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Foreword

Far be it from ordinary mortals to discuss the disagreements that may exist between higher
beings. However, the higher beings themselves may disagree for reasons that are often beyond
our ken. There are few as qualified as Sr1 Srimad Bhakti Prajiana Kesava Maharaja to engage
in such higher educational purposes, and he does so in this review, clearly enough, for the
betterment of all.

Indeed, for the sake of siddhanta and sampradaya, for their very preservation, His Divine
Grace refutes Sr1 Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s covert motives, even though these
motives are clothed, externally, in the relishable guise of Gaudiya Vaishnava philosophy.
Indeed, a subject as profound as Acintya-bhedabheda, originally articulated by Srila Jiva
Gosvami in his Paramatma Sandarbha 78 (Sarva-samvadini), should never have been
besmirched with veiled malevolence, dragged, as we see here, through the streets of mundane
rationalization, while beaten in the multiple marketplaces of self-interest.

Nonetheless, Sundarananda Vidyavinoda, in his tripartite work, i.e., Gaudiya Darsanera
Itihasa o Vaisistya, Gaudiyara Tina Thakura, and, here, too, in Acintya-bhedabheda-vada —
referred to as the three spears of a trident, but which might more effectively be seen as a
pitchfork — has done just that, and Srila Bhakti Prajiana Kesava Gosvami Maharaja
appropriately takes him to task for it. In doing so, His Divine Grace thoroughly lays out the
history of the Gaudiya Matha, the philosophy of bhakti, and the importance of fidelity to the
Brahma-Madhva Gaudiya lineage.

Suffice it to say, there is much to glean, both positive and negative, from Sundarananda
Vidyavinoda’s original work, even though it prompted this learned and passionate retaliation
from Srila Bhakti Prajiana Kesava Gosvami Maharaja. That said, reading the latter’s review
will no doubt suffice, giving the essence of the original while carrying what it lacks,
preserving what it has, and consolidating the integrity of Gaudiya Vaishnavism.”

—Steven J. Rosen (Satyaraja Dasa),

disciple of Srila A. C. Bhaktivedanta Swami
Prabhupada, author of numerous Vaishnava books,
associate editor of Back to Godhead, and founding
editor of the Journal of Vaishnava Studies
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Prathama Siddhanta

First Conclusion

Mangalacaranat

vande "ham $r1 guroh $ri-yiita-pada-kamalam $ri-gurun vaisnavams ca
$1i riipam sagrajatam saha-gana-raghunathanvitam tam sa-jivam
sadvaitam savadhiitam parijana-sahitam krsna-caitanya-devam

sri-radha-krsna-padan saha-gana-lalita-sri-visakhanvitams ca
(Sri Caitanya-caritamrta, Antya 2.1)

I first venerate the Srimat-carana-saroja, or divine and beautiful lotus feet, of the $ri-mantra-
diksa-gurus and bhajana-siksa-gurus, of the guru-varga, the lineage of parama and paratpara-
gurus headed by Srimat Ananda-tirtha and Sriman Madhavendra Puri, of the various
bhagavata devotees who appeared in the course of the four yugas, as well as the lotus feet of
Rupagraja (Rapa’s elder brother) Srimat Sanatana Gosvami, of Sri Rapa Gosvami, of his
intimate follower Sri Raghunatha Dasa Gosvami and of his specially favored Sri Jiva Gosvami,

and of Sri Krsna Caitanya Mahaprabhu accompanied by His associates, headed by Sri Advaita

1 The author, Paramaharhsa-svami Sri Srimad Bhakti Prajiiana Kesava Maharaja outlines the subject of
this ‘Acintya-bhedabheda’ book by this very mangalacarana verse and several upasamhara-mangalya
(concluding invocation) verses of his own composition. And alongside that, he is establishing that the
Gaudiya Vaisnava followers of Sriman Mahaprabhu are followers of the Sri Brahma-Madhva-Gaudiya
Sampradaya.

— Prakasaka (Publisher) [Sri Srimad Bhaktivedanta Vamana Gosvami Maharaja]



and the Avadhita Sri Nityananda Prabhu. I then bow before all the Sakhis and Manjaris and
the lotus feet of Sri Sri Radha-Krsna, accompanied by Lalita and Visakha.?

(Translated in the Bengali from Jagad-guru Srila Sarasvati Thakura’s Anubhasya)

namah om visnupadaya krsna-presthaya bhutale

srimate bhaktisiddhdanta-sarasvatiti namine

sri varsabhanavi-devi-dayitaya krpabdhaye

krsna-sambandha-vijiiana-dayine prabhave namah

madhuryojjvala-premadhya-sri-ripanuga-bhaktida

$ri gaura-karuna-sakti-vigrahaya namo’stu te

namaste gaura-vani-sri-murttaye dina-tarine

raupanuga-viruddhapasiddhanta-dhvanta-harine
(Sri Gaudiya Patrika Year 1, Issue 2)

I bow to He who is the dearly beloved of Krsna, Or Visnupada Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta
Sarasvati—who is renowned throughout the world by this name. He is an ocean of mercy,
replete with all potency to bestow scientific knowledge of relationship with Krsna, and who is
very dear to Varsabhanavi Sri Radharani. 1 bow to he who is the bestower of madhurya-
ujjvala-prema-bhakti in the line of Sri Rapa and who is the personified form of Sri
Gaurasundara’s energy of compassion (karunda-sakti). I offer my obeisance to him (that Jagad-
guru Srila Sarasvat Prabhupada) who is the vani-vigraha, or personification of Sri
Gaurasundara’s holy message, the deliverer of the fallen, and who removes the darkness of
the misconceptions that oppose the Rupanuga tradition (the Acintya-bhedabheda siddhanta,
or conclusive philosophy, approved by the Brahma-Madhva-Gaudiya-Vaisnavas)

namo bhaktivinodaya saccidananda-namine

gaura-sakti-svariipaya rupanuga-varaya te

2 The translations of the mangalacarana verses have been provided by Sri Srimad Bhaktivedanta
Vamana Gosvami Maharaja.
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(Sri Gaudiya Patrika 1st Year, 1st Issue)

I offer my obeisance to Saccidananda Srila Bhaktivinoda Thakura, who is the embodied
personality of Gaurasundara’s potency and is revered by the Vaisnavas who are followers of

Sri Ripa Gosvami.

nana sastra-vicaranaika-nipunau sad-dharma-samsthapakau
bhutva dina-ganesakau karunaya kaupina-kanthasritau
anandambudhi-vardhanaika-nipunau kaivalya-nistarakau

vande riipa-sanatanau raghu-yugau $ri-jiva-gopalakau

(Sri Sad-Gosvamyastakam 2, 4, 3)
They who are supremely expert in deliberating various scriptures and who are establishers of
true dharma ... who mercifully became the protectors of the fallen and destitute, donning
kaupina (loincloth) and kantha (simple outer garment) ... who are extremely expert at
expanding the ocean of bliss and who are protectors of all jivas, saving them from kaivalya-
mukti (impersonal liberation)—I offer my obeisance unto those Gosvamis, namely Sri Rapa,

Sanatana, Raghunatha Bhatta, Gopala Bhatta, Raghunatha Dasa, and Sri Jiva.

jayo navadvipa-nava-pradipah, svabhava-pasanda-gajaika-simhah

sva-nama-siksa-japa-sutradhari, caitanya-candro bhagavan murarih
(By one mahdjana)

Glory be to Bhagavan Murari Sri Caitanya-candra, who is the fresh pradipa, or sacred flame,
of Navadvipa, who by nature is like a lion subduing the multitudes of heretics and hypocrites.
He teaches the performance of loud, limitless (asankhyat) kirtana of the sixteen-name taraka-

brahma-nama and carries a rosary of knotted cloth for the japa of maha-mantra.

yasya prabha prabhavato jagad-anda-koti,

kotisvasesa-vasudhadi-vibhiiti-bhinnam
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tad-brahma-niskalam-anantam-asesa-bhiitam

govindam adi-purusarih tam aham bhajami
(Spoken by Sri Brahma himself—Brahma-sarihita 5.40)

I worship that original Person, Govinda, whose effulgence produces (or suffuses) the
indivisible, ceaseless, infinite brahma, which is distinct from the infinite splendor (or

opulence) of infinite Earthly planets within millions and millions of material universes.

(From Sri Thakura Bhaktivinoda’s Amrta-pravaha-bhasya)

janmady asya yato ‘nvayad itaratas carthesv abhijiah svarata
tene brahma-hrda ya adi-kavaye muhyanti yat surayah
tejo-vari-mrdam yatha vinimayo yatra tri-sargo ‘mrsa

dhamna svena sada nirasta-kuhakam satyam param dhimahi
(By Sri Vyasa himself—Bhagavata 1.1.1)

The genesis, stasis and annihilation of this world is effected by that Supreme Lord in direct
and indirect ways. That Supreme Lord is fully cognizant in His agency over the world. Within
Him exists self-evident knowledge itself, and He has initiated the intelligence of the original
poet Brahma, thereby manifesting tattva-vastu, the objects of reality, via his mind. Indra and
other demigods are bewildered by the Supreme Lord, just as fire, water, and earth are
perceived to truly be one or another of those same elements. Likewise, though the material
modes of sattva, rajah, and tamo appear to truly be present within that Supreme Lord, in
reality it is impossible for any sort of material function to exist within Him. Never is there any
existence of deceit in that Supreme Person. We meditate on that Supreme Lord, who is

characterized as the Personality of Absolute Truth (satya-svariipa-laksana-maya Paramesvara).

(Translation by Srila Sarasvati Thakura of Bhagavata 1.1.1)

devaki-nandana nanda-kumara vrndavanancana gokula-candra

kanda-phalasana sundara-riipa nandita-gokula vandita-pada
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(By Srila Madhvacarya—Dvadasa-stotra 6.5)

O son of Yasoda, who is known as Devaki, O son of Nanda Maharaja, You who play in
Vrndavana, the moon of Gokula, eater of kanda fruit [a large, sweet, nutritious root that
grows around Govardhana], whose form is so very beautiful, who delights Gokula, and is

venerated by all—I bow to You.

yasya brahmeti sanjiiam kvacid api nigame yati cinmatra-satta-
py-amso yasyamsakaih svair vibhavati vasayann eva mayam pumams ca
ekam yasyaiva ripam vilasati parama-vyomni narayanakhyam

sa $ri-krsno vidhattam svayam iha bhagavan prema tat-pada-bhajam
(By Srila Jiva Gosvami—Tattva-sandarbha 8)

In some places in the Vedas, just the existential feature of His cit aspect is referred to as
brahma. His portional expansion as the Purusa dominates the illusory energy of maya and
manifests a pastime of majesty throughout His expansions. His form known as Narayana
sports in the spiritual sky, Paravyoma. May that original Supreme Personality of Godhead, Sri

Krsna, offer prema for Him to those who perform bhajana of His sacred feet.

(From Sri Satyananda Gosvami’s Tattva-sandarbha, published 1318 [Bangabal)

yad advaitam brahmopanisadi tad apy asya tanubha
ya atmantaryami purusa iti so’syamsa-vibhavah
sad-aisvaryah piirno ya iha bhagavan sa svayam ayam

na caitanyat krsnaj jagati para-tattvam paramiha
(By Srila Krsnadasa Kaviraja—Caitanya-caritamrta, Adi 1.3)
What the Upanisads refer to as advaita-brahma, or nondifferentiated divinity, is the bodily

splendor of my Prabhu [Lord]. He who is referred to in the Yoga scriptures as the Antaryami

Purusa, or Paramatma, is the portional expansion of my Prabhu. He who is referred to as
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Bhagavan, who is the refuge and source of brahma and Paramatma and who is replete with all
six opulences of divinity is my Prabhu, Svayarm Bhagavan [the Supreme Personality of
Godhead Himself].

(From Srila Bhaktivinoda Thakura’s Amrta-pravaha-bhasya on Sri Caitanya-caritamrta)
satyanantdcintya-saktyeka-pakse, sarvadhyakse bhakta-raksati-dakse
$ri govinde visva-sargadi-kande, purnanande nityam astam matir me
(By Srila Baladeva—Gita-bhiisana-bhasya 1.1)
The one truth, the infinite, the possessor of inconceivable potency, the controller of all, most

expert in protecting the devotees, the root of Svarga and all material universes, and the form

of total bliss—may that Sri Govinda remain forever within my consciousness.
cil-lila-mithunam tattvam bhedabhedam-acintyakam
sakti-saktimator-aikyam yuga-padvarttate sada

tattvam ekam param vidyal-lilaya tad-dvidha sthitam

gaurah krsnah svayar hy etad ubhav ubhayam apnutah

sagunah nirgunam tattvam ekam evadvitiyakam

sarva-nitya-gunair-gaurah krsno rasastu nirgunaih

sri-krsnam mithunam brahma tyaktva tu nirgunam hi tat

upasate mrsa vijiah yatha tusavaghatinah

$ri-vinoda-bihari yo radhaya milito yada

tadaharm vandanam kuryat sarasvati-prasadatah

(By the author—Sr1 Radha-Vinoda-bihari Tattvastakam 3, 4, 6, 7, 8)
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Sakti and Saktiman, identical twin principles of divine interplay [cil-lila-mithuna-tattva] are
situated together for all eternal time in a way that is inconceivably one and different. In other
words, the para-tattva-vastu, the reality that comprises the supreme principle, is never
deprived of potency; in that tattva, Sakti and Saktiman exist eternally as one. They are fully
conscious [piirna-cetana-mayal, the topmost personality that embodies divine interaction
[Lila-Purusottamal], the Original Divine Pair [Svayam Mithuna-vigraha] or, in other words,
the ultimate combined form of male and female, or Sakti and Saktiman. That mithuna-vigraha
is Sr1 Radha-Krsna, or Sri Gaura-tattva. Within Them, these contradictory roles are eternally
extant in simultaneous difference and nondifference by effect of inconceivable potency. Know
that Para-tattva [the Supreme Principle] is one, but that one reality is situated in two
variations by the influence of lila; as is the case with Sri Gaura and Sri Krsna. They are
Themselves that tattva-vastu, which is to say Sri Gaura is Krsna Himself and both of Them
achieve a duality. In other words, Sri Gaurasundara becomes Sri Krsnasundara and Sri
Krsnasundara also becomes Sri Gaurasundara. Saguna and nirguna-tattva are one and
nondual. Sr1 Gaurasundara is rasa-svariipa, the embodiment of rasa, via the aggregation of all
eternal sad-guna, or transcendental qualities, whereas Sri Krsna, in the nirguna aspect, in the
absence of all guna, or material designations, is the rasa-svariipa; in other words, that vastu is
rasa itself. Rasa is nirguna and aprakrta, or supramundane; it is never conditioned by material
qualities. Sri Krsna, or Gaura, is the mithuna-brahma. Discarding Him (or His bhajana), the
false erudite jinanis, who are actually ignorant persons, worship the nirguna impersonal
brahma like people thrashing empty husks. In other words, just as people thrashing empty
husks in the hope of reaping grains of rice are engaging in futile toil, the jianis give up
Krsna’s service and willfully accept the futile worship of nirguna-brahma. In other words,
their strenuous endeavours will never lead to real moksa. As Sri Vinoda-bihari Krsna meets
with Sr1 Radha, by the mercy of Srila Sarasvati (by the mercy of the author’s Sri Gurudeva), 1

propitiate and glorify Them in this manner.

‘ananta’-‘sundarananda’-‘hari’-guru-virodhinam
daityanam dalanam vande gaura-vani-vinodakam

(By the author)

I venerate Srimad-Bhagavatam and the scriptures that follow its guidance as vani-vinodakas
(delightful expressions of the holy word) of Sriman Mahaprabhu, who embodies triumph
over the demons who are inimical the infinite [ananta], beautiful embodiment of bliss

[sundarananda], Sri Hari and guru.
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Alternatively: 1 venerate Srila Gaura-kisora, vani or Srila Sarasvati Thakura, and Srila
Bhaktivinoda Thakura, who are the personifications of the demolishment of Ananta
Vasudeva, and the writer of Acintya-bhedabheda-vada and other books, Sundarananda, as
well as Haridasa Babaji of Navadvipa’s Haribola Kutira and other daitya antagonists of my

gurus.

Prabandhera Prerana “The Inspiration for This Essay”

It is with great sadness that I divulge that some days ago I read a book titled “Acintya-
bhedabheda-vada”, which 1 found to be rather heart-rending. The author of this book is
Sriytita Sundarananda Vidyavinoda. This writer has written two other books with the same
intention. Those two books are titled “Gaudiya Darsanera Itihasa o Vaisistya” (The History
and Specialities of Gaudiya Philosophy) and “Gaudiyara Tina Thakura” (The Three Masters of
the Gaudiyas)”. The Gaudiya Darsana book is almost 500 pages, and Gaudiyara Tina Thakura
concludes at a little more than 600 pages. The Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book is almost 400
pages, including the appendix. Though outwardly these three books have three different
titles, they are essentially one book. Though they have some rudimentary differences, those
are not worthy of mention at present. The purpose and subject of these three books is, at their
root, one and the same. Therefore, of the three aforementioned books, I have at present set
about a critical review of only Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, because if this book is critiqued, no

other lengthy critique of the other two books will be necessary.

Although in some places the author’s efforts in writing and collecting historical information
from various places is praiseworthy, when I say “critical review”, I mean I intend to focus on
refuting this Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book. Last year (on the 6th of Pausa 1363 Bangabda or
Friday, 21 December 1956), while delivering a lecture on the occasion of Sri Srimad
Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Gosvami Thakura’s disappearance day during a special conference
of the Sri Gaudiya Vedanta Samiti at Chunchura’s Sri Uddharana Gaudiya Matha, I presented
to those present something of a refutation related to the aforementioned three books. In this
book, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has tried to prove that Srimad-Bhagavatam is advaya-vadi
[monist] and that kaivalya [“ultimate solitude”] is the objective it promotes—which is to say
that acintya-bhedabheda is not the philosophy of Srimad-Bhagavatam. Tridandisvami Srimad

Bhaktivedanta Vamana Maharaja has published the aforementioned refutational speech in the
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(monthly) Sri Gaudiya Patrika, Year 8, Issue 12, pages 462-470, in an article3 titled “Srila
Acaryadevera Vaktrta.” Pages 465 and 466 therein are especially worth deliberation. Several of
my truth-seeking, intellectually keen friends read this article and encouraged me with special
delight to deliver an extensive refutation of those books. And they requested that I shed light
on what the real acintya-bhedabheda-tattva is. I am writing this article to fulfill their wishes,
and those of various other devotees, and to shed light on the real philosophical truths of the

Gaudiya Vaisnava world, because I know this to be the best guru-seva I can render. I hope that

3 The article referred to above has been quoted below for the convenience of the readers:

Ananta Vasudeva and Sundarananda were not able to grasp even a drop of Srila Prabhupada’s katha.
Though they stayed in Srila Prabhupada’s proximity, the extent of their distance from him cannot even
be determined. We are seeing that their fate is a much more wretched, detestable, and miserable fate
than befell Kala Krsnadasa despite living with Sriman Mahaprabhu. What more degraded fate can
there be for a man than guru-drohita, or treacherous acts toward one’s guru. One does not become a
guru-sevaka just by staying in the proximity of Srila Guru-padapadma. Srila Prabhupada has shown us
the example of this through the character of these two danavas.

Sundarananda has created a world of mess by writing three books entitled ‘Gaudiyara Tina Thakura,
‘Acintya-bhedabheda’ and ‘Gaudiya Darsanera Itihasa’. With these three books, shafts have been shot
into the chests of Sriman Mahaprabhu and Srila Riipa Gosvami. These three books are three spears or
a trident. With these, the immaculate flow of Gaudiya Vaisnava thought has been slain. This trident
has been created from the venomous seed of murderous intent directed at Hari, guru, and Vaisnavas.
We will discuss these three books one by one. Sundarananda has also written another book entitled
Maha-mantra that is full of heresy. Therein he has forbidden the kirtana of the harinama maha-mantra.
We had resolved not to judge such daityas and danavas during the age of Kali, but as we proceed to
discuss the life of Srila Prabhupada on his disappearance day, we are being reminded of just what sort
of daityas and danavas have been created in this world in his absence.

In the age of Kali, the one path to deliverance is the loud kirtana of maha-mantra. Vasudeva and
Sundarananda are antagonists of §11 nama-kirtana. The sixteen-name, thirty-two syllable mantra is
forever and in every respect kirtaniya [“to be sung”] in a loud voice, maintaining a fixed number of
rounds [sankhyat] and, beyond that, chanting the holy names innumerable times [asankhyat]. This is
the Rapanuga Bhaktivinoda-dhara and this is Srila Prabhupada’s teaching. These two daityas have
joined forces and crafted a trident, wherein they have tried to prove that Srimad-Bhagavatam is
advaya-vadi and kaivalya is its only objective, and that acintya-bhedabheda is not the philosophy of
Srimad-Bhagavatam. They have used the statement ‘yaj-jianam-advayam’ not to convey dcintyd-
bhedabheda, but rather advayatva [nondualism]. With the statement ‘kaivalyaika-prayojanam’, they
have tried to establish that kaivalya is the ultimate goal instead of krsna-prema. We, under the
guidance of Mahaprabhu, know Srimad-Bhagavatam sheds light on acintya-bhedabheda-tattva and we
accept that krsna-prema is the only prayojana. These two danavas, two fake ascetics that they are, have
commited offenses at the feet of the crest-jewel of supremely liberated acaryas, the ocean of mercy,
Srila Baladeva Vidyabhaisana, and have thus chosen danavata [a demoniac nature]. We are witnessing
in them a degradation like that of the prakrta-sahajiyas. Srila Baladeva Vidyabhtaisana is the ultimate
guardian of the Gaudiya Vaisnava Sampradaya. Even remembering the pasanda heretics who commit
offenses at his feet will result in total ruin.
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the wise readers will read this with steady minds and be able to grasp the true tenets of

acintya-bhedabheda.

Dvitiya Siddhanta

Second Conclusion

Ananta, Sundarananda, and Haridasa
Ananta Vasudeva [Puridasa Svami (?)], Sundarananda Vidyavinoda, and Haridasa Babaji of
Navadvipa have come together and conspired to antagonize the Sri Madhva-Gaudiya-
Vaisnavas who are followers of Sriman Mahaprabhu. It is necessary to briefly say a few words

about these conspirators.

Sundarananda

First of all, T will introduce the author of the “Acintya-bhedabheda-vada” book, Sri
Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya took birth in East Bengal, in
the Malakar Tola area of Dhaka city, in a renowned Saha vaisya [merchant] family. His father
was the late Vrajendra-kumara Raya, and his mother the late Yamini-sundari Dasi. The name
Sundarananda’s father gave him was Sri Subodhacandra Saha Raya. Subodha Babu’s ancestors
led their religious lives in the disciplic succession of a caste Gosvami who belonged to one of
the thirteen sahajiya apasampradayas [pseudo-lineages]. Subodha Babu got married while still
a student completing his material education. His wife’s name is Srimati Tilottama. Srimati
Tilottama is the only daughter of her father Gokulacandra; her mother’s name was Jianada-
sundari Dasi. Gokula Babu had his residence in the Murshidabad city of West Bengal. Due to
a variety of unfortunate events, Subodha Babu’s father, Vrajena Babu, was in deep debt and
sought the aid of his son’s father-in-law, Gokula Babu, who paid off a considerable portion of
Vrajena Babu'’s debt.
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Subodha Babu, after completing his B.A. at university, was released from the jaws of the
prakrta-sahajiya lineage by the honorable Tridandisvami Sri Srimad Bhakti Pradipa Tirtha
Maharaja. Then he made an act of receiving the grace of Jagad-guru Om Visnupada
Paramahamsa-svami Sri Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Thakura. Gradually, as he
frequented the world-renowned Sr1 Gaudiya Matha, he became acquainted with the current of
Vaisnava philosophical conclusions, and with its system of logic and reasoning. After some
time, he was engaged in the position of editor for Sri Gaudiya Matha’s main publication, the
weekly Gaudiya magazine. During the period that he was the editor of this magazine, by the
grace of Jagad-guru Srila Sarasvati Thakura, he propagated the siddhanta tenets of Gaudiya
Vaisnavas who adhere one-pointedly to the guidance of Sriman Mahaprabhu. After some time,

he gave up his material life and accepted vanaprastha, leading a matha-based life.

Subodha Babu was also his father’s only son. Reminded of his father’s lack of wealth and
severe debt, and overcome by a weakness of heart, he fled the Gaudiya Matha without
informing anyone. Thereafter, taking what he had learnt in the Gaudiya Matha, he accepted a
job at the Indian Press in Allahabad for a salary of 75 rupees [per month?]. When the
manager of the Gaudiya Matha, Sriyuta Kufjabihari Vidyabhisana, found out about
Sundarananda’s dire financial situation, then, because of his natural fondness for someone of
the same caste, and to accomplish a distant future purpose of his own, he made an
arrangement for Sundarananda’s monthly remuneration and helped him get out of debt after
roughly a year. From then onwards, Sundarananda lived in the matha and was engaged in

Kunja Babu'’s service.

After Subodha Babu received diksd, he became ‘Sundarananda’ and ultimately was decorated
with the title ‘Vidyavinoda’, becoming known thus as Sundarananda Vidyavinoda. As time
went on, he was inclined to hide his previous name and title, and the fact he was born to a
Saha merchant family that was in the business of selling liquor, and used the name his guru
had given him to boost his prestige. That said, it is the duty of the guru-sevaka to introduce
himself only by the name his guru has given. At present Subodha Babu has in every way
completely severed his ties with his world-renowned jagad-guru, one who is both dearly
beloved to Krsna and nondifferent from Him as the para-tattva worshipped by hosts of
exalted, liberated personalities. But till this today, Subodha Babu deceives the world by selling
the name that exalted personality gave him, refusing to give up the thirst he has for gathering
prestige. Though we have witnessed firsthand his malice towards guru and Vaisnavas, it is in

the text of his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada that such malice is refulgent and on full display, like
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constellations on a dark moon night. We will expose the fact of this in the various Siddhantas

(chapters) in the text of this Acintya-bhedabheda essay.

Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya is now no longer the Sundarananda Vidyavinoda of old.

Srila Sanatana Gosvami has said in Hari-bhakti-vilasa:

yatha kancanatam yati kamsyam rasa-vidhanatah |

tatha diksa-vidhanena dvijatvam jayate nrnam ||

[Just as bell metal is turned to gold by the application of mercury, a person can attain the

status of a brahmana by the process of diksa.]

Vidyavinoda Mahasaya once carried this quotation from Hari-bhakti-vilasa atop his head with
utmost regard and, as per the orders of his guru-padapadma, underwent the upanayana-
samskara (sacred thread ceremony) after accepting diksa. Now, because he has given that up,
he has reverted back to being a Saha merchant. Even though he has not started a liquor
business like the Saha vintners, he has filled himself up with the intoxicant of malice towards
his guru and thereby he has become deprived of knowledge and forgotten himself. Therefore,
we will refer to him just as Subodha Babu or Saha Babu in certain places. If one studies the

teachings of Sriman Mahaprabhu, one learns the following:

arccau visnau siladhir gurusu naramatir-vaisnave jati-
buddhir-visnor va vaisnavanam kalimala-mathane pada-tirthe ‘mbu-buddhih |
sri-visnor-namni mantre sakala-kalusahe sabda-samanya-buddhir-

visnau sarvesvarese tad-itara-samadhir yasya va naraki sahi ||
(Padma Purana)

That person who thinks the worshipful deity is a chunk of stone or wood, who thinks
gurudeva is an ordinary mortal, who judges pure devotees by their caste, who thinks the
nectareous water that has washed the feet of Visnu or the Vaisnavas is ordinary water, who
thinks the name and mantra of Visnu, who removes all degradation, are ordinary sounds, and
who thinks that other demigods are equal to the Supreme Lord Visnu—such a person is a
naraki, or someone barreling towards hell. Someone who is a naraki can never be called a

Vaisnava. This is especially the case when someone tries to lead a religious life after regarding
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their supremely liberated gurudeva as a mortal and discarding him. Such a person can never
be considered a Vaisnava. Though it is considered an aparadha to judge a Vaisnava by their
caste, we have been compelled to share what background Vidyavinoda Mahasaya belonged to
because he has abandoned Om Visnupada Saksad Guru-padapadma Srila Prabhupada and
disregarded his conduct and conceptions. We learn from the words of Padma Purana quoted

in the first vilasa of Hari-bhakti-vildsa who a Vaisnava is:

grhita-visnu-diksako visnu-puja-paro narah |

vaisnavo ‘bhihito ‘bhijiair itaro ’smad avaisnavah ||

In other words: “Those acquainted with scripture deem that only one who has received diksa
initiation into the practice of a Visnu mantra and is inclined to the worship of Visnu via this
mantra is to be called a Vaisnava. Everyone else, or in other words, anyone who gives up their
guru and the mantra he has given, is deemed an Avaisnava [a non-Vaisnava]. Therefore,
because Subodha Babu has given up his guru, he is in the category of the Avaisnavas.
Therefore there is no fault in viewing him in terms of his caste. Rather, it will safeguard the
truth to use the proper words to describe what is. Legally and religiously speaking, concealing

the truth is a punishable offence.

It is needless to say that if it suits him, Subodha Babu does not hesitate to give up his guru
again and again. Initially, he gave up his family Jati-gosvami guru and took shelter of the
Gaudiya Matha. Later he gave up the practices and conceptions of the Gaudiya Matha and
surrendered to Ananta Vasudeva Vidyabhusana Mahasaya. After that, he began following
Haridasa Babaji of Haribola Kutira. After some time, he also gave him up as well, at least
externally. At present he is living in some unknown whereabouts in Navadvipa, running after
his family guru again. The siddhanta of such a guru-tyagi [guru renouncer| can never stay the
same. Like a running deer, he roams hither and thither, through various versions of truth and
falsity. At one point, out of greed for the money provided him by Kunjabihari, who was of the
same caste, Saha Babu worshipped and praised him, coming up with many inventive new
siddhantas. Then, thinking that the vaisya Saha family heritage was comparatively inferior, he
became enamoured with the glories of Ananta Vasudeva, who was from a ksatriya-kayastha
family, and actively concealed Ananta Vasudeva’s transgressions, resorting to total falsehoods
to put profuse praise of him into print. After that, whether it was because of a loss of faith in
Ananta Vasudeva or because he personally lacked genuine jiidna and vijiana [knowledge and

realization], he established a bond with Haridasa Babaji of Navadvipa’s Haribol Kutira. At



21

present, there has occurred an unprecedented iteration of the logic expressed in the statement
“yogyam yogyena yujyate — those who deserve each other find each other.” Haridasa Babaji,
Ananta Vasudeva, and Sundarananda—the three of them are like the three points of the
trident in Rudra’s hand, but with the aim of destroying bhakti-tattva. These three have come
together, consulted with each other, and, in Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s name,
compiled three books entitled “Acintya-bhedabheda-vada”, “Gaudiyara Tina Thakura” and

“Gaudiya Darsanera Itihasa o Vaisistya”.

Ananta Vasudeva
Now we will provide some introduction to Sundarananda’s third guru, Ananta Vasudeva. His
previous name was Sri Anantavasa Vasu. He lived in the famous village of Vajra-yogini in the
Dhaka district of East Bengal. His father's name was Sriyuta Radha-Govinda Dasa Babajl.
Ananta Vasudeva introduces himself to everyone as the youngest son of this renunciate Babaji
Mahasaya. Because Babaji Mahasaya’s financial situation was rather precarious, he had
Ananta-vasa live at the home of a prominent sahajiya and teacher of the Pali language, Sriyuta
Amulyacarana Vidyabhtuisana Mahasaya. It was with this mahasaya’s all-round assistance that
he had Ananta-vasa taught till the IA level [12th grade]. Later, by great fortune, Ananta took
shelter at the feet of the founder of the Gaudiya Matha, the crown-jewel of acaryas, the
topmost liberated personality, Srila Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Thakura. Srila Sarasvati
Thakura took notice of Ananta-vasa’s powerful memory and facilitated him in earning a B.A.
degree. After passing his B.A., with the help of Kunja Babu, the impoverished Ananta-vasa
accepted a job at a post office for an ordinary salary. After some months, as per Srila
Prabhupada’s wishes, he left his job and became engaged in the service of the matha. His
father, Radha-Govinda Babaji Mahasaya had been faithful to the sahajiya religion for a long
time. It seems it was fate that Ananta-vasa happened to be in the company of a fullblown
sahajiya like Amulya Babu during his formative years of education. If, in the early stages of
life, the poisonous seeds of the apasampradayas sprout in a person’s heart, it is very difficult
to get rid of them. I have heard hundreds of praises of this Amulya Vidyabhtisana from
Ananta-vasa’s own mouth. Maybe it was gratitude for having been raised on Amulya Babu’s
grain, or maybe it was because he received core, formative instruction on religious practice

from him, but Ananta-vasa always had special regard for Amilya Babu.

Impacted by Jagad-guru Srila Prabhupada’s limitless scriptural knowledge and powerful
language, the sprout of Ananta-vasa’s poisonous sahajiya seed could not make any growth.

However, after the enactment of Srila Prabhupada’s disappearance pastimes, ever so gradually
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the smoldering fire inside him became an inferno and burnt up whatever he had assimilated
of the current of pure Madhva-Gaudiya-Vaisnava thought. The sahajiyas explain that the very
act of conversing and relating intimately with a married woman is itself transcendental
parakiya-madhurya-rasa. Ananta Vasudeva, inspired by this notion deep down, was attracted
to the idea of free, uninhibited amour. When Ananta-vasa took shelter of Jagad-guru Srila
Prabhupada, he became known as Sri Ananta Vasudeva Brahmacari and he became bound by
a vow to engage himself in the service of his guru-padapadma and observe resolute celibacy
till the end of his life. Impressed by his external renunciation and scholarly brilliance, the
devotees of the Gaudiya Matha put him in the position of dcarya. It is very difficult for
ordinary, conditioned souls to maintain the position of a Gaudiya Vaisnava acarya. And that is

exactly what took its toll on Ananta Vasudeva.

