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1.Introduction
Upaniṣads are, besides saṃhitās, brāhmaṇas and āraṇyakas, part of oldest  
brahmanical sacred texts, Vedas. Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad is a Vedic text 
composed during a long period of oral transmission while its final redaction 
belongs to 7th or 6th century BCE according to Olivelle (1998: 12 – 13).  Oldest 
parts of Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad belong to the oldest material we find in 
upaniṣadic literature. Because of their position at the end of the Vedic sacred 
corpus and the fact that they are youngest parts of Vedic corpus, upaniṣads are 
called vedānta (end of the Veda). Upaniṣads are considered as the beginning of 
Indian philosophy and as such they served as main inspiration and source of 
philosophical ideas in later classical school of brahmanic philosophy called also 
vedānta. Because of such key role of upaniṣads it was very important for the 
adherents of classical vedānta school to understand them in a proper way. So one 
of the main fields of activity of vedānta philosophers became interpretation of 
upaniṣads. The oldest preserved commentary on Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad 
(Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣad-bhāṣya) was composed by Śaṅkara (7th – 9th CE?)1 who 
was the greatest exponent of monistic philosophy of advaita-vedānta. Śaṅkara’s 
direct disciple Sureśvara composed a voluminous versed sub-commentary on 
Śaṅkara’s commentary (Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-Vārtika) while Ānandagiri in 
early 14th century composed two commentaries, one on Śaṅkara’s commentary 
(Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-Ṭīkā) and the second one on Sureśvara’s sub-
commentary (Śāstra-Prakāśika).
Śaṅkara’s commentary, although the oldest preserved, was certainly not the 

first commentary on Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad. Older commentaries are 

1 It could be said that Śaṅkara’s date could be between 7th and early 9th century. For a latest 
contribution to the debate on Śaṅkara’s date see Harimoto (2006) where one can find most of the 
important arguments for different dating.
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unfortunately all lost but some fragments remain in preserved later works. Largest 
portion of these fragments Sureśvara and Ānandagiri attributed to a commentator 
named Bhartr ̥prapañca whose works are not preserved.
Śaṅkara’s commentary on BAU contains a number of such older upaniṣadic 

interpretations which Śaṅkara introduced as opinions of “some others” (kecit, 
anye) as he does not mention names of the commentators he quoted/
paraphrased. These are usually objections against which Śaṅkara fights. In his 
authoritative study of Śaṅkara’s commentary on BAU Rau (1960: 295) identified 
30 such passages considering them as remnants of older scholia on BAU. Rau 
(ibid.) marked twenty of them as belonging to Bhartr ̥prapañca’s lost commentary 
on BAU relying on Ānandagiri’s notes in his sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s 
commentary. Sureśvara’s sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s commentary also 
contains lots of other opinions on BAU. However, it seems that Sureśvara 
mentioned Bhartr ̥prapañca’s name only a few times2, so we have to rely on 
Ānandagiri’s sub-sub-commentary on Sureśvara’s sub-commentary to identify 
where Sureśvara speaks about Bhartr ̥prapañca. There Ānandagiri, as in his 
commentary on Śaṅkara, precisely identified which opinions belonged to 
Bhartr ̥prapañca. Relying on Ānandagiri, Nakamura (2004: 128 – 129) made a very 
good list of places where Sureśvara is talking about Bhartr ̥prapañca. Here I would 
like to update Nakamura’s list adding a few places left out in Nakamura and make 
it a little bit more precise by adding exactly which upaniṣadic passages 
Bhartr ̥prapañca was interpreting where this is possible. By doing so it will be 
possible to cross reference Sureśvara’s account with Śaṅkara’s account on 
Bhartr ̥prapañca to see which parts of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary was covered 
by Sureśvara3 and left out in Śaṅkara. Together with that I shall investigate the 
way all three authors introduce accounts of Bhartr ̥prapañca. Moreover, I shall try 
to establish which of the accounts might be paraphrases and which might be 
quotations from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s lost commentary composed in the scope of 
bhedābheda theory, as we know from Śaṅkara’s commentary on BAU 4.3.30 and 
Sureśvara’s notes on the same passage4. At the end I shall present a few examples 

2 I was able to trace only four places where Sureśvara mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca’s name: BAUBhV 
1.4.1164 pp. 666; BAUBhV 1.4.1188 pp. 671; BAUBhV 4.4.412 pp. 1789; 4.4.741, pp. 1843.

3 As much as I was able to check out Ānandagiri’s voluminous commentaries, he follows either 
Sureśvara’s commentary or Śaṅkara’s commentary which means he did not introduced so many 
new interpretations of BAU as Sureśvara did. Ānandagiri usually makes Sureśvara’s and Śaṅkara’s 
accounts of Bhartr ̥prapañca more precise. It should be noted that on a number of places 
Ānandagiri most probably introduced citations from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s now lost commentary, 
which will be discussed later in the paper.

4 See also BAUBhV 1.6.46 – 92.



from Śaṅkara, Sureśvara and Ānandagiri to show the way they treat this lost 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary on the Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad which is 
sometimes radically different from advaita interpretations of Śaṅkara, Sureśvara 
and Ānandagiri. 

Four texts will be used: 1) Śaṅkara’s commentary on BAU 
(Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣad-bhāṣya [from now on BAUBh]), 2) Sureśvara’s sub-
commentary on BAUBh (Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-vārtika [from now on 
BAUBhV], 3) Ānandagiri’s sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s BAUBh,   
(Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-ṭīkā [from now on BAUBhT]) and 4) Ānandagiri’s 
sub-commentary on Sureśvara’s  Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-vārtika, also 
called Śāstraprakāśikākhyaṭīkā (from now on SP). 

Editions of these texts which will be used are Ānāndāśrama Sanskrit Series 
(ĀaSS) 15, where Śaṅkara’s BAUBh with Ānandagiri’s commentary (BAUBhT) is 
published. In ĀaSS editions of this text from 18915 and 19536 Śaṅkara’s text and 
Ānandagiri’s commentary are ordered in different fashion and the pagination is 
different. Because of that I shall further refer to the edition from 1891 as ĀnSS 15 
(1891) and to edition from 1953 as ĀnSS 15 (1953). As Rau and Nakamura used 
ĀnSS 15 (1953), I shall provide concordance with ĀnSS 15 (1891), which is also 
widely available, and with Motilal Banarsidass edition of Śaṅkara’s texts from 
1964 – 2004 which does not contain Ānandagiri’s commentary. This will be 
further referred to as TPU7. Edition of Sureśvara’s voluminous versed commentary 

5 ānandāśramasaṃkr ̥tagranthāvaliḥ / granthāṅkaḥ 15 / br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣat / 
ānandagirikr ̥taṭīkāsaṃvalitaśāṃkarabhāṣyasametā / etat pustakaṃ ve. śā. rā. rā. kāśinātha śāstrī 
āgāśe ity etaiḥ saṃśodhitam / tac ca ṃahādeva cimaṇāji āpaṭe ity anena punyākhyapattane 
ānandāśramamudraṇālaye āyasākṣarair mudrayitvā prakāśitam /  śālivāhanaśakābdāḥ 1813 / 
khristābdāḥ 1891

6 ānandāśramasaṃkr ̥tagranthāvaliḥ / granthāṅkaḥ 15 / br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣat / 
ānandagirikr ̥taṭīkāsaṃvalitaśāṃkarabhāṣyasametā / etat pustakaṃ ve. śā. rā. rā. “kāśinātha śāstrī 
āgāśe” ity etaiḥ saṃśodhitam / tac ca rāvabahādura ity upapadadhāribhiḥ “gaṃgādhara bāpūrāva 
kāḷe” je. pī. punyākhyapattane śrīman “mahādeva cimaṇājī āpaṭe” ity 
abhidheyamahābhāgapratiṣṭhāpite ānandāśramamudraṇālaye āyasākṣarair mudrayitvā 
prakāśitam /  śālivāhanaśakābdāḥ 1874 / Khristābdāḥ (di. 17. 1. 1953)

7 Ten  Principal  Upaniṣads  with  Śaṅkarabhāṣya,  Works  of  Śaṅkarācārya  in  original Sanskrt, vol. 
1., Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass (1964., reprint 2007.)



on Śaṅkara’s BAUBh which will be used is ĀnSS 168 in three volumes published 
from 1892 to 1893. This edition contains also Ānandagiri’s commentary on 
Sureśvara’s vārtika, Śāstra-prakāśika (SP).

