SANKARA’S CONCEPT OF ADHYASA :
A TEXTUAL INTERPRETATION

The concept of *adhydsa’ furnishes the one single clue to
the understanding of the Aclvcuta Vedanta of Sankar. This is
evidently the reason why Sankara in his commentary on the
Brahmasiitras begins with an analysis of the concept, [ why the
pomon of the text known as ‘ Adhyasabhasya ’ forms the preludc.
to Sapkara’s Brahmasatra-bhisya, otherwise called Sariraka
mimarhsd ].  Tradition has attached the greatest importance to
it, and the two schools of Advaita Vedinta, commonly known
as the Vivarana and the Bhamati schools, have bestowed upon
it most cautious attention, and generations of adherents of both
the schools have elaborately commented and reviewed upon it.
In fact, most of the later writers, mstead of presenting glossaries
impartially on the entire text of Sankara’s Brahmasatra-bhasya,
have, in their sglectlve approach, been rather over-thorough in
their analysis of Sankara’s concept of * adhyasa * since they consi-
dered it as most vital for the philosophy of the Advaita. [ Even
in our own times, a galaxy of renouned scholars and great masters
in the subject, like Profs. S. Radhakirshnan, K. C. Bhattacharyya,
M. Hiriyanna and Drs. S. N. Dasgupta, Belvalkar and a host
of others have very carefully reviewed the significance of the
concept in the coniext of Sankara's philosophy. ] It becomes,
therefore, a matter of shock and surprise when we are told that
‘this chapter which is most important in his entire Brahma-
satrabhigya has been utterly misunderstood ™ and is plvern “a
cursory treatment by his commentators *.! It is possible that the
person responsible for this over-bold pronouncement regards all
treatments, however, elaborate and lengthy, as cursory, if in them
the fundamental issue, raised and discussed, is, as he claims.
“utterly misunderstood®. And, it may also be that the pro-
position ‘all classical treatment on the issue is cursory since in
it the issue is utterly misunderstood’ is intended to be taken as
covertly analytical-—no treatment of the concept of *adhyasa’
can be regarded as enlightened and thorough if it does not fall
in line with or veer round the one indisputable interpretation
furnished at long tast by this new commentator of Sankara.
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The charges against the traditional interpretation of Sankara’s
concept of “adhyasa’ have been made in the following way.
‘ Tradition has understood adhydsa as a psychological concept.
[n this interpretation, adhydsa stands for an eternal process of
psychological illusion in which all men get necessanly involved,
But here I feel it my duty to peint out that Sankara is not giving
any account of illusion at all..... This chapter deals with a
philosophy of language and ot w1th an account ol psychological
illusion. In this chapter, Sankara tries to give a critique of
language which leads him to the conclusion that language neces-
sarily falsifies the reality it purports to represent.’> Also, * Tradi-
tion in rendering Adhydsa as superimposition is carried away
by the example used in the Vedanta literature of shell-silver or
rope-snake illusion. But Sankara and his contemporaries have
used these examples as illustrative of a logical point and nothing
else. They are not discussing it at the factual level but by way
of illustrating what they mean by logical error ".* 1In this, then,
some unnamed contemporaries of Sankara arc credited with
seeing, the “ Jogical point’ in the concept of ‘ adhyasa® and gras-
ping it as logical error, and to that extent, they are absolved
from the charge of misunderstanding Sankara and his adhyasa-
bhasya. The ‘logical point* which ( according to the new Theo-
rist )} tradition has missed in its cursory treatment of Sankas'l s
adhyasabhdsya and the mistake it committed thereby was first
brought out in the Analytical Studies®, among a host of other
mistakes supposed to have been committed by it, such as, regar-
ding $abdapramana { which is really a critique of language®) as
an extraordinary pramdna of scriptural revelation and thereby
wrongly limiting the scope of logical reason. In a recently publi-
shed paper®, this logical point has been more clearly brought
out, elaborated and critically reviewed. Tt is this that the doctrine
of Adhyasa is a logical doctrine and not a psychological one,
The error that is dlscusqed here is logical and not psychological.
In this logical doctrine, Sankara wishes to point out that the
logical subject and the logical predicate belong to two different

categories with distinct and opposite characteristics and their
coupling in propositional symbolism is logically unsound. Tgno-
rance of the category difference between the two leads to this
kind of coupling in propositional form.” Furthermore, ** all pro-
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positions including those which are counted as true and those
which are counted as false at the factual level are based con a
logical error which Sankara names as Adhyasa. Adhyésa in the
context of Saikara Vedanta stands for the logical error of coup-
ling two different elements of thought with categorial differences
of fundamental type in case of all predication involving an ascri-
ption of either a sortal or a4 characterising universal to a parti-
cular which is its locus.”® Why a factually true predicative or
descriptive statement should be taken as logically errorncous
according to Sankdm is explained in the Analytical Studies as
follows : ....“any attempt of classifying or describing necessarily
carries with it the logical prossibility of misclassifying and mis-
describing. When I describe a thing as a snake, my statement
is open to the logical possibility of falsification and even on the
basis of a correcting cognition when I describe the thing as a
rope the possibility of my description being falsified is not ruled
out, On account of this logical possibility of error, all the des-
criptive statements are initially vitiated. So any language which
employs class-concepts (and no language can do without ) carries
with it the logical possibility of falsification . This logical
pomt in Sankara’s notion of © Adhyasa’, unpardonably missed
by Sankara’s traditional commentators, I1'1s been clarified further
for our benefit.” ** Every judgement, therefore, while judging a
thing to be of a sort carries the possibility of having misjudged
it. This statement only signifies that universals are of a free
floating character and that since they are capable of being applied
to different instances on different occasions they are capable of
being applied both rightly and wrongly. In other words, this
statement significs that predicates in our language are not straight
jackets.... This statement (supposedly Sankasa’s own 7) by
no stretch of imagination can be construed to assert that there
is only one thing, i.e. a Brahman whereas we, the human mortals
of the earth are in a perpetual state of illusion falsely believing
that there are many things when actually there is only one thing
on earth ™.'® The severity of the language used here in the last
sentence leaves one gaping in the process of guessing if the fling
is intended to be at Sankara by Sankara himself or at his * tradi-
tional * commentators by the new commentator !

