SANKARA’S CONCEPTION OF ADHYASA :*
HAS PROF. S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA REFUTED
PROF. G. MISRA ?

Prof. S. K. Chattopadhyaya’s paper entitled ‘Sankara’s
Concept of Adhyasa: A Textual Interpretation’ published in
the Indian Philosophical Quarterly! is a sequel to Prof.
G. Misra’s paper entitled ‘Sankara’s Doctrine of Adhyasa:
Difficulties of Propositional Symbolism’ published in the
same journal® carrying an impression that the former is a
rejoinder to the latter. But a watchful reader must have
found that Prof. Chattopadhyaya has once more expressed
his difference and disapproval which he has been doing long
since the publication of Prof. G. Misra’s interpretation of
Sankara Vedanta.® Prof. Misra’s interpretation is found in
a number of papers and books, out of which Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya has referred to a select few. Prof. Chattopadhyaya
perhaps thinks that Prof. Misra’s account of Sankara
Vedanta in general and that of the concept of adhydse in
particular are not based on a close study of texts and claims
his own as a ‘textual interpretation’.

We are, however, not given to understand what this
‘textual interpretation’ or what is later called as ‘textual
rendering of the words and sentences’ is. We merely find
Prof. Chattopadhyaya labouring hard to comment profusely
on sentences and components thereof, i.e., words and punc-
tuation marks Adhyasae Bhasya of Sankara. Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya perhaps intends to expatiate on what Sankara
actually said or/and meant to say.

It must be unfortunate for us that Sankara was not
alive to Prof. P. A. Schilpp’s day so that the latter could
have edited a volume on Sankara in The Library of Living
Philosophers series with a view to freezing endless and
fruitless speculation about what a philosopher must have
meant. "Even then the aims and achievements of Prof,
Schilpp would have been much less than those claimed by
Prof. Chattopadhyaya. It was never expected that The
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Library would present the final word on the writing and
thought of the philosopher concerned putting an end to all
differences of interpretation and criticism. But Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya is very much ambitious to say the last word on
Sankara’s views, which he could have hardly given even if
he were Sankara himself in one of his previous births.

Prof. Chattopadhyaya must not have been oblivious of
the fact that there cannot be anything like the interpre-
tation or ‘indisputable interpretation’ of the thought of a
particular philosopher. Because, had there been such an one,
he would not have wasted so much time and energy in serib-
ing not a cursory but, an elaborate and lengthy account of
what Sankara said; but, would have, instead, pointed to the
work of any one of the galaxy of writers, traditional and
modern (supposing they do not say different things). And
why is there a galaxy of writers, glossers and reviewers?
Why are there glosses after glosses and reviews after re-
views? The simple reason is that they were called for. Is
there any harm then to add another body to the galaxy if
that body has something to offer? Would the galaxy then
explode or what?

If Prof. Chattopadhyaya means by ‘textual interpreta-
tion” going to the original texts of Sankara, then so far so
good. In the words of Prof. Schilpp, ‘There is no substitute
for first-hand contact with the original thought of the
philosopher himself.’* If this is Prof. Chattopadhyaya’s
design, this is also prof. Misra’s design.” They do not, there-
fore, differ as regards their referring to the relevant litera-
ture, but they differ in their rendering them. This is but
inevitable, for the original thought of the philosopher has
got to be rethought by the interpreter and rephrased in the
diction of his own age, so that others may be able to under-
stand and appreciate the thought of the philosopher. A
pleonasm worth repeating is that interpretation is inter-
pretation and not the work interpretated. If someone is
puzzled over the conflicting interpretations and in a des-
perate state decides, as Prof. Chattopadhyaya, in effect,
does, to go back to the original writing of the philosopher
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himself and then make his own decision, the result is not
that one has arrived at the original import of the philoso-
pher, but rather that one has added one more body to the
galaxy of interpretations which may differ to a greater or
lesser degree from the existing interpretations. Prof.
Chattopadhyaya seems to entertain the idea that there is
something like original, objective, pure, pristine and philo-
sopher’s own view which can be bodily picked up — though
not by anybody and everybody — and presented apart from
the interpretation of that view. But that is the discredited
dogma of the thing-in-iself. Prof. Radhakrishnan, whose
authority Prof. Chattopadhyaya admits, writes in the pre-
face to his Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1: ‘My aim has been not
so much to narrate Indian views as to explain them, so as
to bring them within the focus of Western traditions of
thought.” And commenting on the task of historians of
philosophy he says, ‘However much he may try to assume
the attitude of a mere chronicler and let the history in some
fashion unfold its own inner meaning and continuity. . ...
still the judgments and sympathies of the writer cannot
fong be hidden.’

