachar (which ascribes the whole text to
sāyaña).10 Clearly Cowell and Gough did not have the final chap-
ter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, along with its final colophon, in
their source. Instead they speculate in a note about this final
chapter, and guess that it may be the Pañcadaśī ; a Calcutta Pandit
suggested that it might be the Prameya-vivaraña-saṅgraha. all this
shows that neither the translators nor their counselors knew of
the existence of this final chapter.11

Cowell says the following about the manuscript tradition of the
Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha as it was known to them in the preface of
the translation (Cowell & Gough 1892: VII):
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8 narasimhachar may of course have seen the Ānandāśrama edition, which
came out in 1906 and is the first edition to contain the chapter on Śaṅkara’s phi-
losophy. however, this edition has śrīmatsāyañamādhavīye sarvadarśanasaṃgrahe
(p. 171), where narasimhachar’s quotation has śrīsāyañāryaviracite (without sarva -
darśanasaṃgrahe !).

9 the edition by Īśvaracandra Vidyāsāgara has itaḥ paraṃ sarvadarśanaśiroma-
ñibhūtaṃ śāṃkaradarśanam anyatra nirūpitam ity atropekṣitam iti, with likhitam in -
stead of nirūpitam.

10 In footnotes to the Ānandāśrama edition (p. 142) and abhyankar’s edition
(p. 388), this line is as cited by narasimhachar, but with likhitam for nirūpitam.

11 not surprisingly, Monier-Williams sanskrit-english Dictionary, which came
out in 1899, states, under sarvadarśanasaṃgraha : ‘n. of a treatise on the various
systems of philosophy (not including the vedānta) …’ (my emphasis, JB).



I well remember the interest excited among the learned hindus
of Calcutta by the publication of the sarva-darśana-saṃgraha of
Mádhava achárya in the Bibliotheca Indica in 1858. It was original-
ly edited by Pañḍit Īśvarachandra Vidyáságara, but a subsequent
edition, with no important alterations, was published in 1872 by
Pañḍit táránátha tarkaváchaspati. […] Ms. copies of [the
sarvadarśanasaṃgraha] are very scarce; and those found in the
north of India, as far as I have had an opportunity of examining
them, seem to be all derived from one copy, brought originally
from the south, and therefore written in the telugu character.
Certain mistakes are found in all alike, and probably arose from
some illegible readings in the old telugu original.

the edition by Īśvaracandra Vidyāsāgara / tārānātha tarkavāca -
spati does indeed not contain the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philoso-
phy, even though it is based on five manuscripts: two from
Calcutta, three from Benares. Cowell’s remarks further suggest
that none of the manuscripts he was acquainted with had this
chapter. narasimhachar does not tell which manuscript(s) he
consulted, but it is clear from what he says that his version of the
text did contain the final chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy.
however, this final chapter presented itself explicitly as a later
addition to a perhaps earlier work, and mentions a different
author: sāyaña rather than Mādhava.

the entry Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha of the New Catalogus Catalo -
gorum (Dash 2015: 119) gives the following characterization of the
surviving manuscripts:

Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha by Mādhavācārya, but some mss. ascribed to
sāyañācārya. [a] concise account of 15 philosophical systems, with
the exception of Vedānta.

It is hard to believe that this characterization is valid for all surviv -
ing manuscripts, for more recent editions than the one used by
Cowell and Gough do contain a final chapter on Śaṅkara’s philo-
sophy (see below), and narasimhachar speaks of one or more
manuscripts that contain that chapter (while mentioning a diffe-
rent author). In fact, the claim in the New Catalogus Catalo gorum
that ‘some mss. [are] ascribed to sāyañācārya’ is in agreement
with narasimhachar’s observation.

I am not at present in a position to collect and inspect all the
surviving manuscripts of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. however, it
will be worth our while to see what Vasudev shastri abhyankar
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based his edition on. this edition, it may be recalled, dates from
1924 and is at present the one most widely used; it is used and
copied in subsequent publications, at the expense of all earlier
editions. Most important for us at present is that this edition con-
tains a final chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy. how did this chap-
ter get there?

In his Prastāvanā, abhyankar mentions four sources, which he
calls a, B, C and D. a and B are earlier editions, called the Ānandā -
śrama edition and the Calcutta edition respectively. C and D are
manuscripts; abhyankar found C in the Deccan College in Pune,
D belonged to pandits in a place he calls saptarṣigrāma.
Manuscript C did not contain the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philoso-
phy. Manuscript D did, but that chapter made the impression of
being an independent text (kiṃ tu tatra pātañjaladarśanāntaṃ gra -
nthaṃ samāpya svatantram etal likhitam iva saṃdr¢śyate).12 that is to
say, abhyankar’s two manuscripts resembled in this respect the
text used by Cowell and Gough (and therefore the original edition
by Īśvaracandra Vidyāsāgara) and the one mentioned by nara -
simhachar respectively: the former did not have the final chapter
on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, the latter did, but as if it were a separate
text (whatever this may mean; see below). We may assume that
abhyankar’s edition presents the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philoso-
phy as an integral part of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha because one of
the earlier editions he used did so.