2.Bhartr ̥prapañca, Sureśvara and Ānandagiri
In secondary literature it is possible to find some basic informations about 
Bhartr ̥prapañca and his philosophy. A good account on his philosophy we can find 
in Hiriyanna’s studies (1924)9 and particularly in Nakamura (2004: 128 – 152)10. 
Other usable introductory accounts we can find for instance in Satchidānandendra 
(1997: 213 – 259) and Dasgupta (1922, Vol. II: 36 – 46).

The only thing we know for sure about Bhartr ̥prapañca is that he must have 
lived before Śaṅkara and that he wrote a commentary (bhāṣya) on Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-
upaniṣad. Ānandagiri (ĀaSS 15 [1891, 1953]: 2) reports that Bhartr ̥prapañca wrote 
his commentary on Mādhyaṃdina recension of BAU and that his commentary was 
larger in extent than Śaṅkara’s commentary on Kāṇva recension11. Rau (1960: 294 
– 294) gave a lot of examples where Śaṅkara followed Mādhyaṃdina text of BAU12 
in his commentary so he must have had both recensions in front of him while 

8 Vol 1: ānandāśramasaṃkr ̥tagranthāvaliḥ / granthāṅkaḥ 16 /
br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhṣyavārtikam /  ānandagirikr ̥taśāstraprakāśikākhyaṭīkāsaṃvalitam / (tatra 
saṃbandhavārtikam) etat pustakaṃ ve. śā. rā. rā. kāśinātha śāstrī āgāśe ity etaiḥ saṃśodhitam / 
tac ca mahādeva cimaṇājī āpaṭe ity anena punyākhyapattane ānandāśramamudraṇālaye 
āyasākṣarair mudrayitvā prakāśitam /  śālivāhanaśakābdāḥ 1814 / Khristābdāḥ 1892

  Vol 2: … (tatra prathamādhyāyadvitīyādhyāyarūpo dvitīyo bhāgaḥ) … śālivāhanaśakābdāḥ 1815 / 
Khristābdāḥ 1893

  Vol 3: … (tatra tr ̥tīyādhyāyadārabhya ṣaṣṭhāntatr ̥tīyo ’ntyo bhāgaḥ)… śālivāhanaśakābdāḥ 1815 / 
Khristābdāḥ 1893

9 Besides Hiriyanna’s 1924 (a) article “Bhartr ̥prapañca; An Old Vedāntin” there is Hiriyanna’s article 
“Fragments of Bratr ̥prapañca” from 1924 (b) where Hiriyanna collected material he considered 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s quotation in Ānandagiri’s commentary on BAUBh. Nakamura (2004: 130) warns 
that there is a lot of Ānandagiri’s own statements in this material and that we have to assume 
critical attitude when using this as source-material.  

10 Nakamura (2004: 130) mentions a study of Prof. Kanakura A study of Indian Philosophy where 
on pp. 24 – 102 Śaṅkara’s account of Bhartr ̥prapañca is presented, and S. L. Pandey’s book Pre-
Śaṅkara Advaita Philosophy, Allahabad: Darshan Peeth, 1974 where Nakamura found valuable 
discussions on Bh’s philosophy. Kanakura’s book is written in japanese language and Pandeya 
was unfortunately not available for me. 

11 Śaṅkara himself reports in second sentence of his introduction that his treatise is short 
(alpagrantha). It is possible that he is referring here to the extent of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
commentary. 

12 Käthe Marschner (1933) had also shown how often Śaṅkara quotes Mādhyaṃdina recension of 
BAU text in his Brahmasūtra-bhāṣya. Out of 577 quotations from BAU in BSBh there are 16 
quotations with different readings in BAU (K) and BAU (M). Out of these 16 cases Śaṅkara 
chooses to quote Mādhyaṃdina reading in 13 cases!  



composing his commentary. However, Rau thinks that it is possible that Śaṅkara 
knew about Mādhyaṃdina recension only from Bhartr ̥prapañca.

None of the commentators said whether Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary was in 
prose or verse but of all accounts in Śaṅkara, Sureśvara and Ānandagiri nothing is 
in verse. If his commentary was really in verse we would most probably have at 
least something preserved, as verses are usually concise and fit to be quoted. As a 
working hypothesis it could be proposed that Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary was 
in prose.

Nakamura  (2004: 131) reported that according to Gopala Yogin’s (17th century) 
sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s Kaṭhopaniṣad-bhāṣya, Bhartr ̥prapañca also wrote a 
commentary on Kaṭha-upaniṣad. Hiriyanna (1924: 79 – 80) reported that 
Ānandagiri gave a hint in ĀaSS 16 pp. 771 (SP ad BAUBhV 1.4.1717) that 
Bhartr ̥prapañca composed a commentary on Īśā-upaniṣad. Śaṅkara, however, in 
his own commentaries on Kaṭha and Īśā never mentioned or criticized such a 
commentary; having also in mind how late Gopala Yogin is, we could seriously 
doubt his claims. According to Yāmuna’s work Siddhitrayī (11th century) 
Bhartr ̥prapañca is earlier than Bhartr ̥hari and later than early vedāntin Ṭaṅka, 
whose works are not preserved13. Nakamura (2004: 131) tentatively puts 
Bhartr ̥prapañca around 550 A.D. This is more or less everything what can be said 
about historical Bhartr ̥prapañca. On the other side we can get a quite good picture 
about his philosophy relying on the fragments and paraphrases in Śaṅkara, 
Sureśvara and Ānandagiri; we know that his position was bhedābhedavāda, as 
stated in Śaṅkara’s account of Bhartr ̥prapañca in BAUBh 4.3.30 and Sureśvara’s 
account in BAUBhV 1.6.46 – 9214. According to Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhedābheda 
theory, as described by Śaṅkara and Sureśvara, there is both difference and non-
difference in the Supreme self in the same way as a cow is one as a substance 
(godravyatā) and many when differentiated in the characteristics of an individual 
cow. According to Ānandagiri (SP ad BAUBhV 1.4.1043, pp. 643) and Śaṅkara’s 
account in BAUBh 3.7.12 Bhartr ̥prapañca distinguishes eight states of 
transformation of brahman into manifoldness of the world. Another important 
issue in Bhartr ̥prapañca’s eschatology is jñānakarma-samuccaya, the way of 
release through knowledge and (ritual) action as opposed to Śaṅkara who 
consistently maintained that liberation comes solely from knowledge.

