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Abstract: This article presents philological observations which may help to establish

a relative chronology of some of the works attributed to Sahkara. Commentaries

on the Upanisads ascribed to Sahkara are compared to his commentaries on those

parts of Brahma-Sütras that discuss the same Upanisadic passages. Closer investigation

of some of these passages might lead to some conclusions about the

chronology of these works. The article investigates examples from Taittiriya-
Upanisad 2.1-5 and Brhadäranyaka-Upanisad 3.7 respectively discussed in
Brahmasütra-Bhäsya 1.1.12-1.1.19 and 1.2.18-20, an example from Katha-Upanisad
1.3.1 (3.1), which is presented both in Brahmasütra-Bhäsya 1.2.11-12 and in
Kathopanisad-Bhäsya 1.3.1, together with some examples of interpretations of the

same verses in different Upanisads, such as the verse which occurs as Mundaka-

Upanisad 2.2.10 and Katha-Upanisad 2.2.15 (5.15) and two verses shared by Isä-

Upanisad, Katha-Upanisad and Brhadäranyaka-Upanisad. These examples will
reveal some textual parallels in these commentaries, which might provide some
clues for establishing a chronology of these passages.

Keywords: Chronology, Sahkara, commentary, advaita, vedänta

1 Introduction

In this article, I would like to present some observations which may help us to
establish a relative chronology of some of the works attributed to Sahkara.1 As a

1 Hacker (1968) already attempted to establish the chronology of some of Sahkara's works.
Hacker remarked that Sahkara's thought bears a resemblance to the Yoga system, and that there

is a transition in Sahkara's works from Yoga to Vedänta. Hacker considered Sahkara's

commentary on Mändukyopanißad-Kärikäs and the 19th prakarana of the Padyabandha of the

Upadesasdhasri to be his earliest Advaitic works, as they stand closer to Yoga than his other
works. Hacker considered Sahkara's TaittUBh to be a transition towards his mature Advaita
works (further elaborated in Vetter 1979). According to Biardeau (1959) (criticised by Vetter
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starting point I shall attempt to compare examples from commentaries on the

Upanisads ascribed to Sankara and Sankara's commentary on those parts of
Brahma-Sütras (BS) which discuss the same Upanisadic passages.2 When one

compares, for instance, Sankara's Brhadäranyakopanisad-bhäsya (BAUBh) 3.7,

which discusses the Inner Ruler (antaryämin) with Sankara's commentary on

antaryäml-adhikarana in BS 1.2.18-20, which discusses the same Upanisadic

passage, a significant difference between Sankara's two interpretations of the

same text is apparent. Such inconsistencies can be understood as indicating
some kind of historical development. Closer investigation of such "inconsistencies"

might lead us to conclusions about their chronology. On the other hand,
similarities in the interpretation of the same Upanisadic passage in two different
works ascribed to Sankara will also be analysed. The basic premise is that, when
obvious similarities between two texts exist, one text must have been used as a

model for the construction of the other, which must be considered more recent.

Again, closer investigation can provide a key as to which texts might have been

used as a model for others. In a way, this procedure is reminiscent of Rüping's3

analysis of Sankara's and Bhäskara's commentaries on the Brahma-Sütras, in

[1979: 16-18]), Sankara turned from "negative" theology to "positive" theology. As BhGBh and
BAUBh contain more negative theology, she considered them to be earlier works. On the other

hand, she considered TaittUBh and BSBh to be later works, as they contain more "positive"
theology.
2 Brahma-Sütra-Bhä$ya is usually considered as a standard for determining Sankara's authorship.

Padmapäda mentions Sankara's name at the beginning of his Pancapädikä both as the

author of BSBh and as his teacher. I believe that there is no reason to doubt Sankara's authorship

of some other works as well. Suresvara, who claims in his Naiskarmyasiddhi 4.74 and 4.76

that he served Sankara's lotus feet (as his direct disciple), composed a commentary on
Sankara's Brhadäranyakopani?ad-Bhäsya where he mentions Sankara as his teacher

(Suresvara ad BAUBh 6.5.25). Marschner (1933) also provided evidence of significant agreement
between BAUBh and BSBh. Suresvara also composed a commentary on Sankara's commentary
on the Taittiriya-Upanifad. So BSBh, BAUBh, and TaittUBh are surely works of an author named
Sankara. On the other hand, Hacker (1947) analysed the colophons of the manuscripts of
Sankara's works and concluded that BSBh, BhGBh and commentaries on the early Upanisads,

with the exception of Svetäsvatara-Upanisad, are Sankara's authentic works (according to Vetter

[1979: 12], Hauschild [1927: 64-71], also disproves Sankara's authorship of the bhäsya on SvU).

See also Hacker (1968), where he considers the following works authentic: Upadesasähasri,

commentaries on the Brahma-Sütras, Bhagavad-Gitä, Adhyätmapatala, Brhadäranyaka-,

Chändogya-, Aitareya-, Taittiriya-, Kena-, /sä-, Katha-, Mundaka- (according to Vetter [1979:

12], Hertel [1924: 17] also acknowledges Sankara's authorship), Prasna-Upani$ad, and

Mändukyopanisad-Kärikäs.
3 Rüping 1977.
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which he made convincing arguments4 supporting the theory that Bhäskara's

commentary is greatly based on Sankara's, and not that both are based on an
older lost source, as Ingalls5 and Hacker6 had claimed.

These examples, however, still cannot provide a comprehensive picture of
the chronology of these works. More material needs to be examined. Such a

thorough examination would require a much more extensive study. The goal of
the present study is solely to propose a manner how material can be examined

and the kind of results this can yield. I hope that this methodology if applied to

a larger corpus will yield more comprehensive results in the future.

2 Antaryamin or the Inner Ruler in BSBh

and in BAUBh

Antaryamin, the Inner Ruler, is described in BAU 3.7, and this Upanisadic

passage is discussed in BS 1.2.18-20. Brahma-Sütra 1.2.18 mentions

Antaryamin with the claim that "the internal Ruler in the divine and other
contexts (is the Supreme Self), since the characteristics of that (Supreme Self)

are spoken of'.7 Sankara's commentary on this sütra starts with a quotation from
BAU 3.7 where the Inner Ruler (antaryamin) is described. Next, the question is

raised as to whether the Inner Ruler is some divine being (devatä), an
accomplished yogin, the Supreme Self (paramätman), or something else (arthäntara).
After this, possible answers as to what Antaryamin may be are introduced: (a)

The term antaryamin is uncommon (aprasiddha), so it must be something

uncommon, different from other possibilities (devatä, yogin etc.), (b) Or the

term antaryamin is not completely uncommon because the word antaryamana

4 Rüping (1977: 27-64) compared Sankara's and Bhäskara's commentaries on BS 1.1.12-19;

3.3.12; 1.4.26; 1.1.23, 25, 31; 1.2.6; 2.1.21-23; 2.1.13; 1.4.10; 2.1.6; 2.3.43 and 1.4.22 (according to
Sankara's numbering) and showed how Bhäskara's text is nothing more than an abbreviation
and simplification of Sankara's text. Because of Bhäskara's process of abbreviation, arguments
are sometimes confused and unclear in comparison to Sankara's. One important thing is the fact
that in Bhäskara's text one cannot find anything that did not already exist in Sankara's text.
Riiping actually claims that Bhäskara did not have access to some old source, but only to
Sankara's text. There is still reason to think that Sankara's text draws from some older source

now lost. The most striking example is BSBh 1.1.12-19 where two conflicting views on
Anandamaya are presented, one of which might stem from an old source.
5 Ingalls 1954: 294.