Which were those earlier editions? as we have seen, these are
stated to be the Ānandāśrama edition and the Calcutta edition.
since there was to my knowledge only one Ānandāśrama edition,
here there is no ambiguity. Unfortunately, according to Potter’s
bibliography, there are two editions of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha
that came out in Calcutta before abhyankar published his com-
mentary: the one by Īśvaracandra Vidyāsāgara (used by Cowell
and Gough, see above) and one by Jīvānanda Vidyāsāgara, that
came out in 1889. We know that the former of these two editions
ended with chapter 15; the same is true of the latter. Both end with
the remark we have come across already, viz. (p. 177):13
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12 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha (ed. abhyankar), Prastāvanā p. 2.
13 Interestingly, the edition with hindi translation by Pandit Udaya narain

sinh (1905) does not have this phrase in the sanskrit, but does have it in the
hindi translation.



itaḥ paraṃ sarvadarśanaśiromañibhūtaṃ śāṅkaradarśanam anyatra
likhitam ity atropekṣitam iti |
sampūrñaḥ |

apparently the Ānandāśrama edition is the first one to include
the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy.14 according to the informa-
tion it provides after the title page, it used one earlier edition
(from Calcutta) and five manuscripts. one of these manuscripts
(called gha), written in a south Indian script (drāviḍalipi), also
contained the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, and another one
(called ka) contained nothing but that. that is to say: only two of
its six sources, i.e., two manuscripts, contained the chapter. What
is more, manuscript ka may not have contained the Sarva -
darśanasaṃgraha or part thereof, but rather the independent text
to which the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha refers (at the end of chapter
15) and which was to become chapter 16 of that text.15 this means
that the Ānandāśrama edition added the chapter on Vedānta on
the basis of one single manuscript.

the Ānandāśrama edition adds in a note after the title page
that, in editing the final chapter, help has been provided by
Vasudev shastri abhyankar!16 this is the same Vasudev shastri
abhyankar who brought out his edition with commentary of the
Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha (already referred to) less than two decades
later (in 1924). It can cause no surprise that in abhyankar’s own
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14 so sharma 1964: Introduction: 22. (according to sharma, it is the “only
text with Śāṃkara system,” but this is of course a mistake, for also abhyankar’s
edition, known to sharma, has that chapter.) agrawal (2002: VIII-Ix, n. 22) enu-
merates six editions without the Śaṅkara system, the last one dating from 1906;
and four (five if we take agrawal’s own edition into consideration) that include
(or only consist of) that system. all the editions with the chapter on Śaṅkara’s
philosophy go back, directly or indirectly, to the Ānandāśrama edition.

15 as in the case of abhyankar’s manuscript D, one would like to know how
manuscript ka began. Did it contain the introductory portion that connects it
with what precedes? see further below.

16 śāṃkaradarśanasya pustakadvayam eva labdham | tasya saṃśodhane phargyusa-
nakālejasthasaṃskr¢tādhyāpakaiḥ pañḍitavaryair abhyaṃkaropāhvavāsudevaśāstribhiḥ
sāhāyyaṃ dattvopakārabhāreñarñitvaṃ nīto ’sya pustakasya prakāśakaḥ |. surpris ing -
ly, the footnotes to chapter 16 contain numerous variant readings that supposed -
ly occur in manuscript kha, occasionally in manuscript ga, neither of which
should contain this chapter; gha does not occur here at all, and ka a small num-
ber of times. there seems to have been some confusion.



edition that final chapter is closely similar to the shape it has in the
Ānandāśrama edition (but with far fewer variants in the notes).

Where does all this leave us? one single manuscript is respon-
sible for the fact that the Ānandāśrama edition includes the chap-
ter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy. abhyankar used a manuscript that
contained this chapter, but observes that the final chapter looks
like an independent text. since abhyankar collaborated in editing
the final chapter of the Ānandāśrama edition, this manuscript
may or may not have been identical with the one used for that edi-
tion. one further manuscript used for the Ānandāśrama edition
contained the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy as an indepen-
dent text. to my knowledge no new manuscripts have been
inspected for subsequent editions.17

Without the inspection of further manuscripts, the conclusion
we have to draw is evident. Virtually all manuscripts of the Sarva -
darśanasaṃgraha have only 15 chapters. at best only one (!) of the
manuscripts consulted for the editions that are now in use —
essentially abhyankar’s edition plus a number of copies of this edi-
tion — unambiguously gives a text with 16 chapters. the manu-
script tradition therefore supports the view that the Sarvadarśana -
saṃgraha with 16 chapters is a combination of two texts: the first 15
chapters were originally one text, chapter 16 another. It also seems
clear that chapter 16 was once an independent text, composed
before chapters 1–15: the past passive participles in the original colo-
phon of chapter 15 (nirūpitam or likhitam) barely leave room for
doubt. Judging by the introductory verses, chapters 1–15 were com-
posed by (or attributed to) a Mādhava son of sāyaña. narasimha -
char and the entry in the New Catalogus Catalogorum give us some
reason to think that what became chapter 16 may have been com-
posed by someone else, perhaps sāyaña.

