THE CONCEPT OF ADHYASA AND THE VEDANTA
OF SANKARA

I

~ In the preface to his commentary on the Brahma-
siutras of Badarayana, Sankara brings in the concept of
adhydse as furnishing the clue to an understanding of the
philosophy of the upatiishads, embodied in what he calls,
‘the Vedanta Vakyas’.! He does not lay any claim to dis-
covery of a ‘new’ truth, nor does he claim to have expounded
a philosophy of his own independent of, and unrelated to,
what tradition has regarded as the ‘revealed truth’ of the
seriptures.? His greatness consists in presenting the vedantic
truth as absolute non-dualism (edvaife) against other pos-
sible versions of it by means of a masterly interpretation
of the texts which is compelling in its logical force. But the
fact remains that unlike most philosophies, Sankara does not
start with ‘first principles’, of his own reflective thought,
and, thereafter, attempt a logical deduction. It is the method
of free and unbridled reflective thinking (and not free
imagination)® with no anchorage in the intuitions or reve-
lations embodied in the vedanta texts* that both Badarayana
and Sankara, acting upon certain express statements of the
upanisads themselves unambiguously repudiate.® The San-
khya philosophy which Sankara himself regards as a superb
rationalistic system and as the strongest rival in the philo-
sophic encounter® can by no stretch of imagination be char-
acterised as a system of purely fanciful speculation and on
that ground meriting Sankara’s condemnation in that con-
text. Now the bare suggestion of Sankara’s affiliation to the
vedantic tradition of the upanisads as‘also of his espousal
of the revealed authority of the scriptures as an indepen-
dent and extraordinary source of knowledge (alaukika pra-
mana) is treated by some with utmost contempt and is look-
ed upon as inconsistent with Sankara’s status as a great
philosopher.” The argument’ of these modern exponents of
Sankara’s philosophy has taken the following direction. Since
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Ganikara has to be regarded as a great philosopher, he must
be understood to be a free and independent thinker un-
fettered by any tradition.® He cannot have accepted, there-
fore, the scriptural authority as a premana, that is, as an
instrument of valid knowledge,® not to speak of, as an exira-
ordinary or alaukike pramdane, impervious and self-depen-
dent, which no conventional laukika pramdne can either
assail or contradict. The bogey of the socalled $astrapre-
mana has to be treated as an illicit and unwarranted imposi-
tion, worked upon the purely logical, non-factual and
linguistic analysis of Sankara by unenlightened tradition.
Or since the expressions, Sastrapramana, agama, and $ebda
are found to have been used interchangeably, what Sankara
speaks of as an organ of supreme enlightenment and con-
sequently, as a means of liberation, must be §abdapramana
in the sense of a ‘critique of language’*® currently known in
western philosophy as linguistic analysis. Moreover, as San-
kara is after all a philosopher, and no philosopher worth the
name can take any interest in any ‘factual’ question regard-
ing the nature of existence and the world of facts which
undeniably form the special subject-matter of science, there-
fore, it follows logically that Sankara could not have evinced
any interest in any factual question and an understanding of
Sankara in any other light must be sheer misunderstand-
ing.!t Against such fundamental misrepresentation of San-
kara vedanta by tradition and the traditionalists this group
of Indian writers have not only voiced their emphatic denun-
ciation but they have also attempted a revision and ‘re-
appraisal’ of Sankara’s philosophy in their newly dis-
covered light.!? Since this clamour for re-interpretation of
the philosophy of Sankara has acquired some momentum it
may not be out of place to give a dispassionate consideration
to the above thesis vis-a-vis the traditional interpretation of
§ankara and his philosophy.

