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The Sarvadarsanasamgraha:
One Text or Two? One Author or Two?”™

JOHANNES BRONKHORST
(Université de Lausanne)

The author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, according to one of its
introductory verses (4), is Sayanamadhava. Another introductory
verse (3) calls him ‘Madhava, the kaustubhajewel of Sayana’s milk-
ocean.’ All this suggests that his name was Madhava and that his
father’s name was Sayana. Indeed, it appears that such com-
pounds in which the father’s name occurs first are ‘well-known
practice.’*

There has been much discussion about the identity of this
Madhava, and indeed about the authorship of the Sarvadarsana-
samgraha. The information contained in introductory verses goes
against the view that he was the older brother of Sayana,” the
famous Vedic commentator: the son of Sayana cannot be his older
brother.

We learn from the second introductory verse of the Sarva-
darsanasamgraha that Sarvajhavisnu the son of Sarngapani was the

“1 thank Christophe Vielle, who made several editions available to me.

! Narasimhachar 1916: 20.

2 This Madhava is often identified with Vidyaranya, according to some erro-
neously; Clark 2006: 212-214.



Johannes Bronkhorst

teacher of its author. This same teacher is quoted under the name
Sahaja-Sarvajnavisnubhattopadhyaya in the chapter on Sankara’s
philosophy, the final chapter in some editions (see below).3 Sarva-
jnavisnu is here presented as the author of a text called Vivarana-
vivarana.* The Sarvadarsanasamgraha quotes the following passage
from it: na catra paksadrstantayor ekaprakasarupananvayah sankan-
yah | tamovirodhyakaro hi prakasasabdavacyah | tenakarenaikyam ubha-
yatrastiti.> The author of a text called Rjuvivarana, which com-
ments on the Pancapadika and its commentary Vivarana, is named
Sarvajnavisnubhattopadhyaya in its Colophons,6 and it seems like-
ly that Rjuvivarana and Vivaranavivarana are two names for one
and the same text.”

The evidence provided by the manuscripts presents some
difficulties. To quote Narasimhachar (1916: 20):

In the manuscripts of the Sarvadarsanasangraha, the following sen-
tence, which states that Sdnkara-darsana, having been treated else-
where, has been omitted here, occurs at the end of Pdatanjala-
darsana:

wah param sarvadarsanasiromanibhutam samkaradarsanam anyatra
nirupitam ity atropeksitam

And the colophon at the end of Sankara-darsana, which runs

i srisayanaryaviracite sakaladarsanasirolamkararatnam srimaccham-
karadarsanam parisamaptam

attributes its authorship to Sdyana. From this we have to infer that
Sankara-darsana having been treated of elsewhere by his father
Sayana, Madhava omitted to write on it in his work.

3 Chapter 11, on Nyaya (ed. Abhyankar p. 250 1. 140), refers in passing to a cer-
tain Bhatta-Sarvajna. Is this the same person?

4 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 458 1. 766.

5 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 458 11. 766—768.

6 The editor calls him Vispubhattopadhyaya, but to my knowledge he is never
referred to under this name; sarvajiia- is always prefixed to -visnu, which suggests
that he was known under the name Sarvajnavisnu, with or without the part
—bhattopadhyaya. The colophons to his Rjuvivarana call him svamindrapirna-
pujyapadasisyasarvasastravisaradajanardanatmajasarvajiavisnubhattopadhyaya,
again with sarvajiia-. These same colophons, incidentally, call his father Jana-
rdana, not Sirr’lgapéni; both are epithets of Visnu.

