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Introduction

Caitanya Vaishnavism is a school of philosophy established by Sri
Caitanya Mahaprabhu and his followers, mainly six Goswamis of
Vrndavan, in the 16th century. It is a Vedantic school of thought
based on the teachings of Lord Vyasa in his work vedanta sutras
which is based on the upanisadic teachings of the vedas. Caitanya
Vaisnavism is a unique school of vedanta because instead of
directly interpreting the vedanta sutras it focuses mainly on the
Srimad Bhagavatam as the main source of philosophy. To explain
Srimad Bhagavatam, one of the main propounder of Caitanya
Vaiénavism, Sri Jiva Goswami composed Sri Bhagvat Sandarbha
also known as Sa‘_c Sandarbhas and an auto commentary on it
known as Sarva Samvadini. In this work, he explained all aspects
of philosophy, mainly epistemology, metaphysics, theology,
soteriology, aesthetics, ethics, etc. Accepting Srimad Bhagavatam
as the main text doesn't mean that all other vedic scriptures are
rejected but instead, it has been established that those texts should
be interpreted in the light of Srimad Bhagavatam including Vedas.
In the first section of the tattva sandarbha he discusses how
Srimad Bhagavatam contains the original message of vedanta
sutras and there is no need for man-made commentaries on
Vedanta sutras, instead there 1s an inherent connection between
these two texts which he himself shows for the first five sutras and
later other acaryas have also shown that connection for the entire
Vedanta sutras.

The entire Caitanya Philosophy is divided majorly into three
sections namely sambandha, abhideya and prayojan. Sambandha
means the relationship that is of absolute truth with the world,
living beings etc. Abhideya means the path by which knowledge of
that relationship can be realized. Prayojan means the experience
after attaining that realization. So, while explaining the concept of
Sambandha, propounders of Caitanya VaiSnavism like Sanatana
Goswami and Jiva Goswami say that the absolute reality is non-



dual yet due to its inexplicable potency it manifests a real
perception of duality in the form of Sakti and Saktimat. This
relationship of Sakti and Saktimat is known as
Acintyabhedabheda. In a gist, sambandha refers to acintya-
bhedabheda, abhideya refers to uttama bhakti and prayojana
refers to prema for the Caitanya School.

Another doubt raised by many are that this term of Acintya
Bhedabheda is proposed by Sri Jiva Goswami and is not given by
Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu. But this is not the case as we find
many references to this Bhedabheda Siddhanta in many of
granthas of our Goswamis, who are directly instructed by Sriman
Mahaprabhu, like Hari Bhakti Vilasa by Sri Gopala Bhatta
Goswami and Sr1 Sanatana Goswami, Brhad Bhagavatamrta by Sri
Sanatana Goswami, etc. This is also indicated by Sridhar Swami in his
tika on Sri Visnu purana who is accepted as an authority by Sriman
Mahaprabhu. Also, similar explanation of inexplicable bhedabheda
between Sakti and Saktiman is also instructed in Ahirbudhnya
Samhita of Paficaratra Agama.

In this booklet, there is a discussion of the philosophy of
Acintyabhedabheda in contrast to other Vedantic philosophies and
its interpretation of different Vedantic texts. The objective of this
booklet is to give a brief overview of Acintyabhedabheda
philosophy. This is helpful for both Scholars and curious
practitioners of the text. The content of the text is based on the
writings of Dr Radhagovindnath a stalwart scholar of Caitanya
Vaisnavism from the 20th century whose works serve as a perfect
guide for multiple scholars of tradition and outside tradition. His
exposition of Caitanya Philosophy is most authentic in the modern
era.



Life of Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu

Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu (1486-1533 AD) appeared in the town of
Nadia, West Bengal in the house of Jagannath Misra. He was born
in a traditional Brahmin family and underwent rigorous training
in Indian Knowledge systems in a traditional setup. On a
pilgrimage to Gaya, he met his spiritual master Isévara Puri and
accepted the Vaisnava philosophy established by Madhavendra
Puri. He later along with his associates practiced and preached
this philosophy revealed by Madhavendra Puri in the town of
Nadia. He also organized a resistance movement against the ruling
Muslim power of the area that were creating the disturbance in the
practicing of spiritual pursuits of the local population. To expand
his spiritual missions, he took a renounced order of life and settled
in the temple town of Puri, Orissa. There he met the great Indian
philosopher and logician Sarvabhauma Bhattacarya and had deep
philosophical conversations with him. He convinced Sarvabhauma
to accept the philosophical school of Madhvendra Puri which would
be later called Acintyabhedabhed. He also travelled to South India
and had discussions with various scholars on a diverse range of
topics. The main discussion is with Raya Ramananda the royal
governor serving under the rule of gajapatis of Kalinga. Similarly,
he travelled to Kashi, and Prayag and had discussions with various
scholars and proved the supremacy of his philosophy over others.
The life of Sri Caitanya is not that of a scholar who wants to
establish his philosophy rather it is a journey of compassion filled
with the highest forms of expression of love. He believes in an all-
encompassing society for all beings irrespective of any kind of
differences natural or man-made. He accepts that pure devotion
towards Sri Kxrsna is the only way to achieve the highest standards
of ethics and morality that can lead to a perfect society free from
all kinds of evils. On his trips, he met his main followers that are
the Six Goswamis of Vrndavan which includes Sri Rupa, Sri
Sanatan, Sri Gopal Bhatta, Sri Raghunatha Bhatta, Sri
Raghunatha Das and Sri Jiva. Sri Caitanya never wrote any works



like other propounders but instructed his Six Goswami to compose
comprehensive texts based on his teachings. Some of his direct
words are recorded by Sr1 Rupa Goswami in his work padyavali
which are later compiled in the form of Siksastakam. In this, he
has propounded the pure devotion of Krsna and the highest goal of
1t which is love for Krsna. His life is recorded in many works by his
followers like Caitanya Bhagavat of Vrndavan Das and Caitanya
Caritamrta of Krsnadas Kaviraj.






1. Reality of oneness

There are variety of opinions regarding the topic of relation between
Jivas and Brahman. Some say that Jivas and Brahman are
absolutely non-different, such as Saﬁkarécérya while others say
that Jivas and Brahman are absolutely different, such as
Madhvacarya. Gautama, Kanada, Kapila, Patanjali, etc. share a
similar opinion and are bhedavadis. Others like Pauranikas,
(certain) Saivas and Bhaskaracarya are Bhedabhedavadis.
(Sarvasamvadini, pg.149)

Sripad Saflkarécérya aiming to prove radical non-difference
between Jiva and Brahman has denied real existence of Sakti in
Brahman and despite the presence of sangati for mukhyartha has
neglected that and accepted laksana vrtti of Sruti statements like
Tat tvam asi.

He says that Brahman i1s advaya tattva; Advaya tattva is a tattva
that is devoid of all kinds of bhedas. If Sakti is accepted, then the
kriya of Sakti resulting in bhedas will also have to be accepted. This
will result in harm to the concept of Brahman’s advayata.

There are some who say this: “In what manner could bheda be
denied? We are observing bheda with our very eyes, the universe
full of innumerable variety! This includes crores and crores of
endless jivas and these are all effects of Brahman as well-known
through dictums of Upanisads and Vedanta. Bheda is a fact proven
by perception. How could all this be denied?”

To them Sr1 Sankara replies: “That which you are perceiving as
Innumerable variegated universe that is actually just an illusion.
Some mistake a rope as a snake in the dark. In reality, there is no
such thing as snake in that place. Similarly, what you think you
perceive as the world, that world has no real existence. It is just an
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illusion that you are perceiving owing to the effect of Maya. As the
effect/influence of Maya diminishes, you will realize that there is no
such thing as the world but Brahman alone exists in its place. And
what you speak of as “j1va”, even that 1s an 1llusion in a similar
manner. This illusion of jivas is also a product of Maya.

When Maya’s effect is no longer felt, then every so-called Jiva will
be perceived as only Brahman. Essentially, there is no substance
called Jiva. Only one Brahman devoid of qualifiers and Saktis
exists.

In this manner, showing the falsify of jagat and jiva, Sankara, has
practically brought them to the platform of Sunyata to show the
advayata of his Brahman. But that it has really proved advayata of
Brahman, cannot really be said! Because, as he has taken jiva and
jagat to the level of Sunyata, he has accepted the prabhava
(influence) of Maya but he has not been able to find a solution to the
existence of Maya. Though, Sruti and smriti has declared- Maya is
Brahman’s Sakti, Sankaracarya has not accepted this in toto. If he
would accept this, then Brahman cannot be called devoid of Sakti.
And if the Maya Sakti is accepted then advayata of Brahman
cannot be accepted in the manner he is trying to prove it.
Conversely, if Maya is not accepted then Jagat cannot be proved
false.

But what exactly 1s Maya? He has not specified it clearly. He only
says: “Maya is neither Sat nor Asat”: That ‘Maya exists’-This cannot
be said (if this is said, then there is acceptance of a second tattva).
Nor can ‘Maya doesn’t exist’ be said (for if it didn’t, then what he
has said about Jagat being mithya resulting from the function of
Maya, even this statement has to be termed mithya).

Hence his opinion is:” Maya is ineffable (anirvacaniya)”

But just like something being “vacya” is a vastu, similarly whatever
1s “anirvacya’ should similarly be a vastu. By accepting Maya, he



has practically accepted the existence of a vastu other than
Brahman.

He has called this Maya as ajiana, while Brahman 1s jiana-
svarupa. This means, Maya is a vijatiya vastu to Brahman. By
accepting Maya which is something other than Brahman he has
undoubtedly accepted a vijatiya bheda to Brahman. So, Brahman
cannot be declared devoid of all bhedas and by implication: Advaya
tattva.