This judgment which Prof. Radhakrishnan talks about is
given against the background of the climate of thought of
the age and needs the acclimatisation of the commentator.
Elsewhere he says, ‘Our system of thought must act and
react on the world progress. ..... There is nothing wrong
in absorbing the culture of other peoples.’® If citation of
Strawson’s words, ‘If there are no new truths to be dis-
covered, there are old truths to be rediscovered’” does not
become agreeable to Prof. Chattopadhyaya as an alien
trend of thought, then indigenous Jayanta may be cited to
buttress the above stand:

Kuto va natanam vastu vayam utpreksitum ksamah/?
Vacovinydsavaicitramatram atra vicaryatam/ /

[ (How can we discover a new fact (or truth in philosophy?)
Hence (as far as this book is concerned) one should only
consider our novelty in rephrasing (the older truths pro-
pounded by the ancients in modern terminology.) ]
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If Prof. Chattopadhyaya insists to ignore all these, he
is surely choosing to put the clock back with a doubtful
deference to the tradition. Even if this deference is sincere
and sympathetic, it is not worthwhile. In the words of War-
nock, a contemporary writer, ‘Excessive deference to the
past, however sympathetic, may often be cramping and
harmful; but an unapologetic deference to the future, how-
ever unhelpful it may be in the present, is certainly both
prudent and becoming.’® Instead of sustaining or ruminat-
ing on dessicated fodder, to use Schiller’s severe language,
it is definitely worthwhile to change the food habits when
there is plenty of green grass. If Prof. Chattopadhyaya
is not able to find it and goes on complaining of hunger,
then one would very much be inclined to liken him to
Warnock’s hungry animal who is looking in the wrong direc-
tion and does not realise that he himself is at fault.®

Anybody who is acquainted with the current philoso-
phical literature would not fail to take note of the zeifgeist.
Robert R. Ammerman writing in 1965 says, ‘Around the
turn of the century a revolution began in philosophy which
is not yet over.’'! This revolution is neither British, nor
Polish, nor American, nor German, but it is human. It is
a revolution in the history of human civilisation signalling
progress and prosperity as was the industrial revolution at
one time. Nobody today, queer characters excluding, objects
to using a safety pin, or a razor blade, or a radio receiver
because these are not indigenous but alien knowhows. This
is the age of internationalism which aims at co-existence,
co-operation and convergence of understanding. ‘Races and
nations which dwelt and flourished apart’, Prof. D. M. Datta,
whose authority also Prof. Chattopadhyaya admits, speaks
seriously as back as 1930 in the preface to his The Six Ways
of Knowing, ‘are now coming into intimate contact and
gradually tending to evolve a world of common ideas and
beliefs.”’? Philosophy cannot keep herself aloof from the
mainstream of thought. Prof. Datta himself tried to give an
exposition of the epistemology of Advaita Vedanta ‘in the
light of modern Western concepts.” His aim was ‘to bring
the problems, concepts and theories of the Vedantins within
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the focus of modern Western thought’ and the method he
adopted for the purpose was ‘critical analysis, comparison
and evaluation.’*®

Prof. Chattopadhyaya does not appear to appreciate
the true spirit of the thought and writings of these ‘re-
nowned scholars and great masters in the subject’; he only
acclaims and approves their authority when he feels that
he has found in them support for his angry railings.

