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ABSTRACT: In the currently unpublished study “The general imposters framework and
the authenticity of Sankara’s prose writings”, Ivan Andrijani¢ and Jacek Bgkowski subject
the entire corpus of prose writings traditionally attributed to Sankara to the General
Imposters framework, a stylometric method of authorship verification. This statistical
test proved the more conservative estimates of Sankara’s authorship correct. However,
somewhat unexpectedly, the authorship of the commentary on Adhyatmapatala, the
eighth chapter of the Apastamba law book which has been attributed to Sankara, was
verified as genuine. This paper analyses the commentary on the Adhyatmapatala from
the perspective of traditional philological criticism in accordance with Hacker and others’
criteria to assess the reliability of the result obtained through computational statistical
methods. It appears that the commentary on the Adhyatmapatala is terminologically
consistent with Sankara. However, the commentary on the Adhyatmapatala also appears
to be a work with very limited circulation among traditional scholars with no sub-
commentaries, which is unusual for Sankara’s authentic works. This leaves room for
doubt as to whether this is indeed Sankara’s authentic work.
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Introduction

A large number of texts have traditionally been attributed to Sankara. According
to Belvalkar (1930: 241), 432 texts are attributed to Sankara in manuscript
colophons. In the currently unpublished study “The general imposters framework
and the authenticity of Sankara’s prose writings”, Ivan Andrijani¢ and Jacek
Bakowski subject the entire corpus of prose traditionally attributed to Sankara
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(8th century)! to a state-of-the-art stylometric method — the General Imposters
(=GI) framework. This authorship verification method proved reliable in the
aforementioned study when applied to a corpus of Sanskrit texts of undisputed
authorship. The GI test conducted by Andrijani¢ and Bakowski proved the
more conservative estimates of Sankara’s authorship correct. In addition to the
Brahmasutra-Bhasya, which largely defines Sankara as an author, the GI method
verified that the commentaries on the early Upanisads (except the commentary
on Svetasvatara-Upanisad), the commentary on the Bhagavad-Gita, and the prose
part of the UpadesasahasrT were all the authentic work of Sankara. In addition
to these, the GI classifier has — rather surprisingly — verified the commentary
on the Adhyatmapatala as authentic. With a few exceptions, the commentary on
the Adhyatmapatala (Adhyatmapatalavivarana =AdhypV), the eighth chapter of
the Apastamba law book, has remained outside the focus of researchers and has
rarely been subjected to serious scholarly study, either in terms of its authorship
or its content and philosophical teachings.? Therefore, this paper aims to provide
a brief presentation of the GI method, its advantages and limitations; this will
be followed by an analysis of the commentary on the Adhyatmapatala from the
perspective of traditional philological criticism to assess the reliability of the
result obtained through this computational statistical method.

The general imposters framework
and the attribution of Adhyatmapatala to Sankara

The GI method measures the relative statistical distance between texts. In the GI
implemented by Andrijani¢ and Bakowski, texts are represented by a feature
vector consisting of the relative frequency of word occurrence in the text.
The GI method relies on a statistical distance measure, which then compares
the distance of relative word frequency vectors.

The GI method relies on three categories: the first is the text the authenticity
of which is being examined (disputed text); the second is a text (or texts) by
the author we suspect may have written the text (candidate author); the third
are imposters, texts similar in time, language, and subject matter that could not
have been composed by the candidate author. The GI method uses 100 iterations

! For a critical account of previous attempts to date Sankara and arguments for dating to
the 8th century, see Harimoto (2006), who specifies the dating of the Brahmasitrabhasya to between
756 and 772 CE.