In spite of all this, modern scholars tend to look upon chapter
16 as an integral part of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. nakamura
(1969: 246) states: ‘as the xVIth chapter is closely and consistent -
ly linked up with the preceding chapters and the idioms and style
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17 agrawal’s (2002: xII) edition follows the edition by Uma shankar sharma
(and his translation follows Cowell and Gough [no translation is therefore
provid ed for chapter 16]); sharma’s (1964: Introduction p. 22) edition itself fol-
lows abhyankar, as does klostermaier’s (1999) edition of the final chapter.



of this chapter are similar to those in the preceding chapters,
there is a possibility of assuming that this chapter was written by
Mādhava afterwards as the additional and concluding one and on
that occasion the above-cited sentence [i.e. itaḥ paraṃ …] was eli-
minated to make the whole work consistent.’

nakamura’s suggestion is not very probable. the sentence that
he thinks was subsequently eliminated refers to the philosophy of
Śaṅkara that had been considered (nirūpita), or written about
(likhita) elsewhere. It refers to a text that existed already when
chapters 1−15 were being completed, and had perhaps been writ-
ten by a different author (e.g. sāyaña). In spite of this,
klostermaier (1997: 151), in his translation of this chapter,
‘agree[s] with hajime nakamura.’ he adds that ‘[t]here are fre-
quent (implicit) cross-references to former chapters (especially in
the polemics against sāṃkhya and Mīmāṃsā) and it makes use of
sources drawn upon before.’ klostermaier does not give a single
example of such an implicit cross-reference. the way Śaṅkara’s
philosophy is presented in chapter 16 involves frequent references
to other systems of thought, but this is not the same as ‘cross-refe-
rences to former chapters.’

also Uma shankar sharma accepts that chapter 16 is an inte-
gral part of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha (1964: Introduction: 11):

there are still some scholars who dispute over the question of
authorship and even a[u]thentiticy of this system [i.e., Śaṅkara’s
philosophy] as treated in the sarvadarśanasaṃgraha but no con-
vincing argument is advanced so f[a]r. the style of language and
the method of treatment are the same in the Śāṃkara system as in
others. therefore there is nothing in the Śāṃkara-darśana which
may go against its validity. It was not proper for an author like
Mādhavācārya to omit such a reputed system in a work like this.

the expression ‘an author like Mādhavācārya’ betrays sharma’s
conviction that the author of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is the
famous older brother of sāyaña called Mādhava. this he confirms
(but does not try to prove) in the hindi introduction to his book
(Pūrvapīṭhikā p. 41). this conviction may have strengthened his
belief in Mādhava’s authorship of the final chapter, but apart from
some general reflections (‘style of language and method of treat-
ment’) he provides no arguments.
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Finally, Madan Mohan agrawal discusses the question in a foot-
note, where he repeats the same arguments (2002: VIII, n. 22):

[…] internal as well as external reasons prove that Śāṅkara-
darśanam is a part of the original work sDs. It is closely and con-
sistently linked up with the preceding chapters. Its language and
style are similar to these of the preceding discussions. there are
frequent cross-references to former chapters.

agrawal then refers to nakamura 1969 and klostermaier 1999.
how does the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy relate to the

preceding 15 chapters? the answer to this question only adds to
the confusion. Its first few pages (in the existing editions, i.e.
Ānandāśrama and abhyankar) explicitly refer back to the prece-
ding chapters; the remainder never does so, even though there
was plenty of occasion to do so in its discussion of the various posi-
tions it criticizes: Jainism, Yogācāra, Mīmāṃsā, Madhyamaka,
nyāya, etc. We will consider the evidence below. anticipating its
outcome, we can state that the content of the chapter on Śaṅka-
ra’s philosophy is compatible with the view that an originally inde-
pendent work was adapted in its first pages to its new role as final
chapter of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha.

Let us turn to the evidence. the very first sentence of chapter
16 reads:18 so ’yaṃ pariñāmavādaḥ prāmāñikagarhañam arhati ‘this
doctrine of modification (pariñāmavāda) should be censured by
those who follow valid means of cognition.’ the pariñāmavāda
characterizes primarily the philosophy of sāṃkhya (sāṃkhya-
darśana) and the philosophy of Patañjali (pātañjaladarśana),
which are dealt with in the immediately preceding chapters 14 and
15. It seems reasonable to assume that the first line of chapter 16
refers back to those.

the same assumption must be made with respect to a passage
that covers 38 lines in abhyankar’s edition (p. 391 l. 16.26 – p. 393
l. 16.63), and explicitly refers back to earlier passages. We will con-
sider the relevant extracts. the first sentence of the passage recalls
what had been said before:19
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18 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 389 l. 1.
19 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 391 ll. 26–27.



yad avādi nidarśanaṃ pūrvavādinā kṣīrādikam acetanaṃ cetanāna-
dhiṣṭhitam eva vatsavivr¢ddhyarthaṃ pravartata iti

regarding the example presented by an earlier discussant to the
extent that milk etc., which are insentient, have the purpose of
making calves grow, even though they are not supervised by some-
thing sentient […]

this cannot but refer back to a sentence in the chapter on
sāṃkhya:20

dr¢ṣṭaṃ cācetanaṃ cetanānadhiṣṭhitaṃ puruṣārthāya pravartamānaṃ
yathā vatsavivr¢ddhyartham acetanaṃ kṣīraṃ pravartate […]

soon after, the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha refers to an earlier discus-
sion, saying:21

na ca parameśvarasya karuñayā pravr¢ttyaṅgīkāre prāguktavikalpāvasa-
raḥ

the occasion stated earlier for [unacceptable] alternatives, if we
accept that the Lord acts through compassion, does not arise.

