Understanding the ‘Rope-Snake’ through the Madhva System - A rejoinder.
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The preamble : The article, "Understanding the 'Rope-Snake' through the Madhva System,"
authored by Mr. Vaidyanathan Subramanian, an internet blogger, aims to reconcile the
ontologies of Madhva and Sankara. However, upon closer examination, it becomes evident that
there is a deliberate effort to misrepresent Madhva's ontology, portraying it as borrowed. The
article demonstrates a significant misunderstanding of Madhva's philosophy and even lacks
comprehension of the blogger's own school of thought. This review will highlight these
shortcomings and also reject the claim of borrowing ideas by Madhva, as well as the flawed
effort made in ‘comparing’ and even ‘pairing’ the broader ontological classification of Madhva
and Sankara, such as ‘paramarthika-satya & svatantra-tattva’, and ‘vyavaharika-satya &
asvatantra-tattva or paratantra-tattva’, as one and the same.
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Introduction : Can we have knowledge about the fundamental nature of being? To what extent
does language and conceptual understanding limit our ability to know the true nature of
things? Are there aspects of reality that are inherently knowable and/or unknowable? Madhva

responds to such questions as follows,
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In one swift move, Madhva has comprehensively addressed all that is 'knowable' in the
universe, perceived (through valid means of knowledge) exactly as they are. There is no
contrast between a thing ‘as it is’ and ‘as it appears’ (to valid knowledge). This is termed
'tattvam' (=prameyam) because, by definition, it is not superimposed: 'tattvam anaropitam
pramiti-visayah'. The 'tattvam remains the object of valid knowledge (pramiti-visayah) always

(meaning, it is prama-visaya even in transcendental state).



Sankara's 'tattvam' is also 'anaropita,’ but in its transcendental state, it is not an object of valid
knowledge for two reasons. Firstly, in that state, the subject-object matrix has vanished (relative
aspect has vanished). Secondly, in that state, there is absence of methods of knowing, not only
of the empirical type but also of the scriptural kind, (refer Sankara's BSB : 4.1.3

Sruter'pyabhavah prabddhé) as they have phenomenal relevance only (refer : adhyasa bhashya
: avidyavadvisayanyeva pratyaksadini pramanani, $astrani ca). Thus, while Sankara's 'tattvam' is

'anaropita,' it is not prama-visaya in the transcendental state. This must be noted.

2. Given the divergence in the
conception of 'tattvam' as detailed above, let us examine whether the ontological

understanding of 'tattvam' in the thoughts of Madhva and Sankara aligns or not.

Accepting the ontological conceptions viz.,, paramarthika-satya and svatantra-tattva as
‘comparable’ will render the paramarthika-satya (tattvam) of Sankara into both nirvisesa-tattva
and sa-viéesa-tattva, which is not his view at all. Sankara's view is that his conception of ‘tattvam’
is ‘sajatiya-vijatiya-svagata-nanatva-sinyam’. The term nana means differences (bhéda). The
differences are three-fold viz., ‘sajatiya-pratiyogika-bhéda’, ‘vijatiya-pratiyogika-bhéda’, and
‘svagata-pratiyogika-bhéda’ and they are negated in Brahman by ékamévadvitiyam Sruti-text,
and thus Brahman is nirviSesa-tattva. If paramarthika-satya and svatantra-tattva are accepted
as a ‘pair, in their ontological import, then Sankara’s Brahman will become ubhayalinga
(nirviSesa and sa-visesa), which he outrightly rejected in his Brahma-Sutra-Bhasya (refer:

ubhayalingadhikaranam). It _should be noted that the svatantra-tattva of Madhva is always

sa-visSesa.

Was the aforementioned fact taken into consideration by the blogger before attempting to
'pair' paramarthika-satya and svatantra-tattva, which contradicts Sankara's philosophy? In view
of the above, it becomes clear that Madhva's conception of 'tattvam' cannot align with that of

Sankara'’s.