7Even though I have not yet succeeded in locating the passage that Madhava
quotes in the edition of the Rjuvivarana. One would expect to find it on pages
36 ff. of the edition, but I do not find it there.
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Narasimhachar clearly speaks of manuscripts (perhaps only one,
see below) that do contain the chapter on Sanikara’s philosophy,
even though the beginning and the end of this chapter as read
there suggest that it once had a separate existence.® Cowell and
Gough, the earliest translators of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, used
a text that did not even have this final chapter. Their translation
finishes with the philosophy of Patanjali (patanjaladarsana), and
more specifically with an observation that they translate as follows

(Cowell & Gough 1892: 273):

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

This translates the first line quoted by Narasimhachar,? 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
Sayana).'® Clearly Cowell and Gough did not have the final chap-
ter on Sankara’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 Pancadas7; a Calcutta Pandit
suggested that it might be the Prameya-vivarana-sangraha. All this
shows that neither the translators nor their counselors knew of
the existence of this final chapter."

Cowell says the following about the manuscript tradition of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha as it was known to them in the preface of
the translation (Cowell & Gough 1892: viI):

8 Narasimhachar may of course have seen the Anandasrama edition, which
came out in 1906 and is the first edition to contain the chapter on Sarikara’s phi-
losophy. However, this edition has srimatsayanamadhaviye sarvadarsanasamgrahe
(p- 171), where Narasimhachar’s quotation has srisayanaryaviracite (without sarva-
darsanasamgrahe!).

9 The edition by ISvaracandra Vidyasagara has itah param saroadarsanasiroma-
nibhatam samkaradarsanam anyatra niripitam ity atropeksitam iti, with likhitam in-
stead of nirupitam.

1 In footnotes to the Anandasrama edition (p. 142) and Abhyankar’s edition
(p- 388), this line is as cited by Narasimhachar, but with lLikhitam for nirapitam.

" Not surprisingly, Monier-Williams Sanskrit-English Dictionary, which came
out in 1899, states, under sarvadarsanasamgraha: ‘N. of a treatise on the various
systems of philosophy (not including the vedanta) ...” (my emphasis, JB).
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I well remember the interest excited among the learned Hindus
of Calcutta by the publication of the Sarva-darSana-samgraha of
Madhava Acharya in the Bibliotheca Indica in 1858. It was original-
ly edited by Pandit ISvarachandra Vidydsagara, but a subsequent
edition, with no important alterations, was published in 1872 by
Pandit Tdrandtha Tarkavachaspati. [...] MS. copies of [the
Sarvadar§anasamgraha] 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 Isvaracandra Vidyasagara / Taranatha Tarkavaca-
spati does indeed not contain the chapter on Sankara’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 Sankara’s philosophy.
However, this final chapter presented itself explicitly as a later
addition to a perhaps earlier work, and mentions a different
author: Sayana rather than Madhava.

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

Sarvadarsanasangraha by Madhavacarya, but some mss. ascribed to
Sayanacarya. [A] concise account of 15 philosophical systems, with
the exception of Vedanta.

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 Sankara’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 Catalogorum
that ‘some mss. [are] ascribed to Sayanacarya’ 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 Sarvadarsanasamgraha. 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 Sankara’s philosophy. How did this chap-
ter get there?

In his Prastavana, Abhyankar mentions four sources, which he
calls A, B, Cand D. A and B are earlier editions, called the Ananda-
srama 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 Saptarsigrama.
Manuscript C did not contain the chapter on Sanikara’s philoso-
phy. Manuscript D did, but that chapter made the impression of
being an independent text (kim tu tatra patanjaladarsanantam gra-
ntham samapya svatantram etal likhitam iva samdysyate) > 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 ISvaracandra Vidyasagara) and the one mentioned by Nara-
simhachar respectively: the former did not have the final chapter
on Sankara’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 Sankara’s philoso-
phy as an integral part of the Sarvadarsanasamgrahabecause one of
the earlier editions he used did so.