Sureśvara is traditionally considered as Śaṅkara’s direct disciple according to 
Śaṅkara’s hagiographies and it seems that there is no reason to doubt this 

13 According to Nakamura (2003: 99), Ṭaṅka lived between 500 and 550 CE.

14 Sureśvara also refutes Bh’s bhedābhedavāda throughout his BAUBhV 4.3. 



attribution. This is further confirmed by Sureśvara himself who claimed that he is 
a disciple of Śaṅkara, mentioning his teacher’s name in Naiṣkarmayasiddhi 4.74, 
4.76 and in BAUBhV 6.5.2515. Besides Br ̥hadāraṇyakopaniṣadbhāṣya-vārtika, 
Sureśvara’s great sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s BAUBh which contains 11151 
ślokas, further works which can be ascribed to him with greatest certainty are 
Naiṣkarmyasiddhi and versed sub-commentary on Śaṅkara’s commentary on 
Taittirīya-upaniṣad. Sureśvara’s date is closely connected to Śaṅkara’s, whose 
exact date is still far from precisely established.
Ānandagiri was an advaitin who belonged to 14th century according to Potter’s 

Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies16. He composed commentaries on Śaṅkara’s 
works and works ascribed to Śaṅkara, although his most voluminous work is 
Śāstra-prakāśika, sub-commentary on Sureśvara’s BAUBhV. None of his works is 
translated and still lots of effort should be invested in order to evaluate his 
contribution to both advaita-vedānta and to Indian philosophy in general.

3.Fragments of Bhartr ̥prapañca in Śaṅkara’s BAUBh
In Śaṅkara’s BAUBh there are 19 or 2017  accounts of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhāṣya 
according to Ānandagiri. This is the list of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s accounts in Śaṅkara’s 
text in ĀaSS 15 (1891), ĀaSS 15 (1953) and TPU:

1.BAUBh 1.4.10 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 142; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 151; TPU: pp. 669)
2.BAUBh 1.4.15 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 176; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 187; TPU: pp. 674)
3.BAUBh 1.4.15 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 179; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 190; TPU: pp. 685)
4.BAUBh 1.5.2 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 194; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 207 - 208; TPU: pp. 694)
5.BAUBh 1.5.18 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 222-223; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 236; TPU: pp. 708)
6.BAUBh 2.1.20 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 276; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 293; TPU: pp. 73618

7.BAUBh 2.2.1 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 297; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 315; TPU: pp. 734)
8.BAUBh 2.3.3 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 305; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 323; TPU: pp. 751)
9.BAUBh 2.3.6 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp.  309; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 328; TPU: pp: 752)
10.BAUBh 2.5.1 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 345; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 364; TPU: pp. 770)

15 Sureśvara refers to Śaṅkara as „my teacher” (madguru, BAUBhV 6.5.23, 24). In Naiṣkarmyasiddhi 
1.3 Sureśvara claims that he composed the treatise on the command of his teacher 
(gurvanuśikṣā).

16 http://faculty.washington.edu/kpotter/xtxt3.htm, pt. 772 (last time approached on 23th June 
2012).

17 See next footnote.

18 Ānandagiri did not ascribe this place to Bh, but Rau (1960: 295) lists this place as Bh’s because 
of Ānandagiri’s hint in ĀaSS 15 (1953), pp. 616. 

http://faculty.washington.edu/kpotter/xtxt3.htm
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11.BAUBh 3.2.13(ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 395-396; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 416; TPU: pp. 796)
12.BAUBh 3.4.2 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 424; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 445; TPU: pp. 808)
13.BAUBh 3.5.1 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 427; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 449; TPU: pp. 810)
14.BAUBh 4.3.7 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 534; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 560; TPU: pp. 868)
15.BAUBh 4.3.22 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 586; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 614; TPU: pp. 895)
16.BAUBh 4.3.22 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 589; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 616; TPU: pp. 896)
17. – 18. BAUBh 4.3.24 – 30 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 594 and 597; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 622 

and 625; TPU: pp. 898 and 900)19

19.BAUBh 4.4.22 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 661; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 688; TPU: pp. 931)
20.BAUBh 5.1.1 (ĀaSS [1891]: pp. 699; ĀaSS [1953]: pp. 731; TPU: pp. 951)

In these fragments Śaṅkara never mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca’s name. He introduces 
his opinions with introductory markers such as indefinite pronoun in plural kecit 
“some” (1.5.2; 1.5.18; 2.3.3; 2.3.6) or kecit with some verb such as: kecit + 
varṇayanti “some relate” (3.2.13), kecit + vyācakṣate “some explain” (3.4.2; 3.5.1; 
4.3.30), kecit + icchanti “some want” (1.4.15), together with eke + varṇayanti 
(5.1.1), apare + varṇayanti (1.4.15),  anyaiḥ + vyākhyātam and ye tu vādinaḥ 
(4.3.22)/ ye … vyācakṣate (4.4.22). In BAUBh 3.4.2 Śaṅkara uses plural (G) form 
vyākhyātr ̥̄ṇām (commentator) when speaking about Bhartr ̥prapañca. We see on 
these examples that Śaṅkara always uses plural forms.

Considering how severe Śaṅkara’s critique is, it is hard to imagine that this 
means great respect towards Bhartr ̥prapañca; addressing in plural form may be 
formal or conventional. For instance, in BAUBh 2.3.6, while criticizing 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s theory of three clusters (rāśi), Śaṅkara used some not very 
friendly words: aupaniṣadaṃ manyā api kecit prakriyāṃ racayanti.20 In BAUBh 
4.3.22 Śaṅkara said that Bhartr ̥prapañca’s teaching is senseless/useless 
(ānarthakya). Ānandagiri gave us a clue in his commentary on 1.4.10 where he 
claimed that Bhartr ̥prapañca is not so much opposed to Śaṅkara but that he was 
misunderstood by his followers. Does this mean that Śaṅkara was addressing 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s followers or his school? It is interesting to note that Sureśvara in 
NaiS 4.76 mentioned Śaṅkara’s name in singular, just like Padmapāda, another 
Śaṅkara’s direct disciple, did in 3rd verse of his maṅgalacarana to Pañcapādikā 
([ed. Bhāgavatācārya], pp. 1). Padmapāda throughout his Pañcapādikā used 

19 Śaṅkara did not comment passages in BAU 4.3.24 – 30 one by one as usual, but he made one 
commentarial passage which comments all this passages. In this commentarial passage (BAUBh 
4.3.30) there are two fragments attributed by Ānandagiri  to Bh. 

20 “Some, thinking for themselves to be followers of upaniṣads, construct an interpretation…”



singular when he referred to Śaṅkara by using the appellation (bhagavāt) 
bhāṣyakāra (Pañcapādikā [ed. Bhāgavatācārya], pp. 20, 9 [bhagavato 
bhāṣyakarasya] and 39, 4 [bhagavān bhāṣyakaraḥ]). Ānandagiri also used the form 
bhagavān bhāṣyakāraḥ in singular in ĀaSS (1891, 1953), pp. 1 when he referred to 
Śaṅkara. The same is with Vācaspati Miśra who also used singular form Śaṅkaram 
(Acc.) in 6th verse of his maṅgalacarana to his work Bhāmatī. He also used singular 
forms (bhagavān) bhāṣyakāraḥ and bhāṣyakr ̥tā throughout Bhāmatī21. Ānandagiri 
usually used singular when presenting what Śaṅkara and Sureśvara wanted to 
say.22 Rāmatīrtha (17th century) at the beginning of his commentary on Śaṅkara’s 
Upadeśasāhasrī also used singular form when addressing Śaṅkara as bhagavān 
bhāṣyakāraḥ which may become a convention by that time.