6 Hacker 1953: 26.

7 Tr. Gambhirananda 1956: 133. BS 1.2.18: antaryämy adhidaivädi$u taddharmavyapadesät \
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is known, and because of that it can be some deity (devatä) presiding over the

Earth etc. and controlling it from within. As Antaryämin is designated in the text
{BAU 3.9.10) as the one who's dwelling is in the Earth, and as the one who has

agni as sight and manas as light,8 he is endowed with what has to be performed
and with instruments of action {käryakarana). This means that rulership
(yamayitrtva) is ascribed to him. (c) Rulership could also belong to an
accomplished yogin who is able to enter and rule all things from within.9 This passage
is finished with a claim (d) that Antaryämin cannot be the Supreme Self,
because the Supreme Self does not possess what has to be performed and
instruments of action (käryakarana) required for ruling.

Saiikara answers with the claim that Antaryämin is the Supreme Self. This is

so because the characteristics of the Supreme Self are described in the Upanisad.

Antaryämin rules over all things including the realm of the gods and others

while dwelling within them. He also possesses the qualities of selfhood and

immortality (ätmatvämrtatva) suitable for the Supreme Self. Sankara dismisses

the argument that Antaryämin is a deity of Earth etc. because the Upanisad text

says that the Earth does not know Antaryämin.10 This means that Antaryämin is

not known by the Earth deity, so he must be different from it. Furthermore,
attributes like "unseen", "unheard" etc. from BAU 3.7.2311 also point to a

Supreme Self which is devoid of form. At the end, Sankara rejects the objection
that Antaryämin cannot exercise rulership without instruments of action
(because of that he cannot be the Supreme Self) with a claim that Antaryämin
takes control of the instruments of the deities of Earth and others whom he rules
from within.

Sankara's commentary on the Upanisad itself (BAUBh 3.7.3) claims that

Antaryämin is not a deity (devatä) and that he does not possess what has to
be performed and the instruments of action (käryakarana), but the instruments
of action of deities serve as his own. Essentially this is the same as in BSBh,

where he enters and rules the organs of deities from within.12

8 BSBh 1.2.18, BWS p. 79, 16ff: tasmät prthivyädyabhimäni kascid devo 'ntaryämi syät \ tathä ca

srüyate - pjthivy eva yasyäyatanam agnir loko memo jyotih (BAU 3.9.10) ity ädi | sa ca

käryakaranavattvät prthivyädin antastisfhan yamayatiti yuktam devatätmano yamayitrtvam |

9 BSBh 1.2.18, BWS p. 79,19f: yogino vä kasyacit siddhasya sarvdnupravesena yamayitrtvam syät |

10 BAU 3.7.3: yam prthivi na veda \

11 BAU 3.7.23 adrsto dra$täsrutah srotdmato mantdvijnäto vijnätä | "He sees, but he can't be

seen; he hears, but he can't be heard; he thinks, but he can't be thought of; he perceives, but he

can't be perceived". (Tr. Olivelle 1998: 89)
12 BSBh 1.2.18, BWS p. 80, 4f: yat tv akäryakaranasya paramätmano yamayitrtvam nopapadyata
iti | naisa do$ah \ yän niyacchati tatkdryakaranair eva, tasya käryakaranavattvopapatteh | ("The

objection that the highest Self is destitute of the organs and action, and hence cannot be the
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In BAUBh 3.7.3, with the words tatraitat syät prthividevataiva antaryämity
("With regard to that, there might be such [a view] viz., 'Antaryämin is none
other than the Earth deity'...") Saiikara presents an objection that is the same as

his opponent's objection from BSBh 1.2.18 where it is said that Antaryämin is a

deity identified with the Earth: tasmät prthivyädyabhimäni kascid devo 'ntaryämi
syät | ("Because of that, Antaryämin must be some deity identifying itself with
Earth etc."). Sankara refutes this idea in BAUBh with exactly the same argument
he uses in BSBh 1.2.18, according to which Antaryämin cannot be the Earth deity
because the Upanisadic text (BAU 3.7.3) says that the Earth does not know the

Inner Ruler.

In BAUBh we do not encounter the possibilities from BSBh that Antaryämin
might be an accomplished yogin or something unknown (aprasiddha). This can
be explained in a way that Sarikara may have chosen only the most important
objection from his BSBh and that he incorporated it into his commentary on
BAU. Sankara's commentary on BAU would in that case be a simplified version
of the commentary on BS in which only the most important objections are dealt

with, while minor ones are omitted.
Another interesting fact in BAUBh is that Antaryämin, the Inner ruler, is here

not understood as the Supreme Self. This is in contrast to Sankara's claims in the
BSBh where Antaryämin is clearly interpreted as the Supreme Self. In his

commentary on BAU 3.8.12, Sankara describes a progressive amounting of limiting

adjuncts. Endowed with limiting adjuncts of ignorance, desire, work, body
and ignorance, the Supreme Self is known as the individual soul undergoing
rebirth (jiva, samsärin).13 The Supreme Self with adjuncts of the power of
unsurpassed and eternal knowledge is called Antaryämin and Isvara.14

Without any limiting adjuncts (nirupädhi), it is called aksara or the Highest
(para)}5 Here we can see a tripartite progressive amounting of limiting adjuncts:
samsärin>antaryämin>aksara or jiva>isvara>para. Jiva stands for samsärin,

ruler, is without force, because organs and action may be ascribed to him owing to the organs
of action of those whom he rules." tr. Thibaut 1890[I]: 132).

BAUBh 3.7.3, TPU p. 822, 3f: parärthakartavyatäsvabhävatvät parasya yat käryam karanam ca
tad eväsya, na svatah | ("Because his nature is that he has to work for others, what has to be

preformed and instruments of action [action and organs] of others serve as his own, they are not
his own.").
13 BAUBh 3.8.12, TPU, p. 832, 17: avidyäkämakarmavisistakäryakaranopädhir ätmä samsäri jiva
ucyate [

14 BAUBh 3.8.12, TPU, p. 832,18: nityaniratisayajnänasaktyupädhir ätmäntaryämisvara ucyate \

15 BAUBh 3.8.12, TPU, p. 832, 19: sa eva nirüpädhih kevalah suddhah svena svabhävenäksaram

para ucyate \
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Antaryämin for Isvara, and aksara for para. In a similar way Antaryämin is

described as lower Brahman in the commentary on the Aitareya-Upanisad (AiU)
3.3 traditionally attributed to Saiikara.16 AiUBh 3.3 describes how Brahman is

gradually diversified by different limiting adjuncts. First, the highest Brahman is

freed from any distinction, without stain etc.17 Next Antaryämin is described as

the all-knowing Lord (Isvara) connected with the pure limiting adjuncts of
discrimination (prajnä).18 After Antaryämin there comes Hiranyagarbha, next
are Virät and Prajäpati with their respective limiting adjuncts, and the deities
(idevatä) following Virät and Prajäpati.19 We have here a description of how
Brahman gets its name and forms from the highest one to a clump of grass in
accordance to what limiting adjunct it is connected with.