Again, to prove Brahman as Advaya, he has declared Brahman to
be devoid of Sakti’s (f:91<Fe). Factually, Brahman cannot be devoid
of Sakti’s because if existence of Brahman is accepted, then at least
two Sakti’s must be accepted in Brahman:

1. Sakti of #rfEqeaZ&TT [maintenance of Its own existence]

2. Sakti of FEATLET, i.e. AT and AIATIFAT [maintenance of
Its status as Brahman (Attribute of ultimate greatness and
Attribute of pervading everything)]

There can be no conceivable substance which is devoid of srfeqeazer
and even if conceived, there 1s an 1impossibility of such a substance
having existence as well. &Tf<Fgi9 vastu cannot be a bhava-vastu
(existence) but can indeed be an abhava-vastu (non-existence), i.e.,
sunya.

Therefore, by not accepting Sakti in Brahman, Sri Sankara has not
only brought Jiva and Jagat to the level of $tinya but also has done
the same to Brahman. Perhaps, that’s why some have declared:

ATATA TR AT I Toaed (G,

The natural conclusion is- It cannot be said that the endeavor of not
accepting Sakti in Brahman for the purpose of declaring Brahman
as advaya was really a success.



Now, the question is how could advayata of Brahman is established
by accepting Saktis in Brahman? This is shown by the Caitanya
Vai$nava acaryas and will be discussed in next Chapter.



2. Advaya Tattva: One or Different?

After taking a look at Saﬁkarécérya’s atyantika abhedavada, let’s
take a look at Madhvacarya’s Bhedavada. According to him, Jiva
and Brahman are two completely distinct tattvas and two distinct
vastus altogether. However, just as Brahman is cid-vastu, jiva too 1s
cid vastu. In this sense, Jiva is samana-jatiya dvitiya vastu to
Brahman, hence he has accepted sajatiya bheda to Brahman.

Sri Madhva is not concerned with establishing the Advayata of
Brahman (in the manner Sr1 Sankara 1s). However, he 1s also an
advaya-vadi. SB 1.2.11 1s also fundamental to his followers. This
sloka declares that Paratattva vastu is Advaya-jiana-tattva vastu
(Nondual consciousness)

But Sr1 Madhva’s Advaya tattva and that of the Caitanya Vaisnava
acaryas 1s also not identical.

Sri Ramanujacarya is also an advayavadi. His doctrine is called
Visistadvaitavada. But his Advayata and the Advayata accepted by
the Caitanya Vaisnavas 1s also not exactly similar.

Sri Ramanuja says: “Cit and Acit are two vastus that are other than
the Svarupa (Svarupatirikta). Cit are Jivas and Acit are things like
Prakrti, Suddhasattva, etc.”

According to Ramanujacarya, these two are distinct from Svartupa
but nevertheless dependent upon Svarupa (Svarupasrita)- hence
they are completely different entities/substances altogether.

He says: “Ishvara i1s the Svarupa that is qualified by Cit and Acit”.
An example to understand this: He who has a “s1kha”(tuft) 1s called
“sikhi1”’(one qualified by a tuft). “Sikhi” refers to the vastu qualified



by a “Sikha”. If the Sikha is cut off, then he can no longer be called a
“S1kh1” or rather a “sikha visista vastu”.

Similarly, if the Svarupa is not qualified by Cit and Acit, 1i.e., if
Svarupa is not “cit-acit visista”, then it can no longer be called
‘Isvara’. It would then be called pure or Kevala Svarupa.

Sri Ramanuja says- Sastra doesn’t speak of Svaripa alone- i.e.,
Svarupa devoid of Cit and Acit visesanas. Only “cit-acit visista
svarupa” 1s described in Sastra and that is none other than I$vara.

The distinction of this conception from that of the Caitanya
Vaisnavas is that Sri Ramanuja says “cit and acit, that are asrita on
the Svarupa are two different vastus”; but Caitanya Vaisnava
acaryas say- “Cit and acit are the Saktis of the Svarupa, so they are
not other than the Svarupa (i.e., not Svarupatirikta).

Sr1 Jiva Goswami says- In Brahman, “Ananda/Bliss” alone is the

Visesya (qualificandum) and its Saktis are the viSesanas (qualifiers)
of this “Ananda/Bliss”.

TR g-Taur-fafore see= (Bliss qualified by the entirety of its
Saktis) is 9¥TaT (Bhagavan)

AeeaATa faersaH | qEar: o<h: et | fAfareT wwrer =fa smamayq
(Tika on SB 1.2.11)

Regarding the essential meaning of visistatva, there does not seem
to be much difference in the views of Sr1 Ramanuja and Sr1 Jiva
Goswami. Difference between them is seen regarding these few
points:

1. Ramanu]a says-Cit and Acit are dlstlnct vastus. However, in
Sri Jiva’s opinion, since both are Sakti, it is not necessary to
call them two distinct vastus; In so far, as they are Saktls, they
are one in that sense. A rough example would be “An anklet



and a ring, both being intrinsically gold are one ,as far as the
Vastu is one Gold alone”

. Sr1 Jiva’s doctrine is rather very comprehensive (vyapaka). He
says that all Saktis are Brahman’s visesanas. While in Sri
Ramanuja’s school, Cit (jivas) and acit (of prakrta and
aprakrta varieties) vastus are Brahman’s Vlsesanas

. Sr1 Ramanuja accepts bheda alone between Sakti and

Saktiman. =fraTasiaT] aRaRRTATSET FuiatT

(Sarvasamvadini pg.39). But Caitanya Vaisnava acaryas don’t
accept only bheda between Sakti and Saktiman.

. S Ramanuja accepts svagata-bheda within Brahman. In his
view, Cit and Acit are Svagata bhedas of Brahman. Sri Jiva
doesn’t accept any of the three bhedas within Brahman.



3. Concept of Bhedabheda

Caitanya Vaisnava acaryas are neither bhedavadis nor
abhedavadis. They are Bhedabhedavadis but their Bhedabhedavada
1s unlike that of Gautama, Kanada, etc. but 1s much more
comprehensive.

Prior to this, in the discussion of Jivatattva, a (general) Bhedabheda
sambandha between Brahman and Jiva was depicted. But in that
place, two reasons for Bhedabheda were given:

1. Jiva 1s Brahman’s part and Brahman is the whole inclusive of
parts. As there is bhedabheda sambandha between ams$a and
ams§i1, so there 1s bhedabheda between Jiva and Brahman.

2. Bheda-vacaka and Abheda-vacaka statements are both seen in
Sruti. But there is an internal contradiction between them.
Hence bhedabheda sambandha between Jiva and Brahman is
to be accepted.

But why would there be Bhedabheda sambandha and why do Sruti
proclaim either bheda-vacaka statements or abheda-vacaka
statements between Jivas and Brahman at all? No inspection of
that had been done till now.

The Bhedabhedavada of Caitanya Vaisnava acaryas has been
established in a most comprehensive platform. From that platform,
1t may be observed that, the very reason for which there is
bhedabheda sambandha between amsas and amsi, for that precise
reason alone, 1t 1s observed that there 1s mutual difference 1n the
statements made by the Srutis. The reason for both of them is the
same and due to that very reason the Bhedabheda of the Vaisnavas
1s the most comprehensive (in its application). This Bhedabheda
sambandha is not just between Jiva and Brahman but also of



Brahman with every other entity. By this, all such problems could
be solved. This verily is an exceptional specialty of the Caitanya
Vaisnavas. This Bhedabheda is called “Acintya bhedabheda tattva”.
This tattva will be discussed henceforth.

Achintya bhedabheda of Caitanya Vaisnava acaryas is based upon
the concept of utter inseparability of Sakti and Saktiman. Caitanya
Vaisnava Acaryas have accepted the existence of Sakti in Brahman.
This acceptance 1s based on Sruti.

They say that among Brahman’s infinite Saktis, three are principal:
Svarupa- Sakti, Maya- Sakti and Jiva-Sakti.

The evidence of Svarupa Sakti is found in Svetaévatara Upaniéad:

O STiRia A de A | TETATIA! ST ot (a7 o |

In this statement, the word “Para” describes this particular Sakti as
“cit-svarupa” (of the nature of consciousness) and the existence of
this Sakti is natural within the “Svarupa”.

The evidence of Maya-Sakti is found in the Bhagavad-Gita, the
essence of all UpaniSads:

ATl a1 © AAT g o |
AZHIT T | T9=T Fpfae=dr |

and

T O OrHAT 7 7T AT |
Svetaévatara Upaniéad (4.10) says:
CIRIE IR E LRI REE K ECRG Y

In other Upanisads as well, the mention of Trigunatmika Maya is
found:




STSTTHEAT AlTgd [FA FOUT T2dT: TSIT: ST TT&AT: |

The Jiva-Sakti is also described in the Bhagavad-Gita(7.5):

AT THAEAAT T [t H T4 |

SHEYAT Agraral J4% ardd ST |

Vishnu Purana (6.7.61) mentions existence of the three kinds of
Saktis:

farsuperi=R: 92T TI<hT ST TR |
TR HATAT AT MRS I

All these Saktis are natural (svabhaviki) to Brahman, meaning that
they are utterly inseparable from Brahman.

They are situated within Brahman, or rather in a state of eternal
conflux (§%&9) and are as a result ever present utterly inseparable
from it.

Saktis are not accidental (AT=q*) like the presence of burning
potential (dahika-Sakti) within iron as a result of it attaining
oneness of essential nature with fire due to prolonged contact with

it (T TR YT A lgH).

In reality, the periodic projection of a particular potential (Sakti)
into another substance, does not qualify that potential to be called
Sakti of that substance.

In the “RI TTETET ITH AZH” example cited above, there is
periodic/temporal presence of the Burning potential in iron which is
accidental and it cannot be called “the iron’s inherent burning

potential” (ITTET <Tf<k) proper.
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The substratum of the ‘burning potential’ (i.e. Saktimén) 1s Fire
alone because the ‘burning potential’ has the relation of utter
inseparability with the Fire alone.