In a way it is unexpected to see commentators addressing their authorities in 
singular form and using plural form while fighting an adversary. The same is with 
Ānandagiri who always identifies places where Śaṅkara is talking about 
Bhartr ̥prapañca by using forms like “...Bhartr ̥prapañca-vyākhyānaṃ dūṣayati23” 
when Śaṅkara is criticizing Bh, and anuvadati/utthāpayati when Śaṅkara is 
explaining Bh’s position. Formula Ānandagiri used a lot in both of his 
commentaries on Śaṅkara and Sureśvara goes “svapakṣam artham uktvā 
Bhartr ̥prapañcam āha”24. With verb utthāpayati also goes “Bhartr ̥prapañca-
pakṣam” on BAUBh 1.5.18, 2.3.6 and 5.1.1; “Bhartr ̥prapañca-prasthānam” on 
BAUBh 3.2.13, 4.3.22 and 4.4.22. With verb āha goes “Bhartr ̥prapañca-pakṣam” 
on BAUBh 3.4.2 and “Bhartr ̥prapañca-prasthānam” on BAUBh 3.5.1. In all these 
cases Ānandagiri is talking about Bhartr ̥prapañca’s standpoint on particular issue 
where his interpretation is the object in Acc., where the agent is Śaṅkara himself 
although his name is never mentioned. Only once, in BAUBhT 4.3.7, subject is 
Bhartr ̥prapañca and than his name is in plural form: “Bhartr ̥prapañcair 
uktaṃ” (“Bhartr ̥prapañca[s] said”). From this we can see that both Śaṅkara and 
Ānandagiri are using highly stylized forms while introducing references on 
Bhartr ̥prapañca.

21 See for instance see in Shastri (ed.), pp. 27 (Bhāmatī ad BSBh 1.1.1), pp. 46 (Bhāmatī ad BSBh 
1.1.2) for bhāṣyakāraḥ see pp. 135 (Bhāmatī ad BSBh 1.1.22) for bhāṣyakr ̥tā.  

22 For instance when Ānandagiri identifies Bh as the author about whom Sureśvara is talking about 
in BAUBhV 4.3.1625 (ĀaSS 16, pp.1666): (*Sureśvaraḥ) Bhartr ̥prapañcaprasthānam utthāpayati /. 
The same is in Ā’s commentary on Śaṅkara where he uses for instance BAUBhT 4.3.30 (ĀaSS 
[1891] pp. 584): (*Śaṅkaraḥ) Bhartr ̥prapañcamatena pūrvapakṣaṃ gr ̥hṇāti /.

23 “(*Śaṅkara) removes Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation” (BAUBhT 1.4.15, ĀaSS [1891] pp. 179)

24 “Having said his own opinion, he considers Bhartr ̥prapañca’s” (BAUBhT 1.5.2, ĀaSS [1891] pp. 
194; also svamatam uktvā in BAUBhT 2.2.3, ĀaSS [1891], pp. 305)



It is hard to say whether this references are paraphrases or citations from 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s text. Word iti which might be an indication that we are dealing 
with citation appears quite often in Śaṅkara’s account on Bhartr ̥prapañca. 
However, much caution in regard to the use of iti as a marker for literal quotation 
is needed (See Freschi in this volume, p. ??). Sometimes iti appears together with 
introductory marker kecit vyācakṣate as in BAUBh 2.3.3 (rasaḥ kāraṇaṃ 
hiraṇyagarbhavijñānātmā cetana iti kecit /), BAUBh 1.4.15 (atra tu 
paramātmalokam agnau brāhmaṇe cecchantīti kecit /), BAUBh 1.4.10 (brahma  
brahmabhāvī  puruṣo  brāhmaṇaḥ  –  iti  vyācakṣate  /), BAUBh 3.5.1 (tasmād   
bhinnāv   etāv   ātmānau   kṣetrajñaparamātmākhyāv iti kecid vyācakṣate /) but 
sometimes it appears at the end of the passage as in BAUBh 4.3.30, 4.3.22. For 
the first three examples it is possible to assume that we may be dealing with 
quotations, but at some other cases it is a little bit harder to lay such claim as it is 
not always possible to determine when the possible quotation begins. Especially 
in cases such as BAUBh 4.3.22 where we have iti at the end of passage but in the 
passage we have 3rd person relative pronoun ye which indicates for sure that at 
least this sentence is a paraphrase.

4.Fragments of Bhartr ̥prapañca in Sureśvara’s BAUBhV and 
Ānandagiri’s SP

In Sureśvara’s sub-commentay on Śaṅkara we can find numerous accounts of 
Bhartr ̥prapañca. Sureśvara’s introduction, called Sambandha-vārtika, which 
contains 1136 verses does not contain any reference to Bhartr ̥prapañca. Same is 
with first three brāhmaṇas (BAUBhV 1.1 – 1.3). First account on Bhartr ̥prapañca we 
find in BAUBhV 1.4.490 where Sureśvara claims that Bhartr ̥prapañca obtained his 
knowledge through the boon of Agni vaiśvānara and not on the strength of 
authoritative means25. Here is the list of Bh’s accounts in Sureśvara’s BAUBhV, as 
identified by Ānandagiri; the page numbers are from ĀaSS 16, underlined parts 
indicate the upaniṣadic passages where Śaṅkara also introduced Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
interpretations. This will demonstrate how many Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretations 
of BAU Sureśvara introduced which were not mentioned by Śaṅkara:

BAUBhV 1.4: 1.4.490, pp. 532; 1.4.693-703, pp. 572ff; 1.4.947-959 (BAU 1.4.7), 
pp. 623; 1.4.1025ff: pp. 639 (BAU 1.4.8); 1.4.1065-1068 (BAU 1.4.7 – 9); 
1.4.1164, pp. 666 (BAU 1.4.10); 1.4.1175-1188, pp. 668; 1.4.1467-1469, pp. 

25 Here I am following Hino’s & Yog’s translation of Sureśvara’s verse 1.4.490cd (śakyaṃ 
vaiśvānaravarāt pravaktuṃ na tu mānataḥ) which goes “…only on the boon of Vaiśvānara; but not 
on the strength of an authoritative means!” 



724 (BAU 1.4.10); 1.4.1644-1658, pp. 757 (BAU 1.4.15); 1.4.1659-1666, pp. 757 
(BAU 1.4.15); 1.4.1692-1707, pp. 767 (BAU 1.4.15); 1.4. 1708-1786, pp. 770 
(BAU 1.4.15)
BAUBhV 1.5: 1.5.27 - 38, pp. 801 (BAU 1.5.2); 1.5.137-142, pp. 822 (BAU 1.5.3); 
1.5.171-177, pp. 827; 1.5.181ff, pp. 829; 1.5. 225-239, pp. 837 (BAU 1.5.16, 
BAU 1.5.18); 1.5.301-312, pp. 851; 
BAUBhV 1.6: 1.6.46-51, pp. 876 (BAU 1.6.3)
BAUBhV 2.1: 2.1.21-28, pp. 890; 2.1.195-212, pp. 919 (BAU 2.1.16); 2.1.248 - 
255, pp. 928 (BAU 2.1.17); 2.1.468-472, pp. 964 (?)26