2 One of the exceptions to the claim that the commentary on the Adyatmapatala has been
completely neglected by researchers is a monograph by Trevor Legget (1978/2018), which will be
discussed in this article. A.J. Alston also reports (Alston 2004, Vol. I, p. 45) that his six-volume
anthology 4 Sarkara Source-Book is based on the Adhyatmapatalavivarana, among other works.
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to measure the distance between the disputed text, the candidate’s text, and the
imposter’s text, determining whether the disputed text is statistically closer to
the candidate or to the imposters. If the disputed text is closer to the candidate
than the imposters in most iterations, the text can be attributed to the candidate.
In Andrijani¢ & Bakowski (forth.), the relative frequencies of occurrence of
individual words and n-grams measured by two statistical distance measures
(Cosine Delta and MinMax) were tested on texts of undisputable authorship.
When the relative frequencies of n-grams and words were measured by the
Cosine Delta measure, as many as 80% of the texts were attributed to their
actual authors, which testifies to the high reliability of the method.> However,
this does not mean that 20% of the works were attributed to the wrong authors.
In fact, 10% of the works tested have been wrongly attributed to authors who
did not write them, and the GI classifier did not make an unambiguous decision
about authorship for the remainder.* Furthermore, in all four setups, all four
works of Sankara (BSBh, BAUBh, TaittUBh and the prose part of the Upad)
for which we can be reasonably certain of his authorship were unmistakably
attributed to him. However, a success rate of 80% means that, if we verify
someone’s authorship, we can only say: according to the GI method, there is
an 80% chance that this work was written by a certain author and a 10% chance
that it was not. However, Sankara’s authentic works were correctly attributed
to Sankara in all setups without exception, which confirms that Sankara has
a strong authorial signature. Therefore, every positive verification of Sankara’s
authorship can be taken seriously.

In Andrijani¢ & Bakowski (forth.), 18 philosophical prose works traditionally
attributed to Sankara were subjected to the GI method. Twelve of them were
verified as authentic. Ten of these 12 were, according to older philological
and historical research (Belvalkar 1929; Hacker 1950, 1968/69, 1978),
considered authentic.> Also, six works that were considered spurious in previous

3 When the Cosine Delta distance measure was used on a feature vector consisting of word
frequency, 32 out of 40 works were successfully attributed to their authors (80% successful
attributions); when the same measure was used on n-grams, 31 out of 40 works were attributed to
their real authors (77.5% successful attributions).

4 This means that, in some iterations, the text being tested was closer to the candidate, and
others closer to the imposters. A special operation based on the total corpus calculates an iteration
ratio sufficient to positively determine authorship. In our case, this ratio ranged between 60 and
70 percent, which means that if the work was statistically closer to the candidate in more than
60-70 percent of iterations, they were considered authentic. On the other hand, if in only 30 percent
or less the work is closer to the candidate, then they are not considered authentic. If the result is
between 30 and 60 percent, the classifier has not reached a decision.

5 Aitareyopanisad-Bhasya, Bhagavadgita-Bhasya, Chandogyopanisad-Bhasya, Gaudapadiya-
Bhasya, ISopanisad-Bhasya, Kathopanisad-Bhasya, Kenopanisad-(Pada)-Bhasya, Kenopanisad-
(Vakya)-Bhdasya, Mundakopanisad-Bhasya, Prasnopanisad-Bhdasya.
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Indological scholarship were not confirmed as authentic.® This leaves two rather
questionable works that were confirmed as authentic by the GI method: the
Adhyatmapatalavivarana and Nrsimhapurvatapaniyopanisad-Bhasya. There are
two possible interpretations of this result: the first is that both works were
written by Sankara, and the other is that one or both belong to the 10%
margin of incorrect authorship verification. Due to Sankara’s otherwise strong
authorial signal, there is a statistically greater chance that these are authentic
works. In order to confirm or dispute the GI result, this paper will focus on
the Adhyatmapatalavivarana and subject it to traditional philological research in
line with Hacker’s (1950, 1978) and other more traditional philological criteria
for determining authorship.

