CHAPTER XI

The Doctrine of Acintya-bhedabheda

Philosophical thinking in regard to the problem of relation between God
and man, the Absolute and the world of finite experience, the noumena
and the phenomena, is directed along two main lines. Some, emphasising
the essential destinction between the infinite and the finite, accept the
 absolute transcendence of the one over the other, while others, empha-
sising the identity between them regard God as immanent in the human
spirit and the phenomenal world. | |

The view of God as transcendent gained prominence in Europe with
the rise of individualism in the eighteenth century. Locke was chiefly
responsible for shaping the thought of this century in England and France,
and Leibnitz in Germany. To Locke God was an extra-mundance deity,
- having no connection with man and the finite world; to Leibnitz He was
the monad of monads, the supreme monad, absolutely selt-sufficient and
eternally shut up from other beings and monads. Both Locke and Leib-
nitz denied any kind of relation between God and man.

The difficulties of this kind of philosophy are obvious. Too much
stress upon the transcendence of God gives rise to a kind of mechanical
deism; God is reduced to a great first cause. Like a watch-maker, he
creates the machinery of the world once for all, and, without interfering
with it any more, merely contents himself by ‘seeing it go.” Apart from
the fact that such a God hardly suits the religious conscience, the deistic
- position involves an unbridgeable gulf between God and man and under-
mines the notion of the essential unity of all beings. Thus, Leibnitz finds
himself at a loss to explain the unity or the harmony of things, and is
led, in the end, to account for the same by his belief in the pre-establi-
shed harmony of the universe. Besides, dualism and pluralism are the
necessary outcome of the philosophy of transcendence, and these imply
limitation on the absolute freedom and infinite perfection of God. Insis-
tence on transcendence leads to an incurable agnosticism in Kant: the
universe is bifurcated into noumena and phenomena, the world within
experience and the world beyond it; God is regarded as a reality that
belongs to the noumenal world as the unknowable thing-in-itself, in all
its pristine purity, which human reason dare not touch and contaminate.

Immanence is emphasised by Hegel. He revolts against the agnosti-
cism of Kant and insists on the immanence of divine reason in the world.
But, undue emphasis on immanence in Hegel leads to the identification of
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God with the world of experience. The world is regarded as the thought
of God and the different finite thinkers as functions or modes of one uni-
versal self-consciousness. The finite souls are deprived of their indepen-
dent existence and made the shadows of God. |

From another point of view, by identifying the process of human experi-
ence with divine experience, Hegel virtually denies any actuality of God
for himself. He regards the history of humanity as a necessary process,
through which God becomes self-conscious. His doctrine of evolution is
undoubtedly one of his most important contributions to philosophy, but
his identification of the divine sources and the goal of evolution with its
highest human manifestations, brings him down to the level of the
materialistic position. God is no more self-subsistent, but depends for
his existence on the appearance of man: the appearance of man is iden-
tical with the creation of God. .

Bradley tries to extricate the Hegelian absolute from this difficulty by
insisting on its independent existence and its absolute transcendence of -
our categories of thought and ‘being.” This leads to pantheism, or acosm-
ism, which is to admit an undifferentiated, all-pervading substance as the
only reality and to reject the finite existence as a species of illusion.

In western philosophy pantheism finds expression chiefly in the philo-
sophy of Spinoza and Neo-Platonism, while in Indian philosophy it finds
its chief exponent in Samhkara. Both Spinoza and Sarhkara, instead of
explaining the relation between the finite and the infinite, explain it away
by cancelling one of the terms in the relation. Spinoza describes the

finite as the manifestation of the attributes of the undifferentiated sub- =

stance, which do not really belong to it, but are superimposed upon it.
Samkara describes it as the result of upadhis. Since the nature of a false-
hood, illusion, or upadhi is that it does not exist, there can be no prob-
lem of relation between that which exists and that which does not exist.
But the problem, which the pantheist tries thus to dismiss, returns for
him in another and a more difficult form. For, though the finite is sought
to be eliminated as non-existent, it persists in the form of its appearance,
which cannot be denied, and the problem of relation between the finite
and the infinite reappears in the form of the problem of relation between
appearance and reality, which Spinoza and Sariikara fail to solve.

The history of philosophy bears evidence that neither immanence nor
transcendence can solve the problem of relation between God and the
world. The concepts of identity and difference are both inadequate to -
describe the nature of being. Exclusive emphasis on the one leads to a
virtual denial of the world as illusion, while exclusive emphasis upon the
other bifurcates the reality into two and creates an unbridgeable gulf
between God and the world. Both the concepts, however, seem to be
equally necessary. Identity is a necessary demand of reason and differ-
ence is an undeniable fact of cxpericnce, An ideal synthesis of identity
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and difference must be the cherished goal of philosophy. But the synthesis,
though necessary, is not possible or conceivable.
This is the final test of human logic. It fails. But the logic of the infi-

nite succeeds where our human logic fails. In the perfect being there is no

conflict between necessity and possibility. Here, what is necessary act-

ually is.
The clue to the solution of the problem, according to the school of

~ Sri Caitanya, therefore, lies in the inconceivable power (acintya-sakti) of
- God, by which the concepts of identity and difference are transcended

and reconciled in a higher synthesis. Transcendence and immanence are
made the associated aspects of an abiding unity in God, or, in other
words, in the doctrine of Acintya-bheddbheda, which is the distinguish-
~ ing feature of the school of Sri Caitanya.! The immanent aspect of God
is called Paramagtman, while God, with all His spendour of infinite per-
fection, infinite potencies, and infinite attributes, transcending all the
finite things, is called Bhagavan. As Paramdatman he is the immanent
regulator and observer of the actions of the finite souls, and the unifier
of all existing things; as Bhagavan he 1s the Blissful Personal Absolute,
beyond and above the world of sense. Sri Krsna Dis Kavirdja cites the
Gita text IX, 4-5, to support this view of transcendence and immanence
of God and the concept of Acintya-§akti, which makes simultaneous
existence of transcendence and immanence possible.?

The transcendence and immanence of Brahman may be explamed
without reference to his Sakti by saying that Brahman is immanent by
one part and transcendent by another, but this would be introducing
internal difference (svagata-bheda) in Brahman, who is advaya. The very
idea of part and whole, according to which one part excludes another, is

repugnant to the nature of Brahman as advaya.
§ri Riipa’ Gosvamin illustrates the simultaneous presence of 1dent1ty

and difference in Brahman by referring to the fact that Krsna lived with

. his sixteen thousand wives in their separate houses simultaneously.®
That nothing is impossible for Brahman on account of his Acintya-
Sakti is implied by Brahman-satra. atmani caivam vicitrasca.* But the

following Sloka of Mahabharata states it clearly:
acintyah khalu ye bhava na tanstarkena yo_;ayeta/ |
prakrtibhyah param yattu tadacintyasya laksnam||

135S, p. 149; CC, Madhya, VI, 170-71.
" 2¢j mata Gita te punah punah kaya/
sarvada i$vara tattva acintya Sakti hayaf/
ami ta jagate basi jagat amate/
na ami jagate basi na ama jagate|] CC, Adi, V, 88-89.
3Samkgsepa-bhagavatamytarn, 1, 365-66, 370-71.