Which were those earlier editions? As we have seen, these are
stated to be the Anandasrama edition and the Calcutta edition.
Since there was to my knowledge only one Anandasrama edition,
here there is no ambiguity. Unfortunately, according to Potter’s
bibliography, there are two editions of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha
that came out in Calcutta before Abhyankar published his com-
mentary: the one by ISvaracandra Vidyasagara (used by Cowell
and Gough, see above) and one by Jivananda Vidyasagara, 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):"3

2 Sarvadarsanasamgraha (ed. Abhyankar), Prastavana p. 2.

'3 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.
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wah param sarvadarsanasiromanibhutam sankaradarsanam anyatra
likhitam ity atropeksitam iti |
samparnah |

Apparently the Anandasrama edition is the first one to include
the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy.'4 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 (dravidalipi), also
contained the chapter on Sankara’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 ke may not have contained the Sarva-
darsanasamgraha or part thereof, but rather the independent text
to which the Sarvadarsanasamgraha refers (at the end of chapter
15) and which was to become chapter 16 of that text.'> This means
that the Anandasrama edition added the chapter on Vedanta on
the basis of one single manuscript.

The Anandasrama edition adds in a note after the title page
that, in editing the final chapter, help has been provided by
Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar!'® This is the same Vasudev Shastri
Abhyankar who brought out his edition with commentary of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha (already referred to) less than two decades
later (in 1924). It can cause no surprise that in Abhyankar’s own

4 So Sharma 1964: Introduction: 22. (According to Sharma, it is the “only
text with Samkara system,” but this is of course a mistake, for also Abhyankar’s
edition, known to Sharma, has that chapter.) Agrawal (2002: VIIHIX, n. 22) enu-
merates six editions without the Sankara 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 Sankara’s
philosophy go back, directly or indirectly, to the Anandasrama edition.

!5 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 samkaradarsanasya pustakadvayam eva labdham | tasya samsodhane phargyusa-
nakalejasthasamskytadhyapakaih panditavaryair abhyamkaropahvavasudevasastribhih
sahayyam dattvopakarabharenarnitvam nito ’sya pustakasya prakasakah |. Surprising-
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.
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edition that final chapter is closely similar to the shape it has in the
Anandasrama 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 Anandasrama edition includes the chap-
ter on Sankara’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 Anandasrama edition, this manuscript
may or may not have been identical with the one used for that edi-
tion. One further manuscript used for the Anandasrama edition
contained the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy as an indepen-
dent text. To my knowledge no new manuscripts have been
inspected for subsequent editions.'7

Without the inspection of further manuscripts, the conclusion
we have to draw is evident. Virtually all manuscripts of the Sarva-
darsanasamgraha 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 Sarvadarsana-
samgrahawith 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 (nirupitam or likhitam) barely leave room for
doubt. Judging by the introductory verses, chapters 1-15 were com-
posed by (or attributed to) a Madhava son of Sayana. 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 Sayana.

In spite of all this, modern scholars tend to look upon chapter
16 as an integral part of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Nakamura
(1969: 246) states: ‘As the XVIth chapter is closely and consistent-
ly linked up with the preceding chapters and the idioms and style

'7 Agrawal’s (2002: x11) edition follows the edition by Uma Shankar Sharma
(and his translation follows Cowell and Gough [no translation is therefore
provided for chapter 16]); Sharma’s (1964: Introduction p. 22) edition itself fol-
lows Abhyankar, as does Klostermaier’s (1999) edition of the final chapter.
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of this chapter are similar to those in the preceding chapters,
there is a possibility of assuming that this chapter was written by
Madhava afterwards as the additional and concluding one and on
that occasion the above-cited sentence [i.e. itah param ...] 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
Sankara that had been considered (nirapita), 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. Sayana). 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 Samkhya and Mimamsa) and it makes use of
sources drawn upon before.” Klostermaier does not give a single
example of such an implicit cross-reference. The way Sankara’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 Sarvadarsanasamgraha (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., Sanikara’s
philosophy] as treated in the SarvadarS§anasamgraha 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 Samkara system as in
others. Therefore there is nothing in the Samkara-darsana which
may go against its validity. It was not proper for an author like
Madhavacarya to omit such a reputed system in a work like this.