The Adhydtmapatala and the commentary ascribed to Sankara

The Adhyatmapatalavivarana is a rather short commentary on the
Adhyatmapatala “The Chapter of the Self”, a part of the Apastamba law book
(Apastambadharmasastra 1,22.1-1,23.6). The Adhyatmapatala comprises only
14 short prose passages that discuss the attainment of the Self. The vivarana,
attributed to Sankara, consists of an introduction and a running commentary on
each of the 14 prose passages of the Adhyatmapatala.

The Adhyatmapatalavivarana was edited and printed by Ganapati Sastri
in 1915 in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series.” AdhypV is included in only one®
of Sankara’s collected works.” The work has been quite neglected in studies
dedicated to Sankara’s philosophy; its philosophical tenets have rarely been

¢ Hastamalakastotra-Bhasya, Lalitatrisatistotra-Bhasya, Svetasvataropanisad-Bhasya, Sanat-
sujativa-Bhasya, Visnusahasranama-Bhasya, Pataiijalasastra-Vivarana.

7 The Adhyatmapatala of the Apastambadharma [being Prasna Patala 8, treating of the spiritual
life], with Vivarana [purporting to be the work] of S1T Sankara Bhagavatpada. Edited by T. Ganapati
Sastri, Trivandrum Sanskrit Series XLI, 1915.

8 Works of Shankaracharya in Original Sanskrit, Vol. IV: Minor Works. Ed. by Hari Raghunath
Bhagavat, Poona: Ashtekar & Co., 1929. AdhypV can be found on pp. 422—435. The text appears
to be a retyped Trivandrum 1915 edition. The only difference between the two editions is that in
Bhagavat’s text all citations are identified. In this paper, I will refer to the 1915 Trivandrum edition
of Ganapati Sastri.

9 First printed collected works of Sankara (Sri Sankaracharya’s Miscellaneous Works in 4 vols.,
ed. by A. Mahadeva Sastri and K. Rangacharya, Mysore: Government Branch Press, 1898-1899)
comprises only smaller treatises. The first major collection is Works of Sri Sankaracharya printed
by Sri Vani Vilas Press in Srirangam, 1910. This collection was retyped and printed twice; first in
Srirangam as Srisamkaragranthavalih, and then in Complete Works of Sri Sankaracharya in the
original Sanskrit, Madras: Samanta Books, 1981-1983. Widely used Motilal Banarsidass edition
Works of Sarkaracarya in Original Sanskrit in 3 vols. (1964—1985) is based on a four-volume
edition edited by Hari Raghunath Bhagavat (Poona: Ashtekar & Co.). However, the final volume
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discussed in the secondary literature on Sankara. Perhaps this is because AdhypV
is not included in most of Sankara’s collected works, which contain numerous
spurious works in and of themselves.

Nevertheless, a number of authors seem to be inclined to attribute the work to
Sankara. Thus, Belvalkar (1929: 219), Kane (1930: 43), Hacker (1968/69: 147),
and Alston (2004, vol. I: 44) speak briefly in favour of Sankara’s authorship. !0
Nakamura (1983: 306) cautiously notes that the work belongs, if not to Sankara
himself, then at least to an author of a similar education and views who is
temporally close to Sankara. On the other hand, Legget (2018: 218-228) and
Pande (1994: 109-110, 113) articulate their arguments for Sankara’s authorship
more precisely.

According to Pande (1994: 109-110), AdhypV is consistent with Sankara’s
genuine works in its ideas, style of argument, directness and simplicity of
language, preference for short quotations from ancient works, concepts of dosa
and jiana, and absence of benediction. Unfortunately, Pande simply mentions
these issues without elaborating upon them or providing any specific examples
for his claims. Legget (2018: 218-228) elaborates upon his arguments in greater
detail. His strongest argument is based on similarities of the juxtaposition of
certain quotations in AdhypV and in works considered genuine. Legget focuses
first on a sequence of quotations from BAU 3,7.23 and ChU 6,8.6 that appear
in BSBh 2,3.30 and in AdhypV 4, and then on two quotations from the
Mahanarayana-Upanisad and four quotations from the Mahdabharata that occur
in a similar order in some works that can be considered to have been authored
by Sankara with some certainty. Quotations from the Mahandrayana-Upanisad
78,12; 12,15 and the Mahabharata 12,316.40 appear one after another in AdhypV
intro. and BhGBh 3 intro.; in IUBh, the quotation from MBh 12,316.40 follows
a quotation from Mahanarayana-Upanisad 12,15, just like in AdhypV intro.
Legget believes that such sequences reveal the author’s fingerprints; moreover,
a special coincidence with the BhGBh, according to Legget, suggests that the
works originated at about the same time, while Sankara still had the same
formulation in his mind. Furthermore, two quotations from ApDhS appear in
AdhyPV and in BhGBh, but not in such close sequence as in the previous
example.!!