Prof. Misra, in this sense, is very much on the right
track, only that he replaces the worn out rails and tightens
the loose bolts. If this be disclaimed as destroying the ortho-
doxy, then one is hardly sure of one’s intentions. Prof.
Misra’s work is surely called for and not guided by some
sort of personal or national pride to bring the Indian philo-
sophic tradition semehow on a par with the modern Western
philosophic tradition.

Prof. Chattopadhyaya appears not so much ignorant
of the change in the philosophic scene, but he cannot fully
reconcile himself with that. For, even though he objects
to Prof. Misra’s use of certain terms as alien, he, himself,
quite confidently appropriates them.'* This leads one to
think that Prof. Chattopadhyaya has fixations and motives.
Frequently he argues to the person and talks slightingly of
Prof. Misra as a ‘new theorist’, ‘innovator’, ‘adhyasika’ and
calls his view as ‘noxious theory’, ‘nonsense’. He becomes
unnecessarily garrulous in condemning Prof. Misra because
he will milk the he-goat all the time and, on the contrary,
in commending Prof. Datta because he can never make
mistakes. So one would find it very hard indeed to consider
this as a dispassionate and unbiased piece of writing as one
expects from a senior academician like Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya.

Prof. Chattopadhyaya does not wish to come out of his
shell for fear of destruction of his unflinching faith in the
great spiritual climate of Indian peninsula perhaps, which
is best brought out in Prof. T. M. P. Mahadevan’'s words,
‘something in her very soil and air which makes a man at
some stage or other in his life realise the futility of finite

LP.Q.—13
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ends and seek for righteousness (dharma) and there-
through release (molkse) from finitude.’!s That is a question
of faith and Prof. Misra would not question that. Prof.
Misra wants to find out the key concepts and categories used
in a particular system of thought or by a particular thinker
and see whether those concepts and categories can admit
appropriately and thoroughly an alternative interpretation
in terms of the concepts and categories so very current in
his age. It is a fruitful and interesting line of philosophical
research to which many in the West as well as in India have
come. It should not be supposed that Prof. Misra or any one
in the line claims any finality for his interpretation, his
programme rather implies that he keeps the line open for
others, but a contender should not feel restless and injured
and be prepared for a patient and decent debut in terms of
sound reasoning.

The whole debate between Prof. Misra and Prof. Chat-
topadhyaya seems to veer round the following points:

1. Whether the account of the concept of adhyasa
which Sankara gives is logical or psychological?
This point involves a wider one.

2.  Whether philosophy is concerned with analysis of
language or explanation of fact? These two points
lead to a third one.

3. Whether Sabda as a pramana or source of know-
ledge signifies critique of language or scriptural
revelation? Prof. Chattopadhyaya does not deal
in detail with Sebda but makes only a passing
reference to Prof. Misra’s views on it in his paper
under reference. It needs a discussion because
Prof. Chattopadhyaya has a lot to speak about it
elsewhere.'®

Let us now dilate a little upon the above points to decide
whose view appears more sound and convincing. We shall
take points (1) and (2) together because they are inter-
related. i :

To begin with, philosophy does not enquire about phy-
sieal facts in the way in which chemistry and physies, his-
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tory and politics, psychology and cybernetics do. The frame-
work which a philosopher presents may, of course, serve as
a model for enquirers in other areas of knowledge and there
is no bar on the philosopher to pursue enquiries other than
philosophy and he might engage his own framework as a
model in those other enquiries. But then the distinction
between philosophiecal enquiry and non-philosophical enquiry
should not be lost sight of and when one has got to appre-
ciate the contribution of a particular thinker to philosophy
one must disengage his pursuit of philosophy from other
pursuits.’” It might also be that a philosopher gets a motive
to think over a particular problem from a particular matter
of fact (e.g., development of Wittgenstein’s picture theory
of meaning from a road accident), but that is an extra-
logical aspect of a philosophical problem. Particular matters
of fact do not go to corroborate or controvert a philsophical
doctrine. ‘They are neutral with respect to particular mat-
ters of fact,” as Ayer puts it.'® When one gives Sankara the
regard of a philosopher, it is by virtue of this regard that
one must not view him as propounding factual — psycho-
logical or physiological — doctrines. Sankara is not pre-
occupied with explaining as to why and how do perceptual
illusions occur and suggesting means of release from them.
He is preoccupied with explaining the logic of perceptual
judgments. Adhydsa is his techniecal name for the logical
unsoundness of perceptual judgments.

