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Tattvasamdarbha

Ihe Tattvasamndarbha chiefly deals with the source of
Knowledge, i.e., Praména. Jiva's theory of Praména rejects
SiX or eight or ten Pramanas. According to him, all these
Pramianas, except Sabda (i.e., testimony) are defective, [,
his opinion testimony ($abda) is free from defects and there
are four kinds of error to which man is naturally lable, A a

source of knowledge the only authentic and reliable Pramﬁna

is Sabda, which is the source of all super -physical knowledg,
and which consists of revealed words (aprakrta-vacan,.

laksana). This Sabdapraméana again includes Sruti whiep,
denotes mainly the Vedas and the Upanisads. In the present
age of decadence Vedas are not easily understood,; hence
[tihasa and Puranas were composed to interpret the mystery
of the Vedas. Thus the Puranas are complement to the Vedag
Those who know the four Vedas with the Upanisads and the
Vedangas but do not know the Puranas, cannot, in the
opinion of the author, be regarded as truly learned man_ jy
this Samdarbha efforts have been mad§ to make all other
Pramanas subordinate to testimony or Sabda. P

According to the author of the Tattvasamdarbha the
Purana is even superior to the Veda for its intelligibility and

accessibility. The text of the Tattvasamdarbha is mostly
selected from the Puranas and their authenticity has been

established on the strength of the statements made by
themselves. Here we find Jiva’'s skilful compilation of the

text. But as the Puranas are not available in their
completeness and they profess different gods, common
people are puzzled to understand their purport. In this sense,
the Puranas are not suitable for the present age. The
Puranas, are therefore, divided into Sattvika, Rajasika and
Tamasika group eulogizing Visnu, Brahma and Siva
respectively. According to Jiva, the author of the
Tattvasamdarbha, only Sattvika Puranas are a_ccepted by




renlarks: ‘Although one very conveniently forgets that the
Bhagavata also, like the Brahmasiitra. is not acknowledged
on all hands'.®

According to Jiva, Vyasa composed Bhagavata which
he obtained through spiritual meditation. In this work he
found a synthesis of all the Sastras and it forms the only
pure commentary of his own Sitras (cf. ‘nijastitranam
akrtrima - bhasya-bhutam’). Because of the direct revelation
of the Bhagavat (cf. ‘saksad bhagavatodita’) the
Bhagavatapuranais regarded as the most authoritative. To
show the identity of the Brahmastitra and Bhagavata, which
the school firmly believes, Jiva makes several attempts to
show directly that some of the Bhagavata verses have the
same meaning as some of the Sutras of Vyasa. In his
Paramatmasamdarbha, for instance, Jiva gives a detailed
exposition of the first verse of the Bhagavata as containing
the entire gist of the Brahmasutra and the Gayatri, a

particular Vedic verse, expressed in the metre of that name

which the Hindus deem very religious and pious. Jiva thus
justifies his view to rely on the Bhagavata not only as his

sole authority for this work, but also for his subject-matter.
As he claimed his own words are meant to introduce and

explain the words of the Bhagavata, just as the various
Satras of the Brahmasiitra serve the purpose of introducing

the different Upanisadic verses indicated by them.

Jiva states that his own Samdarbhag explain the qrr;lft
of the Bhagavata for determining the highest truth. g et
system of Jiva's interpretation is totally based upon a direc
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explication of the Bhagauvata in the light of the peculiar tenets
of his school. Indeed. the unquestionable acceptance of the
Bhagavata must be regarded as one of the lundamentg)

postulates of the school.

The fact that Sridharasvamin’s interpretation of the

Bhagavata which is nothing but a reconciliation of the
Advaitavada of Samkara with the Bhaktivada of medieyy)
‘aisnava sects, is accepted by the school to which Jiva
belongs. except its treatment ol doctrine of Maya. ACCOI‘dlng
to Jiva the true object of Sridhara was not to effect such g
reconciliation but to teach the doctrine of Bhakt, He g

therefore. called a perfect Vaisnava. In the same Way, the
commentary of Ramanuja is widely accepted by the schog|
of Jiva, thoﬁgh not in its entirety, as it comes from the south
a stronghold of Vaisnavismi, Jiva states that he will fOl]ov;

the Bhagavala commentary of Sridhara, but only when it
represents the purely Vaisnava point of view. In the Cases

contrary to this he strongly expresses liis view to follow the
views of Ramanuja. although it is not clear enough why
Jiva mentions Ramanuja’s name who has apparently y4¢

composed any work on the Bhagavata.