Vasudeva, taking the opportunity afforded him by the position of dcarya, would provide a
great deal of bhajana-siksa to the learned, scholarly ladies Srila Prabhupada had showed some
favour to, like Asima, Nilima, and others. Later, many people began to listen to the various
kathas Vasudeva would speak, so he made an act of assuming sannyasa and concealed the
name Ananta Vasudeva Brahmacari, becoming known everywhere by the name Sri Bhakti
Prasada Puri. By the concerted efforts of Sundarananda and other excellent writers, Ananta-
vasa began to be popularized everywhere as a very distinguished individual. As a result of
this, one very learned young lady of the renowned Naga family of Dhaka district (who was a
B.A. student at the time) became his disciple. He used to give her various types of
confidential bhajana-siksa as well. Needless to say, this lady was a very qualified individual in
every way; she came from a distinguished family, had a very noble and reputable character,
and was very beautiful and virtuous. After receiving diksd, she became known as ‘Garima’.
Over time, as Garima received special instruction in bhajana from her gurudeva, her relatives
compelled Sri Srimad Bhakti Prasada Puri Maharaja to marry Garima. Once the marriage
rituals were conducted in Allahabad, he left his sannydsa garb and accessories, as well as his
sannydsa name, etc., and turned back into Ananta-vasa Basu. Even though Sundarananda
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya saw this spectacle with his own eyes, in order protect the sahajiya-

dharma, he continued to preach that this was an exemplary incident in the life of a Vaisnava.

Haridasa Dasa
Seeing Ananta and Sundarananda’s sahajika-priti, or natural fondness for sahajiya practices,
who joined them like a bride in her finery? Haridasa Babaji of Navadvipa. He has published

many sahajiya books and created many new, never-before-published books, ascribing them to
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the names of various Vaisnavas of bygone ages. And he continues to do so. And through
Ananta-vasa he publishes Vaisnava literatures, concealing all of Anantavasa’s previous names
and calling him ‘Puridasa Gosvami’. These books have not been printed for some innocent
reason. Embedded with a whole series of statements that encourage the sahajiya train of
thought and overturn statements that go against said train of thought, this whole new set of
editions has been published in a whole new dhara [current], and therefore many people in
learned circles eye these editions with deserved suspicion. These editions are distributed free
of charge only among the sahajiyas themselves. Not one copy has been given to the disciples
and grand-disciples of Jagad-guru Srila Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Prabhupada. And they have
pressured the people to whom they have distributed these books to make a pact to the effect
that they will not show these books to anyone from the Gaudiya Matha. The fact this is
happening will allow the community of learned and intelligent readers to infer just how

trustworthy these editions are.

Puridasa’s Cleverness in Compilation
Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has compiled and wrote the book Acintya-bhedabheda-
vada using these editions. Of all the statements he has borrowed from Puridasa Gosvami's
editions, we have compared a few of them to the readings in other editions and found many

changes. Below I cite an example from the Tattva-sandarbha compiled by Puridasa:

“Yat khalu purana-jatamavirbhavya, brahma-sutraiica praniydpy aparitustena tena bhagavata
nija-sutranam akrtrima-bhasya-bhiitamm samadhi-labdham-avirbhavitam; —yasminneva sarva-
sastra-samanvayo drsyate, sarva-vedartha-laksanam gayatrim-adhikrtya pravartitatvat | * * *
garude ca—‘artho’yar brahma-sutranam bharatartha-vinirnayah | gayatri-bhasya-riipo ’sau
vedartha paribrmbhitah || * * * brahma-sutranam arthas tesam akrtrim-bhasya-bhiuta ityarthah |
purvam siksmatvena manasyavirbhiitam, tadeva samksipya sutratvena punah prakatitam,
pascad-vistirnatvena saksat sri-bhagavatam iti | tasmat-tad-bhasya-bhute svatahsiddhe tasmin

satya-vacinam anyad anyesarm sva-sva-kapola-kalpitam tadanugatamevadaraniyam iti gamyate”*

We have compared this excerpt from Tattva-sandarbha with a very old edition of Tattva-

sandarbha printed in Devanagari script and with Satyananda Gosvam's Tattva-sandarbha,

4 In the introduction to Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, which is titled “Kayekti Prarambhik Katha [“A Few
Preliminary Topics”] Vidyavinoda Mahasaya references the Sanskrit citation above in a footnote,
writing: “Tattva-sandarbha, Anuccheda 10-11 (Srimat Puridasa Gosvami’s edition).”
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which was published with a Bengali translation in 1318 [Bangabal, and observed that the
above excerpt does not match in three places, as we show below. It is needless to say that the
Devanagari edition and Satyananda Gosvamiji’s editions read the same. Readers, note that the
portions that have been left out of Puridasa’s version have been printed and provided below

in clear, bold letters:

Yat khalu ‘sarva’ purana-jatamavirbhavya, brahma-sutraiica praniydpy aparitustena tena
bhagavata nija-sutranam akrtrima-bhasya-bhutam samadhi-labdham-avirbhavitam;

yasminneva sarva-sastra-samanvayo drsyate, sarva-vedartha-‘sutra’-laksanam gayatrim-
adhikrtya pravartitatvat | * * * garude ca—purnah so’yam-atisayal’ | ‘artho’yam brahma-

sutranarm bharatartha-vinirnayah | gayatri-bhasya-riipo ’sau vedartha paribymbhitah || * *
—Tattva-sandarbha, Anuccheda 19, 21—(The Satyananda and Nagari editions)

In other words, the word ‘sarva’ after the words ‘yat khalu’, the word ‘siitra’ after the words
‘sarva-vedartha’, and the words ‘pitrnah so ’yam atisayah’ after the words ‘garude ca—' have
been left out of Puridasa’s edition. This gives a clear indication that no book published by

Puridasa or Ananta Vasudeva can be accepted as authentic.

As stated previously, Sundarananda Vidyavinoda, the newly-wedded Bhakti Prasada Puri
(Puridasa Gosvami or Ananta Vasudeva), and Haridasa Dasa of Navadvipa are conspiring
together, publishing various books under various names, to undermine the amnaya [sacred
knowledge] of the Sri Brahma-Madhva Gaudiya Vaisnavas. Among these publications, there is
a newly composed book by the name of “Sri Caitanya-mata-manjusa” published by Sri
Haridasa Dasa. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya references the commentary on this book on page 19 of

his “Kayekti Prarambhik Katha” introduction, writing as follows:

The ‘aradhyo bhagavan vrajesa-tanayal’ verse at the start of ‘Sri Sri Caitanya-mata-
manjusa by Sri Kavi Karnapira Gosvamts $ri gurudeva, Sri Srinatha Cakravart, clearly
proves that the philosophy of the tattva-vada-guru Sriman Madhvacarya is different from

Sri Krsna-caitanya-candra’s philosophy.

To verify the above statement, he made the following citation in a second footnote: “2 | Sri
Caitanya-mata-manjusai—published by Sri Haridasa Dasa 466 Caitanyabda, Sridhama
Navadvipa.” The thing to really pay attention to here is that the aformentioned tippani-
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grantha [commentary text] was first printed in Krsna-nagara, Nadiya, by Sri Sailendra-
govardhana Brahmacari at Sri Bhagavata Yantra [press?], which is run under the supervision
of Vidyavinoda Mahasaya. There is no mention of a commentary on Srimad-Bhagavatam
called “Sri Caitanya-mata-manjusa” written by Sri Sri Natha Cakravarti Mahodaya in any of
the GosvamT’s granthas, past or present. This text has appeared from the fertile mind of Sri
Haridasa Dasa Babaji Mahasaya and has only first seen the light of day on Sr1 Sri Gaura
Jayanti 466 Caitanyabda [same as Gaurabda], or the Christian date of 28t February, 1953.

We have previously stated that these three persons—Sundarananda (Subodha Saha), Ananta
Vasudeva (Puridasa) and Haridasa Dasa—have come together and are publishing various
book to accomplish some ignoble aim in the distant future. Here we present to the readers
some strikingly clear evidence of this. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s “Acintya-bhedabheda-vada”
book was published on 30 Govinda, 464 Gaurabda, on Sri Gaura’s appearance day (9th of
Caitra 1358 Bangabda; 23t of March 1951, Christian year). How is it possible that he could
reference Sri Haridasa Dasa’s Sri Caitanya-mata-maijusa, which was first published on Sri Sri
Gaura Jayanti 466 Sri Caitanyabda (16t of Phalguna 1357, 28t of February, 1953 Christian
era)—a book that was published two years later? We cannot even begin to understand how
this is possible.> But we do know from ancient history that Valmiki Muni wrote Ramadyana
even before the birth of Rama. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has referenced “Sri Caitanya-mata-
maijusa” as having been finalized two whole years before it was actually written, finalized,
and published.

The fact that the book Acintya-bhedabheda-vada references Sri Caitanya-mata-maijusa
leads us to understand that Acintya-bhedabheda-vada was published after Sri Caitanya-mata-
manjusa. If that is not the case, then the date of Manjusa’s publication mentioned is a mistake
or printing error. Otherwise, Acintya-bhedabheda-vada was printed later and “464” was
printed by mistake, maybe by the printer’s error. Or page 19 of Acintya-bhedabheda-vada’s
introduction was swapped out with a previous version of the page two years later and
rebound. Or should we believe that the printing and publication of both books is correct? No
matter how one may try to reconcile this, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya cannot escape the fact of the
devious work he has done because this is a punishable offence. Whatever was done, we call it
conspiracy, artifice, and suppression of the real truth. But the fact that he published a

statement from the future, from 466 Gaurabda, in 464 Gaurabda, and referred to it as

5 See page 19, second footnote of Acintya-bhedabheda-vada’s introduction. The footnote reads as
follows: “2| Sri Caitanya-mata-manjusa—published by Sri Haridasa Dasa, 466 Sri Caitanyabda,
Sridhama Navadvipa.
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something of a past year is a sort of inconceivable feat that goes well with the imaginative
accomplishments he has demonstrated in Acintya-bhedabheda-vada itself. 1t is by such
inconceivable feats that he has published Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, or rather, shall we call it

Acintya-abheda-vada [“The Doctrine of Inconceivable Oneness”]?

Sri Caitanya-mata-manjusa and Sri Srinatha Cakravarti
Here we move forward to discuss a few points regarding Sr1 Haridasa Dasa’s commentary on
Srimad-Bhagavata called “Sri Caitanya-mata-manjusa” and its supposed author Sri Srila

Srinatha Cakravarti Mahasaya:

Srinatha Cakravarti was the disciple of Advaita Prabhu and is known to be the guru of Kavi
Karnapura. Therefore, according to disciplic succession and timeline, he is held in high
regard by the Six Gosvamis, and it can be assumed that his manifest presence was somewhat
prior to theirs. If we imagine he had a very long lifespan, then he would have met with Srila
Jiva Gosvami. If “Sri Caitanya-mata-maiijusa” had been written by Srila Srinatha Cakravarti
Thakura, then “Sri Caitanya-mata-mafijusa®> would have been the first tika on Srimad-
Bhagavatam in Gaudiya Vaisnava society, and this tika would have been everyone’s go-to text.
Srila Sanatana Gosvami, Srila Raipa Gosvami, Jiva Gosvami, Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura,
Baladeva Vidyabhuisana, and others do not mention this tika and do not quote any evidence

from it. Still, even though there is no mention of this tika, no one has any disagreement about
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the fact he was a pandita-acarya of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya. Kavi Karnapira, son of
Sena-Sivananda, describes him as his guru® in Gaura-ganoddesa-dipika.

Even though Srinatha Cakravarti was senior to the Six Gosvamis in age, they are all
contemporaries in one sense—of this, there is no doubt. Srinatha-ji does not mention any of
Riapa and Sanatana’s texts, and also does not quote from any of them—and surely it would
not be natural for him to do so, because by age, he is an exalted personality of a somewhat
earlier generation. Ripa and Sanatana also do not quote any evidence from Sri Caitanya-
mata-manjusda. They do not even mention it anywhere. No Vaisnava dacarya makes any
mention of it. It is only in the past 10-12 years that its existence has begun to be noticed.
Because I have not seen it mentioned in any authoritative grantha, I am compelled to state
clearly that this text is a new presentation opposed to pristine Gaudiya Vaisnava dharma and

has been presented in order to firmly establish sahajiya-apadharma. There is abundant

6 gurum nah “srinathabhidham-avani-devanvaya-budham
numo bhusa-ratnam bhuva iva vibhorasya dayitam |
yadasyad-unmilan-niravaka vrndavana-rahah-
kathasvadam labdhva jagati na janah ko ’pi ramate || 3 ||

pitaram sri-sivanandam sena-vamsa-pradipakam |
vande "ham paraya bhaktya parsadagryari mahaprabhoh || 4 ||

ye vikhyatah parivarah sri caitanya-mahaprabhoh |
nityanandadvaitayos-ca tesam api mahiyasam |
gopalanarnca purvani namani yani kanicit |
sva-sva-granthe svarapadyari darsitanyadi-surabhih |
vilokyanyadi sadhunarm mathuraudra-nivasinam |
gaudiyanam api mukhan nisamya sva-manisaya |
vivicyamreditah kaiscit kaiscittani likhamy aham |
namna ‘sri paramananda-dasah’ sevita-sasanah || 5 ||

I offer my obeisance to that gurudeva who is named “Srinatha,” who is very dear to Gauranga-deva,
who is the moon of the brahmana dynasty, the ornament of the world and its gem. Who in the world
does not become utterly delighted by relishing the descriptions of Sri Krsna’s secluded pastimes in
sweet Vrndavana as they emanate from his lotus-like mouth?

With great devotion, I bow unto he who is foremost among the associates of Mahaprabhu, the radiant
flame of the Sena dynasty, my father, Sri Sivananda Sena.

The original pandita, ‘Svaripa,” and other great souls have revealed the names of those in the parivaras
of Sr1 Caitanya Mahaprabhu, Nityananda, and Advaita and their correlating names in the exalted gopa
dynasties of the previous incarnation. Having seen those texts and having heard from the exalted
saints of Orissa and Bengal, I have carefully determined the following information and have been
repeatedly requested by many saintly persons to reveal it. Therefore, I, Sri Paramananda Dasa (Kavi
Karnapura’s previous name), am writing this text.
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objection to its integrity, provenance, and the acceptance of it as written by Srinatha

Cakravarti. Below I am providing yet another reason for having such doubts.

Right when the tika commentary titled “Sri Caitanya-mata-mafijusa” was being stirred and
shaken through the imaginations of our conspirators, suddenly another “history” titled “Sri
Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava Sahitya” was presented. It had become an absolute necessity to compile
this sort of so-called history of Vaisnava literature in order to set the foundation for the
aforementioned Maiijusa. We see that an article entitled “Srinatha Cakravarti and Sri
Caitanya-mata-manjusa” has been printed in the 10t Pariccheda (titled “Caitanya Yuga-
dharma”) of Gaudiya-Vaisnava-Sahitya, on pages 110-111. Though there is nothing written
about Srinatha-ji there, what is provided is very specific information about this contrived
Marjusa. It seems to us they came up with the idea of writing this Manjusa-tika and have put
into print a brief, introductory description or indication of it in this so-called history book as
groundwork for what was to come. This error-ridden historical text was printed in 462
Caitanyabda. And Acintya-bhedabheda was published in 464 Caitanyabda, while Sri Caitanya-
mata-manjusa came out in 466 Caitanyabda. It seems clear that all these books were written
around the same time. And the writers accept each other’s authenticity and quote back and

forth between these texts.

We are quoting from page 111 of Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-Sahitya, from the twelfth to the

sixteenth line:

He (Srinatha Cakravarti) has not explained every verse of every chapter; only where he
felt that Sr1 Krsna’s preeminence could be undermined, he was compelled to establish Sri
Krsna’s superiority in those places. However, sadly, in his explanation of the verse “uvdha
krsno bhagavan sridamanam parajitah,” (10.18.24) he has written: “‘ity atra $ri krsnasya
pardjayat’ Sridama-vahane ’anaucitydc ca bhagavan krsnah stoka-krsna ityarthah,” and this

reading is opposed to the mata of Sri Caitanya, ....

Having printed this in 462 Caitanyabda, later, in 466 Caitanyabda, when Haridasa Babu was
writing his commentary, he totally forgot to include the commentary on this verse (10.18.24)
of Bhagavatam in “Sri Caitanya-mata-maijusa”. It is impossible to keep your head straight
when undertaking a new publication of such a large scale. If that was possible, then how
would we catch people’s forgeries and slip-ups as they rush their work? Sadly, the tika on that
portion of verse from Bhagavatam—uvdaha krsno bhagavan sridamanarm parajitah’ (10.18.24)
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—is simply not there in the text of Sri Caitanya-mata-maijusa published by Haridasa Babu in
466 Caitanyabda. In fact, you can see that there has not been a single commentary written or
printed for the entire eighteenth chapter. This and various other discrepancies prove that this
creation comes from that colony of conspirators, using Srinatha Cakravarti’s name, and in

actuality, is not written by any reputable dcarya of the past.

Srila Visvanatha’s verse in Sri Caitanya-mata-maijusa
I am briefly addressing one more point in relation to this commentary and concluding what I
have to say on the topic. Where did Haridasa Babu draw his inspiration from to write the Sri
Caitanya-mata-manjusa commentary? This merits some investigation. There is a world-
renowned verse about Mahaprabhu’s philosophy composed by Srila Visvanatha Cakravarti
Thakura that every person educated in the Vaisnava community knows. Said verse is quoted
below:
aradhyo bhagavan vrajesa-tanayas-tad-dhama vindavanarm
ramya kacid upasana vraja-vadhu-vargena ya kalpita |
srimad-bhagavatar pramanam amalam prema pumartho mahan

$11 caitanya-mahaprabhor-matam-idam tatradaro nah parah ||

Dasa Babu relies on this verse to write his Mafjusd, and he has demonstrated a bit of etiquette
by changing its reading slightly in the mangaldacarana verse of said Manjusa tika. The verse he
has stolen is printed below in the footnote.” He will possibly say that Jagad-guru Srila
Visvanatha was the one who has changed the words slightly and used it. But he [Srila
Visvanatha] did not mention that this verse was written by a previous dcarya, did he? This
sort of argument will never be accepted in scholarly society. Whatever the case may be, Dasa
Babu has gone to great lengths to ensure his book becomes accepted in the Vaisnava
community. If he wrote and published this sort of sahajiya book in his own name, pure
Vaisnavas would never accept it. But if he gives another name, that of a Vaisnava of the past,
and prints his book, then everyone has to accept it, and thus all the ignoble aims of their

group are achieved.

7 aradhyo bhagavan vrajesa tanayas tad dhama vindavanarm
ramya kacid upasana vraja-vadhi-vargena ya kalpita |

sastram bhagavatam pramanam amalam prema pumartho mahan
ittham gaura-mahaprabhor matamatas-tatradaro nah parah ||

The portions printed in bold are the portions that differ from the sloka composed by Cakravarti
Thakura.
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Trtiya Siddhanta

Third Conclusion

Going Against Proper Etiquette
If we consult ancient, religious literature, we see that every example of it has preserved the
etiquette of including a mangaldacarana at its commencement. What to speak of granthas in
Sanskrit, this etiquette has not been done away with in Bengali books of worship either. It is
absolutely imperative to have a mangalacarana for every auspicious undertaking. Sri
Caitanya-caritamrta’s author—Srila Krsna-dasa Kavirdja Gosvami, Sri Caitanya-bhagavata’s
author—Srila Vrndavana-dasa Thakura, Sri Caitanya-mangala’s author—Srila Locana-dasa
Thakura, and every other dcarya has offered obeisance to their respective istadeva (worshipful
deity) and prayed for their mercy or proclaimed their glory and victory. Some poets have, in
some places, not composed a sloka or payar for a mangalacarana, but they have all

demonstrated their honor for their deity or object of worship in one way or another.

We cannot accept that Subodha Babu has demonstrated any sort of etiquette at the start of his
Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book. Of course, we can see that at the top of the book’s first page,
“Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” has been printed in very small letters; but is this
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s mangalacarana? What we will show here is that he has not, in fact,

maintained proper etiquette with this line and done a mangalacarana.

The meaning of the words “Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah”
The purport of “Sri Sr1 Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” is to convey a manner of prayer, as in: “Sri
Guru and Sr1 Gauranga are forever reaping victory,” or “may Sri Gurudeva and Sri Gauranga-

deva have victory.” There is no way of understanding from Sundarananda Babu’s book what
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he means when he uses that phrase. And I am compelled to say with particular insistence that
he has planted that phrase on the heading of his asiddhanta-replete book with the express
purpose of contradicting it. The deceitful daityas and danavas, and the asuras who bear
malice for the demigods and the rest of the world, conceal their inner, secretive and devious
aims as they charm Siva and other demigods with their austerities, whereafter they try to kill
those same demigods they were worshipping. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, or Subodhacandra Saha
Mahasaya, has adopted just such a propensity in using the phrase “Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau
Jayatah.” As much as he has displayed a less than noble motive with the use of his own name
[to acquire prestige], he has displayed similar deviousness with the subject of this book as
well. He has written it and titled it Acintya-bhedabheda-vada with the intention of destroying
the siddhanta of acintya-bhedabheda and establishing “acintya-advaita-vada — the doctrine of
inconceivable non-dualism.” We see misrepresentation and artifice in his exploitation of the
name his guru gave him, and we see he uses a misleading name and similar artifice with the
title of this book. He even goes about establishing his siddhantas in a deceptive, artificial way

and demonstrates deception and misrepresentation as he lives and moves in society itself.

Now I ask: “Who is Subodha Saha’s guru? Whose glories is he singing? Sri Gauranga who?
Where did he learn about Sri Gauranga? From whom? Can we know who that is? From
whom has he received diksa? Has he received divine knowledge? Or rather, has he made any
actual attempt to attain that divine knowledge? Will we find any information about his
gurudeva in his book? What sort of guidelines has Sr1 Hari-bhakti-vilasa provided in regard to
how one is to mention one’s $ri gurudeva’s name? Does he know these rules? If someone’s
name was mentioned according to those standards, then we would be able to understand that
Saha Babu’s gurudeva is such and such mahdjana. Does he know that if he mentions his §r1
gurudeva’s name in the same way one refers to any Rama, Syama, Yadu, or Madhu of today
that it reduces gurudeva to the same level as everyone else? What is a mangalacarana, or
proper etiquette? Did he not learn proper etiquette as taught in the sastras? If he cannot learn
this small etiquette, then it would have been better for him not to have the audacity to write
books on grave subject matters. The asuras and daityas do a great many deeds—but we look
upon all of it with disdain. Being like a mother and trying to force poison into Sri Krsna’s
mouth like Patana did is extremely wicked business. Vaisnavas have no disagreement on that.
Only the asuras experience boundless bliss and feel pride to see that Patana attained the
position of nurse to Krsna in Goloka. The pure Sarasvata Vaisnavas consider this the fitting
destination of an asura and do not give it much regard; but sahajiyas are enamoured with that

and become engaged in Patana’s service.
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We will discuss Saha Babu’s abandonment of his guru later on at the appropriate place. Only
one who has attained special distinction in the realm of bhakti is a truly distinguished guru-
sevaka. Till this day, no conception has attacked gurudeva’s philosophy and been accepted in
the religious world. No one in the religous world will approve of serving Haridasa Babaji and
serving or supporting Vasudeva’s (Purl Gosvami’s) unholy wedding. If such despicable
conduct is accepted in the religious realm, then what are we to call wrongdoing, unholy
arrangements, and sinful activities? Hiranyakasipu, Ravana and other asuras had no shortage
of erudition. You can get a sense of Hiranyakasipu’s erudition if you study his instructions to
the wives of Hiranyaksa after Hiranyaksa’s death as described in Bhagavatam. The
advaitavadis have become enamoured with the discussions between the ten-headed Ravana
and the Tathagata Buddha in Lankavatara-sutra. Are mental acrobatics devoid of any real
character or conduct to be considered bhakti? Does working out or exerting the mind to
generate dozens of spurious arguments like Carvaka consitute bhakti? The devil can quote
scripture too. Does that make his propositions acceptable to sadhakas? The authors of
scripture give no value to preaching that lacks proper conduct. I beg Saha Babu to follow the

instruction of Srila Sanatana Gosvami in Sri Caitanya-caritamrta:

dpane dcare keha, na kare pracara |
pracara karena keho, na karena acara ||
‘acara’, ‘pracara’,—namera karaha ‘dui’ karya |

tumi—sarva-guru, tumi—jagatera arya ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Antya 4.102-103)

What is the point of giving up the etiquettes of the diksa-samskdras and other traditions and
becoming a barbarian? “Guru chadi gauranga bhaje, se papi narake maje — One who gives up
guru and worships Gauranga is a sinner who sinks into hell.” Has Vidyavinoda Mahasaya

forgotten this saying?

The Publisher’s Mangalacarana
It is a stubborn fact that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya did not use the words “Sri Sri Guru-
Gaurangau Jayatah” as a mangalacarana. Though I have proven this already, I am submitting a

few more points in this regard. Of the three trident-forming books he has wrought to destroy



33

guru-sevd-based bhagavad-bhakti, the other two8 besides Acintya-bhedabheda have the phrase
“Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” printed above their titles and a mangalacarana to start out
their text. From this we know that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has not even taken “Sri Sr1 Guru-
Gaurangau Jayatah” or “Sri Sri Gaura-Nityanandau Jayatah” and other statements seriously as
mangalacaranas. 1f his heart's mood had been that this phrase is in and of itself a
mangalacarana, then he would not have added mangalacaranas to the beginnings of the other
two books. The authors of scripture and other such mahdjanas have all maintained a standard
practice of composing a mangalacarana, for the sake of proper etiquette. Even the publishers
of granthas include a mangalacarana to alleviate obstacles in the publication process. These
sorts of phrases are seen preceding the titles of books. They are accepted everywhere as the
mangalacarana of the prakasaka (publisher), not the author. “Sri Ganesaya Namah,” “Sri Sita-
Ramabhyam Namah,” “Sri Radha-Krsnabhyam Namah,” “Sri Hanumate Namah,” “Sri Sivaya
Namah,” “Sri Sarasvatyai Namah,” “Sri Narayanaya Namah,” “Sri Durgadya Namah,” “Sri
Guru-caranaravindabhyarn Namah,” and, in the books presently under scrutiny: “Sri Sri
Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” and “Sri Sr1 Gaura-Nityanandau Jayatah.” These and other such
phrases are generally understood to be the mangalacaranas of the publishers. If any exalted
personality accepts these phrases as mangaldacaranas, we cannot consider that a mistake. Even
if a preacher of atheistic dharma does not accept these statements as mangaldacaranas, that
does not stop them from being classified as mangaldacaranas; still, they are the publishers’

mangaldcaranas, not the authors’.

Acintya-bhedabheda-vada is published by Gaudiya Mission. So if Gaudiya Mission has inserted
the mantra “Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” and published Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s book,
then it is the Gaudiya Mission’s mangalacarana. However, there is a fair bit of dispute as to
whether or not the Gaudiya Mission (registered) has the right to utter or use said mantra,
because the current Gaudiya Mission has no relation with the old Gaudiya Mission’s founder
or with Guru-Gauranga. Publishing this kind of book by Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, a book that
is rooted in malice towards guru, is pure antagonism of the statement “Sri Sri Guru-Gauranga
Jayatah [Let there be victory for Sri Guru and Gauranga!].” Whatever the case may be with

that, the publisher’s mangalacarana cannot be accepted as the author’s mangalacarana.

8 ‘Gaudiya-darsanera Itihasa o Vaisistya’ and ‘Gaudiyara Tina Thakura—published 467 Gaurabda, 1360
Bangabda, 1953 Christian era, by Gaudiya Mission.



34

In many editions of Srimad-Bhagavatam?, it is seen that the mantra “om namo bhagavate
vasudevaya” is printed at the beginning of the text. Then there are other editions where the
aforementioned mantra is not printed, like the 437 Sri Caitanyabda edition published by Sri
Ananta-Vasudeva Brahmacari with Srimad Gaudiya-bhasya (the Gaudiya Matha edition), and
the 1288 Sala edition, published 14t of Jyestha from No. 164 Manikatala Street, Kalikata,
edited by Sri Upendra-candra Mitra and published by Sri Bhagavati-carana Raya. Of all the
editions of Srimad-Bhagavatam available at present, the latter, the one edited by Sri Upendra-
candra Mitra Mahasaya with Sridhara Svami’s commentary, is the oldest. From these editions
it is evident that mantras like “Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” or “Orh Namo Bhagavate
Vasudevaya” do not constitute the author’s own mangaldacarana. In the aforementioned oldest
version of Srimad-Bhagavatam, the “janmady asya” verse has been interpreted as Vyasa’s
mangalacarana. And the editor, Mitra Mahasaya, has made this clear by titling the verse “sri
bhagavata-krto mangalacarana.” He has even excluded it from Srimad-Bhagavatam’s official
verse count, designating it as the mangalacarana. Even though Mitra Mahasaya is a prominent
advaita-vadi, he did not hesitate to accept from Vyasadeva’s “satyam param dhimahi”
statement that the aforementioned verse is the mangalacarana to the text. Moreover, he did
not think it necessary to include any atheistic advaita-vadi version of a mangalacarana. He has
accepted Srimad-Bhagavatam as a distinguished text that propounds advaita-vada and he
believes that Pajyapada Sridhara Svami was also a teacher of advaita-vada and wrote
Bhavartha-dipika with that intention. This is Mitra Mahasaya’s opinion, and Sundarananda
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has, like Mitra Mahasaya, followed in the footsteps of the advaita-
vadis, echoing this belief throughout the text of Acintya-bhedabheda-vada.

Though the aforementioned edition of Srimad-Bhagavatam published by Sri Gaudiya Matha
does not use the mantra “Orh Namo Bhagavate Vasudevaya,” it has printed the words “Sri Sri
Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” above the title of the book. This is conclusively not the author’s,
but the publisher’s mangalacarana. Still, in his Gaiidiya-bhasya on Srimad-Bhagavatam, Jagad-
guru Om Visnupada Paramahamsa-kula-cidamani Sri Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati

Gosvami Thakura has maintained the proper etiquette and has first of all performed a

9 (1) The edition published from Bhavanipura, 37 no. Balarama Bose Ghat Road, Kolkata, by Sri
Khagendranatha Sastrt; (2) the 1960 Samvat edition edited by Sri Nityasvartipa Brahmacari, published
by Rajarsi Vanamali Raya Bahadura; (3) the 1304 Vaisakha edition of Sri Rama Narayana Vidyaratna
Mahasaya; (4) the 1334 Sala edition of Sri Paficanana Tarkaratna Mahasaya.
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mangalacarana via a kirtana glorifying the entire Sri Guru-parampara.!0 Every commentator
on Srimad-Bhagavatam and all the Gosvamis have accepted the aforementioned verse
[janmady asya] as the main mangalacarana to Bhagavatam by Sri Vyasa. Moreover, they have
offered pranamas to and sung the glories of their respective istadevas while writing their

individual tikas on this verse.

Mangalacarana in the Vedas and Upanisads
We also see the use of mangalacarana in all ancient scriptures, both those that are apauruseya
(not of mortal origin) and those that are pauruseya (of man-made provenance). Of the four
Vedas—RKk, Yajuh, Sama, and Atharva—the Rg Veda is the oldest, and is considered the
original Veda. At the beginning of this Vedic text, we see the etiquette of mangalacarana

embodied and taught in the very first mantra:

10

Sri Guru Vandana

rukma-varna gaurahari, nitya dui tanu dhari, radha-krsna ananda-cinmaya
vibhava samagri-nama, visaya asraya dhama, alambana name paricaya
nitya uddipana-yoge, upadeya rasa-bhoge, cid-vilase matta nirantara
aprakrta rati justa, sada nama-rase pusta, gaura-bhakta-saba parikara
parikara paricaya, sambandha sthapita haya, taha lagi parampara gana
anvaya nirddesa kari, guru-gana pada dhari, yahe harijana abhimana
krsna haite caturmukha, haya krsna-sevonmukha, brahma haite naradera mati
narada haite vyasa, madhva kahe vyasadasa, purnaprajia padmanabha-gati
nrhari madhava-vamse aksobhya paramahamse, Sisya boli angikara kare
aksobhyera Sisya jaya-tirtha name paricaya, tara dasye jianasindhu tare
taha ha’te dayanidhi, tara dasa vidyanidhi, rajendra haila taha ha’te
tahara kinkara jaya-dharma name paricaya, parampara jano bhalomate
jaya-dharma dasye khati $ri purusotttama yati, ta hai’te brahmanya-tirtha-suri
vyasa-tirtha tara dasa, laksmipati vyasadasa, taha hate madhavendra puri
madhavendra purivara Sisya-vara $ri isvara, nityananda $ri advaita vibhu
isvara purike dhanya, karilena $ri caitanya, jagad-guru gaura mahdaprabhu
mahaprabhu 311 caitanya, radha-krsna nahe anya, ripanuga-janera jivana
visvambhara priyankara, $ri svariipa damodara, $ri gosvami riipa-sandatana
riipa-priya mahdjana, jiva raghunatah hana, tara pirya kavi krsnadasa
krsnaddsa priyavara narottama sevapara, jara pada visvanatha asa
visvanatha bhaktasatha baladeva jagannatha, tara pirya $ri bhaktivinoda
mahabhagavata-vara $ri gaura-kisora-vara, hari bhajanete jara moda
ihara paramaharmsa, gaurangera nija-vamsa, tadera carane mama gati
ami seva-udasina, namete tridandi dina, $ri bhaktisiddhanta sarasvati

(From the Gaudiya Matha edition of Srimad-Bhagavatam published by Sr1 Ananta-Vasudeva)
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“om agnimile purohitam yajiasya deva-mrtvijam hotaram ratna-dhatam!! |” (Rg Veda, 1st
Mandala, 1stSukta, 1st Rk) — I praise the god of fire. He is the family purohita priest of
the sacrifice as well as the intermediary rtvik priest and the officiating hota. He is its
presiding diety and has full claim to the finest of gems.” (Sayanacarya has written the
following in his commentary to this: “agni-namakarm deva-mile | staumi | ida stauti| ...

da-karasya la-karah ... praptah |”)

From this we can understand that the Rg Veda itself has performed a mangalacarana by
uttering the omkara and praising Agni-devata. It is not that the Veda is itself trying to dispel
any inauspiciousness that might befall it with this mangaldacarana. It must be understood that
Bhagavan is uttering these words as a teaching to the jivas. We cannot take this to mean that
Bhagavan is dispelling His own inauspiciousness with this Vedic mangalacarana. If one does
not maintain the Vedic standard of etiquette and perform a mangaldacarana, then one’s work
will be relegated to the non-Vedic, Buddhist category of texts. We glean this implication from
the aforementioned statement of Veda itself. This tradition exists not only in the Vedas, but
also in the Upanisads. The teachings born from the supramundane contemplations of the Rsis
as they studied the Vedas manifested in the form of the Upanisads, and there too we find that
they all begin with a mangalacarana. The Isopanisad and Brhad Aranyaka Upanisad share the

same Santi-patha [“prayer for peace”] as their mangalacarana:

“om purnam adah purnam idam purnat parnam udacyate |

piirnasya purnamadaya purnam evavasisyate || om santih santih santihi ||”

The santi-patha type of mangalacarana found in the Mundakopanisad, Prasnopanisad, and
Nrsimha-Tapani is as follows: “om bhadram karnebhih Srnuyam” etc. In Aitareyopanisad,
Kausitaki Upanisad, Mudgalopanisad, and others, we see “om vai me manasiti santih.” The
santi-patha invoked in the Katha and Svetasvatara Upanisads is of the same variety: “om saha

navavatu | saha nau bhunaktu | ... om santih santih santih.”