There is no absolutely settled and, thel:efore, one
single tradition in philosophy. Nor is it philosophically
sound to judge merit of a philosopher by reason ef his
supposed adherence to one particular tradition in philo-
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sophy. What philosophy is, or is to be, is an open
question. That metaphysical philosophy is nonsense, or
that philosophical probléms all arise from misuse of lan-
guage, is only one specific view on the subject. There may
be, and have been, other views on the matter. To under-
stand a philosophy and to judge its merit or demerit it is
necessary to read it in its own peculiar context and to hold
it in the light of the tradition, the point of view, to which
it belongs. No praise or blame proceeding from faulty sup-
position can throw any light upon a philosophical system
or its proper appraisal.’® Sarikara is an Indien philosopher.
In the Indian tradition, philosophy is essentially a view of'
life and philosophic wisdom consists, not in knowing the
world of ‘neutral’ facts, — its nature as also its laws, but
in understanding life as it is given, and in examining the
possibility of remoulding and reforming it in the light of
what is ascertained as the {ruth about all existence. In this,
precisely, lies its specific direction, its orientation towards
what is conceived as a supreme end or goal — parama puriu-
sartha. This is a general characteristic of all systems of
Indian philosophy, and the advaite philosophy of Sankara
is the most striking example, and nof a remarkable excep-
tion.'* There is no place for purely theoretic interest in
Indian philosophy. The ‘atha’ (thereafter) and ‘atah’ (for
this purpose) are inalienable features of philosophic enquiry
in India. Indian philosophy did not aim at mere informative
knowledge. It aspired to become transformative wisdom.
Not that it is non-informative, disinterested or indifferent
to the question as to what is there. It looks for information
in order to wutiiise that knowledge for the purpose of trans-
formation of the person from within with a view to effecting
an ideal adjustment to the fruth of the situation. This may
be looked down upon as a vain-glorious fanciful programme,
and wisdom which the word ‘philosophy’ literally signifies
may be interpreted to stand for a.critical understanding of
some sort, devoid of any ostensible practical aim. But the
fact remains that Indian philosophy is not a philosophy in
that sense. That philosophy has no genuine problems to
selve, that all its accredited problems are pseudo-problems—
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arising from linguistic confusion, and that the proper func-
tion of philosophy consists not in solving but only in resolv-
ing such problems,— ‘in showing the fly the way out of the
fly-bottle’, cannot be meaningfully uttered in the context of
Indian philosophy. Wittgensteinian wisdom is out of its
depth here. In the Indian context, philosophical problems
relate to the problems of life, the problems that beset human
existence. Does life have any problem? or can the Wittgen-
steinian magic make them evaporate?

The life we live, looks like an arena of test and trial.
Man is at war not only with his surroundings, but also with
himself. He is constantly thrown off his balance. This is evil.
For healthy living, regaining the balance, is indispensable.
This gives peace. In peace, the person is quite at ease with
and within himself. Man needs peace and rest most of all.
This, then, can be called the supreme object of his desire,
his supreme end — parama purusarhte.’® Indian philosophy
in its various schools, and in course of its various theories,
provides alternative planning for realisation of this supreme
end. This is its primary objective; all other enquiries are
ancillary and are, therefore, of secondary importance. Wis-
dom consists not in knowing simply, but in knowing how to
live an ideal life. While reflecting on life, Indian philosophy
reflects on the varied experiences which life unfolds. It
ana]yqes these experiences, and in course of such analysis,
also reflects on, or postulates about, what may *be their ob-
jective determinants, on concomitant manifesations. Logic
and psychology, epistemology and metaphysics, ethics and
veligion, even logical grammar and linguistic anaylsis, are
commissioned to play their appropriate roles as integral
parts of the total enquiry. But none is allowed to outstrip
ity legitimate limit. In its critical reflection on life, in its
analysis and evaluation of the varied experiences which it
embodies, in the rational ascertainment of the truth of exis-
lence which can fulfil its practical demand, Indian philo-
sophy like other brands of philosophy pursuing their special
programmes, has employed a wide variety of methods. There
are Indian systems which accept guidance of extreme positi-
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vistic logic which insists on direct verifiability in term of
the pérson’s own immediate perceptual experience as the
test of truth. There are, again, systems which follow the
logic of inferential reasoning and some that follow postu-
lational logic' of primary concepts and first principles, and
admit indirect verifiability, not necessarily in term of
direct experience, but in term of fruitful deductions, predict-
ability, and even logical conceivability as a method of proof.
There are, again, some sysetms which follow a logic which
accepts guidance of extraordinary ‘impersonal’ experiences
_and intuitions (dgamanusari tarka)'? in addition to, and not
in illegitimate and wholesale suppersession of, the testimony
of ordinary experience — some sort of a synthetic logic of
adjutsment and reconciliation. This is not a logic of exclu-
sion, not a logic which accords recognition to only one type
of facts, only one kind of experiences. It accords to each type
a place within its legitimate sphere and shows how opposi-
tion and even contradiction in or among them may disappear
once we take a total view of things. This spirit of accommo-
dation, recognition of the presence of opposites in a total
view is reflected in these well-known lines of the upanigads:
‘where there is duality, as it were, there one sees another,
there one smells another, there one hears anotler. . . where,
verily, everything has become just one self, then whereby
and whom would one smell....then whereby and whom
would one understand...Lo, whereby would one under-
stand the understander 7’18