This “relatiop of utter inseparability” 1s indeed the identity of a
Saktiman’s Sakti. And this is not just true for Brahman and its
Saktis but rather i1t applies to all Saktis and their Saktiman.

In Sri Caitanya Caritamrta (1.4.84), Sripad Kaviraja Goswami has
given the examples of two substaqces to attempt to explain this
relation of utter inseparability of Saktis and Saktiman:

N OIF SIY BT TABRN |

wof GEEet Mt TRl F@ O | |
mrgamada, tara gandha yaiche aviccheda
agni, jvalate yaiche kabhu nahi bheda

Just like fragrance cannot be separated from musk and just like the
Burning power or Heat cannot be separated from Fire, similarly,
Sakti cannot be separated from Saktiman.

Burning potential of fire is utterly inseparable from Fire itself, even
if someone tries to do it for crores of times.

However, in some places, there is talk of “Agni-stambhana”. Some
Mahausadhis (special combination of herbs) when put into fire, can
obstruct the actualization/materialization of the fire’s burning
potential despite no change in the fire’s appearance in terms of its
attributes like Brightness, etc. When one puts one’s palm into such
a fire which 1s in that state, then his hand does not burn.

The dahika-Sakti of fire appears to have been destroyed by the
effect of the Mahaus$adhi. So, one could conclude that the dahika-
Sakti has really become separated from the fire and having being
separated from it, has been destroyed. But drawing such an
inference 1s improper.

11



Rather, the correct conclusion is that by the influence of the
Mahausadhi, the dahika-Sakti’s expression has been halted (Sakti-
stambhana) and it cannot manifest its effect in the form of the
phenomenon of burning. But it should not be thought of as having
being destroyed completely.

Coming back to the main discussion, since Sakti cannot be utterly
separated from Saktiman, both together are said to constitute a
single Vastu.

Vastu 1s the Qualificand (viSeSya) and its Saktis is the Qualifier
(visesana). Hence, Qualificand and Qualifier both constitute a single
Vastu.

In Brahman, “Ananda” (Bliss) is Qualificand and Saktis are its
Qualifiers.

Hence, Brahman is “Ananda, inclusive of (or qualified by) Saktis”

The Qualificand is in an utterly inseparable relation with its
Qualifier.

Hence Qualificand (visesya) inclusive of Qualifier (viSesana) is the
Substance (Vastu).

In this regard, some raise an objection:

If Qualificand and Qualifier are inherent in it, are together to be
called “Vastu”, and if such Qualifiers or Saktis are utterly
inseparable from the Qualificand or Saktiman, then what is even
the purpose of accepting something called “Sakti” in the first place?
Wouldn’t it suffice to only accept the term “Vastu”?

66 N O o o N N2
FEQATSAFAATALRT T HEATAT AT T TAFATE AT
TR AT | TEIAEY — T q |2’ (Sarvasamvadini pg. 36)

Sri Jiva answers this objection as follows:

12



‘T Aaeq T ARTaAT TAH |; TATT TEGA TeATIHAT 9TT<h TAFATIS TG
f<h I(abes;%fldcl\ I” (Sarvasamvadini pg. 36)

This is not the opinion of Vedantins. By the influence of mantras
(and also particular stones and herbs), there 1s an experience of
obstruction in the actualization of the effect of a Sakti inherent in a
substance sometimes (in the absence of which, it seems that there is
non-existence of such a Sakti in 1t) but the Substance continues to
exist. Just like, 1n the case of obstruction of the actualization of the
Burning potential of the Fire, the Fire itself continues to exist.

Thus, denial of a separate term for Sakti (like in the example of the
Burning potential of Fire) is 1llogical.

In the case of Agni-stambhanam (mentioned previously), it was seen
that even in the absence of the perception of its Sakti, the Saktiman
1s nonetheless, perceived to exist. Even though one’s hand does not
burn when put into such a fire, the fire itself is still perceived. Thus,
using two separate expressions like “Fire” and “Burning potential
(dahika Ssakti)” is not useless and it is legitimate.

Now let’s discuss whether the relation between Sakti and Saktiman
could be termed “Bheda” or “Abheda”, taking into account the
perception of them as being utterly inseparable.

Taking again the example of musk (kasturi), let’s discuss this.
When the fragrance of musk cannot be separated from the musk
itself, then there seems to be an absence of any difference between
the two. But when trying to describe this inseparability of the two
as exclusively “abheda”, we encounter a problem in this regard.

We experience the musk’s smell even when there is absence of the
visual perception of the musk. Even in cases where the musk is
situated at some distance, the fragrance of musk is still perceived.

Let’s look at another example. When a bunch of Jasmine flowers are
kept at one part of the house, their fragrance spreads over and can

13



be perceived even outside the house. In a similar manner, when the
“fragrance of musk” is perceived outside the “musk” itself, then,
they cannot be expressed as “absolutely identical”.

Once again, taking the example of “fragrance” issuing forth even
outside “physical manifestation of the musk”, logically there should
be “absolute difference” between the two. But this also cannot be
stated, as this would also lead to another problem being
encountered:

If “musk” and “its fragrance” are taken to be absolutely distinct,
then they must be considered to be two “separate entities (vastus)”
just like water is composed of two absolutely separate entities like
oxygen atoms and hydrogen atoms.

If “musk” and “its fragrance” are thought of as two distinct
substances like oxygen and hydrogen atoms, then they would have
to be taken as two separate materials which aggregate to constitute
the entity (vastu) known as “fragrant musk”.

It they are thought of as two separate constituting materials, then
the 1ssuing forth of “fragrance” from the “musk” would logically lead
to decrease in mass of the entity called “fragrant musk”.

Thus “musk” and “it’s fragrance” are not two separate entities
(vastus) and “bheda” between them also cannot be accepted.

Observing it in this manner, just like “abheda” alone is untenable
between musk and its fragrance, “bheda” alone is also untenable.
Thus, just like “existence of bheda” is perceptible to us, similarly,
“existence of abheda” 1s also perceptible.

On this issue, Sr1 Jiva has spoken regarding this “untenability”.
Since there 1s inability to conceive of “Sakti” as utterly identical to
the “Svarupa”, there is perception of “Bheda”. Similarly, since there
1s 1nability to conceive “Sakti” as utterly distinct from the
“Svarupa’, there 1s perception of “Abheda”.
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Hence, there is no recourse but to accept presence of both “Bheda”
and “Abheda” parallely between “Sakti” and “Saktiman” and even
the nature of such a “Bhedabheda” has to be accepted as “Acintya”.

“TEAT TARATET oA (B A HFIcaTg 9a:, [He i dqaeresIars
ST TATAT TSIl AR hAdIHETHES TS hdl | AT o sff=rcat 2a |”
(Sarvasamvadini pg. 36-37).
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4. Beyond Logic!

Sri Jiva has also explained why conception of either “Kevala-bheda”
(absolute distinction) and “Kevala-abheda” (absolute identity)
between Sakti and Saktiman is untenable.

FAULT IN KEVALA-ABHEDA

First of all, the fault/difficulty that arises in accepting “Kevala-
abheda”, he has explained by citing and discussing a shloka from
Vishnu Purana (6.8.7):

ST TIieT: erfehe e [ |
EEINEICEIRREREIECIRICECICE Il

In this shloka, Maitreya after being taught by Parasara, is telling
the latter about what he has recently learnt from him. He says:
“Acarya, you have taught me regarding the four-fold manifestations
of the Absolute Truth..”; the four-fold manifestations here refer to:
Brahman, Ishvara, Virat-rupa and Lila-murti. This verse
mentioning the four-fold manifestations (caturvidha-rashi) pertains
to the Svarupa of the Absolute Truth (as immediately after this,
Maitreya says that he also has also been taught about the three-fold
Saktis of the Absolute Truth).

By the influence of its inherent Saktis alone, the Substance-
Absolute Truth (Para-tattva-vastu) manifests variety (vaicitrya) as
the four-fold manifestations.

If Sakti is assumed to be absolutely identical to Saktiman, then the
previously mentioned “Four-fold manifestation” would also have to
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be assumed as mutually absolutely identical manifestations, and if
that 1s the case, then these “Four-fold manifestations” would
automatically be assumed to have an identical meaning as well. If
that is the intention of Maitreya, then there is no requirement in
using four distinct terms/names as this would invariably lead to the
“Fault of Repetition” (punarokti-dosha). But such a fault cannot be
attributed to Sastra.

After this, Sri Jiva cites a Sruti-vakya and discusses it. “f=m=yq
#eve o1g]” (Brihadaranyaka Upanisad 3.9.28) “Brahman is
Consciousness and Bliss”.

By the word “vijnana” (Consciousness), the counter-correlative of
inertness (Jada-virodhitva) is meant; while by the word “ananda”
(Bliss), the counter-correlative of sorrow (duhkha-virodhitva) is
understood.

The purport of this Sruti-vakya is: Brahman is vijiiana (jada-
virodhi, 1.e., ajada or cinMaya) and ananda or sukha-svarupa
(duhkha-virodhi, i.e., it does not even have a speck or shadow of
duhkha). Both of these are the dharmas (attributes) of Brahman’s
svarupa and arise as the outcome of the actualization of the
Svarﬁpa-éakti inherent in Brahman.

If absolute 1dentity (atyantika-abheda) between Sakti and
Saktiman is accepted, then the two distinct words (vijiana and
ananda) would have to be taken as conveying the same or identical
meaning. That would again invariably lead to the “Fault of
Repetition” (punarokti dosha). But such a fault cannot be accepted
in Sruti.

In this way, Sri Jiva has shown that acceptance of absolute identity
(kevala-abheda), there will be an unavoidable difficulty presenting
before us.
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FAULT IN KEVALA-BHEDA

Sri Jiva also says that if “Kevala-bheda” is accepted, even then
there would be unavoidable faults/difficulties presenting before us.