In this sense, Sahkara's description of Antaryämin in his commentaries on
BAU and AiU are very much the same, and are quite different from the description

of Antaryämin in BSBh. Sahkara's BAUBh and BSBh have the same objection

that regards Antaryämin as an Earth deity, and in both commentaries
Saiikara uses the same argument to refute such a claim. However, when it
comes to the interpretation of what Antaryämin truly is, the difference between
BSBh and the commentaries on BAU and AiU becomes apparent. This means
that the commentaries on BAU and AiU show both similarities to each other and
differences from BSBh. It can therefore be assumed that the commentaries on
BAU and AiU belong to a group of texts composed in some kind of proximity to
each other, but at a distance from the commentary on BS. If we assume that this
distance is temporal, it can be assumed that Sankara composed his BSBh during
one period of his activity and his commentaries on both Upanisads in another

period.

16 Aitareyopanifad-bhäsya is traditionally considered as Sahkara's work. Hacker (1947: 12-13;

Hacker 1968: 135 and 147), according to his analysis of manuscript colophons, included AiUBh

in his list of genuine Sahkara's works. As modern scholarship until now did not propose any
arguments against the claim of Sahkara's authorship, I shall treat AiUBh as his work as a

working hypothesis.
17 AiUBh 3.3 TPU, p. 349, lOf: tad etat pratyastamitasarvopädhivisesam sanniranjanam
nirmalam niskriyam säntam ekam advayam "neti neti" iti (BAU 2.3.6, 3.9.26, 4.2.4, 4.5.15)

sarvavisesäpohasamvedyam sarvasabdapratyayägocaram |

18 AiUBh 3.3 TPU, p. 349, llf: tadatyantavisuddhaprajnopädhisambandhena sarvajnam isvaram

sarvasädhäranävyäkrtajagadbijapravartakam niyantrtväd antaryämisamjnam bhavati |

19 AiUBh 3.3 TPU, p. 349, 13f: tad eva vyäkrtajagadbijabhütabuddhyätmäbhimänalak$anam
hiranyagarbhasamjnam bhavati | tad eväntarandodbhütaprathamasanropädhimadvirätprajä-
patisamjnam bhavati \
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3 Änandamaya in BSBh 1.1.12-1.1.19 and
TaittUBh 2.5

In BS 1.1.12-1.1.19 we find two conflicting interpretations of Änandamaya from

Taittiriya-Upanisad 2.5.20 The discussion focuses on whether Änandamaya refers

to Brahman or to the individual soul. In the first part, which comprises the

commentaries on BS 1.1.12-1.1.19, it is claimed that Änandamaya designates the

highest Brahman. This position is defended against objections according to
which Änandamaya refers to a secondary Self (amukhyätman) or bodily Self

(särirätman). Sankara defended his claim that Änandamaya is the Supreme
Brahman up to the second part of his commentary on BS 1.1.19 (BWS p. 40,6 ff.),
where he offers arguments that Änandamaya does not refer to the highest
Brahman at all. This second interpretation is the same as Sankara's interpretation

of TaittU 2.5.

BSBh 1.1.12 starts with an introduction to a passage from TaittU 2.1-5, which
deals with a row of selves consisting of the essence of food (annarasamaya), of
breath (pränamaya), of mind (manomaya), of intelligence21 (vijnänamaya), and

of bliss (änandamaya). Next, the doubt (tatra samsayah) is raised whether
Änandamaya is to be understood as the highest Brahman (param eva brahma)

or something else that is similar to the other four selves. Immediately after, the

objection is raised according to which Änandamaya is a secondary self
(amukhyätman). There are two arguments for this: (a) Änandamaya occurs in

20 For Deussen (1883: 150-151) the second interpretation was possibly a later interpolation. If
this should be true, Deussen assumed, then the attribution of the Taittiriya-Upani?ad-Bhä?ya to
Saiikara may not be correct, because the attribution is based on the identity of the teaching
found in the Taittiriya-Upani$ad-Bhä$ya with this second interpretation. A first objection to
Deussen's supposition was raised already by Thibaut (1890[Ij: xxxiii, ft. 1). Later Kanakura
(1926: 383-385) claimed that this last part of BSBh 1.1.19 is not an interpolation due to the fact

that Väcaspati Misra commented on this text passage in his Bhämati where he claims that the
second opinion is Sankara's genuine interpretation. Kanakura's second argument is that
Suresvara in his sub-commentary on TaittUBh favored the second interpretation from BSBh

1.1.19 contained also in Sankara's TaittUBh 2.5. The second interpretation is not some late

interpolation, because there is no doubt that the TaittUBh is a genuine work of Sankara. To this
I can add that the main argument for this is that Suresvara, who himself claimed that he is
Sankara's direct disciple (BAUBhV 6.5.24, NaiS 4.76-77), wrote a commentary on the TaittUBh.

Because of that, the time gap between Sankara and Väcaspati is not so important. If the second

interpretation really is an addition, it is possible that Sankara inserted the passage himself,
maybe even after he composed the commentary on TaittU 2.5 which is the same as his second

interpretation in BSBh 1.1.19.

21 Cf. Olivelle (1998: 303), who translated vijnänamaya as "consisting of perception".
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the same sequence as annamaya (pravähapatita) and therefore must be some
similar entity, (b) Some properties are attributed in the TaittU to Änandamaya
which do not suit the Supreme Brahman, such as being embodied (sariratva)
and having pleasure as its head. Sankara answers these arguments with a claim
that Änandamaya can be only the highest Self {para evätmänandamayo bhavi-

tum arhati). This claim is further explained in detail.
The text of the commentary on the next few sütras (1.1.13-17) tries to prove

that Änandamaya is the highest Brahman against various objections, of which
the most interesting is the claim from BSBh 1.1.13 that the suffix -maya denotes

modification (vikära). This is answered with the claim that the suffix -maya
means "abundance" (präcurya); according to this argument, Änandamaya

means "abundant bliss" or "in which bliss is abundantly established".22

In BSBh 1.1.19 the conclusion is reached that Änandamaya is identical with
the highest Self (tasmäd änandamayah paramätmeti sthitam).23

Immediately after these words, Sankara offers a completely contrary
interpretation with the words idam tv iha vaktavyam "but here this has to be said". In
their commentaries on Sahkara's BSBh 1.1.19, Änandagiri and Govindanänada
attributed the first part from 1.1.12-19 to Vrttikära/Vrttikrt24 (an author of an
older commentary) while Väcaspati Misra attributed the same passage to
ekadesin (one whose knowledge is partial),25 while all three sub-commentators
consider the part that begins with the words idam tv iha vaktavyam (BWS

p. 40,6 ff.) as Sahkara's own opinion.26 In his second interpretation Sankara

uses the same arguments the objector presented in BSBh 1.1.12-13. Sankara's

arguments that Änandamaya is not the highest Self in BSBh 1.1.19 are: (a) the

suffix -maya in the sequence annarasamaya, prdnamaya, manomaya and

vijnänamaya cannot first express a modification and then suddenly mean
"abundance" in the compound Änanda-maya. (b) Änandamaya occurs in the same

sequence as the other four terms and thus belongs to the same category.

