
 





 



INTRODUCTION 

Nrsimhagramin (A.D. 1500), the author of the Bhedadhikkara, 
was a pupil of Girvanendra Sarasvati and Jagannathasramin. He 
wrote many works such as Advatta-dipika, Advaita-panca-raina, 

Advaita-bodha-dipika, Advaita-vada,V acarambhana,V edanta-tativa- 
viveka, and commentaries on the Saiksepa-sariraka and Panca- 

padika-vivarana, called respectively Tattva-bodhini and Pajca- 
padika-vivarana-prakasa. 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 Bhedojjiwana sets forth 
the evidences for the five-fold difference. In the Bheda-tarangint 
Ranganatha 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 Nrsimbhadeva, 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,1 Nrsimhasramin 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 Khandana- 
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 Narayanasramin, pupil of Nrsim- 

hasramin. 7 

(2) Bhedadhikkara-vivrti by Kalahastisa Yajvan, pupil of Raghu- 
nathasrama Yati.
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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 ISvara is experienced only by that which is 

qualified by the body; hence the cognition of difference is not 

valid. ள் 
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. [1] The mind is not a means of valid 

knowledge. [11] 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. 

[1.] The mind is not a pramana, (1) because it is an 

auxiliary to pramana, (2) because there is no content for it, 

and (3) becatise it is the locus, not the instrument, of valid _ 

knowledge etc. d 

(1) The mind is not a pramana, since like time etc., it is 

an auxiliary to pramana. 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, wz., the contingence of 

the result (say, sound) of the aided pramana (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 instriment 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, 
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