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INTRODUCTION

Nrsimhasramin (A.D. 1500), the author of the Bhedadhikkara,
was a pupil of Girvanendra Sarasvati and Jagannatha§ramin. He
wrote many works such as ddvaita-dipika, Advaita-pasica-ratna,
Advaita-bodha-dipika,Advaita-vada,V acarambhana,V edanta-tativa-
viveka, and commentaries on the Saiksepa-Sariraka and Pajica-
padika-vivarana, called respectively Tattva-bodhini and Pdjica-
padika-vivarana-prakase. The age in which Nrsimhasramin lived
was one of keen criticism and intense controversy. The chief con-
testants who entered the lists were the dvaitin and the advaitin.
The followers of Anandatirtha tried to establish the validity of
absolute difference. Vyasatirtha in his Bhedojjivana sets forth
the evidences for the five-fold difference. In the Bheda-tarangini
Ranganiatha criticises the view of non-difference and expounds the
dualist point of view. The doctrine of non-difference comes to
be criticised by the Visistadvaitins as well. The Bheda-samartha-
na, whose author is not known, is written in defence of differ-
ence from the Visistadvaita standpoint. The Bhedadhikkara-nyak-
kara, the work of Nrsimhadeva, is a criticism of Nrsimhasramin’s
Bhedadhikkara. A perusal of these treatises will convince those,
who condemn Indian thought on the count that it disregards logi-
cal reasoning and blindly follows authority, of the important part
which argumentation plays in the setting forth of the various
doctrines. The exponents of the three schools of Vedanta vie
with one another in upholding through critical canons of reason-
ing that their respective positions are in accord with the letter and
the spirit of Scripture.

In his Bhedadhikkara,l Nrsimhadramin introduces no new line
of argument. His skill lies in presenting the case for Advaita
through a systematic criticism of ‘difference’. The dialectic on
difference is found in almost all the important treatises on Advaita.
Mandana was, perhaps, the earliest of NrsimhaSramin’s fore-
runners in refuting ‘difference’ through dialectical arguments; Sri
Harsa and Citsukha came after Mandana; Sri Harsa’s Khapdana-
khanda-khadya is a master-piece of dialectics, interested as
it is in a criticism of non-advaitic systems through the refutation

1. Commentaries on the Bhedadhikkara:
(1) Bhedadhikkara-satkriya by Nardyanasramin, pupil of Nrsim-
hasramin. A

(2) Bhedadhikkara-vivrti by KalahastiSa Yajvan, pupil of Raghu-
natha§rama Yati.
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2 A CRITIQUE OF DIFFERENCE

(that you are) Destroyer of the bondage located in the self, be
meaningfull! You are not jiva (n2)2; hence I am you alone;
O Nrhari, may I be merged in your selfs?

P, 6 (3) Depending on the lotus-feet of the preceptor, which
are of the essence of grace, are beautiful and abide in my
heart, T do this work of condemning difference.

BT The jiva cognised as “I”, and as other than the internal
organ, is not different from the Supreme, (@) because it is
intelligent, or () because it is a substance, like Brahman. The
probans is not ineffective; for in respect of the contrary conclu-
sion, there are the defects, wiz., (1) the non-existence of the

gk;.é';‘i"f_,}pprehension of difference, and ()2) thé invalidity of the
scriptural declaration of non-difference.

P. 8 There isno difference between (4) jiva and IS$vara, (B)

_between jiva and the inert, or_(C)-among-the jivas; for

i

‘there is no evidence and-it'd6es not stand to reason.

.+~ Objection.—There is (A) evidence, viz., the perception

I am not I8vara;” this is not sublated ; nor is there the impossi-

bility of the causes of this cognition.

P. 9 Reply—The perception “I am not Iévara” is not gene-
rated by senses like the sense of sight etc., for they are not
capable of cognising the self. Nor is mind the instrument of
perception, for it is only an auxiliary to other means of valid
knowledge. The mind by itself is not an independent means
of valid knowledge. Hence there being no cause for this
perception, it is a delusion.

Objection.—The cognition of happiness etc. is not gene-
rated except by the mind alone; hence the mind may be the
means of knowledge similarly in respect of difference too.

P. 10 Reply.—Difference being from Tévara who is super-
sensuous, how can it be perceptual? Difference is reciprocal

non-existence, and only that non-existence is perceptual

whose counter-correlate is perceptual.
Objection.—Perceptibility of the counter-correlate is not
the determinant of the perceptibility of non-existence. The

1. There is Scriptual evidence for non-difference and for the meaning
of the word “Narasimha” given above. Cf. Tapaniya.

2. I8vara cannot be credited with jivatva simply because of his incarna-
tions like Narasimha, etc. The incarnations are adventitious.