with Adhyatmapatalavivarana is excluded from the Motilal Banarsidass edition. Cf. Reigle &
Reigle 2005.

10 Legget (2018: 219) claims that Mayeda accepts Sankara’s authorship of the AdhypV in his
Encyclopedia Britannica entry on Sankara, but Mayeda’s present entry on Sankara (Mayeda 2017)
contains no such claim.

11 However, in AdhypV, quotations from 2,21.13 and 2,2.3 appear in sequence; ApDhS 2,21.13
appears in BhGBh 18,55, while ApDhS 2,2.3 appears in BhGBh 18,44 and 66.



16 Ivan Andrijani¢

A few remarks should be made on Legget’s careful comparison. While the
mentioned quotations are indeed similarly juxtaposed, this phenomenon can be
tentatively explained the other way around. While it is not unreasonable to claim
that one author repeats the same quotations by discussing the same topics in
different works, it is also possible that another, later author deeply familiar with
the works of Sankara simply repeated the great teacher’s procedures. Legget’s
argument shows a close connection between the passages mentioned, but in
scholastic circles where Sankara’s works have been studied, it is normal for
scholars well acquainted with Sankara’s works to consciously or unconsciously
repeat the same or similar procedures. On the other hand, these appear to be the
only quotations in close juxtaposition. This shows that we may be on thin ice
when determining authorship based on reproducible similarity. In my opinion,
this type of evidence may be indicative, but not decisive.

Other arguments raised by Legget are also quite indecisive. For example,
the untraceable quotation akasavat sarvagatas ca nityah appears in AdhyPV
4 and in BSBh 3,2.37.12 However, the quotation in question also appears
in the works of other authors. Legget (2018: 222) indicates Madhustidana
Sarasvatl’s commentary on BhG (Gugdhartha Dipika),!3 but other examples
can be cited as well, such as Madhusitidana Sarasvati’s Siddhantabindu 3 and
Anandagiri’s Sastraprakasikakhyatika'* 2,1.485. The biggest problem in Legget’s
argumentation is his claim (2018: 222) that “Sankara frequently quotes and refers
to this Chapter of the Self.” In fact, I was able to trace only two quotations
from Adhyp in works that can be considered authentic with some degree of
certainty: Adhyp 4 (=ApDhS 1,[8]22.4) in Upadesasahasri 2,1.38 and Adhyp 10
(=ApDhS 1,[8.]23.2) in BSBh 2,1.1. All Legget’s examples appear to be very
loose paraphrasings of the second example. Contrary to Legget’s argument, the
fact that Adhyp appears in Sankara’s works extremely rarely does not support
the claim that it was a text of importance to him and provides even less reason
to assume that he would have composed a commentary on it.

Other arguments provided by Legget (2018: 223—-228) show that there is no
essential doctrinal difference between AdhypV and works considered authentic.
All in all, while Legget does indicate a certain degree of congruence and doctrinal
similarity, there is no strong, strictly philological evidence to determine whether

12 Besides BSBh 3,2.37, mentioned by Legget (2018: 222), the quotation also appears in BSBh
1,1.20; 1,2.3; 2,3.4; 2,3.7; 2,3.21 and 4,3.14. It also appears in Sankara’s BAUBh 2,1.20 and in
ChUBh 6,3.2. In the last example, Sankara mentions that the quotation belongs to “Vajasaneyaka”.
By “Vajasaneyaka”, Sankara usually means the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad and Satapatha-Brahmana,
where this quotation cannot be found.