3

Prof. Chattopadhyaya interprets adhyasa as ‘an
error of experience whose illogicality(?) consists in this
that in it a thing turns out in experienge what it cannot be
materially and in fact.” Prof. Misra on the other hand, says
that adhydsa does not stand for ‘an eternal process of psycho-
logical illusion and Sankara is not offering any account of
illusion at all.” He interprets Sankara as propounding ‘a
critique of language’ with the conclusion that ‘language
necessarily falsifies the reality it purports to represent.” It
is, therefore, entirely a logical point and the situations of
rope-snake or shell-gilver illugions are merely illustrations
of that point.
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When a philosopher gives an illustration, it may be
clarified here, he does not report about a situation as a
scientist does, either to ratify or to reject a particular
generalisation. He lays down a logical rule and then cites
linguistic use either for its ratification or for its rejection.
The linguistic use cited may or may not describe an actual
situation; it is sufficient for his purose if it ean describe
a possible one. In other words, he tries to find out the per-
missible uses of language. A use is permissible not because
it describes an actual situation; but because it is capable
of describing a situation actual or possible. Here ‘possible’
means ‘logically possible’ or ‘not self-contradictory’. A lin-
guistic use can be said to be logically possible when a situa-
tion actua! or imaginary sought to be described by it is
intelligible and can be said to be self-contradictory when
a situation actual or imaginary sought to be described by
it is not intelligible. The philosopher is only concerned with
the description and intelligibility of a situation. It does
not matter whether the illustration chosen by him is
actual or possible. In either case he only tries to describe
a situation and make it intelligible.’® Again, this caleculation
of possibility worked out by the philosopher is not like that
worked out by the scientist as when he forecasts a rainfall
tomorrow or cooling down of the sun two thousand years
after. The philosopher tries to find out whether ‘rainy to-
morrow’ and ‘cool sun’ are permissible expressions or not
and whether they are capable of making sense or not:
whether they are self-contradictory or not and whether they
are intelligible or not.

Now, if we view Sankara as explaining the logic of
perceptual judgments instead of explaining the actual cases
of perceptual illusion, then the concept of adhyasa and other
related concepts, otherwise remaining cloudy in Prof.
Chattopadhyaya's rendering would appear in clear light.
Sankara sets in the discussion of adhydse with the pre-
supposition that the ideas of ‘vou’ and ‘T’, or to be more
specific, the ideas of ‘object’ and ‘subject’ are opposed to
each other like light and darkness.2® Tt is important to notice
that light and darkness as matters of fact may combine and
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co-exist, but as concept they cannot on point of logic. The
expression ‘light and dark’ is self-contradictory in terms of
rules of logic. In any propositional symbolism ‘visay? and
‘visaya’ are two distinct and opposite ideas. Prof. Misra
takes visayi and visaya to be logical subject and logical pre-
dicate where Prof. Chattopadhyaya takes them to be con-
scious self and material object rsepectively. Prof. Misra’s
interpretation keeps harmony with the conception of visayi
as svayamiisthe (self-existent) or svayaemprekase (self-
expressing) but not with the conception of it as conscious
self and the conception of visaye as aparetisthe (existing
by other’s help) and aparaprakise (expression by other’s
help) but not as material object. Logical subject and logical
predicate are diametrically opposed to each other in res-
pect of their behaviour in a propositional symbolism. One
may try to blur the distinction of subject and object in out-
ward form, that is in surface grammatical structure; but
one would not succeed to do it in depth grammatical struc-
ture. (sansargene ne tu svaripena). This is a distinetion of
fundamental sort that the logical subject and the logical
predicate or their attributes (teddhorminamapi) are dis-
tinct and asymetrical in respect of their roles, functions or
activities. The logical subject and the logical predicate are
philosophical categories to analyse a propositional form.
They are not supposed to be articles of furniture of the
world as Prof. Chattopadhyaya’s interpretation leads us to
suppose. In the Gita Bhasya Sankara says,

Tat pade sarvanama

Tasya bhivae tatva

Tet visayalka jhdna tatvejianae
(The term ‘that’ is a ubiquitous name; the manner of its
occurrence is onta; and the knowledge of it is ontology.)