4Br.S 1, 4, 26.
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Therefore, it is possible for Brahman to be both different from the
world and identical with it, to create the world out of himself and remain
out of it. This cannot be explained by reasoning. But Sri Caitanya tries,
in Caitanya-caritamrta, to make it comprehensible to Sarvabhauma
Bhattacarya by using the example of Cintamani (the philosopher’s stone),
which produces gold out of itself and yet remains unchanged.® Tn course
- of his discussion with Prakasananda also he uses this example and says
that if a worldly object can have such Acintya-sakti, why should anyone'
be surprised at the Acintya-Sakti of God.? -

In his Bhagavat-sarmdarbha, Sti Jiva defines Acintya as the power which
can reconcile the impossible (durghata ghatakatvam hyacintyatvam.®
Again, commenting on Visnu-purana verses I, VI, 1-3, he interprets the
word Acintya as that which, though incomprehensible on account of the
contradictory notions of identity and difference it involves, can be reali-
sed by arthapatti (logical implication).? |

Therefore, he proceeds to prove the doctrine of Acintya-bhedabheda
by arthdpatti. He shows how it is implied in the concept of Sakti, inhe-
rent in the philosophy of the school. Sakti is different from the object in
which it inheres, because it cannot be conceived as identical with it; it is
identical with the object, because it cannot be conceived as different from
it. Simultaneous existence of identity and difference is acintya, or incon-
~ ceivable, because it is contradictory.®
 Sri Jiva illustrates the relation of inconceivable identity-in-difference by
- referring to fire and its power. Wecannot think of fire without the power
of burning; similarly, we cannot think of the power of burning without
fire. Both are identical. Fire is nothing except that which burns; the
power of burning is nothing except fire in action. At the same time, fire
and its power of burning are not absolutely the same. If they were abso-
lutely the same, there would be no sense in warning the child of its power
to burn by saying ‘fire burns.’ It would be enough to say ‘fire.” ‘Fire
burns’ would involve needless repetition, for ‘fire’ would mean the same
thing as ‘burns.’ Besides, if there were no difference between fire and
its power, it would not be possible to neutralise the power of burning in
fire by means of medicines or maritra, W1thout making fire disappear alto-

gether.®

lacintya $akti i$vara jagadripa parinataf|
mani jaiche avikrte prasave hema bharal
Jagadripa haya i$vara tabu avikara|] CC, Madhya, VI, 170-71,
2prakrta vastu te jadi acintya Sakti hayal
iSvarera acintya $ak i ithe ki vismaya?/| CC, Adi, VII, 120.
SBh, S., XVI.
$bhinndabhinnarv-adi-vikalpaiscintayitum aksyah kevalam arthdpatti-jndna-gocarah.
byide S, pp. 36-37, .
43S, pp. 30-37.
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Just as there is neither absolute identity nor absolute difference between
fire and its power, there is neither absolute identity nor absolute differ-
ence between Brahman and his Sakti. If there were absolute identity bet-
ween Brahman and his Sakti, there would be absolute identity between
Brahman and his different forms, which are the result of his Sakti, and
the statements of the scriptures, describing the different forms of Brahman,
like the Jndatascaturvidho rasih Sloka of Visnu-purdna,! mentioning Para-
brahman, Isvara, Visvaripa and LilG-murti as the four forms of Brahman,
would be tautological. Absolute identity would mean absolute identity bet-
ween Brahman and the individual souls or between Brahman and the world.
The faults of the Jivas and the world would then be the faults of Brah-
man. To keep Brahman free from these faults, it would be necessary to
regard the Jivas and the world as illusory. But, in the absence of any
other real thing, Brahman will have to be regarded as the seat of illusion.
Thus, Brahman would still not be faultless. Besides, the belief in abso-
lute identity will falsify the Sruti texts which clearly distinguish the Jivas
and the world from Brahman.

If Brahman and his Sakti are regarded as absolutely different, that
would give rise to dualism and the principle of oneness of all things
(advayatva) stressed by the Sastras and implied in logical thinking, would
~ be contradicted. It would also not be possible for Brahman to appear in
the four different forms mentioned above by his own power or Sakti. If
he appears in these forms as a result of the Sakti of other things, his free-
dom would be compromised. Absolute difference would also contradict
the Sruti text parasya saktirvividhaiva sriyate svabhaviki jnana bala
kriya ca,® because in this text juana, bala and kriya have been described
as svabhaviki or internal Saktis of Brahman.?

Sri Jiva has explained, with reference to the Bhigavata text Jndna-
vijnananidhaye brahmaneananta-saktaye,* that the view relating to abso-
" lute identity is as illogical as the one relating to absolute difference. In
the former case the word ‘Brahman’ would signify both Sakti and Sakti-
man, and it would be tautological to describe Brahman as Jnana-vijnana-
nidhi or ananta-sakti sampanna. In the latter ‘it would not be possible to
ascribe these predicates to Brahman at all. |

Similarly, there are other statements of Srutis which cannot be adequa-
tely explained without postulating Acintya-bhedabheda. Vijnanar anandari
Brahman® is one such statement. Sri Jiva asks: Are vijndna and dnanda
synonymous? If they are synonymous, the ‘statement would be tautolo-

1VP, 6, 1.

2vide Svetasvatara, 6, 8.
3vide S, p. 35.

$Bh., 10, 16, 40.
8Briaddarapyaka, 111, 9,28,
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gical; if they have different meanings, it would introduce internal differ-
ence (svagata-bheda) in Brahman, which would contradict its oneness or
advayatva.’ | | , |

But it may be asked if the relation of bhedabheda between God and
the world can be thus explained, why should it be called acintya? The
answer is that the relation itself is not thus explained. What is explained
is that it involves both bheda and abheda. How exactly the two are recon-
ciled is beyond our comprehension. The analogies of material objects, |
like the sun and its rays, fire and its heat, and musk and its smell, are
employed to explain the acintyatva (inconceivability) and not the relation.
What is intended to be emphasised by means of these examples is that both
bheda and abheda are actually present, though logical thinking precludes
their co-presence in the same object, and that the relation of acintya
bhedabheda is unlimited 1n scope. It applies not only to God and His
' ¢aktis, but also to the material objects and their Saktis.®* Jiva states
this clearly in his commentary on Srimad-bhagavata.? | |

The inconceivability of the relation is evident from the contradiction
it involves. But there is also another reason for calling it inconceivable
in the case of God and His Saktis. It is so called because the relation
cannot be adequately described in terms of the relation between the part
and the whole, or substance and attribute, or even in terms of the rela-
tion between an ordinary object and its Sakti. For, in the case of God,
the part is not merely a part and the Sakti is not merely a Sakti. The part
and the whole, the Sakti and the $aktiman (the possessor of Sakti), inter-
penetrate and form an undivided whole.* God is essentially advaya jnana-
' tattva, though not a pure identity. He appears in many forms and yet he
is One; His /ild, name and form are at once different and non-different.
Even the different parts of His body are different yet non-different, |
for each part can perform the functions of the other parts and of the
whole. The part is, thus, actually identical with the whole, though still
a part, and as such different from the whole. S |

The concept of acintya is found in numerous Sruti texts. The
Mandakya-upanisad,® Kaivalya-upanisad,® and Subala-upanisad’ describe
Brahman as acintya. The Gita also describes him as acintyaripa®

1S5S, p. 38.

2Visnu-purana, 1, 3, 2.

3Jiva on Srimad-bhagavata, 11.3.37.

tyide Par. Sam., 34: Jiva on the Bhigavata text parasparinu-pravedat tattvanarm
~ purusarsabha, X1, 22, 7. |
svide Mandikya-upanisad, 1.

eyide Kaivalya-upanisad, 1, 6,

vide Subdla-upanisad, Khanda VIIL

8yide Gid, V111, 9.
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The Brahma-sitra texts srutestu sabdamilatvat® and atmini caivam
vicitrdsca hi* have a similar meaning. Samkara, commenting upon the
former, says, ‘““Even certain ordinary things, such as gems, spells, herbs
and the like, possess powers, which, owing to difference of time, place,
occasion, and so on, produce various opposite effects, and nobody, unai-
ded by instruction, is able tc find out by mere reflection the number of
these powers, their favouring conditions, their objects, their purposes,
etc.; how much more impossible is it to conceive, without the aid of scrip-
ture, the true nature of Brahman, with its powers unfathomable by
thought! As the Purdna says, ‘Do not apply reasoning to what is unthink-
able! The mark of the unthinkable is that it is dbove all material causes.’®
Therefore, the cognition of what is supersensuous is based on the holy
texts only.” | |

- We must, however, distinguish the concept of acintya, as understood in
the Caitanya school, from the concept of anirvacaniya (indescribable) in
the Advaita-vedinta of Sarhkara. Brahman and his Sakti, according to
the former, are acintya, but not anirvacaniya. The acintya is that which
is illogical, but which we have to accept on the basisof the holy texts.
This meaning of acintya is supported by Sarhkara’s own commentary on
the Brahman-sitra quoted. above. Sridhara, in his commentary on the
Gita text quoted above explains the Acintya-ripa (Inconceivable form) as
that which cannot be conceived because it is infinite and immeasurable.4
This does not imply that the acintya cannot be described, as the concept
of anirvacaniya does, but that its infinitude, which implies the inclusion
of contradictory qualities in it, cannot be properly understood. The scri-
ptures describe Brahman as ‘the greatest of the great’ and ‘the smallest of
the small,’® as ‘one who moves and yet moves not,’® as ‘one who is far as
well as near, immanent as well as transcendent,” and as one who does not
have the mind or sense organs like ours and yet performs all the func-
tions of these.” These are descriptions of the acmtya-rupa of Brahman,
which we cannot comprehend.