In spite of the vehemence with which the * logical point’ ( or
feature ) of Sankara’s concept of ‘adhyasa’ has been explained
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so fur by our new commentator on Sankara’s Adhyasabh3sya,
several points in thal logical theory of ‘adhydsa’, still remain
unclear. It is, of course, clear that * adhyasa ’ in this new version
is not to mean illicit or wrong superimposition as traditionally
Ield, It is not also to mean a ‘fact* of experience since as a
genuine philosopher Sankara can only deal with a logical and
linguistic question and not with any factual question at all.”!
Again, not being a psychological concept, * adhydsa’ is not to
mean an ‘ error of experience’, or as it is wrongly held and defen-
ded by Tradition, ‘a positive ignorance’ presenting a distorted
view of things occasioncd by some adventitious defect ( gguntuku
dose ). 1L is not also to be taken as mistaking one thing for another
which latter is characterised by an absolute negation of the other.
1t is also very much clear that according to this new version of
Sankara’s adhydsa, ¢ adhydsa’ does not have anything to do
with the psychological processes and events connected with such
phenomena as, misperception, illustion or misconception. On
the positive side, it is clear also that, according to the new view,
‘adhyasa’ of Sankara’s meaning stands for the faulty logical
process, involved in all descriptive statements, of ‘coupling’ or
combining two ideas which as the ‘logical subject’ and the
*logical predicate” belong to two radically distinet * types’ and
are, therefore, *categorially’ di]‘ll'erent.12 It is also clear that,
according to this new thesis on Sankara vedanta generally and
on Sankara’s Adh\asabhasya in particular, the confusion, igno-
rance or avidyd that Sanka.ra complains of, 15 the logical error
involved in propositional symbolism when we *couple” two dis-
tinct ideas togcther as subject and predicate in descriptive state-
ments which cannot be ex hypothesi so herded together.'” The
points which are not sufliciently clear are : in the first place, if
it is being used as the logical subject and the logical predicate
that makes these ideas, catcgorially distinct and even opposed,
or one of them being a unique individual and the other in so
far as it is a jor, a cluss-idea or a class-characteristic, or both.
If the first alternative is taken, it remains to be explained : how
in being used as the logical subject and the logical predicate
idcas can come to acquire such distinctive and  uncompromising
character and status which makes their * coupling ” in judgement
logically unwarranted since it is through this coupling or combi-
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nation alone that they can come to derive their nature as the
“logical subject * and * predicate "', On the second allernative
since -the so called unique individual or particular having unigue
reference, and the jasi, the class-idea or class-characeristic, des-
cribed as a loose jacket, a free floating idea with non-specific or
indifferent reference can be regarded in such ways only when
they are considered in themselves and outside a relational context,
it is not clear why inside a judgemental relation they should be
understood as distinctive and radically distinct as  heretofore,
rendering the judgement in which they are now found logically
false’. If the third alternative is to be accepted, and according
to the new thesis Sankara’s concept of *adhydsa’ as a logical
concept is to be taken to mean the ‘ coupling® or combining a
particular or an individual as a ‘ logical subject with a sortal or
characterising universal taken as logical predicate, quite a number
of fresh questions arise. Firstix, is it correct to say, as has been
said by this new interpreter of Sankara’s adhyasa ’, that * in every
proposition, a particular is collected under a universal either of
of the sortal type or of a characterising type as ‘ this is a rope”’
or ‘this is strong "',  Again, does not the statement made in
another place that * the logical error 1o which he draws our atten-
tion. and which is involved in every case of predication is due to
our ignorance of fundamental difference between two logical
categories of the logical subject and the logical predicate : the
particular and the universal "7 go to suggest that every predicative
and descriptive judgment is irrevocably singular and  monadic ?
Is this description of “ all® descriptive statements correct 7 If
not, is this error of omission also to be attributed to Sankara ?

The difﬁculty in the acceptance of the third alternative expla-
nation of Sankara’s linguistic theory of * Adydsa’ given above
has been that while adumbrating this theory in his P:nalyticai
Studies this new interpretor gave us to understand that Sankara’s
concept of “adhyasa’ is a whole-sale condemnation of all lingui-
stic expressions. Thus he says, ‘since no linguistic exvpressions
are possible without joining ideas which are distinct and different,
language by its very nature necessarily falsifies, and is not a fit
instrument for delivering the L!'mh’"‘. The titie of this paper
published in the quarterly---* Sankara’s doctrine of Adhyasa :
Difficulties of propositional symbolism® also gocs to suggest
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that Sankara’s theory of ‘adhyasa” is illustrated in propositional
construction generally and so whatever ideas are ‘coupled’ in
propositions are logically incompatible and cannot be connected
without violence to the principles of logic of his understanding
and acceptance. So, the limitation of * adhydsa’ to propositions
involving an individual or a particular as the logical subject and
a sortal or characterising universal as the logical predicate seems
to fall short of whole-sale condemnation of * alf linguistic expres-
sions * which was the previous target.

Secondly, what are we to understand by the expression
“coupling * when it is satd thal the coupling of the logical subject,
a unique individual, and the logical predicate, a free-floating
universal, in propositional ’symbolism, is logically unsound, and
that this is ‘ adhyasa’ of Sankara’s meaning ? To be sure, the
word ‘coupling” is intended to be the English equivalent of
Sankara’s ‘ mithunikrtya® and our interpreter is so fascinated by
it that he almost invariably uses it to singify propqsitional rela-
tion between the subject and the predicate. What Sankara him-
sell means by °mithunikrtya’ will be explained in the context
of Sankara’s text later on. We shall, at this stage, try to see
what difficulties this innovator of Sankara's linguistic theory of
*adhydsa’ has created for himself by using the word as meaning
judgmental combination. To meet the exigency of showing how
any proposition, any descriptive or classificatory statement is
illustrative of Sankar’s *adhyisa’ in the sense of illicit combi-
nation he labours. hard to establish why the terms—the subject
and the predicate—~must be accepted as radically distinet and
logically incompatible. Next, since there cannot be any real
combination or relation ( positive) between incompatibles or
categorially «distincts, he takes the ‘coupling’ or °joining to-
gether ” of the subject and the predicate to mean a ‘ non-relational
tie 717, NWext, since the *S-P° fixture in a determinate judgment
is described in Indian philosophy as * samsarg@vagihi’ he is com-
pelled 1o invent a2 new meaning for the word *sarhsarga’® which
is not to mean any relation. He is oblivious of the fact that
the expression alternatively used in Indian epistemology is ¢ sam-
bandhavagahi * where the word * sambandha * means * sumbandha’
and so 4 relation. In this context, he castigates his own teacher
Dr. D. M. Datta for a mistake which that illustrious professor



SANKARA’S CONCEPT OP ADHYASA 479

did not commit in the book under reference. Dr. Datta did not
say, 4s he could not, that “ according to the Advaitins all pro-
positions are relational ( samsargivagdahi)™. He says, some are,
and some others, such as identity—propositions, are non-rela-
tional (samsarganavagihi), Dr, Datta also does not say that
even though the vedantins accept that all propositions are rela-
tional yet they establish an absolutism far more radical than that
of the west.®® This would really have been an impossible feat.
Russell’s complaint was against the universal *S-P° type.
Dr. Datta in the book under reference remarked that although
the Advaita does not accept that all propositions are of the sub-
ject—predicate type, the identity propositions such as *that thou
art’ being exceptions, vet it succeeds in establishing absolutism
of a more radical kind.?' It is the student of that illustrious
professor who has landed himself in a series of blunders and contra-
dictions in attempting the impossible. His statement that * for
Vedantins, not all propositions are relational, but none is,? is
a mistake. His second statement and a connected one inside
the same paragraph that ‘ every proposition is for the Vedantins
of the subject-predicate type?® is another mistake, and he knows
that the proposition, * He is that Devadatta * is not of that type.™
There are innumerable others—all flowing from his intransient
i\nsistence on developing a ‘linguistic theory of adhyasa’ in
Sankara where it does not hold. But he will milk the he-goat
all the same. To this end he employs the Sankarite expression
“coupling > even though he is not clear in what way and under
what meaning this word which he uses to stand for the propo-
sitional combination or joining of the subject and the predicate
will serve his purpose.

If the logical ‘adhydsa’ of his meaning is to be a misuse
of language, if it is to be anything illegitimate, the ‘coupling’
of the categorially different in the texture of any descriptive state-
ment should mean an illegitimate * relation’. Tts function would
be expressing a relation between unrelatables. In factual refe-
rence, again, this ‘coupling® will be an apparent relation or a
pseudo-relation. The judgment or proposition as a linguistic
set-up will have then to be accepted as a relational set-up although
illegitimate. It cannot then symbolisc a ‘ non-relation’ and the