13- According to Legget (2018: 222), the quotation appears in the commentary on BhG 4,6,
where I was unable to locate it. However, it does appear in the commentary on BhG 2,24.

14 Anandagiri’s sub-commentary on Sureévara’s versified commentary on Sankara’s BAUBh.



The Authorship of the Commentary on the Adhyatmapatala Attributed. .. 17

Sankara is truly the author of AdhypV. On the other hand, there are no obvious
disqualifying features either. Therefore, the remainder of this paper will subject
AdhypV to Hacker’s (and Mayeda’s) criteria for establishing authenticity. It is
especially important to subject the work to criteria that may disqualify it as
authentic. If such suspicion is removed, positive criteria that indicate a match
between the texts may have more weight.

Analysis of manuscript colophons (Hacker 1947, rev. 1978)

According to Hacker (1947/1978), Sankara-bhagavat(-piijya[-pada]) is the title
preferred by Sankara’s contemporaries and early followers; therefore, works
carrying this title in the manuscript colophons should be considered genuine,
while the title Sankara-acarya in the colophons indicates spurious or more recent
works.

It must first be noted that Hacker did not subject AdhypV to this test, even
though he did test a considerable amount of works attributed to Sankara.!s
Therefore, I decided to check the colophons in descriptive catalogues. First,
a search in Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum provided no results; this explains
why Hacker did not consider AdhypV in his 1947/1978 paper. However, the
New Catalogus Catalogorum, vol. 1 (p. 147) lists the Trivandrum manuscripts
catalogue,!® where two AdhypV manuscripts can be found. Thus, Trivandrum IV,2
lists a Grantha manuscript from a private collection attributed to Sankara-
bhagavatpada, while another Malayalam manuscript, also from a private collection
in the same catalogue (I1,3), carries the title Sankaracarya. This very Malayalam
manuscript was used as the main source for Ganapati Sastri’s 1915 printed edition.
However, his edition reads “Sankara-bhagavat-pada™; this colophon may appear
in the second, corrupted manuscript that SastrT obtained from the Thekke Mathom

15 Hacker subjected a total of 44 works to this test; 21 of these, including commentaries on the
Brahma-Siitras, principal Upanisads, and Bhagavadgita, are attributed in colophons exclusively
to Sankara-bhagavat( -pijya[-pada]). The remaining 23, mostly spurious works, were attributed
either only to Sankara-acarya or both to Sankara-acarya and Sankara-bhagavat. Hacker (1978: 9)
also mentions a further 32 spurious works attributed to Sankara, which appear in manuscript
catalogues no more than once each. Of the 21 works attributed to Sankara-bhagavat(-piijya[-padal),
Andrijani¢ (2019) and Andrijani¢ & Bakowski (forth.) deny Sankara’s authorship of the
Svetdsvataropanisad-Bhdsya on both philological and stylometric grounds. The GI result was
negative for the Hastamalakabhasya (Andrijani¢ & Bakowski forth.). Gussner (1976 and 1977)
and Andrijani¢ & Bakowski (2021) also argue against Sankara’s authorship of the Harimidestotra
and Vivekacidamani. Hacker’s list of works attributed in colophons only to Sankara-bhaga-
vat(-plijya[-pada]) also contains the Svatmapiija and Haritattvamuktavali, for which no authenticity
studies currently exist to the best of this author’s knowledge.

16 A Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts Collected by T. Ganapati Sastri. Trivandrum, 1912.
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monastery, which is not listed in the New Catalogus Catalogorum. According
to the testimony of the printed edition and catalogues, it can be concluded that
three manuscripts are known, two with “Sankara-bhagavat-pada” and one with
“Sankaracarya” in the colophons. Hacker lists such examples in his 1947/1978
paper, but all of them are spurious works. Therefore, the attribution of AdhypV
to Sankaracarya in one of two (or three) known manuscripts casts doubt on the
possibility that the work is authentic.