the discussion referred to occurs, once again, in the chapter on
sāṃkhya:22

yas tu parameśvaraḥ karuñayā pravartaka iti parameśvarāstitvavādi -
nāṃ ḍiñḍimaḥ sa garbhasrāveña gataḥ | vikalpānupapatteḥ | […]

the assertion of those who accept the existence of the Lord, to the
extent that the Lord acts through compassion, is aborted, be cause
neither of the following alternatives would be possible. […]

the introduction to the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy refers
back to the chapter on sāṃkhya on one further occasion. the pas-
sage concerned begins as follows (ch. 16, ll. 14–17):

nāpi śrutiḥ pradhānakārañatvavāde pramāñam | yataḥ — yad agne
rohitaṃ rūpaṃ tejasas tad rūpaṃ yac chuklaṃ tad apāṃ yat kr¢ṣñaṃ tad
annasya (Chāndogya Upaniṣad 6.4.1) iti cchāndogyaśākhāyāṃ tejo-
bannātmikāyāḥ prakr¢ter lohitaśuklakr¢ṣñarūpāñi samāmnātāni tāny
evātra pratyabhijñāyante |
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20 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 14, ed. abhyankar p. 328 ll. 117–118.
21 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 391 ll. 28–29.
22 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 14, ed. abhyankar p. 328 ll. 124–125.



revelation (śruti) is no proof (pramāña) either with regard to the
doctrine that nature is the cause of everything, for the following
reason. there is a Vedic statement in the Chāndogya branch of
the sāmaveda: ‘the red color of fire is the color of heat, the white,
that of water, the black, that of food.’23 here the colors red, white
and black that are mentioned as belonging to nature consisting of
heat, water and food, are recognized as being the same.

the colors concerned are here called ‘the same’ (tāny eva). But
the same as what? abhyankar’s commentary proposes that the
three colors —red, white and black — are the same as those men-
tioned in a Vedic verse quoted in the chapter on sāṃkhya (ch. 14,
ll. 108–111), so that the present passage then refers back to that
chapter. the Vedic verse concerned is Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 4.5:

ajām ekāṃ lohitaśuklakr¢ṣñāṃ
bahvīḥ prajāḥ sr¢jamānāṃ sarūpāḥ |

ajo hy eko juṣamāño ’nuśete 
jahāty enāṃ bhuktabhogām24 ajo ’nyaḥ ||

one unborn male [billy goat], burning with passion, covers one
unborn female [nanny goat] colored red, white, and black, and
giving birth to numerous offspring with the same colors as hers,
while another unborn male leaves her as soon as she has finished
enjoying the pleasures.25

abhyankar’s proposition is supported by the remainder of the pas-
sage in the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, which reads (ch. 16, ll. 17–25)

tatra śrautapratyabhijñāyāḥ prābalyāl lohitādiśabdānāṃ mukhyārtha-
saṃbhavāc ca tejobannātmikā jarāyujāñḍajasvedajodbhijjacatuṣṭayasya
bhūtagrāmasya prakr¢tir avasīyate | yady api tejobannānāṃ prakr¢ter jā -
tatvena yogavr¢ttyā na jāyata ity ajatvaṃ na sidhyati tathāpi rūḍhi -
vr¢ttāvagatam ajātatvam uktaprakr¢tau sukhāvabodhāya prakalpyate |
yathā asau vādityo devamadhu (Chāndogya Upaniṣad 3.1.1) ityādi -
vākyenādityasya madhutvaṃ parikalpyate tathā tejobannātmikā prakr¢tir
evājeti | ato ’jām ekām ityādikā śrutir api na pradhānapratipādikā |
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23 Chāndogya Upaniṣad 6.4.1.
24 olivelle’s edition has bhuktabhogyāṃ.
25 tr. olivelle 1998: 425.



Because of the superior relative strength of recognition based on
revelation (śruti)26 and because the primary meaning of the
words ‘red’ etc. is here possible, the origin (prakr¢ti) consisting of
heat, water and food of the four kinds of living being — born from
a womb, from an egg, from sweat or from a sprout — is here ascer-
tained. even though the origin of heat, water and food, since it has
come into being, is not literally (yogavr¢ttyā) established as unborn
(aja) in the sense of ‘it has not been born,’ the origin here dis -
cussed (uktaprakr¢ti) is yet determined to be unborn since it is con-
ventionally (rūḍhivr¢ttyā) cognized that way. the origin that con-
sists of heat, water and food is ‘unborn’ (ajā), just as the sun is
determined to be honey through the Vedic statement that begins
with ‘the honey of the gods, clearly, is the sun up there.’27 For this
reason, the revelation that begins with ajām ekām does not convey
nature (pradhāna) either.

It is clear that once again the introduction to the chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy refers back to the chapter on sāṃkhya.

We can conclude that the introduction to the chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy refers back to earlier chapters (or rather: to
one earlier chapter) of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. however, all the
sentences discussed occur in the introductory portion of that
chapter, which rejects the pariñāmavāda, and extends up to line 63
in abhyankar’s edition (out of a total of 918 lines for the chapter).