BAUBhV 2.2: 2.2.15cd-21, pp. 989 (BAU 2.2.1)
BAUBhV 2.3: 2.3.49-58ab, pp. 1000 (BAU 2.3.3); 2.3.72-80, pp. 1004 (BAU 
2.3.4-5);  2.3.90-104ab , pp. 1007 (BAU 2.3.6);  2.3.104-111, pp. 1010; 
2.3.138-148, pp. 1015 (BAU 2.3.6)
BAUBhV 2.4: 2.4.354ff, pp. 1092
BAUBhV 2.5: 2.5.14ff, pp. 1115 (connection between BAU 2.4 and 2.5); 
2.5.67-73, pp. 1123
BAUBhV 3.1: 3.1.40-41, pp. 1143 (BAU 3.1.6)
BAUBhV 3.2: 3.2.41-44, pp. 1154 (BAU 3.2.13)
BAUBhV 3.4: 3.4.167-175, pp. 1236 (BAU 3.4.2)
BAUBhV 3.5: 3.5.5-14, pp. 1240 (BAU 3.5.1); 3.5.113, pp. 1258 (BAU 3.5.1)
BAUBhV 3.8: 3.8.30-36, pp. 1295 (BAU 3.8.7 – 8)
BAUBhV 4.2: 4.2.14-19, pp. 1361 (BAU 4.2.1); 4.2.65 – 66, pp. 1369 (BAU 4.2.3); 
4.2.65-66, pp. 1369 (BAU 4.2.3); 4.2.100-102, pp. 1374 (BAU 4.2.4)
BAUBhV 4.3: 4.3.318ff, pp. 1432, (BAU 4.3.7); 4.3.423-427, pp. 1450 (BAU 
4.3.7); 4.3.1088-1103, pp. 1572ff, (BAU 4.3.18 and 4.3.21); 4.3.1123, pp. 1579; 
4.3.1147-1152, pp. 1583; 4.3.1184, pp. 1598; 4.3.1188-1194, pp. 1590; 
4.3.1188 – 1205, pp. 1593; 4.3.1386-1396 pp. 1625ff (BAU 4.3.23); 
4.3.1537-1547, pp. 1651ff (BAU 4.3.23); 4.3.1625, pp. 1666; 4.3.1639ff, pp. 
1668 (BAU 4.3.30)
BAUBhV 4.4: 4.4.28 pp. 1728; 4.4.391-412 pp. 1785 (BAU 4.4.7); 4.4.706ff pp. 
1837 (BAU 4.4.21); 4.4.741 pp. 1843; 4.4.755 - 795 pp. 1845; 4.4.1032 - 1034, 
pp. 1890 (BAU 4.4.22)
BAUBhV 5.1: 5.1.28 - 63 pp. 1953 (BAU 5.1.1)

26 Although Ānandagiri does not mention this directly, Hino & Jog (1997: 178) attributed this 
passage to Bhartr ̥prapañca, without mentioning any further evidence as the basis of their 
attribution.



In most of these fragments it is again Ānandagiri who identifies Bhartr ̥prapañca as 
the one about whom it is discussed in the passage. I was able to trace only four 
places in whole BAUBhV where Sureśvara himself mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
name. Sureśvara mentions him for the first time in BAUBhV 1.4.1164a, pp. 666 
(Bhartr ̥prapañcaprasthānam evam etad yathoditam /)27, then in BAUBhV 
1.4.1188a, pp. 671 (Bhartr ̥prapañcabhāṣyasya pracāro ’yaṃ pradarśitaḥ / 
śrutyakṣarānusāreṇa tathānubhavavartamanā //)28  where Sureśvara actually 
accepts Bh’s interpretation. Both times Bhartr ̥prapañca’s name is mentioned by 
Sureśvara in the context of Bh’s interpretation of BAU 1.4.10. This interpretation 
was already explained by Śaṅkara in his BAUBh (Ānandagiri in his BAUBhT 
attributed this fragment to Bh). Next time Sureśvara mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca is in 
BAUBhV 4.4.412, pp. 1789 (iti śrīmanmahābhartr ̥prapañcasya mahīyasaḥ / 
vyākhyām adhīyate dhīrā nyāyāgamabahiṣkr ̥tām //)29 where Bh’s explanation of 
the śloka from BAU 4.4.7 is explained. This interpretation we do not find in 
Śaṅkara. Fourth time Sureśvara mentions Bh is in 4.4.741c, pp. 1843 
(śrīmadbhartr ̥prapañcasya ślokavyākhyeyam īritā //)30  where sentence vijñāya 
prajñāṃ kurvita from BAU 4.4.21 is discussed. This also does not appear in 
Śaṅkara’s commentary.

Beside these rare cases where Sureśvara mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca’s name, he 
usually introduces his opinions with introductory formulas, in the same way as 
Śaṅkara did. So Sureśvara also uses indefinite pronoun in plural kecit (some) alone 
(pp. 1369, 1572) or with verbs vyācakṣate (pp. 572, 767, 919, 1115, 1123, 1236, 
1362, 1668, 1873), pracakṣate (pp. 822, 837, 964, 989, 1000, 1010), ācakṣate 
(pp. 1374), vyācakhyuḥ (pp. 1953), āhuḥ (pp. 1154), icchanti (pp. 801, 828). 
Sometimes he uses anye (others) with usual verbs (pp. 928, 1361 [vyācakṣate], 
1450 [prakurvate]).

According to Ānandagiri, Sureśvara refers to Bhartr ̥prapañca when he is using 
following epithets:  sampradāyavid (knower of the tradition) and 
nānātvaikatvavādin (the one who speaks about plurality and unity 

27 “This is the standpoint (or rather, view) of Bhartr ̥prapañca as stated above...” (Transl. Hino & Jog 
1993: 365)

28 “This one (i.e. thus) is shown (to be) the accepted purport of the explanation, given by 
Bhartr ̥prapañca, in keeping with the wording of the śruti and also experience.” (Transl. Hino & 
Jog 1993: 372)

29 “Thus do the wise learn (i.e.) understand the explanation of the great scholar Bhartr ̥prapañca, 
i.e. the one which is rejected by the traditionally known Vedānta and logic (nyāya)” (Transl. Hino 
& Jog 2005: 125). According to Hino & Jog (ibid.) Sureśvara is here mocking Bh. 

30 “Thus is stated the explanation of the śloka, which is given by the revered 
Bhartr ̥prapañca.” (Transl. Hino & Jog 2005: 224)



[bhedābhedavāda]) on pp. 876, brahmavādin (knower of brahman) on pp. 1123, 
mahādhiyaḥ (having a great understanding) on pp. 1432. Furthermore, Ānandagiri 
connects with Bhartṛprapañca all references of Sureśvara to someone who has 
received his wisdom from the boon of god Agni. So in BAUBhV 1.4.490 (pp. 532) 
Sureśvara31 claims that Bhartṛprapañca obtained his knowledge through boon of 
Agni Vaiśvānara (vaiśvānaravara) and not on the strength of authoritative means 
(see ft. 26).  BAUBhV 1.4.1779 (pp. 782) is very interesting; in translation of Hino 
& Jog (1993: 548) it goes: “It is not possible for an intelligent person to accept any 
meaning other than that which is relevant by setting aside its qualifier except with 
the boon (received through) the favour of Agni.”32 The same is in BAUBhV 2.5.74 
(pp. 1124) where he says: “Thus have some very clearly explained (illustration)33 
thanks to the boon of Vaiśvānara. Yet, this (explanation), quite good though it is, 
has to be rejected, for want of its proper construe (with the Śruti)” (Transl. Hino & 
Jog 1988: 25)34. The boon of Vaiśvānara is mentioned again in BAUBhV 3.2.41 
(pp. 1154) and BAUBhV 4.3.1187 (pp. 1590). In BAUBhV 4.4.391 (pp. 1785) 
Sureśvara claims Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation is unreasonable (ayukti) and that 
it came to him from the boon of Hutabhuj (hutabhugvara) which is another name 
of Agni. In BAUBhV 3.2.90 Sureśvara said Bh obtained his understanding through 
the grace of Agni Jātavedas (prasādāj jātavedasaḥ). 