L.P.Q...6
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so-called * coupling-function’ in it cannot symbolise any ‘ non-
relational tie’. By attempting to say that all propositions,
according to the Advaita Vedanta, are non-relational, which is
4 mistake or misstatement of fact, and by insisting that they
exhibit ‘ non-relational ties’, he allows then to remain sacrosancl
and legitimate and defeats his own purpose which could be served
by showing them as relational and by showing the judgmental
‘coupling’ as an illegitimate relation or pseudo-relalion and
not as a °non-relational tie’. Yet he insists on showing that
every assertive tie is a non-relational tie, which quite apart from
its unserviceability for this thesis, is his third grave mistake in
the series.”® To begin with the unserviceability of the notion
that “the assertive tie is a non-relational tie’ for the thesis of
“adhyasa’ as a logical error : By way of explanation of this
he says * To say that it is a non-relational tie is to say that univer-
sals are not like caps or straight-jackets made to fit into one parti-
cular as opposed to another. Their very essence consists in
their capacity to be applied to some rightly and to some wrongly.?®
What he means (o say is perhaps that since a universal does not
belong exclusively to one particular, since it is not applied to
one particular to the exclusion of other particulars, therefore,
it can be applied to some particulars rightly and 10 othes wrongly.
Even supposing that this analysis of the nature of a universal
is correct, and a universal such as, ‘cow’ or ‘cowness’ in so
far as it does not relate itself to my cow exlusively, may as a
“free floating thing” now settle upon another particular which
is your cow and in this case rightly, thereafter on another parti-
cular, 2 man, a horse or a dog and in these cases wrongly,
it would baffle one to understand how the right or
wrong application in its regard can be an ‘ application ™ without
application, that is, without getting it involved in a relation to
its several locus. Does the possibility of both right and wrong
application, besides showing it as an indifferent content, show
also that it is not brought into relation with its locus although
asserted of it ? How a universal can become a °predicate’
without being predicated of the subject, how one of the items
in a judgment can be asserted ‘of’ the other without entering
‘into a relation—by being simply situated or juxtaposed in a ¢ non-
relational tie '—is difficult to follow. If in a judgmental * coupling’
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or *joining ’, we really keep apart the categorially different * sub-
ject * and © predicate” the individual and the universal, by wedging
in between the two a ‘ non-relational tie’, there can be no error,
logical or psychological. It thus appears that for his logical
theory of adhydsa it is necessary to regard the judgmental * coup-
ling® as a relation, however, illegitimate. The suggestion that
the ‘coupling’ or the assertive tie is to be a non-relational tic
secems to involve self-contradiction. That the judgmental * coup-
ling* of his conception is to be regarded as a relation, though
illegitimate, becomes evident from his statement in the very next
paragraph. Thus he says ‘A judgment which states a fact is
called false. But every judgment whether true or false in com-
bining two elements which could not and should not be combined
becomes on that account logically erroneous .2’ Is this * coup-
ling> together a coupling an existent (real) and non-existent
( unreal ) in a non-relational manner as has been said in the pre-
ceding paragraph ? )

Now, about the alleged logical misbehaviour of a universal
which according to our theorist explains the possibility of the
logical error ( adhyasa ) @ It is stated that ‘ since they are capable
of being applied to different instances on different occasions they
are capable of being applied both rightly and wrongly.® But.
this does not seem to furnish any ground for their misapplication
The universals, since they are universals, are not, of course,
limited to any one particular. But that they are *free floating’
is not the view of any school of the Vedidnta. That they are
ante re may be the platonic view but not the view of any school
of Indian Philosophy. And that they are applied to different
instances on different occusions is possibly a view peculiarly of
our theorist's own. Neither the Naiyayika °inherence’ mnor the
Vedanta ‘taddtmya’ furnishes any ground for the belief that
the universals are applied from without, and upon different instances
on different occasions. Moreover, its capacity to figure in a
number of particulars all at once-anekasamavetatvar-does not
disprove its capacity to hold in any given particular, to fit into
it. Its incapacity to hold any one particular of a certain kind
would on the contrary disprove its capacity to inhere in
many ‘like’ particulars. It would disprove its claim to be a
universal, since an unattached universal may float as a simple
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“singularity * in any haven of its choice, but it does not becom::
a universal without a natural habitat in a group of particulars
of which it is the common essence, or from which it is reared
up by a conceptual process of abstraction, Such being the case,
a universal, neither by itself, nor through the agency of a human
sorter operating with it as something furnished ready-made in
advance, is consciously misapplied. Errors become errors only
when they are detected. And they are detected only through
experience of contradiction. That all factual propositions are
theoretically corrigible has not been upheld by any school of
Indian philosophy, least of all by the svatappraminyavddis like
the Mimamsa and the Vedanta. With the paratappri AlEnyavidi
Nyaya a factual proposition is neutral ( neither true nor fulse )
prior to proof or validation. With the svatah-apra i pyavid di
Buddhist it is false inherently and factually, its truth only relative
to its usc and practical utility.

The greatest difficulty of the linguistic thesis on ‘adhyasa’
as an illegitimate judgmental or propositional relation. or as it
has been otherwise expressed, illegitimate “coupling® of a logical
subject—a particular,'and a logical predicate, a universal, is its
utter irrelevance for Sdnkara veddnta in particular, as for Indian
philosophy generally. Since tl}is has been claimed to be the
only correct presentation gf Sankara’s concept of ‘adhyisa’,
utterly misunderstood by Sankara’s classical commentators, we
shall now show that it has absolutely no basis in Sankara’s text
in the Adhyasabhgya. In course of our examination, we shall
also show how this new adhydsa theory is itself an instance of
“adhydsa’ in the real Sankarite scnse and how it has been en-
gendered by the Samskaras of certain alien trends of thought
aided by certain adventitious defects, such as, misreading of
passages and misconstruction of meaning. To this we shall
now Lurn.

The concept of * adhyisa * has been postulated and explained
by Sankara in the prelude to his Brahmasiitrabhdsya called the
Adhyasabhisya. There it has not been posed us general theory
but only as a special problem. Safkara is not interested in a
general theory of illusion, error or misconception. The adhyasa
of the self on the nol-self” as of the not-scIf on the self and the
illegitimate transference of the properties (dharma) of the one
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to the other constitute the one single subject-matter of his dis-
course. This has been described by him as the most basic and
fundamental, vitiating all our normal day to day experience and
behaviour. The kind of view of things and attitude towards life
fostered by this adhydsa, more meaningfully, by this ignorance
of the true nature of the self as one self-shining all comprehen-
sive pure spirit underlying the veil of multiple appearances has
been called as a state of bondage. Liberation from this bondage,
freedom from the normal limitations of the ignorant life, a life
of enlightenment and spiritual freedom, has been described as
the philosophic goal. This is realisation of Brahmatva by the
self, empirical and phenomenal, by transcedence of its finitude
and limitation and by the discovery of its absolute self identity
with the one, non-dual immutable eternal presence ( brahmitmai-
katva). That this is all that has been said and expressed in the
Adhyasabhagya and that nothing has been said about any illogical
propositional symbolism attempting to signify the ‘linking” or
‘coupling’  relational or ‘nen-relational tving’, between the
logical subjects and the logical predicates of any description will
be shown next through a textual rendering of the words and
sentences of the adhyasabhiasya of Sankara.

Tncluding the interrogatives, which by posing gquestions or
possible objections on behalf of an opponent ( parvapaksin) faci-
litate further clarification and elucidation of the point at issue.
There are thirty-eight sentences all together in Sankara’s Adhyasa-
bhisya. Keeping in view the order and sequence of the different
aspects of the problem raised and discussed, these sentences can
be grouped and arranged as follows :

I. The first rwo sentences ( in some cditions one big complex
seiitence ) while envisaging the necessity of postulation of
“adhydsa’ in the sense of misapprehension as an explanatory
concept to rtesolve the conflict between the upanisadic idea of
the true self and our habitual taking of it in course of our ‘given’
experiences and day to day behaviours as empirical individuals,
bring forth the peculiar illogicality and consequently, logical
indeterminability of the fact of adhydsa in the given case. The
illogicality of the phenomenon of adhyasa of self and not-self
is due to the fact that, not to speak of the revealed anthority of
the érutis which declare the self and the not-self as remote from,
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and as opposed to each other as is light from darkness, even
our ordinary flelt experience of ‘1’ on the one hand, and of
“thou” or “This” on the other, of the subject and of the object-
knower and the known-show them off as poles apart, and so
incapable of being confused or misidentified one with the other.
Notwithstanding this, Sankara continues, in our habitual expe-
rience (anubhava)® of the self as * This-I' ( ahamidam) and
our reaction as ‘I am this’ and of the not-self as ‘ mine this’
( mamedam ) or “this is mine ’, the self and the not-self get fused
together and mispresented. When, in course of our given expe-
rience, something appears differently from what it is in itself,
from what it is in reality, the admission of that experience, al-
though a ‘given’ experience, as misapprehension, and of the
content experienced, although a *given’ content, as a distorred
appearance ( vivarta) becomes irresitable. Therefore, the mis-
identification or fusion of the self and not self in our habitual
expertence and normal reaction of life and the mistaken trans-
ference of the properties of one to the other will have to be admitted
as ‘adhyasa’ in the sense of wrong superimposition, although
from the fact of the case, on account of their radical opposition
(according to the srutis) and polar distinction (in given know-
ledge )\ this * adhyasa * seems flogically inexplicable. This is roughly
what Sankara says in the first two sentences.