Logic ¢s not, and cannot function in any clime, as an
organ of knowledge, as a pramana. It is only a method of
proof or disproof. In this function it has unconditionally to
fall back upon ‘given’ knowledge of some kind since it has
its roots deeply laid in that ground. Logic originates from
experience, and can work logically only under the guidance
of ‘given’ knowledge or experience. It does not drop from
the clouds, nor can it exercise itself in vacuum. This simple
truth, unfortunately, is very often lost sight of. Indian
philosophy does not commit this mistake. In the distinction
drawn between jiiana and jiapti,'? it keeps in clear promi-
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nence this distinction between a pramana (an organ of
knowledge) and pramdnya pariksd (process of proof). It is
also to be clearly noted that Indian logic does not admit
sanctity of purely formal inference. The wvyapti which
roughly corresponds to the major premise of western syllog-
ism is a factual premise, supported by an illustration from
the world of facts and experience which is admitted and
accepted by the proponent and the opponent alike. In the
face of this, it is idle to talk about an Indian philosopher’s
raising, or indulging in, a purely formal, and in that sense,
a purely logical question as distinguished from a factual
question.?*

Generally speaking, western philosophy accords no re-
cognition to pramanas other than perception and inference.
The same is not true of quite a large number of Indian
systems. Some of them, besides admitting other pramanas
accord a place of honour to testimony or authority. This has
laid them open to the charge of dogmatism from many
quarters. Something must, therefore, be said in defence of
this Indian standpoint. No man is born of himself, nor is
he born in an uninhabited globe. Man is born as a social
animal and three-parts of all he knows come from social
contact and, therefore, from authority. It is true that much
of that which we receive from that source is subject to cor-
rection by the knowledge we acquire from personal expe-
rience as also by inference. But the same can also be said
about such individual experience and what is inferred on
that foundation. Human knowledge is an organic whole in
which the parts modify and correct each other in order to
present a coherent system. As contradiction forces correc-
tion and reformation of the system, so also non-contradic-
tion or absence of any actwal clash and conflict gives to it an
apparent imperviousness and-stability. Bare possibility of
contradiction in future does not stand in the way of our
acceptance of it as knowledge and truth any more than the
bare possibility of indigestion leads us to abstention from
all food and nutrition. Corrigibility is not, therefore, any
special disadvantage of that kind of knowledge which we
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derive from others, All the same, the source of this kind of
indirect knowledge must be authentic and reliable. This led
the Nvaya-Vaidesikas to define $abda or authoritative utter-
ance as apta vdakye,?' that is, sentence originating from a
person of unimpeachable veracity (yathartha vakitd).
This authority is, again, distinguished by the schools into
ordinary or human (laukika) and vaidike or scriptural
None of the two forms is regarded self-evident (svatah
pramdna) by the Nyaya-VaiSegikas.as they do not accept
self-validity of any form of knowledge whatsoever. But
when we come to the orthodox systems like the Mimarhsa and
the Vedanta the case becomes different. These two schools
regard all knowledge as self-valid, in the sense that the con-
ditions determining the origin of knowledge determine its
validity or truth also, and that a knowledge does not require
to be validated or confirmed by some other knowledge or by
extraneous reference in order to be accepted as a true know-
ledge, That knowledge once accepted as true may be sub-
sequently falsified is admitted by them. But this relates, they
argue, to the process of invalidation or falsification of one
knowledge by another and so extraneous reference (para-
tah), and not to validation. The Mimamsakas and the
Vedantists commonly make, however, a special case for the
revealed scriptural authority. This is absolutely infallible.
The vedic statements are not liable for correction either in
themselves, or by anything that our usual pramdnas, the
laukike pramanaes, such as, perception, inference, etc., can
deliver/ or testify. The ground of this special treatment
shown to the vedic and upanisadic statements is not, how-
ever, temperamental or psychological. It is logical. These
statements are to be treated as infallible since they are
reveal and being so, are impersonal®? (apauruseya). They do
not have any authorship, human or divine. Although the
truths which they embody get expression, or manifest them-
selves, in personal consciousness, they are as themselve,
transpersonal, and are not subject to any personal, subjec-
tive and psychological factors of the mind in which they are
revealed. They are not revealed in the sesse of being com-
municated by any superior authority. No god and no enlight-
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ened liberated soul is their origin. They do not have any
origin. These truths are eternal (nifya). These are truth-
experiences which are not subject to the limitation of space,
time and causality. They are universal and always. They are
not like Plato’s universals the ‘stuff’ of the intelligible world
and the ‘forms’ of the sensible. They are not objectivities.
Nor are they subjective experiences. They are trans-subjec-
tive and trans-objective. Although they are revealed in
human consciousness, in the intuitions of sages and seers,
they are self-revealed. Personal consciousnesses ‘have’ them
when they open up to them, but do not create or manufac-
ture them. They are truths, spiritual and extraordinary,
and therefore, the statements or verbal forms in which they
are expresged constitute an alaulika or extraordinary pra-
mana. Unfolding transcendental truths as they do, they do
not state anything which belongs to the order of things
known through the laulika or ordinary pramanas. There-
fore, the very possibility of their coming into conflict with
the laukika pramdanas is completely ruled out.2s.