Jiva states Sambandha, Abhidheya and Prayojana of his
work while dealing with Prameya or object of knowledge.
These (i.e. the Sambandha, etc.) are identical with the
Bhagavata. About the origin of Srimadbhagavata Jiva tells

that it comes from the extraordinary illuminating Samadh;
of Vyasa. The term Samadhi is used in Vedanta and Yoga to
signify the steady and concentrated dwelling of the mind on

a single object, on a particular conception. But in devotional
literature the word is used to indicate the absorption of the

mind in a spiritual mood, wherein one communicates with
the object of one’s devotion and in an urlspeakable_ecstasy
undergoes delightful vision. About Vyasa's Samadhi we
should note one point that it is only one of several, different

versions in connection with the origin of the Bhagavaia
| zed version

father, Brahma.
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Vyasa realised the essential differer ce alitv

as identity, between the J 'iva[((i(t‘lnclcl(;.r?crl.SZSli;ynac? Vt‘,,l?ll;
Paramesvara. Although the Jiva consists of pure
c*owlnlsmcff)llsncss (‘ciclru’pﬂ)‘ yel it remains clouded up by the
Mayasakti, which is the cause of Samsira (bondage), while
Mayva, boilﬁlg an extraneous Sakti of the Bhagava’t, thé
Qllag?lfat 15 3111?01'101: L0 it and is beyond its influence.
I:,mplrlcall)_f, therefore, Jiva Gosvamin deals with
I—?a.riffczlledalxraadel which says that the difference between Jiva
(individual) and Paramesvara is not real but I8 due to a
difference in attributes (updadhi), by means of which Nnorn-
discrete Brahman becomes discrete. He also discusses
Prativimbavada—a theory which believes that the conscious
principle which reflects itself in Vidya is Brahman. and
which retlects itself in Avidya is Jiva (individual) like the
Sun reflected respectively in an open lake and in closed
pitcher. Thus, according to this theory, Jiva (individual) is
the minimal reflex of Paramesvara. Jiva Gosvamin does not
believe in the identity of Jiva (individual) with Brahman
barring the former’s attributes (ekajivavada). He advocates.
on the authority of the Bhagavata, duality and in his
advocacy he lays stress among various emotional approaches
to Godhood, propounded in Vaisnava authorities on master-
servant relation (sevya-sevaka-sambandha) between God and
Jiva. According to Jiva Bhakti or devotion to the Lord is the
highest ideal. Moksa or emancipation is indeed insignificant,
and the Jiva (individual) in its duality continues as a separate
worshipping entity even after emancipation. In this way is

established the Abhidheya of the Bhagavala, namely,: the
necessity of worshipping the Bhagavat (bhagavadbhajana

or bhakti).

The only way of dissipating Maya or attachment is Priti
or love. The Bhaktitattva itself consists of the Up{ajsy_a one
| asaka (the meditator) and the Upasana
medltate‘d Vg s of worship relates to
Sadhanabhakti. that is, Bhakt instructed by the' gﬁstl:tai
alone. but Sadhanabhakti is the first step to Premcllj ‘eca’i ¢
which emanates fr6m the grace of the deity. The1 0 UJ s
the Bhagavata is to establish-clearly that the on yS uprerne
is Krsna. who is not an Avatara but the Bhagavat or Sup
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Being Himself. That the attainment of divine love is a higher
bliss that the bliss of attaining Brahmaix or Moksanirvana

Bhéagavata with the express purpose of teaching it to Suka,
who had already attained Brahméananda; and leading him

further up to Bhagavatpremadll.

