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Bhaskara’s Brahmasutrabhasya —
An Unpublished Edition by J.A.B. van Buitenen*

INTRODUCTION

Bhaskara, who probably flourished a few decades after Sankara,' com-
posed commentaries on the Brahmasttra (BS), the Bhagavadgita and
the Upanisads,? of which only two, viz. the (complete) commentary on
the BS, i.e. the Brahmasttra-Bhaskarabhasya (BSBh), and the (frag-
mentary) commentary on the Bhagavadgita, have survived. These com-
mentaries are important for our knowledge of the history of Indian
philosophy, since Bhaskara seems to interpret the basic texts more con-
servatively than his predecessor Sankara.

Bhaskara states in his introduction to the BSBh that

satrabhiprayasamortya svabhiprayaprakasanat |
vyakhyatam yair idam sastram vyakhyeyam tannivrttaye ||

pada a: -samvrtyd Dv| -samvrttya vB; pada c: yair vB, Dv] yad Dv(2).

This authorative teaching has to be explained [again] in order to stop
those who [previously| commented upon it, because [they only] revealed
their own intentions by concealing the intention of the Satra.

This means that Bhaskara composed his commentary on the BS in order
to correct the unfaithful interpretations of previous commentators or
— it we take the plural yaif as an honorific form — of his predecessor

Sankara. Since Bhaskara thus claims to give a most faithful exposition
of the original ideas of the BS and to rectify the points where preceding

commentators distorted its original intention, a detailed analysis of his

* The author sincerely appreciates the grants provided by The Eastern Institute
(Toho Kenkyukai, Tokyo) and the Mishima Kaiun Memorial Foundation (Mishima Kai-
un Kinen Zaidan, Tokyo) that enabled him to carry out this research. Special thanks also
2o to Prof. Dr. Ashok Aklujkar, Dr. Philipp Maas and Prof. Dr. Jirgen Hanneder for
kindly reading this paper and making a number of critical and valuable comments.

' Nakamura dated Bhaskara at about A.D. 750-800 (1950: 87). There is still some
discussion about this date. Ingalls, for example, fixed the upper limit of Bhaskara’s date
after Sankara, by refuting the hypothesis of vB that Sankara and Bhaskara were con-
temporaries and knew each other (Ingalls 1967: 61; van Buitenen 1961: 268). I follow
Nakamura and Ingalls for the moment.

* Cf. Raghavan 1968: 281.
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interpretation of the scripture and further studies of the points of
disagreement will be of great interest for students/scholars of Indian
philosophy. However, only a reliable edition will enable us to understand
Bhaskara’s views properly.

Published in 1915, the editio princeps of the BSBh has been judged to
be a very poor edition.? The late Prof. J.A.B. van Buitenen therefore set
out to work on a new critical edition of the BSBh in 1956. Though van
Buitenen (hereafter: vB) could complete the work — as we know from
one of his articles* —, the edition was never published, its whereabouts
known only to a few.

VB’s critical edition of the text in handwritten Devanagarl script with
a typed critical apparatus (along with an introduction of eleven typed
pages) was recently re-discovered, and it will soon be made available to
scholars. The present paper reports on the (pre-)history of vB’s edition
and discusses some of the problems that occurred in the course of pre-
paring it for publication.

1. PREHISTORY
1.1 The First Edition of the BSBh

The 1915 edition is mainly based on “a very brittle manuscript in Ben-
gali characters lacking some folios” (Dvivedin 1915: ii). It records vari-
antsfrom a second MSin Devanagariscript owned by a Babi Govindadasa
of Benares (Dvivedin 1915: i), and from a third source,” on which Dvive-
din does not provide any details.

# Cf. the following comments, arranged in chronological order: “a rather imperfect
edition” (Hiriyanna 1943: 39): “it contains so many misprints and errors which cause
difficulties in reading that it makes us feel as if we read an illconditioned manusecript.
[...] We cannot trust Bhaskara’s commentary, for the reason given above” (Nakamura
1951: 375 [tr. by TK]): “Published in only one edition, based on few and corrupt manu-
scripts, and badly edited” (Ingalls 1953: 292): “The first ten pages contain about 200
errors of reading, transcription, and punctuation. The rate of error decreases as the work
progresses but never becomes low enough for one to read the text with ease” (Ingalls
1967: 61, n. 3); “Einer der Grinde fiir die soeben gekennzeichnete Vernachlissigung
Bhaskaras in der bisherigen Forschung diirfte die Tatsache sein, dafl der Text seines
BSBh in der bis heute einzigen Ausgabe in einem iiberaus korrupten Zustand vorliegt.
[...] Far den schlechten Zustand des Textes ist offenbar neben der Uberlieferung eine
ungewohnliche Unfiahigkeit des Herausgebers V.P. Dvivedin mitverantwortlich” (Riiping
1977: 6): “|T|he poor quality of the available edition justifies a full (where possible cor-
rected) reproduction of his words.” (Bronkhorst 2004: 32f.).