The expression ‘an author like Madhavacarya’ betrays Sharma’s
conviction that the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha is the
famous older brother of Sayana called Madhava. This he confirms
(but does not try to prove) in the Hindi introduction to his book
(Parvapithika p. 41). This conviction may have strengthened his
belief in Madhava’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 Sankara-
darsanam 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 Sankara’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.
Anandasrama 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, Yogacara, Mimamsa, Madhyamaka,
Nyaya, etc. We will consider the evidence below. Anticipating its
outcome, we can state that the content of the chapter on Sanka-
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 Sarvadarsanasamgraha.

Let us turn to the evidence. The very first sentence of chapter
16 reads:'8 so yam parinamavadah pramanikagarhanam arhati ‘This
doctrine of modification (parinamavada) should be censured by
those who follow valid means of cognition.” The parinamavada
characterizes primarily the philosophy of Samkhya (samkhya-
darsana) and the philosophy of Patanjali (patanjaladarsana),
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. 3911.16.26 —p. 393
1. 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:'?

8 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 389 1. 1.
9 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 391 11. 26-27.
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yad avadi nidarsanam parvavadina ksiradikam acelanam cetanana-
dhisthitam eva vatsavivyddhyartham 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
Samkhya:>°

dystam cacetanam cetananadhisthitam purusarthaya pravartamanam
yatha vatsavivyddhyartham acetanam ksiram pravartate [ ...]

Soon after, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha refers to an earlier discus-
sion, saying:*'

na ca paramesvarasya karunaya pravrttyangikare praguktavikalpavasa-
rah

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
Samkhya:??

yas tu paramesvarah karunaya pravartaka iti paramesvarastitvavadi-
nam dindimah sa garbhasravena gatah | vikalpanupapatteh | [...]

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

The introduction to the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy refers
back to the chapter on Samkhya on one further occasion. The pas-
sage concerned begins as follows (ch. 16, 1. 14-17):

napi srutih pradhanakaranatvavade pramanam | yatah — yad agne
rohitam rapam tejasas tad rapam yac chuklam tad apam yat kysnam tad
annasya (Chandogya Upanisad 6.4.1) iti cchandogyasakhayam tejo-
bannatmikayah prakyter lohitasuklakysnarapani samamnatani tany
evatra pratyabhijiayante |

29 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 14, ed. Abhyankar p. 328 1I. 117-118.
2! Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 391 11. 28-29.
22 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 14, ed. Abhyankar p. 328 1l. 124-125.
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Revelation (sruti) is no proof (pramana) either with regard to the
doctrine that Nature is the cause of everything, for the following
reason. There is a Vedic statement in the Chandogya branch of
the Samaveda: ‘The red color of fire is the color of heat, the white,
that of water, the black, that of food.’?3 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’ (tany 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 Samkhya (ch. 14,
1. 108-111), so that the present passage then refers back to that
chapter. The Vedic verse concerned is Svetasvatara Upanisad 4.5:

ajam ekam lohitasuklakysnam
bahvih prajah syjamanam sarapah |
ajo hy eko jusamano ‘nusete
jahaty enam bhuktabhogam?* ajo ‘nyah ||

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.?>

Abhyankar’s proposition is supported by the remainder of the pas-
sage in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, which reads (ch. 16, 1l. 17-25)

tatra Srautapratyabhiyniayah prabalyal lohitadisabdanam mukhyartha-
sambhavac ca tejobannatmika jarayujandajasvedajodbhijjacatustayasya
bhatagramasya prakyiir avastyate | yady api tejobannanam prakyter ja-
tatvena yogavytlya na jayata ity ajatvam na sidhyati tathap: radhi-
vrttavagatam ajatatvam uktaprakytaw sukhavabodhaya prakalpyate |
yatha asau vadityo devamadhu (Chandogya Upanisad 3.1.1) ityadi-
vakyenadityasya madhutvam parikalpyate tatha tejobannatmika prakytir
evageti | ato ’jam ekam ityadika srutir api na pradhanapratipadika |