Jiva Gosvamin's philosophy 18 based on the Bhagavata
verse (Sﬁmadbha_gauata . 1.2.11) which runs thus:

“vadanti tat tattvavidastattvan yajr'}anamadt:ayam
brahmeti paramatmeti bhagavaniti sabdyate

The Advayajnanatattva, referred to in the first line of
this verse, is explained in the rest of the Tattvasamdarbha.

The appellation of the treatise follows from the elaboration
and elucidation of the fundamental principle (absolute

reality).

The term Jnana (in advayajnana) is explained as
consisting of pure consciousness which is seli-manifested
(svaprakasa). The word Advaya does not mean absolute soul
or without a second, but it signifies that ‘it is matchless,

without an equal’. The ultimate Reality is called Advaya
because there is no other self-existent conscious or

unconscious principle which is similar to it. In itself also

(svagata- bheda) the ultimate Reality is Advaya, because it
is an indivisible substance in which there is no difference

between the essence and the form, such as is found between
the conscious principle and the organic body in a human
being. It is also called Advaya in the sense that it involves
infinite Saktis or energies but that cannot exist without its
ultimate existence. The Advayajnanatattva is finally
identified with the Bhagavat as the highest and most perfect
manifestation of the Absolute and as such it forms the

essential theme of the Bhagavata. '

Jiva (individual) is a part of the Paramatman that far
transcends the former and forms its ultimate support. As
such it has been designated as the Asraya or the ground by
the Bhagavata (ii.1.70). In this connection, it is pointed out
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that the Purana deals with ten topics, viz. Sarga, Visarga,
Sthana, Posana, Uti, Manvantara, Isanukatha, Nirodha,
Mukti and Asraya. Jiva Gosvamin discusses them but shows
that of these the last is the most important. This theory of
Asraya, however, is established by the mystical conception
of the three Kinds of Purusa. None of the Adhyatmika,
Adhidaivika and Adhibhautika Purusa can be Asraya as
they are interdependent. The Paraméatman alone can be the
Asraya of these as well as of everything else. If the Jiva is

sometimes called Asraya, it is only because the Jiva is a
part (amsa) of the Paramatman.

Thus it appears that the Tattvasamdarbha serves as an
introduction to the work as a whole, and also contains a
brief summary of the doctrines found in the other five
volumes. About the Asraya principle it is also seen that since
it is described in the Bhagavata as the tenth and final
characteristic of Mahapurana, Jiva next discusses all the
ten topics one after the other, in order to show that the first
nine ultimately serve the purpose of clarifying the meaning
of the tenth, which represents the true import of the
Bhagavata. Finally, Jiva returns to the individual point of
view to show that the same Asraya principle which
constitutes the ground for the universe is also the ground
for the individual souls, dwelling within all beings as the

inner controller.

The Tattvasamdarbha commentaries of Baladeva and
Radhamohana represent two forces which, though contrary
in many respects, exist side by side in the present-day
Gaudiya Vaisnava movement. It is to be remembered that
the Tattvasamdarbha of Jiva Gosvamin is a philosophical
work which is read widely still in the Gaudiya Vaisnava
school. To this school the Bhagavata is the most
suthoritative work, most serene Scripture, and the life of
Caitanya is the driving force behind the movement. Stuart
Elkman in his edition of Tattvasamdarbhavery nicely depicts
the present picture of the school: ‘At the same time, however,
Baladeva’'s Govindabhasya and other wriings are accepted
as authoritative statements of Gaudiya Vaisnava doctrine,
despite the important differences which exist between his
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philosophical views and Jiva's.' * As a result of the influence
of Baladeva's writings and activities. today, many Gaudiya
Vaisnavas who have not taken sides on the issue of sectarian
allegiance, as well as non-Vaisnavas who are not thoroughly
conversant with the movement, associates the name of
Madhva quite unquestioningly with that of Caitanya and
consider the Gaudiya Vaisnavas to be, like the Madhvas.
pure dualists, without having the least know- ledge of the
complex set of factors that brought forth this tradition.