I am aware of only one further explicit back reference in the
chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, and this one is related to an ear-
lier passage in the same chapter (but not in its introduction). It runs
as follows:28

tad anena kr¢śo ’haṃ kr¢ṣño ’ham ityādīnāṃ prakhyānānāṃ buddhyā
sarūpatākhyānenaupacārikatvaṃ pratyākhyātam | tadvyāpakabhe-
dabhānāsaṃbhavasya prāg eva prapañcitatvāt |

In this way the view has been rejected according to which state-
ments such as ‘I am thin, I am black’ etc. are metaphorical on
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26 the implicit reference appears to be to Mīmāṃsāsūtra 3.3.14: śruti-liṅga-
vākya-prakaraña-sthāna-samākhyānāṃ samavāye pāradaurbalyam arthaviprakarṣāt “If
the following criteria apply at the same time — ‘direct statement’ (śruti), ‘word-
meaning,’ ‘connection,’ ‘context,’ ‘position’ and ‘name’ — each item situated
later in this enumeration is weaker than all the items preceding it, because it is
more remote in meaning.”

27 Chāndogya Upaniṣad 3.1.1, tr. olivelle 1998: 201.
28 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar pp. 412–413 ll. 223–225.



account of the similarity of what they describe with a mental
notion. Because it has been discussed at length above that the
appearance of difference, which is the pervading feature (vyāpa-
ka) of [metaphorical attribution], is not possible.

this refers back to a passage that occurs a few pages earlier in the
same chapter:29

tathā ca vyāpakasya bhedabhānasya nivr¢tter vyāpyasya gauñatvasya
nivr¢ttir iti niravadyam |

as a result of the absence of the pervading feature, viz. the appea-
rance of difference, there is absence of the pervaded feature
(vyāpya), viz. secondary usage; this much is unobjectionable.

as I stated earlier, there are no further explicit back references,
and we have seen that neither nakamura nor klostermaier give
any. abhyankar’s commentary refers back to earlier chapters at a
few occasions. none of these cases are back references, as the fol-
lowing examples will show. We begin with what appears to be the
closest parallel between the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy and
earlier chapters.

the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy rejects the intermediate
size of the soul adhered to by the Jainas:30

na cārhatamatānusāreñāhaṃpratyayaprāmāñyāyātmano dehaparimā -
ñatvam aṅgīkarañīyam iti sāṃpratam | madhyamaparimāñasya sāvaya-
vatvena dehādivadanityatve kr¢tahānākr¢tābhyāgamaprasaṅgāt |

It is not proper to maintain that we must accept that the self has
the size of the body in order to prove the self-awareness (ahaṃpra-
tyaya) in accordance with the opinion of the Jainas. Because this
would result in the abandonment of what has been done and the
addition of what has not been done, given that what has a body etc.
is impermanent on account of the fact that something of interme-
diate size has parts.

this corresponds to the following passage in the chapter on Jaina
philosophy (no. 3):31
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29 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 409 ll. 193–194.
30 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar pp. 410–411 ll. 206–208.
31 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 3, ed. abhyankar p. 52 ll. 36–42.



na ca kāryakārañabhāvaniyamo ’tiprasaṅgaṃ bhaṅktum arhati | tathā
hy upādhyāyabuddhyanubhūtasya śiṣyabuddhiḥ smaret tadupacitaka -
rmaphalam anubhaved vā | tathā ca kr¢taprañāśākr¢tābhyāgamapra-
saṅgaḥ | tad uktaṃ siddhasenavākyakāreña —

kr¢taprañāśākr¢takarmabhoga-
bhavapramokṣasmr¢tibhaṅgadoṣān |

upekṣya sākṣāt kṣañabhaṅgam icchann
aho mahāsāhasikaḥ paro ’sau || iti |

the restriction imposed by causality cannot avoid overextension
(atiprasaṅga). For example, the mind of the pupil would remem-
ber what had been experienced in the mind of the teacher; or it
might experience the result of the acts accumulated by the latter.
In this way there would be destruction of what has been done and
addition of what has not been done. this has been stated by the
author of the Siddhasenavākya:32

‘oh that opponent is very daring, since he immediately accepts
momentariness while neglecting the shortcomings connected with
it: destruction of what has been done, experiencing acts not car-
ried out, the impossibility of existence, of liberation, of memory.’

It is clear from the context that these passages do not refer to each
other, in spite of using a similar expression. What is more, there is
an important difference between the two: the chapter on Śaṅka-
ra’s philosophy has hāna ‘abandonment’ where the chapter on
Jainism has prañāśa ‘destruction.’ (the same compound, again
with prañāśa, occurs in chapter 4, on rāmānuja’s philosophy,33

and in chapter 11, on nyāya.)34

In passing, attention can be drawn to the fact that the line at
the end of chapter 15 that originally may have constituted the end
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32 Balcerowicz (2001) has convincingly argued that siddhasena the author of
the Saṃmatitarkaprakaraña is different from the siddhasena who wrote the Nyāyā -
vatāra (he calls them siddhasena Divākara and siddhasena Mahāmati respective-
ly). the Saṃmatitarkaprakaraña, he further argues, may belong to an earlier date
than the Nyāyāvatāra, and was indeed composed before Dignāga, or at any rate
without knowledge of his work. the verse cited here is hemacandra’s Vītarāga -
stuti, v. 18.

33 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 4, ed. abhyankar p. 114 l. 222: kr¢taprañāśākr¢tābhyā -
gamaprasaṅgaḥ.