* Van Buitenen 1961: 268, n. 1. Cf. also Bronkhorst’s summary cited below on p. 297.

> palthantarah| 3 pu|stake]: e.g.. BSBh(Dv), p. 1. n.
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It is evident that Dvivedin had trouble handling the “very brittle” (ati-
jarjara) MS and that he was well aware that his edition contained many
errors “because it is difficult to understand [the text], because making
mistakes is innate to human beings, and because I am old and my eye-
sight is very poor.”% “Such errors,” he continues, “... will be corrected in
the second edition.”” However, a second revised edition never appeared.
Since we have neither a list of corrigenda nor any other means of veri-
fication, and since, according to vB,® the original MS used by Dvivedin
seems to be lost, it is impossible to determine whether the edition reports
the readings of its textual witnesses correctly.

1.2 VB’s Edition and its Rediscovery

VB claims to have had access to all manuscripts known to him and to
have collated them thoroughly.” Judging from what he states in one of
his articles," his work was completed in 1961. Like the critical edition,
the accompanying English translation was never published.

Everything known about vB’s unpublished materials up to the year 2004
has been summarized by Bronkhorst:"

J.A.B. van Buitenen stated in 1961 ...: “A critical edition and annotated
translation of the stitrabhasya [of Bhaskara| by the present writer will
soon be published in the Harvard Oriental Series” [van Buitenen 1961:
268, n. 1]. In 1967 Daniel H.H. Ingalls stated (...): “J.A.B. van Buitenen
has prepared a critical edition of the surviving texts [of Bhaskara’s com-
mentaries on the Brahmasttra and on the Bhagavadgita|, which will
shortly be published in the Harvard Oriental Series together with an
English translation from the same hand” [Ingalls 1967: 61]. In an obitu-
ary ..., Ingalls says various things about the Bhaskara project, among
them the following (...): “But then administrative work and family prob-
lems drained most of his (...) energy. There was a divorce. The Bhaskara
was shelved, never to be mentioned again to me by word or by letter
after 19667 [Ingalls 1988: xx]. It appears that van Buitenen’s work is
now with Klaus Riiping.

b “atra durwhatvad bhrantel purusadharmatvad vrddhatvad indriyadauwrbalyat” (Dvive-
din 1915: x).

T Sevamjatiyakani bahuni skhalitani vartante tani dvittyasamskarane parisuddhani
bhavisyanti” (Dvivedin 1915: xi).

8 Introduction ii.

" Introduction iif., cited in full below on p. 298.

1" Van Buitenen 1961: 268, n. 1.

""" Bronkhorst 2004: 34, n. 3.
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According to Ingalls, he and vB had originally planned to cooperatively
edit and translate the BSBh as well as the Bhagavadgitabhasya:'
In 1956 van Buitenen received a Rockefeller Fellowship to work on
Bhaskara with me at Harvard. [...] Originally he was to edit and trans-
late the Brahmasutrabhasya and I was to do the Gitabhasya. Later I
gave the Gitabhasya material to him so that he could do the whole.
The only publication that resulted from Ingalls” and vB’s joint project
was an edition of the Bhagavadgitabhasya.” The whereabouts of the
translation of the Gitabhasya are unknown, and it is unclear whether it
still exists. The English translation of the BSBh, which was consulted
by Long,' also seems to be lost.

The location of the unpublished edition of the BSBh was investigated
again in 2005 by Walter Slaje. As Bronkhorst had correctly presumed,
it was in the possession of Riiping. According to the information re-
ceived by Slaje, after vB’s death on September 21, 1979 (Ingalls 1988:
xxi), the material came into the hands of J.W. de Jong and was then
transferred to D.H.H. Ingalls. Ingalls entrusted the material to Klaus
Riiping, who had made a name for himself in the field with his 1977
monograph on Bhaskara. On September 5, 2005, shortly before Riiping’s
demise, the materials were finally handed over to Walter Slaje, under
whose supervision I am now working on the material with the consent
of vB’s widow.

2. ON REPRODUCING THE MATERIAL

The edition is available in the form of a single photocopy. It contains
390 pages and, as stated, consists of a typed introduction by the editor
and a critical text in handwritten Devanagari script with typed foot-
notes reporting variant readings.

In his introduction vB says:"

This new and critical edition of Bhaskara’s important work needs no
justification for anyone who has tried to make use of the editio princeps.

2 Ingalls 1988: xx.

% This edition was published under the name of the editor, Subhadropadhyaya, to
whom the Gitabhasya material must have been given by van Buitenen; he refers to this
edition as follows: “A preliminary edition of both MSS |of the Gitabhasya, TK] is under
preparation by Dr. Subhadra Jha” (van Buitenen 1965: 106, n. 27).