23 Chandogya Upanisad 6.4.1.
24 Olivelle’s edition has bhuktabhogyam.
25Tr. Olivelle 1998: 425.
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Because of the superior relative strength of recognition based on
Revelation (sruti)?® and because the primary meaning of the
words ‘red’ etc. is here possible, the origin (prakrti) consisting of
heat, water and food of the four kinds of living being — born from
awomb, 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 (yogavrttya) established as unborn
(@ja) in the sense of ‘it has not been born,” the origin here dis-
cussed (uktaprakyti) is yet determined to be unborn since it is con-
ventionally (radhivrttya) cognized that way. The origin that con-
sists of heat, water and food is ‘unborn’ (gja), 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.’ *7 For this
reason, the Revelation that begins with ajam ekam does not convey
Nature (pradhana) either.

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

We can conclude that the introduction to the chapter on
Sankara’s philosophy refers back to earlier chapters (or rather: to
one earlier chapter) of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. However, all the
sentences discussed occur in the introductory portion of that
chapter, which rejects the parinamavada, 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 Sankara’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 kyso ‘ham kysno "ham ityadinam prakhyananam buddhya
sarupatakhyanenaupacarikatvam pratyakhyatam | tadvyapakabhe-
dabhanasambhavasya prag eva praparicitatvat |

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

26 The implicit reference appears to be to Mimamsasutra 3.3.14: sruli-linga-
vakya-prakarana-sthana-samakhyanam samavaye paradaurbalyam arthaviprakarsat “If
the following criteria apply at the same time — ‘direct statement’ (sruti), ‘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 Chandogya Upanisad 3.1.1, tr. Olivelle 1998: 201.

28 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar pp. 412—413 1l. 223-225.
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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 (vyapa-
ka) of [metaphorical attribution], is not possible.

This refers back to a passage that occurs a few pages earlier in the
same chapter:>?

tatha ca vyapakasya bhedabhanasya mivrtter vyapyasya gaunatvasya
naurttir iti niravadyam |

As aresult of the absence of the pervading feature, viz. the appea-
rance of difference, there is absence of the pervaded feature
(vyapya), 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 Sankara’s philosophy and
earlier chapters.

The chapter on Sankara’s philosophy rejects the intermediate
size of the soul adhered to by the Jainas:3°

na carhatamatanusarenahampratyayapramanyayatmano dehaparima-
natvam angtkaraniyam iti sampratam | madhyamaparimanasya savaya-
vatvena dehadivadanityatve krtahanakytabhyagamaprasangat |

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 (ahampra-
lyaya) 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):3!

29 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 409 1l. 193-194.
3¢ Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar pp. 410411 11. 206-208.
3t Sarvadarsanasamgraha 3, ed. Abhyankar p. 52 11. 36—42.

141



Johannes Bronkhorst

na ca karyakaranabhavaniyamo ‘tiprasangam bhavktum arhati | tatha
hy upadhyayabuddhyanubhutasya sisyabuddhih smaret tadupacitaka-
rmaphalam anubhaved va | tatha ca krtapranasakrtabhyagamapra-
sangah | tad uktam siddhasenavakyakarena —

kytapranasakytakarmabhoga-
bhavapramoksasmytibhangadosan |

upeksya saksat ksanabhargam icchann
aho mahasahasikah paro sau || iti |

The restriction imposed by causality cannot avoid overextension
(atiprasanga). 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 Siddhasenavakya:3?

‘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.’

Itis 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 Sanka-
ra’s philosophy has hana ‘abandonment’ where the chapter on
Jainism has pranasa ‘destruction.” (The same compound, again
with pranasa, occurs in chapter 4, on Ramanuja’s philosophy,33
and in chapter 11, on Nyaya.)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

32 Balcerowicz (2001) has convincingly argued that Siddhasena the author of
the Sammatitarkaprakaranais different from the Siddhasena who wrote the Nyaya-
vatara (he calls them Siddhasena Divakara and Siddhasena Mahamati respective-
ly). The Sammatitarkaprakarana, he further argues, may belong to an earlier date
than the Nyayavatara, and was indeed composed before Dignaga, or at any rate
without knowledge of his work. The verse cited here is Hemacandra’s Vitaraga-
stuti, v. 18.