- Samhkara’s category of ‘anirvacaniya’ is applicable to Maya and its pro-
ducts, which can neither be described as real nor as unreal; it does not
apply to Brahman, who is described as real. But the category of acintya,
in the school of Sri Caitanya, applies to the relation between Sakti and
Saktimin everywhere, irrespective of the consideration whether it pertains
to things in the phenomenal world or the transcendental world. It applies

1Br. S., 11, 1, 27. | B
Zibid., 11, 1, 28. |
Svide Mahabharata Bhisma Parva, V, 12,
4aparimita-mahimatvadacintyariipam,
Sanoraniyana mahato mahiyina. Svet, Up., 111, 20.
8vide Isavdsya, 5.

~ Tyide Svet. Up., 111, 19,
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to Brahman, His associates (parikaras), and abodes (dhamans), as much
as it applies to the Jivas and the objects of the physical world. Anirva-
aniya 1s a negative concept, while acintya is a positive concept. Anirvac-
aniya signifies the coming together of the opposite concepts of ‘reality’
and ‘unreality’ which cancel each other to produce illusion. Acintya signi-
fies the marriage of the opposite concepts of ‘difference’ and ‘non-diff-
erence’ leading to a higher and a fuller unity. The concept of Anirvacaniya
is born out of respect for the Law of Contradiction. We refuse to des-
cribe an object and call it Anirvacaniya when it seems to violate this law.
The concept of acintya is born out of respect for scriptural authority,
which ignores the law of contradiction. The former is based on logic, the
latter on Srutarthapatti.

Acintya should also be distinguished from the category of avakt-
avyam (md:scrlbab]e) in the Saptabhangi-naya of the Jains. The third form
of judgement in the Saptabhangi-naya ‘somehow S is P and also is not P’

- (syat asti ca nasti ca), predicates incompatible characters of the subject

successively, from different points of view. The fourth form ‘somehow S
is indescribable’ (syat avaktavyam), represents the predication of incom-
patible characters of the subject in general, that is, without making any
distinction of standpoints, on account of which the subject is regarded as
indescribable. The third form says that incompatible characters can be
predicated of the same thing successively, from different standpoints, or
in different aspects. The fourth form says that incompatible characters
cannot be predicated of the same thing simultaneously from the same
standpoint and in the same aspect. But, according to the doctrine of
Acintya-bhedabheda, incompatible characters can sometimes be predicat-
ed of the same subject from the same standpoint and in the same aspect. .
Avaktavyam conforms to the Law of Contradiction, while Acmtya trans-
cends it. |

Dr. Radha Govind Nath has raised the question as to whether the word
‘acintya’ in ‘acintya-bhedabhedua’ has been used by Sri Jiva to qualify the
relation of bhedabheda or the Sakti of Brahman? He believes that
‘acintya’ relates to the relation of bheddbheda, because SriJiva has not
specifically mentioned ‘Brahman’ in this connection® and has cited the
Visnu-purana text ‘Saktyah sarvabhavanama-cintyajnanagocarah’ which
makes a mention of the Acintya-sakti of all the objects and not only
Brahman.? We agree with Dr. Radha Govind Nath that the doctrine of . -
Acintya bhebaheda relates to Sakti and Saktimat (the possessor of Sakti)
" in general, but we hold that it relates primarily to the Acintya-$akti of
Brahman and only secondarily to the Acintya-§akti of obJects in general.
There are two special reasons for thlS

(
Yvamatety acintva-bhedibhedaveva acintyasaktimavarvaditi, SS. p. 149,
®ibid, pp, 36-37, |
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Firstly, Srf Jiva - Gosvimin has expounded the doctrine of Acintva
bhedabheda in the context of the problem of relation between God and
the world, and not in the context of the problem of relation between
objects and their powers in general. Sri Caitanya has also made a men-
tion of the Acintya-§akti of Bhagavin in the same connection, and used
the example of Cintimani and its power, only to say- that if a worldly
object can have Acmtya sakti, Acintya-éakti of God can be easily taken
for granted.

Secondly, if the doctrine of Acintya-bhedabheda was taken to imply the
Acintya-Sakti of objects in general, the relation of difference and non-
difference between God and the world would no doubt proceed as a de-
duction from the general rule. But the problem of preserving God’s
purity in spite of His relation with the world would still remain unsolved,
there being nothing in the general rule to help solve it. On the other hand
under the general rule, God cannot remain unaffected by the power of
the individual souls, emanating from His Jiva-$akti, to perform good or
bad deeds. It is only the acintya-sakti of God that can reconcile trans-
cendence with immanence in such a manner that his purity remains un-
affected by His relation with the phenomenal world. |

Acintya-bhedabheda and the Advaita Vedanta of Samkara

Samkara’s philosophy, usually known as Kevaladvaita, is summed-up in
the trite phrase brhaman satyam jaganmithyd, which means that Brahman
is real and the world is an illusion. Brahman is advaya, one without a
second; nothing at all exists besides Brahman, whether inside it, as its
part or attribute, or outside it. It is a pure unity, absolutely homogenous
in nature (kitastha); it is pure existence and pure consciousness. Consci-
ousness or thought is not its attribute, it is thought or intelligence itself
(Jnana-svaripa). |

But, if nothing else exists, whence the appearance of the physical world
and the individual beings like ourselves? To answer this question, Sar-
kara introduces in his philosophy the theory of Maya and the distinction
between the esoteric (paramarthika) and exoteric (vyavaharika) points of
view. Brahman is without any attributes (nirguna) from the esoteric or
transcendental point of view, but from the exoteric or worldly point of
view, it is qualified (saguna) and possesses the magical creative power
called Maya. The Saguna Brahman or I$vara conjures up the world-
show through His magical power, just as the magician produces illusory
appearances of physical objects and living beings by his incomprehensible
magical power. Maya is thus the maternal cause (upadana karana) of the
world. |
- Thibaut thus describes the evolution of the world from Maya and the

illusory nature of its manifold objects; **Mayi, under the guidance of the
Lord, modities itself by a progressive cvolution mto all the individual
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existences distinguished by special names and forms, of which the world
consists; from it there spring in due succession the different material ele-
ments and the whole bodily apparatus belonging to sentient beings. In all
these apparently individual forms of existence the one individual Brah-
man is present, but owing to the particular adjuncts into which Maya has
| specialised itself, it appears to be broken up, as it were, into a multipli-
city of intellectual or sentient principles, the so-called jivas (individual or
personal souls). What is real in each jiva is only the universal Brahman
itself; the whole aggregate of individualising bodily organs and mental
functions, which, in our ordinary experience separate and distinguish one
jiva from another, is the offspring of Maya and as such unreal.”? |

Samkara’s doctrine is called Vivartavida as against the doctrine of
Parinimavada. According to Parinamavada, Brahman is the material
cause of the world, while according to Vivartavada, the world is a super-
imposition upoﬁ Brahman, due to ajndna or ignorance. According to
Vivartavida, Brahman does not undergo any change in creation, as the
world-appearance is merely a projection (adhyasa). But according to Pari-
namavada, Brahman undergoes real change.?