22 Translation by Bronkhorst 2004: 5. The argument that -maya denotes abundance may
originate from the Käsikä-Vrtti ad Pänini 5.4.21 (tat prakrtavacane mayat), where the word

prakrta is understood as präcuryena prastutam ("abundantly established (?)", Bronkhorst
2004: 5). Käsikä-Vrtti ad Pänini 5.4.21 mentions the example of annamaya for illustrating that
the suffix -maya means abundance.
23 The first interpretation starts in BWS on p. 39,21 and finishes on p. 40,6.
24 Govindänanda uses the plural form vrttikrtäm. It is not clear whether there were older
commentaries or Govindänanda uses the honorific plural. See also Riiping 1977: 27-28.
25 BSSWC p. 125.

26 Svamata in Bhämaü as opposed to ekadesimata and to vrttikäramata in Govindänanda's

Bhä$yaratnaprabha.
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(c) Änandamaya is mentioned in TaittU 2.5 as having pleasure as its head.27

Since pleasure is not a predicate of Brahman, Änandamaya and Brahman cannot
be identical, (d) Änandamaya is not designated as Brahman in the TaittU;
Brahman is actually mentioned in TaittU 2.5 as brahma puccham pratisthä ("...
the bottom on which it rests is the brahman"28). According to Sankara, Brahman

in the highest sense is this bottom, on which Änandamaya rests. The claim that
highest Brahman is meant with the words brahma puccham pratisthä is the same

as in TaittUBh 2.5. This means that Sankara in BSBh 1.1.19 used the same

arguments which the objector raised in BSBh 1.1.12. To see what Sankara's

genuine (or later) position on Änandamaya is, we should consult his commentary

on TaittU.

In TaittUBh 2.5, Sankara provided almost the same four arguments for the

claim that Änandamaya is not the highest but the lower Self (käryätman; "self
which has to be accomplished" or "active self').29 In TaittUBh 2.5 Sankara also

claimed that the highest Brahman is referred to in the passage brahma puccham
pratisthä.

Therefore it should be assumed that Sankara's second interpretation from
BSBh 1.1.19 and his interpretation in TaittUBh 2.5 represent his genuine, most

possibly later, understanding of Änandamaya attached to the end of his earlier

interpretation as recorded in BSBh 1.1.12-19 after the concluding words tasmäd

änandamayah paramätmeti sthitam.30 I find this much more likely than the

possibility that Sankara firstly composed TaittUBh and later took the trouble to

compose a completely opposite interpretation in BSBh 1.1.12-19 only to criticize
it in the last part of 1.1.19 according to TaittUBh 2.5.

I find that it is most probable that Sankara first composed BSBh 1.1.12-1.1.19

together with his other interpretation as a polemic against an older, well
respected, source on which he relies in BSBh 1.1.12-19. After that he composed
TaittUBh on the example of his second interpretation from 1.1.19, offering only
this second interpretation of Änandamaya. The other possibility is that Sankara

first composed BSBh 1.1.12-19, only later composing TaittUBh 2.5 with a new
interpretation of Änandamaya. After that he may have reworked his BSBh by
adding his interpretation from TaittUBh after the words tasmäd änandamayah
paramätmeti sthitam. In any case, TaittUBh might represent a later development
in Sankara's thought, at least in the interpretation of Änandamaya.

27 In his translation of TaittU 2.5 Olivelle (1998: 305) translates priya as "pleasure".
28 Tr. Olivelle 1998: 305.

29 Regarding argument (a), Sankara's expression in TaittUBh is adhikärapatita, while the

objector in BSBh used the word pravähapatita.
30 BWS p. 40,6 ff.
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4 The two in the cavity of the heart from
KaU 1.3.1 (3.1)

rtam pibantau sukrtasya loke guhäm pravistau parame parärdhe |

chäyätapau brahmavido vadanti pancägnayo ye ca trinäciketäh ||

Knowers of brahman, men with five fires, and with the three fire-altars of Naciketas, They
call these two "Shadow" and "Light", the two have entered - the one into the cave of the

heart, the other into the highest region beyond, both drinking the truth in the world of rites

rightly performed.31

In this example, Saiikara's interpretations of KaU 1.3.1 in BSBh 1.2.11-12 and
the commentary on KaU 1.3.1 attributed to Sankara32 do not contradict each

other. In BSBh 1.2.11, Sarikara claims that the two who are drinking the truth
from KaU 1.3.1 are the Self as intelligence (vijnänätman) and the Supreme Self
(paramätman).33 This interpretation seems to agree with his commentary on KaU

1.3.1-3, where two Brahmans/selves are discussed.34 The first one is lower and
the second one is the highest. These two Selves had to be known by the knowers
of (sacrificial) action and the knowers of Brahman respectively. In KaUBh 1.3.2 it
is said that these two are the same selves who are drinking the truth from
KaU 1.3.1.35 In KaUBh 1.3.3 the lower one is designated as samsärin. In KaUBh

1.3.1 they are called two selves (dväv ätmanau): attainer (präptr) and what has to
be attained (präpya), the goer (gantr) and the goal (gantavya).36 Indication that

31 Tr. Olivelle 1998: 287. Olivelle assigns guhäm ("cave of the heart" according to Olivelle) to

one and parame parärdhe to the other, as Rau did (1971: 166f). Most other translators
(P. Deussen, Max Müller, J. Charpentier, R.E. Hume, S. Radakrishnan et al.) do not distinguish
guhäm and parame parärdhe as locations designated to a specific entity: according to them both
enter these two locations. I decided to use Olivelle's translation mostly because it is in
accordance with Sankara's understanding and because of the general reliability of Olivelle's

translation.
32 The authorship problem of the KaUBh is similar to AiUBh. Traditionally it is considered as

Saiikara's work and Hacker (1947: 12-13; Hacker 1968: 135 and 147) included the text in his list
of genuine Sankara's works.
33 BSBh 1.2.11 BWS p. 72, 7: vijnänätmaparamätmänävihocyeyätäm | The terms gantr and

gantavya appear together in BSBh 3.2.27 and 4.3.7. Präptr and präpya seem to be uncommon
in other Saiikara's works.

34 In KaUBh 1.3.1 they are called two selves (dväv ätmänau) and in KaUBh 1.3.2 lower and

highest Brahman (paräpare brahmani).
35 KaUBh 1.3.2 TPU, p. 79, 15f: etayor eva hy upanyäsah krta rtam pibantäv iti \

36 KaUBh 1.3.1 TPU, p. 78, 22f: evam ca präptrpräpyagantrgantavyävivekärtharatharüpakadvä-
rä dväv ätmänäv upanyasyete \
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gantr and gantavya from KaUBh 1.3.1 are lower Self (or individual soul) and

higher Self can be corroborated by BSBh 1.2.12 where Saiikara, while discussing
the chariot simile from KaU 1.3.3, claims that the goal to be reached (gantavya) is

the Supreme Self (paramätman).37 In KaUBh the lower one is called attainer
(präptr), goer (gantr), samsärin and apara Brahman, while in BSBh he is called

vijhänätman; the highest one is designated as paramätman in BSBh and para-
brahman in KaUBh and gantavya in both commentaries. Thus it can be said that
KaUBh and BSBh are generally in agreement.