That which is impersonal cannot be the conventional,
cannot be supposed to have any human origin. On the same
ground, it cannot also be regarded as traditional. That the
good and the pleasant cannot be identical, that ignorance
and knowledge belong to opposite poles, that duties, if
attended to in a detached way, cannot give rise to any in-
fatuation, are truths limited not to any particular tradition.
These are neither old nor new; these are truths for all ages.
INlustrations may be multiplied limitlessly. Nor can these be
regarded as sectarian dogmas. By holding on to them we
pass beyond ourselves, beyond our normal limitations de-
fined by personal prejudices, and sectarian beliefs. These
impose no limitations; they remove all limitations. The fear
voiced by some loudly, and entertained by some others
among our westernised contemporaries in somewhat docile
and apologetic fashion, that any emphasis on Sankara’s
affiliation to the upanisadic trend is likely to act as a cen-
sure and to prove him to be a dogmatist, a traditionailst and
as sectarian seems to be groundless.?*
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The simple admission of testimony or authority as one
of the pramanas cannot render a philosophy open to the
charge of traditionalism. or dogmatism. That charge can be
sustained only if the system admitting testimony as a pra-
méne admits also its personal origin and, at the same time,
regards it as absolutely infallible and sacrosanct. Such a
loop-hole is not present in any of the classical systems of
Indian philosophy. Systems like the Nyaya-Vaisesika and
the Sankhya, while regarding testimony in either of its two
forms — laukika and vaidike as apte-vakya, make its accep-
tance conditional upon its being amenable to reason or logi-
cal understanding.?® The Vedanta and the Mimarhsa,
although subscribing to the view of self-validity of all forms
of knowledge at the origin, do not regard testimony or
authority of every form as absolutely infallible. That claim
of absolute incorrigibility and, therefore, of absolute in-
fallibility is defended in respect of the revealed testimony
of the Vedas and the Upanisads only, on the ground of their
being apauruseye (impersonal) and nitya (eternal). Even,
this sanctity does not attach to their verbal forms precisely,
since as verbal statements they are subject to the rules of
cogent interpretation, such as, upakrama, upasemhira,
abhydso, epurvatd, phele, arthavade and upapatii,*® but to
the. themes, to the truths they convey. Discrepancy or con-
flict in the instruction if any, will have to be ‘taken, not as
discrepancy or conflict among the truth-experiences they
embody, but in their verbal forms only, and this is to be
remedied by internal reference only, by the law of inner
harmony (samanvaya), and not by any external test, such
as, reference to any of the laukika pramanas.

The reason is that the $ruti texts constitute an alaukika
pramdnae in so far as they deal with a subject-matter not
accessible to any ordinary means of knowledge.?” The extra-
ordinary premdane and the ordinary pramdnas do not have
any common subject-matter or concurrent jurisdiction.?®
That being so, in any disputation regarding transcendental
matters, no laukika pramana, can function as a referee. As
there can be no interference on the part of a laukika pra-
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mana in transcendental matters, so also in phenomenal
matters, within the legitimate jurisdiction of the laukika
pramanas, the S$rutis cannot exercise any prerogative
powers, This is brought out clearly in the view defended by
both the Vedanta and the Mimarisa that Srutis cannot be
anuvidaka of what is accessible to any ordinary means of
knowledge, since that would render them redundant and use-
less (anarthaka). It is in this context that the observation,
such as, even one thousand scriptures cannot render an
earthen pot into a piece of cloth — a statement placed by
Vacaspati in the mouth of the purvapaksa (opponent) of
Sankara in the introductory remarks of his glossary on
Sankara’s adhydsa bhdsya becomes significant.?® Sankara’s
own comment in the Gita bhagya that even hundreds of
frutis declaring fire to be cold or dark (aprakisa) cannot
constitute a legitimate source of valid knowledge®® will have
to be read in a similar context. In this, Sankara, tempera-
mentally non-coercive as he is in his approach, makes cer-
tain concessions to pirvapaksa in order to delineate the
special province in which $rutipramanae or Sastrapramina
enjoys absolute unchallengeability. This and similar obser-
vations made by Sankara and his classical commentators are
not Sankara’s concluding remarks in this connection are re-
corded in the third paragraph of his commentary on B.S.
2.1.6, where Sankara says “agamamatrasamadhigamya eva
tu ayam artho, dharmavat”, that is, oneness of reality be-
ing a transcendental theme, has to be grasped in the light of
the Sruti, the extraordinary pramana, although it is an
existential content (parinisthita) and not like dharma a
content that is yet to be (bhavya). The laukika pramanas in
such context can only have supporting role, but no role in
-opposition.?* Missing his mark and diréection in the maze of
Sankara’s argument, another scholar characterises $ah-
kara’s attitudes in this connection as ambivalent, and comes
out with the shocking discovery that in the event of a clash
with other means of valid knowledge, Sruti has (neces-
sarily) to be taken in a secondary sense, and that &ruti,
according to Sankara, ‘in the sense of authority, is merely
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subordinate to other means of valid knowledge’.?® Poor San-
kara is not allowed to speak for himself!