This being the meaning of the opening sentence { or sentencas )
of éaﬁkara rendered textually, it is difficult to discover in them
any general dissertation on the logic of language or tits alleged
misuse in all descriptive statements in so far as the logical sub-
Ject, an individual or particular, is ‘ coupled® or combined with
the logical predicate, a free floating universal.’® The discourse
is singularly about anyonyitadstmyddhyssa or itaretarat@ddimmys-
dhydsa of aumg and anaimi in the habitual experience and normal
reaction of all mankind ( naisargika lokavyavahira). Yet our
new interpreter of Sankara's concept of * adhyisa * has discovered
in these passages and in the Adhyasabhasya generally, a critigue
of language, a discussion devoted exclusively to general misuse
of words and expressions in propositional symbolism in so far
as logical subject-words with referential meaning and predicate-
words with predicative or descriptive uses are unlawfully joinied
together doing violence to what he believes to be the ‘logic of
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language’. This he supposes to be Sankara’s doctrine of
‘adhyasa® which, according to him, relates to logical and lingui-
stic isstes and has nothing to do with any psychological or experi-
ential issue connected with illusion or misapprehension, although
the classical commentators, one and all, utterly mlsunderstood
it as that. We want to point out mltlally that in Sankara there
is no ‘doctrine’ of adhydsa but only a *concept’ of adhydsa.
He envinces no interest in a general theory of adhyisa. His
interest is limited to offering an explanation of misapprehension
or ignorance ( positive) of the self and the Advaita theory of
error developed by his adherents is a general elucidation of his
meaning encased in his notion of ‘adhyasa’ and that elucidation
did not move in linguistic lines.

2. The concept of *adhyisa’ postulated in the opening two
sentences to explain the anomaly between the nature of the self
as communicated by the extra-ordinary ( alaukika) pramipa and
the self as is gpprehended in ordinary experience calls for an expla-
nation. So Sankara in the immediately next two sentences poses
the question as to what the concept means, and gives his own
definition that adhydsa is the apparent presentation (avabhasa)
of a content similar ro one previously perceived { piirvadrstasya
avabhiasa) in a locus characterised by its absolute negation
( paratra ), generated by a process resembling memory ( simytiripa ).

3, This is follwed by five sentences, three of which for the
purpose of elucidation bring into comparison, three other alter-
native views already current on the self-same subject-matter, the
fourth points out general agreement of those views with Sankara’s
own on essential point, and this is followed by two common-
place examples of the phenomenon in question in the fast
sentences of this group.

4. Nexi follows, the group of six sentences including two
1ntcrrogat|ves which by posing two very intricate problems con-
fronting Sankara’s postulation of *adhyasa’ of the not-self on
the self, lead to further elucidation. The problems raised are :
in the illustrations cited in the previous para, the locus of
‘adhyasa’ is felt as an objective content ( visaye ) and it is also
apprehended as ‘ out there in front® ( purovasthita). But these
two circumstances seem to be absent in respect of the suggested
superimposition of the not-self on the self. In the last sentence
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of the group, Sankara reiterates that the alleged discrepancies
between the commonly accepted instance of ‘adhyasa’ and his
postulated case of “ adhydsa’ of self and not-self can be explained
away-—evat aviruddhaha pratyagitmani api andtmddhydsap. Ex-
planation of this is given in three sentences in the middle, The
gist of this is that the self, though not content of knowledge as
itself, can be proxy, become an appasent content in term of the
ego which is the vehicle of ‘ I-consciousness *. And in order to
be just feft as a content * oui-there’, a perceptible locus, it is not
necessary that something must be really so, and always : the
imperceptible either even though no perceptible locus out there
in space, is nevertheless taken as that by the unenlightened who
seem to perceive duskiness and cauldron shape in it. Here, the
ether is not a ‘ purovasthita visaya’, yet we scem to perceive it
as that, and also as characterised by certain ‘ rjpas’, although
it is nirfipa .

5. Next there are fwe sentences which state that this |
“adhyasa’ of the sclf and the not-self in so far as it fulfils require-
ments of the definition given earlier is gvidyd in the sense of mis-
apprehension only, and that this, therefore, cannot make any
difference as to the real nature of thin\g, cannot affect it mate-
rially. This suggests vivartavida of Sankara. The content of
a misapprehension is both peculiar to it and limited to it; it is
no feature of the thing itself, no real part of it, no real modifi-
cation of it; it is a floating appearance.

6. Then, comes a remarkable sentence which states that this
avidya or ignorance of the form of mistaken mutual identification
of self and not-self forms the ground of all our distinctions as
between ways of knowing and objects of knowledge, both vedic
and laukika, and that even our revealed doctrines, as enjoining,
as prohibitive, even as instructive of ways of release presuppose
this avidyd as their basis and are vitiated by it. In other words,
without mistaken identification of the self and not self there can
be no distinction of knower, knowing and known in our normal
experience and behaviour and there can be no relevance for in-
junctions in respect of “ Do's” or “Don’t* as also for instructions
for release from bondage.

7. The whole-sale condemnation of all forms of knowledge,
means of knowledge as also of all our behaviours based upon
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them is not easy to grasp. So, in the next group of eight sen-
tences, Sankara explains how evidently such is the case. The
first sentence is an interrogative posing the problem, and the
subsequent sentences form the explanation—the solution of the
problem, Sankara’s argument is briefly this: without mis-
taken feeling ( abhimina) of ‘1’ in‘the body and * mine’ in the
sense organs, that is, without mistaken identification of the self
with the body and the sense-organs, there can be no * knower’
and “ known’ as there can be no knowing as a process or acli-
vity, no behaviourial drives bused upon or initiated by them,

8. Then comes the group of three sentences showing by
means of illustration that so far as this ignorance in the form
of mistaken sense of identity of the self with the body is con-
cerned, there is nothing to distinguish the so-called enlightened
hehaviour of human beings from the blind instinctive behaviour
of lower animals, and in the end, arguing that if the animal be-
haviour is irrational so also is the behaviour of even the most
intelligent among human beings ( vyutpattimatam ).

9, In the group of three sentences that follow next the claim
for special treatment on behalf of behaviours and acts guided by
the éastras is dismissed on the ground that these do not invoelve
the knowledge of the true self as revealed in the Vedanta and
would not endure and survive in the event of that highest en-
lightenment being there ( na ativartate ).

10. Next, in course of four sentences, f‘;aﬁkara demonstrates
in what way there has taken place an ‘adhyasa’ ( explained
already as wrong apprenhension of a content where it is not nor
ever ¢an be ) in the case of the true self. He starts will the most
evident cases of illicit superimposition, in which properties com-
monly known as foreign and as belonging to quite * others —
bi hyadharmadn are misattributed to the self, and then, progres-
sively, shows misattribution of those which though alien are more
subtle and so less evident, such as properties of the body ( defa-
dharman ), the properties of the senses (indriyadharmin) and
the properties of the mind or amtahkarapa . Then, finally, he
shows the most subtle form of this ‘ adhydsa® in which the ego
which has its expression in self-consciousness as ‘1" ( ahampra-
tyayin) is superimposed on pure consciousness, the witness —
universal of all presentations in term of psychical modifications
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but uninvolved in them and contrary wise, in which this witness—
universal in its turn is superimposed on antahkarana ete. In
the last sentence of the group, this ‘adhyisa’ of self and not-
self is declared to be of the form of misapprehension { mithya-
pratyayarpa ) and beginningless and also as interminable in the
absence of right knowledge.