Maya is not real, because Brahman is the only thing real; it is not
unreal, because it produces the world appearance. It is both real (sat)

~and unreal (asat). It is indeterminate or indescribable (anirvacaniya). 1t is

beginningless (andadi) but not endless (ananta), since it is cancelled in
deliverance or Mukti. ' :

As regards the problem of relation between Brahman and the world, i
is supposed that it simply does not arise, since Brahman is real and the
world, including the individual souls, is unreal. -

Sri Jiva has levelled a number of charges against Adletavada some of
which are as follows:

What, he asks, is the support (asraya) of ajnana, which causes the illus
sion of the world? The Jiva cannot be the support, because it is itself the
product of ajnana. There is nothing else that can be its support except
Brahman. But, if Brahman is the support, what happens to its purity and
its essential nature as jndgna (Jnanasvaripa)?®

In an illusory experience, the illusion is due to projection or supers<
imposition. Superimposition involves separate existence of the object
superimposed, its past experience, the present revival in the mind of the
image of the past experience, and the consciousness of identity between
the image and the object now actually experienced. The world-illusion,
therefore, presupposes, besides the existence of Brahman, the actual

1Thibaut, Vedanta-sitras with Samkara’s Commentary, p. XXV.

2According to the Sakti-parindmavida of Sri Caitanya Brahman does not undergo
any change although it is the material cause of the world, ~

388, p. 137,
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exustence of a world, whose image is projected on it.!

It may be argued that the actual existence of a world and its past ex-
perience is not necessary for projection, because each successive illusion

of the world may be due to a previous illusion. This is illogical. The
- cause which produces an effect cannot itself be caused by the same effect,
The position does not improve even if this chain of one illusion causing
.another is regarded as timeless,® which is clear from Samkara’s own
reasoning in another connection.? |

[n fact, no illusion of any kind is possible in Brahman. [t is clear from
the example of illusion of silver in a conch, that the illusion is due to the
quality of whiteness in the conch, which is similar to the quality of white-
ness in silver. Therefore, inthe case of the world-illusion, or any other
illusion projected on Brahman, it is necessary that there should be some

quality in Brahman which bears similarity to the quality of the illusory

image pro;ected oa it. But Brdhman 1s nirguna and does not possess any
quality.? |

The advaitins compare the world-illusion to a dream The dream objects
appear to be real in sleep, but on waking they disappear. Similarly, the
world appears to be real under the spell of Mdaya or ajnana and dis-
appears as ajnana is removed on the attainment of Moksa. Sri Jiva turns

this argument against the Advaitins themselves by saying that, according

to the Sastras® the dream objects are real, since they are also created by

Isvara, who endows the Jiva in his dream state with another body similar

‘to the physical body, and creates objects needed for his enjoyment or
suffering according to the good or bad deeds performed by him. If the

objects of daily life are like the objects of the dream-world, they must

also be real like them.®

Sri Jiva has not repeated most of the arguments commonly used by

Ramanujacarya and others against the Advaitins. The purpose of those
arguments is to show in different ways how the theory of Maya is in-
consistent with the belief in Brahman, who 1s self-luminous (svayam-
prakasa), without any second (advaita), and without any attributes
(nirguna). The Advaitins are, therefore, compelled, in their own interest,

ultimately to deny the existence of Maya. They say that actually there is

no Mayd, and no world-appearance; Mdaya exists only as long as there is
ignorance. The questions: ‘What is the cause of Maya? and ‘How can
Maya conceal Brahman?’ are easily set aside by saying that they simply
do not arise, because, in the last analysis, Mdaya does not exist.

1SS, p. 137.

2ibid, pp. 137-38.

3See Samkara-bhasya on Brahma-sitra, 1,1, 4.
1SS, pp. 137-38.

5Sec¢ Brahma-Siitra, 3, 2, 1-2.

4SS, 138-41.
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But if Maya is regarded as non-existent, the logical implication is that:
the world is real. A.E. Taylor has, therefore, aptly described Samkara’s
philosophy as ‘illusion of illusion.’

To avoid the logical implications of both the positions, the Advaitins
hold that Madya is both real and unreal; real from the exoteric point of
view and unreal from the esoteric point of view. But is not the exoteric

point of view itself unreal? What then is the meaning of Mdya being real

from the exoteric point of view?

The distinction between the esoteric and exoteric points of view is, for
the Advaitins, the magical key for the solution of all their problems. If
a problem arises in relation to the world, they say it does not exist from
the point of view of Brahman, or the esoteric point of view; if there 1s a .
problem in relation to Brahman, they say it is due to the worldly or
exoteric point of view. If, for example, the question is, ‘Why does jiva
who is identical with Brahman, suffer pain?,’ the answer is ‘Pain is due to
bondage and bondage is due to ajnana. There is no bondage and no pain
from the point of view of Brahman.” If the question is, ‘How can there
be ajnana when self-luminous Brahman is the only reality?,” the answeris,
truly speaking, there is no ajndna. Ajndna is only from the worldly point
‘of view and for the jiva in bondage.” This is actually no solution of the
problem, but running away from it. To tell the jiva, suffering pain and
death, hunger and disease, that he is actually not in bondage and there
is actually no suffering from the point of view of Brahman, is no solution
of the problem for him. The Advaitin, obwously, commits the fallacy of
shifting the ground. ‘

We have seen that the Advaitin also tries to solve the problem of
~ dualism of Brahman and the world, or Brahman and Maya by saying
that the dualism is only apparent and from the exoteric point of view.
But the dualism does not thus disappear. It only gives place to a new kind.
of dualism—the dualism of points of view. Though the Advaitin explains
away the world, he is at a loss to explain the existence of two contradic-
tory points of view in one and the same conscious principle. He will, of
course, argue that no contradiction is involved, since the seats of the two
points of view are different. But the seat is really the same, since jiva, |
who is regarded as the seat of the exoteric point of view, is also Brahman.

When thus cornered, the Advaitin says that there is, truly speaking,
only one point of view, and that is the esoteric point of view. From that
point of view, there is neither the world nor anything like the worldly
point of view. If the Advaitin really means what he says, he should stop
at this. Any other assertion by him would be meaningless, for it would
involve the exoteric point of view. But he continues to talk of the neces-
sity of the Guru and Upisand (worship) for the actual realisation of the
esoteric point of view, and quotes the Srutis, in support of what he says,
even though he knov s that from the esoteric point of view the Guru, the
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God of worship, and the Srutis, are all illusory.

It is, therefore, evident that the Advaitins cannot completely deny thc
existence of the world. Sarhkara himself describes ajndna as something
positive or bhavaripa. His coinmentary on Brahma-sitra also seems to
confirm the view that he does not regard the world as completely unreal.
Commenting on ‘sattvaccavarasya’ Siitra, he says that if an effect does not
already exist in the cause, the cause cannot produce that effect,! just as
sand cannot produce oil. Since the world is caused by Brahman, it must
exist in Brahman as Brahman, before its production; and since Brahman
is ‘eternal, the world must exist eternally.? Flsewhere, he says that before
its production, the world lies concealed by positive ignorance (bhavaripa
tama), just as water lies concealed in milk.3

If the world must exist in some form, the monism (advaita) of the
Advaitins cannot be pure or unqualified. Tt must be qualified by the world,
by Maya, or by just a point of view that creates the appearance of the
world. Thus qualified, it must involve both identity and difference, which
means that it must be some kind of bhedabheda. This view is confirmed
by Dr. Dasgupta, who thinks that Samkara’s commentary on Brhman-
stitra is convincingly in favour of some kind of bhedabheda.*

The concept of Maya as both real and unreal itself seen's to lead to
acintya-bhedabheda. 1t implies that all the individual existences are both
real and unreal, real as existence, unreal as particulars. It follows that
the individual existences are atonce different and- non-different from
Brahman—different as particulars and non-different as existence. Being
both real and unreal, they are described as anirvacaniya or indescribable.
Therefore, the relation of difference in non-difference, which follows from
their contradictory nature as real and unreal, must also be anirvacaniya.

The anirvacaniya of Samkara, however, is not truly anirvacaniva. If it
were so, Maya would not be described as both real and unreal, and as
beginningless but not endless. Sarmmkara knows it for certain that Maya is
both real and unreal, and describes it as such, but he cannot hold the two
concepts together in thought. Therefore, Maya is not anirvacaniya but
acintya and the relation of bhedabheda between Brahman and the world,
which follows from the nature of Maya as both real and unreal, is also
acintya and not anirvacaniya. :

Sarikara’s description of the transcendental reality also seems to imply
the concept of acintya-bhedabheda. 1t is said to be a unity, which is nei-
ther identity nor difference, nor identity-in-difference. It is an inconceivable

Yyacca yadatmana yatra na vartate, na tat tata utpadyate.’—Sarhkara-bhd,s‘ya on
Br. S.,2,1,16.