34 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 11, ed. abhyankar p. 249 l. 129: kr¢taprañāśākr¢tābhyā -
gamau.



of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha characterizes Śaṅkara’s philosophy as
śiromañi ‘crest-jewel,’ whereas the end of the chapter on Śaṅkara’s
philosophy calls it śirolaṃkāraratna. the two terms are synonyms,
but the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha’s author’s preference for the form -
er manifests itself in his use, twice over, of the compound nāsti-
kaśiromañi ‘crest-jewel of the nāstikas’ (ch. 1, p. 2 l. 14; ch. 11, p. 255
l. 204).

elsewhere the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy points out that
certain cognitions do not count as cognitions of absence: 35

kiṃ ca nedaṃ rajatam iti bādhakāvabodho nābhāvam avagāhate |
bhāvavyatirekeñābhāvasya durgrahañatvāt |

Moreover, an obstructing cognition such as ‘this is not silver’ does
not concern absence, for an absence cannot be grasped as being
distinct from an existing entity.

these lines are part of a long presentation of the Mīmāṃsā view
of Prabhākara regarding the error of seeing silver where there is
an oyster-shell.36 abhyankar’s commentary sees a parallel with
some lines that occur in a section on advaita Vedānta in chapter
4, on the philosophy of rāmānuja. here, too, Prabhākara’s view is
presented, then rejected:37

bhāvāntaram abhāvo hi kayācit tu vyapekṣayā |
bhāvāntarād abhāvo ’nyo na kaścid anirūpañāt ||
iti vadatā bhāvavyatiriktasyābhāvasyānabhyupagamāt

[…,] because [Prabhākara] does not accept non-existence as
something different from something existing, saying:

something non-existing is another existing thing from a certain
point of view. there is no non-existing thing that is different from
another existing thing, because it cannot be determined.38

these two passages deal with the same topic (Prabhākara’s rejec-
tion of absence as a positive entity), but clearly they do not refer
to each other.
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35 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 430 ll. 462–463.
36 this presentation covers lines 16.344–489 in abhyankar’s edition.
37 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 4, ed. abhyankar p. 94 ll. 57–59.
38 Cp. Ślokavārttika, autpattikasūtra nirālambanavāda 118cd: bhāvāntaram

abhāvo ’nyo na kaś cid anirūpañāt.



there is a curious parallel between two passages, one in the
chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, the other in the one on
Jaimini’s philosophy. In the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy we
read:39

tatra prathamam adhikarañam athāto brahmajijñāsā iti brahmamī -
māṃsārambhopapādanaparam | adhikarañaṃ ca pañcāvayavaṃ pra-
siddham | te ca viṣayādayaḥ pañcāvayavā nirūpyante |

the first topic (adhikaraña) in this science presents the beginning
of the reflection on Brahma (brahmamīmāṃsā) with the words:
‘next the desire to know Brahma.’40 It is well-known that a topic
has five parts. those five parts — object (viṣaya), etc. — are now
examined.

this passage does not specify which are the five parts (avayava) of
a topic (adhikaraña). the parallel passage in the chapter on Jai -
mini’s philosophy does. here it is:41

tatrāthāto dharmajijñāsā 42 iti prathamam adhikarañaṃ pūrvamī -
māṃsārambhopapādanaparam | adhikarañaṃ ca pañcāvayavam ācakṣa -
te parīkṣakāḥ | te ca pañcāvayavā viṣayasaṃśayapūrvapakṣasiddhā -
ntasaṃgatirūpāḥ | tatrācāryamatānusāreñādhikarañaṃ nirūpyate |

the two passages clearly resemble each other, so much so that one
may wonder whether they have one and the same author; alterna-
tively, the author of one knew the other passage, or both passages
drew inspiration from an earlier text. For our present purposes it
is important to note that the latter passage enumerates the five
parts of a topic, whereas the former does not. Does this mean that
the passage in the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy refers back to
the passage in Jaimini’s philosophy? the answer must almost cer-
tainly be negative, because an explicit back reference might have
been expected, for example: *adhikarañaṃ ca pañcāvayavam ity
uktam. We know that the author of the chapter on Śaṅkara’s phi-
losophy does not hesitate to refer back where this is appropriate.
the fact that he does not do so here strongly suggests that this is
not a back reference.

144

Johannes Bronkhorst

39 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 399 ll. 84–86.
40 this is Brahmasūtra 1.1.1: athāto brahmajijñāsā.
41 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 12, ed. abhyankar p. 261 ll. 18–22.
42 this is Mīmāṃsāsūtra 1.1.1: athāto dharmajijñāsā.