Mangalacarana of the Satrakaras
The six darsanas (philosophies) of India are recorded in sutra (aphorism) form. I will discuss

the topic of Nyaya philosophy later, but for now, a review of the five darsanas—Sankhya,

11 From 5% page of Rg-veda Sanhita, edited by Sriyuta Durgacarana Lahidi.
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Patanjala, VaiSesika, Parva-mimarnsa and Uttara-mimarnsa—reveals that each of them has
included a mangalacarana via the word ‘atha’. As the Vedas, Upanisads, and their corrallaries
perform mangalacarana via the word ‘om’, the authors of the suatras have done their

mangaldacaranas simply with the word ‘atha’.

The first satra of Kapila’s Sankhya darsana is “atha trividha-duhkhatyanta-nivrttir atyanta-
purusarthah.” Here the word ‘atha’ is interpreted as a mangaldcarana, as Acarya Vijiana

we

Bhiksu writes in his commentary to this siitra: “‘atha’ sabdo ’yam uccarana-matrena mangala-

riipah.”

In Patanjali’'s Yoga-sitra, we see “atha yoga-sasanam.” The fact that the word ‘atha’ in this first
sutra of the Yoga darsana is meant to be a mangalacarana is clearly proven in the tika of
Vacaspati Misra: “athaisa ‘jyotir-ativat’, natvanantaryarthah | ... adhikararthasya ca ’tha-
sabdasya ‘nyartham niya-manoda-kumbha-darsanamiva sravanam mangalayopakalpata iti

mantavyam.”

The first satra of Kanada’s Vaisesika darsana is “athato dharmam vyakhyasyamah,” and again
in the first sitra of Jaimini’s Parva-Mimarmsa—“athdato dharma-jijidsa”—we see a
mangaldacarana via the word ‘atha’. In the foremost of these darsanas, Krsna Dvaipayana Veda-
vyasa’s Uttara-mimarnsa, we see the first siitra of the Vedanta darsana is: “athdato brahma-
jijnasa.” All the acaryas have accepted the word ‘atha’ in Vedanta to be a mangaldacarana. Of
all the siitra texts, Brahma-siitra is the one that delivers to us sambandha-jiiana. Then, for the
perspective of abhidheya-tattva, in Sandilya Rsi’s siitras we see “athato bhakti-jijiasa,” and
from the prayojana-tattval? angle, again we find a mangalacarana via the word ‘atha’ in

Narada’s bhakti-siitras: “athato bhaktim vyakhyasyamah.”

Even Panini Rsi has written “atha sabdanusasanam” in his first siitra. Therefore, we see that as
the authors of the satras proceeded to describe their respective conclusions in extreme
brevity, they channeled the depth of sentiment in their hearts into a mangalacarana via the

word ‘atha’. In some places in the Vedas, Upanisads, and other similar literatures, the

12 Gaudiya Vaisnavas take bhakti to exist in both abhidheya and prayojana forms. Sandilya’s bhakti-
siitras discuss abhidheya-tattva, whereas Sri Narada’s bhakti-siitras address prayojana-tattva. To explain
bhakti, he has written in the second sitra of the aforementioned text: “sa tvasmin parama-prema-rupa.”
In the third sitra, he writes: “amrta-svarupa ca” etc. From this, we learn the bhakti described by
Narada is in the stage of prema, the intial state of the prayojana level, which is likened to amrta, the
nectar of immortality.
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mangaldacaranas are performed with the “om” bija-mantra. All of these examples indicate that

a mangaldacarana is imperative at the start of any grantha.

Discernment of Namaskara in the Katantra
The author of the Katantra performs his mangaldcarana not with ‘atha’, but with the word
‘siddhi’. The commentators on the Katantra (otherwise known as Kalapa Vydkarana) have
written extensively on the use of this word ‘siddhi’. Of them, the Paijika-tika by Trilocana and
the Kaumudi-tika by Abrada Tarka-cidamani are notable in this regard. We request
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya to study the critical analysis of mangalacarana performance these
commentators have provided, which includes quotations of all the arguments against
performing a mangaldcarana. Though this study of theirs was printed along with the main
text of Kalapa-vyakarana, it has been published separately by Isvaracandra Tarka-vagisa in
1306 Bangabda, under the title “Namaskara Vivekah”. 1t states clearly there that if one does
not include a mangalacarana, one’s text is bound to retain many types of flaws. It is evident to
us that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s book is full of many such erroneous conclusions, as outlined

in the Panjika-vrtti-vyakhya and Kaumundi-tika of Katantra.

Refutation of Dayananda’s Conceptions on Mangalacarana
In reality, it is not acceptable for anyone besides the speakers of the Vedas or Upanisads and
the authors of the siitra texts to perform a mangalacarana with the words ‘ont’ or ‘atha’. We see
the following claim in a book by Dayananda Sarasvati titled Satyartha Prakasa: “Performing a
mangalacarana by any sloka, phrase, or chanda other than the words ‘atha’ and ‘omt’ is not
endorsed by the Vedas.” We deem this opinion of his to be the embodiment of atheism and a
train of thought that is utterly bereft of tattva-jnana. In the satra style, the verbosity of the
mind is restrained and, instead, a profound and expansive truth is fully expressed in few
words!3. Therefore, if putting the full emotion of the heart into verse form and conveying
one’s faithful offering to one’s cherished deity cannot be accepted as a mangalacarana, then
what are we to call a mangalacarana? What else is to be considered an expression of honor

and proper etiquette? Svami Dayananda’s opinion is very laughable and wholly rejectable,

13 alpaksaram analpartham visuddham sarvato mukham |
visesa-kathanopeksam sutram sutra-vido viduh ||

This is quoted from the commentary of sitra 42 of Harinamamrta-vyakarana—Rama-narayana
Vidyaratna’s edition, Behrampore; its author is Durgadasa, commentator on the Mukha-bodha-
vyakarana.
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because the Vedas and Upanisads have clearly not performed their mangalacaranas only with
the word ‘omr’. As for the sutrakaras, it is only because their mode of presentation is so

constrained that they do their mangalacaranas with the word ‘atha’.

Our Vidyavinoda Mahasaya will possibly say: “Where is the proof that we have to follow the
etiquette of performing mangalacarana?” Even total atheists like Svami Dayananda who are
inimical to the deity form of the Lord have been compelled to accept some manner of
mangalacarana etiquette. Subodha Babu may think that even though this is a long-practiced
custom, because there is no hard proof for it, there is nothing wrong with not honoring it.
The reason we assume this is because he has already perpetrated atrocities against the maha-
mantra, claiming without proof that maha-mantra is not to be sung and chanted aloud. This
false statement is like dealing a blow to the form of $r7 nama with a mace. By doing so he has
become a namaparadhi. We will, with evidence based on scriptural reasoning, refute the
namaparadha conceptions disseminated in this Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book by this stain on
our community, Vidyavinoda. Those who do not engage in loud kirtana of the sixteen-name,

thirty-two-syllable maha-mantra are phony namaparadhi ascetics.

Sankhya Philosophy on Mangalacarana
In the Sankhya philosophy of Kapila, we see evidence in support of observing the

mangaldcarana etiquette:
“mangalacaranam Sistacarat” phala-darsanat srutitas-ceti |”
(Sankhya-darsana 5.1)

“For the sake of observing etiquette and in order to see proper results, and to honor tradition,

it has been determined that it is imperative to perform a mangalacarana.”

Thus, we see that the author of the aforementioned Sankhya sutras does not disregard the
custom of mangaldcarana either. And Vijaana Bhiksu also writes: “mangalacaranam Sistacarat
iti svayam eva paincamadhyaye vaksyati — the siitra author himself explains in the fifth chapter
that mangaldacarana is proper, customary etiquette.” Vijiana Bhiksu has pointed this out in
his commentary on the word ‘atha’ in the first satra. In other words, it is being clearly

established that there is indeed a need to perform a mangalacarana at the start of any grantha.



40

Perhaps Vidyavinoda Mahasaya will think, “Kapila’s Sankhya is a yoga-sastra; why should we
Vaisnavas accept his word?” When it comes to the history of Indian philosophy, everyone
unanimously accepts Sankhya darsana to be the oldest, and even in Vedanta, Vyasadeva does
not transgress the tenets of Sankhya in relation to the creation of the material universe. Even
though it is an atheistic school of thought and its theories on sadhya and sadhana have been
totally refuted, its statement “mangaldcaranam Sistacarat” (5.1) has not been transgressed in
any way. Who can say that this statement was not made by the Kapila who was the Lord’s
saktyavesa-avatara, the son of Devahiiti? According to Acarya Vijiana Bhiksul4, Devahuti-
nandana Kapila is indeed the author of the Sankhya sutras. These sitras are twenty-two in
total. Their extension, or explanation, the Sankhya-pravacana, which is comprised of six
chapters, was composed by the Kapila who was an incarnation of Agni. It is this Sankhya-
pravacana that represents Sankhya philosophy in the current age. Vijiana Bhiksu states that
the original twenty-two Sankhya sutras form the basis of Sankhya-pravacana. Thus we must
conclude that the statement “mangaldacaranam Sistacarat” comes directly from the Kapila who

was an avatdra of Visnu and the son of Devahti.

And if one is to disregard the views of Vijiana Bhiksu, then one can turn to Gaudapada, the
ancient Sunyavadi preceptor of Sankhya, who informs us at the start of his Sankhya-bhasya
that Kapiladeva is one of the seven sons of Brahmals. If we accept Gaudapada’s statement for
the sake of argument, then the author of the Sankhya darsana, Kapila, the son of Brahma, is a
third Kapila. This Brahmaputra Kapila would have to be different from Vijiiana Bhiksu’s agni-
avatara Kapila and Devahuti’s son Kapila. If he is Brahma’s son, then those in the Brahma-

sampradaya should not object to accepting his statements. Thus, whichever Kapila it was who

14 “Sastra-mukhyartha-vistaras-tantrakhye ’nukta-paranaih | sasthadhyaye krtah pascad-vakyarthas-
copasamhrtah ||” tad-idam sankhya-sastram kapila-martti-bhagavan visnur-akhila-loka-hitaya
prakasitavan | yat tatra vedanti-bruvah kascid ahah—sankhya-praneta kapilo na visnuh | kintv-
agnyavatarah kapilantaram—*“agnih sas kapilo nama sankhya-sastra-pravarttakah |” iti (mahabharata)
smrter iti | tal-loka-vyamohana-matram | “etan-me janma loke ’smin mumuksunam durasayat |
prasankhyanaya tattvanam sammatayatma-darsane || ityadi (bhagavata 3.24.36) smrtisu
visnvavatarasya devahiti-putrasyaiva sankhyopdestrtvavagamat | kapila-dvaya-kalpanagauravac ca |
tatra cagni-sabdo ’gnyakhya-saktyavesad eva prayuktah | yatha—*kalo ’smi loka-ksaya-krt prabuddhah
|” iti (gita 11.32) $ri krsna-vakye kala-saktyavesad eva kala-sabdah | anyatha visvarupa-pradarsaka-
krsnasyapi visnvavatara-krsnad-bhedapatter iti dik || (sa bha—6.70)

15 “iha bhagavan brahma-sutah kapilo nama | tad yatha—sanakas ca sanandas ca trtiyas ca sandatanah |
kapilas casuris caiva bodhum painca-sikhas tatha | antya ityete brahmanah putroh sapta prokta
maharsayah ||”

(From Kalivara Vedanta-vagisa’s preface to the 5t edition of Sankya-darsanam, page 9)
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made that statement, if it is favorable to bhagavad-bhajana, then there is nothing stopping us

from accepting it.

Srimad-Bhagavatam on Sistacara (Etiquette)
Putting aside all other views, we are bound to accept the decrees of Srimad-Bhagavatam with
bowed heads. Sr1 Krsna Dvaipayana Vyasadeva himself has demonstrated proper etiquette by
performing his mangaldcarana in Vedanta-siitra by the word ‘atha’ and in Srimad-Bhagavatam
by the verse “janmady asya”. He demonstrates the etiquette himself and is not remiss in
putting clear injunctions on the topic into written word. We see in the First Canto of Srimad-

Bhagavatam, second chapter, fourth verse:

narayanam namaskrtya naraicaiva narottamam |

devim sarasvatim vyasam tato jayam udirayet ||

In other words: “The presiding deity of this scripture is Narayana, the Supreme Person, and
the incarnation of Bhagavan known as Nara Rsi. After offering obeisance to them as well as to
the goddess of divine knowledge, Sarasvati, and the sage Vyasadeva, one is to recite this

sacred text that allows one to conquer samsara.”
(Srimad-Bhagavatam published in 437 Sri Caitanyabda by Ananta Vasudeva)

The aforementioned $loka ordains obeisance to one’s worshipful deities before doing anything
else. After thus glorifying them in order to conquer this nescient existence, one may compose
instructive texts, etc. In this context, we are quoting Sridhara Svamis commentary:
“jayatyanena sarsaram iti jayo granthas tam udirayet iti svayam tathodirayan anyan api
pauranikanupasiksyati.” Vyasadeva himself, in order to compose the sacred text of Srimad-
Bhagavatam, which enables the conditioned souls to conquer sarisara, has demonstrated the
tradition of offering obeisance to one’s worshipful deity. Not only that, but—*“anyan api
pauranikan upasiksayati.” In other words, we understand from this statement of Sridhara
Svami that Vyasadeva did this so that other authorities of the Puranas would offer their

respects to the Supreme Lord and compose other similar literatures that may be referred to by
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the word jaya (“victory”)16. Even though Sridhara-svamipada is not a predecessor acarya of
the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya and there are significant differences between his
conceptions and those of Gaudiya-Vaisnavas, everyone has shown him tremendous respect as
being the original commentator on Srimad-Bhagavatam in one sense, among all the other
commonly read Bhagavata commentators. In his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya has invested considerable effort into trying to prove that Sriman Mahaprabhu was a
follower of Sridhara Svamipada’s lineage. That is precisely why I have been compelled to
quote Sridhara Svamipada’s statement here and expose Saha Babu’s unwillingness to observe
proper etiquette in this regard. If we understand from the aforementioned verse’s statement
(“tato jayam udirayet”) that after offering our obeisance we are to utter the word “jaya,” then
we can see that “Sri Sri Guru-Gaurangau Jayatah” has not been used in Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya’s title in a way that follows in Sridhara Svamipada’s footsteps. And since we know
the word jaya refers to all samsara-conquering scriptures, we can understand that the book

Acintya-bhedabheda-vada has not been written for the purpose of conquering sarsara.

It is relevant in this context to inform the readers of a certain aspect of Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya’s nature. In the various books he has written, he has advocated a number of
conflicting conclusions and self-contradictory ideas; and if you ask him in person why he has
written all these perplexing statements, he responds: “I am not the operator, just an
instrument.” So, by his own admission, he is like a paid employee and does not have a
problem with publishing completely conflicting views according to the wishes of whoever he
is subservient to at any given time. We will lay bare this habit of his as we proceed to critique
his book in these articles. For now, our question is: Who is the actual operator behind this
Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book? Has this figure behind the curtain not been able to conquer
samsara and instead relinquished his §17 gurudeva and sannyasa to become a degraded sort of
householder? And is Vidyavinoda Mahasaya becoming a vantasi as well and spending his
whole life in the grhastha-asrama? 1f so, then how will his writings comprise a book that can
help people cross over samsara? Instead it will be a tome that fosters states of eternal frog-like
entrapment in the well of material existence. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s book has not upheld
the purport of Sridhara Svamipada’s statement: “samsaram iti jayo grantham udirayet’—nor

can it.

16 jaya-sabdasydyam artho bhavisyottare | visnu-dharmadi-sastrani siva-dharmas ca bharata | karsaiica
paiicamo vedo yan mahabharatam smrtam || sita-ramadi-dharmas ca manavokta mahipate | jayeti nama
caitesar pravadanti manisina iti ||—(footnote on Srimad-Bhagavatam 1.2.4, from the edition of Sri
Khagendranatha Sastri)
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This ‘jaya’ word spoken in Srimad-Bhagavatam was referring to books that are full of powerful
instructions that afford one the ability to conquer this nescient state of existence. And the
word ‘udirayet’ refers to the recitation of such texts, as well as to their composition or
compilation. Therefore, this ‘jaya’ refers to all the teachings imparted by the authors of
scripture and the various Puranic authorities. Svamipada’s mention of ‘anyan api’ is in
reference to anyone else who may write instructive texts. Therefore, it follows that everyone
is expected to observe the procedural etiquettes of such writing as prescribed in $astra. This is

the purport of Sridhara Svamipada’s commentary.

In his commentary to the aforementioned sloka, Srila Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura,
following the lead of previous dcarya commentators of Srimad-Bhagavatam, has provided
another very clear instruction to the writers of granthas: “gururm natva devatadin pranamati
narayanam iti.” Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura’s instruction is this: “First one must offer
obeisance to gurudeva, and then one can offer obeisance to one’s upasya-tattva (whichever
form of Bhagavan one chooses to worship). In the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya, there is no
need to give any separate introduction to Srila Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura. He is a maha-
mahopadhyaya scholar in all scriptures. Whether you look at his Vaisnava qualities or at his
role as a protector of the sampradaya, Srila Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura’s name commands
distinction in every respect. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s neglect of this “gurur natva” instruction
of Srila Cakravarti Thakura gives us further reason not to accept his book as any sort of

helpful, saintly text.

To sum up, we have seen that even Sri Vyasadeva himself does not transgress the standard
established in Sankhya—“mangalacaranam Sistacarat.” He has demonstrated that etiquette
himself in Srimad-Bhagavatam and put into writing the rules for mangalacarana. 1f one
neglects this standard, no matter what task one sets about, no good will come of it.
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has included mangalacaranas in all the other books he has done, but
with this ‘vada’ book of his, this Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, it is as if the gods or fate itself
knew he would be publishing conclusions opposed to pure Vaisnava philosophy and so, he
was somehow deterred from following the proper etiquette. We will demonstrate in detail
how his book has managed to be opposed to siddhanta, opposed to guru and Vaisnavas,
contradictory to history, contradictory to proper presentation of evidence, antithetical to
proper conduct, antithetical to civility, antithetical to purity, at odds with Gaudiya thought,
inimical to the Gosvamis, inimical to Sri Caitanya, contrary to the sampradaya, opposed to $ri

nama, and opposed to everything else of the like.
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Caturtha Siddhanta

Fourth Conclusion

Srila Jiva Gosvami’s Adherence to Madhva in his Mangalacarana
The authors of granthas and commentators on such works provide some indication of their
intentions and the subject of their granthas via their mangaldacaranas. Because Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya has not done a mangalacarana for this book, we cannot find any clear declaration
of its subject. He has not been able to even slightly establish “acintya-bhedabheda” with the
vada, or theory, of “acintya-bhedabheda-vada” that he has posited in the very title of his book.
Mostly he has gone to great effort to establish that Sriman Mahaprabhu’s sampradaya is an
advaita-vadi lineage and that Sriman Mahaprabhu’s sampradaya is not the Brahma-Madhva-
Gaudiya-sampradaya. Vidyavinoda has introduced a discussion in regard to this in a most
shameless and audacious manner in the thirteenth prasanga of this “Vada” text, on page 239.
I am quoting a few portions of that here with the aim of demolishing his most ignoble

intentions:

“The main arguments against the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya’s inclusion in the

Madhva-sampradaya have been presented below as follows:

“1 | (a) There are six categories of differences between the Madhva-sampradaya and Gaudiya-

Vaisnava-sampradaya: (1) sadhya, (2) sadhana, (3) sastra, (4) ista, (5) bhasya, and (6) vada;

[We will demonstrate with evidence that in each of these categories, there is no difference

between the two sampradayas. —author]
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“(b) How can Sri Krsna Caitanyadeva, who is the lord and master of the founders of the four
sampraddyas, become subservient to one of them? [We will lay out the refutation to this

argument as well later on. —author]

“(¢) Sri Mahaprabhu cannot refute the Madhva doctrine and then be a part of that lineage.
Therefore the Sr1 Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya cannot be called the Sri Brahma-Madhva-

Gaudiya-sampradaya. It is an independent sampradaya founded by Sri Gauracandra.”!?

Note: The main arguments in this connection, against the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya’s
inclusion in the Madhva-sampradaya, are laid out as follows:

There are numerous references in Sri Caitanya-caritamrta (Madhya 8.45, 123; Antya
7.16) and Sri Caitanya-candrodaya-nataka (5.28, 29; Behrampur edition, 401 Sri
Caitanyabda) that tell us Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva was a sannyasi of the kevaladvaita-
sampradaya, and the guru of Sri Caitanya-deva’s sannydsa pastimes, Sri Kesava Bharati,
was also a kevaladvaita-vadi. Besides St1 Krsna Caitanya-deva referring to himself as a
mayavadi-sannyasi, the sannyasi-guru of the mayavadis in Kasi, Prakasananda, addresses
Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva as follows: “kesava bharatira sisya, tahe tumi dhanya — You are
blessed to be the disciple of Kesava Bharatl.” And: “sampradayika sannyasi tumi raha ei
grame — You are a sannyasi of a recognized lineage; you should stay in this village. (Cc.
Adi 7.66-67)” Sri Sarvabhauma Bhattacarya, after first having Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva’s
darsana in Puri, said: “bharati sampradaya,—ei hayena madhyama | — This Bharati
lineage is second-class. (Cc. Madhya 6.72)” “Nirantara ihake vedanta sundibo | vairagya-
advaita-marge pravesa karaibo || kahena yadi, punar api yoga-patta diya | samskara kariye
uttama sampradaye aniyai || — I will recite Vedanta to him ceaselessly and help him enter
the path of renunciation and monism. If he wants, I will perform his sannyasa ceremony
again and transfer him into the highest order of sannyasa. (Cc. Madhya 6.75-76)” In
Puri, Sri Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva revered Sri Brahmananda Bharati like a guru, and
when He saw Bharati wearing a deerskin like the mayavadi-sannyasis, He asked, “bharati
gosai kene paribena cama? — Why would Bharati Gosai wear deerskin?” There are also
the statements of Sri Brahmananda Bharati himself: “@janma karinu mui ‘nirakara’
dhyana | toma dekhi’ ‘kysna’ haila mora vidyamana | kysna-nama sphure mukhe mane netre
krsna | tomake tad-rupa dekhi’ hrdaye—satrsna. bilvamangala kaila yaiche dasa apanara |

17 [1f we follow Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s reasoning that Mahaprabhu became part of the kevaladvaita-
vadi lineage because He took sannydsa from the advaita-vadi Kesava Bharati, we can mention that
Madhvacarya himself also took sannyasa at the age of twelve from the kevaladvaita-vadi Acyuta Preksa.
In that case, you would have to say that Sri Madhva is also part of the kevaladvaita-vadi-sampradaya!
So what then is stopping Mahaprabhu from also being part of the Madhva-sampradaya? Both were
part of Sankara’s advaita-vadi lineage. On the other hand, it would not be an overstatement to say that
since Sri Madhvacarya adopted an ekadanda as per Sanikara lineage traditions, Mahaprabhu Sri Krsna
Caitanya-deva followed in Sri Madhva's footsteps and accepted ekadanda-sannyasa from Kesava
Bharati. This serves only to bolster and confirm the fact that Gaudiya-Vaisnavas are following in the
guidance of Madhvacarya. |
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iha dekhi’ sei dasa haila amara || ‘advaita-vithi-pathikair-upasyah, svananda-simhasana-
labdha-diksa | hathena kendpi vayam Sathena, dasikrta gopa-vadhu-vitena | — From birth 1
engaged in meditation on the formless brahman. Seeing you, however, Krsna appeared
to me. Krsna’s name appeared in my mouth and His form before my mind and eyes.
Seeing You to be just like Him, my heart is thirsting to serve You. I have become just
like Bilvamangala. ‘Although revered by monists and initiated to sit upon the throne of
self-bliss, I have somehow been made a maidservant of a cunning boy who jokes with
the gopis.’ (Cc. Madhya 10.175-78)” It is clear from these statements that Sri Kesava
Bharati, Sri Brahmananda Bharati, and Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva all manifested pastimes
of accepting sannydsa in the kevaladvaita-vadi lineage. (—from pages 246-247 of
Vidyavinoda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, 13t chapter)
—author

Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has cited as proof for the above section (c¢) an official Sanskrit
vyavastha-patra [“manifesto”] circulated by Radha-Krsna Basu Mahasaya, the adhyaksa
(overseer) of Cuttack’s Rasabihari Matha, in Issue 914 of their 1926 Virabhiima Patrika (pages
188-89). Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s text often quotes evidence of this caliber. This Rasabihari
Matha is one of the main hubs of the prakrta-sahajiyas in Orissa. How can the dogma of its
overseer, Radha-Krsna Basu, be accepted as proper pramana? It looks rather shameful to us to

have to establish a conclusion based on the word of someone of lesser reputability in order to

shore up one’s own fallacious doctrine. There is a proverb in English: “A drowning man

catches at a straw.”

If Radha-Krsna Basu Mahasaya’s Sanskrit document is so authoritative and the object of
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s adoration, what objection can there be to the vyavastha-patra of Sri
Sri Gaura-Govindananda Bhagavata Svami, founder of Navadvipa Dhama’s Sr1 Guru Asrama.?
He is a much more revered and renowned tyagi-sannydsi and a widely acclaimed scholar.
When all the Vaisnavas of Navadvipa requested this Svamiji to present a refined analysis in
refutation of Cuttack Rasabiharl Matha’s manifesto, said Svamiji composed and circulated the
following vyavastha-patra, which establishes that the root of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s Gaudiya-
Vaisnava-sampradaya is Sri Madhvacarya and that is where the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya
has originated. The vyavastha-patra document written in Sanskrit $loka format is quoted here

below, with translation:

mukhyena sampradayitvam sampradaya-vidyam naye |

sampradayi-guror-diksa-mantra-grahanato bhaveti || 1 ||
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According to those who are authorities on the various sampradayas (spiritual lineages), one’s
connection to a particular sampradaya is established by the acceptance of diksa-mantra from a

guru who is part of a bona fide disciplic succession in that line.

sista-paramparacaryaopadista-sarga eva hi |
sampradaya iti khyatah sudhibhih sampradayibhih || 2 ||
The traditionalists (sampradayis) who are of refined perspective assert that the path taught by
the acarya who is a bona fide heir to a Sista-parampara (a properly taught disciplic

succession) is called a “sampradaya.”

Sistatvari nama camnaya-pramanyabhyupaganta ta |

vedanam visnu-paramyat sisto vaisnava ucyate || 3 ||
Accepting the evidence of the Vedas is Sistatva [“discipline”], and all the Vedas convey the
supreme knowledge of Visnu. Therefore, only Vaisnavas who are intent on the worship of

Visnu are referred to as Sista.

atat-paramparatvena vaisnavatvarm na siddhyati |
avaisnavopadistenetyadi-sastra-prakopanat || 4 ||
Those who do not maintain the sanctity of Vaisnava paramapara cannot authenticate their
status as Vaisnavas because there are severe spiritual risks associated with hearing mantra

from those who are not genuine Vaisnavas.

tasmat Sistanusistanam paramparam riraksisuh |
svanihsvasita-vedopi gauro madhva-matam gatah || 5 ||
That is why He who is the author of the Vedas, Gaurahari, from whose breath the Vedas have
emanated, wanted to maintain the disciplined and taught disciplic succession and therefore

accepted the Madhva lineage.

sarva-jagad-guruh srimad-gaurango loka-siksaya |
purisvaram gurum krtva svicakre sampradayakam || 6 ||
As guru of the whole world, Srimad Gauranga-deva chose Isvara Puri as His guru and

accepted a sampradaya in order to teach the people of the world to do the same.

kascin-mata-viseso ’pi nirastas-tattva-vadinam |

srimad-gauranga-devena sampradayasya tena kim || 7 ||
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Even though Srimad Gauranga-deva refuted some specific concepts of the tattvavadis who
were following the Madhva doctrine, how does that affect his position in the sampradaya? In
other words, having a philosophical difference with members of one’s sampradaya does not

abolish one’s position in the sampradaya.

sampradayaika-diksanam mithah kificin-matantarat |
sakha-bhedo bhaven matrarih sampradayo na bhidyate || 8 ||
Even if members of the same sampradaya have some disagreement, that does not divide the

sampradaya; all that happens is different branches form.

ramanandi yatha ramanujiyantargato bhavet |
nimbarka-sampradaye ca hari-vyasadayo yatha || 9 ||
Even though the Ramanandis have their own unique ideas, they are included among the
Ramanujis; and in the Nimbarka-sampradaya, even though Hari-Vyasa and others have some

philosophical differences, they are considered part of the Nimbarka-sampradaya.

gaudiyas-tattva-vadi ca tatha madhva-matam gatau |
na hy atra badhakah kascit drsyate tattva-vittamaih || 10 ||
In the same way, both the Gaudiya-sampradaya and the Tattvavadis are adherents of Madhva’s

philosophy; scholars cognizant of tattva do not see any reason for this not to be so.

tusyatv iti matendpi sampradaya-viniscaye |
svikrtam sadhakatvena cet sadhyadi-vivecanam |
tathapy atyanta-bhedo na $ri gaura-madhvayor mate || 11 ||
But, as per the nydya of “tusyatu-durjana,” if it pleases the wicked to accept distinctions
between the sampradayas based on the sadhyadi (ultimate goals, etc.) of the various
practitioners, then too there is no significant difference between the mata of Gaura and
Madhva.

madhva-mate ca ya muktih sadhyatvena prakirttitai |
visnvanghri-prapti-riipa sa bhasya-krd-bhih pradarsita || 12 ||
The mukti that is talked about in Madhva’s doctrine as the ultimate sadhya has been explained
by commentators to refer strictly to the interpretation of mukti as visnupada-labha “obtaining

the feet of Visnu.”
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sadhanam carpitam karma jivadhikara-bhedatah |
svikrtam api madhvena bhakteh sraistham bahu-stutam || 13 ||
Though Madhva accepted that for certain jivas, according to their eligibility, offering the fruits
of their karma can be a form of sadhana, he has praised the superiority of bhakti in many

places.

pramanam bharatam matrarm madhva-mate ‘nrtam vacah |
yat tena trividham proktuarm mukhyarm sabda-pramanakam || 14 ||
The idea that in Madhva’s mata only the pramana (evidence) of Mahabharata is accepted is a
lie, because he accepted three forms of pramana, naming sabda-pramana as the main source of

evidence.

sriman-nartaka-gopala-seva yena pratisthita |
istatvena katham tasya nirnito dvarakapatih || 15 ||
How does one come to decide that the istadeva of someone who has established the service of

Sriman Nrtya-Gopala (“The Dancing Cowherd Boy”) is actually Dvarakapati Sr1 Krsna?

niscito dvarakadhiso yadyapi va ksatih kutah |
yo nanda-nandanah krsnah sa eva dvarakapatih |
svarupayor-dvayor-aikyam krsnatvamavisesatah || 16 ||
And even if the Lord of Dvaraka is proven to be his istadeva, what is the harm in that? Nanda-
nandana Sri Krsna is Dvarakapati. In other words, these two forms of Krsna are nondifferent.

Both svariipas are one, and both are Krsna.

lilabhimana-bhedena purnatams ca purnakahi |
na tu svariipato bhedas tayor asti kathancana || 17 ||
Depending on the sense of self that Krsna has in a particular pastime (lilabhimana),
sometimes He is purnatama (fullest) and sometimes pitrnatara (more full). That is all. There is

no differentiation present in His actual svariipa.

bhedabheda-matam yac cacintyakhyam kirttyate budhaih |

$11 caitanya-matabhijiaih tac ca madhva-matengitam || 18 ||
The philosophy of oneness and difference (bhedabheda) that is dubbed “acintya”
(inconceivable) is extolled by those familiar with Sri Caitanya’s mata. Indications of the same

concept are found in Madhva’s mata.
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jivanam brahma-vaijatye gunamsatvad-abhinnata |

pratiyogitva-bhedatve cinmatratvat-tadekata || 19 ||
Because the jivas are different from brahma in certain ways, the jivas have been referred to as
the gunamsa of brahma, meaning that they are not different from brahma, and though there
are some qualitative differences between them, because their essence is spiritual, they are

nondifferent, as amsas, or expansions.

tad-vyapyatva-tadayatta-vrttikatvadi-hetutah |
samanadhikaranyaiica gosvami-madhvayoh samam || 20 ||
This is because that which is pervaded by something else and is functionally dependent on
that thing is simply nondifferent from it. This is why both the Gosvamis and followers of

Madhva see the uniformity of the individual soul (jiva) and brahma in similar ways.

vicara-matra-naipunyam Sakti-saktimator iha |
gaura-krpodbhavo cintya-vado gosvamibhih smrtah |
tattva-nirdharane mukhyah karanavada ucyate || 21 ||
The Gosvamis have extolled acintya-bhedabheda-vada, the idea of inconceivable oneness and
difference between energy and its possessor, and this is a concept that has arisen by the grace
of Gaura. This is simply the finesse of His reasoning. In reality, He has deemed a form of

karana-vada (causality) to be of primary significance in determining tattva.

parakhya-saktimad brahma nimitta-karanam bhavet
upadanantu tad-brahma jiva-pradhana-sakti-yuk |
iti karanavade ’pi hy ubhayor matayoh samam || 22 ||
As the abode of para-sakti (supreme energy), brahma is the efficient cause, and as the
embodiment of the jivas and the material energy of mdya, brahma is also the immediate,
material cause. There is similarity between the doctrines (of the Gaudiyas and the Madhvas)

in regard to this sort of theory of casuality as well.

sri govindabhidham bhasyam pramanam yadi manyate |
prameya-ratna-siddhanta-niskrsta tat-samahrtih || 23 ||
vakti $ri-gaura-sammatim madhvah prahetyupakrame |

yadi bopeksyate kaiscit tar hy arddha-kukuttinayah || 24 ||
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And if Sr1 Govinda-bhasya is accepted as an authoritative source of evidence, then one can
find these essential concepts collected in Prameya-ratnavali. There, in a single verse, Sri
Baladeva Vidyabhisana commences with “sri madhvah praha — thus spake Sri Madhva” and
concludes with “harih krsna-caitanya-candrah,” having explained that the philosophy of
Madhva is the philosophy of Gaura. If someone is to neglect this conclusion, then they have
succumbed to the fallacy of “arddha-kukkuti — half a chicken.” In other words, to accept one
fact but not another concommitant one is half-a-chicken logic. This is sort of philosophy is

antithetical to the reasoning of sastra.