33 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 4, ed. Abhyankar p. 114 1. 222: kytapranasakytabhya-
gamaprasangah.

34 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 11, ed. Abhyankar p. 249 1. 129: kytapranasakytabhya-
gamau.
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of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha characterizes Sankara’s philosophy as
siromani ‘crestjewel,” whereas the end of the chapter on Sankara’s
philosophy calls it sirolamkararatna. The two terms are synonyms,
but the Sarvadarsanasamgraha’s author’s preference for the form-
er manifests itself in his use, twice over, of the compound nasti-
kasiromani ‘crest-jewel of the nastikas’ (ch. 1, p. 2 1. 14; ch. 11, p. 255
1. 204).

Elsewhere the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy points out that
certain cognitions do not count as cognitions of absence:3>

kim ca nedam rajatam iti badhakavabodho nabhavam avagahate |
bhavavyativekenabhavasya durgrahanatvat |

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 Mimamsa view
of Prabhakara regarding the error of seeing silver where there is
an oyster-shell.3® Abhyankar’s commentary sees a parallel with
some lines that occur in a section on Advaita Vedanta in chapter
4, on the philosophy of Ramanuja. Here, too, Prabhakara’s view is
presented, then rejected:37

bhavantaram abhavo hi kayacit tu vyapeksaya |
bhavantarad abhavo nyo na kascid anirapanat ||
i vadata bhavavyativikiasyabhavasyanabhyupagamat

[...,] because [Prabhakara] 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 (Prabhakara’s rejec-
tion of absence as a positive entity), but clearly they do not refer
to each other.

35 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 430 1. 462-463.

36 This presentation covers lines 16.344—489 in Abhyankar’s edition.

37 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 4, ed. Abhyankar p. 94 1l. 57-59.

38 Cp. Slokavarttika, Autpattikasttra Niralambanavada 118cd: bhavantaram
abhavo “nyo na kas cid aniripanat.
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There is a curious parallel between two passages, one in the
chapter on Sankara’s philosophy, the other in the one on
Jaimini’s philosophy. In the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy we
read:3?

tatra prathamam adhikaranam athato brahmajijnasa iti brahmami-
mamsarambhopapadanaparam | adhikaranam ca pancavayavam pra-
siddham | te ca visayadayah panicavayava nirapyante |

The first topic (adhikarana) in this science presents the beginning
of the reflection on Brahma (brahmamimamsa) with the words:
‘Next the desire to know Brahma.’4° It is well-known that a topic
has five parts. Those five parts — object (visaya), etc. — are now
examined.

This passage does not specify which are the five parts (avayava) of
a topic (adhikarana). The parallel passage in the chapter on Jai-
mini’s philosophy does. Here it is: 4!

tatrathato dharmajijiasa+® iti prathamam adhikaranam purvami-
mamsarambhopapadanaparam | adhikaranam ca paricavayavam acaksa-
le pariksakah | te ca pancavayava visayasamsayapurvapaksasiddha-
ntasamgatirapal | tatracaryamatanusarenadhikaranam nirapyate |

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 Sankara’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: *adhikaranam ca parcavayavam ity
uktam. We know that the author of the chapter on Sanikara’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.

39 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 399 1l. 84-86.
4 This is Brahmasitra 1.1.1: athato brahmajijniasa.

4 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 12, ed. Abhyankar p. 261 1. 18-22.
42 This is Mimamsasutra 1.1.1: athato dharmajijiasa.
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[A minor difference in terminology might mistakenly be
looked upon as further evidence for difference of authorship.
The second of the five adhikaranas, in the chapter on Jaimini’s
philosophy, is samsaya. In the chapter on Sankara’s philosophy,
on the other hand, it is samdeha. No conclusions can be drawn
from this difference, because the chapter on Jaimini’s philoso-
phy itself uses samdeha a few lines after the above enumeration
(ch. 12, p. 261 1. 25).]