[a minor difference in terminology might mistakenly be
looked upon as further evidence for difference of authorship.
the second of the five adhikarañas, in the chapter on Jaimini’s
philosophy, is saṃśaya. In the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy,
on the other hand, it is saṃdeha. no conclusions can be drawn
from this difference, because the chapter on Jaimini’s philoso-
phy itself uses saṃdeha a few lines after the above enumeration
(ch. 12, p. 261 l. 25).]

the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy mentions, in an example
that illustrates an objection, two technical terms — pīlupāka
“baking of the atoms” and piṭharapāka “baking of the pot” — that
have their place in the Vaiśeṣika and the nyāya philosophy respec-
tively.43 the procedure designated by the first of these terms is ela-
borately discussed in the chapter on Vaiśeṣika (ch. 10; aulūkya-
darśana).44 But once again, there is no hint that the chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy refers back to that passage. the author of
that chapter took it clearly for granted that his educated readers
were familiar with those terms.

the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy quotes (ch. 16, l.
162–163) a verse that is also quoted in the chapter 5 (ll. 283–284):

upakramopasaṃhārāv abhyāso ’pūrvatā phalam |
arthavādopapattī ca liṅgaṃ tātparyanirñaye ||

Interestingly, chapter 5 attributes it to the Br¢hatsaṃhitā (uktaṃ
br¢hatsaṃhitāyām), where I do not succeed in tracing it, while the
chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy ascribes it to earlier teachers
(pūrvācārya). In itself this may not be a strong argument in sup-
port of different authorship, but it increases the weight of those
arguments, if ever so little.

We finally consider a misprint in abhyankar’s edition that
might create the impression that the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philo-
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43 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 16, ed. abhyankar p. 400 ll. 95–98: athocyeta yathā
pīlupākapakṣe piṭharapākapakṣe vā kālabhedenaikasmin vastuni pākajabhedo yujyate
tathaikasmiñ śarīrābhidhe vastuni kālabhedena parimāñabhedaḥ | ‘one might say that
in one single thing called body there can be difference of size on account of dif-
ference of time, just as there can be a difference arising from baking in one sin-
gle thing (such as a pot) on account of difference of time, whether one accepts
baking of the atoms (pīlupāka) or baking of the pot (piṭharapāka).’

44 Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha 10, ed. abhyankar pp. 224–225 ll. 114–124.



sophy refers back to the chapter on Buddhism. We find here:45

nanu mādhyamikamatāvalambanena rajatādivibhramālambanam asad
iti cet — tad uktam |

the final word of this sentence must clearly be ayuktam rather
than uktam. this is the reading of the Ānandāśrama edition, and
is confirmed by the immediate sequel, in which two ablatives give
the reasons why the objection here expressed is inappropriate
(ayukta). these ablatives are not followed by iti, and are not there-
fore the content of what was supposedly said (ukta). In spite of
this, the word ukta ‘said’ might suggest to the inadvertent reader
that this line refers back to what had been said in an earlier chap-
ter, preferably the chapter on Buddhism. this is not however the
case. Interestingly, both klostermaier (1999: 58) and sharma
(1964: 839) accept abhyankar’s reading uktam and try to transla-
te it, though not without difficulty.

We can conclude that, if we remove the introduction to the
chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, what remains does not refer
back to the earlier chapters and is completely coherent; it also has
an appropriate beginning:46 tac ca vedāntaśāstraṃ caturlakṣañam
‘this science of Vedānta deals with four topics.’47 If we assume
that the introductory portion was added by those who turned the
text on Śaṅkara’s philosophy into the final chapter of the Sarva -
darśanasaṃgraha, we are left with a text on Śaṅkara’s philosophy
(chapter 16 minus the introductory portion) that can stand on its
own, and presumably once did so.

We have arrived at the provisional conclusion that the chapter
on Śaṅkara’s philosophy minus its introduction was originally a
separate text that was at some point added to the fifteen chapters
of the original Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. the conclusion is provision -
al, because we do not know for sure what the inspection of thus far
unexplored manuscripts may reveal. But the conclusion is firm
enough to accept it as the so far most likely depiction of historical
reality.
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47 We may have to look upon the words tac ca at the beginning of this sen tence

as added by those who added the introductory portion.



In what manner could this conclusion be jeopardized by the
inspection of further manuscripts? among the so far uninspected
manuscripts there are no doubt many that contain only 15 chap-
ters, presumably with the concluding sentence reproduced above.
there will be some that contain the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha as we
find it in abhyankar’s edition, i.e., with a final chapter on Śaṅka-
ra’s philosophy. such manuscripts will not jeopardize the position
here taken. on the other hand, our conclusion will be strengthen -
ed if more manuscripts were to come to light that contain only this
final chapter (whether under the title Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha or
some other title), preferably without the introductory portion. We
know that the Ānandāśrama edition used one such manuscript,
but details are hard to obtain after more than a century. the indi-
cations given in the edition are far too cursory to provide us with
useful information. It is hard to think of manuscript evidence that
would weaken our conclusion.

It is possible, as we have seen, that the original chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy had an author different from the author of
the original Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. But who wrote the original
Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha?

We know that the introductory stanzas of this text attribute it to
Mādhava the son of sāyaña. We further know that his teacher was
sarvajñaviṣñu, who was also known to the author of the chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy.

We know from various sources that sarvajñaviṣñu had a son
calle d Cannibhaṭṭa. this Cannibhaṭṭa states in one of his surviving
texts that he had composed a work called Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. a
close comparison of Cannibhaṭṭa’s surviving works and the
Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha ascribed to Mādhava has led anantalal
thakur (1961) to the conclusion that Cannibhaṭṭa was the author
of ‘Mādhava’s’ Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. among the supplementary
arguments he presents, there are these: the second introductory
verse of ‘Mādhava’s’ Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is also found in one of
Cannibhaṭṭa’s works. and the works have passages and expres-
sions in common. these shared passages and expressions, be it
noted, are not found in the chapter on Śaṅkara’s philosophy, so
that this argument cannot be used to support the view that
Cannibhaṭṭa also composed that chapter. some of the shared quo-
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ted passages, on the other hand, do occur in the chapter on
Śaṅkara’s philosophy, but this, I submit, carries less weight.