Both the Mimarsd and the Vedanta regard the srutis
as apouruseya (without a personal origin) and in that
sense, revealed. Unlike aptavdkya which is testimony origi-
nating from some reliable person and which for that reason
forms part of laukike pramdnas, the revealed authority of
the Srutis constitutes an extraordinary (eldukika) pramana.
The érutis relate to transcendental matters which are not
accessible to any ordinary pramana. Negatively speaking,
they do not inform or enjoin in matters decidable by the
ordinary pramdnas. Had not this been the case, had they
imparted any knowledge or instruction which is also avail-
able through our conventional laoukika .pramanas, they
would simply become repetitional (aruvadaka) and for that
reason, useless and redundant (enarthaka). Taking his cue
from this classical distinction, a modern scholar brought up
in the tradition of contemporary analytic philosophy, may
argue that since the laukika pramdnas deal with all the
‘facts’ or ‘states of affair’ that can be there, so the Sdstre
pramana, the other name of which is dabdapreamana, must
be dealing with formal linguistic questions or logical ques-
tions as distinguished from factual questions. Under the
spell of an alien tradition, he may overlook what the rele-
vant texts actually mean or signify; he may even venture to
read his own thoughts into the Mimarhsa and the Vedinta
and come out with the declaration that the §abdapramana of
these systems is nothing but a critique of language and that
tradition has committed a glaring and unpardonable mistake
by taking it in esoteric and quixotic sense.?® The Mimarhsi,
the most conservative and extremist among the vedic sys-
tems, for example, although it leaves the realm of the actual,
of existential things (bh#tevastu) and accomplished *facts
(perinispanna visaya) to be treated and decided by the
loukika pramanas, harnesses the extraordinary sdstrapra-
mama and Sastravdkyas to the nonsensuous world of dharma
(merits or spiritual excellences) which is yet to emerge as
a eonsequence of performances of enjoined actions (Karma)
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and abstention from prohibited actions. Taking the revealed

" testimony of the §rutis in this sense, the Mimarhsa regards
all vedic statements principally as injunctive (codand) in
their import and advises that those which are not appar-
ently so, will have to be taken as ancillary to the main trend
in some way or other.3™ The Vedanta, on the other hand,
makes a distinction between the earlier part of the S§rutis
called the Karmakanda and the later part which is called
the jfianakanda. The upanisads, principally, constitute this
latter part, the subject-matter of which is Brahman, the
Absolute Reality — which though existential, self-complete
and unnegatable, is not for that reason, accessible to any
ordinary means of knowledge. Not being an extremist, the
Vedanta school, however, concedes the Mimamsa conten-
tion in part — that the earlier part of the Vedas is ritual-
istic, and that dharma is their object-matter. But the
Mimamsa and the Vedanta, in all their schools, commonly
admit the absolute infallibility and, therefore, incorrigibi-
lity of the revealed authority of §rutis in their special juris-
dictions.

But the Mimarmsa has one advantage which the
Vedanta, in any of its various schools, does not share. The
sphere of non-sensuous dharme and adharme being char-
acteristically different from the world of sensuous facts and
objects, the ‘ought-to-be’ or ‘yet-to-be’ (bhavya) being
radically different from that which is or ewxists (bhita),
amity between the loukika and the alaukika pramanas can
be preserved on the principle of non-interference. This is
not so easy of accomplishment as far as the Vedanta is con-
cerned. Even inside the province of the transcendental non-
sensuous, the Vedanta, besides admitting the bhavyae of the
Mimarsa in the ritualistic part of the Vedas, installs an
existential reality, such as, Brahman, as the visaya (subject-
matter) of the jfianakdnda of the Vedas, called the upani-
sads. So, there are fwo kinds of existential reality, the
sensuous and the non-sensuous, and so, the question arises
how to provide an amicable settlement between them. More-
over, and this is more fundamental, the Vedanta, not only
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means the end-part of the Vedas but also the culmination
and consummation of all knowledge — the finel and alsolute
knowledge. Such being the case, the Vedanta has not only
to reconcile all forms of knowledge, including the knowledge
of dharma,*® and provide a rational basis of their explana-
tion, but has also to meet and satisfy the rival claims of
the two forms of existential reality — the given sensuous
and the ‘discoverable’ but transcendental non-sensuous.
Moreover, the Vedanta, as the supreme and the final wisdom
about all existence, is not to be gne philosophy among a host