3. For, when you exist as Nrsimha (destroyer of the b

onds of men), it
s not meet that I should be subject even to phenomenal bon

dage.



BHEDADHIKKARA 3

non-existence of pot-ness in the mind is not perceptible, though
pot-ness is perceptible, while the non-existence of mind-ness in
the pot is perceptible, though mind is imperceptible. Where
the existence of a thing is opposed to non-cognition, there its
non-existence is perceived. If the jiva were non-different
from the Lord, as it is from itself, that non-difference should
be perceived ; since it is not, the difference is perceived.

Reply.—This difference is but due to extraneous adjuncts,
for difference from Iévara is experienced only by that which is
qualified by the body; hence the cognition of difference is not
valid.

Objection.—The cognition “I”” has the pure self for con-
tent; hence the difference made known thereby is not due to
adjuncts.

Reply—Not so. [I] The mind is not a means of valid
knowledge. [II] It is not in contact with difference. [III]
The mind has not for its auxiliary non-cognition of that which
is capable of being cognised (even given favourable conditions).
Therefore, this difference resides in adjuncts and is not the
sphere of perceptual cognition.

[I.] The mind is not a pramana, (1) because it is an
auxiliary to pramana, (2) because there is no content for it,
and (3) because it is the locus, not the instrument, of valid
knowledge etc. 2

(1) The mind is not a pramana, since like time etc., it is
an auxiliary to pramdna. The sense of sight etc., which are
pramanas, are not auxiliaries to other pramanas. It may be
said that in this case there is a sublator, ziz., the contingence of
the result (say, sound) of the aided praména (say, hearing)
partaking of the general character (say, visibility) of the aid-
ing pramana (say, sight) ; but there is a similar contingence of
the sublator in the present case too; in the cognition of colour
etc., generated by sight etc., there is no experience of mental-
ness. There is no evidence for recognising as an option such
an unexperienced generality.

That the mind is not a pramana is ascertained through
unsublated inference. If the mind were the instrument in all
cognitions, that would be the sole instrument in all cases, all
others like sight being only auxiliaries thereto, like light..

(2) Objection.—The mind alone is the means of cognising
happiness etc., because of elimination of the rest. Similarly,

°

P,

P.

B:

.11

12

. 13

14

15






certitude le func

mind 1







BHEDADHIKKARA 7

the non-perceptual character of non-cognition is similarly
possible. As for the functioning of the sense-organ to some
extent, that is exhausted even with the cognition of the locus.
Nor is there prolixity in assuming another pramana; for non-
cognition as the cause has to be recognised even by you in
respect of the cognition of non-existence; you have further to
assume of viesanata that it is a mode of sense-contact and that
it is a cause of cognition. And it cannot be said that in the
cognition of inherence, that (viSesanata) is settled to be the
mode of contact, since conjunction (samyoga) is not possible
for what is not a substance, and inherence is possible for
inherence, only in the substance where it inheres, not in the
sense-organ. For, samavaya itself is not admitted; much less
is it admitted that viSesanata is the mode of contact.

[This is the critique of samavayal: this is said to exist as
between quality and the possessor of the quality, part and
whole, etc. Now, if the termsof these’pairs be wholly different,
then there would be no appositional usage, like “the cloth is
white”, “the ear-ring is gold”. Further if samavaya being un-
related to the relata could cause cognition of one relatum as
qualified by the other, that would be undue extension; if some
relation be admitted, there is infinite regress. We shall refute
the notion of a relation sus generis; anyhow, if such a relation
could in some cases determine a cognition of the qualified,
that itself may determine such cognition even in the case of
substance and quality, and it is not possible to assume sama-
vaya. Further, if samavaya be one, there would be non-
difference of the inherence of colour and ‘cognition, from the
inherence residing in air, pot etc.; hence there is the contin-
gence of such cognitions as “air has colour, the pot cognises”.
And if in air etc., there be the inherence of colour etc., it is
absurd to say colour etc., are yet non-existent; for it is self-
contradictory to admit a relation determining the existence of
that (colour etc.) and yet deny the existence of colour etc.
To assume a multiplicity of samavayas is not possible. Simi-
larly, even if there be absolute non-difference, say between
clay and pot, there is the unintelligibility of the cognition of
apposition comprehending two non-synonymous terms; there
is also the unintelligibility of the causal and other such rela-
tions. Therefore the relation between part and whole etc., is
only identity (tadatmya)].