2 yama ca karanam brahman trsu kalesu sattvari na vyabhicarati, evam l\aryamapl'
jagat trsu kalesu sattvanm na vyabhicarati, ibid,

MWoedantak esarit, 285.

asgupta, A4 History of Indian I’Id/u.wphy, I, p. 42,
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unity (acintya-abheda). What is important in this description is not the
unity but its inconceivability. Once it is granted that the nature of trans-
cendental reality is inconceivable, it does not seem to make much diffe-
rence whether we call it inconceivable unity, or inconceivable difference,
or inconceivable identity-in-difference. Both inconceivable identity and
inconceivable difference should mean inconceivable identity-in-difference.
For neither is identity inconceivable without difference, nor is difference
inconceivable without identity. That by acintya-abheda Sarhkara actually
means acintya-bhedabheda or inconceivable identity-in-difference is clear
from some of his own statements. Sri Sandtana Gosvamin in his Brhad-
bhagavatamrta quotes Samkara to explain the relation between the indivi-

- dual who has attained transcendental counsciousness and the transcens

dental reality as that between a wave and the sea, in which the latter
predommates ! In his commentary on Sri Nrsmha-purvatapamya apanisad,
Samkara says, ‘Even the liberated taking form worship God,’* which clearly
implies that on the attainment of transcendental consciousness the identity
of the Jiva is not completely merged; there is still a trace of difference
left. | -

~ Also, from the epistemological point of view, the relation of acintya-
bhedabheda between jiva and Brahman, which follows from Sarhkara’s
characterisation of Maya as both real and unreal, bears a strong resemb-
lance to the doctrine of acintya-bhedibheda in the philosophy of Sri
Caitanya. Dr. M. Sircar,commenting on Samkara’s conception of Maya,
says, ‘Though logically such.nebulous character of Mdyacannot be denied
still Vedantism here follows the affirmation of psychological experience

~and accepts such a category because its affirmation and denial are facts

of psychological experience. Psychological revelations have in Sarkara’s |

Vedantism greater weight than logical determination. In fact, the logic of

Vedantism has followed thelead of psychic experience.” The concept of
acintya-bhedabheda in the philosophy of Sri Caitanya is similarly based on
experience, which eludes categorical determination. The Sakti is seen to
be both different and non-different from its possessor and the relation of
bhedabheda between the two is accepted as an instance of arthapatti,
though it is beyond logical understanding.

Acintya-bhedabheda and Visistadvaita of Ramanuja
Raminuja recognises three categories: cit, acit, and Isvara. These are

real and distinct from each other, yet together they form a unity. The

‘unity’ of Ramanuja is, thus, not blank, but qualified. Although cit,
acit, and Isvara are equally real, ultimately, I$vara alone is independent,

YBrhad-bhiigavatamyta, 11, 2, 196,
“muk tdSca lilayd vigralim /mrwlhyummumllummm cah, Srl erlnha pﬂrvmdpanlya-
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while cit, and acit, are dependent upon him. They are the body and
modes, or attributes of Isvara. Though essentially different in them-
selves, they cannot, as modes and attributes of I$vara, exist by them-
selves. Just as the body is controlled, supported and utilised by the soul
for its own end, matter and the souls are governed and sustained by Tsvara
and used by Him for the realisation of his ends.t |
Ramanuja’s conception of the Absolute has been described as ‘an
organic unity in which, as in a living organism, one element predominates
over and controls the rest. The subordinate elements are termed visesanas
and the predominant one visesya.” ‘Because the visesanas cannot by
hypothes1s exist by themselves separately, the complex whole (vzszsta) in
which they are .included is described as unity. Hence, the name ‘Vi-
sistadvaita’® The quality is not the same as substance, but, at the
same time, it cannot exist outside the complex whole which it forms with
the substance. The blueness of lotus is distinct from the lotus, yet it
necessarily forms a part of the complex whole which the lotus is. For
this reason, I$vara is sometimes regarded by Riaminuja as the absolute
reality having two integral parts—matter and the souls. He is free from
~external distinction (sajatiya and vijatiya bheda), but not free from in-
ternal distinction (svagata bheda). N
To explain this, Ramanuja formulates a special kind of relatlon which
he calls aprthak-siddhi, or inseparability, This relation: subsists between
substance and attribute and may also be found between two substances.
Aprthak-siddhi is an internal relation. As such, it differs from the Nydya-
Vaisesika relation of samavaya, which is an external relation. It is a re-
lation between members which are quite distinct and real, and in this
respect it differs froem the Vedanta view, in which all distinctions are
unreal. It is not a bare identity which excludes all differences, but an
identity which includes differences; it is the differences which lead to the
affirmation of the identity. It should be noted carefully that Ramanuja
does not admit any kind of identity between the relata which the relation
of aprthak-siddhi brings together. The unity which is afﬁrmed implies
only the unity of a complex whole. |
Ramanuja accepts the parindma doctrine, or sat-karya-vada. Thus, he
speaks of two kinds of Brahman—karana-brahman and karya-brahman.
- In the former state, pure matter and bodiless souls remain in Brahman in
an unmanifested (avyakta) form; in the latter state, they become manifest.
Creation and dissolution are the appearance and disappearance of the
manifested form of pure matter and the souls, which, as modes and attri-
butes, are coeternal with God. In the process of creation and dissolution,
God, regarded as visesya, does not change. The attributes (visesana),

lyide Sribhasya, 11, 1, 9.
~ *liriyanna, Owtlines of Indian Philosophy, p. 399,
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alone, change But since the attributes are a part of the complex whole
(visista), the whole is said to change. |

Ramanuja’s system may be described as concrete monism. His Abso-
lute is not a homogenous mass of abstract being, which denies the world
of matter and the finite souls, but a- concrete universal, which includes
- them as elements of its ewn being. It is not static, but a dynamic and
growing reality called Brahman, because it grows or bursts forth into the
cosmic variety. It is the self-conscious effort of self-realisation through
self-revelation. The self-revelation is both transcendent and immanent,
~ transcendent in nitya-vibhiti and immanent in /ilg-vibhiiti. ‘
Ramanuja’s doctrine of adjectival predication is criticised by philoso-
~ ‘phers of the school of Samkara and Madhva as involving an infinite
regress. A predicate must be either different from the subject or identical
with it. If it is identical, predication is not possible. If it is different, the

difference, if it has any meaning, must be real and absolute in which case .

also predication is not possible. If another predicate is instituted to
bring about a relation that predicate, being different from the original
subject and predicate, must again require another predicate to bring
about a relation and so on ad infinitum. | |
~ Another difficulty with Ramainuja is that although he recognises only
one Being, i.e. the visesya, he admits several entities which are regarded
as ultimate. All the entities derive their being from the visesya, as the
attributes derive their being from the substance. It is not possible to
reconcile their existential oneness with the differences between them,
which are ultimate. It is also not possible to explain how God Himself
remains changeless and free from the imperfection of the attributive
elements which undergo change. His anxiety to maintain the oneness of
being leads Ramanuja to acce_ntuate the inwardness of jiva and prakrti |
by making them inhere in God as His attributes, but in so doing he also
makes God responsible for their imperfections. |

Ramanuja is fully aware of this difficulty. To avoid the same, it
appears, he adopts the analogy of the body and the soul. The analogy
accentuates the outwardness of the relation between God and the world.
The relation between. the body and the soul is not essentially like the
relation between the substance and the attributes. The soul remains un-
affected by changes in the body and may cxist without it. God, in the
form of the Antaryamin, regulates the universe, just as the soul regulates
the body. But even this analogy does not seem to help very much, for
the body is inert and its movements are entirely regulated by the soul.
The responsibility for all its actions must, therefore, rest upon the soul.
God, as the inward regulator, must be responsible for all the changes in
the world and the actions of the Jivas, who have no freedom of their
own. Besides, so long as the soul identifies itsclf with the body it also
sulfers from its pains. If the relation between the Antaryamin and the
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world be so close, how can the Antaryamin remain unaffected by the
sorrows and miseries of the world? Sometimes, therefore, Ramanuja uses
“the analogy of the ruler and his subjects, which further accentuates the~
outwardness of the relation. The ruler frames the laws to be followed by
his subjects, but the subjects have the freedom to obey or not to obey.
He rewards or punishes them according to their deeds, but is not affected
by their joys and sorrows. |