1. Tn the two concluding sentences, Sarikara states that this
‘adhyasa® has been the root cause of bondage and of all the evils
of life, and that the declared aim and purpose of the vedanta
texts has been the eradication of this root evil by fostering the
knowledge of absolute oneness of the self as pure spirit (@ /tmaika
tvavidyapratipattaye ).

The sentences presented in scveral groups above according
to their import are a// the sentences of Sankara’s Adhyasa-bhasya.
They have, from beginning to end, one single theme for discus-
sion, and it is the basic avidy# or ignorance involved in the wrong
identification (itaretaradhydsa ) of self and not-self. This is the

“adhyasa” that Sankara speaks of. On account of it we do not
have knowledge of the self as it is, we have a distorted view of
it as the phenomenal subject (jfidtd), the agent ( kartd) and the
enjoyer { bhokta ). Adhydsa, then, is a mechanicsm of distortion.
Due to it a thing appears other than what it is, it is mistaken for
what it is not. Whenever there is contradiction between two
experiences of the same thing, wherever something is apprehended
otherwise than what it is or what it is known to be, we resolve
the contradiction between the two experiences by regarding one
of them as false or ,Apparant that is, by regarding one of them
as an ‘adhyasa’. Sankara, in his Adyasa-bhisya, seeks to ex-
plain our habitual experience of the self which differes radically
from the self as it is described in the upanisads, otherwise called
the vedinta texts, as a case of ‘adhydisa’. He explains what
he means by it by comparing his own account with other current
accounts of the phenomenon of illusion and gives two commonly
accepted examples of it. Had he not been concerned with the
wrong psychoses involved in misperception or misapprehension,
he would not have compared his own account with other accounts
of perceptual error and would not have cited two illustrations
from the same field. Again, had not the suggested ‘adhyisa’
of self and not-self been the specific subject-matter of his dis-
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course he would not have taken so much trouble in explaining
away the anomally between the suggested * adhyasa’ of the not-
sell on the self in which the locus is not a purovasthitavisava
and the two illustrations of ‘ adhyasa’ cited by him from the
field of common experience in which the locus of ‘adhyasa’
is so. As this point is very significant for the metaphysics of the
Advaita Vedanta and very much lable for misunderstanding and
misrepresentation, it is necessary to explain it in some details.
It will be seen that the illusiration of the invisible Sky given by
Sankara is an illustration of an actual case of illusion or misper-
ception which the ignorant experiences, and nor of error as a
logical possibility as the new interpreter has misunderstood it
to be.

The phenomenon of ‘ adhyasa’ has an element of irrationa-
lity, anirvacaniyatd, characterising it. The nacre does not become
silver, nor does the single moon become double., The nacre
only appears as silver and the single moon appears as double in
certain given experiences. So an ‘adhydsa’ is an error of
cxperience and its illogicality consists in this that in it a thing
turns out in experience what it cannot be materially and in fact.
In this respect the experience concerned is understood to mis-
identify a thing with its absolute ° other’, with that which is is
not. This may also be interpreted as illicitly superimposing
a content on a forcign locus, WNow, in the opening lines, Sankara
has  suggested ¢ adhyisa’ of not-self on the self as also
of the self on the wnot-self as a fact of our given experience
and h?.bitual reaction based on such experience. It is to show
that Sankara’s interest does not lie in expounding a general
theory of error of any description but in explaining the peculiar
nature of the suggested ¢ adhyasa’ of the not-self on the self and
what metaphysical implications it entails that certain anomalies
between the suggested * adhyfisa ™ of the not-self on the self and
the known *adhydsa’ in the two common place illustrations are
brought forth through the parvapaksa. The anomalies are :
The locus of commonly known °adhyasa’ cited is found to be
an objective something ( visaya} given as ‘out there in front
of us’ { purovasthita ). The self in the given case, which is to
be the locus of illicit superimposition has already been described
as a non-object (avisaya) and being so cannot be supposed
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to be ‘out there in front’. In this, S'aﬁkara is not dealing with
any logical or linguistic error or with the general or formal possi-
bility of linguistic error as a necessary feature of deseriptive
language as our new interpreter, oblivious of the context of dis-
cussion, and heedless of the meaning of the words used in the
two sentences embodying Sankara’s replies, has m:sconxtrued
The “adhyasa’ of not self on the self, is, according to Sankara
a fact or an event that has acrually taken place. 1t is iltustrated
in our everyday experience and behaviour. His problem is:
how to expluin this 7 How can it be taken as an *adhyisa’
even though it does not seem to fulfil the commonly regarded
necessary conditions of ‘adhydsa’, such as, the purovasthitatva and
visayatva of the locus of superimposition. Classical commentators
have explained the psychological possibility of this *adhyisa’
in greal details. ’ For the purpose of this essay, however, we
shall bring out Sankara’s solution very briefly. Sankara’s reply
in contained in two sentences which should be taken intercon-
nectedly and not as presenting alternative solutions. Tt is this :
the self the vedanta speaks of, is, of course, avisaya and not an
object in anp sense. Not being limited or localised, it cannot
also be purovasthita in relation to a percipient distinguished from
it. But all the same, though, in itself. it 1s neither an object nor
a direct ‘content’ ( visqya ) which in relation to the senses may
be supposed to be ‘out there in front of us’, yet as ‘ informed’
by or apparently determined (upahita) by the ego, antahkarana
etc., and as that being the inmer self-conscious principle apper-
cejving itself in distinction from the ¢ Thou', * This', or objec-
tivity in general, it realises itself as a self-shining ( svaprakdsa )
presence and so, as a sdksd@t visaya in a derivative and some what
quixotic sense. What oddity can there be in this supposition,
pray ? Does not gkdsa ( ether), although not a given object,
nor given outside (since it is all-encompassing) as something
out there and as in front of us, appear to have colours and shapes
even though it is devoid of colour, shape and tactual determi-
nation ( which could foster contact sensation ? To be the locus
of an *adhyasa’, therefore, it is not necessary (na ca ayam asti
niyamah ) that something should be really an object in direct
contact and actually given in front of us. All that is necessary

is that it should appear as that and be felt 1o be s0. And this
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condition is fulfilled by the suggested * adhyasa’ of not-self on
the self. Though as itself, the self is not an object, as the locus
of “adhyasa’ it is felt as one, though not localised as a content
in direct contact as a distinctive * this there’, it is, nevertheless
taken as [f it is like that in the same way as the all-pervading
Ether (akasa) which is invisible and never localisable in itself
and which is devoid of ripa, @kdra and sparSugupa is appre-
hended illusorily as out there looking like a cauldron and having
colour cte.. And Akdsa is the symbol of Brahman or Atman-
Aligastallinggt. The suggested meaning of the two sentences
taken together is: To be apprehended as a direct content
{ Saksat visayu ) as also as “out there in front’ ( purovasthita ),
it is not necessary that something must be so in reality or as it-
self. 1t may become so derivatively, and in a secondary sense,
by appearing as that without being so in the same way as the all-
encompassing Ether which is no visible object, not also a direct
content, not also in contact with us, not also anything having
colour or shape, is neverthesless wrongly apprchended by the
unenlightened as a really determined and determinate something
by being taken under certain adventitious conditions ( upadhis).
The Vivaranuprameya Samgraha hints at the very same meaning
when it insists that in * adhydsa’, the self figures in its improved
( samsrstariipena ) form and not as itself ( svarupena ). Having
explained the moc{us' operendi of the “adhyasa’ of self and not-
self in this way, Sankara shows in the remaining portion of the
Adhy&sa-bhagya how this primal ignorance has crept into and
vitiuted all our day to day experiences and conventional be-
haviours and why its elimination, root and branch, is an indis-
pensable condition of releuse from the bondage of the ignorant
life that we habitually lead.