of infinite other forms, but it has to justify its claim and
title to absolute knowledge, to be the philosophy paramount.
It is to achieve this singular purpose, it should be clearly
noted, that the Veddanta refuses to be guided by the free
logic of conceptual speculation adopted by the other schools,
and opts for the guidance of revealed truths, of non-
sensuous intuitions (cf. Kant), and the logic which is in-
herent in them. Only by this means, thé non-finality, the un-
decidedness (apratisthitatva) and the consequent insatiety
(avimolksa) of the logic of speculative reason can be escap-
ed.?® The revealed truths which are not ‘ideas of reason’,*
not also the elements of any conceptual frame-work*' mani-
pulated by speculative reason, are expected to provide that
stable basis which an absolutistic philosophy badly needs.**
As impersonal intuitions, that is, as deliveries of an ‘im-
personal’ and extraordinary pramana, these have claim to
absolute incorrigibility, limited as they are not in space and
time, affected as they are not by psychological conditions
and personal factors of the mind in which they are revealed.
With us initially, they are no doubt, the intelligibles of faith
but they are also capable of being interpreted, elaborated
and defended by thought,®® and it is this kind of thought
or thinking which can be called ‘Ggamanusar: tarke’.** The
The Srutis themselves call this reflective and analytical logi-
cal process ‘manana’ and Sankara has given it the name
‘Vakyarthavicarend’.*® This ‘manana’ or ‘vakyarthavica-
rand’ constitutes the middle and the intermediate stage of
the whole philosophical process which is to render the ‘in-
direct contents’ of Sravana into ‘direct contents’ of ‘anu-
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bhava, avagati, or of what vacaspati calls ‘tattvasdaksatlare’
through ‘nididhyasana’ (meditation), culminating in what
Gankara names as adhyevasdna'® (elimination of -ignor-
ance). This logical interpretation of the vedanta vakyas
(vedanta vakyarthavmarana) is not itself any knowledge. It
is interpretation of the ‘sense’ or meaning of the vedanta
vakyas cogently and harmoniously as a means to the indirect
knowledge of what is meant by them. Once the sense is
understood, the vakyos become the pramana, i.e., means of
knowledge of the meant.

Cuttack (Orissa) 3. K. Chattopadhyaya

NOTES

1. The purpose of the vedantasitras, says Sankara, is to
knit together the various vedanta vakyas in the form
of a garland — ‘vedantavakya-kusumagrathanarthat-
vat gitranam. He expounds his vedanta philosophy by
quoting and explaining relevant vedanta, vakyas as
illustrations in connection with his interpretation of the
siitras — ‘vedanta vakyani hi siatrairudahrtya vicar-
yanté. B.S5.B., 1.1.2. This disproves the contention of
Dr. G. Misra that Sankar had nothing to do with the
gruti texts as revealed authority, that his Sabdapra-
mana does not mean §rutipramana, as misunderstood
by one and all before him, but that Sabdapramaina
means a critique of the structure and function of lan-
guage in the way Russell and Wittgenstein have done.
See his Analytical studies in Indian Philosophical
Problems, pp. 1-14, also G. Nayak — A reappraisa! of
the Vedanta of* Sankaracarya, Ind. Phil. Quarterly New
Series Vol. I, No. 1, pp. 65-66.

2. Messrs Misra and Nayak trace his greatness to his
complete independence of the tradition of the &ruti-
pramana, to his unorthodoxy that dismisses such tradi-
tional fads as ‘revealed truth’, ‘intuition’, ‘mysticism’
and practical fulfilment such as liberation in ‘spiritual
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11.
12.
13.

14,
15.

realisation’. Liberation that Sankara speaks of is eman-
cipation from faulty linguistic habits and enjoying in-
tellectual delight in the knowledge of the logic of lan-
guage. Ibid., Misra, pp. 1-14, Nayak, pp. 58, 60-61.
G. Nayak, Ibid., p. 64 — Utpreksa and Sugkatarka con-
demned by Sankara is ‘imagination’ according to Nayak.
B.S. 2.1.11 and S.B. 2.1.6.

See Sankara’s quotations of Sruti texts condemmng logic
unsupported by Srutis as means of supreme knowledge.
B.3.B. II. 1, sutras 1-6 and 11.