" “I have been able to consult most of the more relevant portions of Bhaskara’s
commentary in the form of an unpublished translation by J.A.B. van Buitenen” (Long
1979: 395, n. 3).

5 Introduction iif.
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All available manuscripts were consulted and all but two fully collated for
the text; improved readings must run over a thousand [emphasis by TK].
In assuring that no MSS were overlooked I was greatly helped by Dr. V.
Raghavan of Madras who personally went through 400 catalogues and
lists in his files for the important New Catalogus Catalogorum. |...] The
manuscripts were collated by me personally or under my direct supervi-
sion. [...] Totally eleven MSS of the text have come to my knowledge.
Nine of these have been collated; two were left aside.

VB also supplies a stemma of the MSS he consulted.'

The handwriting of vB’s Devanagari text, which is in different hands,
is for the most part easy to read. At some places the text was corrected,
apparently with reference to MSS. The handwriting of the correctors in
the margin is in many cases illegible,'” and we would need to examine
the original MSS they consulted for the corrections to be able to interpret
it. Since corrections were made by different hands, it is very difficult to
say which reading represents vB’s final judgement. It is also difficult to
tell which corrections were added by vB himself and which were made
by someone else (possible candidates are de Jong and Ingalls).

The number and variety of corrections to the main text, the footnotes
and the marginal insertions give the impression that the document was
not supposed to serve as the fair copy to be submitted to the printer.
Therefore, a mere reproduction of the material would not meet the
standards required for publication. With a view to faithfully preserving
vB’s editorial achievements, the most effective procedure would be to
produce a diplomatic edition of this draft.

A diplomatic edition forces us, however, also to reproduce errors and
mistakes. Here is an example of an “obvious” error:

ﬂ"'ﬁ?ff

I DRI T TG

Figure 1: The title of vB’s edition (on the first page)

As shown above, the title reads sartkamimamsabhasyam, which is obvi-
ously an error for sarirakamimamsabhasyam. This reading is attested by
Bhaskara himself, who uses the term S$arzraka three times in his BSBh,™®

16 For a detailed discussion see Section 3.1.

'" An example is the last line of text in figure 4 below.
5 Cf. BSBh(Dv), p. 5.7, 6.20 and 15.21.
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as well as by Upavarsa, whose reference to sariraka (i.e., the BN) is
quoted by Bhaskara and Sankara.' We can easily explain the wrong
reading as due to a haplography and correct it to Sariraka-. Frequently,
however, cases are more difficult to decide. Here is an example of a less
“obvious” error:

L= e ] uﬁ—u—n—-ﬂrmﬂﬁm_ﬁ‘m—
A g U -rﬁ*ﬂﬂ“ Soaansft ST W oA
Ta3; | arasdl  gw mﬂ:-'l'r:rﬂ- satr vl g Fawrs i
B TR Am R gt AT AT

@.ﬁ' H&-}-}]H“lﬂa"m' ;m"',.-nr.ﬂarr :ﬂ'ﬂw‘mﬁmm ‘T-TE"'S'H"—-

Figure 2: A quotation of Katha Upanisad 11.7

At the beginning of the third line, vB reads viduh, which seems to be an
error for vidyuh. However, here the criteria for identifying the error are
far less clear than in the previously discussed case. One argument against
vB’s reading would be that Bhaskara himself quotes the same passage
with the form vidyuh in his Bhagavadgttabhasya.”” Another argument
would be that vidyuh also occurs in a printed edition of the Upanisad.?
There is, however, a possibility that viduh was actually an authorial
variant that was lost in the course of the transmission of the Bhaga-
vadgitabhasya and the Katha Upanisad and thus is not reported in the
printed editions. If this is the case, a hasty correction would be a mis-
take, and such procedure would in general bring in more errors and
mistakes, and thereby diminish vB’s achievements. We would even be
responsible for suppressing a variant reading of the Upanisad. These
considerations suggest that a diplomatic reproduction is actually the
best method for dealing with vB’s edition.

1 Cf. Sankara’s bhasya on BS T11.3.53.

2 Cf. BhGBh, p. 61.9.

2 Cf. the edition by Limaye and Vadekar who do not report any variants (KPU
16).
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3. RE-EDITING THE BSBH
3.1 The Question of the Reliability of vB’s KEdition

The diplomatic edition will preserve the state of the original as faith-
fully as possible by reproducing it as it is. Although vB’s critical text is
clearly superior to the first edition by Dvivedin, it still has to be im-
proved in accordance with the current standards of scholarship. In fact,
a complete reassessment of the material with a view to establishing the
best possible text version is called for.