In these parallel passages, we see some correspondences between both
commentaries. BSBh presents a complex structure of arguments while KaUBh

is much simpler. First question in BSBh 1.2.11 is whether the two described in
KaU 1.3.1 are intellect (buddhi) and soul (jiva, sometimes in BSBh 1.2.11 also

called ksetrajna "knower of the field") or jiva and the Supreme Self

(paramätman). A denier (äkseptr) claims neither interpretation is possible.
Then the opponent's view (pürvapaksa) is given according to which the two
must be intellect (buddhi) and knower of the field (ksetrajna). After that Sarikara

presents his final answer according to which the phrase rtam pibantau ("both of
them are drinking the truth") refers to the Self as intelligence (vijnänätman) and
the Supreme Self (paramätman).

In the preliminary discussion the denier (äkseptr) offers an argument against
the claim that the two are the soul (jiva) and Supreme Self (paramätman) or soul

(jiva) and intellect (buddhi) because the Upanisad uses dual number in the

syntagm rtam pibantau ("both of them are drinking the truth"). This means
that both entities are drinkers, and this means that one of them cannot be the

Supreme Self, as the description of drinking is not suitable for the Supreme
Self.38

1. Arguments by a) denier (äkseptr) and b) pürvapaksin in BSBh 1.2.11:

(a) rtam pibantau (two of them are drinking the truth) means experiencing
the fruits of action. Dual means that both are drinking, which means
that neither of them can be the Supreme Self which does not experience

fruits of action.39

37 BSBh 1.2.12 BWS p. 73, 3f: "so 'dhvanah päram äpnoti tad vi$noh paramam padam"\ (KaU
1.3.9) iti ca paramätmänam gantavyam |

38 BSBh 1.2.11, BWS p. 71, 13f: ata eva kßetrajnaparamätmapakfo 'pi na sambhavati, cetane 'pi
paramätmani rtapänäsambhavät | Same goes for buddhi and jiva because buddhi is insentient
and cannot experience the fruit of action.
39 BSBh 1.2.11, BWS, p. 71, lOf: rtapänam karmaphalopabhogah, sukrtasya loke, iti ca dvivaca-

nena dvayoh pänam darsayati srutih |
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(b) The two are intellect (buddhi) and the knower of the field/individual
soul (ksetrajna) because the two have entered the cavity and it is

impossible to imagine any particular location for the Supreme
Brahman.40

2. Answers and counterarguments in BSBh 1.2.11:

(a) The umbrella example appears as a tentative answer to the denier: The

statement is "people with an umbrella", although only one person is

truly carrying an umbrella: one gives the figurative epithet to the
whole group, so the individual soul gives the epithet of enjoyment to
the Supreme Self.41 Both selves are of the same conscious nature
(icetanau samänasvabhävau), and when a number is mentioned, it is

understood that beings of the same class are meant. The same is the

case here, where the Upanisad wanted to qualify only the vijnänätman
and jiva as the one experiencing. This answers also the objection
according to which buddhi cannot experience fruits of action because

of its insentient nature. To this one can add that Sankara uses the

umbrella analogy in BSBh 3.3.34 where KaU 1.3.1 (3.1) is also
discussed.42 Here Sankara also uses the analogy to prove that the two
mentioned in KaU are the individual soul (jiva) and the Supreme Self

(paramätman). Here, the umbrella analogy is briefly described; it is not
elaborated upon like in BSBh 1.2.11.43

(b) The final answer to the pürvapak$in's argument that the two are

intellect (buddhi) and knower of the field (ksetrajna) because they
have entered a cave is that there are many Upanisadic passages that

undoubtedly mention the Supreme Self being in some kind of cavity
(KaU 1.2.12, TaittU 2.1 etc).

40 BSBh 1.2.11, BWS, p. 71, Iff: yadi sanram guhä, yadi vä hrdayam, ubhayathäpi
buddhik$etrajnau guhäm pravi?(äv upapadyete \ na ca sati sambhave sarvagatasya brahmano

visi?(adesatvam yuktam kalpayitum \

41 BSBh 1.2.11, BWS, p. 71, 15ff: chatrino gacchantity ekenäpi chatrinä bahünäm

chatritvopacäradarsanät \ evam ekenäpi pibatä dvau pibantäv ucyete \

42 In BSBh 3.3.34 the context is somewhat different; the text discusses whether several

Upanisadic passages have the same meaning. The pwrvapak$in claims that the passages in
MU and SvU are different from KaU 1.3.1 (3.1) because in MU 3.1.1 and SvU 4.6 one bird is

enjoying, the other not, and in KaU both entities are enjoying. Sankara uses the umbrella

analogy to prove that in KaU also one is drinking and the other one not.
43 BSBh 3.3.34, BWS, p. 409, 7ff: "rtam pibantau" ity atra tu jive pibaty asanäyädyatitah

paramätmäpi sähacaryäc chatrinyäyena pibatity upacaryate \
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In KaUBh 1.3.1, the umbrella example is also mentioned. However, an

objection as to why the dual number was used in KaU [pibantau "two of them

are drinking") is not mentioned. The commentary also does not mention the

problem that the Supreme Self cannot drink/enjoy; the commentary supposes
that the reader understands this automatically. The umbrella analogy is here

also introduced, according to which only one is drinking, the individual Self.44

It is important to note that the umbrella analogy and its application is

explained in BSBh in full detail, while in the commentary on KaU, it is only
mentioned briefly in the expression chatrinyäyena. Someone unfamiliar with the

use of the umbrella analogy in this particular Upanisadic passage can impossibly

grasp the argument in KaUBh. We must understand this analogy and its

application in this particular instance, and this requires knowledge of its
explanation and application in BSBh 1.2.11 (and 3.3.34). Although it is difficult to
decide the extent to which ancient readers were familiar with the umbrella

analogy, it must have been known in Sankara's times. In Sahara's commentary
on the Mimämsä-Sütras (MimSBh),45 the umbrella analogy is used twice in the

context of ritual exegesis. In MimSBh 1.4.28, Sahara describes the analogy and

its application in detail, while in 3.8.44 he only mentions it. Sahara uses the

analogy in order to prove that the word pränabhrt (brick used for the building of
the sacrificial altar) stands for other words like srsfi when brick altars are

constructed. A mantra containing the word pränabhrt (pränabhrta upadadhäti)
is used during the building of brick altars, and mantras like srstir upadadhäti
should not be rendered useless, but should be understood as "pränabhrta
upadadhäti" according to the analogy of the umbrella, where people not carrying

an umbrella are called umbrella-bearers because of one single man in the

group who actually does have an umbrella (It says chattrino gacchanti, "people
with an umbrella are going", although only one of them actually has an

umbrella).
In his BSBh 1.2.11, Sarikara describes the umbrella analogy and its application

to KaU 1.3.1 in detail. But in the commentary on KaU, the author assumes

that the reader is completely familiar with the analogy and its application and

explains neither its usage nor its application. In my opinion, the author of

44 KaUBh 1.3.1, TPU, pp. 78-79: ekas tatra karmaphalam pibati bhunkte netaras tathäpi
pätrsambandhät pibantäv ity ucyate cchatrinyäyena | (One drinks, enjoys, the fruit of the action,
not the other; still both are called drinkers because they are connected to the drinker according
to the umbrella analogy.).
45 I use Andreas Pohlus' electronic text of MimSBh found at the GRETIL website (http://gretil.
sub.uni-goettingen.de/gretil/l_sanskr/6_sastra/3_phil/mimamsa/msbhl-7u.htm).
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KaUBh assumed that the reader was familiar with BSBh 1.2.11 (and 3.3.34). Even

a reader familiar with the analogy could not have deciphered the meaning
because in KaUBh the reason why the analogy is introduced is not even
mentioned. Because of that it can be argued that the whole idea was first expounded
in an earlier text (BSBh) and condensed and shortened in a later text (KaUBh). It
is unlikely that it was first condensed and rendered unintelligible only to be

expanded and made more understandable later. Something similar already
happened in BSBh 3.3.34 where the analogy is used in the same context with
less elaboration. However, even there the reason why the analogy is introduced
is mentioned.