Sankara is interested in discussing about prefyayas and
padas or concepts and terms and their logical behaviour.
Philosophical knowledge consists in apprehending that the
‘that’ or the subject part is incorrigible and stable (satyc)
part in a propositional form whereas the predicate part is
corrigible and unstable (enrta) part. But for all practical
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purposes (lokavyevahara), they are coupled together
(mithunikyta) — 1 shall not say ‘herded together’ because
it is not an appropriate and happy expression.

Now, let us come to the various explanations of adhyasa
given by Sankara. They are the following three:

1. Smytirapah paeratra purvedyrstavabhasah,
2. Anyasya anyadhaermavabhasatim, and
3. Atasmin tadbuddhih.

The first explanation says that a judgment is a kind of
apprehension like memory but not identical with it. In this
apprehension, the present is likened to what was appre-
hended previously and hence is corrigible. An ordinary
judgment involves the application of class concepts. And
this application is made possible by means of memory. No
one who does not possess the faculty of memory can make
a judgment. And where there is judgment, there is possi-
bility of misjudgment. The present judgment regarding
application of visaya or attribution of visayadharma to
visayl is liable to be replaced by a subsequent judgment.
This is one aspect of adhydsa.

The second explanation considers another aspect of
adhyasa. It says that if something comes to be represented
with the credential of another, then it is a case of adhyasa.
In an ordinary judgment the visayi is represented with the
credential of visaya. That is to say, visaya or its dharme
are attributed to the visay? where it is not to be attributed
and so the judgment becomes logically unsound.

The second explanation of adhyisa views the matter
from the side of visaya, while the third one views it from
the side of visayi. It says that adhydse is the representation
of that as what it is not. Visayi represents itself (svayam-
prakdse), but it i3 made to be represented through visayae
which results in logically unsound judgments.

Now, these explanations give rise to two questions.
Every judgment, it is maintained, apprehends the referent
under the class concepts and combines visayl and visaya.
The first question is whether Sankara intends to charac-



SANKARA'S CONCEPTION OF ADHYASA 637

terise each and every judgment as logically unsound. The
reply to this question would be that Sankara does not accept
the ordinary distinction between true and false judgments.
All the so-called true and false judgments of the ordinary
level are declared logically unsound excepting those which
are called identity judgments (e.g., ‘This is that’). The
second question is, whether there are two types of adhyasa,
one concerning the use of class concepts and the other con-
cerning the combining of viseyi and visaye. The reply to
this question would be that there are not types of adhydsa
but there are two aspects of the self-same adhydsa. The
Vivarne Promeya Sangrahe calls these two aspects of
adhydse as jRanadhyase and arthadhydsa. 1t is called
jranadhydsae from the point of view of judgment which
makes use of class concepts and it is called arthadhydsa
from the point of view of proposition which combines
visay? and visaye. A judgment is that which is expressed
in a proposition and a proposition is that which expresses
a judgment.

Before leaving the discussion of adhydse it may be
emhasised that truth and falsity are concepts of epistemo-
logical appraisal in the cognitive level, not in the pre-
cognitive level, that is what is called experience. So adhydsa
can be said to be there only with respeet to judgments and
propositions, but not with respect to experience. Experience
is neither true nor false. It is simply there. What one be-
lieves or what one asserts on the basis of experience is said
to be either true or false.