The points presented in the above twenty-four verses are worthy of careful contemplation in a
preliminary discussion about the Gaudiyas’ inclusion in Madhva’s sampradaya. The reputed
Haridasa Dasa Mahasaya’s Sri Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava Sahitya, which was published in two parts
at around 500 pages and furnishes the contents of Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s pages, quotes the
abovementioned verses in the context of describing Srila Baladeva Vidyabhiisana Prabhu’s
Prameya-ratnavali. Haridasa Dasa has accepted the critical analysis of Sr1 Gaura-
Govindananda Bhagavata Svami’'s mimamsa-patra as pramana and Vidyavinoda Mahasaya cites
evidence from this same book [of Haridasa Dasa] and uses it in varous places in his ‘Vada’
book. Even though Haridasa Babaji Mahasaya’s writings contribute to Sundarananda’s works,
in the first khanda of Sri Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava Sahitya, page 112, he writes a short article
titled: “Why Acintya-bhedabheda-vada is part of Sri Madhva’s philosophy.” There he

contradicts Vidyavinoda Mahasaya and has adhered to the conceptions of Srila Baladeva.

Vidyavinoda Mahasaya himself wrote a book called Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva. Supati-rafijana
Naga, M.A., B.L. Mahodaya has published this book on February 8, 1939 from Puranapaltan,
PO. Ramana (Dhaka). The book is written on the premise that Sriman Mahaprabhu was part
of Sri Madhvacarya’s sampradaya. Vidyavinoda’s current ‘Vada® book attempts a total
refutation of this Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book. 1 will lay out the various contradictory
conclusions in these two books and demonstrate how fully deluded Vidyavinoda is, how his
intellect appears to have become partially malformed. No conclusion or conception stemming
from the writings of such a bewildered, deluded person can be even slightly acceptable in
educated society. If the Indian legal system had the right sort of law in place for punishment
of such crimes, then he could be brought before a court of justice and efforts could be made
to reform him. In fact, I am calling on the special insights of expert logicians and legislators

to help in this matter.
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Sri Jiva’s Loyalty to Sri Madhva in Tattva-sandarbha
In Srila Jiva Gosvamipada’s Sat-sandarbha, the Tattva-sandarbha is the first. Though he
delivers a mangalacarana in each Sandarbha, in the mangalacarana to Tattva-sandarbha, he
outlines the subject of the whole body of work. What is to be discussed here is how Srila
Jivapada has demonstrated his loyalty to the Madhva-sampradaya. In the thirteenth section of
his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 241, 4t Anuccheda, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya brings up five
arguments titled “(ka), (kha), (ga), (gha), and (na),” and wants to claim that the crown jewel
of Gaudiya-Vaisnava-acaryas, Srila Jivapada, does not acknowledge any sort of connection
between the Madhva-sampradaya and Gaudiya-sampradaya in his mangalacarana to Tattva-
sandarbha. Furthermore, he tries to establish that Srila Baladeva Prabhu has forced the
mention of Madhva and his sampraddya in his commentary to Tattva-sandarbha. Of those

(ka), (kha), (ga), (gha), and (na) points, first we will discuss (ka) and (kha) here:

“(ka) The difference between Sri Sri Jivapada’s invocation in the mangalacarana to Tattva-

sandarbha and Srila Baladeva’s invocation.

“(kha) The difference between Sri Jivapada’s and Srila Baladeva’s interpretations of the word

“vrddha-vaisnavaih” in Tattva-sandarbha (4t Anu).”

It is very surprising that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has sought and extracted a difference
between Srila Jivapada’s invocation and that of Srila Baladeva! First of all we need to discuss
what he means by difference. He keeps belting out nondual advaitavadi words like advayatva,
abhedatva, advitiyatva, etc., everywhere, so it is no meager feat that he has managed to extract
this disparity despite being so absorbed in nonduality—especially since he is not even willing
to accept that the jiva and prakrti are different tattvas. Though para-tattva (the Absolute
Truth) is one undivided substance, the notion of jiva-tattva and prakrti-tattva having their
own existence within that whole is perfectly in alignment with all sastras. But Vidyavinoda
does not even want to refer to jiva and prakrti as tattvas. This alone is a matter of great
wonder. Do none of the concepts presented by Srila Jiva Gosvami and others enter the
caverns of his ears? In his introduction to his Vada book, he prints the following in bold on
page V: “If we give jiva and prakrti the title of tattva like various Vaisnava dcaryas have
done, then we have to accept more than one tattva, which infringes on the concept of
advaita.” On page IX of his introduction, he writes: “Vastu or tattva is not dual.” As he
concludes his fourteenth chapter on page 271, he writes: “Tattva is one; not two.” On the

same page he reiterates his previous point: “If we refer to jiva and prakrti as tattvas, this
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infringes on the concept of nonduality.” In this way, in various places he has accepted the
oneness of vastu in the advaita-vadi fashion while rejecting the notion that jiva and prakrti

can be separate tattvas.

Given this obsession with oneness, it is difficult to understand how he has discovered a
disparity between Srila Jivapada’s vandana (prayers) in the mangalacarana to Tattva-sandarbha
and Srila Baladeva Vidyabhiisana Prabhu’s own vandana. Where is the difference he sees? Is it
in their use of language? Is the difference in typesetting or font size? Or is that Srila Jivapada
writes eight verses for his vandana in Tattva-sandarbha while Srila Baladeva Prabhu has
commenced his commentary on Tattva-sandarbha with a vandana of just six? Or does he
actually mean there is a difference of opinion between these dcaryas who are both parsada-
bhaktas (devotees who are direct associates of Bhagavan)? We cannot see any difference
between Jivapada and Vidyabhtsana Prabhu in any area. “Manimaya-mandira-madhye pipilika
pasyati chidram — An ant will see the crack in a temple wrought of jewels.” This claim
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya makes simply highlights his shortcomings. Though the vulture flies
high, it only seeks low-lying, foul-smelling, rotting corpses. Hopefully no sophist uses this
analogy to assert the existence of cracks in the temple of Sri Baladeva’s thought and the

presence of something spoiled or decayed in his exalted life.

We cannot find the slightest disparity between the vandana of Srila Jivapada and that of Srila
Baladeva in their respective mangalacaranas to Tattva-sandarbha. 1f Vidyavinoda Mahasaya
would kindly provide some example of the disparity he refers to, then we could discuss that
in detail. I hope he reads this refutation of ours and backs up his claim with proper citation of
the disparity between these two supremely liberated acaryas, specifying what kind of
disparity it is that he sees and providing an example of what he means. To just say there is a
difference between them will not fly. Those who have studied Tattva-sandarbha will not take
his incongruous statement to be the word of Veda. Below I lay out several verses from the
aforementioned vandanas side-by-side. Readers will be able to understand that there is no

difference between Sri Baladeva and Sri Jivapada’s prayers.

(1) Srila Jivapada begins his Tattva-sandarbha with the words “sr1 krsno jayati — All glories to
Sri Krsna.” This is how he commences his Sandarbha corpus. And the one and only
commentator on this work, Sr1 Srimad Baladeva Prabhupada, has also borrowed that phrase—
“S$r1 krsno jayati”—at the very beginning of his tika commentary. So, in these two places at

least, there is surely no difference.
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(2) Srila Jivapada quotes Srimad-Bhagavatam (11.5.32) in the first verse of his mangalacarana:
“krsna-varnam tvisakrsnam sangopangastra-parsadam | yajnaih sankirtana-prayair-yajanti hi
sumedhasah ||” And in the second verse of his mangalacarana, he clearly explains the meaning
of this citation. In other words, Srila Jiva Gosvami has demonstrated proper etiquette by
delineating the object of his worship, which is Sriman Mahaprabhu along with His
expansions and plenary portions, via the krsna-varnam tvisakrsnam verse. In the very first
verse of his mangalacarana, Srila Baladeva Vidyabhitisana Prabhu has followed closely in Srila
Jivapada’s footsteps and prayed for divine love for Sriman Mahaprabhu Sri Krsna Caitanya

and His expansions, the Prabhus “Nityanandadvaitah”:

bhaktyabhasenapi tosam dadhane dharmadhyakse visva-nistari-namni |

nityanandadvaita-caitanya-rupe tattve tasmin nityam dstarm ratir nah ||
(Baladeva’s tika on Tattva-sandarbha 1, Satyananda Gosvamr’s edition, 1318 Sala)

Hence, we have not been able to understand what difference there is between Jiva Gosvami’s
mangalacarana and Sri Baladeva Vidyabhtisana's. Rather, the current of mood flowing through

both vandanas is one and the same.

(3) What Baladeva has written in his commentary on both of these verses of Sri Jivapada’s
invocation shows full loyalty in every respect to the Gaudiya-Vaisnava dcaryas. What
Baladeva’s tika expresses is fully in line with what has been revealed by Srila Jivapada in
Krama-sandarbha, Sri Krsnadasa Kaviraja in Sri Caitanya-caritamrta, and Sri Visvanatha
Cakrvartl in Sarartha-darsini. What Baladeva has written even expresses nuances that were
not fully developed or expressed by said previous dcaryas. In his explanation of
“sangopangastra-parsadam,” Baladeva writes: “ange nityanandadvaitau, upangani srivasadayah,
astranya-vidyac-chetrtvad bhagavan-namani, parsada gadadhara-govindadayas-taih sahitam iti

maha-balitvam vyajyate |”
What Srila Krsnadasa Kaviraja Gosvami has written in explanation of the verse under
discussion [“krsna-varnam...”] is, without alteration, what Baladeva Vidyabhuisana expresses

in his commentary. Srila Kaviraja Gosvami’s statements are especially worth perusal:

dcarya gosdi—caitanyera mukhya anga |
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dara eka anga tara—prabhu nityananda ||
prabhura upanga—srivasadi bhakta-gana |
hasta-mukha-netra-anga cakrady astra sama ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Adi, 6.36-37)

advaita-nityananda—caitanyera dui anga |
angera avayava-gana kahiye upangai ||
angopanga tiksna-astra prabhura sahite |
sei saba astra haya pasanda dalite ||
srivasadi, parisada-sainya sange laiya |
dui senapati bulena kirtana kariya ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Adi, 3.71, 72, 74)

Again, what difference is there between Baladeva and Sri Jiva Gosvami and other acaryas like

Srila Kaviraja Gosvami?

(4) Srila Jivapada, in the third verse!8 of his vandana, sings the praises of Srila Rapa and
Sanatana and expresses how it is upon their instruction that he has written the Sat-sandarbha

headed by Tattva-sandarbha, which delineates the subject of tattva.

In his commentary on this text, in his third verse of mangaldacarana, Srila Baladeva
Vidyabhtisana also praises Rupa and Sanatana. Jiva Gosvami has referred to Ruapa and
Sanatana with the adjective “tattva-jiapakau — conveyers of tattva.” Thus he praises them as
those who convey knowledge of the tattva-vastu [Absolute Truth], which is the core tenet
heralded by the Tattvavadi-sampradaya. Srila Baladeva himself praises Sri Riipa and Sanatana

with the words: “tattvam tattva-vid-uttamau tau $ri-ripa-sandatanau.'®”

There is no disparity here between the vandanas of Srila Jivapada and Sri Baladeva. Rather,
Baladeva conveys his profound faith and dedication to Srila Ripa and Sanatana in his

mangalacarana sloka.

18 jayatam mathurda-bhumau $rila-rupa-sanatanau |
yau vilekhayatas tattvam jiiapakau pustikam imam || (Tattva-sandarbha 3)

19 govindabhidham-indirasrita-padam hasta-stha-ratnadivat

tattvam tattva-viduttamau ksititale yau darsayanca-kratuh |
mayavada-mahandhakara-patali sat-puspavantau sada

tau $ri-ripa-sanatanau viracitascaryau suvaryau stumah || (Tattva-sandarbha-tika 1.3)
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Here, as it is most relevant to the topic at hand, I would like submit a few points regarding
Srila Jivapada’s adherence to the guidance of the tattvavadi Madhva. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya
writes in his Vada book that “Jiva Gosvami has referred to Madhvacarya as the “tattva-vada-
guru” and therefore not accepted him as the predecessor dcdarya of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-
sampradaya.20” This is apparently why the Gaudiyas are being presented as separate from the
Madhvas. In reality, Srila Jiva Gosvami held tattva-vada-guru Madhvacarya’s tattva-vada
[“realistic argumentation”] as the ideal philosophical approach, took inspiration from it to
title his own work the Tattva-sandarbha, or Bhagavata-sandarbha, and invoked verses from
Srimad-Bhagavatam like “vadanti tat-tattva-vidas-tattvam” (1.2.11) as core sources of evidence
supporting tattva-vada. Of the four Vaisnava dacaryas, only Sri Madhva is known as the tattva-
vadi. The philosophies of the other dcaryas contain some elements that are atattvika
[“unrealistic”], so Madhva-Gaudiya-Vaisnavas are tattvavadis, for Jiva Gosvami himself has
established tattva-vada. He even refers to his guru and parama-guru, Srila Riipa and Sanatana,
as tattva-jndpaka dcaryas in the third verse of his mangalacarana. The crest-jewel of the
Vaisnava dcarya lineage, Srila Baladeva, echoes that sentiment and refers to Sri Rapa and
Sanatana as the topmost among those who are acquainted with tattva. This not only reveals
that, like Jivapada, Srila Baladeva adheres to Madhva’s guidance, but also, from the statement
“tattva-vid-uttamau,” that he has expressed even more faith in Riipa and Sanatana than in Sri
Madhva. The notion that Gaudiya-Vaisnavas are also tattvavadis has also been stated by
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya himself in his introduction to his Vada book, on page V: “Sri Sri Jiva

Gosvamipada has established tattva-vada as described in Srimad-Bhagavatam.21”

Here Vidyavinoda Mahasaya may say that Sri Jiva Gosvami has established advitiya-tattva-
vada, or advaita or advaya-tattva-vada, through statements like “ekamevadvitiyam,” whereas
Madhva has established dvaita-tattva-vada. In the next siddhanta (chapter), we will
demonstrate how there is no difference between Madhva’s dvaita-tattva-vada and the acintya-
bhedabheda-tattva of the Gaudiyas. What remains to be said here is that Madhva is
unanimously accepted as a tattva-vadi and Jiva Gosvami has also established tattva-vada. This

is being propounded in Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s own book. Thus, as there is no difference of

20 “In his Sat-sandarbha, Sri St Jiva Gosvamipada has referred to Sri Madhvacarya more than once as
“tattva-vada-guru”; he cannot refer to a guru of his own lineage in this manner.” —page 194 of
Acintya-bhedabheda-vada

21 Sri Sri Jiva Gosvamipada has, with extremely subtle analysis, established advaya-tattva-vada, a tattva
that is expressed in Srimad-Bhagavatam’s statements like “ekamevadvitiyam.”
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doctrine between us, the Madhvas and Gaudiyas, we consider both to be tattva-vadis. That
being the case, to say “tattva-vada-guru” is to say “the guru of our sampradaya.” Since Sri Jiva
Gosvami calls Madhvacarya the tattva-vada-guru more than once, he has referred to him as
the guru of his [Sri Jiva Gosvami’'s] own sampradaya. Thus there is no reason to think of the

Gaudiya-sampradaya as separate. This much is settled.

Vidyavinoda’s Claim of Disparity and the Refutation Thereof
On page 45 of this essay, I have referred to two of the claims Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has made
in his Vada book in regard to supposed differences between the vandanas of Srila Jivapada and
Sri Baladeva Vidyabhitisana Prabhupada. In regard to the first claim, we have provided four
reasoned rebuttals as to why there is no difference between the prayers of Baladeva and
Jivapada. Now, we proceed to address the second claim referred to earlier—(kha)—which
attempts to say that there is a difference between Sri Jivapada's and Srila Baladeva’s
interpretations of the word “vrddha-vaisnavaih” in Tattva-sandarbha (4t Anu). We will show
here that in Jivapada’s own Sarva-samvadini commentary and Srila Baladeva’s commentary,
there is absolutely no difference between the explanations of the word “vrddha-vaisnavaih”—
which Jivapada uses in the fourth verse of his Tattva-sandarbha. Vidyavinoda has made a very

inappropriate attempt to impose a perception of difference between these two dcaryas.

We will be exposing where Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s festering philosophical wounds are. The
main purpose of his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book is to show that the Gaudiya-Vaisnavas do
not have the slightest connection with Madhvacarya. In trying to establish this misguided
conception, he does not hesitate to present Srila Jiva Gosvami as an advaita-vadi and claim he
has no connection to bheda-vada. 1f even a scent of bheda-vada, or dvaita-vada, is accepted,
one will have to first embrace Sriman Madhvacarya’s lotus feet. The thought of this is utterly
intolerable to Vidyavinoda Mahasaya. His heart does not even quiver in the slightest when he
claims that even Srimad-Bhagavatam is a monistic, advaya-vadi text. If Srimad-Bhagavatam is
advaya-vadi, then where does this acintya-bhedabheda-siddhanta belong? Why did
Vidyavinoda even title his book Acintya-bhedabheda-vada? In the introduction to this Vada
book (page IV), he has written without hesitation, without the slightest doubt in his heart:
“Advaya-tattva (monism) is the subject of Srimad-Bhagavatam; it does not promote dvdita or
bhedavada.”

These sorts of ideas have entered his head as a result of his animosity to his own guru. In

order to solidify this concocted idea, he has tried to define even Sri Baladeva as a bheda-vadi,
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or dvaita-vadi. He has tried to say that Sri Baladeva Prabhu is a bheda-vadi following Madhva
and Sri Jivapada is not a bheda-vadi, but an abheda-vadi; thus, he tries to establish that
Baladeva has no connection to Sri Jivapada. This kind of blasphemy is only possible for
antagonists of our spiritual tradition like Kalapahada. Kalapahada became so enamoured with
a woman that he gave up hindu-dharma and adopted yavana-dharma. Then, to uproot that
hindu-dharma, he launched a campaign of unspeakably wicked crimes and atrocities, the likes
of which India had never seen. There was no evil he did not perpetrate, and the ghastliness of
his crimes still makes India’s historians tremble. Vidyavinoda’s overseer or operator,
Vasudeva, will reap and surely is reaping the venomous results of these kinds of offenses,
which are the worst kinds. Even at present these individuals are leading their lives in an
utterly detestable fashion, incurring unprecedented derision from the religious community.
Just as Kalapahada could not bear to hear the word “hindu,” Sundarananda Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya has, like Kalapahada, given up his own tradition, the Madhva-Gaudiya-Vaisnava-
sampradaya, and cannot bear to hear the names of these dacaryas. He does not even mention
the name of his own exalted gurudeva, a liberated personality, revered amongst all the acaryas
that have appeared to date, the topmost Gaudiya-Vaisnava dcarya, worshipped by the
Gosvami lineage—paramaharsa-kula-ciidamani om visnupada Sri Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta
Sarasvati Gosvami. What to speak of mentioning the name of his former guru, he cannot
tolerate even hearing it. So is it at all surprising that hearing the name of Ananda-tirtha
Madhvacarya is particularly objectionable to him? It is likely that the acidity in his body will

be agitated if he hears this name, and that his mind will become utterly disturbed.

The crest-jewel of acaryas, the one protector of the Gaudiya-sampradaya, Sri Srila Baladeva
Vidyabhtisana Prabhupada, mentions Sr1 Srimad Ananda-tirtha Madhvacarya’s name in the
second verse of invocation to his commentary on Tattva-sandarbha. It is this reference to
Madhvacarya that is the root of all the supposed differences between Sri Baladeva and Sri

<

Jivapada. Madhvacarya’s name is the “wound” afflicting Vidyavinoda. Below we provide

Baladeva Prabhupada’s second verse of invocation for the readers to peruse:

mayavadam yas tamah stomam uccair nasam ninye veda-vagamsujalah |

bhaktir-visnor-darsita yena loke jiyat so ’yam bhanur ananda-tirthah ||

Translation: “Ananda-tirtha, who is a veritable sun, has totally eradicated the darkness of
mayavada with the rays of Vedic knowledge. Thus he manifested visnu-bhakti to the world.”

Sri Baladeva has thus glorified Sri Madhvacarya. It is the mention of the name Ananda-tirtha
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that Sundarananda interprets as the reason for the differences he perceives. Can he prove that
this reference of Baladeva Vidyabhusana is unbefitting or a lie? In his third verse of his
invocation, Baladeva refers to Srila Rapa and Sanatana as suns destroying the darkness of
mayavada as well. He even refers to Srila Jivapada in a similar manner of praise. If this sort of
fathomless conviction in the previous Gosvamis expressed by Baladeva in his description of
them as the topmost dcaryas and destroyers of the Sankhya dvaita-vadis and vivarta-vadis is
considered antithetical to the conceptions of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya, then what

kind of statements are we to take as favorable to the sampradaya?

If Acarya Baladeva Vidyabhiuisana’s name were to be struck from the list of Gaudiya-Vaisnava
dcaryas, then whom are we to refer to as dacarya? It was Sri Baladeva who defended the honor
of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya at Galta Gaddi in Jaipur. Baladeva was sent there by Srila
Visvanatha Cakravarti; this is accepted by everyone. No one has the right to undermine the
significance of this historical incident. Baladeva was $iksita (taught) by Srila Visvanatha’s
siksa and diksita (initiated) in his diksa (delivery of divine knowledge). That is how and why
Baladeva was sent by him to defeat the members of the Sri-sampradaya in Galta. Does this not
prove that Visvanatha Cakravarti was the one who inspired him to prove that the Gaudiya-
Vaisnavas are followers of Madhva? Another disciple initiated by Srila Visvanatha Cakravarti
Thakura, Sri Krsnadeva Sarvabhauma, accompanied Baladeva as well. Cakravarti Thakura
sent Srila Sri Krsnadeva to aid and assist Sri Baladeva Prabhu in the debate. Baladeva Prabhu
was the most prominent disciple of Srila Cakravarti Thakura; there is no difference of opinion
in this regard. And Baladeva studied Srimad-Bhagavatam from him. Srila Cakravarti Thakura
would have been personally present at this sampradayika debate that arose in Galta had he
not been extremely elderly and physically incapacitated. Here we have to consider what
arguments he would have presented to the Ramanuja-sampradaya if he had been there
himself. Has Vidyavinoda Mahasaya thought about this? What we mean to say is that
Cakravarti Thakura would have established the same conclusions that Baladeva did. Perhaps,
in that case, Vidyavinoda would have booted Cakravarti Thakura out of the Gaudiya-
Vaisnava-sampradaya as well. We find essays by four different exalted personalities of
immaculate character regarding Srila Baladeva’s life history—Srila Thakura Bhaktivinoda,
Jagad-guru Om Visnupada Srila Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Thakura, the late Atulacandra
Gosvami, and Srimad Visvambharananda Deva Gosvami Prabhu, the dcarya of the
Syamananda Vaisnavas in Gopi-vallabhapura. Acarya Baladeva was a prominent dacarya of the
Syamananda branch of Gaudiya-Vaisnavas. There is no proof that Baladeva was previously an

dcarya or initiated disciple in the Madhva-sampradaya. No one has provided any proper
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evidence in that regard, except for some hearsay and concocted information. The accounts of

him being a Madhva sannyasi have always been eyed with doubt.

In the (kha) section of his Vada book, Vidyavinoda has cast aspersions on what Baladeva
Vidyabhtisana Prabhu has written in his commentary on Srila Jiva Gosvamt’s use of “vrddha-
vaisnavaih” in his vandana and thus tried to prove a difference of opinion between the two

dacaryas. Below we quote Srila Jivapada’s vandana verse along with Baladeva’s commentary:

ko ’pi tad-bandhavo bhatto daksina-dvija-vamsajah |

vivicya vyalikhad grantham likhitad vrddha-vaisnavaih || 4 ||
Srila Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Prabhu’s commentary is as follows:

“granthasya puratanatvam sva-pariskrtatvaicah, ko ’piti | tad-bandhavas tayo riipa-sanatanayor-

bandhuh,—gopala-bhatta ity arthah |”

Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has no qualms with this portion of the commentary. He only takes

issue with the explanation of the word “vrddha-vaisnavaih.” That portion is as follows:

“vrddha-vaisnavail’ $ri madhvadibhir likhitat granthat tam ‘vivicya’ vicarya saram grhitva

grantham imar vyalikhat |

The gist of these two sections of commentary is: “The subject of Srila Jivapada’s Sandarbhas is
not a new one, but rather a very ancient one. In other words, it deals with subject of the
Vedas and Vedanta. This book called Sat-sandarbha has been written from a thorough study of
a book written by Riipa and Sanatana’s bosom friend, the South-India-born brahamana Sri
Gopala Bhatta, as well as from in-depth examinations of the philosophies presented by

ancient, senior Vaisnavas like Sriman Madhvacarya.”

The cause for objection here is that somehow there has been a grievous impropreity
committed by defining the word vrddha-vaisnavaih as a reference to Sri Madhva among other
Vaisnavas of past ages. Apparently, Madhvacarya’s name should have been omitted here.
According to Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, “Baladeva Vidyabhiisana Prabhu was a disciple of the
Madhva-sampradaya; that is why he has defined this word like this—unjustly trying to force

the Gaudiya-Vaisnavas into Madhvacarya’s sampradaya. In reality, there is no sign of Srila
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Jivapada having any sort of intention like this in his Tattva-sandarbha.” We are very surprised
by these assumptions. Has Sundarananda not seen Jiva Gosvami’s Sarva-samvadini? Sarva-
samvadini is a most excellent text that serves as a commentary to the Tattva, Bhagavata,
Paramatma, and Krsna-sandarbhas. In Sarva-samvadini, Sri Jivapada clearly mentions
Madhvacarya’s name in his explanation of the word “vrddha-vaisnavaih” as used in the “ko ’pi
tad-bandhavo” verse. An exalted personality like Srila Jiva Gosvami could envision the future
and had already anticipated that heretical, demoniac individuals would delude the world with
various misinterpretations of the word “vrddha-vaisnavaih.” We provide below for the readers
the interpretation he himself has given of this word in Sarva-samvadini:

“ ‘ko ’piti—vrddha-vaisnavail’ sri ramanuja-madhvacarya-sridhara-svamyadi-bhir yal likhitam
tad drstvetyarthahi | anena sva-kapla-kalpitaiica nirastam |”22 — The word ‘vrddha-vaisnavail’
used in the verse beginning with ‘ko ’pi’ refers to Sri Ramanujacarya, Sriman Madhvacarya, Sri
Sridhara Svami and others. Tattva-sandarbha has been written after thoroughly consulting
their written works. The implication is that this systematic approach negates any risk of

propounding concocted conclusions via this work.”

Here I would like to draw the readers’ full attention to what Jiva says in his commentary. They
can understand from this just how deceptive Vidyavinoda Mahasaya is, how he has misled
people and committed a grave offense at the lotus feet of Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Prabhu. My
personal assertion is that there is not even the slightest difference between this commentary
of Srila Jivapada and that of Sri Baladeva Vidyabhtisana. Srila Baladeva Prabhupada has made
a brief comment, writing “sri-madhvadi,” whereas Sri Jiva Gosvami has elaborated somewhat
on what is meant by the word “adi” and has therefore mentioned the name of Madhvacarya
along with that of Sri Ramanuja, Sridhara Svami and others. Are we to assume that Baladeva
Prabhu did not intend to indicate Ramanuja and Sridhara Svami by adding the suffix ‘adi’ to
‘madhva’? Srila Jivapada gives special deference to Madhvacarya in his explanation of the
word vrddha-vaisnavaih, citing his name between the other two, like the central gem of a
necklace. Though the names of these three—Ramanuja, Madhva, Sridhara—are mentioned in
Sarva-samvadini, Madhvacarya’s name being mentioned in the middle conveys that he is the
central gem. ‘Sridhara-svamyadi’ means Sridhara Svami + adi—and here this word adi refers to
Riipa and Sanatana. We have previously mentioned that Srila Baladeva has praised Srila Rapa

and Sanatana as “tattva-vid-uttama — the topmost of those acquainted with tattva.” It is highly

22 Page 4 of Sarva-samvadini, edited by Sriyuta Rasika-mohana Vidyabhiisana, published by Rama-
kamala Sirhha from Bangiya Sahitya Parisat Mandira, 1327 Sala.
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inappropriate to accuse Srila Baladeva of being “overly attached” to Madhvacarya because he
only referred to Madhva and used the word adi instead of mentioning Ramanuja and
Sridhara’s names. On lines sixteen and seventeen of page 24 in his Vada book, Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya has written: “Sri Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Mahodaya’s excessive eagerness to include
the Gaudiya-sampradaya in the Madhva-sampradaya....” We say, “If Baladeva Vidyabhusana
Prabhu is overly eager for anything, it is for the welfare of the living entities of the world. And
if Vidyavinoda Mahasaya is trying to pass off enmity of guru and lack of character as Vaisnava-
ness and is overly eager to exclude Baladeva Vidyabhtusana Prabhu from the Gaudiya-
Vaisnava guru-parampara, then that is highly inauspicious for the world. An exalted
personality’s eagerness to establish Caitanya Mahaprabhu’s prema-dharma throughout the
world and a degenerate’s eagerness to subdue that same prema-dharma can never be on the
same platform. Even if, for argument’s sake, we accept that Baladeva Prabhu was indeed over-
zealous in his mention of Madhvacarya’s name, I will assert that this over-zealousness was an
expression of mercy aimed at subduing the heretics like Sundarananda Vidyavinoda and
Ananta-Vasudeva. The things he implies in his book are highly objectionable; they reveal his
baseness, and above all they are rooted in an offensive mentality. I have become compelled to
refute his untouchable, unhearable, and unreadable book in order to protect the world from
the clutches of this sort of Vaisnava aparadhi. It is my fervent prayer at the lotus feet of Sri
Hari, Guru, Vaisnavas that even as I discuss this book with the aim of refuting it I am not

inadvertently affected by duhsanga (bad association).

If Vidyavinoda Mahasaya had claimed a difference between Srila Jivapada’s commentary and
that of Sr1 Baladeva Prabhupada and had cited both tikas together for comparison in his book,
then we would have sensed some moral courage and bravery from him. But because he was
over-zealous in his devious purpose, he deliberately declined to present both tikas side-by-
side. If he had done so, his attempts at deception would surely have been caught outright.
This is precisely what is referred to as real jiiana-khalata (intellectual villainy) and pasandata

(iconoclasm).

The only evident difference between these two commentaries is that Srila Jivapada’s is more
verbose, whereas Sri Baladeva’s is brief, echoing Jivapada’s statement in a more concise
fashion with the word “madhvadi.” The mere mention of Madhvacarya’s name is not over-
zealousness. Srila Jivapada refers to three ancient Vaisnavas and gives Madhvacarya’s name
the central spot between them, whereas Baladeva mentions only that central gem of

Madhvacarya’s name and refers to Ramanuja and Sridhara Svami by the word “adi.” We have
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not been able to understand what difference this creates between the two commentaries.
Whatever the case, here we conclude in brief our discussion of the (kha) section of

Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s book.

“Sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva” and “Samsararnava-tarani”
The objection Vidyavinoda Mahasaya raises in the next section—(ga)—is something that

causes us rather uncontrollable laughter. I have quoted his objection below:

“(ga) At the beginning of Sarva-samvadini, Sri Jivapada has referred to Sri Gaurahari as “sva-
sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva.” Sri Baladeva, in his Govinda-bhasya commentary and in the
mangalacarana to Prameya-ratnavali, has referred to Sri Ananda-tirtha as “samsararnava-
tarani” and deemed Sri Gaurahari to be a member of the Madhva-sampradaya.
(Acintya-bhedabheda-vada—page 242)

Here Sundarananda intends to demonstrate the difference between Srila Jivapada’s usage of
“sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva” and Sri Baladeva’s “samsararnava-tarani.” 1f this sort of
difference determined the separation of mata or sampradaya, it would be impossible to
establish any sort of similarity or shared identity between dcaryas and their disciples and
grand-disciples. The scholars of the inimical advaita-vadi lineage are even trying to find
disparity between the teachings of Srila Jiva Gosvami and Srila Kaviraja Gosvami. Not only
that, members of the sahajiya faction like Haridasa Babaji and Ananta-Vasudeva have found
differences between Sri Ripa Gosvami and Sri Jiva Gosvami. It is among scholars like the
author of this Vada book that such heretical notions crop up, like thinking Jiva Gosvami, who
was Sr1 Ripapada’s devout disciple, became a svakiya-vadi and established a doctrine opposed
to that of Srila Rapa Gosvami. Even so, in his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book, Sundarananda
has not determined that Srila Rapa Gosvami, Srila Jiva Gosvami, Srila Kaviraja Gosvami and
other acaryas belong to different sampradayas. Even though there are unique specialities
(vaisistya) to their matas, or points of view, there is no bheda, no substantive or polarizing

difference, that separates them. Bheda and vaisistya are not the same thing.