5 The Entity that shines through all

BS 1.3.22-23 (according to the commentators) discusses the Mundaka-Upanisad
(MU) 2.2.10.46 This same verse appears in KaU 2.2.15 (5.15) and SvU 6.14.47

Saiikara's opponent in BSBh maintains that the light (bhäsa) from MU 2.2.10 is

the Self as perceiving (präjna evätmari), and Sankara considers it to be Supreme
Self. In MUBh 2.2.10, the Entity that shines through all is Brahman, Paramesvara

whose light shines through the Sun and other luminous entities. Although in
BSBh 1.3.22-23 Sankara also considers the light to be the Supreme Self, there are

no similarities in expression and wording with the commentaries on the

Upanisads. In contrast to this, the commentaries on MU 2.2.10 and KaU 2.2.15

(5.15) are practically identical. Here are both commentaries, with differences

boldfaced:

KaUBh 2.2.15 (5.15) TPU p. 96, 21f:

na tatra tasmin svätmabhüte brahmani sarvävabhäsako 'pi süryo bhäti tad brahma na

prakäsayatity arthah | tathä na candratärakam, nemä vidyuto bhänti, kuto 'yam asmad

dföfigocaro 'gnih? kirn bahunä, yad idam ädikatji sarvam bhäti tat tam eva paramesvaram
bhäntam dipyamänam anubhäty anudipyate | tathä jalolmukädy agnisamyogäd agnim
dahantam anu dahati na svatas tadvat | tasyaiva bhäsädiptyä sarvam idam süryädi
vibhäti | yata evam tad eva brahma bhäti ca vibhäti ca \ käryagatena vividhena bhäsä

46 na tatra süryo bhäti na candratärakam nemä vidyuto bhänti kuto 'yam agnih \ tam eva

bhäntam anubhäü sarvam tasya bhäsä sarvam idam vibhäti || "There the sun does not shine,

nor the moon and the stars; There lightning does not shine, of the common fire need we speak!

Him alone, as he shines, do all things reflect; this whole world radiates his light." (Tr. Olivelle

1998: 447-449).
47 In the commentary attributed to Sankara on SvU 6.14 we find no such correspondences as in
KaUBh 2.2.15 and MUBh 2.2.10. For the question of attribution of SvUBh to Sankara see fn. 2.
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tasya brahmano bhärüpatvam svato 'vagamyate | na hi svato 'vidyamänam bhäsanam

anyasya kartum saktam \ ghatädinäm anyävabhäsakatvädarsanäd bhärüpänäm

cädityädinäm taddarsanät \

MUBh 2.2.10, TPU p. 164, 1-10:

na tatra tasmin svätmabhüte brahmani sarvävabhäsako 'pi süryo bhäti | tad brahma na

prakäsayatity arthah \ sa hi tasyaiva bhäsä sarvam anyad anätmajätam prakäsayati \

na tu tasya svatah prakäsanasämarthyam \ tathä na candratärakam, nemä vidyuto bhänti |

kuto 'yam agnir asmad gocarah? kirn bahunä, yad idam jagad bhäti tat tarn eva

paramesvaram svato bhärüpatväd bhäntam dipyamänam anudipyate \ tathä jalolmukädy
agnisamyogäd agnim dahantam anu dahati na svatah | tadvat tasyaiva bhäsädiptyä sarvam

idam süryädi jagat vibhäti | yata evam tad eva brahma bhäti ca vibhäti ca käryagatena
vividhena bhäsä, atas tasya brahmano bhärüpatvam svato 'vagamyate | na hi svato

'vidyamänam bhäsanam anyasya kartum saktam | ghatädinäm anyävabhäsakatvädarsanäd

bhärüpänäm cädityädinäm taddarsanät \

MUBh 2.2.10 has one sentence more than KaUBh, it has an additional phrase
(svato bhärüpatvät), and the word jagat appears in MUBh instead of ädikam

sarvam in KaUBh. These changes can be explained in two ways. First, during the

text transmission scribe(s) added these additional phrases or second, the author,

copying his own text, added and enlarged it. As such a degree of intervention
would be unusual for a scribe, I am more inclined to believe that MUBh is a

more recent text, and that the sentence was added as a small clarification
together with jagat, which fits better than the phrase ädikam sarvam. If KaUBh

were a newer abbreviation, I would find it strange only to omit this single
sentence which fits perfectly into the context and to replace jagat with ädikam

sarvam. Also, if KaUBh were more recent, why would the author copy the whole

commentary only to omit such a sentence? For this reason, I suppose that the

commentary on MU 2.2.10 might be a slightly reworked version of the commentary

on KaU 2.2.15 (5.15).

6 Parallels between BAUBh, lUBh and KaUBh

BAU, IU and KaU share some of the same verses. Here I would like to examine
Sahkara's48 commentaries on two such parallel verses.

48 With IUBh and KaUBh we encounter the same authorship problem as with AiUBh. Both
commentaries are traditionally ascribed to Saiikara and Hacker's analysis of the manuscript
colophons confirms the tradition.
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a) BAU 4.4.10 (K) IU 9 QQ/IU12 (M).

andhäm tämah prävisanti ye (ä)vidyäm upäsate \

täto bhüya iva te tämo yä u vidyäyäm ratäh ||

Into blind darkness they enter, people who worship ignorance;
And into still blinder darkness, people who delight in learning.''9

BAU 4.4.10 has a slightly different reading in the Känva and Mädhyamdina
recensions {BAU [M] 4.4.13) while IU has both versions. So BAU {K) 4.4.10 appears
as IU (K) 9 (and [M] 12), while BAU (M) 4.4.13 appears as IU (K) 12 (and [M] 9).

Sankara says that the sentence ye (ä)vidyäm upäsate ("who worship
ignorance") from IU (K) 9 discusses those who only worship ignorance in the form of
rites, agnihotra and others {...täm avidyäm agnihoträdilaksanäm eva kevaläm

upäsate). Yä u vidyäyäm ratäh (those who delight in knowledge) from the

same verse is interpreted as "those who delight in knowledge of the deities
after renouncing a [ritual] act" {karma hitvä [yd u] ye tu [vidyäyäm] eva

devatäjnäna eva [ratäh] abhiratäh). Vidyä is here not understood as the knowledge

of the Supreme Self because it has a different result.50 This is illustrated
with citations from BAU 1.5.16 (where it is said that vidyä leads to the world of
Gods) and SB 10.5.4.1651 which speaks about the southern path. Such a vidyä can
be combined with Vedic rites but the knowledge of the Self cannot.52

Sankara's commentary on this same verse in BAU (K) 4.4.10 is different from
IUBh 9 in one important detail. In BAUBh 4.4.10, "those who delight in knowledge"

(ya u vidyäyäm ratäh) are not described as those who delight in knowledge

of the deities, as in IUBh 9, but as those who delight in the ritualistic
portion of the Vedas. They disregard the Upanisads and heed only those
portions of Veda which deal with injunctions and prohibitions.53 Sahkara speaks
here most probably about the followers of the Pürva-MImämsä philosophy.