From this we may conclude that Ramanuja finds it difficult to descrlbe
~ the relation, which is essentially indescribable, but he accepts both
identity and difference. This is clear from his commentary on Brahma-
sitras. In his commentary on Sutra, I, 1, 22, he states that ‘Just as the
material world, or acit can never be absolutely identical with Paramat-
man, the jiva, or cit can never be absolutely identical with Paramdtman’
while in his commentary on Suatra, 11, 1.14. he emphasises that the world
cannot be absolutely different from Brahman. Again, in his commentary
on Siitra, 11, 3. 42. he advocates identity-in-difference, which means identity
of one substance existing in two different forms (prakdryddvaita).! At
the same time, however, Ramanuja criticises the relatipns of identity,
difference, and identity-in-difference as inadequate, and formulates the
relation of aprthak-siddhi to represent his special point of view. But this
makes confusion worse confounded. For aprthak-siddhi is not strictly a
relation,? though it is sometimes spoken of as such.®> As Datta and
Chatterjee remark, “This is merely giving up the game of logical under-
standing. For, inseparability of existence is itself a vague relation
admitting of various formulations. Even Sarhkara’s conception of the
" relation between the effect and the cause (ananyatva) can come under

this.””* ,
- Itis, therefore evident that Ramanuja accepts both difference and
non-difference, but he cannot bring the relation under any logical cate-
gory, which necessarily leads to the doctrine of .4cintya-bhedabheda.

Acintya-bhedabheda and Svabhavika-bhedabheda of Nimbarka
Nimbarkicarya recogniscs three entities, cit, acit, and Brahman, also
called bhoktr (the enjoyer Jiva), bhojya (enjoyable matter), and niyantr
(the controller, the Lord). | , |
Acit is of three kinds—prdkrta, aprakrta, and kala. Prakrta is the pro-
duct of prakrti. Aprakrta is defined negatively as that which is not the
product of prakrti, butitsreal natureis not clearly brought out. Purusot-
tamacirya of the Nimbdrka school has, in his Vedantaratna-maiijisa,
described acitaprakrta as the material cause of the dhaman (celestial

lekama eva vastu dvirdpama pratiyate.

2Sribhasya, 11, 2. 12. ‘

3¢f, Sarvartha-siddhi with Tattva-mukti-kaldpa, by Vedanta Desika, p 590
4An Imruducuon to Indian Philosophy, p. 484. |

R S B LN



| THE‘JDOCTRINE OF ACINTYA-BHEDABHEDA T 167

/

abode) of Brahman and the bodies and ornaments etc. of Brahman and
his associates.! It does not appear, however, that Nimbarkicarya also
regards the body of Brahman as aprakrta-acit. According to Sri Caitanya,
the dhaman and body of Para-brahman and all other things pertaining
to the dhaman are aprakrta-cit. -
Sri Nimbarkacarya has called his doctrine Svabhavika-bhedabheda to
distinguish it from the bhedabheda of Bhaskaracarya and others. Bhas-
. kara’s bhedabheda is called ‘aupadhika-bhedabheda, because, according
to him, abheda is real and eternal, while bheda is unreal and accidental.
Bheda is due to accidental predicates (upadhis), like the body and the
senses, and disappears on the attainment of moksa. According to Nim-
barka, both bheda and abheda are equally real, because they charactense
the very nature (svabhava) of Brahman. |
Thus, the special contribution of Nimbarka to the problem of relation

between God and the world is his emphasis on the necessity of reconcil- |

ing both the points of view of identity and difference. He has reconciled
the apparently contradictory statements of the Srutis, which sometimes
seem to support identity and sometimes difference. His interpretation of
the Brahma-sitras is also, for this reason, more faithful to the Satras
than the interpretations of Sarhkara, Ramanuja, Madhva, and Vallabha. It
is free from any effort to distort their real meaning.? -

The philosophy of Sri Caitanya, therefore, bears great resemblance to
the doctrine of Nimbarka. Both Sri Caitanya and Sri Nimbirka give -
equal importance to identity and difference; both regard the individual
souls and the world as the result of the Sakti of Brahman; both regard
Brahman as the material cause of the world and the 1nd1v1dual souls; both
regard Sri Krsna as the ultimate reallty

The philosophers of the school of Sri Caitanya did not term their doc-
trine of bhedabheda as svabhavika (natural or internal) bhedabheda, but
this does not mean that they did not regard bhedabheda as svabhavika.
For, if both difference and identity are real, they must necessarily be
svabhavika. | | |

Similarly, it may be surmised that, although Nimbarkacarya did not
call his doctrine acintya bhedabheda, he must have regarded the simul-
taneous presence of identity and difference as due to the dcintya-sakti of

1The Cultural Heritage of India, article by Dr. Roma Chowdury on ‘The Nim-

barka School of Vedanta,’ p. 339. |
' “Dr. V. S. Ghate, who has made a comparative study of the bhasyas of the five
Acdryas, remarks ‘If at all we insist on seeing in the sdtras one of the five systems
under discussion, it can be at the most the bhedabheda system of Nimbiarka, accor-
ding to which both bheda and abheda are equally real, without the idea of any
subordination of one to the other (see in this connection especially satras, 111, 2,
27-29, which fit in with the doctrine of Nimbarka better than with any other—
The Vedanta by V. S. Ghile, p. 183,
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Brahman. This is plausible, particularly in view of Nimbarka’s commen-
tary on Brahma-si'ras, atmani caivam vicitrasca® and srutetsu sabda milat-
vat,® which indicate his belief in the acintya-sakti of Brahman. However,
there is nothing in the writings of Sri Nimbarkacarya to lend support to
this view.

On the other hand, it is evident that he tries to prove the relation of
bhedabheda with the help of his doctrine of causation, according to which,
cause and effect involve both identity and difference. The cause, though
different from the effect, functionally and qualitatively, is identical with it
by its nature and essence. The cause 1s also identical with the effect in
the sense that the latter depends wholly upon the former. The cause is
both transcendent.and immanent ia relation to the effect. Nimbarka also,
tries to prove the relation of indentity-in-difference between Brahman and
the world on the analogy of the relation between a whole and its parts.

Sri Jiva Gosvamin says that the relation of identity-in-difference bet-
ween Brahman and the world, or between Brahman and Jiva, cannot be
proved by means of the relation of cause and effect, for the cause and the
effect can never be one. The cause does not appear as effect in the state
of cause and the effect does not appear as cause in the state of effect. The
cause is identical with each effect individually, but not with all the effects
collectively. If that were so, the distinction between the different forms of
effect of a cause would be obliterated. The earth as cause is identical
with each form of earthen pot severally, but if it were identical with all the

“pot forms collectively, there would be no difference tetween the different

forms of earthen pots. It cannot be said that all the different pots are one
as class, and different as particuiars, for the same thing cannot have two

 different forms. To remove this difficulty, a third ‘thing’ will have to be

postulated, to unite the two forms, and this will lead to infinite regress.?

The relation between part and whole also does not adequately describe
the relation between Brahman and the world, for, in the case of Brahman,
the identity between part and whole is not of the same type as the identity
between part and whole of an ordinary-object. In the case of an ordinary
object, though the part-is identical with the whole, in the sense that it has
no existence apart from the whole, it actually is not the whole. But, in
the case of Brahman, the part actually is the whole and has the same
qualities and powers as the whole. This is a peculiar kind of relation,
which eludes logical understanding. It is bhedabheda of a dlﬂ'crent kind.
It is acintya-bhedabheda.