The next and important point to be considered is
wheher dabda is to be interpreted as a critique of language
or as scriptural authority. Prof. Misra takes it in the former
sense while Prof. Chattopadhyaya in the latter. Accord-
ing to the findings of Prof. Misra, Sankara uses ‘agama’,
‘srut?’, and ‘Sabda’ interchangeably. The direct meaning of
‘Sabda’ and ‘$ruti’ is ‘language’. Language is an instrument
of communication used in a variety of ways. It has one of
the uses, not the use in scriptures. Srutipramane is not pre-
sented by Sankara as the supreme source of knowledge and
the final court of appeal in respect of cognitive matters,
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That Sankara does not conceive sabda as the final and infal-
lible source of knowledge overriding all others like percep-
. tion, inference, ete. is confirmed by his statement, ‘$rutyanu-
grhitatarkah anubhavangatvena asriyate’ and such others.
Srutyanugrhitotarakeh is taken by Prof. Misra to mean
‘reasoning proceeding alongwith the logical tracts of langu-
age’ and ‘enubhavangatvena dasriyate’ to mean ‘the very
conditions of any determinate cognition.”?® Those who take
dabda to mean scriptural authority do some sort of rigging
and say that authentic knowledge comes from scriptures for
the unenlightened people and that comes from intuition for
the enlightened ones.?* Statements of the scriptures and
sayings of the sages may, at the initial level, provide infor-
mation and material. And in this sense they may be regard-
ed as authorities as Sarnkara and Strawson are regarded as
authorities by Prof. Misra or as Sankara, Prof. Radha-
krishnan, Prof. Dasgupta and Prof. Datta are so regarded
by Prof. Chattopadhyaya or as all of these illustrious men
so regarded by myself. But that does not credit any source
as the final dispenser or arbiter of knowledge. That has
got to be analysed and examined on the test ground of
reason and then accepted or rejected on its own merit. As
truth is revealed after analysis and examination of state-
ments coming from any source whatsoever, it is called
agama. And as this truth does not come out of sources like
perception and inference which are mediated, it is called
aparoksanubhiti. If sabdapromana or Srutipramdna is sup-
posed to be the most important of all pramanas and on the
top in the series of importance, then the difference between
this premdane and other pramdapas would be only a difference
in degree and this would provide with the same factual
information as others, albeif more faithfully and accurately.
But the difference between this pramdane and other pre-
manes is one of kind as the following statement of Sankara
amply shows.
Protyeksadi pramapenupalabdhe hi  visaye
Srutihpramanam ne protyaksadi visaye.**

(In matters which cannot be comprehended through per-
ception, ete., linguistic analysis steps in.)
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Sankara intends to draw attention to the fact that percep-
tion, inference etc. are accredited sources of knowledge for
transaction of business in the world of colour, taste and
sound. But when we come to the world of philosophy we
leave behind this world and therefore these oridnary sources
of knowledge are of no avail here. Sankara seems intent to
show the sphere of competence of different pramdanas in this
way. The knowledge available through the analysis of langu-
age without its objects of reference cannot be of the same
type as the knowledge available through language with its
objects of reference. One is operative in one’s own sphere
but not so in another’s.*” The philosopher in nobody but a
samiksaka as Vivaranae terms him. He does not use the in-
strument of language as it is used in the ordinary plane to
make statements in the world. He picks up the instrument
itself and examines its function, futility or utility, ete. in
abstraction. He studies the structure and behaviour of diffe-
rent linguistic forms and for this task follows the method
of reflection and critical analysis.

Sankara starts with the Brahma Siitra or the Gitd as
his authority and studies them critically and comes to his
own conclusions. As a writer aptly puts it, ‘The Acharya’s
method seems to be to start with the authorities and thus,
in the final analysis, to discard them, even as the costly lunar
module by the lunarnauts.’2®