Here, he again refers to the previously quoted Sruti-vékya: “ﬁﬁ'l‘rﬂ{

#== 7g]" and discusses it further. In this statement, if “vijiana”
and “ananda” are taken to have identical meanings then they would
lead to “Punarokti-dosha” as previously described.

Now, if they are taken to have two distinct meanings, then we
would have to accept “Svagata-bheda” (internal differences) within
Brahman. But, even that is a fault/difficulty since Brahman is one

non-dual tattva devoid of all kinds of distinctions” (Faaavadiad
Agdd<d).

“frfig AemTaersaT Tl ar? 91 — THEa T | ARTEq
AAMEAT R TAH AT 3 g9 Taaeargr: |’
(Sarvasamvadini, pg. 38)

ACINTYA BHEDABHEDA ACCORDING TO OTHERS

Sri Jiva Goswami has done an elaborate logical discussion on Bheda
and Abheda. In its conclusion, he gives this siddhanta-” There are
innumerable faults arising in case one considers kevala-bheda
between Sakti and Saktiman; similarly, innumerable faults arise if
one considers kevala-abheda between them”. By argumentation
(tarka) alone, one cannot reach a faultless conclusion. That’s why,
just as 1t 1s difficult to describe Sakti and Saktiman purely in terms
of bheda, similarly, it is difficult to describe Sakti and Saktiman
purely as Abheda.

This 1s the reason, some other people, failing to logically think of
Sakti-Saktiman purely in terms of either bheda or abheda, have no
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other choice but to accept “Acintya (in this particular case, meaning,
logically irreconcilable) Bhedabheda”.

“AIL T TRTTABET (o o .2.7) AeseAHes Heazaiaay avafa 3¢+
T RraqurFTaTEa T areea: dgataeaqary gy srFrarg
AIHTY TSI HaTHaars T igaid |” (Sarvasamvadini pg.149)
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5. Acintya Bhedabheda

It is pertinent to consider here, what Sri Jiva QOswémi has to say
about the mutual Abheda and Bheda between Sakti(s) and
Saktiman. Sr1 Jiva says, in Sarvasamvadini:

“FTF TNH Ta&TH U HAHE Mh-Tead ], “Ad: Taeaed

FATHE AT 9Thed, 7 Fad SATdTaHq 7, “Tae [FOeT-9 qad &9
arfeheg-fasror-=d, wriegac q orfch:, Sy Frd-aHcd-Jed 3id | aq-
AT a-2UT (e e AT eThi<rd Ta T’

He says that the karyonmukha dravya/svarupa itself is that
dravya’s Sakti. Thus, there is no vastugata-bheda between a dravya
and a dravya’s Sakti. But accepting kevala/atyantika bheda
between them gives rise to faults, since, although there is just
abheda as far as, they being one vastu is concerned, they still are
not utterly identical in all respects-since karyonmukhatva is seen in
Sakti(s) but it is not seen in the Dravya. In this respect, there is
bheda between the two. But this kind of bheda cannot be considered
atyantika because that would lead to denial of the vastugata-
abheda between the two.

In a previous discussion, it was observed that to think of Sakti and
Saktiman, by purely logical means, through the lens of ‘Abheda’
alone gives rise to problems which don’t have any solution.
Similarly, to think of Sakti-Saktiman, purely by logical means,
through the lens of ‘Bheda’ alone gives rise to yet other problems
which similarly, have no solution.

So, finding no recourse, a logician has to accept the presence of
‘Bheda’ and ‘Abheda’ simultaneously. But this acceptance is borne
out of helplessness due to the inability to logically reconcile them.
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Other than this, there is no other reason to justify it. But can we
actually arrive at a firm philosophical conclusion, in this regard?

The answer to this question comes from the Visnu-purana.

TR AAATATHTH =A== (Visnu-purana 1.3.2)
“Every existent entity has Saktis that are ‘acintya-jidna-gocara”.

That knowledge (jJiana) which cannot be established by reasoning
(yukti) and argumentation (tarka) alone or independently, but also
cannot be rejected as false because it is established by being directly
experienced by perception, is indeed to be known as “acintya-jiana”.
This is also called “arthapatti-jnana”.

Let’s look at some common examples: “Sugar is sweet”; But why is it
sweet?

“Yavaksara (an alkali preparation made of barley) is bitter”’; But
why 1s it bitter?

“Poison intake kills” while “Milk intake does not kill”. But why?
There 1s no definite and conclusive answer to these. In other words,
there is no definite solution to such problems. But even if there is no
answer or solution, 1.e., there being no way to prove these
statements merely by reasoning and argumentation alone, we still
are unable to deny them as truth since, there is no doubt about the
fact that they are experienced as such.

In this manner, “The knowledge of sweetness of sugar” or “the
knowledge of bitterness of Yavaksara”, and other similar types of
knowledge 1s referred to as “acintya-jiana” or “arthapatti-jnana”.

“Sweetness (or the ability to produce the sensation of sweetness) is a
Sakti of Sugar”, “Bitterness (or the ability to produce the sensation
of bitterness) 1s a Sakti of Yavaksara”. This implies that the
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knowledge of Saktis of Sugar and other existent entities is “Acintya-
jhana’.

Visnu-purana says that the “knowledge of Saktis of all existent
entities” is indeed “acintya”; hence such knowledge is to be included
in “acintya-jiana”, which in turn means that Saktis are to be known
by “acintya jnana” alone (acintya-jiana-gocara).

We could only know such things like “Heat is present in Fire” and
“Fragrance is present in Musk” but cannot conclusively prove why
they exist in that manner to others by using reasoning and
argumentation alone.

Modern Science also cannot point to the exact reason for the
existence of such specific “Saktis” in substances. At best, it can only
discover the presence of new attributes or Saktis in Substances. It
can definitely answer questions like: “Which substance is harmful
in the form of poison?”’; but it cannot answer the reason for such a
nature. Science can explain that “Hydrogen and Oxygen combine to
form water”, but cannot explain the reason for this phenomenon. It
can explain that “T'wo parts of Hydrogen combines with one part of
Oxygen to form water” but cannot explain why any other
combination of Hydrogen and Oxygen cannot form water. Hence, it
1s unable to explain why this phenomenon occurs in this precise
manner and not in any other way.

Whatever phenomena occurs, can be directly experienced by
perception, which cannot be rejected. Even Science cannot reject the
knowledge derived through perception during experimentation.

In this way, we can say that “Acintya-jnana”, refers to that
knowledge which, we have no recourse but to accept.

The relation of “Bhedabheda” between Saktis and Saktiman is
similarly “Acintya”. There is experience of both “Bheda” and
“Abheda” in concurrence, so there is no recourse but to accept them
as such.
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So, ultimately, any form of reasoning and argumentation cannot be
used to prove the exact reason for such an experience. That’s why

the relationship between Sakti and Saktiman is “Acintya
bhedabheda”.

That this Acintya bhedabheda 1is also the preferred opinion of the
parampara of Sri Jiva Goswami and he has himself spoken of this:

@ N o S N N o o oS e - e .
AT  ATA~T HIHQAd =T MpHT AT« ld | “(Sarvasamvadini
pg. 149)

Here he has paid special attention to the term “Acintya”, which he
interprets in relation to the previously quoted shloka from Vishnu
Purana which he also quotes in his commentary to the verse: “a<a

T i PEaFRATar.. . “(SB 1.3.37) of Srimad Bhagavatam.

In his Krama-sandarbha, while commenting on this verse, Sri Jiva
has quoted this verse from Vishnu Purana in question: “Th3:
AT =TT =T:” and has explained it in this manner: “&T®
TAUT ATETHT ITaed ST RFa e (e ST TI=LT: ha: Fvcdd | e
FerarfersreaTfafaset: SrataquerErT: Faaq sreaaE=:T: |17

Just like “Heat” in “Fire”, all existent entities in the world have
Sakti that can be known only by “acintya- Jnana’ ‘Inability to
conceive of Saktls as either only distinct from Saktiman or only
identical with Saktiman’ is the meaning of the term “Acintya”.
Saktis can be conceived of only through “Arthapatti-jnana”.

In Sarvasamvadini also, Sr1 Jiva Goswami has quoted the same
verse of Vishnu Purana and explained it at the end in this manner:

“STETT: TAEAT: TAHTASAT: TARTTEIHAT: AThd:, T STihiaade <3,

TATATIE T AFGATRAT T (%0 .9 o) TATE Ad1” (Sarvasamvadini pg.
59)
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“The Saktis of Brahman are included in Its own nature, and are not
distinct from its svarupa, as is declared in the following passage:
“The Para-Sakti of this one Supreme Being is heard of as
multifarious, which are of Its own nature, like knowledge, strength,
action, etc.(Svetaévatara Up. 4.10)”

In this manner, here, by citing Sruti, Sri Jiva has shown that there

18 Acintya bhedabheda sambandha between Brahman and It’s
Saktis.

In Paﬁcarétra’s/Ahirbudhpya samhita (3.2-3) also, Acintya
bhedabheda of Sakti and Saktiman is indicated clearly:

ITh: FAATATATH AT TTATFEAT| TTET 7 F9Iwd eI Hraaeg ar: |
JEHTIET [ 9T aUT GaATar At | Saadr e a1 7 U = o |

ATRALT 7 FgT — AHAT ATAT (FTE3M) =T o <hat ITE A Foorq 7 grane (3T
H ¥g ) A=A g, a8 9Ii<h Tae9a: [QEls dgl 9=dl , 3 ¥ fe@rs 9gdi g
| FFEQOT JaTAT | Y@ aATeAT a8 9TT<h ST -39 A& il EATAEAT &f & | 3H
TEAT (3H THL ) TATAT A1 ST T T 31T 7 22T (39 e ) Afug &
TohalT ST |haT & I

(Hindi translation by Sudhakar Malaviya — translated into English)

Z

“Ahirbudhnya said: “The Saktis of all things are inseparably
associated with them, are "Acintya’, and not visible (as separate
entities) in their nature, but visible (perceptible) in their action.
“The Saktis that reside in all things is the subtle state of those
things.’- it (this statement) can neither be (exactly) affirmed in this
manner, nor can it be denied in this way.”