An important charge that Sri Jiva brings agamst Svabhdvzka-bhedabheda
is that Brahman is by nature pure and perfect. But, if there is svabhavika

1¥PS, 2. 1. 28.
%ibid, 2. 1, 27.
35S, pp. 148-49.
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abheda between Brahman and Jiva, the impurities and imperfections of the
latter must also belong to the former. Similarly, the qualities of omniscience
and omnipotence, found in Brahman, must be shared by the Jivas, who are .
by nature limited in their knowledge and power. If the relation of iden-
tity between Brahman and Jiva is such that Brahman is not in the least
affected by the impurities and imperfections of the jivas, it means that the -
relation is not only svabhavika, but acintya. This is the reason why Sri
Caitanya has called his doctrine acintya-bhedabheda rather than simply
bhedabheda or svabhavika-bhedabheda. ,

It may be urged that the concept of acintya is so inextricably connect-
ed with the doctrine of bhedabheda that the acceptance of the latter
necessarily implies the acceptance of the former. Therefore, Nimbaraka -
could not have accepted bhedabheda without, at the same time, recognis-
ing its essential nature as acintya, even though he tried to make it accep-
table to the logical mind by means of reasoning, as far as that was
possible. But, eventhen, acintya-bhedabheda would difter from svabhavika
bhedabheda in two important respects: Nimbarkacarya can, at the most,
be said to have recognised acintya-bhedabheda (by implication) in the |
case of Brahman and his Saktis, or parts. But, Sri Caitanya and his follo--
wers have adopted acintya-bhedabheda as an universal principle, applicable
to Sakti and its possessor everywhere, and have tried to establish it as such
by reasoning. Further, in the case of Brahman, they have developed
the idea of Divine Sakti, in its three aspects, as Antarangd, Bahiranga, and
Tatastha, and have so accentuated difference, in the case of Bahiranga
and Tatastha Saktis, that any transformation of them leaves Brahman -
entirely unaffetcted. '

Acintya-bhedabheda and Bhedavada of Madhva |
Madhviacarya insists on five absolute and eternal distinctions between
Brahman, Jiva and Jada, or the inanimate world: the distinction between
Brahman and Jiva, between Brahman and the inanimate world, between
one Jiva and another, between Jiva and the mammate world, and between

one inanimate object and another.

Brahman is Visnu, who creates the world from Praksti, which is abso-
lutely and eternally distinct from him. He is the efficient cause, but not
the material cause, of the world. The Jivas are the reflected counterparts
(pratibimbamsa) of Visnu. The bodies of the Jivas, eternally present in
Vaikuntha, the celestial abode of Visnu, are transcendental (aprakrta).
Hence, they are called unconditioned-reflected-counterparts (nirupadhika-
pratibimbdmsa) of Visnu. The bodies of the Jivas of the material world
are material; therefore, they are called condmoned reflected- -counterparts
(sopadhika-pratibimbansa) of Visnu.

'I'he fivefold distinction between Brahman, Jiva and the inanimate
world is not a mere appearance (mdydmdtra). it is real and beginningleas,
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170 THE PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGION OF SRI CAITANYA

The world and the Jivas, however, are wholly dependent on Brahman,
who is their immanent ruler and regulator. |
A special feature of Madhva’s philosophy is the category of visesa,

~which he introduces to explain the appearance of bheda, where there is

none. The category distinguishes a quality from a substance and apart
from the whole. Between a substance and its quality or between a whole
and its parts there is no difference. The difference appears on account of
visesa. We do not perceive any difference between the cloth and its white-

ness, but we do perceive the vifesa (particularity) of the cloth. If there

were difference between the cloth and its whiteness, then there would be
difference between the difference and the cloth, and between the difference
and the whiteness, and so on ad infinitum.! Unlike the visesa of the
Nyadya-vaisesika, which characterises the eternal individual substances
only, the visesa of Madhva characterises eternal as well as non-eternal
substances. In the case of God, the principle of visesa is employed to
reconcile his unity with the plurality of his qualities and powers, and the
plurality of His divine body, divine dress, divine abode, and the like.

The concept of visesa,- seems to be akin to the concept of acintya-
bhedabheda. For Madhvacarya hints that the identity-in-difference bet-
ween the whole and the part, the substance and the attribute, the sakti
and Saktiman, the agent and the action, in the case of Brahman as well as.
Jiva and prakrti, is due to the acintya-sakti of Brahman.? Visesa, thus,
seems to be only another name for the acintya-$akti of Brahman, which

~underlies the doctrine of acintya-bhedabheda. Dasgupta, in fact, traces

the supra-logical concept of acintya in the philosophy of Caitanya to the
concept of visesa in the philosophy of Madhva-carya. He says, ‘The idea
of introducing a concept of the supra-logical in order to reconcile the
different scriptural texts, which describe reality as characterless (nirvisesa),
qualified (visista), and many, can be traced to the introduction of the
concept of visesa in the philosophy of Madhva, by which Madhva tried
to reconcile the concept of monism with that of plurality.”® The view
gains further support from the fact that Baladeva, the last of the impor-
tant thinkers of the school of Sri Caitanya, reverts to Madhva’s doctrine
of visesa in reconciling monism and pluralism, and characterises the
concept of vifesa as being identical with the concept of acintya. He says
that Brahman is spoken of as possessing the qualities of sat, cit, and
ananda, although these qualities constitute the essence of Brahman. This
is due to the supra-logical functions of visesa (acintya-visesa-mahima),
because visesa does not imply that Brahman is, from one point of view,
identical with its qualities, and from another point of view different.*

1Tattvapradipa, edited by B. N. Krishnamurti Sharma, p. 11.
2 Madhva-bhasya on Bhagavata, Sloka, 11. 7, 51.

34 History of Indian P hilosophy, Vol. 1V, p. 18. -
dSiddhanta-ratna, Banatas, 1924, pp. 17-22,
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’

We may, however, state that even though Madhviicarya has used visesa

in the sense of acintya-Sakti of Brahman, the acintya of Madhvicarya is

not the same as the acintya of the school of Sri Caitanya. Madhvacarya
has used the concept of acintya to explain the relation of bhedabhedu

between part and whole, substance and attribute, and J$akti and its

possessor, in the case of Brahman, Jiva or prakrti, but not between

Brahman and Jiva or prakrii! The relation of acintya-bhedabheda, ac-
cording to Sr1 Caitanya, is a relation that obtains universally between
sakti and its possessor, and since Jiva and prakrti are the manifestations

of the s’avkti of Brahman, it obtains between Brahman and Jiva or prakrti

as well.

Madhvaciarya’s concept of acintya is not so acintya, or inconceivable,

as the acintya of Sri Caitanya. Madhvacarya’s acintya is related to visesa,
which reconciles the appearance of difference with identity, while Sri
Caitanya’s acintya reconciles real difference with real identity.

It will not be proper, in this connection, to attach much importance to

~ the expressions like ‘acintya-visesa-mahima’ used by Baladeva, because he

does not represent the true spirit of the philosophy of Sri Caitanya and,
in certain respects, his views are influenced by Madhvacarya. His view
on the doctrine of acintya bhedabheda, also, does not seem to be free

from this influence. For, like Madhvacdrya, he has also not made any

mention of acintya-bhedabheda in connection with the problem of relation
- between God and Jiva or the world. o |
But, even though Madhvacarya does not show any inclination for the

doctrine of acintva-bheddabheda, his philosophy appears to lead to it,

when pressed to its 1ogical conclusion. His exclusive preference for bheda,

or pluralism, is in direct contrast with Samhkara’s exclusive preference for

abheda, or monism. Just as pluralism, as an essential aspect of the
absolute whole of reality, asserts itself time after time in the monistic

philosophy of Sarmkara, monism repeatedly asserts itself in the pluralistic

philosophy of Madhvacarya.

There is an aspect of identity in each of the five dlstmctlons held by’f

Maidhviacarya as absolute. God and the individual soul are identical,
since both are conscious and related to each other as a whole is to its
parts. God and the inanimate world are identical in as much as the latter
is wholly dependent for its creation and maintenance on the former; one
individual soul is identical with another, in as much as both are conscious
in nature, both are parts of God, and both are dependent upon Him; the
individual soul and the inanimate world are identical, in as much as both
have a relative existence and are dependent on God; one inanimate object
is identical with another, in as much as both are inanimate and wholly
dependent upon God, who binds them together in a systematic whole,
( | |
YMadhva-bhayya, 2, 3, 28-9.
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Having recognised the distinction between God, Jiva and the world, as
“absolute, Madhvicarya cannot regard God as the immanent regulator of -
the Jivas and the world, nor the Jivas and the world as wholly dependent |
upon Him, It is only the acintya-sakti of God which can make this kind )
of dependence or immanent regulatlon implying 1dent1ty in-difference, {

possible. ~ 1

- Madhvacarya makes the category of ViSesa applicable to the whole and |
its parts in the case of God, Jiva, and the world. But he makes it in- °
applicable to God in relation to Jiva, although he recognises the latter as
part of God. Obviously, this is due to his insistence on absolute differ-
ence between God and Jiva. But, if the difference is absolute, he should
not regard the Jiva as part of God, which he does, probably to safeguard
the infinitude and omnipresence of God. To hide the inconsistency in-
volved in this, he introduces the concept of pratibimbamsa. The pratibim-
bamsa, or the reflected-counter-part of an object, is supposed to be
different from the object as pratibimba, and identical as amsa.