While searching the manuscript catalogues for AdhypV, another important
issue came to light. As only two manuscripts are mentioned in the New Catalogus
(in addition to one more from the testimony in the printed edition), it became
obvious that manuscripts of AdhypV, unlike Sankara’s authentic works, have
circulated in scholarly circles to a very limited extent, which casts serious doubt
on Sankara’s authorship. It can be claimed that fewer manuscripts of AdhypV
exist than any of the many works studied by Hacker. Another problem is that
I was unable to trace any sub-commentary on the AdhypV. This is very unusual,
because Sankara’s genuine works and those that can be reasonably assumed to
have been written by him are often commented on. As an example, Mayeda
(2006: 1) traces 70 manuscripts for the Upadesasahasri and four commentaries.
For Sankara’s commentary on the I$opanisad,!” which is comparable in size
to AdhypV, the New Catalogus Catalogorum, vol. 2 (pp. 268-269) cites
twice as many manuscripts as the Upad in a number of different collections
across India. The New Catalogus also records commentaries by Anandagiri,
Anubhitisvariipacarya, Kika, Narendrapuri, and Sivanandayati.

Because there are so few manuscripts and because there are no commentaries,
it is obvious that AdhypV had a very limited circulation and influence among
the members of the Advaita Vedanta school; this is certainly an argument against
Sankara’s attribution.

Terminological peculiarities according to Hacker’s criteria

In his 1950 article, Paul Hacker singles out various peculiarities of the usage of
the terms avidya ‘ignorance’, namaripa ‘name and form’, maya ‘illusion’, and
isvara ‘lord’. Sengaku Mayeda (1965a, 1965c, cf. also Mayeda 1967, 1967—68)
adds to these peculiarities the notion of @nanda, which does not qualify the
supreme brahman in Sankara’s authentic works (unless stated in the commented
text), vivarta, which belongs to later Advaita Vedanta, and Vyasa, whom Sankara
does not consider the author of the Brahmasiitra. 1 argued in Andrijani¢ 2022 that
Hacker’s criteria is still a remarkably powerful tool for authenticating Sankara’s

17 For arguments in favour of Sankara’s authorship, see Andrijani¢ 2020.



The Authorship of the Commentary on the Adhyatmapatala Attributed. .. 19

prose works, even after more than 70 years.!8 It, therefore, seems appropriate
to verify whether AdhypV corresponds with the peculiarities singled out by
Hacker and Mayeda. It should first be emphasized that AdhypV is a very concise
work, and many of these peculiarities will likely not be found. However, the
most important thing is to verify whether some peculiarities in AdhypV also
belong to later developments in Advaita Vedanta, thus disqualifying AdhypV
as Sankara’s authentic work.

It should first be noted that the terms namaripa, maya, vivarta, and the
proper name Vyasa do not appear in AdhypV. This means that only the terms
avidya, isvara, and ananda can be considered here. The notion of avidya, for
which Hacker identifies four groups of peculiarities (Hacker 1950: 248-254),
occurs in AdhypV only nine times (the synonym ajiigna also appears once). In
Sankara’s authentic works, avidya is identified with adhydsa and adhyaropana
‘superimposition’, but these terms do not appear in AdhypV; the same goes for
mithyajiiana “false knowledge’, which Sankara equates with avidya'® (in other
Advaita Vedantins, mithyajiiana is the cause of avidya). On the other hand,
according to Hacker, Sankara does not consider ignorance to be unique, but
often rather one of the afflictions. Hacker notes that klesa ‘affliction’ is a general
term than includes terms for afflictions including avidyd. However, Hacker
(1950: 249) claims that the term dosa ‘fault’ does not appear as a general term
that includes avidya.