There is thus not a single word anywhere in the entire text
of the Adhyasa-bhasya which besides being a narration or expla-
nation in language, speaks of language or its misuse. In the
theoretic mode of an argument by arthapatti, the concept of
‘adhvasa’ is postulated to resolve the contradiction between
our habitual taking of the self as the empirical person and the
right view of the self as one self-shining unnegatable reality, the
non-dual spirit as propagated by the vedanta (vedimtavedya).
This * adhyisa® being of the nature of taking something as that
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which it is not, nor ever can be, has a dual character as concealing
(dvarage } the thing as it s, and as projecting ( vikgepa ) on it
the appearance, that which it is not. It is in relation to this
double or dual contexts that it is described as an ilficit super-
imposition on a truc locus, a mixing up of the real and the un-
real, a covering up of the real by the false ( mithunikrtya ), a mis-
becoming of one for another, a misidentification. From the first
line to the last line in the Adhydsa-bhisya, Safikara’s theme of
discourse is not a general theory of ‘adhyisa’ or error but the
special case of ‘adhydsa’ of the self and the not-self. Yet our
new interpreter finds in it nothing but discourse on illicit or illo-
gical combination of categorially distinct ideas in propositional
set-up as an inalienable feature of all descriptive language. How
could this happen ?

The explanation is not far to seek. When something is mis-
taken for something else, when there is a fundamental misunder-
standing of one thing for another Wthh latter is absolutely diffe-
rent, there we have ‘adhyasa’ of Saknara’s meaning. In mis-
reading and misunderstanding Sankara’s * adhydsa’ of self and
not-self as an allegedly illogical connection (a non-relational
tie 7) between a particular as the logical subject and a free-floating
umversal as predicate, our interpreter is under a spell of ‘adhyasa’
of Sankara’s concept of adhvasa. And the mc1dence of this
‘adhyasa ® of adhyasa can be explained in the way the Sankarites
cxplainm occurrence of any ‘adhydsa’. Adhydsa is mispresentation
of a content similar to one seen in the past-generated by Sari-
skaras, compounded by certain adventitious defects, such as,
dim light, defect of sense-organs etc. How these factors have
worked in our new interpreter’s adhyisa of Sankara's conception
of ‘ adhydsa * are now being shown.

The opening lines of Adhyasa-bhasya are taken to mean
by he new interpreter as follows . “ Ideas like you and I and
subject and object are opposed to ome another like light and
darkness. Any coupling of them, therefore, does violence against
accepted principles of logic. But since no linguistic expressions
are possible without joining ideas which are distinct and different,
language by its very nature necessarily falsifies, and it is not a fit
instrument for delivering the truth. »3 In his essay published in
the Quarterly the first part of Sankara's statement is represented
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as meaning, “The shpere of the application of ideas of subject
and object are mutually exclusive as those of light and darkness
and any coupling of them is ruled out by the settled points of
logic .3 Persons who have not seen Sankara’s text in original
and have not also gone through even the not-too-good trans-
lation of the lines given by Thibaut are likely to take the mis-
taken view that the English rendering of the lines presented above
are roughly correct. But the fact is otherwise. fr isv not only
wholly incorrect, it is a distortion, Saikara has not used a single
word o express that *“ since no linguistic expressions are possible
without joining ideas which are distinct and different, language
by its very nature necessarily falsifies, and is not a fit instrument
for delivering the zrulh.” Nothing corresponding to this non-
sense is there in Sankara’s passage, and this is, therefore, no
translation, literal or figurative, although the view is attributed
to Sankdrd Can this be teken an idea logically deducible from
what Sankara has said in the ﬁrst part of the sentence ? The
answer is an emphatic ‘no’. In Sankara’s statement ‘you and
[’, *subject and object’ are not used as distinct pairs, connected
by the conjunctive “and’. Here there are no four separate items;
*1” and *subject’ and ‘ thou and object’ are syntactically related
as equ‘ivalents. Moreover, ‘I’ and ‘thou’ are not the expres-
sions Sankara’s uses. His expressions are ‘that which is acces-
sible to the notion of * Thou’ and *that which is accessible to
the notion of *I°, that is, that to which the word ‘ Thou’ and
the word 1’ point or refer— Yusmadpratyavagocara® and © Asma-
tpratyayagocara’. These are used as adjuncts or adjectives to

»

the expressions ‘ visaya’ and * wisayi’ respectively. The expres-
sions ‘ visayi’ and ( visaya’ in the context mean ‘ knower’ and
“known’ or subject of knowledge {J#its) and the object of
knowledge (j#eya). So, nothing is said about the ‘ideas of
you and I and subject and object. What js said is about the
knower and the known apprehended referentially as the *1° and
the “this’ or * Thou’, and it is said that in so far as they are
poles apart in their reference, they are incapable of being identi-
fied, that is, of being taken one as the other { itaretarabhd@vinu-
papattan fturetarabhivdnupatpattip ). Nothing is, therefore, said
about any and every distinct word being brouhgt into relation

or being joined together as part of descriptive language. About
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the knower which is referred to as *1° and is radically opposed
to he reference of ‘this’ or * Thou’, it is said that it should not
be misidentified with the object known and vice versa in so far
as the essenee of the knower is constituted by pure consciousness
which is self-revealed whereas the object is jada and dependently
revealed. In brief, it is about the illicit identification of the self
with the not-sell and of the not-self\with the self in our ordinary
experience and behaviour that Safkara is speaking, and nof
about linguistic misuse of all sorts of distincl words in descriptive
stalements.

To facilitate comparison with Sankara's textin order to find
out lf there is any basis for a logico-linguistic theory of ‘Adhyasa’
in Sankara’s opening lines a close literal translation possibly
much better than Thibaut’s rendering, is being given. Thus
Sankara says : ““In as much as the mutual identification ( itare-
tarabhdva ) of the visaya (the object, the known content) and
the visavi (the knower, the subject of knowledge) accessible
to the cognitive reference as " Thou’ ( this) and as * [ respec-
tively ( yusmadasmatpraiyayagocarayol ), by naturc as radically
opposed as is darkness to light (tamahprakasavat viruddha-
svabhavayoh ) being admitted as absurd (anupapatiau siddha-
yam }, the mutual identification of their respective properties and
characteristics is more so (taddharmanimapi sutaram itaretara-
bhavinupapattip ), therefore, the supposition of a super imposition
of the visaya cognised as a “ Thou’ (this) and its characteristics
on the visayi, the essential nature of which is pure CONSCiOUsSNess
and which is cognitively apprehended as the I’ and contrari-
wise, the superimposition of the visayui and its characteristics on
the visaya will have to be admitted as logically untenable (ifyarah
asmaipratyayagocare visayini ciddétmake yusmalpratyayagocharasya
visayasya taddharmanafica, tadviparyayena visayinah taddharmi-
ngkca visaye adhvdsah mithveti bhavitus yuktam). Not with-
standing this, failing to discriminate, one from the other, the
substantives and characteristics which are radically separate
(tathapi aiyvantaviviktayoh dharma-dharminoh itaretarivivekena ),
and also superimposing the being ( sclf identity ) of the one upon
another as also the characteristics of the one upon another
( anyonyusitin - anyonyd tmakatdém  anyonyadharman ca adhyasya)
and thus effecting a union of the Real and the false ( satydngrte
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inithuntkytya), there has resulted from ignorance ( mithygjfdnani-
mittap } this natural ( beginningless) procedure and behaviour
(conduct or reaction) of mankind as *I-this’, ‘mine—this®
( ahamidarm mamedatn iti naisarjikoyam lokavyavahirap ).?