By interpreting "Those who delight in ignorance" (BAU 4.4.10ab and

IU 9ab) as those who perform Vedic rites, both commentaries (BAUBh 4.4.10

49 Tr. Olivelle 1998: 407.

50 IUBh 9, TPU, p. 8,18f: tad daivam vittam devatävi$ayam jnänam karmasambandhitvenopanyastam

na paramätmajnänam "vidyayä devalokah" (BAU 1.5.16) iti prthakphalasravanät \

51 BAU 1.5.16 karmanä pitrlokah \ vidyayä devalokah | "... the world of ancestors through rites,

and the world of gods through knowledge" (tr. Olivelle 1998: 57); SB 10.5.4.16: ...na tatra
dak$inä yanti \ "...by (following) the southern route they do not reach there."
52 IUBh 9, TPU, p. 8, 16f: yadätmaikatvavijnänam, tan na kenacit karmanä jhänäntarena vä hy

amüdhah samuccicisati \

53 BAUBh 4.4.10, TPU, p. 924, 15ff: ya u vidyäyäm avidyävastupratipädikäyäm karmärthäyäm

trayyäm eva vidyäyäm ratä abhiratäh vidhiprati$edhapara eva vedo nänyo 'stity

upani$adarthänapeksina ity arthah \
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and IUBh 9)54 are in agreement. In his commentary on IU 11, Sankara also

offers an explanation of vidyä as knowledge of the deities (devatäjnäna) and

avidyä as the performance of Vedic rites (karman). When combined, they lead

to the attainment of immortality in the sense of reaching the state of identity
with the deities (devatätmagamana).55 This means that those who delight in
the knowledge of deities tend to combine knowledge and Vedic rites. Those

might be bhedäbhedavädins who are often criticized by Sankara in BAUBh.56

Sankara expressed this same idea in his introduction to BAU 6.2 and in
BAUBh 6.2.2, saying that rites lead to the route of the Fathers (pitryäna) and that
knowledge and rites combined with knowledge lead to the route of the Gods

(idevayäna).57 Also BAU(Bh) 1.5.16 speaks about ritual action {karman), which
leads to the world of the Fathers (pitrloka), and about knowledge/meditation
(vidyä), which leads to the world of the Gods (devaloka).58

Even more clues for what Sankara exactly meant by the phrase "knowledge

of the deities" (devatäjnäna) can be found in BAUBh 6.2.15. There the

path to devaloka and further is described. It leads through the flame, day,

fortnight of the waxing moon, six months when the sun moves north to the

world of Gods (devaloka), from where the route proceeds to the sun, the region
of the lightning from where the person consisting of the mind leads one to the

worlds of brahman.59 Sankara in his commentary regards all these entities as

54 BAUBh 4.4.10, TPU, p. 924, 14: ye 'vidyäm victyäto 'nyäm sädhyasädhanalak$anam upäsate
karmänuvartanta ity arthah | IUBh 9, TPU, p. 9, 3f: ye 'vidyäm vidyäyä anyä avidyä täm karmety
arthah, karmano vidyävirodhitvät; täm avidyäm agnihoträdilakfanäm eva kevaläm upäsate tatparäh
santo 'nutisthanäty abhipräyah |

55 IUBh 11, TPU, p. 9, 20ff: yata evam ato vidyäm cävidyäm ca devatäjnänam karma cety arthah |

avidyayä karmanä agnihoträdinä mrtyum sväbhävikam karma jnänam ca mrtyusabdaväcyam
ubhayam tirtvä atikramya vidyayä devatäjnänenämrtam devatätmabhävam asnute präpnoti \ tad

dhy amrtam ucyate yad devatätmagamanam |

56 In IUBh the term bhedäbhedaväda is not mentioned. However, the idea of combination
(samuccaya) of knowledge and rites, one of important tenets of bhedäbhedaväda, is criticized

throughout the text.
57 BAUBh 6.2.1, TPU, p. 983,19f: taträpi kevalena karmanä pitrloko vidyayä vidyäsamyuktena ca
karmanä devaloka ity uktam \

58 BAUBh 1.5.16, TPU, p. 705, 9f: karmanä agnihoträdilak?anena kevalena pitrloko jetavyo na

putrena näpi vidyayä | vidyayä devaloko na putrena näpi karmanä \

59 BAU 6.2.15 te ya evam etad vidur ye cämi aranye sraddhäm satyam upäsate te 'rcir
abhisambhavanty arciso 'har ahna äpüryamänapakßam äpüryamänapaksäd yän sari mäsän
udann äditya eti mäsebhyo devalokam devalokäd ädityam ädityäd vaidyutam \ tön vaidyutän

puncto mänasa etya brahmalokän gamayati | te te?u brahmalokesu paräh parävato vasanti |

te?äm na punar ävrttih ||BAU 6.2.16 describes the path through smoke, night, fortnight of the

waning moon, six months when the sun moves south to the world of the Fathers (pitrloka).
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deities (devatä)60 and it does not come as a surprise that in IUBh 9 (and 10) he

considers knowledge (vidyä) as knowledge of the deities.
Because of this understanding of the flame, day and other entities as deities

on the route of the Fathers and on the route to the Gods, which both belong to
the world of transmigration (samsära, see BAUBh 6.2.2), Sankara in IUBh 9

claims that those who delight in the knowledge of the deities enter in utmost
darkness; but he does not mention which deities he is speaking about.

Thus, the model for such a conception where vidyä corresponds to

devatäjnäna and avidyä corresponds to karman stems from BAU. The claim
from IUBh 9 that those who delight in meditation/knowledge {vidyä) delight in
knowledge of the deities is well attuned to Sankara's commentary on BAU 6.2.2

and 6.2.15 where he claims that the route of the Fathers and the route of the
Gods belong to the world of transmigration (samsära) and cannot lead to the

absolute immortality.61
These parallels may lead to the assumption that, in IUBh 9, Sankara

abandoned his interpretation of vidyä as a Pürva-MImämsä ritual speculation from
BAUBh 4.4.10 and that he attuned his commentary on IU, which could be more
recent, to his earlier commentaries on BAU 1.5.16 and 6.2.1-2 and 15. He did so

by connecting vidyä with the route of the Gods (devayäna) and nescience

(avidyä) the route of the Fathers {pitryäna) because vidyä in BAUBh 4.4.10 is

still not connected to the teachings of pitryäna/pitrloka and devayäna/devaloka.
Furthermore, in IUBh he did not explain that the deities belong to the routes of
Fathers and Gods.