The chapter on Sarikara’s philosophy mentions, in an example
that illustrates an objection, two technical terms — pilupaka
“baking of the atoms” and pitharapaka “baking of the pot” — that
have their place in the VaiSesika and the Nyaya philosophy respec-
tively.43 The procedure designated by the first of these terms is ela-
borately discussed in the chapter on Vaisesika (ch. 10; aulikya-
darsana) .#* But once again, there is no hint that the chapter on
Sankara’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 Sankara’s philosophy quotes (ch. 16, 1.
162-163) a verse that is also quoted in the chapter 5 (1. 283-284):

upakramopasamharav abhyaso ‘purvata phalam |
arthavadopapattr ca lingam tatparyanirnaye | |

Interestingly, chapter 5 attributes it to the Byrhatsamhita (uktam
brhatsamhitayam), where I do not succeed in tracing it, while the
chapter on Sankara’s philosophy ascribes it to earlier teachers
(purvacarya). 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 Sankara’s philo-

43 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 400 1. 95-98: athocyeta yatha
pilupakapakse pitharapakapakse va kalabhedenaikasmin vastuni pakajabhedo yujyate
lathaikasmini sarirabhidhe vastuni kalabhedena parimanabhedah | ‘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 (pilupaka) or baking of the pot (pitharapaka).’

4 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 10, ed. Abhyankar pp. 224-225 1l. 114-124.
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sophy refers back to the chapter on Buddhism. We find here:45

nanu madhyamikamatavalambanena rajatadivibhramalambanam asad
iti cet — tad uktam |

The final word of this sentence must clearly be ayuktam rather
than wktam. This is the reading of the Anandasrama 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 i, and are not there-
fore the content of what was supposedly said (ukta). In spite of
this, the word wukta ‘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: §8) 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 Sankara’s philosophy, what remains does not refer
back to the earlier chapters and is completely coherent; it also has
an appropriate beginning:4® tac ca vedantasastram caturlaksanam
‘This science of Vedanta deals with four topics.”47 If we assume
that the introductory portion was added by those who turned the
text on Sankara’s philosophy into the final chapter of the Sarva-
darsanasamgraha, we are left with a text on Sankara’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 Sankara’s philosophy minus its introduction was originally a
separate text that was at some point added to the fifteen chapters
of the original Sarvadarsanasamgraha. 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.

45 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 439 11. 582-583.

48 Sarvadarsanasamgraha 16, ed. Abhyankar p. 394 1. 64.

47We may have to look upon the words lac caat the beginning of this sentence
as added by those who added the introductory portion.
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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 Sarvadarsanasamgraha as we
find it in Abhyankar’s edition, i.e., with a final chapter on Sarnka-
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 Sarvadarsanasamgraha or
some other title), preferably without the introductory portion. We
know that the Anandasrama 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. Itis hard to think of manuscript evidence that
would weaken our conclusion.

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

We know that the introductory stanzas of this text attribute it to
Madhava the son of Sayana. We further know that his teacher was
Sarvajnavisnu, who was also known to the author of the chapter on
Sankara’s philosophy.

We know from various sources that Sarvajnavisnu had a son
called Cannibhatta. This Cannibhatta states in one of his surviving
texts that he had composed a work called Sarvadarsanasamgraha. A
close comparison of Cannibhatta’s surviving works and the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha ascribed to Madhava has led Anantalal
Thakur (1961) to the conclusion that Cannibhatta was the author
of ‘Madhava’s’ Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Among the supplementary
arguments he presents, there are these: The second introductory
verse of ‘Madhava’s’ Sarvadarsanasamgraha is also found in one of
Cannibhatta’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 Sankara’s philosophy, so
that this argument cannot be used to support the view that
Cannibhatta 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
Sarikara’s philosophy, but this, I submit, carries less weight.