1. Cf. Tattvapradipika, pp. 198—205.

P, 24
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The cognition “There is no mentalness in the pot” is not
perception any more than “There is no primal atomicity in the
pot.” There is not indeed this experience at the stage when
the difference of mind from pot is not recollected. For this
same reason the non-existence of potness etc., in what is super-
sensuous, is not perceptible. And at the stage of the cognition
of difference in the form “I am not I$vara” there is not the
necessary apparatus for cognising ISvara, since the mind etc.,
then existent, are incapable of that.

Now, non-cognition of the capable is thus explained:
where the existence of a thing is opposed to non-cognition,
etc. This is unsound. The existence of the counter-correlate
in some place or other is not pervaded by the cognition of it
somewhere else; hence its existence should be stated to be per-
vaded by cognition in the place where it is non-existent; and
this is not possible; for, if in the locus of non-existence, there
exist the being qualified by the counter-correlate, the valid cog-
nition of non-existence would be unintelligible. It may be said
that disputed existence is what is here opposed to cognition, not
actual existence; but even what is disputed should be either
existence or non-existence. If it be existence, we have the same
difficulty as before. If it be said that though non-existent there
it is existent elsewhere, then, only in that other place does it
conflict with non-cognition, not in the locus of non-existence.
If because of conflict with non-cognition in some one place,
non-existence be demonstrated elsewhere, even the non-existence
of potness etc., in what is supersensuous, would be perceptible.
Being qualified by the counter-correlate in the locus of non-
existence, even because of non-existence there, does not con-
flict with non-cognition ; it does not exist in that locus; for,
though there be cognition of the non-existence of qualified-
ness, the non-existent as such can demonstrate nothing.

Objection.—Where by the supposition of existence it is
possible to deduce non-existence of non-cognition, that is to

say, existence of cognition, there non-existence of the thing is
perceived.

Reply—No, for through the unreal supposititious quali-
fiedness it is not possible to deduce anything else. From the
mere qualifiedness by the counter-correlate somewhere, it is
impossible to deduce the cognition of that in the locus of non-

existence; further, since by the person apprehending non-
2
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BHEDADHIKKARA 25
destruction of that body is impossible; (3) there is no other
cause of its destruction; (4) since there is not such functioning
of the parents etc., as is settled in the case of the first body,
brahminhood etc. would not be originated for the second and
subsequent bodies, and consequently distinction of caste, family,
clan etc., would be impossible; (5) difference in size, which
seems all that one can be certain of, is indeterminable; it is
present in the body as defined by small things like the tip of
a finger and by big things like the heart, in the same way
as the difference in size of a cloth when folded up or spread
out, or in the same way as one and the same pillar is broad at
the base and narrow at the top; hence this difference is not
invariably attended by difference in the loci, i.e., in the bodies.
Therefore, even in the way set out by the opponents, there is
not on the acceptance of the view of a single self, the con-
tingence of one jiva’s recollection of another’s experiences.

In truth, however, there is no defect whatever in the view
that because of difference in the determinant there is difference
in the defined; for, in the case of ether, which is defined by
things big and small, pot etc., and is the locus of different
numbers of things, ten or twenty, there is experienced differ-
ence in what it is and what it does; for, if ether as such were
the organ of hearing, there is the contingence of the hearing of
all sounds everywhere, inasmuch as there is present even the
particular unseen potency, as seen from the apprehension of
what is of that class, i.e., of other sounds; further, if cognition
of sound has to be accomplished invariably through an unseen
potency, its non-cognition would be possible even when sound
exists, and hence the experience of the non-existence of sound
would be impossible; nor may it be said that conjunction with
the physical sense-organ is the cause of perception, since such
conjunction is not seen in the case of the orb of the eye, there
being sight even of distant things which are not directly in
conjunction with the physical eye; therefore, the ether is
capable of hearing, only as differentiated by the determinant,
vi2., conjunction with an ear-cavity. Further, if between the
loci of conjunction and its absence there were no difference
conditioned by the adjuncts, then, since “baseness” and
“topness” have both invariably a locus common to both (7.e.,
the tree), there would not be the experience of one alone (say,
conjunction) as defined by one determinant (say, topness).
And this difference of the defined is not real, since there is

4
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