On the Question of Borrowal of Ideas by Madhva : If Madhva, arriving later than Sankara,

indeed gleaned insights from Sankara to formulate his ontological classification into
svatantra-tattva and paratantra-tattva, mirroring Sankara's delineation of paramarthika-satya
and vyavaharika-satya, then, can we say that Sankara, emerging subsequent to Nagarjuna,
might have been similarly influenced by the profound ideas of Nagarjuna? Sankara, appearing
on the intellectual horizon after Nagarjuna, whom Vacaspati Misra warmly acclaimed as
possessing an unparalleled-intellect (prakrstha-mati), could very well have assimilated

Nagarjuna's doctrines encapsulated in the following declaration,
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The two forms of truth, as delineated in Nagarjuna's philosophy, are samvrti-satya
(conventional-truth) and paramartha-satya (ultimate-truth). Nagarjuna posits that the teachings
of Bhagavan Buddha should be comprehended through the lens of these two truths, as they

form the framework for understanding the depths of Buddha'’s teachings.

Can it also be said that the mayavada school of Sankara, which came later to the
madhyamika-vada of Nagarjuna in_time, is no exception to the rule in drawing upon ideas of
earlier thinkers for their own? This is evident in the case of Sankara, who introduced the
concept of vyavaharika-satya and paramarthika-satya, mirroring Nagarjuna's idea of
samvrti-satya (conventional-truth) and paramartha-satya (ultimate-truth), albeit under different
terminology (viz., : vyavaharika-satya and paramarthika-satya). Will the charge made against

Madhva not rebound? Yes it does.

Let us explore the alignment between samvrti-satya & vyavaharika-satya and paramartha-satya
& paramarthika-satya based on Nagarjuna's metaphysical ideas viz., &d Hcd HHATAT et
AT | elieh AT T T T TRATRI: |




Inquiring about samvrti-satya, as elucidated by Santideva in Bodhisattvacharyavatara, where he
interprets the term samvrti-satya as avidya hi samvrtih upapadyate (Ignorance is conventional
truth, indeed.), we gain valuable insights into the philosophical nuances surrounding

conventional truth.

Further, what does ‘avidya’ / 'ignorance' signify? Santideva clarifies his usage of the term
‘avidya’ as 'the non-apprehension of reality, mistaking the false for the true is ignorance’.
(tatve'pratipattih mithya pratipattir ajianam avidya) Or Ignorance or avidya obstructs our
perception of ultimate truth (paramartha-satya) by superimposing non-existent attributes onto

reality.

Expanding on samvrti-satya, S$antideva provides a second definition of it viz,
pratitya-samutpannam vastu-rapam samvrtih. Alternatively, the term samvrtih also refers to an
object dependent on a substratum for its existence. In essence, Santideva conveys that the
term samvrtih signifies phenomenal-reality. The phenomenal, upon examination, reveals itself

as illusory. This deduction forms the third understanding of the concept of samuvrti.

In contrast to samvrti-satya,' the 'paramartha-satya' is described by Santideva as 'the ultimate
truth surpassing all conventions,' where 'all conventions' signify the distinction between subject

and object, (i.e., 'samuvrti-satya')

How is this 'paramartha-satya' experienced? Santideva asserts, 'It is apprehended by the noble

ones within themselves.' (aryanaméva pratyatmavédyam)

The purpose of this division of truth/reality, according to Nagarjuna, is revealed as follows:

SIAERA AT WRATf AT |
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'By not abandoning the conventional, the ultimate truth is not taught. Without reaching the
ultimate, nirvana is not attained, which means achieving 'paramartha’ necessitates engagement

with 'vyavahara’ and attaining nirvana hinges on realizing the highest truth within oneself'.

The philosophical inclination of madhyamika-vada ('sunyavada') expressed herein bears some
semblance to mayavada and it resonates with it in some aspects. The agreement or

disagreement between them lies entirely within their discourse.

Now, let us proceed to examine whether Madhva's concepts of svatantra-tattva and

paratantra-tattva align with Sankara's notions of the paramarthika-satya and vyavaharika-satya.

A note on the distinction between 'orders of reality' and 'levels of reality' is essential here. The

former typically pertains to different categories of existence, while the latter refers to stages

within a single reality.

In terms of ontology, the concept of 'levels of reality' contradicts Madhva's tattva-vada, just as
'orders of reality' opposes Sankara's mayavada. It's crucial not to conflate these perspectives.
We should never confuse one for the other. This is precisely why the doctors of Madhva's

tattva-vada place special emphasis on comprehending the term 'dvi-vidham' (gfafatr aeafasaa
or YA gfafae Ad#) as 'prakara-bheda’.