Although Sureśvara uses so many honorific titles for Bhartr ̥prapañca, in most of 
the cases he criticizes his theories. In very rare opportunities he accepts Bh’s 
interpretations. On some occasions he even uses almost harsh words describing 
Bh’s teachings. We have already seen how in BAUBhV 4.4.391 Sureśvara calls his 
teaching unreasonable (ayukti). In BAUBhV 2.3.90 (pp. 1007) Sureśvara says Bh is 
aupaniṣadaṃ manyāḥ kecit (pl. “some who think for themselves to be followers of 
Upaniṣads”), most probably citing Śaṅkara who said the same in his critique of 
Bh’s interpretation of BAU 2.3.6. In the same verse Sureśvara glosses 
aupaniṣadaṃ manyāḥ kecit as vedāntārthāvipaścitaḥ (“ignorant of the sense of 

31 Sureśvara actually did not explicitly mention Bhartṛprapañca’s name but Ānandagiri identified in 
his commentary Bhartṛprapañca as the subject of Sureśvara’s śloka. 

32 BAUBhV 1.4.1179: nānyasmin prakr ̥te ’nyo ’rtho virahayya viśeṣaṇam / grahituṃ sudhiyā śakyo 
vaiśvānaravarād r ̥te //

33 In BAUBhV 2.5.73 Sureśvara explains Bhartr ̥prapañca’s illustration from BAU 2.5.15 where 
Beings, Gods, Worlds etc. are fastened to ātman the same way spokes are fastened to the rim of 
the wheel. 

34 BAUBhV 2.5.74: vaiśvānaravarāt kecid eva vyācakṣate sphuṭam / akṣarānanvayāttyājyā 
vyākhyeyaṃ sādhv apīdr ̥śī // Sureśvara here explains Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation of the 
illustration from BAU 2.5.15 where all beings, gods etc. are fastened to highest ātman in the 
same way as spokes are fixed in the hub and the rim of the wheel.



vedānta”). In BAUBhV 2.3.112 (pp. 1011) Śureśvara says Bh’s interpretation is 
nyāyavarjitām (“devoid of reasoning”). Such words, together with constant 
criticism, may sound in conflict with addressing in plural honorific appellations 
such as śrīmat, mahā, sampradāyavid and others. Hino & Jog (e.g. 1999: 45035, 
1997: 10 etc.) assumed that Sureśvara is mocking Bhartr ̥prapañca when using 
honorific plural. On the other side it might be just a convention, in the same way 
when speaker of a language which has honorific plurals would never use singular 
just because he is criticizing someone. This is however no answer for honorific 
titles such as śrīmat which Hino & Jog (2005: 125) also considered as a mock.

Because Sureśvara’s text is in verse and Bhartr ̥prapañca’s was most probably in 
prose it is most likely that Sureśvara is paraphrasing Bh’s opinions. On the other 
side it is possible that some short passages were really quoted and squeezed into 
a śloka. Such case may be for instance BAUBhV 1.4.947, pp. 623, which says: 
ātmaśabdābhidheye ’rtho pratyaksāmānyarūpake / antar bhavanti nikhilā viśeṣā iti 
kecana //36  However, in BAUBhV 1.5.174ab, pp. 828 we find ity evaṃ kecid 
icchanti… and that iti is referring to preceding śloka where Bh’s opinion was 
presented. If Bh’s commentary was not in verse it is hard that a direct quotation 
could fit into meter. So there is more reason to believe that Śureśvara’s accounts 
are versed paraphrases. This will be further examined in the part of the paper 
dealing with text examples.
Ānandagiri again identified where Sureśvara is talking about Bhartr ̥prapañca. 

Actually he uses the name Bhartr ̥prapañca almost exclusively for attributing 
particular passage to him. Because of that, his introductory formulas are including 
the name Bhartr ̥prapañca as first member of determinative compound with words 
like -mata (opinion), -vyākhyā (interpretation) or -pakṣa (side, position) as the 
second member of compound. Verb is always in 3rd singular and the subject is 
Sureśvara. Typical formula we find e.g. in SP ad BAUBhV 1.4.1692, pp. 767: 
bhartr ̥prapañcavyākhānam utthāpayati / (“[*Sureśvara] presents Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
interpretation”). Such formula is often enlarged with a gerund as in SP ad BAUBhV 
2.3.49, pp. 1000: svamatam uktvā, Bhartr ̥prapañcamatam āha / (“Having said his 
own opinion, [*Sureśvara] stated Bhartr ̥prapañca’s opinion”). Verbs ud√STHĀ in 
caus., √AH and anu√VAD are appearing with greatest regularity. Interesting case 
is SP ad BAUBhV 4.4.391 where Sureśvara first uses budhāḥ (wise ones) for 
Bhartr ̥prapañca and than ayukti (unreasonable). Than he says Agni Hutabhuj gave 

35 Here, in BAUBhV 2.1.21, pp. 890, Sureśvara uses plural form budhāḥ (wise ones).

36 “Some say: All particulars are contained within the thing which is expressed by the word ātman 
and which has several and collective forms.” (Transl. Hino & Jog 1993: 296)  



him a boon. Ānandagiri in his commentary on that verse 
says ...Bhartr ̥prapañcavyākhyānaṃ prastauti / (“[*Sureśvara] praises 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation”), and it is possible that the word “praises” is 
uttered mockingly as Sureśvara actually criticized Bh’s interpretation. In cases 
when Bhartr ̥prapañca is subject, Ānandagiri always uses plural forms, e.g. 
Bhartr ̥prapañcaiḥ (SP ad BAUBhV 1.4.693, pp. 572; 1.4.1025, pp. 639; 1.4.1124, 
pp. 659 etc.), Bhartr ̥prapañcāḥ (SP ad BAUBhV 1.4.1644, pp. 757; 1.4.1659, pp. 
760 etc.).

In commentary on Sureśvara’s BAUBhV Ānandagiri often introduces passages 
which might be quotations from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s lost bhāṣya. Typical 
introductory marker for such passages is uktaṃ hi or uktaṃ ca (it is said) with 
ending marker iti (SP ad BAUBhV 1.5.23237, pp. 839, 2.1.198, pp. 919). Another 
possible marker for quotation is yathāhuḥ (as they said) which also comes with 
ending marker iti (e.g. SP ad BAUBhV 1.5.183, pp. 830). Such places are numerous 
in Ānandagiri’s commentary on Sureśvara dealing with Bhartr ̥prapañca. In the next 
part of the paper I shall present a few such cases.

5.Examples
a) Saptānna-brāhmaṇa (BAU 1.5.11)
In BAUBhV 1.5.171-177, pp. 827 – 828 we find a Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation 
of sentence tasyai vācaḥ pr ̥thivī śarīram / (“The earth is the body of the speech”)38 
from BAU 1.5.11. Sureśvara explains Bhartr ̥prapañca’s position as that the earth is 
the body of the speech, that the earth is full of darkness and had remained as the 
support of Agni which is in the form of light. Here is Sureśvara’s śloka BAUBhV 
1.5.171 together with Ānandagiri’s comment which contains a possible quotation 
from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhāṣya:

BAUBhV 1.5.171ab SP ad BAUBhV 1.5.171
tāmasaṃ kaṭhinaṃ corvī śariraṃ vāca ucyate /39 uktaṃ hi – vāco ’dhidaivaṃ pr ̥thivī śarīraṃ 
 kāṭhinyād dhanatvāt tāmasam iti /40

37 SP ad 1.5.232: uktaṃ hi – vidyayaiva sarvabhāvāpattyā lokatrayāptir iti na pr ̥thak kāraṇatvād  
iti / ; SP ad 2.1.198: uktaṃ ca – yadā codayituḥ śiṣyasya pratipattir na bhavaty ācāryaś ca tam 
arthaṃ vyācikhyāsur bhavati tadā svayam eva codyam utthāpya vyācaṣṭa  iti /

38 (Transl. Olivelle 1998: 55)

39 “This earth is called the body of the Vāk; it is full of darkness and is hard…” (Transl. Hino & Jog 
1995: 58)

40 “For it is said – The earth is the body of the speech with reference to the gods because of 
hardness and wealth and it is dark.”

maybe the beginning sentence 
has been dropped, i.e.: 
Bhartr ̥prapañcavyākhyānam 
aṅgīkartum anukīrtayati (it is 
still present in your 
translation) YES, YOU ARE 
RIGHT, BEGINNING WAS 
UNNECESSARY SO I PUT IT 
OUT. I SHALL PUT THE 
TRANSLATION OUT OF THE 
FOOTNOTE.