Pratibimbamsa, however, is not a logical concept, for the part of the -
pratibimba (or the pratibimba of a part) of an object cannot be a part of
the object itself. In case it is insisted that pratibimbamsa of an object

‘means a reflected counterpart of the object, which is both different and
non-different from it, pratibimbamsa must be a supra-logical concept,
similar to the concept of acintya-bhedabheda.

The role of the concept of pratibimbamsa in the phllosophy of Madhv-
acarya is very much the same as that of the concept of aprthak-siddhi in
the philosophy of Ramanuja. Both the Acdryas propound their respective
doctrines, but when forced by logic to adopt a position similar to
acintya-bhedabheda, they use these concepts to conceal their helplessness.

Acintya-bhedabheda and Suddhadvaita of Vallabhdcarya

According to Sri Vallabhacarya’s doctrine of suddhadvaita, Brahman is
a pure unity, free from Maya. It is also free from the three kinds of diffe-
rence known as svajdtiya-bheda, vijatiya-bheda and svagata-bheda. 1t is
omniscient and omnipotent and possesses an infinite number of attributes.
It has marvellous powers (aisvarya) by virtue of which it can even hold
together things or attributes which are mutually opposed.! Thus, it is
both qualified (saguna) and unqualified (nirguna).? 1t is essentially of the
nature of sat (existence), cit {intelligence) and ananda (bliss).

Jiva and the world are identical with Brahman. Jiva is Brahman w1th |
the quality of bilss obscured and the physical world is Brahman with the
- qualities of bliss and intelligence obscured. Creation and destruction in
their case mean the appearance (avirbhdva) and disappearance (tirobhava)
of Brahman in these forms. Brahman is both the material and the efficient

14nubhasya, 1, 1, 4.
2ibid, 111, 2, 27,
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cause of Jiva and the world, manifesting itself in these forms simply for
the purpose of sport (lila). In doing so, it does not undergo any change in

-essence. It is just like snake forming itself into coils.}

MR ak

Jiva is an atomic part of Brahman, produced from its cit (intelligence)
part, just as sparks are produced from fire. It is not an adjective of
Brahman but Brahman under a limit.2 That thou art implies pure -identity
between Brahman and Jiva. | | ~

There are three categories of Jivas: suddha (pure), samsarin, and mukta.
Jiva is suddha when its divine qualities, such as aisvaryd, are not obscured
by avidya (ignorance); samsarin when, by the will of Brahman, its divine
qualities are obscured and it comes in contact with avidya, indentifying
itself with the gross and subtle bodies; and mukta when, again by the will
of Brahman, it is freed from bondage by vidya.

The inanimate world (jada) is created from the sat (existence) part of
Brahman. It is, therefore, as real as Brahman. But the Jiva, under the
influence of avidyd, endows it with illusory forms. The world is real, but
its appearance ( pratiti) to the Jiva under the spell of avidya, is erroneous.
It is like a man sitting on a moving boat perceiving a tree on the bank, to
whom the tree appears to be in motion. The tree is real, but the perception
of the motion of the tree is illusory. Similarly, the world, which is essenti-
ally of the nature of Brahman and, therefore, purely subjcctive and free

from difference, is real, but the objectivity and multiplicity, which the

Jiva in ignorance perceives in it, are unreal.

As already explained, the manifestation of Brahman as many does not

involve any change. Brahman pervades the world in its fulness as exis-

tence, knowledge and bliss, but it manifests its three characters in diffe-

rent proportions in different objects of the world. For this reason,
Vallabha regards Brahman as the samavayi kdrana of the world, and
uses the term samavdya in a sense different from that in which it is used

by the Naiyayikas. According to the Naiyayikas, samavaya is the relation

of inherence which exists between pairs like cause and effect, and subs-

tance and quality. But, according to Vallabha, it means identity

(tadatmya), since, according to him, the substance itself appears in
qualities and in cause and effect; there is no separate relation of inherence

to combine these pairs. Between Brahman, sza and Jada, the relation -

is that of pure identity.
Both Sarhkaricarya and Vallabha are advaitins, but while Sarhkara’s

advaita implies complete denial of the world, Vallabha’s advaita implies
complete identification of Brahman with the world. By thus completely
identifying Brahman with the world, however, Vallabha creates a number
of difficulties, for, in this way, it is possible neither to mamtam the purity

of Brahman nor the independence of Jiva.

14 nuhhd.s;vu. 111, 2, 27.
2ibid, 11, 3, 29.
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Jiva, being identical with Brahman, is endowed with all the divine
powers (aisvarya). It is bound by avidya when, by the will of Brahman,
its divine powers are obscured. Itis not possible to understand how all the

~divine powers, including Jndna, canbe obscured. For Jiva is produced
from the cit part of Brahman and Jndna is the very essence of it. If Jndna
is obscured, the Jiva must cease to exist. |

Since, according to Vallabha, the Jiva’s association with avzdya as well
as his bondage and freedom, are brought about by the free will of
Brahman for the purpose of sport, Brahman must be responsible for all
the good and bad deeds of Jiva. This not only deprives Jiva of its free-
dom, but makes Brahman the bhokta (enjoyer) of the fruits of its actions,
which is contrary both to the nature of Brahman and the teachings of the
Sastras. ' ‘

Vallabha identifies the world with the sat-amsa (existence part) of
Brahman. He is, therefore, compelled to regard the satamsa of Brahman
as Jada' (material), which is against the nature of Brahman as sat-cit-
ananda. Sat, cit and ananda are, in fact, not three different things in
Brahman. Sat actually means the sart1d, or existence of cit and gnanda.

Vallabha holds that the manifestation of Brahman as many does not

“involve any change in the nature of Brahman, just as the conversion of
gold into ornaments does not involve any change in the nature of gold.
But the conversion of gold into ornaments does mean a change in form.
Similarly, the manifestation of Brahman as many involves a change, in as
much as it means the taking over by Brahman of new forms and it is
difficult to see how it can escape the imperfections of these. ,

Although Vallabha affirms the relation of pure identity between
Brahman, Jiva and the world, he says that identity is like the identity
between part and whole. The relation between part and whole clearly
‘implies identity-in-difference, for the part, though identical with the whole,
is not the whole, and one part is different from another. ,

The relation of sumavdaya, even in the sense in which Vallabha uses it,
also implies difference, for how can there be any rel ttion at all without the
different terms to be related? Vallabha himself admits difference in Brahman,
for the sake of sport. But he is unable to explain how identity and diffe-
rence are themselves related. The special sense in which the term samaviaya
is used accentuates identity but does not obliterate difference and seems to
‘emphasise the concept of acintya, by somehow holding together identity
and difference. To say that Brahman, by his own will, manifests himself
as many, and to hold, at the same time, that multiplication does not cause
any change in Brahman, without explaining how this is possible, amounts
to the acceptance of a position similar to the doctrine of acintya-bheda-
bhedu. Indeed, Vallabhicirya seems to come very near it when he says, at

YAnubhasya, 11, 3, 43,




, THE DOCTRINE OF ACINTYA-BHEDABHEDA 175
one place, that creation is possible on account of the unfathomable great-
- ness and the incomprehensible powers (aisvarya) of Brahman, which can
[ | hold together all sorts of opposites.! But his commitment to the principle
o, of pure unity of Brahman prevents him from openly adopting it as the
,' '~ basic principle of his philosophy.

© Vdnubhagya, 2, 1, 26-31,
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