It seems evident from the blogger's article that he missed the distinction the concept of
'prakara-bheda' has, as he referred to Madhva's ontological classification as 'levels of reality.'
This represents a clear-cut instance of misunderstanding. How fascinating! The internet article

on Madhva's philosophy, which the blogger took up for closer examination, talks about 'orders

of reality’ at the outset itself, but the blogger boldly decided to spice things up and called it

'levels of reality’ of Madhva!

The ontological kground of Madhva and Sankara : It's crucial to grasp the ontological

background of Madhva and Sankara before we proceed further.



Madhva derives his ontology from the Vedas, which have been transmitted through exegetical
and interpretative texts. The Vedas and its exegetical texts, collectively referred to, by Madhva,
as 'sadagamah’, forms the foundation of his ontology. The Vedic source that Madhva has drawn
is found redacted in Srimad-Bhagavatam, which serves as the bedrock of his ontology. This

source is briefly elucidated below.

&cy ¥ T HTeIed TIATAY Sig T T
eAAEAEHTodl o Hiec TGUaTaT ||

The real-entities which are eternal, such as eI, &, &Tdl, TIHATT, and S, (and others...) exist
due to the grace of SrT Hari, not in spite of Him. This represents the pinnacle of transcendence

in its purest essence, where the will & grace (divine sport) of $ri Hari hold the utmost

significance (refer: the aphorism oi\ldndg eilellehdedd). This is precisely why Madhva disagrees
with both the ontology based on the !idea of 'appearance’ of gcq, FH, &, TTHF, 34, (and

others) on Brahman, and the other ontology which is based on the 'idea of inseparable

existence' of eI, &, &Tel, TAATG, i1, (and others) from brahman, like the dependence of the

body on the soul for its sustenance.

Madhva's concept that the entire universe, encompassing both sentient and insentient entities,
exists by the will and grace of SrT Hari - the vedantic Brahman - sharply contradicts the notion
that the universe is a mere appearance on the substratum, Brahman. Madhva's perspective
also challenges the idea of an inseparable existence akin to the relationship between the body
and soul, where the body relies on the soul for its existence and development. Hence, the
notion of borrowing ideas and expressing them in different language-forms is nothing but a
product of the imagination of skeptics or doubting Thomases. Once again, it is apparent that
the blogger did not have this information at hand when asserting the claim of borrowing ideas.

This lack of awareness is glaringly evident in the claim.



In Madhva's ontology, the ontological categories (padarthah), both eternal & non-eternal, and
the sentients & insentients maintain an absolute metaphysical dependence on Brahman. These
categories, by definition, possess the characteristic of being cognized exclusively through valid

knowledge (praméyatvam padarthasya laksanam).

The ontological categories (padarthah) of Madhva's tattva-vada are ten-fold (ten distinct
categories) : dravya, guna, karma, samanya, visesa, visista, amsi, sakti, sadrSya, and abhava.
Despite the infinite number of entities in the universe, only these ten are explicitly listed, Why?
The explanation lies in the fact that the infinite multitude of things are subsumed under one of
these categories, such as dravyatva or gunatva, and the like, illustrating the comprehensive

nature of the padartha-prakara (viz., dravyatva-prakara or gunatva-prakara...so on)

The entire universe, consisting of eternal and non-eternal entities, as well as the sentient and
the insentient, falls under the category of dravyatva-prakara, known as substances. These
substances are twenty-fold, viz.,, paramatma, laksmi, jiva, avyakrtakasa, prakrti, guna-traya,
mahat-tattva, ahankara-tattva, buddhi, manabh, indriya, matra, bhata, brahmanda, avidya, varna,

andhakara, vasana, kala, and prati-bimba.

Dravya or substance is defined as : dravana-prapyatvam dravya-samanyalaksanam, dravanam
cha gamanam or to put it simply it means dravanena dhavanena prapyarn praturh yogyam (The
pursuit and attainment of a worthy goal, characterized by the process of becoming which is
dynamically full of vim and vigor {dravanena or dhavanena}, and transformative leading to the
fulfillment of purpose). The inherent potentials that define nature and function of each
ontological entity, these (potentials) are intricately tied to the entity's ontological category and

contribute to its role in the cosmic order. dravanena dhavanena prapyvam praturh yogyam is a

feature that belongs to each member of the dravya-domain or substance-domain enumerated

above.