It will be clear from above that Sankara complains of
“adhyasa of visapi and visaya and that this * adhyasa’ is of two
forms—anyonyasmin anyonyitmakatdém, misidentity of onc with
another, otherwise called * ekatvidhyasa’ and anyonyasmin anyonya-
dharmani, misattribution of the propertics of one to the other,
otherwise called *tdditmyadhyasu’, He also points out in the
fwst part of his statement that the second presupposes the first
and where the first is illegitimate the second is more so. Vivaraaa-
prameya brings out the distinction more clearly by showing that
the first is gnubhavika, that is, relative to one’s immediate feeling
or experience, while the second involving relation between a sub-
strantive and attributive is vydvahgrika, that is, relative to beha-
viourial reaction. The illustrations ¢ ahamidas * and © mamedan
are to be interpreted in both the ways. But where elementary
issues are misunderstood and misinterpreted there is little scope
for deeper analysis. Our new interpreter initially comumnits the
mistake in taking Sankara’s visayi and visaya to mean the * logical
subject’ and the * logical predicate’ of a proposition. It did not
strike him that there is no human language in which visaya and

“vidheya® are used as equivalent terms. He did not also
pause lo consider that what can be regarded as the
‘logica.l subject” and the ‘logical predicate’ —both fall
inside Sankara’s conceps of vigaya, meaning the object
known (jneya). At the basis of his mistake in confounding
visayi and visaya with logical subject and predicate can be found
his incapacity to follow the syntactical link between visayi and
asmatpratyayagocara in the one case, and between visgya and
yusmaipratvayagocara in the othe1 case—a syntactical connec-
Ltion exhibited at least twice by Sankara in the openmn pdragraph
This his error, which can be called an error of omission ( non-
observation ) is, however, prelude to another error of comission
{ mal-observation ), and this consists in his regarding yusmat,
Asmat, Visayi, and Visaya as logically distinct words allied to
Russell’'s * ego-centric particulars . And this accounts for his

LP.Q. ..7
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conjunctive use of these expressions in his rendering ( misren-
dering) as ‘ideas like you and I amd subject and object ete'.
Next, since he understands descriptive language as coupling
and combining two distinct ideas, and since any such
combination is to take the form, not of two conjoined words,
such as, tables and chairs, or red and not-red, which do not
make a sentence, but of a proposition or ,sentence to fulfil the
requirement of descriptive language. So Sankara’s swhjecr and
ebject get metamorphosed into the logical subject and the logical
predicate.  This then prepares the ground for further metamor-
phosis. It is this. Since Sankara speaks of ‘adhydsa’ about
subject and object, and since the subject and object of Saikara
has to be taken as subject and predicate to meet the exigency
of his faulty ©Samskdra’, of descriptive language or descriptive
statements as illogically combining or coupling two incompatible
contents, subject and predicate, therefore, the ‘ adhydsa” .of San-
kara, naturally, has to stand for a * propositional relation™
being understood as illogical. This, in short, gives the early
phase in the development of the linguistic theory of ‘adhyisa’.
The most entriguing thing about it is : what was introduced by
Sankara as a ‘ particular instance’ of ‘adhyasa’ in respect of
self and the not-self, the subject and the object is, through mis-
understanding of the conventional meanings of words used, made
into the ‘general pattern’ of all adhyasas as a propositional
relation between logical subjects and logical predicates !

For the second stage in the development of this marvellous
thesis, he had to come under a further impact of illusion, a new
and an additional ‘adhyasa’. Coming across, Sankara's defi-
nition of ‘ adhyasa’ he becomes the victim of this new ‘ adhyasa’.
But here the entire blame is not to be laid at his door. Mr. George
Thibaut who was acting as his guide proved a false guide, since
in spite of the reference he made to the Bhamati in his foot notes,
he did not have a clear grasp of Sankara’s definition.® Safikara's

Smftzrupah paratra pirvadrstivabhisap® was by Thibaut ren-
dered into ¢ The apparant presentation, in the form of remembrance,
to consciousness of something previously observed, in some
other thing." This innocent looking translation becomes a grie-
vous mistake when ‘smrtimipa’® of the definition is misinter-
preted as a form of ‘ remembering * as has been done by Thibaut,
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or as meaning ‘ memory * as has been understood by the new
interpreter.®® The expression *smrttirapa” does not mean smyti.
Smyti is Knowlepge of something past as past, recognition ( pratya-
bhiffig } is the knowledge of something present as identical with
its past-self, “adhyasa” involving wrong presentation is neither.
But all the three have a common factor which is : * being occa-
sioned by past * samskéra” —parvasamskarajanvatd. But while
memory is exclusively due to this samskara and recognition is
partly conditioned by the present perception, an ‘adhydsa’ or
misperception is determined partly by non-perception of the given
as itself due to certain adventitious defect. Any way, in order
not to confuse with the Prabhakar view of error, the illusion
content is not to be taken as a ‘ remembered ’ content but only
as a mispsesentation. Thibaut is not clear on this point. The
interpretation given by the new theorist is based on a mistaken
deduction made from Thibaut’s analysis of the Bhimati where
Bhamati presents the case of the right application of a class-con-
cept to a new case of perception of an individual. This he takes
up as showing the analysis of ‘ adhyasa ’ and, therefore, of wrong
application of a concept, and as a result, he comes out with the
thesis that *in his deifinition of ‘adhyasa’ Sankara seems Lo
proclaim that any descriptive statement involves the use of a
class-idea and this class-idea which is generated and presented
by Smyti falsifies the unique character of the unique individual *.>
That “adhydsa’ in Saiikara’s taking is a memory generating a
class-idea is simply ludicrous since memory does not generate
such ideas, und in the perception of silver in a nacre, there is
misperception of one content for another, and there is no muis-
predication of a character to a substantive given already in advance.
In the given case, we say * This is silver °, not * the nacre in silver °,
not alse “this is « silver, as we say, “this is @ cow . 1t can be
scen that neither the rendering of Sankar’as definition of “adhyasa’
attempted by our new interpreter as shown above nor the rende-
ring given by him in his paper in the Quarterly where ‘ adhyasa’
is openly taken by him as a ‘new doctrine of predication”, he
shows any respect to the words used by Sankara in the definition
stated by him.*” This creates the impression that, according to

this new interpreter, to present the view of a classical philosopher
it is unnecessary or superfluous to, see what he has acrually said
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and the proper philosophic approach would be to ignore all
“factual details * (since they are factual) and to theorise about
what the philosopher ¢ should have said’. Such a discussion may
- be philosophic, according to the new norm, but it is simply un-

academic.

The ‘avabhasa’ called “adhydsa’ is a given presentative
exprience which is never known in all its definable characteristics
unless and until it is sublated, --being initially indistinguishable
from normal presentative experience. When it is kmown as an
“adhyasa’, it is found to be a presentative experience ( or expe-
rience of a presented content ) which as sublated is not a ¢ bhasa ’
but an ‘ avabhasa ’; it is also known as mistaking one thing for
another; lastly, it is felt as some process which like smrti is gene-
rated by past associations (sasskara), although not by that
alone as smrti is, but by sasmskdras compounded by some adven-
titinos defects. According to Vécasp‘ati “avabhisa’ is the most
significant part of the definition of Sankara, while Ratnaprabha
takes * paratra avabhisa ’ as the most signiﬁcant part. The other
expressions, such as, ‘smrtiriipa’ and ‘purvadrsta’ are to be
taken as adjuncts. Paficapadikd or Vivarana shows no dlsagree-
ment on this rendering. Taking note of all these, Sankara’s
definition of ‘adhyasa’ can be textually rendered as follows :
Adhygsa, as a false cognition, is an apparent presentative expe-
rience in an alien locus of a content /ike one scen in the past,
resembling smrti or memory—knowledge. Again, adhyasa, in the
sense of a false content, is “an apparently presented content
in an alien locus, resembling one seen in the past, as in memory,”
In no sense, it can be the application of a class-concept or a univer-
sal misrepresenting a unique individual which the theorist regards
as the general feature of all descnptlve statements or propositions,
firstly, because it is nor what Sankara says, secondly, because in

“adhydsa’, we do not havea general theory of predication, what
we have is mistaking one thing for another or misidentifying
things, thirdly because every judgmental knowledge in terms of
a concept is nor a case of a sublated knowledge as * avabhasa’
always is, and fourthly, becuause the concept of unique individual
with unique character is unknown to the Advaita literature,—
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neither Brahman, the qualityless, nor the phenomenal pluralities
with both generic and specific and characters integrated by the
relation of tdddtmya being one such,