Here the other point to be discussed is Srila Jivapada’s reference to Sriman Mahaprabhu
Gaurasundara as “sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva® in Sarva-samvadini. Here Srila Jivapada
means to reveal Mahaprabhu’s glories. If Srila Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Prabhu had in any way
diminished what Jivapada has written about Sriman Mahaprabhu’s glories, then it would have

been fitting to say that there is some difference between Jivapada and Baladeva. But here
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Baladeva chose to glorify sevaka-tattva, the bhagavad-bhakta Sri Ananda-tirtha with his use of
the word “samsararnava-tarani.” There really is no context to bring up the issue of disparity
between these two dcaryas. We are more than ready to insist with great intensity that nowhere
has Sr1 Baladeva glorified Mahaprabhu in a way that is less than Srila Jiva Gosvami’s
glorifications. Rather, in many places, Baladeva ascribes an even greater degree of glory to
Mahaprabhu. We can show this from the mangaldacarana verse of Govinda-bhasya mentioned
by Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, who has chosen not to bring this to his readers’ attention. In his
“Prarambhika Vakye,” in the fourth section of his Vada book, on page 241, he says: “If you
compare Sri Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Mahodaya’s over-zealousness and Sri Sri Jivapada’s train
of thought side-by-side, you can get a sense of the real history.” Though he says this, he does
not actually show any statements made by Jivapada next to those of Baladeva Vidyabhusana.
If he had shown their actual statements next to each other, he would not have been able to
present such a deceptive text to society. Bravo to his audacity, bravo to his cunning style of

writing!

Below we have cited the mangalacarana verse Sri Baladeva wrote about Sriman Mahaprabhu

in his Stiksma-tika on Govinda-bhasya:

gajapatir anukampa-sampada yasya sadyah
samajani niravadyah sandramanandamycchan |
nivasatu mama tasmin krsna-caitanya-riipe

mati-rati-madhurimna dipyamane murarau ||
(Second mangalacarana verse by Sri Baladeva in his Govinda-bhasya-tika)

May my mind dwell upon that Krsna Caitanya Murari who is refulgent with the utmost
sweetness. By the wealth of His mercy, Gajapati Srila Prataparudra has obtained the form of

profound bliss, Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu Himself, and thus obtained the perfection of life.

Besides Prameya-ratnavali, Srila Baladeva Prabhu has used this sloka as the second verse of
his mangalacarana to Siddhanta-ratna. Here he has described Sriman Mahaprabhu as “Krsna
Caitanya, who is Murari Sri Hari Himself and who is refulgent with the utmost sweetness.” If
we compare this statement with Srila Jivapada's “sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva,” the
sweetness of Sr1 Baladeva’s statement is evident—even though Srila Jiva Gosvami Prabhu

describes Sriman Mahaprabhu with the following mangalacarana of Sarva-samvadini:
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“durlabha-prema-piyunisa-maya-ganga-pravaha-sahastram sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaivam $ri
$11 krsna-caitanya-deva-namanam $ri bhagavantam.”?3 Here we submit to the readers that there
really is no difference between the prayers of Sri Baladeva Vidyabhiisana and those of Srila
Jiva Gosvami. Both have, in the same tone, praised Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu as Sri Bhagavan
Himself. Sri Jivapada, at the start of Sarva-samvadini, was commencing a discussion of Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s tattva. Even though this is not Srila Baladeva Vidyabhtisana’s topic at the start
of Govinda-bhasya, he sings the praises of Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu and His associates, albeit

arguably incidentally.

Rasika Mohana Vidyabhtisana Mahasaya has translated “sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva” as
“the supreme presiding deity of His own sampradaya.”?* The author of this Vada book
translates it as: “the eternal presiding deity of thousands and thousands of sampradayas He

has founded.”25

Here we need to compare the translation of revered scholar Rasika Vidyabhtsana and that of
Sundarananda. In any case, without getting into further analysis, if we accept both
translations, there is still not the slightest detectable difference between the statements made
by Baladeva Vidyabhusana and Jivapada. Besides, it is difficult to understand what
Vidyavinoda means by saying Sriman Mahaprabhu is the presiding deity of thousands and
thousands of sampradayas that He has founded. There is only one sampradaya founded by
Mahaprabhu, which we know as the pure Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya. But if
Sundarananda has himself become part of the sahajiya faction and wants to establish the
sahajiyas as comprising a lineage that is part of Mahaprabhu’s sampradaya, he can do so. We
know well that nowadays there are many apasampradayas (bogus lineages) spreading all over
India in Mahaprabhu’s name. Of them, we see that the thirteen apasampradayas identified by
Siddha Totarama Babaji Maharaja have been around for over two hundred years. The sonnet

he composed in this regard is as follows:

aula, baula, karttabhaja, neda, daravesa, sai |

sahajiya, sakhibheki, smartta, jata-gosai ||

23 Sarva-samvadini, page 1, published 1327 Sala by Sri Rama-kamala Sirhha from Bangiya Sahitya
Parisat Mandira

24 For full translation, see Sarva-samvadini, 1327 Sala, by Sri Rama-kamala Sithha

25 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 154, 5t line.



atibadi, cudadhari, gauranga-nagari |

tota kahe,—ei terar sanga nahi kari |[26

Besides these, there are many new apasampradayas cropping up:

(1) kisori-bhaja, (2) bhajana-khaja, koto boli haya!
(3) guru-bhogi, (4) guru-tyagi, ara je bahiraya ||
(4) asima-tyaja—pranati-maja, ara basudevi khala |
(6) dari-sannyasi, (7) sisya-vilasi, (8) guru-prasadi dala ||
(9) upanayana-tyaja, (10) paramaharsa-saja, (11) sankara-varna jata |
(12) asat-sanga, (13) dvipada-bhanga, (14) sevaparadhi tata ||
(15) ramadasa, (16) haridasa, (17) hariboliya mata |
(18) nitai radha-gaura Syama, varnibo va koto ||
(19) sita-ramiya, (20) radha-syamiya, (21) saudira dala ara |
(22) ghara-pagala, (23) grhi-baula, saba cine utha bhara ||
(24) varna-viragi, (25) asrama-rodhi, (26) gairika-virodhi sanda |
(27) dhamaparadhi, (28) namaparadhi, (29) vaisnavaparadhi bhanda ||
(30) advaya-vadi—madhva-virodhi, e saba pasanda |
(31) kanupriya, (32) natha-bhaya, akala kusmanda ||
(33) gaudesvara, (34) vamsidhara, (35) ulaicandi-vada |
(36) smarana-panthi—adhomanthi, (37) yugala-bhajana sadha ||
(38) dada o ma, (39) ksepa bama, ara jata apasampradaya |
desa-videse, sadhura vese, ghureche phirche haya!!
purvakale tero chila apasampradaya |

tina-tero badala ebe dharma rakha daya!!

At present, with Tota Babaji’s thirteen apasampradayas and thirty-nine new ones, there is a

new total of fifty-two apasampradayas that have risen to prominence. Still we cannot find

thousands and thousands of sampradayas. Some interpret the word sampradaya to refer to all

the disciples in the sampradaya and their respective disciplic successions. This, to us, seems

the most fitting interpretation. In that case, Sriman Mahaprabhu is understood to be the

presiding deity only of the sampradaya following His direct guidance. Thus, referring to

Sriman Mahaprabhu as “sva-sampradaya-sahastradhidaiva® takes on a somwhat restricted

26 From Gaudiya-kanthahara (13t chapter, 111th Anu, page 221) published from Sri Gaudiya Matha by

Sriyuta Ananta-Vasudeva Brahmacari
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scope. He is the Supreme Personality of Godhead, the source of all incarnations and Murari
Sri Krsna Himself. “Keho mane, keho na mane, saba tira dasa — All are His servants, though
some accept the fact and some do not. (511 Caitanya-caritamrta, Adi-lila 6.83)” Therefore, to
think Sr1 Baladeva Vidyabhuisana’s hymn is different Srila Jiva Gosvamts and present it as
inferior is mired in aparadha. Still, Subodha Babu’s objection may be that Baladeva was wrong
to describe Sri Gaurahari as a descendant of the Madhva-sampradaya. We will present an

extensive response to this in sections (gha) and (na).

Mahaprabhu is Svayarh Bhagavan, Krsnacandra Himself—on this point there is no difference
of opinion. To think that Svayam Bhagavan cannot perform a pastime of accepting diksa or
siksa from anyone is some newfangled notion. Sri Ramacandra sought guidance from
Vasistha, Krsnacandra took Sandipani Muni as guru, and Sriman Mahaprabhu received diksa
and Siksa from I$vara Purl. Doing so did not impair Their bhagavatta (Godhood) at all.
Svayarh Bhagavan engages in such pastimes for the benefit of the living entities. Therefore,
being part of a certain sampradaya does not do anything to Mahaprabhu’s bhagavatta or His

tattva.

Besides this, in his mangaldacarana to his tika on his Vedanta bhasya, Sri Baladeva outlines the
guru-parampard, or sampradaya, and writes the following in relation to Sriman Mahaprabhu:
“$r1 krsna-prema-danena yena nistaritam jagat — He who has delivered the world by bestowing

”»

divine love for Sri Krsna.” By this, Baladeva has described Sriman Mahaprabhu as the

bestower of krsna-prema. And regarding Madhvacarya, he has said:

ananda-tirtha-nama sukhamaya-dhama yatir-jiyat |

samsararnava-taraniri yam iha janah kirtayanti budhah ||

This refers to Madhvacarya as the boat to ferry souls across the ocean of material existence.
One personality is the bestower of krsna-prema. The other is the deliverer of souls from
samsara. Whom will Vidyavinoda Mahasaya deem as superior? The bestowal of prema is
infinitely superior to deliverance from samsara. This is something every Gaudiya-Vaisnava
will accept. What Srila Kaviraja Gosvami has written regarding the difference in the results to

be reaped from mantra and maha-mantra deserves our careful perusal:

krsna-mantra haite haya samsara-mocana |
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krsna-nama haite paya krsnera carana ||27

Krsna’s name is the maha-mantra, whereby one attains the lotus feet of Krsna and krsna-
prema. Srila Baladeva Prabhu has described Sriman Mahaprabhu as greater than Madhvacarya
with his statement “$r1 krsna-prema-danena yena nistaritam jagat.” Madhvacarya has been
entrusted with the responsibility of samsara-mocana, which is the function of mantra. This
does not convey Madhvacarya as superior to Sriman Mahaprabhu. Even though Bhagavan
Himself has said, “Mad-bhakta-pujabhyadhika — The worship of My devotee is greater than
worship of Me,” that does not hamper His bhagavatta; rather, it multiplies His sweetness to
infinity. Sr1 Krsna Himself has said: “The servant of the devotee is a devotee; the servant of

I$vara is not.”

ye me bhakta-janah partha na me bhaktas ca te janah |
mad-bhaktarnca ye bhaktas te me bhaktatama matah ||28
(Adi Purana)

Sri Krsna is saying to Arjuna: “O Partha! All those devotees who worship Me directly are not

really My devotees. But those who worship My devotees are the topmost of all devotees.”

Bhagavan is subservient to His devotees. This is the foremost conception of Gaudiya-

Vaisnavas. This highlights the glory of Bhagavan more than anything.

27 Sri Caitanya-caritamrta (Adi-1ila 7.73) Sri Gaudiya Matha edition, published 442 Gaurabda
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Pancama Siddhanta
Fifth Conclusion

The reason the Gaudiyas follow Madhvacarya
Now we proceed to discuss the topics of section (gha) and (na) together as presented on
pages 242 and 243 of the Vada book under review. Addressing the topics in section (na) will
automatically cover all the topics of section (gha). So, here, in this context, we will address

that section at length.

Besides Tattva-sandarbha, Sri Jivapada has displayed profuse dedication to Madhva elsewhere
as well. He even follows the guidance of Madhva’s prominent disciples and grand-disciples
like Vijayadhvaja, Brahma-tirtha, Vyasa-tirtha, and others, quoting from their writings and
statements in his Sat-sandarbhas. Though he has quoted Sri Ramanujacarya and Srila Sridhara
Svamipada in many places, they cannot be seen as previous dcaryas of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-
sampradaya, because they have assimilated elements of Kapila’s Sankhya as well as the
statements of Patanjala and many other Rsis where it suited their own doctrines, though that
does not mean we can say they became part of those Sankhya or Yoga lineages. Any statement
from any scripture or doctrine that is favorable to bhakti can be adopted, but it would be
ridiculous for an author to introduce himself as being part of those traditions just because he
has cited some evidence from them in his books. However, when someone establishes
philosophical conclusions based on a doctrine that is developed in disciplic succession from
one master to another, then, in that particular case, that person will be accepted as part of

that sampradaya—otherwise not; this much can be said without hesitation.
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Srila Jiva Gosvami has mentioned the names of many of Madhvacarya’s disciples, grand-
disciples, and other dcaryas in his lineage; and he has collected statements from their works
in Tattva-sandarbha and other texts, whereby he has ascertained the purport of the Bhagavata,
or what we know as Gaudiya-Vaisnava siddhanta. We have cited below what Srila Jivapada has

personally written in this regard:

“atra ca sva-darsitartha-visesa-pramanydyaiva | na tu Srimad-bhagavata-vakya-pramanyadya
pramanani Sruti-puranddi-vacanani yathadrstam evodaharaniyani | kvacit svayam-adrstakarani
ca tattva-vada-gurunam anadhunikanam pracura-pracarita-vaisnava-mata-visesanam daksinadi-
desa-vikhyata-sisyopasisyibhuta-vijayadhvaja-vyasatirthadi-veda-vedartha-vid-varanam $ri-
madhvacarya-carananam bhagavata-tatparya-bharata-tatparya-brahma-sutra-bhasyadibhyah

sangrhitani | tais caivam uktam bharata-tatparye:

“sastrantarani sarmjanan vedantasya prasadatah |
dese dese tatha granthan drstva caiva prthag-vidhan ||
yatha sa bhagavan vyasah saksan narayanah prabhuh |
jagada bharatadyesu tatha vaksye tad-iksaya || iti |

tatra tad-uddhrta srutis caturveda-sikhadya, puranam ca garudadinam samprati
sarvatrapracarad-riupam amsadikam | samhita ca maha-samhitadika tantram ca tantra-

bhagavatadikarm brahma-tarkadikam iti jiieyam |29

The purport of what Srila Jiva Gosvamipada, a Gaudiya guru in the line of Sri Madhva, has

written in the 28th Anuccheda of Tattva-sandarbha is as follows:

“All the quotations I have included in these Sat-sandarbha are to corroborate the various
interpretations or nuances of doctrine that I have pointed out. They are not there to
substantiate the statements or conclusions of Srimad-Bhagavatam. (Because Srimad-
Bhagavatam is self-authenticating, like the Vedas; it does not need any corroborative
evidence.) I have quoted and copied the statements of Sruti, Smrti, Purana and other original
source texts as I have personally seen them. And there are several original texts and

compilations that I, the author of Tattva-sandarbha (and a tattva-vadi), have not seen

29 Source (a): Tattva-sandarbha, 281 Anuccheda, published 1289 Sala from Hari-bhakti-pradayini-
sabha via Radha-ramana-yantra by Sri Rama-narayana Vidyaratna. Source (b) Tattva-sandarbha, 28t
Anuccheda, pages 69-72, published 1317 Sala by Sr1 Ramadeva Misra, from Khagada, Murshidabad.
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personally. The tattva-vada-gurus (our previous acaryas like Srila Madhavendra and others)
took initiation (accepted sannyasa) from the present-day Srila Sankaracarya, but because they
are fully dedicated to the personal form of Bhagavan, they are completely disconnected from
Sankara’s doctrine. I have relied on their statements as well as the conclusions of acaryas who
have profusely preached the Vaisnava doctrine with nuanced insights—like Vijaya-dhvaja,
Brahma-tirtha, Vyasa-tirtha, and other disciples and grand-disciples of the renowned South
Indian Ananda-tirtha. I have also collected quotes from various texts like Bhagavata-tatparya,
Bharata-tatparya, and Brahma-sitra-bhasya by that same Sriman Madhvacarya, who is
foremost among the seers of Veda and Vedic interpretations and purports. Sriman

Madhvacarya-carana himself has written further in this regard in his Bharata-tatparya:

‘1 am acquainted with the profound mysteries of all the various scriptures by the grace
of the Upanisads and Vedanta. 1 haved consulted and deliberated various texts
throughout different lands. I will establish conclusions based on what that master who
is a direct manifestation of Narayana, Sri Krsna Dvaipayana Veda-vyasa, has written in

Mahabharata and other texts.’

“I have adhered to the statements of Sriman Madhvacarya because texts like the Caturveda-
sikhadi-sruti and Puranas like the Garuda Purdana are no longer in print anywhere. As I have
not personally seen the original manuscripts of various sambhita texts, the maha-samhita texts,
various Tantras, the Tantra-bhagavata, Brahma-tarka, and many other books, I have relied on
Sriman Madhvacarya’s quotations in the composition of my Tattva-sandarbha and other

related works.”

It is clearly and flawlessly proven from the words Srila Jivapada cited above that he had
accepted Sriman Madhvacarya alone as the one predecessor dcarya of the Sri Gaudiya-
sampradaya. Nowhere does he make such statements regarding Srila Ramanujacarya or Srila
Sridhara-svamipada. Moreover, he has not adopted the conclusions of the disciples and
grand-disciples of any other lineage. Srila Ramanuja had many disciples and grand-disciples,
and even though they were world-renowned acaryas, he does not mention any of their names.
Sridhara Svamipada also had many disciples, and Srila Jivapada does not mention their names

either. As for Nimbarka, there is no evidence of his existence in Srila Jivapada’s books.

Later we will outline how there are many significant differences between the conceptions of

Srila Ramanuja and the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnavas and how Sriman Mahaprabhu did not adopt
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the Sri-sampradaya in any way, nor could He have. Even though Srila Jivapada quoted many
ideas of Sridhara Svamipada, he never joined his sampradaya. Aside from this, my assertion is
that the main point of Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s Vada book is that the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-
sampradaya is an entirely separate lineage and it is not part of any other sampradaya.
Therefore, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya accepts that Srila Jivapada did not adopt Sri Ramanuja’s Sri-
sampradaya, Sridhara Svamipada’s Visnusvami or Rudra-sampradaya, nor did he accept
Nimbaditya’s, or what is known as the Sanakadi-sampradaya, so what is the point in saying
more about that? But now we still have to prove whether or not he accepted the Sri Brahma-
Madhva-sampradaya as the root of his own lineage or not. According to Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya, besides the other three sampradayas, that is Ramanuja’s, Sridhara’s, and
Nimbarka’s, even the Sankara-sampradaya is being dropped as an option.3 Thus Sriman
Mahaprabhu did not accept any sampradaya—this is the conclusion he has come to. Even we
are one twelfth of an anna in agreement with him on this point—that Sriman Mahaprabhu
was never part of the Sri, Rudra, or Sanaka sampradayas. Sriman Mahaprabhu has only
accepted that His own sampradaya is in included in the Madhva-sampradaya—this much is a
resolute fact. We will refute all of Vidyavinoda’s arguments against this inclusion in the
Madhva-sampradaya and establish our aforementioned assertion. This has been demonstrated
very clearly in the previous four siddhantas, and we will consolidate it even more in this

chapter.

Anuccheda 28 of Srila Jivapada’s Tattva-sandarbha has been printed on pages 64-65 of this
section and below it a rendition of its meaning has been provided as well. From this
translation, we find the best, most concise evidence for the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya’s
inclusion in Madhva’s lineage. But still, a more extensive discussion about this will render the

matter fully transparent and arrest Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s error.

One of the “main arguments against the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya’s inclusion in the

Madhva-sampradaya”3! brought up by Vidyavinoda Mahasaya in his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada

30 “(ka) This (the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya) is an independent sampradaya founded by Sri
Gauracandra.”—Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 240, lines 3 and 4.

(kha) Approving and echoing this statement, Dr. Sri Hrsikesa Gosvami Vedanta-sastri Mahasaya
has praised Vidyavinoda, writing: “This sampradaya (the Sri Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya) is not
part of the Madhva-sampradaya or any other sampradaya. It is an independent lineage.”—*“Manisi-
vinda o sarvada-patrera kayekati abhimata — Opinions from various scholars and newsletters,”
published by Gaudiya Mission, page 15, lines 5 to 7.

31 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, 13t chapter, page 239, lines 9-10
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book is that “in Tattva-sandarbha, Sri Sri Jivapada refers to tattva-vada-guru Sri Sriman
Madhvacarya’s mata as ‘anadhunika — old-fashioned, outmoded, ‘praciura-pracarita-vaisnava-
mata-visesa — a profusely preached and very specific Vaisnava doctrine,” and ‘daksinadi-desa-
vikhyata — a belief system popular mostly in South India.’ He has mentioned the names of Sri
Madhvacarya’s disciples and grand-disciples like Vijaya-dhvaja, Vyasa-tirtha and others as
exceptional scholars versed in the purports of the Vedas. Here, because he refers to Sri
Madhvacarya as the ‘tattva-vada-guru’ and his doctrine as a ‘certain widely preached Vaisnava

doctrine,” he conveys that this mata is not of his own sampradaya.”32

Here the objections raised are about the following three statements: (a) “bahula-pracarita
vaisnava-mata-visesa — a certain or specific widely preached Vaisnava doctrine,” (b) “daksina-
desa-vikhyata — a belief system popularized throughout South India,” and (c¢) “tattva-vada-
guru.” Presently we shall discuss the relevance of the “bahula-pracarita vaisnava-mata-visesa”

statement:

A Special, Widely Preached Vaisnava doctrine
Here, Srila Jivapada said “vaisnava-mata-visesa,” and Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has taken it to
have been said in derogatory or aspersive way, because to say “mata-visesa” can mean “one of
many doctrines of equal caliber.” In other words, it conveys that there is no significance or
superiority to this specific mata. The Vada book author has taken this statement in this
derogatory way, or understood it to mean that the doctrine referred to is just another one of
many equal or comparable Vaisnava doctrines. Thus he has written: “The fact that he has said
this conveys that this mata is not of his [Jiva Gosvam1’s] own sampradaya.” Everyone ascribes
gurutva, or great importance, to their own mata, or ideology. Our assertion here is that if Srila
Jivapada intended to refer to Madhvacarya’s mata-vada as just another ordinary Vaisnava
doctrine, he would not have referred to it as a specific ‘anadhunika (?) pracura-pracarita’
Vaisnava doctrine; he would never have referred to it with these sorts of adjectives. If this was
just an ordinary Vaisnava doctrine like so many other doctrines, then what was the point or
purport of ‘pracura-pracarita’? The fact that he has defined vaisnava-mata-vada-visesa with the
adjectives ‘anadhunika pracura-pracarita’ proves he did not see it as an ordinary Vaisnava
doctrine. He did not just say ‘pracarita’ either; he said ‘pracira-pracarita — profusely

preached.’

32 32 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, 13t chapter, page 243, lines 1-7
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It is precisely because Srila Jivapada saw the mata of the Madhva-sampradaya with such
immense honor that he used the words ‘praciira-pracarita.’ Not only that, what he was saying
was that this mata-visesa, this specific ideology or doctrine, is the specific ideology or

doctrine of the Gaudiya-sampradaya.

If Srila Jiva Gosvamipada had no relation with Madhvacarya’s vaisnava-mata-visesa, or if he
was in fact opposed to it, then he would never have used the words ‘pracura-pracarita’.
Nevertheless, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, out of enmity, has gone to great effort to try to prove
that Srila Jivapada had some highly unbecoming antagonism toward Madhvacarya’s profusely
preached suddha-dvaita or visuddha-bheda-vada. We have cited a few of his devious efforts

below here:

(1) Advaya-tattva is the subject of Srimad-Bhagavatam. Srimad-Bhagavatam is not a scripture
that propounds dvaita or bheda-vada.

(2) Sri Sri Jiva Gosvami-carana established “ekamevadvitiyam — the one without a second”
everywhere as the tattva. His tattva is not two without the one.

(3) Referring to jiva and prakrti as tattvas undermines nonduality.

(4) Sr1 Sri Jiva Gosvami Prabhupada never accepted atyanta-bheda (extreme difference)
between jiva and Bhagavan.

(5) Sri Jivapada has, in clear language, refuted Sri Madhva’s bheda-vada and established his
acintya-bhedabheda-siddhanta.

(6) Sri Jiva Gosvamipada has not referred to jiva and brahma as two separate tattvds or vastus.

(7) Sri Jiva Gosvami Prabhu-carana has not referred to the jiva and Isvara as two eternally
perfect and separate tattvas as did Sr1 Madhva; therefore, Sri Jiva Gosvamipada has not

accepted the distinct difference between the jiva and Isvara the way Sri Madhva has.33

In reality, nowhere has Srila Jiva Gosvami displayed any sort of ideology opposed to that of
Madhva. None of the seven points above are in any way Sri Jiva Gosvamts. This will be
demonstrated later. Besides these seven oppositional points, Vidyavinoda has been utterly
shameless, having the audacity to try to prove that Sri Sri Jiva Gosvamipada is an advaita-vadi
opposed to Madhva. Vidyavinoda is an advaita-vadi himself, so he does not hesitate to insist
that all Vaisnavas except for Madhva are advaita-vadis. The advaya-vadi or advaita-vadi

Sanikaracarya had no qualms about calling his own guru “an ignorant fool” in order to bolster

33 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, 14t chapter, conclusion—page 274, lines 18-22
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his own false, conjured ideology.3* Every advaita-vadi regards $ri gurudeva as mistaken, as per
the teachings given in their tradition. Sundarananda has also entered the advaita-vadi
Sankara-sampradaya and adopted this sort of disrespect of guru. This suits a misguided
individual like him. Because he is an advaita-vadi, then just as a lusty person thinks everyone
is lusty—“kamukah kamini-mayam pasyanti”—he thinks everyone is an advaita-vadi. We are
giving some more examples of this from one of the other points of his trident35, from

Gaudiyara Tina Thakura:

(1) Every dcarya, including Sri Ramanujacarya (and except for Sri Madhvacarya), was an
advaita-vadi or an advaya-tattva-vadi.
(2) Even the servants of Sri Sri Krsna Caitanya’s lotus feet, the Gosvamis, disproved acintya-

dvaita + advaita-siddhanta and ended up establishing advaita-siddhanta.

34 tasmad evacaryad brahmatma-jianavyaptih kathamacaryo ’jfio va syat | yadyajiio na brahmatmaikatva-
jnanam-upadestum Saknuyat | atha vijiah tada brahmatma-jiianena brahmaiva bhavati | tatah ajianam
tatkarya-deha-dvaya-nivrtteh | tada dehadi-sambaddhabhavat tu na Sisyadi-sanam hy upapadyate |
‘athanavagata-brahmatma-bhavarm syat’ | tasmad dehadi-sambaddho ‘ngi-karttavyo bhyupetavyah |

(Ajnana-bodhini (one of Sankara’s granthavali) 9t Anuccheda, page 149, published by Sri Saratcandra
Cakravarti from No. 21 Nanda-kumara Chaudhari’s 2nd Lane, Kalikata)

Sanikara personally wrote the above passage in the book Ajiiana-bodhini in the context of a discussion
between him and his students. The translation is as follows: “(Attaining brahma-jiana, or the
sreyopatha, the higher path, is of utmost importance.) Therefore it is imperative to obtain brahmatma-
jnana from an dcarya. Now the question is: will the dacarya be ajia (ignorant) or vijia
(knowledgeable)? If he is ajiia, he is incapable of instructing brahmatma-jinana. And if he is vijia, then
he has become brahma-kalpa, or one with brahma, due to brahmatma-jiana; therefore, his ajiana
(ignorance) has been eradicated. At the same time, the functions of ajiiana, the experiences of the
gross and subtle bodies, are destroyed. He has no connection with the body, right? Therefore he is not
capable of seeing the disciple as covered by ignorance, enveloped in non-knowledge, trapped thus. So
he is not able to instruct the disciple. In other words, one person is the guru, the other is the disciple,
and on top of that duality, the disciple is in the clutches of ignorance—this awareness of duality is
never possible for an advaita-vadi brahmatma-jiani. The answer to this, therefore, is that the guru or
acarya will be bereft of brahmatma-jiana; he will be anavagata (unacquainted). Only such an
unacquainted ignoramus is capable of instructing disciples, because only an dacarya who is bereft of
brahmatma-jiana accepts that he has any relationship with his body. He is the only type of acarya who
instructs disciples. Therefore, according Sankara, if the guru is not ignorant, or a fool, then it is not
possible to even select him as a guru.”

35 “Sundarananda has created a world of mess by writing three books entitled ‘Gaudiyara Tina
Thakura’, ‘Acintya-bhedabheda’ and ‘Gaudiya Darsanera Itihasa’. With these three books, an arrow has
been shot into the chests of Sriman Mahaprabhu and Srila Riipa Gosvami. These three books are three
spears or a trident. With these, the immaculate flow of Gaudiya Vaisnava thought has been killed. This
trident has been created from the venomous seed of killing Hari, guru, and Vaisnavas.” (Sri Gaudiya
Patrika, Year 8, Issue 12, page 465)
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(3) Only the members of the Sankara-sampradaya refer to the aforementioned advaita-vadi
Vaisnava acdaryas3® and their whole sampradaya as dvaita-vadis. This seems to be born
entirely from misconception and concoction.

(4) Sr1 Sri Jiva Gosvamipada did not propound that the jiva and the world are separate
principles as did Sr1 Madhva.37

Hence, we are stating with great insistence that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has comitted a grave
offense at the lotus feet of Sri Sri Krsna Caitanya’s devout servants, the Sri Sri Gosvamipada-
gana, especially Srila Jivapada, by referring to all the Vaisnava acaryas and their sampradayas
as advaita-vadis. This is the result of guru-drohita (malicious behavior towards guru). When
one commits offenses at the feet of Hari, Guru, and Vaisnavas, one enters advaita-vada and

consequently obtains a demoniac destination.

Though we were discussing a somewhat separate topic that was something that needed to be
conveyed and known. Whatever the case, it is clearly evident from the previously cited 28t
Anuccheda of Srila Jivapada’'s Tattva-sandarbha that Srila Jiva Gosvamipada adopted the
conclusions of Srila Madhvacarya and his disciples and grand-disciples in order to
substantiate the acintya-bhedabheda interpretation of Srimad-Bhagavatam that he has

elaborated upon.

The word ‘visesanam’ in the statement “pracuira-pracarita vaisnava-mata-visesanam” has been
used in its plural form. Even though this word is in its plural form, no one, not Satyananda
Gosvami, Rama-narayana Vidyaratna or anyone else, has interpreted it as meaning “bahu-
mata-visesa — various particular doctrines.” Here Srila Jivapada has displayed profuse honor
for Madhva’s conclusions because he had such regard for this specific mata of his. The sense
of reverence conveyed by the word ‘praciuira-pracarita’ is solidified even further by the

pluralized word ‘visesanam.’

The Use of the Word ‘Visesa’

Sri Srila Jiva Gosvamipada has used the word ‘visesa’ at the end of his phrase to convey his

utmost regard. Only those who have meticulously studied Srila Jiva Gosvami’s Sat-sandarbha,

36 Sri Ramanujacarya, Sri Visnusvami, Sri Nimbarka, Sri Vallabhacarya and Sri Krsna Caitanya’s
followers, the Gosvamis. (Gaudiyara Tina Thakura, page 443)

37 From page 443 of Sundarananda Vidyavinoda’s Gaudiydra Tina Thakura, 9t Madhurt: (1) 8-9; (2)
12-13; (3) 18-20; (4) 23-24.
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Sarva-samvadini>® and other works with careful, painstaking attention and become heartily
inspired by him can realize the veracity of this. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s consciousness has
been bewildered by the perusal of too many scriptures. Otherwise he would surely have
caught this nuance in Srila Jivapada’s language. In this context, we call the readers’ attention
to the first line of Tattva-sandarbha’s 28t Anuccheda, where he writes: “atra ca sva-
darsitartha-visesa-pramanyaiva.’ Here Srila Jiva Gosvami has used a similar phrase: ‘sva-
darsitartha-visesa.” If we go by Sundarananda’s interpretation of the word visesa, then when
Jiva Gosvami says “sva-darsitartha-visesa-pramanyaiva — in order to prove the specific (visesa)
meaning I have demonstrated,” does that mean he is saying that his conclusion is also
ordinary and inferior? This Sundarananda will never accept. We say, “Here, when he uses the
words ‘artha-visesa,” he is referring to the most excellent, most unique interpretation, which
he himself has provided, and to establish its veracity, he has accepted the conceptions found
in Madhvacarya’s distinguished Vaisnava doctrine. In the above-cited Anuccheda, the
statements ‘praciira-pracarita-vaisnava-mata-visesa’® and ‘sva-darsita artha-visesa’ are
synonymous. If one cannot properly grasp the meaning of this and instead adopts an
interpretation conjured from one’s own mind, then the real siddhanta will be obscured. If
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya had in this context quoted the entire passage from this Anuccheda of
Tattva-sandarbha and analysed it, or even just demonstrated the impartiality of quoting it
without analysing it, readers thirsty for philosophical and historical facts would have been
able to grasp what Sri Jivapada meant to say and would not have been deceived by
Vidyavinoda’s cunning presentation. We have previously demonstrated this sort of intellectual

villainy of his, which is rooted in some devious purpose.

Srila Jivapada took guidance from the nuanced ideology of Madhvacarya and his sampradaya’s
lineage of disciples, grand-disciples, and great-grand-disciples in order to establish the
veracity of the interpretation he had presented. He has shed light on this by the words
“daksinadi-desa-vikhyata-sisyopasisya-bhut.” Not only that, but he accepted the guidance of
various prominent dcaryas who were exclusively devoted to Madhvacarya’s sampradaya and
gathered evidence from the books they wrote in order to establish his sva-darsita artha-visesa.
By mentioning the names Vijaya-dhvaja, Brahma-tirtha, Vyasa-tirtha and other exalted
personalities, he has revealed with great pride the fact that his ideology derives from the

Madhva-sampradaya. The fact that he uses the word ‘adi’ at the end of the aforementioned

38 “§11 $11 krsna-caitanya-deva-namanam $ri bhagavantam kali-yuge smin vaisnava-janopasyavatara-
tayartha-visesalingitena $ri bhagavata-padya-samvadena stauti |” —Sarva-samvadini, page 1, published
1327 Sala from Bangiya Sahitaya Parisada Mandira.
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statement, that is, after ‘vyasa-tirtha,’ indicates he is referring to all the acaryas of the
Madhva-sampradaya’s guru-parampara. On top of that, the words ‘Sisyopasisya-bhiit’ prove
that Srila Jivapada never adopted the ideology of any other sampradaya’s guru-parampara

besides that of the Madhva-sampradaya to bolster his own conclusions.