B.S.B. 2.1.12, also 2.1.3.

Messrs Misra and Nayak. Analytical Studies — Loglcal
Foundation of Sankar Vedanta also Ind. Phil. Quarter-
ly, Vol. I, No. 1, pp. 65-67.

Ibid.

Ibid.

G. Misra — Analytical Studies, p. 9. Here, he raises a
funny point. He asks how could tradition in Indian
philosophy regard Sabda as having anything to do with
authority or scripture as a source of valid knowledge
when in a text like the Vedanta Paribhaga all that one
can find in the Chapter on Sabdapramana is discussion
on rules of syntax? Evidently, he does not see the
difference between the problem of meaning of sen-
tences and that of knowledge, that is, what significant
sentences seek to inform or communicate. This, indeed,
18 missing the wood in the trees. Does perception as a
pramana stand for analysis of perception?

G. Misra— ‘Sankara’s doctrine of adhyasa. Ind. Phil
Quarterly, Vol. II, Ne. 3, 1975, p. 229 — See also
Nayak’s paper referred to already.

Dr. Misra advocates revision, Dr. Nayak — reappraisal.
This has been shown to be the case with both Dr. Misra
and Dr. Nayak towards the end of this paper.

See Nayak’s paper, pp. 56-61.

This is the general characetristic of ‘moksa’ as under-
stood by the systems. Quotations are too numerous to
be reproduced.
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16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29,

30.
31.

S. K. Chattopadhyoye

Nyaya-Vaisesika and the Sankhya are examples on the
point.

The Mimamsa and particularly the vedanta are in-
stances on the point. '

Br. Aranyak. 2.4.14.

See D. M. Datta — Six ways of knowing, p. 329.

See the Criticisms of Drs. Misra and Nayak that tradi-
tion has done the greatest disservice by showing San-
kara as dealing with factual questions which are not
philosophic questions at all as per contemporary trends

" of western philosophy. They have undertaken to sal-

vage Indian philosophers out of such pitfalls as self-
appointed guardians.

Tarkasarhgraha, Ch. IV, ‘aptavakyah Sabdah, aptastu
Yatharthavakta..

According to the Vedanta and the Mimarhsa no imper-
fection or blemishes can vitiate the ‘impersonal’, inde-
pendent as it is of a person’s disposition, training and
cultural affiliation.

Elaborately treated in Mimarhsd and Vedanta litera-
ture. See subsequent explanation attempted in this
essay.

See Misra and Nayak — Ibid. (writings already re-
ferred).

The Nyaya and the Sankhya follow this attitude. Cft.
Nyaya theory of pramanya. The Sankhya insists on

- ‘yuktimatvacanam’ Cf. Aniruddhavrtti, i. 26.

See vivaranaprameya samgraha -(Bengail Ed.) by
M. M. P. N. Tarkabhusana, pp. 9-13.

B.S.B. 2.1.1. ‘na ca atindrjyanarthan Srutimantarena
kascidupalabhata iti §akyam Sambhéavayiturh, nimitta-
bhavat.’

Otherwise, there would be charges of ‘dnarthakyam’
and ‘anuvadakatvar’, ) '
Vacaspati — Tikaprarambha. ‘nahyagamah sahasra-
mapi Ghatam patayitumisate’.

Gitabhasya, Ch. 18, Sloka 66.

G. C. Nayak evidently misreads the situation when in
his paper he comments that ‘wherever Sruti comes to
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32,

33.

34.

clash with other means of valid knowledge Sankara
suggests that it be taken in a secondary sense’, that
§ruti in the sense of authority, is merely subordinate
to other means of valid knowledge, Ibid., p. 66. Where
clear-cut distinction of spheres has been made, it is
idle or playful to talk about a virodha.

Prof. W. S. Barlingay seems not to go through all the
connected sentences in his quotation of the passage
from Sankara’s bhasya on §loka 66, ch. 18 of the Gita.
See his paper on Sarikara in Ind. Phil. Quarterly, Vol.
II, No. 8, p. 275. Dr. Nayak exhibits the very same im-
‘patience when in his caricature of his professor he sug-
gests that in the passage quoted by him from B.S.B.
1.1.1. either his professor or Sankara himself rested on
an argument proving self-evident character of the self.
This is misreading the situation. The point at issue was
whether Atman was prasiddhe or aprasiddha since in
either case there was no necessity of Brahmajijfiasa.
The argument quoted by Dr. Nayak represennts the
popular view-point. Sankara’s own view in the context
is that although known superficially (as that argument
shows) it is not known in its true essence —tad videsam
prati vipratipatteh. So a close enquiry is needed to as-
certain its true nature, In the passage cited by him from
B.S.B. 1.1.4 he leaves out that part specially on which
poor A. C. Mukherjee wanted to show him the force of
Sankara’s argument — ‘tatsaksitvena pratyuktatvat’,
And in respect of this part Ayer’s argument or Nayak’s
own against Descartes’ ‘cogito’ would be spurious and
irrelevant. See Nayak’s paper pp. 54-55.

