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ADHYASA IN ADVAITA VEDANTA : IS LINGIUSTIC
ANALYSIS POSSIBLE AT ALL ?

Adhyasa is the most plausible problem in Advaita Vedanta,
on which the massive mansion of Advaita Vedanta is edified.
However, a numerous conflicting interpretations are made by
different Scholars at present, from which it is very much difficult’
to find out the genuine one. But it is not unlikely that a deliberat
scrutiny and comparison of them with the original texts can discern
the genuine from the superfluous views. In this paper it is intended
to examine the recent interpretation of Adhyasa by Prof. G. Misra
Pro et contra, in the light of the standard texts of the School of
Advaita Vedanta.

Coming to our point of discussion, we can find that Prof. Misra
has dealt with the problems, which can be summarised thus :

(a) Whether Sankara’s account of the concept of adhyasa
is Logical or Psychological,

(b) Whether Philosophy, as conceived by Sankara, deals
with the analysis of language or factual explanation,

(c) Whether Pramana is a critique of language or scriptual
revelation.

Amongst these, the first and the second are so much connected
that the discussion of one must give rise to the discussion of the
other. The third one can’t be discussed here, as it does not come -
under our context.

Prof. Misra says that traditional interpreters have misunder-
stood $ankara’s view. According to him Sankara does not discuss
illusion at the factual level but at a logical level or the level of
language.! He alleges the traditional interpreters as explaining
Psychologically. He also distinguishes Sankara’s position as Meta--
linguistic from Metaphysical.2 According to him adhyasa is given
rise to by the coupling of the logical subject with the predicate.?

Now it is to be considered how far the allegation, made by
Prof, Misra is justified. The allegation of interpreting Psycholo-
gically is totally unjustified as no traditional commentator, has
given such remark. No traditional commentator, belonging either
to the School of Bhamati or Vivarana upholds such a view that



386 HARAMOHAN MISHRA
error is Psychological merely. On the other hand, they all have
differentiated Sankara’s view from the doctrine of atma khyati of
the Vijiianavada Buddhism. So also no traditional commentary
has given the meaning of this adhyasa as metaphysical-in which
sense things-in-themeselves of Kant, the Absolute of Hegel or
Bradley or Spinoza are called Mtaphysical as this adhyasa,
unlike those of the above theories is a matter of Pratykasa.
In fact Prof. Misra’s account of Vedanta as not a metaphysical
system is adequately true, but with this we have to admit the fact
that no traditional commentary has interpreted this metaphysically.
However, the interpretation of Prof. Misra in this point may be
true, but it is highly questionable to say that this does not at all deal
with any factual error. Now we have to consider what is the diffi-
culty given rise to by a purely linguistic or judgemental analysis
without any reference to factual or perceptual errors.

. Itis an undeniable fact in all the systems of Indian epistemology
that all our knowledge is expressed in the form of judgements,
having a Prakdra and a Visesya. Even in the simple cognition of
‘ghata’ or pot, the cognitive knowledge is expressed in a judge-
mental form * the knowledge, having ghata as a qualificand, quali-
fied with the qualifier ‘ghatava’ ghatavisesyaka ghatatvaprakara-
kajiianam).t This can be expressed in the form of modern logic
in the subject predicate form ‘this is a pot’. Vedanta Paribhasa
also says that excepting the identity propositions all other proposi-
tions are made with the realtion of Visesya and Prakara’ Being
relational is not to be erroneous in Vedanta, though the inverse

is invariably true, but being contradicted is the criterion of being
erroneous,

Now let us go deep into the matter, whether according to
Vedanta errors are given rise to only by judgemental coupling of
the subject and the predicate or some perceptual basis is the indis-
pensable condition to account for them. Vedanta paribhasa says
that the ordinary cognition, expressed in the form of the judgement
‘this is pot’ is such one, in which the existence implied by the
‘this is the Brahman on which ‘Potness’ is imposed.6 Siddhanta
leSasangraha also asserts that this view is upheld by the authors of
Tattvasuddhi and Nyayasudha.? Advaita Siddhi and its commentary
‘Laghu candrika’ also assert this view.® From this it can be rightly
asserted that according to this view the so-called true and false
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propositions are false alike. This is also rightly advocated by Prof.
Misra. Upto this, his assertion is justified.