(b) BAU 4.4.15cd KaU 2.1.5 (4.5) cd and IU 6d

The verse "isänam bhütabhavyasya na tato vijugupsate" ("... the lord of what was
and what will be, He will not seek to hide from him"62) appears in BAU 4.4.15cd

(K), and in KaU 2.1.5 (4.5) cd. The phrase "na tato vijugupsate" is also found in
IU 6d. The commentaries on BAU 4.4.15 and KaU 2.1.5 (4.5) show some similarities

both in their wording and expression. In both commentaries, isänam

bhütabhavyasya (the lord of what was and what will be) is understood as the
Lord of the three times (kälatraya):

60 BAUBh 6.2.15, TPU, p. 995, Iff: arcir api nägnijvälämätram kim tarhy arcir ahhimäniny arcih

sabdaväcyä devatottaramärgalak$anä vyavasthitaiva \ tarn abhisambhavanti | tena devataiva

parigrhyate 'rcihsabdaväcyä | ahahsabdo 'pi devataiva |

61 BAUBh 6.2.2, TPU, p. 986, 6f: andakapälayor madhye samsäravisaye evaite srti
nätyantikämrtatvagamanäya \

62 Tr. Olivelle 1998: 123.
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BAUBh 4.4.15:.,.säk?äd isänam sväminam bhütabhavyasya kälatrayasyety etat \

KaUBh 2.1.5 (4.5):...samipa isänam isitäram bhütabhavyasya kälatrayasya |

In both commentaries, vijugupsate from päda d ("he will not seek to hide")
is interpreted as na gopäyitum icchati ("he does not wish to hide"):

BAUBh 4.4.15:... na tatas tasmäd isänäd deväd ätmänam vise$ena jugupsate gopäyitum
icchati | ayam tv ekatvadarsi na bibheti kutascana \

KaUBh 2.1.5 (4.5): na vijugupsate na gopäyitum icchaty abhayapräptatvät |

The major difference between the two commentaries is how the word tatas
from the Upanisadic text is understood. In KaUBh 2.1.5 tatas is understood

adverbially: tatas tadvijnänäd ürdhvam ("after the knowledge of that"), while
in BAUBh 4.4.15 tatas is the object of na gopäyitum icchati which means "one
does not wish to hide from him", from Isäna, mentioned in line c.

Päda d also occurs in IU 6, and the phrase "na gopäyitum icchati" ("does not
wish to hide"), that is used in BAUBh and KaUBh, is not used in IUBh. Instead,

"ghrnäm na karoti" ("he feels no aversion") is used when vijugupsate is

interpreted, which is different both from BAUBh and KaUBh. Here, BAUBh and
KaUBh stand closer to each other than either of them to IUBh.

7 Concluding remarks

The first conclusion that can be drawn from these examples is that both the

commentaries on the Brahma-Sütras and the commentaries on the Upanisads
show similarities both in sense and in expression and wording. The same

applies to the commentaries on the same verses in different Upanisads. Even

in the situations where the final outcome of the interpretation is different,
expressions and wording show parallels, as in the case of Antaryämin, which
in BSBh is interpreted as the Supreme Self, but in BAUBh and AiUBh as lower
Brahman and in the case of Änandamaya not interpreted as Brahman in
TaittUBh, whereas it is interpreted both as Brahman and some lower Self in
BSBh.

In conclusion, a rough sketch of the relative chronology established on
these few examples of the Upanisad Bhäsyas can be outlined now. If the

assumption that the interpretation of IU 9-11 is grounded in BAUBh 1.5.16,

6.2.1-2 and 6.2.15 is correct, then we may assume that IUBh is more recent
than BAUBh. Also, if the assumption that the commentary on MU 2.2.10 is a

reworked version of the commentary on KaU 2.2.15 (5.15) is correct, then MUBh
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must be more recent than KaUBh. Commentaries on the same verse in BAU and

KaU also show closeness, but both are more distant from the same verse in IU
which fits well with the afore-mentioned assumption that IUBh is later than
BAUBh.

A tentative indication that the KaUBh might be more recent than BSBh is the

fact that the argument with the umbrella example in BSBh is more elaborate
than it is in the KaUBh. If the KaUBh is more recent, the author must have

assumed that the reader was familiar with the details of argumentation and that
there was no need to elaborate upon them again. Riiping63 argued that, in such

cases, more elaborate variants of a text must be understood as an earlier model
for more recent, shorter variations because shortening makes it harder to understand

the meaning of a given text (we can add: without being familiar with the

original). On the other hand, elaborating upon a defective portion of text would
not repair it.

The interpretation of Änandamaya shows a later development in TaittUBh

than in BSBh and a possible later reworking of the passage. This means that
TaittUBh might be later than BSBh.

This list is, of course, not conclusive because it was created based upon a

small sample of texts. I am convinced that there are many more passages in
Sarikara's texts (and texts attributed to Sankara) to find further insights into the

chronology and historical development of his work.

Abbreviations

AiU Aitareya-Upani$ad
AiUBh Aitareya-Upani$ad-Bhä$ya
BAU Brhadäranyaka-Upani$ad
BAUBh Brhadäranyaka-Upani$ad-Bhä?ya (Sahkara)

BhGBh Bhagavad-GTtä-Bhä§ya
BSSWC Brahmasütra-Sähkarabhäsyam with the Commentaries: Bhä$yaratnaprabha of

Govindänanda, BhämatT of Väcaspati MiSra, Nyäyanirnaya ofÄnandagiri
BS Brahma-Sutra
BSBh Brahma-Sütra-Bhä§ya (Sankara)
BW§ Brahmasütra with Sankarabhä$ya
ChU Chändogya-Upani$ad
ChUBh Chändogya-Upanisad-Bhäsya
IU isä-Upanisad
IUBh TSä-Upani$ad-Bhäsya
K Känva

63 Rüping 1977: 34.
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KaU Katha-Upanisad
KaUBh Ka(ha-Upanisad-Bhäsya
M Mädhyamdina
MimS MTmämsä-Sütra

MimSBh MTmämsä-Sütra-Bhäsya (Sahara)

MU Mundaka-Upanisad
MUBh Mundaka-Upanisad-Bhä^ya
SB Satapatha-Brähmana
SvU Svetäsvatara-Upani§ad

TaittU Taittiriya-Upani§ad
TaittUBh TaittirTya-Upani$ad-Bhäsya
TPU Ten Principal Upanisads with Sankarabhä$ya

Texts (original and translations)

Brahmasütra with Sarikarabhäsya, Works of Sahkaräcärya in original Sanskrt, vol. III., Delhi:

Motilal Banarsidass (1965, reprint 2007).
Gambhirananda, Swami (transl.) (1956): Brahma-Sutra-Bhashya of Sri Sankaracarya, Calcutta:

Advaita Ashrama.

Olivelle, Patrick (ed. and transl.) (1998): The Early Upanisads, New York: Oxford University
Press.

Shastri, J. L. (ed.) (1980): Brahmasütra-Sähkarabhäsyam with the Commentaries:

Bhäsyaratnaprabha of Govindananda, BhämatT of Väcaspati Misra, Nyäyanirnaya of
Änandagiri, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass (reprint 2010).

Thibaut, George (transl.) (1890): The Vedanta Sutras Part I and II, Oxford: Oxford Claredon

Press, Sacred Books of the East 34 and 38 (reprint Kessinger Publishing 2004).
Ten Principal Upanisads with Sahkarabhäsya, Works of Sankaracarya in original Sanskrt, vol. 1,

Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass (1964, reprint 2007).
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