B.S.B. 2.1.4, The offender here is Prof. W. S. Barlingay,
Ibid., p. 275, 288, note no. 8. But it may be added in
fairness to him that his argument has not so materially
affecetd Sankara’s view as Nayak’s has done.

Cf. ‘Tadarthagrahanadardhyaya Vedantavakyavirodhi
anumanamapi pramanam bhavati na nivaryate; &rut-
yaiva ca sahayatvena tarkasyabhyupetatvat. S.B. 1.1.2,
also ‘Virodhe tu anapeksam syat asati hyamumanani’
quoted by Sankara from pramanalaksana in S.B. 2.1.1.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42,

S. K. Chattopadhyaya

Cf. The above note 34 with Nayak’s discovery, Ibid.,
p. 66.

Gg Misra — Analytjcal studies etc. pp. 1-14; G. Nayak—
‘Sankara has been misunderstood by one and all in so
far as they have taken him to have discovered some
new fact, albeit of a different kind. His was not a fac-
tual discovery...’, Ibid., p. 54, pp. 66-68.
‘Amanayasya Kriyarthatvat anarthakyamatadarthan-
ari’, M.S. 1.2.1 and ‘vidhina tvekavakyatvat stutyar-
thena vidhinarh syuh’ M.S. 12.7.

From the opposition emphasized by Sankara between
‘bhavya dharma’ and ‘bhita-vastuta’ of Brahma (B.S.B.
1.1.1, 1.1.2) as also between jiiana and karma in B.S.B.
1.1.4, a confusion has arisen in many quarters that, ac-
cording to Sankara, dharma is no object of knowledge.
This is a palpable mistake. Vastutantrata of jiiana is not
equivalent to bhutavastuvisayata. Nor is it correct to
interpret Sankara’s ‘pramanam tu yatha — bhutavastu-
vigsayar’ (B.S.B. 1.1.4) as meaning ‘prmanam tu bhiita-
vastu-vigsayarh’. See my paper ‘vastutantra, codana-
tantra and Purusavyapartantra’. Sankara does not deny
pramanya of vedic statements in the Karmakanda.
There the object of knowledge is an ‘ought’ — in jiiana-
kanda it is an eternally accomplished fact. Sainkara
himself says “Bhavyasca dharmé jijfiasyo na jiianakale

. asti purusavyaparatantravat’. Ya hi codana dharmasya

yati, brahmacodana tu purugam avavodhayati eva keva-
lam’. S.B. 1.1.1. This shows dharma also as an object of
knowledge although here the object is not an accom-

‘plished fact, but a value or merit yet to be acquired.

B.S. 2.1.11. ‘Tarkapratisthanadapyanyathanumeyamiti
cet’ evamapyavimokgaprasangah.

Cf. Kant — Transendental Dialectic.

G. Misra — His paper in Ind. Phil. Quarterly, Vol. II,
No. 3, p. 229. '

It is to provide that absolute basis for knowledge of a
reality not accessible to ordinary pramana that instead
of depending on reasoning, Sankara brings in the testi-
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43,

44,

45.
46.

mony of the ‘revealed truths’ of the srutis. ‘Ekartpena

hyavasthito yo’rthah loke tadvisayam jfianam samyak

jhanamityucyaté, yatharagnirusna iti. Tatraivam sati
samyagjiiane purusanam vipratipattiranupapanna,
Tarkajhananantu anyonyavirodhat prasiddha viprati-
pattih, S.B. 2.1.11. It is really unfortunate that this re-
markable passage supporting revealed truths of §rutis
ag furnishing absolute basis for transcendental know-
ledge is misread and -misniterpreted to support the
claim of sensuous perception alone as providing basis
for vastutantra jfiana.

Cf. K. C. Bhattacharyya — Studies in Philosophy, Vol.
I, p. 65.

B.S.B. 2.1.11 last sentence, also 2.1.6 ‘Srutyanugrhita
eva hyatra tarkonubhavangatvenasriyate’.

B.S.B. 1.1.2.

B.S.B. 1.1.2. ‘Adhyavasana’ may mean either ascer-
ment (niScayajiiana) or elimination of the hindrance
of ignorance. The second meaning is more appropriate
and is adopted by vacaspati.
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