What about the colophons? In both the Ānandāśrama and the
abhyankar editions (and in the editions that copy the latter), each
chapter is followed by a colophon that qualifies the Sarvadarśana -
saṃgraha as śrīmatsāyañamādhavīya. however, none of the earlier
editions have this qualification anywhere. the only exception is
the colophon at the conclusion of the first chapter (cārvāka-
darśana) in the 1858 Calcutta edition by Īśvaracandra Vidyāsāgara;
it reads: iti sāyañamādhavīye sarvadarśanasaṅgrahe cārvākadarśanam.
all the other fourteen chapters in this edition omit the specifica-
tion sāyañamādhavīya, as do all the chapters in the 1889 Calcutta
edition (by Jīvānanda Vidyāsāgara Bhaṭṭācārya) and in the edition
by Udaya narain sinh. We may suspect that Īśvaracandra
Vidyāsāgara added this specification after this one chapter on the
basis of the information he found in the introductory verses. If so,
we can be sure that the qualification śrīmatsāyañamādhavīya in the
Ānandāśrama and abhyankar editions (and in subsequent edi-
tions) are editorial additions.48 this means that two of the intro-
ductory verses are the only reason to ascribe the Sarvadarśana -
saṃgraha to Mādhava the son of sāyaña.

this confronts us with the following issue. If those two intro-
ductory verses are additions, or are somehow incorrectly interpret -
ed, no reason remains to look upon Mādhava as the name of the
author of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. In that case, we only know
that the teacher of its author was sarvajñaviṣñu, in accordance
with the second introductory verse. since Cannibhaṭṭa was
sarvajñaviṣñu’s son, the claim that Cannibhaṭṭa composed the
Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha would then to a large extent be supported
by that second introductory verse. Indeed, we have seen that this
same introductory verse was used in one of Cannibhaṭṭa’s recog -
nized works.

Let us have a closer look at the introductory verses. they read:

nityajñānāśrayaṃ vande niḥśreyasanidhiṃ śivam |
yenaiva jātaṃ mahyādi tenaivedaṃ sakartr¢kam || 1 ||
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48 another editorial addition in these editions is the phrase atha ...darśanam
introducing each chapter.



I pay homage to Śiva, the seat of eternal knowledge [and] the
abode of the highest good (niḥśreyasa), owing to whom the earth
etcetera have come into being. It is owing to him that this has a
maker.49 (1)

pāraṃ gataṃ sakaladarśanasāgarāñām
ātmocitārthacaritārthitasarvalokam |

śrīśārṅgapāñitanayaṃ nikhilāgamajñaṃ
sarvajñaviṣñugurum anvaham āśraye ’ham || 2 ||

every day I take recourse to my teacher, sarvajñaviṣñu the son of
Śārṅgapāñi, who has gone to the other shore of all oceans of phi-
losophy, has satisfied the whole world with things that are suitable
to the highest self, and knows the entire tradition. (2)

śrīmatsāyañadugdhābdhikaustubhena mahaujasā |
kriyate mādhavāryeña sarvadarśanasaṃgrahaḥ || 3 ||

the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha is composed by the noble Mādhava, of
great power, the gem of the venerable sāyaña’s milk-ocean. (3)

pūrveṣām atidustarāñi sutarām āloḍya śāstrāñy asau
śrīmatsāyañamādhavaḥ prabhur upanyāsyat satāṃ prītaye |

dūrotsāritamatsareña manasā śr¢ñvantu tat sajjanā
mālyaṃ kasya vicitrapuṣparacitaṃ prītyai na saṃjāyate || 4 ||

that venerable master sāyañamādhava, having studied with great
care the difficult treatises of earlier scholars, has explained them
for the delight of the virtuous. Let virtuous people listen to it with
a mind from which passion has been cast far away. to whom does
a garland made of various flowers not bring delight? (4)

the line immediately following these verses is

atha kathaṃ parameśvarasya niḥśreyasapradatvam abhidhīyate |

how can it be stated that the supreme Lord (parameśvara) gives
the highest good (niḥśreyasa)?

which refers back to verse 1. Verses 2, 3 and 4 come in between this
line and the verse it refers back to.
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darśanasaṃgraha (‘à lui seul ce qui suit devra d’être accompli’).



one is struck by the laudatory and impersonal character of ver-
ses 3 and 4 — the only ones that urge us to believe that Mādhava
was the author of the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. Mādhava is here
‘noble’ (ārya), ‘of great power’ (mahaujas), the ‘gem of sāyaña’s
milk-ocean’ (śrīmatsāyañadugdhābdhikaustubha), a ‘master’ (pra-
bhu). such verses might easily have come from the pen of some -
one else, in which case it is not Mādhava himself who claims to
have composed the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha. this other person may
have been the real author of that text — who then wanted to
express his admiration for Mādhava — or someone else altoge-
ther. either way these verses do not stand in the way of accepting
that someone different from Mādhava — perhaps Cannibhaṭṭa —
composed the Sarvadarśanasaṃgraha, or at least the first fifteen
chapters of this work.
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