Now after going through all these Prof. Chattopadh-
yaya may flatter himself by saying a le S. Hampshire, ‘let
Prof. Misra translate Sankara’s doctrine about the ultimate
elements of Reality into a doctrine about the ultimate
elements of our discourse, but let him not regard at any time
that this translation is an account of Sankara’s own inten-
tion.” As Sankara’s version of adhyisa or $abde is not found
to carry a burden of extra-logical commitment, Prof. Misra
may take away the wind from Prof. Chattopadhyaya’s sails
and say, ‘let Prof. Chattopdhyaya translate Sankara’s doc-
trine about the ultimate elements of our discourse into a
doctrine’ about the ultimate elements of Reality but let him
not regard at any time that this translation is an account
of Sankara’s own.” This stalemate would be there until it is
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realised that interpretations, strictly speaking, are neither
true nor false. They are plausible and acceptable or im-
plausible and unacceptable depending on how and how much
they are able to accommodate and co-ordinate and syste-
matise and explain. My humble task in this paper has been
to show on whose interpretation — Prof. Misra’s or Prof.
Chattopadhyaya's — various statements of Sankara and
other Advaita Vedantins on adhydasa and sabda appear more
coherent, plausible and acceptable.

I have not tried here to place the thesis of Prof. Misra
beyond discussion and dispute—that would be dispelling one
dogma and developing another. Discussion on his thesis can
be profitably carried on in at least two ways. First, one can
discuss about the standpoint itself as to whether it is de-
fended convincingly by the interpreter; he would discredit
himself if he is vascillating between more than one stand-
points. Second, one can discuss whether the interpreter is
able to apply the avowed standpoint consistently to all the
areas to which it is directed. A thesis is examined on its
own merit and not thrown out only because it does not con-
form to the tradition or orthodoxy or because it does not
satisfy somebody’s ego. Prof. Chattopadhyaya does not
examine Prof. Misra’s thesis in either of the above two
ways but rejects it without giving it a hearing that it
deserves, He does not, therefore, succeed in refuting the
thesis of Prof. Misra, neither does he succeed in establish-
ing his overbold pronouncement that ‘the linguistic thesis
(of Prof. Misra) on adhyasa. ..... has absolutely no basis
in Sankara’s text!” Prof. Chattopadhyaya tries to ignite a
big mass of fire which does not blaze, but ends in smoke.

Utkal University Ganesh Prasad Das
Bhuvaneshwar

NOTES

* 1-am grateful to Dr. B. Kar, Lecturer, P.G. Dept. of
Philosophy for his valuable suggestions in preparing
this paper.
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Prefaec to the first edition of The Siz Ways of Knowing,
Univ. of Cal.

Ibid.

Although Prof. Chattopadhyaya objects to Prof. Misra’s
expression ‘floating universal’ he uses the expression
‘floating appearance’.

‘The Religio-Philosophic Culture of India’ in The Cul-
tual Heritage of India, Vol. I, Ramakrishna Mission,
1970, p. 163.

Vide, for example, his paper entitled ‘Sankara’s Philo-
sophy of Language’ presented at the all India seminar
of that name held at Vani Vihar in 1971.

I have tried to elaborate this point in a paper entitled
‘Some Remarks on the Foundations of Metaphysics’
accepted for presentation at the ensuing session of the
Indian Philosophical Congress, 1976.

The Problem of Knowledge, Penguin Books, 1957, p. 7.
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Cf. Ayer, op. cit., p. 28.

Yusmat asmat pratyaye gocarayor visaya VISOYANEDs
tamah prakdsevaet vireddha svabhdavayoh itarciara
bhavanupapattau etc.

Also, Nahi Srutisatamapi §itah agnih aprakdaso vd it/
bruvat pramapyemupasaiti. Yadi brayat sitah agnii
aprakaso va 6 tathapi arthantaramn $ruteh viveksitam
kalpyam pramanyanyathanupapatteh (Gité Bhasya,
18.66) and,

Na ki dgamah sahasramepi ghatam poloyitum isate.

Vacaspati, Introduction to Bhamati.

2. Analytical Studies, pp. 8-14.

For example, Radhakrishnan, Indiean Philosophy, Vol
II, p. 514,

Gita Bhasya, 18-66.

Yasya vikyasya taitparyavisayibhutasemsargo manan-
tarena na badhyate tat vakhyam pramdnam. Vedanta
Paribhaga, 4.1.

J. Dash, Proc. of the Fifth Conf. of All Orissa Phil.
Assoc., p. 5.

Spinoze, Penguin Books, 1967, p. 219.
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