EF: Sorry for insisting, but I 
would rather leave it in. For 
the general purposes of the 
volume, i.e., the ways of 
quoting, the introductory 
sentence is interesting! 



In Ānandagiri’s “quotation” we see almost all the same words as in Sureśvara’s 
account. Only instead of adj. kaṭhina (hard) in Sureśvara we have noun kāṭhinya 
(hardness) in Ānandagiri; instead of Sureśvara’s urvī (earth) we have synonymous 
expression pr ̥thivī in Ānandagiri. Dhanatvāt (“because of the wealth”) and 
adhidaivatam (“in reference to the gods”) are left out by Sureśvara. If Ānandagiri’s 
account is really a direct quotation from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhāṣya, than we can see 
how Sureśvara shortens this quotation in order to fit into metrical pattern; in that 
case Sureśvara took two synonymous expressions which are shorter and he left 
out two words which are not important. He added only ucyate to indicate that this 
is not his interpretation.

This is another example of possible reformulation and paraphrase:

BAUBhV 1.5.177 SP and BAUBhV 1.5.177
ekaikatrādhikāre ’gniḥ  sa eva vyavatiṣṭhate / uktaṃ hi – sa evāyam agniḥ pr ̥thivyātmanā 
 vaikaikasminn
pr ̥thivyagnisvarūpeṇa kvacid vāgātmanā bhavet //41adhikārasthale kārtsnyena draṣṭavya iti /42

The same purport is in both passages formulated in a different way. If in SP we 
have a quotation from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhāṣya, in BAUBhV we have the same 
thing paraphrased and reformulated in order to fit into meter. The point of 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s interpretation (which Sureśvara accepts) is, according to 
Ānandagiri and Sureśvara, that speech (vāc) has two forms: the earthly form of 
Agni as speech where prevails darkness (tāmasa) and the luminous form of Agni/
speech where prevails virtuosity (sāttvika). In relation to gods, the Earth is the 
support of Agni as speech; in relation to the body and elements, the body is the 
support of Agni as human speech. In both these spheres Agni is the same, 
whether he has the nature of fire on earth or speech in humans.

b) Śārīraka-brāhmaṇa (BAU 4.3.7)
BAUBhV 4.3.391-412, (pp. 1785 – 1789), deals with Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
interpretation of the śloka in BAU 4.4.7 (yadā sarve pramucyante kāmā ye ’sya 

41 “In respect of each sphere, there remains (i.e. abides) the same Agni, but, at some place, it 
remains in the form of fire on earth and, at some other, as having the nature of Vāk.” (Transl. 
Hino & Jog 1995: 60) 

42 “For it is said – That same Agni with the nature of earth and with a nature of speech has to be 
seen as whole in sphere of jurisdiction in each one.”

what about “in each one of the 
spheres of jurisdiction” or “in 
each sphere”? Else, one does not 
understand the referent of “in 
each one”.

you never mentioned the 
possibility of Agni as fire. Above, 
you just spoke of Agni as speech 
or as human speech… 
UNFORTUNATELY IT IS NOT WELL 
SYSTEMATIZED IN THE TEXT. TWO 
COMPARISONS ARE MIXED ONE 
WITH ANOTHER: AGNI IS FIRE IN 
RELATION TO THE GODS AND 
SPEECH IN RELATION TO THE 
BODY. IN THE SAME TIME EARTH 
IS THE SUPPORT OF THE SPEECH 
IN RELATION TO THE GODS AND 
IN RELATION TO THE BODY, BODY 
IS THE SUPPORT OF THE SPEECH. 
FIRST MAY BE “THE SPEECH” WITH 
CAPITAL “S” (IN RELATION TO THE 
GODS), SECOND “HUMAN SPEECH” 
IN RELATION TO THE BODY (?)

EF: thanks for the explanation. I 
would then consider changing 
this sentence into: “In both these 
spheres Agni is the same, 
whether he has the nature of 
Speech on Earth or human 
language in humans”.

Where is “With a nature of 
speech” in the Skt text?

I am still puzzled… this is, I 
suppose, the tāmasic form (since 
it is connected to the Earth). But 
how comes that a tāmasic form is 
connected to the gods? IT IS NOT 
THE TĀMASIC FORM THAT IS 
CONNECTED TO THE GODS BUT 
EARTH BELONGS TO THE REALM 
OF GODS (adhidaiva), THE 
SECOND REALM IS THE ONE OF 
THE BODY. THAT’S JUST SOME 
FRAGMENTARY PRESERVED 
THEOLOGY. TEXT IS NOT 100% 
CLEAR

EF: thanks for the explanation. I 
would add in a fn something like: 
“Although the theological-
mythological background of this 
statement is not completely clear, 
one might infer that the Earth 
belongs to the realm of the gods, 
whereas the tāmasic form of Agni 
is the one found in the human 
body”. 



hr ̥di śritāḥ / atha martyo ’mr ̥to bhavaty atra brahma samaśnuta iti //)43. 
According to Sureśvara, Bhartr ̥prapañca distinguished two types of desires: first 
type abides in the heart and the second in Supreme self. This is actually in 
complete accordance with Śaṅkara’s account of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s teaching 
described in BAUBh 3.2.6 where Śaṅkara claims that when the subtle body is gone 
(at death), desires are preserved in one portion of the Supreme self just as odour 
of the flower is preserved in perfume even when the flower is gone.  Other desires 
abide in the heart and they cause the next birth. Something similar Śaṅkara 
relates in BAUBh 4.3.22 where he says explicitly that desires, normally abiding in 
the heart, go further and effect even the Supreme self where they bridge the gap 
between former and future body. In his introductory verse (BAUBhV 4.4.392, pp. 
1785) Sureśvara states that transmigration is rooted in desire and that liberation 
comes when desires are rooted out. Ānandagiri again seems to quote from 
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhāṣya in his commentary:

BAUBhV 4.4.392 SP ad BAUBhV 4.4.392
yathaiva pūrvaṃ saṃsāraḥ kāmamūlo ’nuvarṇitaḥ /uktaṃ ca – yathā pūrvasmin kāmair  bandha 
iti
ślokena tadvan mokṣo ’pi niṣkāmasyopavarṇyate //44 ślokenodbhāvitam evam evehāpi 
niṣkāmo’pi mucyata iti /45

Again the sense of both passages is the same but the expressions are different. If 
in SP we might have a direct quotation, as could be indicated with uktam and iti, 
in Sureśvara we have paraphrase formulated in verse.

In BAUBhV 400ff (pp. 1787) Sureśvara explains how impressions (desires etc.) 
are entering through manas in the form of the seeds which are residing in the 
heart. Then, while sprouting, they cause a new birth. Liberation is attained only 
when this seed is destroyed through the practice knowledge and action 
(vidyākarmasamuccaya).