Sr1 Jiva’s Acintya Bhedabheda is very comprehensive. It extends to
both Prakrta and Aprakrta realms. In both cases, this Acintya
Bhedabheda relation between Sakti and Saktiman applies.
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Jiva, Maya, Kala and Karma- all these supported by Brahman’s
SI‘Stl Sakti, gives rise to the world.

Jiva, Maya, Kala and Karma-all of them are Brahman’s Saktis.
This implies that tlge entire cosmos which are a product of all these,
1s also Brahman’s Sakti.

Jiva is also Brahman’s Sakti as explained in the topic of Jiva tattva,
earlier (a different topic by RadhaGovinda Nath).

All abodes (dhamas) of Bhagavan like Vaikuntha, etc. are also
actualization of Brahman’s Svarupa-Saktis, and by their very
nature, are included in the very nature of Brahman.

All Lila-parikaras (Associates of Bhagavan’s nitya lila) are also the
personified forms of the different vritis of Bhagavan’s svarupa-Sakti.

From this, we can understand that beginning with the visible
cosmos made of Maya, Jivas, Bhagavan’s dhamas, His Nitya-
parikaras, etc. are all Brahman’s Saktis and hence the Acintya-
bhedabheda sambandha applies not only to the relation between
Jivas and Brahman, but also to Brahman’s relation with all of the
above.

Now, one doubt arises: “Is the Cosmos etc. purely Brahman’s Sakti,
severed from the Svarupa of Brahman? If that is the case, how can
you justify your position there is utter inseparability of Sakti and
Saktiman? Conversely, if there is an absence of such an

inseparability, then how can you establish this doctrine of Acintya-
bhedabheda-tattva?”

The Answer is as follows- The Cosmos and all other existent things
are not just purely Saktis, utterly separate from the Saktiman.
Shlokas like “O@FIRTIIITT T<aT =TI (SB 11.22.7) in Srimad
Bhagavatam cited by Sri Jiva Goswami in Paramatma-sandarbha
proves that Sakti and Saktiman are utterly inseparable because
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there is mutual inter-penetration of Sakti and Saktiman

(TTReTTRFAAT: TXETIa9Td) [Paramatma-sandarbha 37).

According to this statement, it is then to be understood that each
and every one of Brahman’s Saktis: Svarﬁpa-éakti, Méyé-éakti and
Jiva-Sakti—have mutual inter-penetration (TTETT FTITT) with
Brahman (Saktiman).

So, 1n every case, Sakti and Saktiman are present (almost
interwoven) in an utterly inseparable manner as evidenced from the
following:

FEAY T Fg[A T Arare Sraratd (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 3.6.1)

AT AT gAvd SRR | Aagaiie Jeaedeqeas T 39T 92 1| (SB
10.15.35).

war {7 fEsaer = ST 9T e T2 T | T3 Sy [Saerore
FTET 90T THT T 1| (SB 10.46.31)

STMAT FgAA 1o AT qars(d | e g e feadsia furar s i (Gita
10.42)

From these pramanas, Brahman’s eternal penetration into its maya
sakti, can be understood.

Conversely, we have pramanas like:

TATIAH T T aeTsiT TEi[or: | 7 oTd FaTcHesd T gigeaaram || (SB
1.11.38)

From this, it 1s to be understood that even though Brahman
penetrates Its Maya-Sakti, Brahman is yet, untouched and
unaffected by Maya.
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Regarding the Jivas, it was shown earlier, in the discussion of Jiva-
tattva (at another place) that: “Bral,rlman’s part,
penetrated/permeated by the Jiva-Sakti is indeed called “jivas”.

Furthermore, the Svarupa of Brahman, viz., “Ananda” and
Brahman’s “Svartpa-Sakti” mutually interpenetrating each other,
indeed manifests in the form of the infinite abodes of Bhagavan, the
Lila-parikaras(eternal associates), the innumerable Bhagavad-
rupas, the attribute less “Siddhaloka”(where Siddhas of Jnana-
marga and asuras killed by Krsna, enjoy Brahmananda, being
“merged” in Brahman), the attribute less Brahman, Karanarnava
etc.

Bhagavan’s infinite attributes are also manifestation of His
Svarupa-Sakti. Thus, everything in existence is Brahman’s Sakti.

In this way, it has been shown that starting from the visible cosmos,
Prakrita and Aprakrita realms and even Brahman’s attributes and
forms-everything has Acintya Bhedabheda sambandha with
Brahman’s svarupa.

For this reason, it was earlier said that the Acintya
bhedabhedavada of Caitanya Vaisnava Acaryas is very
comprehensive. Few philosophers, if any have given such a vastly
comprehensive theory.

Another specialty of this theory is that the maryada of all Sruti-
vakyas have been maintained and respected here. One type of Sruti-
statement has not been declared less important to other statements.
True entities like Jivas and Jagat have not been declared as false.
The reality of Brahman’s Sakti has not been denied, and Brahman
has not been brought to the platform of Voidness (Shunyata).

The concept of Maya has also been explained satisfactorily in the
light of Srutis and Smrtis.
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Mukhya-vrtti has not been abandoned for Lakshana-vrtti without
any legitimate reason in the interpretation of Srutis.

Apparent mutually contradictory Bheda-vacaka and Abheda-vacaka
statements about Jiva and Brahman have been reconciled
beautifully by this Acintya bhedabheda tattva.

Since there 1s Acintya bhedabheda sambandha between Jiva/Jagat
and Brahman, “Bheda-vacaka Srutis” reflect the realization of those
Tattvajiias who perceived the Advaya-Tattva with the
predominance of perception of the exuberance of numerous Saktis in
the Tattva (TThAT-STRT-STAMT-ITA-ITIH); whereas “Abheda-
vacaka Srutis” reflect the realization of those Tattvajias who
perceived the Advaya-Tattva with the predominance of the non-
perception of the exuberance of Its Saktis (F5-ATaA -3 H).

Also, since Jivas are Brahman’s am$a in the form of Sakti, thus, by
Amsa-amsi sambandha, there 1s Bhedabheda in them.
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6. Advayata of Brahman

Now the question that arises is: “If you accept the existence of Sakti
in Brahman, then how can you justify your proposition that you
(also) accept that there 1s Advayata (Non-duality) of Brahman?
Acceptance of Sakti implies acceptance of “Bheda”. If you accept
“Bheda”, then there is no longer any “Advayata” possible.”

Let’s first consider what is meant by “Bheda”. Suppose there is a
lump of sugar whose upper portion is somehow identified with some
mark. In such a case, the ‘marked upper portion’ of the lump of
sugar cannot be consider different (bhinna) from the ‘lump of sugar’,
since the former 1s included in the latter and it has apeksa of
(ontological dependence on) the lump of sugar’. This means that the
‘marked portion’ exist only due the prior existence of the lump of
sugar’ and it would cease to exist if the lump of sugar’ was non-
existent.

The “marked portion” is not “anya-nirapeksa” (i.e., it is not
ontologically independent of another), because it has the “apeksa” of
the “lump of sugar” (i.e., the “marked portion” is ontologically
dependent upon the entirety of the “lump of sugar”), hence, it is not
distinct from the entire “lump of sugar”. Thus, the lump of sugar,
does not have “Bheda” with the marked portion.

In the same way, a tree is not distinct from its branches and leaves
since the branches and leaves have “apeksa” of the tree.

In this way, it may be concluded that when an entity has “apeksa”
of a substance, that entity cannot be considered distinct from that
specific substance.

Now, let’s consider the example of a mango tree and a car. The
“pbheda” or distinction between them 1s perceptible to everyone. The
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tree and car are perceived as mutually ‘nirapeksa’ (ontologically
independent in relation to one another). In the absence of the car,
the tree continues to exist, and conversely, in the absence of the
tree, the car continues to exist. Since, both these entities are
mutually ‘nirapeksa’, there is “bheda” between these two entities.

In this manner, it can be observed that, for, two entities that are
mutually ‘nirapeksa’, they can rightly be considered distinct from
each other (i.e., there 1s “bheda” between them). But that entity
which has “apeksa” of another, that particular entity cannot be
considered “bheda” of the latter and neither can it be termed so.

If this 1s the case, then if the cosmos and everything else that exists,
were actually Brahma-nirapeksa (i.e., ontologically independent of
Brahman), 1.e., if they were independent of Brahman in every
manner, in consideration of their existence etc., 1.e. if they did not
have any ‘apeksa’ of/ontological dependence on Brahman, then, they
can be considered to have “bheda” with Brahman.

If, however, they have ‘apeksa’ of (i.e., they are ontologically
dependent on) Brahman with regards to their production (srsti),
maintenance (sthitil) and annihilation (laya), etc., without which

these things become impossible, then they cannot be considered to
have “Bheda” with Brahman.

That entity, which does not have any ontological dependence on
(apeksa of) another entity and, which, through its own potency, is
capable of doing any action to fulfil its requirement; only that entity
can be called: “Anya-nirapeksa” and “Svayam-siddha” [3Tea+a &g

T T RgH=ad (Sr1 Baladeva’s tika on Tattva sandarbha)].

Brahman alone is “Svayam-siddha” and “Anya-nirapeksa” in
an absolute manner.
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Hypothetically, if there is an entity (vastu) other than Brahman,
that does not require Brahman for its utpatti, sthiti, etc. which
means that this particular hypothetical entity doesnot have an
ontological dependence on (i.e., apeksa of) Brahman in any way,
then that entity will be considered to be a “Svayam-siddha” vastu
and only then, that entity can be considered to have “Bheda” with
Brahman.

Bheda is of three types: Sajatiya, Vijatiya and Svagata.