The main text, as already stated, is handwritten in Devanagart script
by multiple hands; the corrections in the margin are in different hands.*
Hence it would appear that vB’s associates first prepared the main text
by transcribing from one or two MSS, and then correctors reported the
variants.

STEMMA CODICUM
g
I I
A 5
| I
| I
[grantha] & b
i
| [Horthern] [*Horthern]
Ha : I |
| Ld Bd [nagari] [*non-nagari)
I | I_J_I |
Mas, » &, Aa Th X Ba
3 = Ib : Ba
M *Dy
r T L]
Mas., , M5. No. 10

Figure 3: vB’s stemma codicum

According to his own explanations, vB established his text by comparing
the readings of hyparchetype A, which are derived from South Indian
MSS, with readings from hyparchetype B, which he derived from North

# We can see one such example in the first line in figure 2 above. This correction
cannot have been made by vB; it was definitely made by a transcriber who noticed that
he had omitted a line by eyeskip, and then corrected the whole line and started a new
one.
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Indian MSS. In order to establish the readings of both hyparchetypes,
he only took samples from MSS of both main groups.”

As far as | could ascertain from a partial check of vB’s edition against
other MSS he claims to have consulted, vB left many variant readings
unreported. For example, MS Ld in his stemma contains about 2,000
variants which make for crucial differences in the respective context, but
vB does not report them. It is impossible to tell whether vB intention-
ally did not report these readings or just overlooked them. I also found
that vB hardly reports the variants given in Dvivedin’s edition (Dv in
his stemma), working as if it did not exist at all. In view of this, vB’s
statement that “all available manuscripts were consulted and all but two
fully collated,”* cannot be taken to imply that he reported all readings
of all witnesses.

The hyparchetypical readings of A and B were obviously established by
vB by comparing the readings within each group. He then established
the best reading through a comparison between A and B.

We now turn our attention to the original MSS whose readings might
have been “collated” but not “reported” by vB.

3.2 How to Reedit vB’s Material

A new truly critical edition of the BSBh can draw upon corrections
given in vB’s edition; see examples in figure 4 below. By reporting read-
ings “after correction” along with those “before correction” the entire
content of vB’s edition will become accessible, inclusive of all marginal
and interlinear corrections. These corrections, as already pointed out,
are by various hands and it is sometimes difficult to say to which hand
a specific correction belongs; therefore all of them will be treated as be-
ing post correctionem.

In order to improve upon vB’s edition, we need to scrupulously examine
the MSS consulted by vB as well as the text of Dvivedin’s edition. All

# VB frequently adopts one reading as a sample from among other different readings
of the same group. The problem is that we are not told from which MS the adopted
reading stems, since vB only gives the abbreviation “e.c.” (exempli causa) in his foot-
notes.

2 See his Introduction ii, quoted above on p. 298.

# According to Dvivedin (1915: ii) the MS he consulted for his edition is dated saka
1546. VB converts this date into A.D. 1624 and regards the MS as “but a little more
recent than my oldest dated B manuscript (A.D. 1553)” (Introduction ii), that is, MS Ld
in group B of his stemma (see fig. 3 above). VB reports the dating in the colophon of Ld
as being samwvat 1611, which can be converted to A.D. 1554 (or A.D. 1553, as vB has it).
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Figure 4: Corrections between the lines and in the margin

variants will be recorded in the new edition. Another important aspect
is the identification of quotations, which was beyond the scope of vB’s
edition.”

The publication of a critical edition of Bhaskara’s work, along with all

preserved readings, will — it is hoped — be of benefit to all scholars who
want to grasp the ideas of the ancient Vedantin Bhaskara.”’

Accordingly, this manuscript would indeed be a little older than Dvivedin’s. But vB’s
calculation (Introduction iv) is wrong. As a matter of fact, Ld’s colophon gives the date
as samvat 1911, which corresponds to A.D. 1854. (I thank Dr. Karl-Heinz Golzio for his
kind help in calculating the date.) VB must have misread the cipher nine in the colphon
as a six. The additional information in the colophon (caitrasuklapakse tithav astamyam
guruvasare) confirms that samvat 1911 is the correct reading.

# As shown in figure 2 above, the text contains a verse quoted from the Katha
Upanisad (11.7): sravanayapi bahubhir yo na labhyah $rpvanto *pi bahavo yam na vidyul |
ascaryo vakta kusalo sya labdha ascaryo jiata kusalo "nuvistah |/. The quotation is not
identified in vB’s edition, nor is there any indication that it could be one. Instances of
still unidentified citations in the BSBh will have to be thoroughly checked.

* (f. also Bronkhorst’s estimation of the situation: “All serious scholars of Vedanta
are of course impatiently waiting to see these editions and translations [of van Buitenen|
in print” (Bronkhorst 2004: 34, n. 3).
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