Just as the acaryas of any sampradaya form their own individual conclusions from the books
of their own guru-varga predecessors in order to establish their respective sampradayika
conclusions, as Srila Jivapada proceeds to explicitly outline tattva in his Tattva-sandarbha, he
has accepted the Madhva-sampradaya as the predecessors of his own Gaudiya-sampradaya
and utilized the books found in their guru-parampara, from various disciples and grand-
disciples in that lineage, in order to establish and broadcast Sriman Mahaprabhu’s siddhanta.
This is sampradayika tradition. Just the Madhvas have accepted the evidence of various
scriptures in order to establish or demonstrate their ideology, Srila Jivapada has, under their
guidance, adopted the same current of thought in order to establish the Madhva-Gaudiya-
siddhanta, or shed light on what is his own ideology, by collecting evidence from various
scriptures. Therefore, the Sri Madhva dhara, or current, and the Sri Gaudiya dhara, are one
and the same. This is why Srila Jivapada wrote this 28t Anuccheda of Tattva-sandarbha. Even
though Vidyavinoda Mahasaya understands this in all clarity, because of the bad association
of Ananta-Vasudeva and other sahajiyas, he has been forced in vain to attempt the

establishment of a contrary conclusion.

Even though Srila Jiva Gosvami says he has presented his own particular interpretation (sva-
darsita artha-visesa), he has not presented an ideology conjured from his imagination. Rather,
by saying “sva-mata,” he has conveyed that the mata of Sriman Mahaprabhu or Srila
Madhavendra Puripada and their predecessor dcaryas is his sva-mata, his own ideology. He
has even indicated that this is the mata of his direct guru-varga, of Srila Ripa, Sanatana,
Adpvaita, and other exalted personalities. Accepting this meaning of the two words ‘sva-mata’
and ‘sva-darsitartha’ is appropriate and fitting in every respect. Therefore, despite presenting
the ideology of the aforementioned dcaryas as his own chosen ideology, it is natural for him
to express a great deal of reverential sentiment. This “artha-visesa” statement Srila Jivapada
makes does not imply any sort of inferiority or deficiency, nor will it. Surely Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya will accept this. Srila Jivapada did not use use the words ‘artha-visesa’ or ‘mata-
visesa’ to convey such an undue lack of faith in his own siddhanta, which is that of his guru-
varga, the Gosvamis. If Jiva Gosvami is going to accept Sri Srila Madhvacarya’s words and

writings as pramana for his own thesis, it does not make any sense for Jiva Gosvami to regard
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Madhva’s mata as inferior or equal to various other ordinary doctrines and yet still use it to
support his thesis, his sva-mata. Therefore, what Sundarananda Vidyavinoda claims, that Jiva
Gosvami has referred to Madhvacarya’s mata as “just another Vaisnava doctrine” and shown it

some disregard, cannot be established in any way or accepted in the slightest.

Srila Jiva Gosvamipada has referred to Srila Madhvacarya’s mata as a “vaisnava-mata-visesa — a
specific Vaisnava doctrine” in the same way that he refers to his own “sva-darsita mata — self-
propounded doctrine” as an “artha-visesa — a special or specific interpretation.” Therefore, if
the Madhva-sampradaya’s mata-visesa is not Mahaprabhu’s mata, but a separate mata, then
the artha-visesa proposed by Srila Jivapada will have to be considered separate from
Mahaprabhu’s mata. Srila Jiva’s artha-visesa and Sri Madhva’'s mata-visesa—what is the
difference between these two statements? On the other side, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya would be
compelled to accept this sort of reasoning: since Sri Jiva referred to his own mata as an artha-
visesa, if that is the mata accepted by Sriman Mahaprabhu, then a very similar statement, that
Sri Madhva’'s mata-visesa was accepted by Sriman Mahaprabhu, would also have to be
accepted, without a drop of hesitation. Therefore, in Anuccheda 28, Srila Jivapada used the
words ‘pracura-pracarita vaisnava-mata-visesa’ to refer to Madhva’s mata as one with Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s mata and its root ingredient. What Srila Jivapada has not done is regard it as

separate.

Difference of Mata is Not Reason for a Difference of Sampradaya
If Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s explanation is accepted for the sake of argument—in other words,
if saying ‘vaisnava-mata-visesa’ referred to another mata, even then, the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-
sampradaya cannot be said to be a sampradaya that is at root different from the Sri Madhva-
sampradaya. Why? Because a difference of mata is not reason for a difference of sampradaya.
And that is precisely what Sundarananda has tried to prove, by quoting Baladeva’s
explanation on Anuccheda 28 and trying to indicate a different mata by the words “mata-
visesa.”39 Therefore, though Sundarananda suggests that ‘because of a difference of mata, the
sampradaya is also different,” Baladeva’s aforementioned explanation is not premised on
demonstrating differences of sampradaya, but rather on showing that even though Sriman
Mahaprabhu had mata-vaisistya [“speciality or refinement of ideology”] in contrast to Srila

Madhva’s philosophy, there was no separation of sampradaya. This is the purport. In

39 As found in Sundarananda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 243, 2nd Anuccheda and its footnote.
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support of our reasoning, I want to say that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s main complaint about
Baladeva is that he is “overly-eager to make the Gaudiya-sampradaya part of the Madhva-
sampradaya.”® Why would someone who wants to introduce the Gaudiya-sampradaya as
Madhva want to show Sriman Mahaprabhu’s disagreements with Srila Madhva? What this
means is that even though there was some mata-bheda or mata-vaisistya with Madhva in
certain “visesa-visesa — highly specialized” areas, there was no reason for any separation of

sampradaya.
Here, I will bring up various examples to make the matter more transparent:

(a) The advaita-vadis say that Sri Krsnadasa Kaviraja Gosvami has a difference of mata with
Sri Jivapada because Srila Jivapada accepts the oneness of Isvara and the jiva, but does not
accept bheda. He only accepts acintya-bhedabheda between Isvara and Isvara because of
acintya-sakti [“inconceivable potency”]. He has not even classified the jiva as a tattva
separate from Isvara and therefore supported advaita-vada. (The readers should keep in
mind that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has also presented arguments in favor of this statement
of advaita-vadis.) But Srila Kaviraja Gosvami has accepted the existence of acintya-
bhedabheda between Isvara and the jiva because the jiva is the vibhinnamsa expansion of
Isvara and constituted of His tatastha-sakti. Therefore, there is a difference of mata
between Sri Jivapada and Srila Kaviraja Gosvami.#! Although the advaita-vadis have
pointed out in vain a difference of mata between Srila Jivapada and Srila Krsnadasa
Kaviraja Gosvami, they have not determined there to be a difference of sampradaya

between them.

(b) Besides the advaita-vadis, the sahajiyas, who want to introduce themselves as Gaudiya-
Vaisnavas, also point out differences between Sri Jivapada and Srila Kaviraja Gosvami.
They even point out many types of differences between Srila Jivapada and his direct
mantra-diksa-guru, Srila Rapapada. They point out differences of mata, differences of
behavior, differences of duties, differences of personal conduct, etc. The Anubhdsya on the

10t Pariccheda of Sri Caitanya-caritamrta’s Adi-lila sheds light on this.

40 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 241, lines 16-17.

41 This comment is found in Maha-mahopadhyaya Phanibhtisana Tarka-vagisa Mahasaya’s article “Jiva
o Isvarer Bheda o Abheda,” published 1332 Bangabda, Bhadra-masa, in the monthly magazine
Bharata-varsa.
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anupama-vallabha, §11 riipa-sanatana |
ei tina sakha—vrksera pascime ganana || 84 ||
tara madhye rupa-sanatana—bada sakha |

anupama, jiva, rajendradi—upasakha || 85 ||

The world-renowned Jagad-guru, he who is venerable to the family of Gosvamis, he who is
worshipful for the family of Paramaharnsas, the peerless Gaudiya-Vaisnavacarya, Om
Visnupada Sri Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Gosvami Thakura, has written the

following in his Anubhdsya commentary on verse 85:

Among the members of the highly uninformed prakrta-sahajiya tradition, there are
three accusations against Sri Jiva Gosvami that are propagated. All that is sure to
happen from this is the exponential increase of their apardadha because of their

opposition of Hari, guru, and Vaisnavas, which is caused by aversion to Krsna.

(1) One digvijayi-pandita, who was essentially a beggar of mundane prestige, had the
humble and aloof Sr1 Ripa and Sanatana sign an acknowledgement of defeat, thereby
conveying to the world that Sri Jiva’s guru-varga (Sri Rapa and Sanatana) were fools.
The conquering scholar told Sri Jiva to sign the acknowledgement as well. Sri Jiva
Prabhu, however, defeated the digvijayi, effectively stunning the tongue of this person
who had insulted his guru-varga. Demonstrating the glory of the splendor emanating
from his gurudeva’s toenails, he personified the ideal of a real “gurudevatatma”
disciple. All these sahajiyas (however) say, ‘Because this behavior of Sri Jiva Prabhu
went against the teaching of being more than a blade of grass and giving honor to
others, Sri Riipa Gosvami Prabhu chastized him severely and rejected him. Later, on

urging of Sri Sanatana Gosvami Prabhu, he accepted Sri Jiva Prabhu again.

The day these antagonists of guru and Vaisnavas understand, by Krsna’s grace, that
they are eternal servants of guru and Vaisnavas, that day they will obtain the mercy of
Sri Jiva Prabhu and become truly ‘trnad api sunica’ and ‘manada’, whereby they will

become qualified to perform harinama-kirtana.

(2) Some uninformed individuals say, ‘When Sri Jiva saw the beauty of Kaviraja
Gosvami Prabhu’s Caritamrta composition and the glory of the divine vraja-rasa

expressed therein, he became afraid that his own prestige would be diminished, so he
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became malicious and threw the original manuscript of Caritamrta in a well. When
Kaviraja Gosvami heard what had happened, he gave up his life. His disciple, a person
named Mukunda, had previously made a copy, whereby Caritamrta was republished.

Otherwise, the text of Caritamrta would have been lost to the world.

This sort of concocted story, which is rooted in enmity of a Vaisnava, is utterly false
and impossible. (Here the point to note is that the sahajiyas give more regard to Srila

Kaviraja Gosvami’s Sri Caitanya-caritamrta than to Sri Jiva’s Sat-sandarbha.)

(3) Other miscreants keen on their own sense gratification say, “Sr1 Jiva Prabhu was
not a rasika-bhakta because he did not accept the parakiya-rasa of the Vraja-gopis as
per Sri Riipa Gosvami’s notions and instead propounded svakiya-rasa. Therefore, we

are not to follow his example.”

During his manifest presence, Sr1 Jiva saw that certain devotees among his followers
had a natural inclination (ruci) towards svakiya-rasa. He was concerned for their
spiritual wellbeing and he understood what kind of adhikara (eligibility) they had.
And, he anticipated that later on, in the future, unqualified individuals would not be
able to understand the beauty and glory of that supramundane, supremely wondrous
parakiya-vraja-rasa and would try to imitate such conduct and perpetrate adultery.
That is why Vaisnavacarya Sri Jiva Prabhu accepted svakiya-vada, but that does not
mean we must understand him to be inimical to transcendental parakiya-vraja-rasa,
because he is the best of the followers of Sri Rapa—and one of Srila Kaviraja

Gosvami’s own $iksd-gurus.+2

Even though the sahajiyas claim in vain such disparity between Srila Jiva Gosvami and Srila
Kavirdja Gosvami and Srila Rapa Gosvami, they still accept Sri Jiva Gosvami to be a
prominent dcarya in Sriman Mahaprabhu’s sampradaya. Even if we accept, for argument’s
sake, that there is this sort of divergence of mata between them, we cannot in any way accept

that they would be in different sampradayas because of this mata-bheda.

42 Page 203-204 of Sri Sri Caitanya-caritamrta, 4h Edition with Amrta-pravaha-bhasya and Anubhasya,
published from Sri Gaudiya Matha, 442 Gaurabda, by Sri Ananta-Vasudeva Vidyabhiisana
(Sundarananda’s siksa-guru).
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(c) Just imagine what Vidyavinoda Mahasaya will say about Sri Murari Gupta? Will he cut
him out of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya? If he does excommunicate him from this
sampradaya, then which sampradaya will he put him in? In Sriman Mahaprabhu’s pastimes,
Murari Gupta is the shining example of someone who has demonstrated the beauty of one-
pointed dedication. Despite hearing an abundance of Mahaprabhu’s own reasons and
arguments, he could not establish his personal conviction in what Mahaprabhu was saying.
Instead of serving Krsna in ujjvala-rasa as demonstrated by Sriman Mahaprabhu, Murari
Gupta demonstrated the ideal of dedication to the service of Sri Sri Ramacandra
(Raghunatha), who is the presiding deity of karuna-rasa, one of the secondary rasas. And
even then, Sriman Mahaprabhu embraced Sri Murari Gupta and accepted him as an ideal
sevaka of the Sri Gaudiya-sampradaya. This has been described in Srila Krsnadasa Kaviraja

Gosvami’s Sri Caitanya-caritamrta in very clear language and with utmost honor:

murari guptere prabhu kari’ alingana |

tara bhakti-nistha kahena, suna bhakta-gana ||

The Lord embraced Murari Gupta.

“Listen, devotees,” he said, “I shall tell you of his conviction in devotion.

purve ami ihare lobhaila bara bara |

parama madhura, gupta! brajendra-kumara ||

“Previously I tried to entice him again and again.

“Gupta! The young son of the King of Vraja is supremely sweet.

svayari bhagavan krsna—sarvamsi, sarvasraya |

visuddha-nirmala-prema, sarva-rasa-maya ||

“Krsna is the original form of Godhead—He is the source of all other forms, the abode of all

that is. His prema is so pure; it is immaculate. And it contains all other rasas.

sakala sad-guna-vrnda-ratna-ratnakara |

vidagdha, catura, dhira rasika-sekhara ||

“He is the abode of all good qualities, like a mine of all priceless gems.



84
He is debonair and suave, calm and composed, and the crown-jewel of connoisseurs.

madhura-caritra krsnera madhura-vilasa |

caturya, vaidagdhya kare jara lila-rasa ||

“Krsna’s character is so sweet, and His loving pastimes are so sweet.

With cleverness and refined charm, He orchestrates the rasa of His pastimes

sei krsna bhaja tumi, hao krsnasraya |
krsna-vina anya-upasanda mane nahi laya ||
“You should worship that Krsna; take shelter of that Krsna.

kRt

Do not let any other form of worship into your mind.

ei-mata bara-bara suniya vacana |

amara gaurave kichu phiri’ gela mana ||

“Hearing Me talk like this again and again, his mind was swayed somewhat, due to his honor
for Me.

amare kahena—ami tomdra kinkara |

tomara ajiakari ami nahi svatantara ||

“He said to Me: ‘T am Your servant. I follow Your orders. I am not independent.’

eto boli ghare gelo, cinti’ ratrikale |

raghunatha-tyaga-cintaya haila bikale ||

“Saying this, he went home, fretting all night.
He became overwhelmed at the thought of giving up Raghunatha.

kemone chadibo raghunathera carana!
daji ratrye prabhu mora karaha maranal!!
“How will I leave the feet of Raghunatha?!
Just kill me, Lord, this very night!!



ei-mata sarva-ratri karena krandana |

mane soyasti nahi, ratri karena jagarana ||

“Like this, he wept the whole night through.
His mind could find no peace, so he stayed up the whole night.

pratahkale asi’ mora dharila carana |

kandite kandite kichu kare nivedana ||

“In the morning, he came and caught hold of My feet.
Weeping and weeping, he petitioned Me:

raghunathera paya mui beciyacho matha |
kadhite na pari matha, mane pai vyatha ||
“T have sold my head at the feet of Raghunatha.

I cannot cut my head off. My mind is tormented.

$ri raghunatha-carana chadano na jaya |

tava ajia-bhanga haya, ki kari upaya!!

“The feet of Sri Raghunatha cannot be left.
But then I will be disregarding Your order. What should I do?!’

tate more ei krpa koro, dayamaya |

tomara age mrtyu hauka, jauka samsaya ||

“So, O merciful one, have this mercy on me that I may die in front of You.

Thus I will be rid of these torments.

eto suni’ ami bodo mane sukha paili |

ihare uthana tabe alingana kaili ||
“Hearing this gave My mind great joy. I lifted him up and embraced him.

sadhu sadhu, gupta, tomara sudrdha bhajana |
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amara vacaneha tomara na telila mana ||

“I said, ‘Bravo, bravo Gupta! Glory to your firm dedication.

My words did not shake your mind.

ei-mata sevakera priti cahi prabhu paya |

prabhu chadaileha, pada chadano na jaya ||

“T want the servant to have such love for his master’s feet.

Even if the master leaves the servant, the servant will not able to give up his master.

ei-mata tomara nistha janibara tare |

tomare agraha ami kailii bare bare ||
“It was to test this conviction of yours that I pressured you again and again.

saksat hanuman tumi $ri rama-kinkara |

tumi kene chadibe tara carana-kamala ||

“You are Hanuman himself, the servant of Sri Rama.

Why would you ever leave His lotus feet?

sei murari-gupta ei mora prana sama |

ihara dainya suni’ mora phataye jivana ||

“This is that Murari Gupta. He is like My own life itself.
When I hear his humility, I feel as if I will rip apart at the seams.”

(Sri Caitanya-caritamrta (Gaudiya Matha edition) Madhya-lila, 15.137-157)

Here the upasya (worshipful deity) of the Gaudiya-Vaisnavas and Srila Murari Gupta are not
the same. Besides that, he could not put sixteen annas worth of faith in the words of Svayarn
Bhagavan Sriman Mahaprabhu Himself. Nevertheless, even Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has been

compelled to accept him as one of the main and authoritative acaryas of the Gaudiya-
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Vaisnavas.*3> Murari Gupta’s kadaca is one of the main sources of Sri Caitanya-caritamrta.
Therefore, even though he had a difference of opinion (mata-bheda) with Sriman

Mahaprabhu, Srila Murari Gupta cannot be said to be a Vaisnava of another sampradaya.

Another thing to note is that some say Madhvacarya appeared as Murari Gupta. Why? In Srila
Kavi Karnapura’s Gaura-ganoddesa-dipika, Srila Murari Gupta has been described to be the
one-pointed servant of Sri Ramacandra, Sri Sri Hantimat-svaraipa.*+ And Sriman Madhvacarya
is unanimously accepted to have been Hantman during Rama’s pastimes. Thus, tattvatah, or
constitutionally, Sri Madhvacarya and Sri Murari Gupta are one. There is no difference
between them. The author of this Vada book, Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, has
quoted several verses from the Vayu Purana and described Madhvacarya as “the first avatara
of Vayu renowned by the name Hanuman, who is foremost in the service of Rama.”+> Even
Sundarananda’s vidyd-guru, Ananta-Vasudeva Vidyabhtisana Mahasaya, has also written: “In
the mangalacarana to every book in the Sri Madhva tradition, we see the following

namaskara: ‘srimad-hanumad-bhima-madhvantargata-rama-krsna-veda-vyasatmaka-laksmi-

4 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada by Sundarananda Vidyavinoda, page 193-94

# “murari-gupto hanuman angadah $ri purandara |” (Verse 91, Gaura-ganoddesa-dipika, 4t edition,
published Asvina, 1329 Sala by Ramadeva Misra.)

4 “vayor divvyani rupani padma-traya-yutani ca | trikoti-murtti-samyuktas-tretayam raksasantakah ||
hanuman iti vikhyato rama-karya-dhurandharah | sa vayur bhima-seno-bhud-dvaparante kurudvahah ||
krsnam sampujayamasa hatva duryodhanadikan || dvaipayanasya sevartham vadaryyam tu kalau yuge |
vayu$ ca yati-riipena krtva duhsastra-khandanam || tatah kali-yuge prapte trtiyo madhva-namakah |
bhurekha-daksine bhage manimad-garva-santaye | dhik kurvan tat-prabham sadyo *vatirno ‘tra dvijanvaye
|| — The chief Vayu has three divine forms, which are like three lotus flowers. In Treta-yuga appears
‘the first avatara of Vayu, renowned by the name Hanuman, who is foremost in the service of Rama,’
and who destroys the leader of the Raksasa dynasty, who had three million servants and soldiers at his
behest. That same Vayudeva, at the end of Dvapara-yuga, appeared in the Kuru dynasty and became
known as Bhimasena. He destroyed Duryodhana and other wicked persons and worshipped Sri Krsna
in a very special way. Later, when the age of Kali arrived, Vayu’s third avatara named Madhva
appeared in the southern lands in a Sivalli brahmana dynasty and went to Badarikasrama as a sannyasi.
During the age of Kali, he refuted all illegitimate, concocted religious texts and thus served Krsna
Dvaipayana Veda-vyasa. Vayws third avatara as Madhva was to crush the pride of the Raksasa
Maniman and promptly curb his influence.” (Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva, 4t chapter, pages 27-28,
written by Sundarananda Vidyavinoda and published by Supati-raijana Naga in 1939.)

It is clear that Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has put into print a complete contradiction of his own book in
Acintya-bhedabheda-vada. Yet he does not hesitate to quote even from this book when he wants to
refute the statements of Srila Baladeva Vidyabhaisana. Though he provides references in the footnotes
of almost every page of his Vada book, why he refuses to reveal the title of this book of his there is
something of a mystery, no?
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hayagrivaya namah — Obeisance unto Sri Hanuman’s antaryami Sri Ramacandra, Sri
Bhimasena’s in-dwelling Sri Krsna, and Sri Madhvacarya’s antaryami Sri Veda-vyasa, who are
nondifferent from Hayagriva Visnu accompanied by Laksmi Devi.’ This Hayagriva Visnu is the

protector and explainer of the Vedic scriptures.”#6

(d) The topic of Srila Jivapada’s father, Srila Anupama Gosvami, who is also known to
Gaudiya-Vaisnava society as Sri Vallabha, is also worth mentioning here. Srila Kaviraja
Gosvami describes Srila Anupama-Vallabha along with Srila Jivapada as a branch of the Sri
Caitanyatree—“tara madhya rupa-sanatana—bada-sakha | anupama, jiva, rajendradi—
upasakha || (Caitanya-caritamrta, Antya-1ila, 10.85).” Srila Anupama was also a one-pointed
devotee of Rama. Even though his two elder brothers, Rapa and Sanatana, tried profusely to
attract him to the service of Krsna, their efforts were not successful. There was no argument
or reasoning that could compel Srila Jivapada’s father, Anupama, to accept Sri Krsna’s
supremacy. Nevertheless, Srila Kaviraja Gosvami has described him as a sub-branch among
the Gaudiya-Vaisnavas along with Srila Jivapada. This we have already mentioned earlier.
Kaviraja Gosvami has detailed a discussion between Anupama and Sri Srila Ripa-Sanatana in
the fourth chapter of Sr1 Caitanya-caritamrta’s Antya-lila, verses 3043, that closely mirrors
the discussion Sriman Mahaprabhu had with Srila Murari Gupta about the supreme truth
(para-tattva) as described on pages 79-80 of this article. For fear of this grantha being too

long, and for it being repetitive, that dialogue has not been put into print here.

(e) The topic of Srivasa Pandita, one of the Panca-tattva, who are worshipped as the Gaudiya’s

upasyas, or worshipful deities, is especially worth careful contemplation here.

As it is relevant to the context, I would like to call the readers’ attention to sections (2) and
(3) of the portion quoted from Sundarananda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-vada here in this article
on page 69. Therein he has written: “Sri Sri Jivapada’s tattva is one without a second. And
referring to the jiva and prakrti as tattvas threatens nonduality.” And Srila Kaviradja Gosvami
has quoted from the kadaca notes of Srila Svariipa Gosvami, the one master of the Gaudiyas
and Sriman Mahaprabhu’s eternal companion: “paiica-tattvatmakam krsnar bhakta-ripa-
svariipakam | bhaktavataram bhaktakhyarih namami bhakta-saktikam ||” This verse is from Sri

Caitanya-caritamrta’s Adi-lila, 1st Pariccheda, and instead of the oneness of tattva, he has

46 Page 3 of the introduction to the Anubhdsya book of Sriman Madhvacarya (a commentary on
Brahma-siitra) published in 1344 Bangabda by Sri Navina-krsna Vidyalankara from Sri Madhva
Gaudiya Matha, Narindra Palli, Dhaka, edited by Ananta-Vasudeva Vidyabhtsana.
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expressed in very clear language the katha or description of five principle tattvas. He does not

stop at describing just five tattvas; he has, with pride, said:

‘rasa asvadite tattva vividha vibheda —

Tattva is of a wide variety in order to relish rasa.’
He has also said:

eka mahaprabhu, ara prabhu dui-jana |
dui prabhu seve mahaprabhura-carana ||
There is one Mahaprabhu, and there are two other Prabhus. Those two Prabhus serve

Mahaprabhu'’s feet.

e tina tattva,—sarvaradhya’ kari’ mani ||
caturtha je bhakta-tattva,—‘aradhaka’ kari’ jani ||
I regard these three tattvas as most worshipful of all. The fourth bhakta principle I know to be
the aradhaka (worshiper).

srivasadi jata koti koti bhakta-gana |
‘Suddha-bhakta’-tattva-madhye ta’ sabara ganana ||
Srivasa and all the other millions and millions of devotees are counted in the category of the

suddha-bhakta-tattva (pure devotee principle).

There is no way to prove ekatva, or singularity of tattva, from these statements of Srila
Kaviraja Gosvami. If Vidyavinoda’s words are to be believed, it seems that from Srila Jiva
Gosvami’s analysis of tattva, there is no way of reconciling with Kaviraja Gosvami. Will
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya accept that there is a difference between their mata-visesa, or unique
matas? The sahajiyas have explicitly concluded that Sri Jiva and Kavirdja Gosvami have a
difference of mata. We are not prepared to condone even a drop of this conclusion. In
actuality, all of the statements made by Sundarananda that attempt to furnish authority or
proof of a singularity of tattva and impose it on Srila Jivapada’s name are wholly rooted utter
error and ignorance and yield only that. We will address this at length in the context of

discussing tattva and tattva-vada.
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Sri Kavi Karnaptira has described Srivasa Pandita of the Pafica-Tattva as the greatest of
devotees, Narada: “Srivasah pandito dhiman yah pura narado munih | — He who is the
spiritually enlightened scholar Srivasa was previously the sage Narada.” The conversation
Sriman Mahaprabhu had with Srivasa Pandita during Ratha-yatra, on the day of Hera

Panicami, is a topic that deserves thorough discussion here:

srivasa hasiya kahe, suna damodara |

amara laksmira dekho sampatti vistara ||
Srivasa, laughing, said, “Listen, Damodara. Just see the vast majesty of my Laksmi.

vrndavanera sampada dekho,—puspa-kisalaya |

giridhatu sikhi-piccha—gunjaphala-maya ||

“Look at the wealth of Vrndavana. It is just flowers and blossoms, some minerals, peacock

feathers, gufija berries.

vrndavana dekhibare gela jagannatha |

suni’ laksmi-devira mane haila asoyatha ||
“Jagannatha went to see Vrndavana and Laksmi Devi became upset to hear of this.

eto sampatti chadi’ kene gela vrndavana |

tare hasya karite laksmi karila sajana ||

“Why did He leave all this opulence to go to Vrndavana?” To make Him a laughingstock,

Laksmi decorated herself.

“tomara thakura, dekho, eto sampatti chadi’ |

patra-phala-phula-lobhe gela puspa-badi ||

“Your master, see, left all this luxury. Hankering for leaves, fruits, and flowers, He went to the

flower grove.”

ei karma kare kaha vidagdha-siromani?
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laksmira agrete nija prabhura deha’ ani’ ||
“Why does the crown-jewel of expert lovers do things like this? Now bring your master

before Laksmi.”

eto boli’ laksmira saba dasi-gane |
kati-vastre bandhi’ ane prabhura nija-gane ||

Saying this, Laksm1’s maidservants bound all the Lord’s servants hands to their waists.

laksmira carane ani’ karaya pranati |
dhana-danda laya, ara karaya minati ||
They brought them to Laksmi’s feet and made them bow to her. They fined them and made

them plead for mercy.

rathera upare kare dandera tadana
cora-praya kare jagannathera sevaka-gana ||

They vandalized the Ratha cart and treated Jagannatha’s servants like thieves.

saba bhrtya-gana kahe, joda kari’ hata |
kali ani dibo tomara age jagannatha ||

All the servants said, with folded hands, “Tomorrow we will bring Jagannatha before you.”

tabe santa hana laksmi jaya nija-ghara |
amara laksmira sampada—vakya-agocara ||
Laksmi was then pacified and returned to her abode. The wealth of my Laksmi is beyond

words.

dugdha auti’ dadhi mathe tomara gopi-gane |
amara thakurani baise ratna sirmhasane !!

“Your gopis boil milk and churn yoghurt, but my mistress sits on a throne of jewels.”

narada-prakrti srivasa kare parihasa |
suni hase mahaprabhura jata nija-dasa ||
Srivasa, who is endowed with nature of Narada, thus joked. Hearing this, all of Mahaprabhu’s

servants were laughing.
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prabhu kahe,—srivasa, tomate narada-svabhava |
aisvarya-bhave tomate, isvara-prabhava ||
The Lord said, “Srivasa, you have Narada’s nature. The influence of the Lord’s opulent state is
affecting you.”
iho damodara-svaripa—suddha-vrajavast |
aisvarya na jane tho suddha-preme bhasi’ ||
“This Damodara Svartipa is a pure Vrajavasi. He does not know the Lord’s opulence. He is

immersed only in pure love.”

Here, what is worth pondering is: how is it that even though Srivasa Pandita is accepted as a
worshipful figure for every Gaudiya-Vaisnava, he displayed a mood contrary to Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s promotion of unnata-ujjvala-rasa? In Sri Caitanya-caritamrta (Adi, 4.17), Srila
Kaviraja Gosvami has said: “aiSvarya jianete saba jagat misrita | aisvarya-sithila-preme nahi
mora prita || — The whole world is mixed with a reverential awareness of opulence, but I am
not pleased with prema that is made slack by all this opulence.” This concept is one of the
main specialities of Gaudiya-Vaisnavas. But Srivasa Pandita, on the day of Hera Paficami,
became enamoured with Sri Sri Laksmi Devi’s opulence and majesty and with his heart
overcome with that mood, he experienced great delight as he watched the assault being made
on the gopis [sevakas of Jagannatha] in unnata-ujjvala-rasa. And it is not that he simply felt
this internally. He could not contain the feelings welling up inside of him and, brimming with
glee, expressed them rather dramatically before Sriman Mahaprabhu, Gadadhara, and others.
This much will be made clear by a study of Srila Kaviraja Gosvami’s account of this incident.
Therefore, it is not at all reasonable to think he or anyone else should be discarded from the
sampradaya if they have some mata-bheda. As long as there is no difference of opinion on the
main tattva, you cannot assert that there is a difference of sampradaya. A difference of
sampraddya has only ever been accepted on the basis of differing views pertaining to the Para-

tattva (Supreme Truth).

(D) Besides, even in the advaya-vadi, or advaita-vadi, sampraddaya, many mutual disagreements
are observed. Nevertheless, they are all collectively well-known among the philosophical
traditions of the world as bauddha [Buddhist], prachanna-bauddha [“covert Buddhist”], or
Sanikara traditions. Acarya Sankara establishes advaita-vada. Astute philosophers give him
various titles, such as kevaladvaita-vadi, mayavadi, mithyavadi, brahma-vadi, sunya-vadi, etc.
Even though Acarya Sankara identifies himself as the grand-disciple of the Buddhist

Gaudapada, he established his own doctrine by finding some common ground between



93

brahma-vada and Gaudapada’s sunya-vada. Even though Sankara established some clear
differences of mata regarding the authority of the Vedas, both he and his guru are known to
learned circles as being part of the same sampradaya. That is why the mayavadis are referred

to as bauddha, or prachanna-bauddha.

(g) Because of his intellectual brilliance, Acarya Sankara made many disciples. Of them,
Padmapada, Suresvara, Hastamalaka, and Totaka were the most prominent. Of these four,
Padmapada and Suresvara developed profuse erudition in the current of advaita-vada thought.
Sure$vara’s previous name was Mandana Misra. Hastamalaka and Totakacarya’s scholarship
was not comparable. Padmapada and Suresvara were the main heirs to Sankaracarya’s
mayavada, but their views were not the same. “From Acarya Sankara’s (aforementioned) two
disciples, two branches formed. Padmapadacarya’s interpretations and Sure$varacarya’s
interpretations were different. For example, Sankara has given adhyasa (illusion) the
definition: “smrti-rupah paratra purva-drstavabhasah.” Padmapadacarya and Bhamatika’s

Vacaspatl Misra have numerous differences in their explanations of this.*”

(h) Here the advaita-vadis themselves have accepted the differing views of Padmapada,
Vacaspati Misra, Suresvara and others. Even though they have such differences of opinion,
they are all part of the advaita-vadi Sankara-sampradaya. No one has any objection in this

regard. Below several other examples of their diverging views are being provided:

Prakasatma Yati and Amalananda also differ in regard to Sankara’s ‘adhydsa’ and ‘avabhasa’.
Acarya Sankara has defined adhydsa as “smrti-rupah paratra pirva-drstavabhasah.” However,
Amalananda has established an objection to this definition and said: “smrti-ripatva-visista
avabhasatva.” Even though Padmapada was Sankara’s direct disciple, he has established a
difference of opinion with his gurudeva. On the first page of his Pafica-padika, he has defined
adhyasa as: “smrte ripam iva riipamasya, na punah smrtireva purva-pramand-visaya-visesasya
tatha anavabhasakatvat |” Thus, Sankara’s definition and Padmapada’s definition are not the

same.