The other side of the problem is to be thought over, that is
whether this error is due to the descriptive character of judgement
or due to some other factor viz., perceptual error, positive ajfiana
etc. As in the case of anyatha khyati the perceptual background
is the indispensable antecedent of mispredication in a judgement,
here also the samething. Had it not been so, then there would
have been no distinction between truth and falsity, as in both true
and erroneous judgements the cognition is expressed in the similar
manner of subject-predicate relation. In both the cases, namely, in
both true and erroneous cognitive judgements alike, the referent
is conjoined with some predicate. If it is argued that according
to vedanta, the Brahman being the invariable existential ground,
limited by Vilesyata ( Viysatavacchinna) and the predicative
elements, being imposed on it, there is no distinction between true
and erroncous judgements, then it is a mistaken view. Whether
there is a primary distinction between truth and error, as it is in
the case of anyatha khyati of the Naiyayikas or there is a secondary
distinction, as it is asserted by both Advaita Vedanta and the
Madhyamika School of Buddhism, advocating anirvacaniya khyati
and asat khayti respectively, there is always a distinction, which
can not be accounted for, without any perceptual background.
The distinction between Vyavaharika and Paramarthika, which is
upheld by Advaita Vedanta can not be made in the judgemental
level, for which, without even a least injustice to logic, we can
vouchsafe the perceptual basis or the factual basis of error. This
distinction is clearly observed by the illustrious commentator of
Vivarana: ‘Existence is three fold, of which ultimate existence
belongs to the Brahman; empirical existence belongs to the world,
consisting of @kasa etc., possessing the power of fruitful activity
( arthakriyasamarthya ), having Maya asthe upadhi, and the exis-
tence, possessing avidya belongs to false silver.”?

It is not even tenable to assert that all Subject-Predicate pro-
positions, being relational (Samsargavagahi), although Prof. Misra
has taken the pain of rendering it as ‘bringing them together
in a non-relational tie";1® are erroneous, as such a doctrine is
completely alien to the philosophy of Advaita Vedanta. If all the
judgements, unfolding this relational character are wrong, then a



388 HARAMOHAN MISHRA

line of Vedanta Paribhasa, that is, the judgement, in which the rela-
tion between the terms involved is not controdicted by other
Pramanas is true, can’t be justified.!?  All descriptions can neither
be erroneous merely because of this that they are descriptions nor
due to this that some of them being erroneous, all of them are
possible of being so. The varacity of the first alternative can’t

ebe proved by any reason a priori or by any necessary implication;
the second argument, on the other hand, proceeds from less genera-
lity to more generality and also fraught with probability. So it can
be safely concluded that adhyasa does not aries due to description,
but due to misdescription, given rise to by the mingling of the two
indescrepant concepts, which also presupposes the perceptual
ground. Relational or descriptive judgements cann’t be made
about the Brahman, as it is destitute of Jati, guna and kriya etc.,
without which no description can be possibly made, but not due
to this that description is erroneous. This point requires a separate
paper to be completely dealt with, as it is ciosely connected with
the conception of Sabda Pramana in Advaita Vedanta, having a
different contextual ground.

For this, the factual character, which is also translated as
bhavariipa or positiveness of the errors is to be recognised. The
Paficapadika reads the word ‘mithyajiiana’ in adhyasa bhasya as
two words ‘mithya’ and ajfiana’. To the first word, it assigns the
meaning ‘anirvacan’yata’, which means in vedinta, neither
reality nor unreality but to be positive and to the second word, it
assigns the meaning ‘the unconscious power of avidya’.? By
saying ‘the unconscious power of avidya’, it is intended to be said
that gjfiana is not the absence of knowledge or erroneous percep-
tions etc., but something positive. Virvarna explains the Pafica-
padika text, ‘the word afriana also means the absence of knowledge
( Jiianabhava ), and by saying ‘mithya’ the erroneous perceptions
may be meant, to differentiate from these two, he has distinguished
the two Padarthas 3 Tattva pradipika clearly expresses that
ajfiana is beginningless, positive and sublated by right knowledge.1*
Bhamati, Kalpataru and Parimala also agree on this point, though
Vacaspati takes the word mithyaitiana as adhyasa or erroneous
perception and assigns its causality to Jokavyavaharals Not only
the commentators but Sankara himself also says that there is posi-
tively some power of avidya, signified by the word ‘avyakta,’ residing
in paramesvara1é
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Nor can it be argued that the definition ‘bha@vargiipa’ is
discrepant with the definition ‘to be different from both sar and gsat’,
as bhavariipa is sat only. Trying to explain the argument of
vivarana, ‘the apparent things in adhyasa, being effects, must be
endowed with some material cause as the pot’,77 Bhava Prakasika,
commentary on vivarana, raises some proleptic charges and answers
them. It says that if the opponent will ask how can there be a
material cause of the apparent things in the perceptual error, which
are not real, then he is mistaken, as the anirvacaniya silver is also
endowed with the characteristic of being positive, it being cognised
alike the pot in a similar manner. The characteristic of being
positive is not identicle with the characteristic of being real, which
is present in the Brahman, but absent in the empirical things like
pot. Nor can it be said that an effect should be necessarily real,
in order to be endowed with a material causes, as according to the
opponent’s theory (Naya theory ), the ‘Pradhvamsabhava’ is also
the effect of a sar.’® Thus we see that bhavarupa is not dlscrepant
with ajnana.