Two entities belonging to the same class (jati), for example, a Mango
tree and a Jackfruit tree belong to the same class as trees.
Therefore, they are sama-jatiya or sajatiya. But they nevertheless
have distinction (bheda) though belonging to the same class-the
Mango tree is not a Jackfruit tree and the Jackfruit tree is not a
Mango tree. So, they have a mutual sajatiya bheda among
themselves.

In the same way, there 1is mutual distinction of separate classes
(“Vijatiya bheda”), for e.g. between a man and gold.

Sri Jiva says: “In Brahman, there is absence of both ‘Svayam-siddha
sajatiya-bheda’ and ‘Svayam-siddha vijatiya-bheda’. [(TgTJT=T
TG AIGATATGAATA AT FqrFahagrdcard (Tattva sandarbha
51)].

Brahman as a substance i1s pure consciousness (cid-vastu). Jivas are
also “cid-vastu”. Abodes of Bhagavan, Associates of Bhagavan and
infinite forms of Bhagavan are all “cid-vastu”.

So, it may be assumed that all those entities are similar due to
belonging to the same class (sajatiya). But all these are also not
‘svayam-siddha’ vastus (entities that sustain their own existence
and do not depend on another for it). All these entities have the
“apeksa” of Brahman for their existence. Due to the existence of
Brahman alone, they are perceived to exist. In the absence of
Brahman, their existence cannot be sustained.
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Since the Jivas are “Brahman’s part qualified by Its Jiva-Sakti” and
Bhagavan’s abode (Dhama), Bhagavan’s forms (Bhagavad
vigrahas), etc. are all “Brahman’s part qualified by Its “Svarupa-
Sakti”; all these are not Svayam-siddha and hence, they do not have
Sajatiya-bheda with Brahman. Thus, Brahman is devoid of Sajatiya
bheda.

The Cosmos 1s apparently replete with sorrow and is inert and
hence, 1s the counter-correlative of consciousness. So, it may be
assumed that the Cosmos has Vijatiya bheda with the Conscious
Brahman. But that is not true since the Cosmos 1s also not ‘Svayam-

siddha’.

The Cosmos 1s modification (Parinama) of Brahman qualified by Its
Maya- Sakti. Maya is nothing but Brahman’s natural Sakti. This is
why Vijatiya bheda is absent in Brahman.

TETRqIEAILTUT o doB<h TacaTe o ST AT 92 | 7 TSI T
ST ZETRITASITA AT HE: e dog cheedrd |

(Sarvasamvadini pg. 56).

Brahman also does not possess Svagata-bheda within it. “Svagata”
means “within itself”. By the term “Svagata-bheda”, “Abhyantarina
bheda” (Internal distinctions) is understood.

That entity which has more than one upadanas (i.e., it i1s made up of
more than a single substance/material), then due to such ‘upadana-
bheda’, there will be ‘Svagata-bheda’ in such an entity.

Let’s take the example of a “concrete floor” to understand this. The
floor 1s made up of a combination of bricks, limestone, iron, wood,
sand, etc. The aggregate of all these ingredients that make up the
floor, are mutually distinct and independent entities by themselves.
All these ingredients comprise the “Svagata-bheda” within the floor.
Again, due to a great variety of ingredients (upadanas) that
aggregate to form the floor, the effect of the manifestation of
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individual Saktis of these ingredients will themselves be different in
different parts of the floor.

This distinction and gradation in the actualization of the inherent
Sakti of an entity along with the basis for such a distinction is also a
kind of “Svagata-bheda” in the concrete floor.

But in Brahman, Svagata-bheda of this kind cannot be present
because Brahman is a substance which is “Pure concentrated
Consciousness” (cid-ghana) or “Pure concentrated Bliss” (ananda-
ghana).

In Brahman, there is no “material” (upadana) other than
“Consciousness” or “Bliss”. This “material” which is Consciousness
or Bliss alone is ‘spread out’ uniformly everywhere throughout
Brahman.

Due to there being an absence of any distinction regarding the
“constituent material” (if this term could indeed be used) of
Brahman (i.e., there being an absence of “upadana-gata bheda” in
Brahman), any Sakti of Brahman can be cognized as being
actualized in any hypothetical part/portion of Brahman.

The material body of the Jivas are composed of the five elements
(panca-mahabhtutas) and the proportion of these five elements also
lack uniformity throughout the body.

In the organ of vision (caksu), the proportion of the Fire-element
(Tejas) 1s more, which is the cause of the ability of vision in the eye
but the ability of aural-reception is absent in it.

Conversely, in the organ of aural reception (Srotra), the proportion
of the Space-element (Akasa) is more, which is the cause of its
ability of aural-reception, but the ability of vision is absent in it and
this is the same case also for other jianendriyas and karmendriyas.
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All these are examples of Svagata-bheda within the material bodies
of Jivas.

But Brahman-substance (Brahma-vastu) being solely of the form of
Consciousness (cid-eka-rupa), there is absence of multiplicity of
ingredients that could hypothetically aggregate to make the entity
called Brahman. Thus, such type of distinction within Brahman is
1mpossible.

For this reason, it is said in the Brahma-sambhita: =TT+ 77

Tl exd giwred |: “Bach limb of that Supreme Entity possesses the
ability inherent in every (other) sense-organ (of His)”.

This is the proof for the absence of Svagata-bheda in Brahman.

Let’s consider the example of a “doll made up of sugar”; it is seen
that it has hands, feet, nose, ears etc. There is an apparent
perception of internal distinction (svagata-bheda) in the “sugar-
doll”. But in every part and limb of such a doll, there is indeed an
experience of “Sweetness” as it i1s composed of a single constitutive

material, 1.e., Sugar. In reality, thus, there is absence of “Svagata-
bheda”.

Differences/distinctions in the perception of the actualization of an
entity’s inherent functional capacity is also a function of “Bheda”.
But the “sugar-doll” expresses its functional capacity only in the
form of the experience of “Sweetness”, which is the actualization of
its inherent potency.

Referring back to the previous statement from Brahma-sambhita, we
also come to know that there is essential identity/unity in all the
different functional capacities of Brahman (sarvatra kriya samya).
Thus, the presence of Svagata-bheda is denied in Brahman. This is
one aspect regarding the “absence of Svagata-bheda within
Brahman”.
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Let’s discuss about other aspects in this regard. An objection may
arise in this regard that it is heard (in $astras) that Brahman has
various forms. If that be the case, then Svarupa-bheda cannot be
denied. To this objection, Sri Jiva (in Sarvasamvadini) replies by
quoting Brahma-sitra 3.2.12: “q WETefd I« TAFHd5aH .

In Govinda-bhasya, this Sutra has been commented as follows: “Te=T
HTATI: T2RT ST IhT Z[ET g3 AqTRATT I 42, 31T F T F HgaTor
= FEi ATAAT T Tadg dg] ALAH TATTH ATTTH AT SATTH]
FATH A ATLTEA T JaTL0dh AT SATOTHFTThi L2 |”

“Paramesvara (Indra), through association of His Maya-s (Para-
Sakti, consisting of three vritis: Sandhini, Samvit and Hladini),
manifests Himself as a hundred and ten Hari-s (prakasa forms).
This Iévara alone is variously manifest as ten Hari-s (like Matsya,
Kurma and other avataras) and as thousand Hari-s (like the
Prakasa forms doing lilas with each of the Dvaraka Queens
individually). This Brahman (in all such innumerable forms) is
without a cause/birth (apurvam), without a second (an-aparam),
without any distinction (an-antaram), without the presence of any
entity external to itself (a-bahyam); It is the Self of all (i.e., it
pervades all), and It is the very form (or basis) of intuition for all
(sarvanubhuti).” This statement of the Brohadérar_lyaka-Sruti (2.5.9),
explains the essential oneness of the plurality of forms/expressions
of Brahman.

In the discussion of this Sttra, Sri Jiva also quotes the Sutra
immediately succeeding it, viz. Brahma-sttra 3.2.13: “3a1f9 S99+
Govinda-bhasya to this sutra explains it as follows: ‘regarding this,
the students of some $akhas of the Veda, say: “STHTASHAaHTALT
gaearaerd: e g fAfedr a9 7 gia=aer s9:01” [Mandukya
Upanisad, Agama-karika 26-29]. The meaning is as follows: “He
who has known the One, who i1s denoted by the syllable Om
(Brahman), which is ‘amatra’ and also ‘ananta-matra’ and which is
ever-auspicious on account of the negation of duality is the (real)
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sage and none other.” In their opinion, Brahman is devoid of
distinctions (abhinna) and at the same time, inclusive of infinite
forms (ananta-rupa). “Amatra” means- “devoid of distinctions
among self-same parts” (FFT9-"&9T) and “Ananta-matra” means-
“Inclusive of infinite self-same parts” (EEIT FTT:).

The meaning is this- “There is no distinction of essential nature
among Brahman’s self-same parts, nor is there a limit to the
innumerability of these self-same parts”.

Such statements seem contradictory but their reconciliation is as
follows- The Smriti says: “One Parames$vara Visnu, 1s indeed
present everywhere and there is no doubt regarding this. By the
influence of His own majesty (Sakti), He though remaining one,
shines everywhere just like the Sun”. And the Sruti also says:

TehRISTO F AT ageT fawrta

This is similar to how a Vaidurya gem, due to the difference in the
perceptions of its beholders, it appears in different ways to them. An
actor, though playing various roles, still exists as one person; in a
similar way, Brahman, due to differences in the meditations
(bhakti) of different kinds of worshippers, appears in various forms
to them, but still does not abandon the Oneness of His svarupa.

Caitanya-caritamrta (2.9.155) similarly says:

A8 FHRL GO L S |
QFE AMRR LT ANFR T 1

eka-11$vara bhaktera dhyana-anurupa
eka-1 vigrahe kare nanakara rupa

“The one God appears in various forms, according to the meditation

of the devotee. He assumes diverse forms while remaining the
same entity.”
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From the above explanation of the two Brahma-sutras, we
understand that though Brahman eternally exists in its
inumerable self-same forms, the Oneness of its svarupa is not
abandoned. He, as the Bhagavatam(10.40.7) says, 1s indeed

T aH %Y . Brahman never abandons the Oneness of its
essential nature, despite manifesting itself in infinite forms. Thus
there is absence of Svagata-bheda in Brahman.