(i) Besides this, the aforementioned dcaryas disagree about the characteristics of mithyatva
(falsity). Padmapada says: “sadasad bhinnatvam mithyatvam.” But Prakasatma Yati says:

“jnana-nivarttyatvam mithyatvam.” In other words, that which is checked or dissuaded by

47 Svami Prajianananda Sarasvati’s Vedanta-darsana Itihasa (“A History of Vedanta Philosophy”), first
part, page 236, lines 6-12.
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knowledge is false. Madhusaidana Sarasvatipada points out five characteristics of mithyatva in
Advaita-siddhi. Thus there are conflicting views all around among prominent advaita-vadis.

Nevertheless, none of them end up being excluded from the Sankara-sampradaya.

() Actually, not only do the advaita preceptors have conflicting opinions, but they are seen
engaging in straightforward refutation of each other. Prakasatma Yati has refuted Vacaspati
Misra’s ‘avachinna-vada’. Vacaspati says: “The jiva and i$vara are both reflections (pratibimba)
of Brahma.” Prakasatma objects to that, saying, “It is impossible for such a reality to have
reflections. The example of the sky’s reflection is illogical. Hence, the personal form of Isvara
is the object that is reflected (bimba) and the jiva is the reflection (pratibimba).” According to
Vacaspati, both jiva and I$vara are reflections. Prakasatma says only the jiva is the pratibimba;

[$vara is not the pratibimba, but the bimba.

Srila Jiva Gosvami has refuted all these sorts of arguments and counter-arguments by the
advaita-vadis and defined the jiva as brahma’s tatastha-sakti-svarupa vibhinnamsa (variegated

portion in the form of tatastha-sakti).

(k) There has been profuse conflict among mayavadis over the issue of brahma’s karttrtva
(agency). The Upanisads state: “tad-aiksata so ’kamayata tad-atmanari svayam kuruta iti.” The
agency of Brahma has been accepted via this sruti-vakya. If that is so, then how did brahma
become niskriya (without activity), nirvisesa (without speciality), nirvikara (without
transformation)? Failing to shrug off Upanisadic states like this wherein brahma is described
as seeing, desiring, personally doing, etc., the advaita-vadis have accepted them as the
purvapaksa (the unsound interpretation that is to be refuted), thus attempting to have themse
statements make some sense. Failing to properly reconcile these statements, the advaita-vadis
have vehemently refuted each other’s doctrines. Amalananda, exceedingly distinguished
among scholars, is foremost of these advaita-vadis, even though many have established

differences with his conclusions.

Some have explained karma to be the sadhana to attain brahma-jiana, while others have
refuted that notion, explaining that nitya-karma (eternal action) is a limb of jidna. Despite
how clearly evident these and many other differences of opinion are, all these scholars are
indisputably accepted as dcaryas of the same Sankara lineage. This is something the author of
the Vada book himself has also accepted. On page 233 of Gaudiyara Tina Thakura’s Astama

Madhuri, in the essay titled “Sankaracarya’s Matavada,” he has written: “Mandana Misra was a
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pratibimba-vadi in regards to the jiva, while Vacaspati Misra was an avaccheda-vadi. And
Suresvaracarya was an dbhasa-vadi.”48 Thus there were indeed differences of opinion between

them. Nevertheless they are all mayavadis, or advaita-vadis, of the Sankara-sampradaya.

As it is not necessary to go into an extensive discussion of advaita-vada, or mayavada, in this
Paiicama Siddhanta of this essay, I have simply mentioned their various doctrines. This topic
will be discussed at length in the context of acintya-bhedabheda-siddhanta’s speciality. It was
Parnaprajna Madhvacarya who thoroughly demolished mayavada, or advaita-vada. And his
irrefutable arguments are what Sri Jivapada has adapted to establish the supremacy of acintya-
bhedabheda. This also is one of the main reasons for the Gaudiya-sampradaya being part of

the Madhva tradition.

Answering Sundarananda’s Questions about Madhva-Gaudiya Sampradaya
In his Vada book, on page 243 (na), Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has asked a
question of Srila Baladeva Vidyabhtisana Prabhupada. We can see why that question came up
from looking at Srila Baladeva Prabhu’s commentary on Tattva-sandarbha, where he describes
Sri Madhva’s ‘mata-visesa’ in the aforementioned 28t Anuccheda: “bhaktanar vipranameva
moksah, deva bhaktesu mukhyah, virificasyaiva sayujyar, laksmya jiva-kotitvam ity evam mata-
visesah |” (Tattva-sandarbha, 28 Anuccheda, Baladeva-tika) Below 1 quote the full version of

Sundarananda’s question for discussion:

“We learn from Sr1 Baladeva Vidyabhtisana’s explanation of tattvavada-guru Madhvacarya’s
mata-visesa that among bhaktas, only brahmanas can attain moksa, the demigods are the most
prominent among the bhaktas, only Brahma can attain sayujya with Visnu, and Laksmi is in
the jiva category. This is his mata-visesa (specific doctrine). When this is the sort of mata-
visesa found in the Madhva-sampradaya, why did Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva accept it? There is

no reason for this given in Sripada Baladeva Vidyabhisana’s writings.”

If we were to answer this question of Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s in the language of Srila

Kaviraja Gosvami, we would say:

“uluke na dekhe yena suryera kirana |

48 Suresvara’s previous name was Mandana Misra. Here we could not understand which Suresvara
Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has dubbed as an abhdsavadi because he has mentioned two doctrines, one of
Mandana Misra and one of Suresvara.
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dekhiya na dekhe jata abhaktera gana ||”
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Adi, 3.85)

Just as the owl does not see the rays of the sun, the non-devotees fail to see despite seeing.

Why indeed would Sr1 Baladeva’'s answer to this be visible to the eyes of a guru-drohi and
vaisnava-vidvesi like Sundarananda Vidyavinoda? But after the aforementioned question, he
himself has written the following: “In order to accomplish certain timely objectives, Srimad
Baladeva Vidyabhuisana Prabhu revealed a history of the Gaudiya-sampradaya’s inclusion in
the Madhva-sampradaya with the purpose of showing that the Gaudiya-sampradaya was part
of one of the well-established four Satvata sampradayas.”* What Vidyavinoda Mahasaya
means to say is that the history of the Gaudiya-sampradaya’s inclusion in the Madhva-
sampradaya was fabricated by Baladeva Prabhu. In other words, he means to say that there is
no authenticity to these notions, that they are baseless, and that Baladeva popularized these
ideas because he was compelled to, for some reason. Here, what I wish to say is this: Does
‘history” here refer to some imagined incident? Or does it refer to documented historical facts
and series of events? Sri Baladeva Prabhu detailed the historical events from the lives of the
previous Gaudiya-Vaisnava dacaryas and their philosophical conclusions, incorporating them
into his commentary on Tattva-sandarbha, his Govinda-bhasya, Siddhanta-ratna, Prameya-
ratnavali and his various other books, thereby very clearly communicating this (the Gaudiya-
Vaisnavas’ inclusion in the Madhva tradition) to all the philosophers of the world. And
ancient and modern scholars from East and West have unanimously accepted Srila Baladeva
Vidyabhuisana Prabhu’s conclusions and discernments with bowed heads. Only Subodha Babu
of the Saha family, otherwise known as Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, along with
various characters in his camp, has published a book in refutation of this, thereby committing
offenses at the lotus feet of Sri Baladeva Vidyabhiisana and Sriman Madhvacarya. Prior to this
book by Sundarananda, no such book that is so offensive to Baladeva has ever been printed

anywhere.

I cannot control my laughter when I hear Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s question. But I am not
only laughing. I am forced to be both amazed and saddened as well. Twelve years ago, he
himself wrote a 350-page book titled Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva, where he has proven that the
Gaudiya-Vaisnava sampradaya is part of Sriman Madhvacarya’s sampradaya. At the end of this

book, in the twenty-eighth chapter, in an essay entitled “Sri Brahma-Madhva-Gaudiya-

49 Acintya-bhedabheda-vada, page 244, lines 3-6
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sampradaya,” he discusses this point for a lengthy thirty-four pages (241-271) and proves it
with utmost certainty. Now a long twelve years have gone by; I suppose you can say there is a
possibility he forgot the conclusions he came to in that book. Twelve years is a whole yuga
(era). A lot happens when the yuga changes. After Satya (truth), then eventually Kali-yuga
dawns; and as the yuga changes, by the influence of Kali, truth is covered and the power of
falsehoood increases. Perhaps that is what happened to Vidyavinoda Mahasaya; perhaps all
the flaws of Kali climbed onto his shoulders. Whatever the case, the mahajanas say: “Gopanete
atyacara gora dhare curi — Gaurahari catches the deceit of those who secretly engage in sinful
acts.” In his Vada book, Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has not mentioned the title of his
Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book. Why? Because, if he mentioned the name of this book, there
would be no way for him to establish the main purpose of his Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book,
which is to prove that the Gaudiyas are not ‘Brahma-Madhva’. If educated society were to
place these two books side-by-side, they would catch Vidyavinoda’s lack of knowledge, his
duplicity, ill intentions, malice for his guru, enmity for the Vaisnavas, sinful inclinations and
so on. Here I can say with special insistence that he wilfully and knowingly concealed the

mention of his Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book.

When he wrote Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva, he was under the supervision of pure Vaisnavas
and was compiling books while leading a genuinely spiritual life. At present, due to the
influence of those inimical to Hari, Guru, and Vaisnavas, his intelligence has become
corrupted like this, much like Kalapahada. Every page and every line of Acintya-bhedabheda
is rife with baseless conspiracy theories and philosophical misconceptions rooted in malice
toward Vaisnavas, which is why I am here refuting it letter by letter. For fear of this book
being too long and the readers losing patience, I have been compelled to adopt brevity in

some places.

Does Vidyavinoda Mahasaya mean to say that the aforementioned Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva
book he wrote is totally erroneous, from start to finish? If that book is to be considered his
major blunder and this present Acintya-bhedabheda-vada book has been written in refutation
of it, then he should have been especially confident and eager to clearly reference
Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva and the falsity of its contents. He could have simply said: “The
books I wrote previously were mistaken. Readers should adopt the logic of ‘paravidhi balavan
— the latter statement is stronger’ and only accept my later books.” However, we must insist:
“All the articles, essays, and books he wrote previously while under the shelter of Sri Sri

Gurudeva were good and pure. All his later books and essays are deeply flawed, rooted in
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some nefarious purpose, and full malice, enmity, violence and offenses; they are therefore
wholly unacceptable and unreadable. I have searched the entirety of his 500-page Vada book
and could not find mention of the aforementioned book anywhere. Moreover, he has actually
verified the authenticity of the Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book by quoting some portions
from its twenty-seventh chapter in this Vada book. Surprisingly enough, he has not in fact
forgotten the contents of this book, even though it has been a whole yuga, or twelve years. He
remembers everything so well that when he raises one of the above questions (about Laksmi-
devi) and cites evidence from Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva, he wilfully and consciously conceals
where he first recorded this evidence. What he quotes in this Vada book (page 243-244),
from Chapter 27 of Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva (pages 206 and 208) to refute Sri Baladeva’s

conclusions has been replicated without alteration for the readers’ benefit:

“As per the renowned conclusions of Sri Madhva, Sri Laksmi is Visnuw’s priya-mahisi (beloved
queen); She possesses an eternal body comprised of jiiana and ananda. Like Visnu, She is
devoid of the flaws that subject one to dwelling within a mother’s womb. She is situated
everywhere with Visnu, pervading all space and dimensions. Along with Visnu’s infinite
forms, Sri Laksmi also enjoys pastimes in infinite forms. At the time of Visnu’s incarnation,
Laksmi also incarnates and presides as the beloved consort of that avatara. Like Visnu,
Laksmi also has countless eternal names and forms. (Sr1 Madhva’s ‘Brhadaranyaka-bhasya, 3t
Ch., 5th Brahmana)

“Laksmi-devi ... * * * * * * *
is subservient to Visnu, the embodiment of all knowledge and many times more exalted than
Caturmukha Brahma. She dwells on Bhagavan’s limbs in the form of various types of
ornaments. Visnu’s bed, seat, throne, ornaments and everything He enjoys is comprised of

Laksmi. (Bhagavatam 2.9.13 quoted in the ‘Anuvydakhyane’ of Brahma-sitra 4.2.1)”50

Here, from “As per the renowned conclusions of Sri Madhva” up to “Laksmi also has
countless eternal names and forms” is printed on page 206 of Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva at the
very beginning of the article entitled “Laksmi.” Vidyavinoda Mahasaya quoted that directly
from the Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book. Concealing this fact, however, he has referenced it
as cited from Sri Madhva’s ‘Brhadaranyaka-bhasya, Ch. 3, 5t Brahmana. I have not been able
to find any such statement in the Third Chapter, Fifth Brahmana, of Madhva’s

50 This citation is found in footnotes on pages 243-244 of Sundarananda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-vada. It
is borrowed directly from pages 206 and 208 of his Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book.
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‘Brhadaranyaka-bhasya’. This statement of Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s is his refutation of Sri
Baladeva Vidyabhusana Prabhu’s explanation of Madhva’s ‘mata-visesa’ in Tattva-sandarbha’s
28t Anuccheda. He wants to say Srila Baladeva Vidyabhiisana Prabhu has deemed Sri Sri
Laksmi-devi to be in the jiva category because of his ignorance of Madhva’s teachings; but Sri
Madhva has not made such a statement anywhere. Therefore, this conclusion of Baladeva’s is
not real. I am submitting a few points below regarding this false, groundless charge made by
the author of this Vada book.

Here 1 would like to draw readers’ attention to one statement Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has
made about Baladeva Prabhu. In the 13t chapter of this Vada book, he has written: “Sri
Baladeva Vidyabhusana was previously a disciple of the Tattvavadi-sampradaya. Later, upon
entering the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya, he tried to show that Sri Krsna Caitanya-deva
and the disciplic succession of His followers and their philosophical conclusions were
congruent with Tattvavada-guru Sriman Madhvacarya’s amnaya (tradition).” He also
mentions: “First he read Sankara’s commentary, before studying Sriman Madhva’s thoroughly.
At this time, he (Baladeva) became a disciple of the Tattvavadis and became part of Madhva’s
lineage. [...] He defeated the scholars in Sri Purusottama-ksetra and was living in the

Tattvavadi matha.”

What Sundarananda wants to prove by this is that Sri Baladeva is not a Gaudiya-Vaisnava, but
a disciple of Madhvacarya’s Tattvavadi-sampradaya, and that, having studied Madhva’s bhasya
(commentary) thoroughly, he had become enamoured with Madhva’s philosophy. If Baladeva
had studied Madhva’s bhasya so thoroughly and was a disciple of the Madhva-sampradaya
living in the Tattvavadi matha, and if such a statement is to be accepted as true, then how is it
that Baladeva would make a mistake in explaining Madhva-sampradaya’s mata-visesa?
Otherwise, if for argument’s sake, we accept that he really made a mistake, then we would
have to believe that he was not a proper disciple of Madhva’s sampradaya and not properly
acquainted with Tattvavada’s mata-visesa (the specifics of its doctrine). Therefore, would we
or would we not be compelled to think that statements like “he lived in the Tattvavadi matha”
and “he became the disciple of one of the Madhva-sampradaya’s acaryas” were false, baseless,

and fabricated?

The fact of the matter is that Srila Baladeva Vidyabhuisana Prabhu is situated in the
immaculate disciplic succession of Sri Sri Gaura-Nityananda and, following them, so is Sri Sri

Jiva Gosvamipada. According to Bhagavata-parampara, he is ninth in descent from Sri Sriman
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Nityananda Prabhu, and according Pancaratrika-parampara, he is accepted as eighth in
descent from Sri Nityananda Prabhu. Historians outline his Pancaratrika-parampara as

follows:

Sriman Nityananda Prabhu’s disciple was Srila Gauridasa Pandita, and his disciple was Sri
Hrdaya Caitanya; Hrdaya Caitanya Prabhu’s disciple was Sri Syamananda Prabhu, and his
disciple was Srila Rasikananda; Rasikananda Prabhu’s disciple was Nayanananda and his
disicple was Radha-Damodara. He was the foremost pandita-acarya (scholar and preceptor) of
Srila Jiva Gosvami’s Sat-sandarbhas. Srila Baladeva Vidyabhiisana Prabhu was a diksa disciple
of this Srila Radha Damodara Prabhu and the foremost siksa disciple of Srila Visvanatha
Cakravarti Thakura. This is historical fact accepted by all. There is no mention of such an
illustrious digvijayi-pandita in any of the branches of the Madhva guru-parampara. Historians
have made a point to mention how Baladeva Prabhu was a more well-versed scholar of
scripture than the Madhva-sampradaya scholars of his time. During that era, there was no
scholar anywhere in India in any sampradaya who was of the same caliber of erudition in
Nyaya, Vedanta, the Puranas, Itihasas, and other scriptures. He had taken birth in the
province of Utkala [Odisha]. During his time, in Sri Puri-dhama, the Madhva-Gaudiya-
sampradaya was much more prominent than the Madhvacarya-sampradaya. Therefore, it was
natural for a world-revered maha-mahopadhyaya scholar like Baladeva to follow the lotus feet
of Vaisnava acaryas of the Madhva-Gaudiya-sampradaya. And while Sri Baladeva studied
Madhva’s bhasya thoroughly, he also meticulously studied that of Sankara, Ramanuja,
Bhaskaracarya, Nimbarka, Vallabha and others. It is not as if he became part of those
sampradayas just because he studied those philosophical texts. He did not become a disciple
of any other sampradaya because there were no greater Vaisnava scholars anywhere but in the
Madhva-Gaudiya-sampradaya. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya has undertaken a futile endeavor to
present Baladeva Vidyabhuisana as part of the Madhva tradition. In this vein of guesswork and
ignoble intent, he has cited a few portions of an article by Srila Thakura Bhaktivinoda. But he
has not cited the full article. If he had, the nefariousness of his endeavors would have come to
light. In the aforementioned article, Srila Bhaktivinoda Thakura does not accept that Baladeva
Prabhu was a Madhva Tattvavadi initiate. We will discuss this at length in another Siddhanta

and present the whole article for careful examination.

Previously it was mentioned that Sundarananda’s statement beginning with “the renowned
conclusions of Madhva” was borrowed from his Vaisnavacarya Sri Madhva book. He decided

that readers would think he had lost his mind if he revealed this book to be his source, so he
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concealed his source and cited it as being from Madhva’s commentary on the Brhadaranyaka,
3rd chapter, 5th Brahmana. We say this has been proven to be false evidence. There is no
mention of any such statement in Madhva’s commentary on said chapter in the 5t Brahmana.
However, there are several verses quoted by Madhva that favor the purport of Baladeva

Vidyabhtisana Prabhu’s commentary:

11 bhur durgambhrani hris ca maha-laksmis ca daksina |
sita-jayanti-satya ca rukminityadi-bhedita ||
prakrtis tena cavista tad-vasa na harih svayam |
tato'nantamsa-hina ca balajiiapti-sukhadibhih ||
gunaih sarvais tathapy asya prasadad-dosa-varjjita |

sarvada sukha-rapa ca sarvada jiana-ripini ||
(Brhadaranyaka Bhasya, 314 Pariccheda, 5th Brahmana)

In other words, Sri, Bhii, Durga, Ambhrani, Hri, Maha-Laksmi, Daksina, Sita, Jayanti, Satya,
Rukmini, and other various prakrtis are all imbued and compelled by Sri Hari, whereas Sri
Hari Himself is not compelled by them. In all aspects, such as knowledge, strength,
happiness, etc., they are infinitely inferior to Sri Hari. However, by the grace of Bhagavan,

they are devoid of all flaws and forever the personifications of happiness and knowledge.

Here the point to deliberate is this: the statement “prakrtis tena cavista tad vasa na harih
svayam” asserts that Sri, Maha-Laksmi, Sita and others are vasya (submissive) to Hari; in
other words, Hari is the Isa (lord) and Laksmi and others are vasya (subservient). Not only
that, they are infinitely inferior to Sri Hari. Baladeva Prabhu is referring to this citation made
by Madhva when he describes Madhva’s mata-visesa as classifying Sr1 Laksmi-Devi as a jiva.
There is no cause or reason for Vidyavinoda Mahasaya to disapprove of this. The
aforementioned commentary on Brhadaranyaka does not prove that Madhvacarya does not
have this sort of mata and that this is simply something that Baladeva Prabhu conjured up. He
surely showed Laksmi great regard in his Anuvyakhyana to Vedanta, citing Bhagavata 2.9.13,
describing her glories to far surpass those of Brahma and other demigods. That much is true,
but we can see an entirely opposite kind of statement in his Brhadaranyaka-bhasya. What
purpose he had in selecting that bit of scriptural evidence in his Brhadaranyaka-bhasya is not

what we are discussing here. But we see in the lives of our dcaryas: “eka lilaya karena prabhu
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karya parica-sata | — With one pastime, the Lord accomplished five or six feats.”>! Whatever
that may be, it is this statement that Baladeva has taken issue with and refuted Madhva’s mata
in Vedanta-syamantaka. There he discusses Parabrahma’s three types of sakti—sandhini,
samvit and hladini—and describes Sri Laksmi-devi as the main vrtti-svariipa (personified
function) of the hladini aspect of Parabrahma’s Parasakti, thereby refuting the idea of Sri

Laksmi-devi being a jiva.

Now the point to consider is why Sriman Mahaprabhu accepted the Madhva-sampradaya
despite there being this sort of philosophical difference. This is Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s

question. He has written:

“When this is the sort of mata-visesa found in the Madhva-sampradaya, why did Sr1 Krsna
Caitanya-deva accept it? There is no reason for this given in Sripada Baladeva Vidyabhtisana’s
writings.” (Acintya-bhedabheda-vada 143—-44)

In this context, we request readers to deliberate the topic discussed in this Acintya-
bhedabheda essay, from page 75 to 89, under the heading “Difference of mata is not reason for
a difference of sampradaya.” Therein we have clearly proven that mata-bheda (philosophical
differences) alone is not cause for a separation of sampradaya. If every little philosophical
difference were cause for creating a whole new sampradaya, then Krsna’s servants in the
twelve rasas would have twelve different sampradayas. In discussing this issue, we have
shown that even though Murari Gupta, Srivasa Pandita and other bhagavad-bhaktas had
philosophical differences with Mahaprabhu Himself regarding the main thing Mahaprabhu
was preaching—madhurya-rasa—they were still considered Gaudiya-Vaisnavas. Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya simply does not have the capacity to reject this fact. Moreover, within a single
sampradadya, various vaisistya (specialities) are observed between different acaryas. If you
refer to this vaiSistya as mata-bheda (philosophical differences), then you are denigrating the

wondrousness (camatkarita) of vicara-vaisistya (speciality of conception).

In this context, it is very necessary to mention a few points made by the crest-jewel of
sahajiyas, the honorable Sriyata Radha-govinda-natha Mahasaya, because he has tried to
present a comparative analysis of various vicara-vaisistya between Sriman Mahaprabhu’s
Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya and various other philosophers in a huge 1600-page book

published in two parts under the tile “Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana.” He too, in this book, has

51 Sr1 Caitanya-caritamrta, Antya-lila, 3+ Pariccheda, 169—fourth edition by Gaudiya Matha
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followed in Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s footsteps, matching his tune, and quoting
from Sundarananda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-vada to say that the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya
is a different sampradaya and not part of the Madhva-sampradaya. Sriytita Natha Mahasaya, in
the 40th Anuccheda of the introduction to the first volume of Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana, has
written down several points outlining the reasons for forming a different sampradaya. No
matter what he writes, it is all but an echo or copy of Sundarananda’s Acintya-bhedabheda-
vada book. Therefore, this article of mine should be taken to be refutation of the huge
Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana book Radha-govinda-natha Mahasaya has gone to such great effort

to compile.

While we have previously proven that “every little philosophical difference is not cause for a
split in the sampradaya,” Sriyata Natha Mahasaya holds to the completely opposite point of
view and wants to say that “having the same mata or bhava does not determine oneness of
sampraddaya.” He wants to take it even further, saying that “even if one’s upasya (object of
worship), upasana (worship), and the result of one’s updsand, one’s prayojana-tattva, are the
same, this does not necessarily translate to a unity of sampradaya. While there are surely
differences between the Madhvas and Gaudiya-Vaisnavas in terms of upasya, upasand, and the
ultimate goal, even if they were aligned on these three tattvas, they could not be referred to as
one sampradaya.” Sriyita Natha Mahasaya has invoked all these statements of his in order to
show that the unique Gaudiya-Vaisnava perspective aligns with the teachings of Sripada
Sanikaracarya and, in addressing the issue of sampradaya-bheda, has written: “According to
the Madhva-sampradaya tenets, I$vara is the sevya (worshipful master) and the jiva is His
sevaka, or servant. The Gaudiya-sampradaya has the same teaching. However, it is not
accurate to call the Gaudiya-sampradaya a branch of the Madhva-sampradaya based only on
their agreement on this sevya-sevaka-bhava. Why? Because the Ramanuja, Nimbarka and
other sampradayas also have sevya-sevaka-bhava. If similarity of bhava meant being part of the
same sampradaya, then all the aforementioned sampradayas would be one and the same; but

that cannot be said to be so.”52

When addressing a subject like the history of philosophy, one cannot simply say, “It is said to
be so,” or “It is not said to be so.” The sampradayas that accept that the relationship of master
and servant between Isvara and the jivas is eternal are all counted as one Vaisnava-

sampradaya. And all those throughout the whole field of philosophy who do not accept the

52 Bhitimika (introduction) to Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana published (1st Volume) Bangabda 1363 Sala,
2nd of Caitra, 40th Anu, page 180 of bhumika.
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eternal distinction between I$vara and jiva as sevya and sevaka but accept their oneness are
non-Vaisnava, or advaita-vadi. Amid these two doctrines, Madhva, Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and
the Gaudiya Gosvamis established the mood of sevya and sevaka, so they are all classified as
Vaisnavas. Meanwhile, Sankara and other acaryas are advaita-vadi non-Vaisnavas for having
accepted the oneness of the jiva and Isvara. This is the difference between the Sankara-
sampradaya and Vaisnava-sampradaya. Among the advaita-vadis, due to mata-vaisistya, or
specialization within the doctrine, different sampradayas were formed: Sankara, Bauddha,
Jain, etc., and the Hinayana, Mahayana sects, etc. Likewise, though Vaisnavas all accept sevya-
sevaka-bhava, sampradayika differences were established on the basis of a variety of vicara-
vaiSistya (specialized conceptual approaches). Since time immemorial there have been two

sampradayas, the devatas and the asuras:

“dvau bhuta-sargau loke ’smin daiva dasura eva ca |”
(Gita 16.6 and Padma Purana)
In other words, in this world, there are two types of people: the daiva (godly) and the asura

(demoniac); among them:
“visnu-bhaktah smrto daiva asuras tad viparyayah” (Padma Purana)

In other words, the devotees of Visnu, the Vaisnavas, are in the daiva category, and the
proponents of various other doctrines are all in the asura category. Therefore, it is seen that
since the prehistoric age till the present, there have been two sampradayas developing
alongside each other—this is the declaration of Gita and Padma Purana. Every Vaisnava-
sampradaya is founded on the basis of bheda, or dvaita-vada (dualist doctrine). The asurika
sampradayas are founded on advaita-vada. At their roots, one sampradaya adheres to nirguna
or nirvisesa-vada (the featureless, unvariegated doctrine) and the other adheres to saguna or
saviSesavada (the doctrine personal qualities and variety); in other words, the nirvisesa-vadis
do not accept the eternal difference between sevya and sevaka while the savisesa-vadis accept
that eternal difference. Those who accept that are part of one sampradaya and that
sampradaya is the Vaisnava-sampradaya. Therefore, Natha Mahasaya’s statement that
“similarity of mata or bhava does not determine oneness of sampraddaya” is not a well-

reasoned remark.

In regard to the differences between the Gaudiyas and the Madhva-sampradaya, Natha
Mahasaya says: “The Gaudiya-sampradaya cannot be said to be part of the Madhva-
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sampradaya even though both traditions share the same upasya (worshipful deity). Because,
the upasya, upasana, and laksya (goal) of the Ramanuja-sampradaya is like that of the
Madhva-sampradaya, but neither of these can be said to be part of the other. These two are
different sampradayas. Even though the sadhya and sadhana of these two sampradayas is the
same, they have different doctrines pertaining to the relationship between brahma and jiva-
jagata (souls and the world). It seems that differences of sampradaya are determined on the
basis of philosophical differences concerning the relationship between brahma and the jiva-
jagata. Because, just as these two sampradayas are said to be different based on the doctrinal
differences on this matter even though their sadhya and sadhana are the same, likewise, even
though the Gaudiya-sampradaya and Nimbarka-sampradaya are almost identical in terms of
sadhya and sadhana, they harbor different opinions about this same issue of relationship
[between brahma and jiva] and are therefore recognized as two different sampradayas. If the
Madhva-sampradaya and Gaudiya-sampradaya are seen to concur on the matter of the
relationship between brahma and jiva-jagata, then would it be accurate to say that the
Gaudiya-sampradaya is part of the Madhva-sampradaya. However, on this topic, these two

sampradayas are seen to have disparate doctrines as well.”53

We say, the Madhva and Gaudiya-sampradayas do not have the slightest difference of opinion
regarding the relationship between brahma and jiva-jagata. However, the huge philosophical
difference that Natha Mahasaya has detected regarding this relationship, he has discussed
with big, hefty arguments in just ten lines of his 1600-page book. Below we present for the
readers the general approach, classification, and finer discernments Natha Babu has used to
demonstrate this philosophical difference, thereby showcasing just how meaningless Natha

Babu policy of being ‘mitarica saraiica — brief and to the point’ is:

“The Madhva-sampradaya is bhedavadi; and the Gaudiya-sampradaya is acintya-
bhedabheda-vadi. There is a huge disparity between these two sampradayas on this matter.”

(Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana—bhumika page 181)

Natha Mahasaya refers to one sampradaya as bhedavadi and the other as acintya-bhedabheda-
vadi, and with these two statments, falls silent, having determined the vast differences
between these two philosophical perspectives regarding the relationship between brahma, the

jiva, and the world. He differentiates between the Gaudiya and Madhva sampradayas based on

53 53 Bhitmika (introduction) to Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana published (1st Volume) Bangabda 1363 Sala,
2nd of Caitra, 4th Anu, page 181 of bhumika.
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Sundarananda Vidyavinoda Mahasaya, and here I am quoting what meaning Vidyavinoda has
determined for the word acintya-bhedabheda to show the irrelevance of Natha Mahasaya’s

statement. Vidyavinoda Mahasaya says:

“Sri Sri Krsna Caitanya’s followers, the Sri Gosvamipada-gana, fabricated the idea of acintya-

dvaitadvaita-siddhanta, but really only managed to establish advaita-siddhanta.”>*

What needs to be said here is that if the Gaudiya Gosvamis are establishing advaita-siddhanta
via acintya-bhedabheda—if this notion is to be heeded, then one must say that the Gaudiyas
are part of the advaita-vadi Sankara-sampradaya—which is something Gaudiya-Vaisnavas will
not accept, nor can they. In another Siddhanta, it will be explicitly demonstrated how there is
not even the slightest difference between the bhedavada of Madhva and acintya-bhedabheda of
the Gaudiyas. Not only that, but the concept of acintya-bhedabheda is clearly evident within
Madhva’s bheda-vada in the context of brahma’s relationship with jiva and jagata, and if one is
to deliberate upon the conclusions inherent to Jivapada’s acintya-bhedabheda, Madhva’s bheda,

or dvaita-siddhanta, will come into focus—not any form of advaita-siddhanta.

I think Natha Mahasaya has not thoroughly studied Madhva’s philosophical texts; even if he
has, without an impartial standpoint, a proper grasp of the topics would not be revealed. The
reason for this is showing itself: In his Gaudiya Vaisnava Darsana, Madhvacarya’s name and
his vicara, or pramana, is barely used or quoted. In his 1600-page book, the deliberations of
Acarya Sankara and Ramanuja are clearly visible throughout, and where he presents a
comparative analysis of Vaisnava siddhanta with that of Sankara, he accepts only Ramanuja’s
thought to bolster his own. So little of the writings of Sr1 Jivapada and Baladeva Prabhu has
been included that it is not even worth mentioning, what to speak of Madhva’s. Even in the
context of refuting Sankara’s doctrine, in places where the arguments of Madhva, Jivapada
and Baladeva have established the most beauty and camatkarita (sense of wonder), there too
he has selected Ramanuja’s explanations instead of these dacaryas. This is the speciality of
Natha Mahasaya.

According to Natha Mahasaya, the main reason for differentiation between sampradayas is the
disparity of conclusions concerning brahma, jiva, and jagata. We really have not been able to
agree with him on this topic. In many places, he has even accepted that there is some

similarity between the Vaisnava acaryas’ views on the relationship between brahma, jiva, and

54
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jagata. Therefore, we too will, in proper context, demonstrate how there is no difference
between Madhva and the Gaudiya-Vaisnavas on this point. Small philosophical differences are
not reason enough to form a different sampradaya. The upasya is Visnu, the upasana is bhakti,
and the attainable object is mukti, or seva. Even though there are small differences between
the four Vaisnava sampradayas in regard to these three tattvas, at their roots, they cannot be
called differences. Rather, they all share a similar dharma. Different sampradayas have been
created among the Vaisnavas based on differences between the upasya-tattvas, or in regard to
the utkarsa (superior excellence) of the para-tattva. In some places we see some taratamya
(gradational differences) in regard to sadhya, sadhana, and sadhaka-tattva, which causes some
gradational differences between sampradayas. This too will be discussed thoroughly in proper
context. In all actuality, the root reason for the variegation of sampradayas is the variegation
in experience of the para-tattva, or upasya-tattva. Whichever deity has demonstrated more
excellence as an updasya-tattva has gained that much more superiority. The jivas take shelter of
the various dcaryas of different sampradayas according to their own individual capacity and

proclivity and thus obtain their individual cherished goals.