What about the colophons? In both the Anandasrama and the
Abhyankar editions (and in the editions that copy the latter), each
chapter is followed by a colophon that qualifies the Sarvadarsana-
samgraha as srimatsayanamadhaviya. However, none of the earlier
editions have this qualification anywhere. The only exception is
the colophon at the conclusion of the first chapter (carvaka-
darsana) in the 1858 Calcutta edition by I$varacandra Vidyasagara;
it reads: iti sayanamadhaviye sarvadarsanasangrahe carvakadarsanam.
All the other fourteen chapters in this edition omit the specifica-
tion sayanamadhaviya, as do all the chapters in the 1889 Calcutta
edition (by Jivananda Vidyasagara Bhattacarya) and in the edition
by Udaya Narain Sinh. We may suspect that I§varacandra
Vidyasagara 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 srimatsayanamadhaviyain the
Anandasrama and Abhyankar editions (and in subsequent edi-
tions) are editorial additions.#® This means that two of the intro-
ductory verses are the only reason to ascribe the Sarvadarsana-
samgraha to Madhava the son of Sayana.

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 Madhava as the name of the
author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. In that case, we only know
that the teacher of its author was Sarvajnavisnu, in accordance
with the second introductory verse. Since Cannibhatta was
Sarvajnavisnu’s son, the claim that Cannibhatta composed the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha 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 Cannibhatta’s recog-
nized works.

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

nityajianasrayam vande nihsreyasanidhim sivam |
Yenaiva jatam mahyadi tenaivedam sakartykam || 1 ||

48 Another editorial addition in these editions is the phrase atha ...darsanam
introducing each chapter.
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I pay homage to Siva, the seat of eternal knowledge [and] the
abode of the highest good (nihsreyasa), owing to whom the earth
etcetera have come into being. It is owing to him that this has a
maker.4Y (1)

param gatam sakaladarsanasagaranam
armocitarthacaritarthitasarvalokam |

srisarngapanitanayam nikhilagamajiiam
sarvajiavispugurum anvaham asraye "ham || 2 ||

Every day I take recourse to my teacher, Sarvajnavisnu the son of
Sarngapani, 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)

srimatsayanadugdhabdhikaustubhena mahaujasa |
kriyate madhavaryena sarvadarsanasamgrahah || 3 ||

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha is composed by the noble Madhava, of
great power, the gem of the venerable Sayana’s milk-ocean. (3)

purvesam atidustarant sutaram alodya sastrany asau
srimatsayanamadhaval prabhur upanyasyat satam pritaye |
durotsaritamatsarena manasa synvantu tat sajjana
malyam kasya vicitrapusparacitam prityai na samjayate || 4 ||

That venerable master Sayanamadhava, 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 katham paramesvarasya nihsreyasapradatvam abhidhiyate |

How can it be stated that the Supreme Lord (paramesvara) gives
the highest good (nihsreyasa)?

which refers back to verse 1. Verses 2, 3 and 4 come in between this

line and the verse it refers back to.

49 It is not clear what this (idam) is. Different interpreters understand it diffe-

rently: Cowell & Gough (1892: 1) take it as referring to the universe (‘in him only
has this all a maker’); Ballanfat (1997: 477) thinks it refers to the text of the Sarva-

darsanasamgraha (‘a lui seul ce qui suit devra d’étre accompli’).
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One is struck by the laudatory and impersonal character of ver-
ses 3 and 4 — the only ones that urge us to believe that Madhava
was the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Madhava is here
‘noble’ (arya), ‘of great power’ (mahaujas), the ‘gem of Sayana’s
milk-ocean’ (srimatsayanadugdhabdhikaustubha), a ‘master’ (pra-
bhu). Such verses might easily have come from the pen of some-
one else, in which case it is not Madhava himself who claims to
have composed the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. This other person may
have been the real author of that text — who then wanted to
express his admiration for Madhava — or someone else altoge-
ther. Either way these verses do not stand in the way of accepting
that someone different from Madhava — perhaps Cannibhatta —
composed the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, or at least the first fifteen
chapters of this work.
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