Sri Jiva concludes this discussion in this manner: If there is no
inclusion of another foreign substance (vastvantara) into an entity,
there is no destruction of that particular entity’s oneness of
essential nature (advayata), which is the reason why there 1s
absence of Svagata-bheda in the entity.

When gold takes the form of earring, then it may be thought that
there 1s an apparent Svagata-bheda in it (due to inclusion of
varieties like designs, structure etc.). But since there is absence of
inclusion of a foreign substance in it, the gold remains gold without
any alteration to its essential nature. Thus, any Svagata-bheda
cannot be said to be present in the Golden earring.

“Tad TARTANG @I TANAT A Edsh FUSATE decded? T T
gfauenq sfa A 1”7 (Sarvasamvadini, pg. 56).

By this example, it can be understood that in Brahman, there can
be no inclusion of anything other than “Consciousness” as its
constitution; thus, Sri Jiva Goswami says that Brahman is indeed
devoid of Svagata bheda.

Let’s digress a bit from this issue for a moment. We see that
Brahman, despite maintaining the oneness of its Svarupa,
expresses itself in various forms. All such forms are indeed various
“Bhagavat-svaupas” (transcendental forms of Bhagavan).

All these forms are not distinct entities and lack independent
existence from Brahman because Parabrahman alone expresses
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Himself in all these forms. Or alternatively, Parabrahman eternally
manifests all these forms directly in His divine body.

This has been said by Sriman Mahaprabhu Himself:

AF8 TR TSRO Y T | aFE AMRT YT AFHK I 11
eka-118vara bhaktera dhyana-anurupa
eka-1 vigrahe kare nanakara rupa (Caitanya-caritamrta 2.9.155).

The Sruti also similarly says the same thing: THIs{Y | IT TgeIT
fasTfa; the previously quoted Brahmasitras (3.2.12 and 3.2.13) also

inform us of the same thing. Also Jayakhyasamhita 12.27 mentions
the same thing:

IO AR Adiarasd: | STHEHardid e Haraar &9

(Also quoted in Bhagavat-sandarbha 40, Caitanya Caritamrta
2.9.156)

“Just as a gem, through distinctions, is endowed with colours like
blue and yellow, and obtains a variety of forms (rupabheda), so too
does the all-pervading one [obtain a variety of forms] through
distinctions in meditation (dhyanabheda)”

Even though these forms are not considered Svayam-siddha (due to
not being independent tattvas apart from Brahman) and nor are
they distinct (from Brahman), but they are still considered to be
different/various forms of Brahman alone, though with unique
particulars that differentiate one from another.

Arjuna witnessed the Universal Form (Visvarupa) within the form
of Krsna but he did not ultimately consider the Visvartupa as exactly
1dentical to the human-like form of Krsna. Thus, He requests
Bhagavan to unmanifest the fierce Universal form and remanifest
the Four-armed form with human-like temperament that was so
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dear to Arjuna and he was acquainted with for a long time and
Krsna readily does so in that very form.

Devaki and Vasudeva had first seen Krsna within Kamsa’s jail as
Four-armed fully grown youth holding the weapons like Conch,
Wheel, Mace and Lotus and later on at their request, he manifests
as a Two-armed human-like infant after unmanifesting the previous
form within the same body.

Both of these forms were realized by them as two distinct forms of
the same personality who did not need to discard one form to accept
another unlike us but simply manifests and unmanifest them in His
very body. Sriman Mahaprabhu also in the very form of Nimai-
Pandita had given the vision of himself as Krsna, Rama, Nrsimha,
Varaha, Mahes$a and other forms to the devotees in Navadvipa.

In this way, there are those who believe that these different
Bhagavat-svarupas are nothing but Parabrahman Sri Krsna’s own
various forms. Thus, even if they consider all these forms to have
apparent Sajatiya bheda with the form of Sri Krsna and each other,
these forms still are not Svayam-siddha-sajatiya-bhedas. Thus, they
(different forms of Brahman) are not sajatiya bhedas of Brahman.
This has already been discussed before.

Again, there are others, who never consider all these forms as
distinct from Brahman at all, they still cannot deny that all these
forms are indeed varieties of experiences (vaicitri) and attributes
(dharmas) of Brahman. But, if that is so, then Svagata-bheda (in
the manner of a Tree with its leaves) cannot be denied.

We had previously discussed the Sruti: “fasT=HT= ], iIn which
the two terms: 9T’ and ‘™=, apparently express two distinct
meanings. Accepting this, in Sr1 Jiva’s opinion would invariably
lead to “Svagata-bheda”. Similarly, in this way, the acceptance of
the presence of various forms within one Svarupa, would also
invariably lead to Svagata-bheda. The same thing could be said
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about the ‘infinite auspicious qualities (ananta-kalyana-gunas) of
Brahman. If that be so, then what 1s the solution for this
predicament?

Why does Sri Jiva, then, proclaim that there is absence of
Svagata-bheda in Brahman (Svagata-bheda-Stinyam)?

To answer this question, it is pertinent that we discuss some other
1ssues. These are as follows:

By accepting Sakti, acceptance of Bheda becomes pertinent. That
Brahman naturally possesses Saktis that are inseparable from it-
this is known from Srutis. We also know the existence of various
bhedas in the form of Jivas, Jagat, etc., also from Srutis. But

regardless of all that, Sruti still has statements like “TFHaTZTH"

(Brahman 1s one alone, without differentiation), which proclaims
that Brahman is non-dual (advaya) and devoid of differentiation
(bheda-rahita). What is the reason for this?

We have to understand that despite the apparent presence of Bheda
in the form of Jivas, Jagat, etc. which are really perceptible, have
functionality and actually exist; Brahman, still is Advaya-tattva—
this alone is the intention of the Srutis. But how is that possible?

Sri Jiva has resolved this by the application of the word “Svayam-
siddha”. In truth, if an entity lacks the attribute of “Svayam-
siddhatva” (that, whose existence is solely dependent on itself and
does not have the apeksa of another), that entity cannot be
considered distinct from another entity, who is actually “Svayam-
siddha”. This has already been shown previously.

Sri Jiva says that even though Jivas, who are entities that possess
conscilousness as their very constitution and nature, and even
though they apparently seem to possess Sajatiya-bheda with
Brahman, it is not truly Sajatiya-bheda, since Jivas are neither
Svayam-siddha nor Brahma-nirapeksa. In the same way, the Jagat
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also 1s not Svayam-siddha and Brahma-nirapeksa, so it also cannot
be said to have Vijatiya-bheda with Brahman. All these entities are
seen to have absence of “Svayam-siddhatva”.

In this way, Sr1 Jiva proves that Brahman has absence of Sajatiya
and Vijatiya bhedas (sajatiya-vijatiya-bheda-rahityam).

Returning back to the topic of Svagata-bheda, in statements like
“uaRrs T A7 agar A, “BEETee g7, ete., why does the Sruti,
after accepting the existence of apparent Svagata-bhedas within
Brahman, then again talk of Brahman as Advaya-tattva? The
reason 1s simply because, by these statements, the Srutis want to
teach that though there is presence of apparent Svagata-bheda in
Brahman; Brahman, still is a non-dual substance (Advaya-tattva).

In the previously quoted Brahma sutras 3.1.12 and 3.1.13, and
knowing their meaning, we see that such an apparent svagata-
bheda has been accepted in Brahman. Sri Jiva also refers to these
sutras in his discussion about the absence of Svagata-bheda and has
shown that even in the perception of apparent Svagata-bheda, there
1s actually absence of it in Brahman. To show that, Sr1 Jiva cites the
example of an earring made of gold or jewels.

When a lump of gold or a jewel is modified into the form of an
earring; then it indeed appears different from its previous state. But
even in the new form, there 1s absence of inclusion of a distinct
foreign material in its constitution. In the new form, there is
absence of anything else, other than the lump of gold or the jewel
that existed in the former state. This means that:

1. The earring has no constitutive material that is Svarna-
nirapeksa (ontologically independent of the lump of gold) or
Ratna-nirapeksa (ontologically independent of the jewel).

2. The new form of the earring is established upon the previously
existing gold (or the jewel) as its substratum. This earring is
nothing other than a form of the gold (or the jewel).
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3. This earring only has apeksa of the gold (or the jewel) alone
and does not have apeksa of (ontological dependence on) any
other substance.

4. The existence of the earring would not have been possible
without it having apeksa of (ontological dependence on) the
gold (or the jewel).

5. All this means that the form of the earring is not Svarna-
nirapeksa (ontologically independent of the lump of Gold) or
Ratna-nirapeksa (ontologically independent of the Jewel).

Hence, the earring is not Svayam-siddha (i.e., it is not
independently existent, due to having no independent nature as
purely just an earring). Thus, apparent Svagata-bheda of Gold
(or Jewel) in the form of earring, etc. is unacceptable.

In the same way, the various expressions of Brahman in various
transcendental forms, or the infinite Kalyana-gunas (auspicious

qualities) of Bhagavan, etc. are similarly, not Brahma-nirapeksa
(1.e., they are not ontologically independent of Brahman).

In addition to this, other than Brahman or Brahman’s Svarupa-
Sakti, the manifestation of these various forms or the various
auspicious qualities, do not require the support of another
substance. Thus, they are not Svayam-siddha, which means, though
they are apparently perceived as Svagata-bheda within Brahman;
in reality, however, this is not the case.