Sriman Mahaprabhu’s “Sale of His soul”
Now, to answer Vidyavinoda Mahasaya’s question “Why did Mahaprabhu accept Sriman
Madhvacarya’s sampraddaya?” 1 would tell him to study the fifteenth chapter of Madhya-lila,
Sri Caitanya-caritamrta, very carefully There he will be able to see that Sri Sriman
Mahaprabhu addressed the residents of Kulina-grama—Satyaraja Khana, Ramananda Vasu,

and other Vaisnavas—with special honor:

kulina-grama-vasire kahe sammana kariya |
pratyabda asibe yatraya pattadori laiya ||
‘gunaraja-khana’ kaila ‘sri krsna-vijay’ |
taha eka vakya tara ache premamaya ||
nanda-nandana krsna—*"“mora prananatha |”
ei vakye bikainu tara vamsera hata |
tomara ki katha, tomara gramera kukkura |

se mora priya, anya-jana rahu dira ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya-lila, 15.98-101)

Sriman Mahaprabhu’s most confidential moods have been revealed from this description by

Srila Kaviraja Gosvami. One Vaisnava by the name ‘Gunaraja Khana’ wrote a book of poetry
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called ‘Sri Krsna Vijaya’. Because the words “nanda-nandana krsna—“mora prananatha —
Nanda-nandana Krsna is the lord of my life” were written in this text, Sriman Mahaprabhu
became overwhelmed and said, “tara vamse bikainu hata”—effectively selling His soul. Not
only that, He is saying to Gunaraja Khana’s son and grandson, Srila Satyaraja Khana and Srila
Ramananda Vasu: “What to speak of you, what to speak of the human beings in your village,

even your dogs are very, very dear to Me.”

The aforementioned text of Sri Krsna Vijaya was written two years before Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s advent. Srila Thakura Bhaktivinoda has written: “This book is the first text of
padya poetry in the Bengali language.”> As it suits the context, we are presenting some

introduction to this book from my Sri Guru-padapadma’s Anubhasya for the readers:

The adi-kavi (pioneer poet) Gunaraja Khana Mahasaya started writing this grantha in
1395 [Sakabda year] and completed it in 1402.

The composition of Sr1 Krsna Vijaya is very simple—so simple that even half-educated
teenagers and lower caste people who have little knowledge of letters can easily read
and understand it. The language of this book is not ornamental. In many places, its
couplets are not so sweet. Often, in a couplet that should be fourteen syllables long, one
will find a line of sixteen or twelve—thirteen syllables, and many of the words are
contemporary to that era. Only people from the Radha region will understand all those

words. No Bengali language library can be said to be complete without this text.

This grantha deserves the greatest honor among spiritually-inclined persons. Foremost
of Vaisnavas, the worshipful Sri Gunaraja Khana Mahasaya wrote this grantha for the
appreciation of a general audience as a translation of the crest-jewel of scriptures,
Srimad-Bhagavatam—of its tenth and eleventh cantos. For that reason, this grantha is
worshipped everywhere in the Vaisnava world. It is needless to say how much honor
the book that Mahaprabhu read and praised so much has garnered in Gaudiya Vaisnava
society. Therefore, this text is a venerable treasure for Bengalis; more to the point, some
say that it is this very book that is the adi-kavya, or original work of poetry, in the

Bengali language.

55 “Sr1 Krsna Vijaya’ — a book. Many believe that this grantha is the original Bengali padya-kavya
text.” —(Srila Thakura Bhaktivinoda’s Amrta-pravaha-bhasya, Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya 15.99)
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This book was written by the hands of Sri Devananda Vasu in 1405 Sakabda, two years

prior to Sri Sriman Mahaprabhu’s advent.
Here we present the original abovementioned verse for the readers:

“eka-bhave vando hari joda kari’ hata |

nanda-nandana krsna—mora prananatha ||”

Srila Kavirdja Gosvami, in the second line of his previously cited couplet describing Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s reaction to this verse, quotes Sriman Mahaprabhu as saying: “ei vakye bikainu
tara vamsera hata — 1 have sold myself into the hands of his descendants.” Here it seems
necessary to provide some introduction to the dynasty of Gunaraja Khana (Maladhara Vasu),

especially since it is the dynasty Mahaprabhu has personally said He has sold Himself to.

Along with five high-class brahmanas from Kanyakubja, the King Adisura of Bengal also
brought five kayasthas with the surnames Ghosa, Guha, Vasu, Mitra, and Datta. As the
kayasthas were upper class in all respects, they were honored by the brahmanas. Dasaratha
Vasu was one of the kayasthas. Sri Maladhara Vasu appeared in the dynasty of this same
Dasaratha Vasu. Sri Maladhara Vasu was endowed with many virtues, so the king of Bengal
gave him the title “Gunaraja Khana — the King of Virtues”. Therefore, the family of Maladhara
Vasu, which is the tilaka of the Vasu dynasty, is known by the title ‘Khana’. Gunaraja Khana
was the thirteenth descendant of the aforementioned Dasaratha Vasu. The world-renowned
Gunardja Khana had a son named Satyaraja Khana, whose previous name was Laksminatha
Vasu; and Sri Ramananda Vasu is Satyaraja Khana’s son. Therefore, addressing Gunaraja
Khana’'s son and grandson, Sriman Mahaprabhu has said: “nanda-nandana krsna—mora
pranandtha | ei vakye bikainu tara vamsera hata.” From Sriman Mahaprabhu’s time, we find
mention of all three individuals, Gunaraja Khana and his sons. Here we present for the
readers Gunardja Khana’s genealogy from Dasaratha Vasu to Ramananda Vasu. The names

mentioned below are the descendant sons, one after the other:

(1) Dasaratha Vasu, (2) Kusala, (3) Subhankara, (4) Harhsa, (5) Muktirama, (6) Damodara,
(7) Anantarama, (8) Guni-nayaka, (9) Madhva, (10) Sripati, (11) Yajiiesara, (12) Bhagiratha,
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(13) Maladhara Vasu (title “Gunaraja Khana”), (14) Satyaraja Khana (previously named

Laksminatha Vasu, (15) Ramananda Vasu.5¢

Thus, Sr1 Ramananda Vaus was fifteenth in line of descent from Dasaratha Vasu. Maladhara
Vasu was a very wealthy person. If you see the temples he established and the fortifications
around his residence, it is apparent that he was a very prosperous individual who owned a lot
of land. Sriman Mahaprabhu sold Himself to this family. He even considered the animals,
birds, and insects of Kulinagrama very dear to Him. Everything related to someone you love

becomes dear to you. This is the symptom of true love.

In Sriman Mahaprabhu’s pastimes, we are seeing that He saw one book where ‘Nanda-
nandana Krsna’ was being described as prananatha (lord of one’s life), and this is the exact
message that Mahaprabhu came to preach. Therefore, by selling Himself to the dynasty of this
book’s author, He became so very pleased—pleased to the core of His soul. This teaching is
the main thread, or clue, we have to understanding how and why one should accept a
particular sampradaya. More to the point, we see in the description of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s

nature:

isvara svabhava—bhaktera na laya aparadha |
alpa-seva bahu mane atma-paryanta prasada ||

(Caitanya-caritamrta, Antya, 1.107)

The Lord’s nature is such that He does not take offense from His devotees. Any small service

they render, He considers to be a great service and is pleased enough to give Himself to them.

“All bhaktas are one and the same”—no Vaisnava-sampradaya accepts such indiscriminate
judgment. There are differences of adhikara (eligibility), differences in the services devotees
render according to their rasa, differences in the ultimate goal they want, differences in their
experience of the updasya-tattva, and more. As He takes into consideration the rasa and
adhikara of His devotees, Bhagavan does not heed any offenses they may commit. He does not
take any offense personally, and instead, He considers even the smallest and ordinary service
rendered by His dear, cherished sevakas to be a great service. Srila Krsnadasa Kaviraja

Gosvami has revealed an extremely confidential truth in the words “atma-paryanta prasada”.

56 Collected from the list preserved at the ancestral home in Kulinagrama. Maladhara Vasu had
fourteen children; of them, the second was Laksmidhara, who we know as Satyaraja Khana.
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This is one entirely new and majestic quality of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s audarya-lila. The word
‘prasada’ generally means “favor, mercy”. It has another emotive meaning that is accepted,
which is: “submitting or offering any item to one’s guru or worshipful object according to the
prescribed rituals of scripture”. The crown-jewel of Gaudiya-Vaisnava dcaryas, Om Visnupada
Srila Prabhupada, has defined the meaning of the “atma-paryanta prasada” phrase in his
Anubhasya to Sri Caitanya-caritamrta as: “He grants the favor of giving even Himself.” In
other words, Sriman Mahaprabhu gives such great value to even the smallest service rendered
by His devotees that He gives them even His very self. If we reflect on this description of the
speciality of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s qualities, we can understand that even if He had
philosophical differences with Madhvacarya’s in the field of logical debate, He has forgotten
all of that because He agrees with Madhvacarya, or finds a point of reconciliation with him, in
regard to the worship of para-tattva. Thus He accepted Madhvacarya as the main dcarya at the

root of His sampradaya.

The description of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s travels in South India as revealed in Sri Caitanya-
caritamrta and Srila Govinda-dasa’s ‘Kadaca (which is accepted as authentic by all) shows
that even though Visnu’s supremacy was accepted in some places, Mahaprabhu did not see
service, worship, and arcana being performed anywhere in acceptance of the presiding deity
of ujjvala-rasa, Sri Krsna, as the supreme. He who has incarnated to teach the world the
worship of Krsna wandered all over South India and could not see a deity of Sri Krsna
anywhere. Surely He felt afflicted at heart. But that was completely alleviated when He came
to Udupi and saw ‘Nartaka Gopala’ Sr1 Krsnacandra at Sri Madhvacarya’s place of worship.
The author of Caritamrta has written the following to describe the religious traditions in

South India at that time, as well as Sriman Mahaprabhu’s purpose and preaching:

daksina-desera loka aneka prakara |
keha jnani, karmi, pasandi apara ||
sei saba loka prabhura darsana prabhave |
nija nija mata chadi’ haila vaisnave ||
sabe-i vaisnava haya, kahe—krsna’, ‘hari’ |
anya grama nistaraye se vaisnava kari’ ||
mallikarjuna tirtha jai mahesa dekhila |

taha saba loka krsna nama laoyaila ||

(Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya 9. 9, 19, 8, 15)
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[The people of the southern country are of many types. Some are erudites, some fruitive
workers, and there are countless heretics. All of them abandoned their various beliefs and
became Vaisnavas by the power of the Lord’s audience. Everyone became Vaisnava and began
chanting, “Krsna, Hari!” These people would deliver other villages and make the people there
Vaisnavas. He went to Mallikarjuna-tirtha and saw Mahesa. There He had everyone chant the

name of Krsna.]

Herein it is seen that Sriman Mahaprabhu brought those who were practitioners in the non-
Vaisnava category, into His mata and taught them to chant the name of Krsna. Even among
the worshippers of Visnu, who were Vaisnavas, there were no worshippers of Krsna. Sriman

Mahaprabhu taught them the supremacy of Krsna and had them chant Krsna’s name.

In Ahobala-Nrsimha, Skanda-ksetra, Siddhavata, Trimatha and other places, Mahaprabhu had
darsana of Nrsirhhadeva, Ramacandra, Trivikrama and other forms of Visnu and brought the
devotees in those places to His mata (perspective). And in those places, they realized the
supremacy of worshipping Krsna and began chanting the name of Krsna. When can see in

Kaviraja Gosvami’s description:

‘ahobala-nysimhadeva’re karila gamana ||

nrsiritha dekhiya tare kaila nati-stuti |

‘siddha-vata’ gela jaha murtti sitapati ||

raghunatha dekhi’ kaila pranati stavana |

taha eka vipra prabhura kaila nimantrana ||
sei vipra ‘rama’-nama nirantara laya |

rama-nama vind anya vani na kahaya ||
‘skanda-ksetra’-tirthe kaila skanda darasana |
‘trimatha’ aila taha dekhi’ trivikrama ||

sei vipra krsna-nama laya nirantare |

(Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya 9. 16-19, 21-22)
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[He went to Ahobala-Nrsirhha, saw Nrsirmmha, offered hymns and obeisance to Him. He went
to Siddhavata where there is a deity of the Lord of Sita. Seeing Raghunatha, He offered
obeisance and prayers. There a brahmana invited Him (to eat and rest). That brahmana was
chanting the name of Rama without interruption. He would not utter any word except for
Rama. At the holy site of Skanda-ksetra, He saw Skanda. He came to Trimatha and saw

Trivikrama. That brahmana started chanting Krsna’s name constantly.]

In Siddhavata, hearing the name of Krsna of emanating from mouth of that brahmana, Sriman

Mahaprabhu inquired of him:

piirve tumi nirantara laite ‘rama’-nama |

ebe kene nirantara lao ‘krsna’-nama ??

[Before you were always chanting Rama’s name. Why do you now take Krsna’s name

incessantly?]
In reply the brahmana said:

vipra bole—ei tomara darsana prabhave |
toma dekhi’ gela mora ajanma svabhava ||
balyavadhi rama-nama grahana amara |
toma dekhi’ krsna-nama aila ekabara ||
sei haite krsna-nama jihvate bosiya |

krsna-nama sphure, rama-nama diire gela ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya 9. 24-27)

[“This is the power of seeing you. Seeing you, my lifelong habit went away. Since childhod 1
have chanted the name of Rama. Seeing you, Krsna’s name came for the first time and since
then Krsna’s name has sat on my tongue. Krsna’s name manifests and Rama’s name has gone

far away.]

Sriman Mahaprabhu had many discussions with this brahmana about the difference between

Rama’s tattva and Krsna’s tattva. And therein Mahaprabhu established the supremacy of
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Krsna’s tattva. He also initiated the Buddhists of South India into Vaisnava-dharma and had

them take shelter of Krsna’s name:

toma-sabara ‘guru’ tabe paibe cetana |
saba bauddha mili kare krsna-sankirtana ||
guru-karne kahe sabe krsna, rama, hari |

cetana paiya (bauddha)-acarya bole ‘hari’ ‘hari’ ||
(Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya 9. 60-61)

[Your guru will come back to consciousness. All the Buddhists came together to perform
krsna-sankirtana. They uttered the names of Krsna, Rama, and Hari into the ears of their guru.

Coming back to external awareness, the Buddhist teacher began to call out, “Hari! Hari!”

In Visnu-kafici, Sriman Mahaprabhu had darsana of Laksmi-Narayana and there too He made

many people understand the superiority of Krsna compared to Laksmi-Narayana and turned

them into devotees of Krsna:

visnu-kaici asi’ dekhila laksmi-narayana |
pranama kariya kaila bahuta stavana ||
premavese nrtya-gita bahuta karila |
din dui rahi’ loke ‘krsna-bhakta’ kaila ||

[Arriving in Visnu-kanci, He saw Laksmi-Narayana. He offered His obeisance and many
prayers. Absorbed in prema, He sang and danced profusely. He stayed for a few days and made

people devotees of Krsna.]

madhvacarya-sthane aila yaha tattvavadi |
udupite krsna dekhi’ taha haila premasvadi ||
narttaka-gopala dekhe parama-mohane |
madhvacarye svapna diya aila tara sthane |
gopi-candana-tale achila dingate |
madhvacarya-thai aila kona-mate ||
madhvacarya ani’ tare karila sthapana |

adyavadhi seva kare tattvavadi-gana ||
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krsna-murti dekhi’ prabhu mahasukha paila |

maha-premavesa bahuta nrtya-gita kaila ||
(Caitanya-caritamyta, Madhya 9. 245-249)

[He came to Madhvacarya’s place, that of the Tattvavadis. In Udupi, He saw Krsna and there
began to relish the divine ecstacy of prema. He saw the supremely charming form of Nartaka
Gopala who had appeared to Madhvacarya in a dream. The deity had been concealed in a
chunk of gopi-candana that was being transported by boat and came to Madhvacarya in a
miraculous manner. Madhvacarya brought the deity (back to Udupi) and established a temple
for Him there. Till this day, the Tattvavadis serve that deity. Seeing the deity of Krsna, the
Lord felt great bliss. Greatly absorbed in prema, He sang and danced profusely.]

Here the most important point to note is that Sriman Mahaprabhu had not been able to see
the deity of Sri Krsna anywhere and was thus unable to really find joy in His heart anywhere.
With all the various worshippers of Visnu-tattva, He had endured a fair bit of difficulty
discussing tattva and getting people to understand the supremacy of Sri Krsna’s tattva—so
much so that He even felt great pain in His heart. As soon as Mahaprabhu came to
Madhvacarya’s Udupi and saw the deity of Sri Krsna, He experienced mahda-sukha (great joy)
—“krsna-murti dekhi’ prabhu mahasukha paila |.” Elsewhere, upon seeing the deities of Visnu,
Mahaprabhu danced and sang with great prema, but in this place “He relished prema”—the
prema Mahaprabhu had appeared in Nadiya, in Sridhama Mayapura, to relish. It was only
when He came to Udupi that He found the opportunity to relish ujjvala-rasa. He saw the
presiding deity of parama ujjvala vatsalya-rasa (supremely refulgent parental love), His
cherished form of the para-tattva (Supreme Truth), Nartaka-Gopala (“Dancing Gopala”), who
was holding the churning rod and dancing. He had not seen such a supremely captivating
form in all His wanderings of South India. Naturally He found datma-prasada (soul

satisfaction) upon arriving in Madhvacarya’s place.

Upon having darsana of that supremely captivating form, Sriman Mahaprabhu became “maha-
premasvadi — a relisher of great divine love” and found “maha-sukha — great joy”. And it is in
this place that He found full satisfaction of His soul (atma-prasada). From this it seems that

He did not accept any of the South Indian Narayana-worshipping dcaryas like Ramanuja, or
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Nrsimha worshippers like Visnusvami, etc., as His predecessor dcaryas.5” The sampradaya
that accepted Sri Krsna as the supreme tattva was the sampradaya He accepted, because
Sriman Mahaprabhu is Sri Krsna Himself and krsna-tattva was the main topic of His
preaching. His appearance was expressly dedicated to the purpose of adopting the moods of
the gopis and relishing krsna-rasa. Therefore, where else but krsna-tattva can Mahaprabhu sell

His soul?

Previously we saw that the one reason Mahaprabhu sold His soul to Gunaraja Khana was
because he had described Nanda-nandana Krsna as the sole object of worship. That Nanda-
nandana Krsna, the arcavatdara, or deity, of vatsalya-bhava was being worshipped in the
Madhva-sampradaya in the form of Sr1 Nartaka Gopala. Sri Krsna personally came to His
intimate associate Madhvacarya, in a dream, and then appeared in reality. Having travelled the
whole of South India, Stiman Mahaprabhu had not been able to see the worship and service
of Krsna as the Supreme in any other sampradaya. Thus what doubt can there be that He
would sell Himself to Madhva and his lineage, to the line of his disciples and grand-disciples.
This right here is Sriman Mahaprabhu’s acceptance of a sampradaya. Why can’t Vidyavinoda
Mahasaya understand that?

Another question may arise: In the Uttara-radhi Matha established by Madhvacarya, the
deities of Sri Rama and Sita are being worshipped. This is not the worship of Krsna. But
Mahaprabhu Himself, in His Sadbhuja form is Ramacandra, Krsnacandra, and Gauracandra.
This is the form he showed Sarvabhauma Bhattacarya. The amazing thing is that in South
India only Sri Madhvacarya (and his followers) worship both Sri Krsnacandra and Sri
Ramacandra. This is because Sri Madhvacarya, as an incarnation of Sri Srimat Hantimat
himself, was a one-pointed servant of Sri Ramacandra in dasya-rasa. Then, in the form of Sri
Bhimasena, He served Sri Krsnacandra in one-pointed sakhya-bhava. Then, in Kali-yuga, to
facilitate the finest service to Sriman Mahaprabhu, Sr1 Sr1 Nartaka-Gopala, who is immersed
in vatsalya-rasa and holding the churning rod, appeared in Sri Madhva’s heart via a dream
and then manifested Himself from the chunk of gopi-candana. Sri Madhva’s place of bhajana is
an unprecedented amalgamation of the worship of both Sri Rama and Krsna. And Sriman
Mahaprabhu’s appearance and revelation as the Sadbhuja-murti is the unprecedented union

of upasyas to be worshipped. Sriman Mahaprabhu’s incarnation like this is the incarnation of

57 Vallabhacarya, Nimbarkacarya, and other dcaryas were contemporaries of Mahaprabhu. They and
the dacaryas under their guidance came into contact with Sriman Mahaprabhu and realized the
supremacy of worshipping Krsna in madhurya-rasa.
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the acintya-bhedabheda (inconceivable oneness and difference) present throughout the Visnu-
tattva. Sr1 Madhva is the main dcarya who revealed this tattva; and that is why he is the

Tattvavadi Gaudiya-Vaisnavacarya.

The deities of Sri Sri Rama and Sita worshipped by Sriman Madhvacarya were extremely
ancient, belonging to a prehistoric time. These deities were being worshipped by the kings of
the Sarya-vamsa (solar dynasty) long before Sri Ramacandra’s appearance. Eventually they
came to be worshipped by King Dasaratha. Finally, they came to be served by Sri Madhva and
are there to this day.

Lila o Itihasa “Pastimes and History”
Vaisnavas accept the eternality of Bhagavan’s pastimes. Because they accept the eternality of
lila, they also accepet the eternality of the sevya-sevaka-bhava (the mood of master and
servant). If Vaisnava-dharma were to reject the eternality of sevya-sevaka-bhava, it would end
up being part of the Sankara-sampradaya. In attempting to prove the oneness of sevya and
sevaka, the Sankara-sampradaya has been compelled to give twisted interpretations of the
Vedas and Upanisads. And by spreading a web of arguments and logic, they have given
prominence to the secondary meanings of words (laksana-vrtti), rather than their
straightforward, actual meaning (abhidha-vrtti). The abhidha-vrtti conveys the natural
meaning of a word. This is widely accepted throughout the world of philosophy. If the
abhidha-vrtti does not convey meaning, you are left with the burden of having to accept the
laksana-vrtti. This is something all philosophical thinkers agree unanimously on. The
inferiority of laksana is accepted universally. We will not choose inferiority in the world of
philosophy by determining the purport of the Vedas and Upanisads via some secondary,

metaphorical meaning under the guidance of Acarya Srila Sankara.

Some, with nefarious intention, resort to the secondary meaning even in regard to historical
evidence. We are mentioning the names of some individuals, so-called Vaisnavas and authors.
Of them, the most prominent are Sriyiita Sundarananda Vidyavinoda and his sycophant
Sriyiita Radhagovinda Natha Mahasaya. It is not as if another two or four members of the so-
called hereditary Gosvamis do not merit mention, like Kanupriya Gosvami, Satyananda
Gosvami and others. They all disrespect genuine history and twist simple, straightforward
history to create their own newfangled history. This is in all ways rooted in offenses to the
lotus feet of the exalted Vaisnavas of the past. They are loath to accept Sriman Madhvacarya

as the main connective fibre of the Gaudiya-Vaisnava-sampradaya. The main weapon their
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arguments use is laksana. Trying so hard in vain to alter the natural course of history and

come up with something new is called using laksana-vrtti in history.

The famous history writer, Dr. Sriyaita Bimanbihari Majumdar M.A., Ph.d. Mahasaya has
resorted to this sort of laksana tactic and tried like no one has ever before to create the
impossible in a text titled “Sri Caitanya-caritera Upadana”. The sad thing is that Calcutta
University published this book and created more scandal. We cannot find any reason for such
an unhearable, unreadable book to be published with the support of a university. The kind of
low vision he has cast upon Sri Caitanya Mahaprabhu’s transcendental immortal life and
activities simply tells us clearly what kind of character and thoughts he has. Should anyone
read this book, they will be totally destroyed. Embodying the example of this is another book
“Sri Caitanya-deva o Tahara Parsada-gana”, which was recently published by the
aforementioned university by another author, one Sri Girija Sankara Raya Chaudhuri, who
has cast similar aspersions upon Sriman Mahaprabhu’s character and, several years ago,
written another book along these lines: “Bangla Carita Granthe Sri Caitanya”. This too was
published by the university. These three books are not fit to heard or read by anyone. I am
conveying a humble request to the management of Calcutta University to set up a firepit in

front of the library, on the main road, and burn these three books.

Whatever the imaginations of the writers of history come up and whatever is printed as a
result cannot be considered history. If post-graduate students base their beliefs about Sriman
Mahaprabhu and His sampradaya on these sorts of books, they will find nothing but false,
unfounded, and inauspicious notions, and thus they will be caught up in the unprecedented
damage wrought by these books. Not only that, if the student society will establish regard for
these three books, it will amount to an undue, malicious attack on Bengal’s topmost, foremost
religious tradition. If the authors of books become compelled by violence and enmity and
compose history, they simply signal inauspiciousness for the whole world. These mental
proclivities of Biman Babu and Girija Babu are clearly evident from even a cursory study of
their books. 1 will go into an extensive discussion of their impertinent predilections in

another article.

Historians are often atheists and therefore do not accept lila. In their eyes, lilas are just the
activities of a historical person, or that of a superhuman. Real ‘lil@’ is beyond mortal purview,
beyond logic and reason, and endowed with inconceivable potency. Philosophical reasoning

and discernment cannot get through the heads of these writers of history, so they are
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incapable of conceiving of the lila’s inconceivability and transcendence. We are quoting what
Girija Raya has said about Sriman Mahaprabhu below, wherein he casts aspersions on the

writings of Srila Kaviraja Gosvami.

“The later the successors of a religious founder are, the more they preach of the religious
leader’s divine glory. This attracts the general public the most, but the immediate followers of
a religious figure do not make much of his divinity. .... People blind in regard to dharma have
more faith in the supernatural than the ordinary.”>8 This inability of those blind to dharma is
not indicative of Bhagavan’s pastimes lacking acintyatva (inconceivability) and atimartyatva
(superhumanness). The bhajananandi-darsanikas (philosophers who delight in bhajana) are
capable of explaining this teaching to them via each and every syllable. The Vedas, Vedanta,
Upanisads, and other scriptures always teach us that there is no place for yukti and tarka
(logic and reasoning) in bhagavat-tattva. Only the pasandas (offenders, antagonists) who are
established in their asurika-dharma (demoniac nature) spread a convoluted web of reasonings
over the subject of isvara-tattva. The proliferation of Bhagavan’s pastimes is based on the
eternality of the difference between the jiva and Isvara. But Vidyavinoda Mahasaya wants to
say that the oneness of the jiva and I$vara is Sri Jivapada’s conclusion on jiva-tattva. This is
the advaita-vadis’ concept of some nirisvara-tattva (Godless principle). If the absence of
difference between the jiva and I$vara, or their oneness, is accepted, then how are we to
account for the existence of lila-tattva? Where the Upanisads teach both bheda and abheda,
bheda is always more prominent. This is the conclusion of the Gosvamis and other dcaryas. In

Paramatma Sandarbha, Srila Jiva Gosvami has conveyed this very clearly.

The Vaisnavas are Bhagavan’s eternal servants because they accept the eternal existence of
Bhagavan’s pastimes. Their bliss lies in service, and since master and servant are eternal, the
service, activity, or inclinations that exist between them are also naturally accepted as being
eternal. This seva-vrtti (inclination to serve) is nityananda-svaripa (the embodiment of
eternal bliss). Service is the supreme goal of the Vaisnavas. Those who worship Narayana
accept the eternality of Laksmi-Narayana and develop parama-priti (supreme, divine love) as
they become intensely absorbed in their service for all eternity. Those who are worshippers of
Sita-Rama accept Rama-Sita’s eternality and become absorbed in their service for all time.
Those who worship Radha and Krsna experience the eternality of Krsna’s pastimes and offer

their lives in His service, thus remaining situated in the bliss of service.

58 Oth Vaktrtva, page 271 of Bangla Carita Granthe Sri Caitanya, published 1949 by Calcutta University
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On the path of upasana (devotional worship), we refer to the worshippers of Krsnacandra,
Ramacandra, Narayana and other figures of Visnu-tattva as Vaisnavas. They are all Vaisnavas
and are known by the same title of Vaisnava. Sriman Mahaprabhu’s servants are among the
most exalted of Vaisnavas. The service of Gaura-Visnupriya, or Gaura-Nityananda Prabhu, or
the Panca-tattva is eternal and everlasting, and though para-tattva is one vastu, it is a tattva
that possesses inconceivable potency (acintya-sakti). Because of this acintya-sakti, the one
vastu becomes situated in the tattvas of aisvaryamrta (the nectar of opulence), karunyamrta
(of mercy), madhuryamrta (of sweetness), or audaryamrta (of magnanimity) and presides for
all eternal time as the sevya (master) of one category of Vaisnava. NirviSesa-vastu (a
featureless or indeterminate object) is the so-called face of sunya (the void of nothingness).
Therein is a extreme lacking of the speciality of blissfulness. That is why individuals
participating in this variety of thought have been classified as non-Vedic atheists. As
historians have rejected God’s inconceivable power, they too belong to this grouping. The
forces of nature in the form of time have bewildered their minds. They cannot find a way to
rise to the understanding that Sriman Mahaprabhu is Himself Narayana, Ramacandra,

Krsnacandra and Gauracandra—in one.

The atheistic historians cannot reconcile the fact that Ramayana appeared long before Rama'’s
birth. Vaisnavas devoted to Rama believe this wholeheartedly, that Ramdyana was written
before Rama’s birth. How and why would this enter the minds of historians if they do not
accept the eternality of lila? The eternal, everlasting reality assumes a certain pastime and
takes shelter of a particular era of time, thus appearing on the earthly plane. The moment
bhagavat-tattva incarnates, the earthly realm’s mundane course is interrupted. Maya, or the
prakrta-tattva (mundane principle) has no constitutional relationship with the sanatana-vastu
(eternal reality). Ramacandra appeared in Dasaratha’s home—this is something the historians
do accept. All the devotee lineages in Bharata have accepted this historical fact with bowed
heads. But if the historians hear that King Dasaratha was worshipping deities of Rama and
Sita in his palace before Sri Ramacandra took birth, they will be shocked and will doubt:
“How is this possible?” We say this real and an immutable truth. There is no reason for
doubt. These two deities worshipped by Dasaratha were installed in a temple by Sri Madhva
Muni and are still worshipped today in the Uttaradi Matha. This is a historic and true fact.
The history collected by the crown-jewel of Gaudiya-Vaisnavacaryas, Jagad-guru Gaudiya-
Vaisnavacarya Sri Srimad Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasvati Gosvami Prabhupada, about the story of

these deities of Sri Rama-Sita is provided below.
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Sri Madhvacarya’s Rama-Sita
“The story of the original deities of Sr1 Rama and Sita is written as follows in the twelfth,
thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth chapters of a book called Adhyatma Ramayana: A
brahmana once vowed not to eat every day without first seeing Ramacandra. Once Sri
Ramacandra could not appear before the citizens for a whole week, due to some pressing task.
So that brahmana who was so devoted to having darsana of Rama did not take a drop of water
for more than a week. Finally, after eight days, on the ninth day, the brahmana came into the
presence of Sri Rama and Sita and obtained Their darsana. Hearing of the brahmana’s
dedication, Sri Ramacandra instructed Laksmana to give deities of Rama-Sita to this brahmana
to be kept in his house. The brahmana received the deities from Laksmana and served them
every day for the rest of his life. Before he died, he gave the deities to St Haniiman, who wore
Them upon his chest and served them for a long time. After a long while, Bhimasena went to
Gandhamadana Mountain and met Hanuman, who gave these deities to Bhimasena as he was
leaving that place. Bhimasena worshipped these deities in his palace. Till the time of the final
king of their dynasty, Ksemakanta, these two deities were served in that palace. Afterwards,
they came into the hands of the Gajapati kings of Orissa and were safely preserved in their
royal treasury. Sri Madhvacarya gave his disciple Sri Narahari Tirthapada permission to
acquire those two original Sri Rama-Sita deities from the treasury and serve them. These
deities of Rama-Sita were served in the palaces of Strya-vamsi kings since the time of King
Iksvaku and were worshipped by Dasaratha before Ramacandra’s birth. Later, when Laksmana
was serving them, the deities were offered to that brahmana on Ramacandra’s order. Sri
Madhva obtained these deities three months and sixteen days before he disappeared and
established the main matha of Udupi-grama, the Uttara Radhi Matha, of which the Sri

Madhvaite dcaryas are still proprietors.”>9

Many types of lilas spring forth from the stories of the kings of prehistoric ages. Two
dynasties, the Strya-vamsa and Candra-varsa, have descended through the ages from ancient
times. All the kings of these solar and lunar dynasties were devotees of Visnu. There is
actually no record in ancient Sanskrit literature of any kings who did not accept Visnu’s
supremacy. Even though both dynasties accepted the supremacy of Visnu-tattva, they
worshipped different forms of that same updasya-tattva. Iksvaku and other Sarya-varsi kings
were devotees of Sita and Rama long before Sri Ramacandra’s appearance, while all the

Candra-vamsi kings were devotees of Krsna. In the tender, cool shade of the Candra-vamsa,

59 Fourth Gaudiya Matha edition of Sri Caitanya-caritamrta, Madhya, 9th Pariccheda, Anubhdsya to the
eleventh couplet, page 468-469.



122

the supremely sweet wonder of St Krsnacandra’s pastimes manifested. The Sarya-varnsi kings
were bound strongly by the codes of ksatriya conduct and manifested service of their upasya-

tattva in dasya-rasa mixed with karunya.

In Sriman Madhvacarya’s place of worship, we find the worshipful deities of both of the
dynasties have come together and are being worshipped there together. Madhvacarya was the
servant of Srl Rama in Treta-yuga as Sri Srimat Haniman. This we have mentioned earlier.
The Sarya-vamsi king Dasaratha was a devotee of these Sri Rama-Sita deities which Sri
Madhva acquired towards the end of his life. After Dasaratha, eventually Hantman received
them. Of the five Pandavas led by Yudhisthira, who are kings of the lunar dynasty, Bhimasena
is the direct incarnation of Hanaman. In Dvapara-yuga, Madhvacarya is known as Bhimasena.
Bhimasena retrieved these deities of Rama and Sita from Gandhamadana Mountain and
worshipped them. Bhimasena, who was a devotee of Krsna, accepted these worshipful deities
of the Sarya-vamsi kings and made Them worshipful deities of the Candra-varsa. Sri
Madhvacarya is the form and incarnation of Hantiman and Bhima. This is widely known not
only in the Madhva-sampradaya, but other religious lineages as well. Thus the two sets of
worshipful deities of the Candra and Strya-varnsa are present till this day in Sri Madhva’s

temple. This too is one of the tattvas of Sriman Mahaprabhu’s Sadbhuja-mirti.
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