BAUBhV 4.4.401 SP ad BAUBhV 4.4.401

43 “When they are all banished, those desires lurking in one’s heart; Then a mortal becomes 
immortal and attains brahman in this world.” (Transl. Olivelle 1998: 121)

44 “As, in the earlier portion, it is described that the transmigratory existence is rooted in desire, 
so also, in this Mantra, it is stated that there is liberation for (transmigratory being) who is 
without desire.” (Transl. Hino & Jog 2005: 119)

45 “And it is said – As it was stated in the previous [śloka] that there is bondage with desires, so 
with śloka here it is stated that the one without desires is liberated.”



bījasthasyāṅkurasyeha janmāśritya yathaiva gām / uktaṃ hi – yathā bījagatasyāṅkurasya 
 pr ̥thivīmāśritya
āśrayād eva janmaiva kāmānāṃ hr ̥dayāśrayāt //46 prasūtir evam prājñāśritānām hr ̥dayaṃ yonir 
 iti /47

Sense of the first part is very similar although prasūti (birth,  origin) from SP is 
substituted with synonymous expression janman in BAUBhV. Expression 
bījagatasya (contained in the seed) + aṅkurasya (sprout) is substituted with 
expression bījasthasya + aṅkurasya which has the same meaning. The second 
part of the expression is different as this possible quotation from Bh does not 
contain the part with desires although this part may simply be omitted by 
Ānandagiri while quoting from his source (if he is quoting at all). All these 
similarities indicate at least that original Bhartr ̥prapañca’s expression must have 
been very similar. At the end of this account of Bhartr ̥prapañca Sureśvara 
criticized his teaching saying at the beginning of his refutation (BAUBhV 4.4.412, 
pp. 1789) that it is rejected by the logic and tradition (nyāyāgamabahiṣkr ̥ta).

c) Śiśu-brāhmaṇa (BAU 2.2.1)
Bhartr ̥prapañca’s account of BAU 2.2.1 was commented both by Śaṅkara and 
Sureśvara. Ānandagiri again seems to quote from Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary 
with some similarities with Śaṅkara’s account of Bh. Śaṅkara is very brief; he 
explains Bhartr ̥prapañca’s position in one sentence. Similar words and 
expressions are underlined, words sthūṇā and prāṇa are not marked because they 
appear in upaniṣad.

BAUBh 2.2.1:   yathā  vatsaḥ sthūṇāvaṣṭambha evaṃ śarīrapakṣapātī vāyuḥ  

prāṇaḥ sthūṇeti  kecit /48

BAUBhV 2.2.15cd:  ucchvāsādikriyaṃ kecid vāyuṃ sthūṇāṃ pracakṣate //49

46 “As here (i.e. in this world) there is the appearance/birth of a sprout, which was already residing 
in the seed, (only) after resorting to the earth, similarly there is the rise/birth of the desires 
(only) from having a resort (inside the transmigratory body) through their resorting to the 
heart.” (Transl. Hino & Jog 2005: 122)

47 “For it is said – As there is birth of the sprout contained in the seed resorting to the earth, even 
so heart is the womb for the knowable ones.”

48 “Some (explain) – As the calf is resting upon the post, so breath, wind adhering to the body, is 
the post.”

49 “Some scholars explain sthūnā (the post) as the wind which performs the activity of going out 
(of the body).” (Transl. Hino & Jog 1996: 9)



SP ad BAUBhV 2.2.15:  uktaṃ hi – prāṇa ucchvāsaniḥśvāsakarmā vāyuḥ śarīraḥ 
śarīrapakṣapātī  gr ̥hyate / etasyāṃ sthūṇāyāṃ śiśuḥ prāṇaḥ karaṇadevatāliṅgapakṣapātī 
 gr ̥hyate / sa devaḥ  prāṇa etasmin bāhye prāṇe sambaddha ili /50

Compound śarīrapakṣapātin (adhering to the body) appears in Śaṅkara’s account 
of Bhartr ̥prapañca and in Ānandagiri’s possible citation. On the other side, 
compound ucchvāsaniḥśvāsakarman (activity of breathing out and in) from 
Ānandagiri is probably abbreviated into ucchvāsādikriya (activity of breathing out 
etc.). Word vāyu (wind) appears in all three commentaries. It is to be noted that 
Sureśvara and Śaṅkara share some parts with Ānandagiri who has everything they 
both have. Easiest explanation for this is that Ānandagiri quoted a source which 
was available both to Śaṅkara and Sureśvara which they paraphrased taking only a 
part they needed. Second explanation is that Ānandagiri did not had a common 
source but he took phrases from Śaṅkara and Sureśvara making a new text. It is 
also possible that he also only paraphrased Bhartr ̥prapañca’s text. Regarding that 
the same wording and expressions are used by Ānandagiri as by Sureśvara and 
Śaṅkara it is more likely that Ānandagiri’s accounts are real quotation from a lost 
source or at least paraphrases which are close to original.

6. Concluding remarks
Both Ānandagiri’s commentaries are following their primary texts (Śaṅkara’s 
BAUBh and Sureśvara’s BAUBhV) very closely. Sureśvara’s BAUBhV is a versed 
commentary on Śaṅkara which in the same time follows Śaṅkara faithfully (in the 
matter of Bh’s commentary) and introduces much more aspects of Bh’s 
commentary, which means that it has a lot of new material previously not seen in 
Śaṅkara. Because Sureśvara’s text is in verse and we might assume that Bh’s was 
in prose it is hardly possible that there are many real citations. However there are 
most probably many paraphrases made by shortening the original text for the 
sake of meter. On the other side, it is quite possible that in Ānandagiri’s text we 
can find quotations from original work for what we have some indications as 
stated above.

It is also interesting to note that Śaṅkara never mentions Bhartr ̥prapañca’s 
name and that Sureśvara mentions him only a few times. Only Ānandagiri 
identifies exactly every place in Śaṅkara’s and Sureśvara’s texts belonging to Bh. If 
we could guess why Śaṅkara never mentions him it might be so because of a great 

50 “Breath, the activity of inhaling and exhaling, is understood as the wind adhering to the body. 
Calf on that post is understood as breath adhering to the subtle body (liṅga) and organs. That 
deity which is breath is existing in that outer breath.”

how do you construe this 
śarīraḥ within the sentence? IT 
PUZZLES ME, VĀYUḤ ŚARĪRAḤ 
“BODILY WIND”?

EF: I see your point (and cannot 
think of any better solution). 
Maybe change the translation 
accordingly: “… is understood 
as the body-wind, i.e., [the 
wind] adhering to the body…”. 
You might add at the end that 
“the translation of śarīraḥ as 
referring to vāyuḥ is 
tentative.”



popularity of Bh’s text or at least of his opinions in Śaṅkara’s and Sureśvara’s 
time. It is possible that Śaṅkara’s readers knew about whom is he talking about 
when he said “some” (kecit). The same is with Sureśvara who was Śaṅkara’s 
younger contemporary around 8th or 9th century (or earlier). Until the time of 
Ānandagiri at early 14th century the situation must have changed because 
Ānandagiri now has to identify for his readers every single place where Sureśvara 
and Śaṅkara are talking about Bhartr ̥prapañca. Till that time his school might have 
been already seriously weakened under the pressure of three great rival schools 
of Vedāta: Advaita, Viśiṣṭādvaita and Dvaita. If we have to judge from how many 
accounts we can find both in Śaṅkara and Sureśvara, Bhartr ̥prapañca’s version of 
Vedānta must have been very popular in 8th and 9th century. If Ānandagiri did not 
seriously fabricated his sources, which is hard do believe, he probably had a copy 
of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s commentary on Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad while writing his 
commentaries. Contents of all this upaniṣadic interpretations still have to be 
carefully examined as until now researchers payed most of their attention to 
outlines of Bhartr ̥prapañca’s bhedābheda theory. These numerous precise 
upaniṣadic interpretations must be carefully examined and evaluated. With that 
we shall be able to get a quite good picture of many aspects of Bh’s interpretation 
of Br ̥hadāraṇyaka-upaniṣad.
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