It can not also be argued that truth, falsity and indescribability
( anirvacaniyata ) being, only known in the judgemental level, the
characteristic indescribability is the characteristic of the cognitive
Jjudgements,? as it has been discussed before hand that this distinc-
tion in the judgemental level, if admitted at all must be based on
some factual basis. If no distinction is admitted, but only indes-
cribability is asserted as the characteristic of judgements, then this
is untenable, as the before said secondary distinction will vitiate
this position. So we can safely conclude that the character of the
cogmtwe judgement is determined by the perceptual basis, which
is further determined by reality. Sriharsa clearly remarks that
indescribability is not due to the means of description, but it is the
characteristic of knowable ( meyasvabhivanugimini )20

It is not even true to assert that since the universals are different
from the particulars, their application to the particulars inthe
judgements is responsible for their illegitimacy.2t This is neither
the view of the Naiyayikas, advocating the Samavdya relation. not
this is the view of the Vedantins, those who advocate the tadatmya
relation between the  universal and the particular. Vedanta
Kalpataru, a commentary on Bhamati, going to explain it, says that
the radatmya (identity), which is a fact in reality, between the jati
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and VFyakti, should not be mistaken as an instance of adhyasa, to
exclude which Vacaspati says that losing sight of the discrimination
is the cause of error.22 So Prof. Chattopadhyaya is quite correct
in his remark, * But they are ‘free floating’ is not the view of any
School of the Vedanta™.2

Nor can it be said that, a cognitive judgement, being made by
the application of a class-concept, which is possible through memory
is, a case of adhyasa, as the real individual is here supposed to be
qualified with a class-concept.?* Such an exposition seems to hold
that according to vedanta the so-called Pratyaksa is really a pre-
sentative-representative one, in which a conceptuallisation takes
place after the perception by the help of memory. But such an
interpretation is completely mistaken. The upholders of such a
view must have been misled by the word ‘smrtiripa’ should not be
understood as memory, but it only means ‘like memory’. All the
commentators of different schools of Advaita vedanta agree with
this interpretation unanimously.

The distinction between arthadhyasa and jrianadhyasa in vedanta
also does not mean the distinction of error in propositional level
and the judgemental level.’  Vivarapa has clearly mentioned
that when ‘artha’ is to be taken as adhyasa, we have to understand
it in the ontological sense and when ‘jfiana’ is to be taken as adhyasa,
it should be understood in the epistemological sense.?6

~ Let us come to another point, Prof. Misra’s rendering of the
first sentence of adhyasa bhasya. Sankara says in the introduction
of his adhyasa bhasya that the Visaya and the visayi, signified by
the cognitions ‘you’ and ‘I’ respectively, cann’t be identical either
in themselves in their qualities, being incompatible as light and
darkness :—* Yusmadasmatpratyagocarayoh  visayavisayinohtamah-
Praka-Savat viruddhasvabhavayoh  itaretarabhavanupapattau
siddhavam taddharmanamapi sutaram itaretarabha vanupapattih’.
Prof. Misra observes : ‘The knowledge obtained by this kind
of analysis has no factval claim. As a matter of fact, light and dark-
ness may co-exist in empirically observable world. A statement
like ‘here is darkness and light together’ may be true depending
“upon circumstances. The logically mutual exclusive relation does
‘not obtain at the factual level.’?? From this we can find that the
basic mistake lies in the unauthorised translation of ‘itaretarabhava’
as  co-existence, where as it really means identity. Kalpataru,
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going to justify Vacasapti’s rendering of this as identity (tadatmya),
clearly repudiates co-existence.2® Not only the commentators,
belonging to the Bhamati school, but also those, belonging to the
School of Vivarana interpret this as identity. Even the word
‘itaretarabhava’ can’t be translated as co-existence in ordinary
Sanskrit language, but it only means identity of one with the other
“itarasya itarabhavah’. When this is the case Prof. Misra has no
grounds to advocate for the truth of his theory that vedanta
speaks of the logical posibility but not of the factual world.

From this above analysis we can safely conclude that no lingui-
stic analysis is intended to be said by the vedantic doctrine of
adhyasa, nor vedanta is only concerned with the logical possibility
in opposition to the factual world. Although prof. Misra is not
so much unjustified as he seems to be at the first sight, in his lingui-
stic interpretation, still it is quite fair to hold that he is completely
mistaken in depriving vedanta of the factual truth. His allega-
tions against the tradition are also quite unjustified and empty.
It is a matter of great regret that some critics of the present time are
occupied by their preconceived ideas of despising the tradition, with
which they are not conversant properly. But it is very much
desirable that one should fully understand the tradition before he
criticises. To end this with a verse of $ankara :—*Yairime
gurubhih  parvam  padavakyapramanatah  vyakhyatah sarv-
avedantastannityam prapato smyaham” (Taittiriya Bhasya. Intr.
2nd verse)

“‘I bow down before the previous teachers, those who have

explained all the vedantas with due consideration of pada, vakya
and Pramana.’

ljc.partment of Sanskrit Haramokan Mishra
Utkal University
-Bhubaneswar-4
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