The fact that AdhypV treats this as part of a group is apparent in the
compound avidyadi ‘ignorance and others’ (p. 3, line 5). On p. 4, line 17, avidya
is called dosa ‘fault’. In AdhypV 4 (p. 8, line 5), the compound avidyadidosa
‘ignorance and other faults’ appears, which obviously means that dosa is a general
term that includes ignorance and other afflictions. While it can be claimed that
AdhypV differs from Sankara’s BSBh in this respect, this exact same compound
(avidyadidosa) appears in the Brhadaranyakopanisad-Bhasya (=BAUBh) 1.3.1
(TPU p. 627, line 12) and 1.4.10 (TPU p. 677, line 18). As BAUBh is beyond
any doubt Sankara’s work, it seems that this peculiarity cannot be taken as
evidence against Sankara’s authorship.20

18- Hacker bases his analysis solely on the Brahmasiitrabhasya; in my 2022 article, I attempted
to show that the commentaries on the Brhadaranyakopanisad and Taittirivopanisad, for which there
is also external evidence of Sankara’s authorship, agree with BSBh in the peculiarities singled out
by Hacker.

19 Mithyajiana “false knowledge’ appears twice in the introduction, but it is not clear whether
the word is used as a synonym for avidya.

20 Tt is worth noting that a small terminological inconsistency is found in the commentary on
Adhyp 3, which states that ignorance (ajiiana) is the seed of all (other) dosas. AdhypV 3 (p. 7,
p. 8) ...sarvadosabijabhiitam ajiianam...
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In contradistinction to Sankara’s followers, who follow Mandanamiéra, avidyd
is not inexplicable (anirvacaniva) in AdhypV.2! Also, in Sankara’s authentic
works, avidya is an efficient cause in contradistinction to other Advaitins, for
whom avidya is a material cause. AdhypV also does not mention any of Sankara’s
typical terms denoting the causal relation between avidya and its effects, such
as (avidya)-adhyasta, -adhyaropita, -pratyupasthapita, -vijrmbhita, -(pra)kalpita.
Sankara’s followers use the expressions upddana-karana and prakrti ‘material
cause’, jada ‘insentient’, and bhavariipa ‘having the form of existing’ to qualify
avidya. However, none of these disqualifying concepts are linked to ignorance
in AdhypV. Also, avidya is never equated with maya, nor is maya used as
a synonym for avidya.

An interesting case occurs in the commentary on Adhyp 4 (p. 8, lines 4-5),
which states: “guhasayah (‘the one who has a resting place in the cave’ [siitra 4])
means that he lies in the resting place of the intellect?? which has become
a cover (@varana) of ignorance”.23

This passage is important because Hacker (1950: 255) notes that the attributes
of ignorance “the power of projection” (viksepasakti) and “the power of covering”
(avaranasakti) come from later Advaita Vedanta and do not appear in the BSBh.
According to Andrijani¢ 2022, they do not appear in most of Sankara’s other
works. However, this fact also does not speak against Sankara’s authorship,
as the term avarana ‘covering’ appears as an attribute of ignorance (ajriana)
in two BAUBh passages: in BAUBh 1,3.28 (TPU p. 644, line 21) and 2,1.12
(TPU p. 721, line 5). In both passages, the word ajiiGna ‘ignorance’ comes
from BAU; Sankara interprets ajiiana as avarandtmaka “which has the nature
of concealing”.

What remains of Hacker’s criteria that is applicable to AdhpV is the notion
of #$vara ‘Lord, God’. Hacker distinguishes as many as seven peculiarities in
Sankara’s use of the term i$vara, of which we can highlight that Sankara uses
the terms brahman / atman and i$vara interchangeably for highest hrahman.

I$vara occurs only twice in AdhypV, both times in the commentary on
Adhyp 10. In the first case, ISvara obviously denotes the highest principle,
while sarvesvara is used as a synonym for paramdtman, which Sankara uses
only to denote the highest principle, and never conditioned brahman (unlike
isvara, which occurs in both roles interchangeably).