If the first stage of the linguistic theory of ‘adhyisa’ has
been reached by an #dhydsika taking of the visapa and the visayi
of Sankara ( which meant subject of knowledge and object of
knowledge, jadtd and jieya ) as the logical subject and the logical
predicate of any proposition and so of any descriptive statement,
the second stage is reached when this logical subject and the logi-
cal predicate are shown respectively. As the unique individual
and the free-floating class-idea or universal behavmg eratically
in relation to its locus. An adhyisika view of Safkara’s defini-
tion of ‘adhydsa’ as a predicational relation between an indi-
vidual and a class-idea helps the new theorist to achieve this
transition. What is remarkable here is that, while the first

adhygsa in respect of the meanmg of Sankara’s opening sentence

enables the theorist to leave off Sankara’s context and his dis-
cussion on the * adhyasa’ of self and not-self—the subject-matter
of his entire discourse in the Adhydsa-bhasya and to reinter-
preic ‘adhyasa’ as dealing with the illegitimate relationship
between the logical subject and logical predicate in all descriptive
statement, this new adhydasa in respect of Sankara's definition
of ‘adhyasa’ enables him to misconstrue all propostional relations
in descriptive sentences as a relation between a unique individual
or a particular as the subject and a universal or class-idea
as a predicate. But there is also a thlrd and final stage in the
ddhydsika rendering not only of Sankara but also of the
principles of logic prevalent among ordinary mortals. To
this we now turn.

Undertaking to discharge the self-imposed responsibility of
demonstrating how a propositional relation can fare as an
‘adhydsa ’,—an illogical construction, and how this ingenious
offspring of self-deception can pass as the Sankarite conception
of “adhydsa’, he, on the one hand, reduces the logical subject
and the logical predicate to logical absurdities, and on the other
hand, misquotes or misrepresents classical commentators
and classical texts as lending support to his nonsense.
This, then, is the third and the consummate phase of his
ddhyasika tendering  of Sankara’s “adhyssa’ . To be in-
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compatible, the logical subject and the logical predicate of descri-
ptive statements must be shown as categorially distinct. This is
done by taking the one as a unique individual, a self-complete
entity with existential import but without any descriptive mea-
ning, and by taking the other as a free-floating apparition
which although a universal does not necessarily contain  the
implication of having been instantiated. In this way, he shelves
the one beyond the pale of language and rears the other up 1o
the unearthly region of abstract singularity ( since nothing in-
hering in number of individuals can be a universal ). In this,
he falls a victim to a series of new adhygsas. He does not pause
to consider first, if such an abstracted individual and a disem-
bodied universal can work as any logical subject and logical
_predicate of any propositions, contrariwise if the logical subject and
the logical predicate of propositions can be as themselves extended
to such absurd limits. Yet this absurdity is bolstered up in order to
provide support for the so-called doctrine of *adhyasa’ as a
logical doctrine as distinguished from the psychological. Lest any
one should suspect that the absurd logical doctrine of ¢ adhyasa ’
manipulated by him as absolutely no relevance for the Sankarite
conception, he, on the next, takes the help of certain gdhyasika
interpretation of a few classical passages here and there. The
most important as also the most interesting item in his ddhyasika
venture with ‘adhyfisa’ can be found in this that losing sight
of the syntactical connection between subject and * asmatpratya-
gocara’ on the one hand, and object and * yusmatpratyayagocara ’
on the other, Sankara’s statement in respect of a particular instance
of adhyisa, such as between self and not-self or between jnata
and ‘jieya * is misunderstood and misinterpreted by him as a rela-
tion between logical subject and logical predicate, Jurnishing the
general basis of all kinds of a‘ adhy3sas’ on linguistic lines. The
relation between a logical subject and logical predicate, of course,
gives a proposition or linguistic statement. So through misunder-
standing and misinterpretarion of the meaning of ‘ subject * and
‘object’, he comes to fashion his linguistic theory of adhyisa
as involving an illegitimate tying between any subject-word and

predicate word. What a fertile imagination! Then, again, Sankara's
own statement in the adhydsa-bhasya to the effect that in order
that there may take place an * adhyasa * in the sense of an illusion
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or misperception, it is not an absolutely necessary condition that
the locus of ‘adhyisa’ or the object to be misperceived, must
be one © given* as ‘ a direct content out there in front of the per-
ceiver, since dkdsa, although no perceivable and no direct con-
tent present in front, is as a matter of fact, wrongly taken to be
so, and properties which can never be attributed to it are acfually
and wrongly attributed to it by the ignorant—is misconstrued
by our theorist as a statement not in support of an actual and
so psychological illusion to which all of us are ordinarily subject,
but as a statement in support of the absurd logical and llngmstlc
theory of ‘adhyasa’ of his manipulation. Not only Sankara,
even Vacaspati in certain imaginary passages®® is quoted as reply-
ing that ‘the vedanta doctrine of logical error condemns equally
those judgment which are correct and those which are called
incorrect ones.” Similarly, the explanation given by vivarana-
prameya and M.M. P. N. Tarkabhfisan of the retation of  Tada-
tmya’ 15 misread and misinterpreted as an explanation of * Tada-
. tmyadhyasa **, simply because the two concepts * tadatmya’ and
‘ tidatmyadhyisa * appear as synonymous to him. His crowning
achievement in this direction, however, can be found when he
quotes the passage from vivarpaprameya-—* yadyapi dtmindi-
fmanoh anyonyasmin anyonyatidiimyadhydsap samdnah tathdpi
A tmanah samsystaripena eva adhydsah na svaripena iti satyatvan ”
as *forcefully ® and ‘clearly ” explaining the universal as a mere
idea (kalpani) and the particular as the Real*®* Had it not
been true that our friend, in his revolt against the classical and
so traditional interpreters of Sankara, had been all the while
labouring under the spell of a series of ‘ adhyasas * of the classical
psychological type, the charge of intellectual dishonesty and deli-
berate fabrication would habe been irresistible.

In consideration of the pecuhar predicament he has been
labourmg under, his charges that Sankara’s philosophy and the
Sankarite concept of ‘adhyisa’ have been * utterly misunder-
stood 7’ by all his classical commentators and interpreters down
up to our own times, need not be considered seriously. His
criticisms of Sankara’s concept of * adhydsa ’ in his article published
in the Quarterly, proceeding as they do from an ddhyisika render-
ing of that concept, should be similarly ignored as not affecting
Saikara or his doctrine in any way, and did not Sankara himself
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say—" yatra yadadhyisap tatkrtena dosepa gunena va anumgire-
nipi sa na sambadhyate” ? Sankara by his visaya and visayi
did nmot understand the subject and predicate of any linguistic
expression. He did not also take “adhyéisa’ to stand for a pro-
positional relation of any description. In his Adhyasa-bhasya,
he was concerned neither with any theory of predication nor with
any critique of language. He also did nor evince any interest
in a general theory of error or illusion. He was singularly interested
in the mistaken sense of identity and the illicit superimposition
of the self and not-self which our conventional experience and
behaviour entail and involve. And this he named as *adhydsa’, and
he took it to mean mistaking a thing for what it is not and what
it can never be, By rejecting samavaya as a relation and expousing
tidfimyq, he discountenances independent reality of relation,
He did not identify tddatmya witn tadgtmyaadhyasa. 1t is not
his view that in every proposition, a particular is collected under
a unive{sal cither of the sortal type or a characterising type, It
IS not Sankara’s view tth every proposition is of the subject- ,
predicate type. 1t is nor Sankara’s view that the logical subject
and the logical predicate—one being a unique individual, a bare
particelar, and the other being a free-floating universal- are
categorially distinct and opposed and that any relation between
them is, therefore, logically false, and that this is *adhyasa’
of his meaning, In Sankara’s philosophy, there is no room for
bare pariiculars and free-floating universals, and no place for a
mistaken judgment or error except on the ground of actual sub-
lation or rejection. This being the case, all the absurd criticisms
against doctrines fancifully worked out and paraded as Sankara’s
own are quixotic passes and thrust against shadows.

—8. K. Chattopadhyaya
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