In the famous shloka of Srimad Bhagavatam 1.2.11, it is said:

o o hd
dalrd ddxddcEd<d ASATTHGIH |

ST TEHATCHTT AT eT8=rd |

This seems to show that the Advaya-tattva has three svagata-
bhedas- Brahman, Paramatman and Bhagavan. But none among
these three are “Advaya-tattva-nirapeksa” or individually “Svayam-
siddha”. So, in reality, there is no Svagata-bheda.
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In this way, just like Sajatiya and Vijatiya-bhedas, even in the
discussion of “Svagata-bheda”, Sr1 Jiva Goswami has given
emphasis on the concept of “Svayam-siddhatva”. With this, he has
succeeded 1n preserving the compatibility of all kinds of Sruti-
vakyas and established Brahman’s advayata(non-dual-ness).

In the interpretation of any Sruti-vékya, he has not succumbed to
the use of laksana-vrtti nor has he declared any type of Sruti
(Upanisadic) statement as pratitika or vyavaharika.

If that is the case, then in Sr1 Jiva’s doctrine: Brahman is devoid of
‘Svayam-siddha-sajatiya bheda’, ‘Svayam-siddha-vijatiya bheda’,
and ‘Svayam-siddha-svagata bheda’. Hence, Brahman indeed is
‘Advaya-tattva’ in his analysis.

The absence of the three kinds of bheda in Brahman is also
mentioned by Sripéd Sankara but his method of showing this is
different. He has denied the actual (paramarthika/vastavika)
existence of Sakti(s) in Brahman. If the very existence of Sakti is
denied, then, there is no question of any Bheda. But due to his
denial of the actual existence of Sakti(s) in Brahman, he has
neglected the need of preserving the equal authoritativeness of all
the Sruti statements. This is why he had to declare numerous
statements of the Sruti as Vyavaharika or Pratitika and
consequently had to declare things like the Perceptible world (which
has causal efficiency) as “mithya” and even after doing so, he had to
resort to laksana-vrtti to interpret other Sruti-statement that he
considers are about Paramarthika-satya.

Sri Jiva, not only uses Sruti-vékyas but also reasoning to prove that
Brahman cannot be devoid of Sakti(s) and attributes [fA:91<F=F or
fafdorg]. By using those very arguments and examples, which Sri
Sankara had used to try to prove Brahman as f:91f<F& or RfF9, in

his Sarvasamvadini, Sri Jiva has shown that Sri Sankara had
invertedly accepted “Sakti” in Brahman.
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An example of that will be shown here: Sripéd Sankara says: “Just
as there is illusion of the perception of a snake in a rope; and just as
there 1s 1llusion of perception of silver in nacre due to ajnana
(nescience). In a similar way, there 1s illusion of perception of the
Jagat in Brahman”. This indeed 1s the Vivartavada/Brahmavada,
propounded by Sri Sankara.

Sri Jiva notes that, as said by Sri Sankara, for such an illusion to
occur, there is requirement of a rope/nacre as the substratum of the
illusion along with ajnana. But what is the primary cause for the
creation of such an illusion?

If there was absence of any dependence (apeksa) of the illusion on
the nature of (which is an actualization of Sakti inherent in) the
substratum where the phenomenon is occurring; and the experience
of illusion is an outcome of ajnana alone, without any additional
dependence at all, on the inherent nature of the substratum where
1t occurs; then in such a scenario, there would be experience of any
and every kind of illusion in any and every object (which will act as
a substratum). For example, there would be illusion of the
perception of a snake in nacre; and conversely, there would be
1llusion of perception of silver in a rope. But that is nowhere to be
seen.

From this, we can conclude that a specific illusion is not
independent of the specific nature inherent (Sakti) in its
substratum, which alone lends favorability for that specific kind of
i1llusion to be expressed. Seeds require rain for their germination
but what specific plant will emerge from a seed depends on the
inherent nature of the seed. The seed of a rice plant, for example,
cannot give rise to a mango tree, though both kinds of seeds require
rain for their germination. Every seed possesses a specific inherent
potency, due to which a specific seed only produces a specific plant
and not any/every other type of plants.
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In a similar manner, a Rope, alone possesses the specific potency,
reflected in its nature, which is required for the illusion of a Snake
to be perceived in it, and not the illusion of Silver. Conversely,
Nacre, alone possesses the specific potency, reflected in its nature,
due to which the illusion of Silver is perceived in it.

Ajnana (nescience) is just an incidental reason for the specific
inherent potencies, already present in substances like Rope or
Nacre to express themselves, due to which the respective illusions of
Snake and Silver occur in them.

In a similar manner, Brahman should also possess a special
potency, inherent in its nature that is supportive for the
phenomenon of illusion of Jagat to be perceived in it. Without the
existence of such a potency (Sakti) in Brahman, Ajiana, by itself
would not be able to produce the illusion of the Jagat in Brahman.

In this way, even by the examples of illusion of Rope and Nacre,
Sripad Shankara has inadvertently accepted the presence of Sakti
in Brahman.

BRAHMAN AS ANANDA IS INDICATIVE OF EXISTENCE OF
SAKTI

In reality, just by declaring Brahman as “Ananda” (Bliss) or
“AnandaMaya” (full of Bliss), the fact that existence of Sakti is
inherent in Brahman, can be understood. “Ananda” with absence of
“Sakti” has no meaning: Activity, dynamism and attractiveness are
always inseparably associated with “Ananda” even in worldly
experiences.

A little child out of the exuberance (ucchvasa) of his bliss laughs,
dances, sings and runs about. As the proportion of bliss increases,
there 1s proportional increase in the dynamic activity performed out
of such bliss. In the material world, pure bliss is not experienced.
There is only a semblance of bless and even in only a semblance of
bliss, the above stated effects are observed.
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In Brahman, there exists pure, unadulterated and complete bliss,
which is of the nature of Consciousness. The effect of this bliss
cannot be put into words. This Bliss, alone 1s indicated in the
Brahma-sutra as Paripurna (utmost complete), dynamic,
incomparable, and exceedingly expansive and exuberant, in the
Sttra:” AT ATATHAAH “,

That Entity which is called “Ananda” or “AnandaMaya”, can never
be motionless (%) or devoid of activity (FToF).

In Brahman, who is Sat-Cit-Ananda svartpa, His Sat-svartupata
(nature as embodiment of pure existence), Cit-svarupa (nature as
embodiment of Cognition) and Ananda-svaripa (nature as
embodiment of Delight)—everything is of the nature of exuberance
(ucchvasaMaya).

Brahman’s Sat-svarupata is not just restricted or limited to its own
svarupa but extends to, pervades and is the very basis of the
existence of all others.

Brahman’s Cit-svarupata, also is not limited to Its own svarupa-i.e.,
it not only takes the form of Brahman’s experience of itself as the
embodiment of Cognition but it is also the basis for cognitive
capacity of every other conscious entity as well.

Brahman’s Ananda-svartipata, also is not limited to Its own
svarupa-i.e., it not only takes the form of Brahman’s experience of
Itself as the embodiment of Delight but it is also the basis for (and
extends to)the experience of this delight(in the form of Bhakti) for
others(Bhaktas) who have taken the shelter of Its Svarupa.

This verily, 1s the significance of Bhagavan’s three-fold Svarupa-
Sakti—in the form of Sandhini (which corresponds to Brahman’s
Sat-svarupa), Samvit (which corresponds to Brahman’s Cit-svarupa)
and Hladini (which corresponds to Brahman’s Ananda-svarupa).
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This dynamism in the form of exuberance of bliss (Ananda-
uvchvasata) is not due to any incompleteness/deficiency/absence in
Brahman, but rather a manifestation of Its Completeness (Purnata).

A vessel that is completely filled with milk, due to the influence of
the heat, during the process of boiling, spills over out of the mouth
of the vessel and spreads over to things/surfaces outside the vessel.
Similarly, the Absolute and Complete Bliss(paripurna-ananda) of
Brahman due to the influence of Its Svarupa-Sakti (comparable to
hear due to boiling) exuberates and extends to (comparable to milk
spilling over) beyond Its Svarupa and similarly leads to such
exuberance of it in others as well by pervading them.

Such ucchvasata (exuberance) of Bliss verily is the reason for
Brahman being Rasa-svarupa. If Brahman did not have such
ucchvasa of Bliss, then its being Rasa-svarupa would not have been
possible, nor would Brahman be an object of supreme
attraction/desire, and hence it would not be a subject of
contemplation, worship and meditation.

Wherever there is ‘Rasa’, there is experience of variety in the form
of the “enjoyer/taster of Rasa” (3mFaTa®) and “the object to be enjoyed
as the embodiment of Rasa” (3r&aTa). Without the presence of these
two, there 1s no meaning of Rasa-ucchvasata.

Due to this exuberance of Ananda or Rasa, although Brahman is
“one”, It truly manifests as “many” and His Sat-svarupata, Chid-
rupata and Ananda-ripata” exuberates, pervades and extends to
the “many”.

This same Brahman as Ananda-tattva, due to the influence of Its
Svartpa-Sakti, becomes exuberant and attains the apparent state of
variety (bheda) that is apparent during perception. However, in
none of these states of bheda, 1s there any inclusion of a Tattva
other than Brahman because there is no Tattva other than
Brahman, in the first place.
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In one specific “Bheda” (variety of manifestation) of that Tattva,
called Nirvisesa-Brahman in common parlance, there is minimum
apprehension of Ananda-ucchvasata experienced because
Brahman/Bhagavan’s Sakti remains avyakta (unmanifest) to the
perceivers of this manifestation. This particular manifestation alone
is called A==, Meet, fATS#7, in comparison to the manifestation
called Bhagavan. But even in this expression of Brahman, there is
no inclusion of any hypothetical foreign substance as its
constitution, which is something other than Brahman.

Thus, despite the Tattva called Brahman, manifests in innumerable
varieties (called Bheda), it remains One (Abhinna) and Non-dual
substance (Advaya-tattva).

This has indeed been convincingly shown by Vaisnavacarya Sri Jiva
Goswami.
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