21 For Sankara, the term anirvacaniva usually qualifies name and form, which he considers
a kind of primordial matter.

22 Upade$asahasri 1,5.2 states that the Self abides in the intellect. Cf also Upad 1,7.

2 AdhypV 4 (p. 8, lines 4-5): ato vidyavaranatmabhiitayam buddhiguhdyam Seta iti guhasayah |
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AdhypV 10 (p. 14, lines 14—15) sa sarvesvarah sarvajiiah eko vijiieya
ity arthah | sa paramatma...

“sa (‘he’ [stitra 10]) is the Lord of all, omniscient, the only one to be
known, this is the meaning; sa is the supreme Self...”

The second case is far more ambiguous, as paramesvara ‘supreme Lord’ is
associated with the term paramartha ‘highest truth’, which Sankara uses to
denote supreme Brahman; however, in the same sentence, paramesvara appears
as the material cause of the world, which Sankara never claims to be supreme
Brahman.

AdhypV 10 (p. 14, lines 14—15) jiieyad jiiatavyat paramarthasvaripadvayat
paramesvarad ghatdder iva mydah |

“Jiieyat ([non-different] from what has to be known [siitra 10]) from
what has to be known, from the supreme Lord who is non-dual and
who is the own form of the supreme sense. Like clay and the pot.”

It is precisely this terminological inconsistency that is typical of Sankara, but
also of his successors, Sure$§vara and Padmapada (cf. Andrijani¢ 2022).

Conclusion

The terminological analysis shows that we cannot find any disqualifying feature in
the text. More specifically, no characteristics of later Advaita Vedanta are present,
such as the materialization of avidyd, maya is not a developed philosophical
concept; isvara is not treated solely as lower Brahman. No typical later
terminology is found. The only two possible disqualifying factors (the afflictions
including avidya covered by the generic term dosa and the term avarana) are
also found in the commentary on the Brhadaranyakopanisad, which should
certainly be attributed to Sarnkara.

We must admit that AdhypV is terminologically consistent with Sankara, and
this analysis fully confirms the results of the stylometric analysis. This means that
we could also confirm Sankara’s authorship if not for one serious shortcoming
that must be emphasized — this is the very poor circulation of this work in the
past, which is manifested in the mention of only two manuscripts in the New
Catalogus Catalogorum, while no sub-commentaries on AdhypV are known.
These are two characteristics that significantly distance AdhypV from other
works by Sankara. Unfortunately, I must consider the issue of the authorship
of the commentary on the Adhyatmapatala unresolved for now. Terminological
compatibility with Sankara certainly indicates that the text is very close in time
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to the historical Sankara because it would be difficult for an educated Advaita
Vedanta scholar, like the author of AdhypV, to so easily bypass doctrines that
developed immediately after Sankara’s death. It is, however, difficult to explain
why an authentic work of Sankara work would have been so poorly received
and nearly forgotten.

Abbrevations

Adhyp - Adhyatmapatala

AdhypV — Adhyatmapatalavivarana. Adhydtmapatala of the Apasambadharma with Vivarana
of S1T Sankara Bhagavatpada. Ed. T. Ganapati Sastri. Trivandrum Sanskrit Series
No. XLI. Trivandrum, 1915.

ApDhS  — Apastamba-Dharma-Sastra

BAUBh — Brhaddaranyakopanisadbhasya (TPU). Ten Principal Upanisads with Sarkarabhdsya,
Works of Sarkaracarya in Original Sanskrit, vol. 1, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass
1964. Reprint 2007.

BhG — Bhagavad-Gita

BhGBh - Bhagavad-Gita-Bhasya
BSBh  — Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya

Chu — Chandogya-Upanisad-Bhasya
IUBh - Ia-Upanisad-Bhasya
TaittUBh — Taittiriya-Upanisad-Bhasya
TPU — BAUBh

Upad — Upadesasahasrt
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