Upadana-karanatvam (material-causality) is another definition for dravya, which is two-fold

(prakara): parinama and abhivyakti. Five out of the twenty substances (dravyani), viz.,



paramatma, laksmr, jiva, avyakrtakasa, and varna, have abhivyakti-karana; the other fifteen, viz.,

prakrti, gunatraya, mahat-tattva, ahankara-tattva, buddhi, manah, indriya, matra, bhuta,

brahmanda, avidya, andhakara, vasana, kala, and pratibimba, have parinama-karana.

Modification is parinama, whereas manifestation is abhivyakti.

e The mala-ridpa of Brahman is abhivyafijaka (revealing or manifesting cause) for the

avatara-rapa, viz., Rama, Krishna, and the like. This is called abhivyakti-karana.

e The $anti-mantra - 3 qUiHe: YUIfAE quiicqoideedd | qUIEd QoA QoiAarafsad || 35
enfed: enfed: eMfed:|l - is understood in the sense of abhivyafijaka concept of causlity
here. However, there is no distinction whatsoever between the mala rlpa and avatara

rapa.

e The mala-rapa of Lakshmi becomes abhivyafijaka (revealing or manifesting cause) for

the avatara-rapa, viz., Sita and Rukmini, and the like.

e The souls (jiva) have ams$abhivyafijaka and paradhina-abhivyafijaka causes depending

on whether they are samsa or niramsa souls.

e The avyakrtakasa has paradhina-abhivyafijaka cause by way of contact of the matter

with the space.

e The varna is abhivyafijaka to varnantara, like the astaksara in the ornkara is abhivyafijaka
to the astaksara found in the narayanastaksara. The tantra-sara-sangraha of Madhva

captures minute details of abhivyafijaka cause of varnas.

First and foremost, among the substances, is the paramatma-dravya or pradhana-dravya
(understood in the sense of dravana-prapyatvam). Keeping this in mind, the pre-eminent

commentator in the Madhva tradition, Jayatirtha, defines it as dravyarh bhagavan iti.




Madhva's vision of the Vedantic Brahman, the highest ontological reality or svatantra-tattva,

and its description is as follows:

praramatma ananta-guna-paripdrnah, srstyadyasta-karta, sarvajfiah,
parama-mukhyavrtya sakala-$abda-vacyah, jada-jiva-prakrtibhyé-atyanta-vilaksanah,
jAananandyatmaka-kalyana-vigrahvan, sarva-svatantrah, eka eva, nana-rtpabh,

sarvanyapi-rapani-pdrnani, svaripa-guna-avayva-kriyadibhih atyantabhinnah.

In the ontology of mayavada, the categories (padarthah) are mainly two: drk and drsya,
although further sub-divisions are accepted within the latter drsya category. The drk is

paramarthika-satya, and the drsya is vyavaharika-satya.

Sankara's vision of the Vedantic Brahman, the highest ontological reality or paramarthika-satya,

and its description is as follows:

drk-padartha atma, paramarthika ekah, sarvada-ekartpdpi aupadhika-bhedena trividhah, (1)

Svarah, (2) jivah, (3) saksl ceti, tatra karanibhdta-ajianépadhih 1Svarah, antahkarana

tat-samskaravacchinna ajiiandpahito jivah, avidya-pratibimbesvara(pakse, according to one
school of thought) bimba-caitanyam-saksi, bimbesvara(pakse tu, according to another school of
thought) bimba-pratibimba-sukhanugata-sukha-svardpavat jivesvaranugatam sarvanusandhatr

caitanya saksi (ityucyate).

The "drk" that is paramarthika-satya is not a dravya in Sankara's thought; therefore, the
dravana-prapyatva, as a mark of the highest divinity conceived by Madhva, doesn't align with

Sankara’s conception of the highest divinity.

When the basis of the respective ontological positions of Madhva and Sankara concerning

Brahman are so different, the attempt to compare them fails both logic and reason.



Unsurprisingly, the blogger lacked any inkling of this; had he possessed such knowledge, he

wouldn't have asserted the claim of borrowing ideas and conflating them as identical.

Madhva's vision of the Vedantic Brahman, the highest ontological reality or svatantra-tattva, as
a ‘cause’ is that He is: srstyadyasta-karta, but at the sametime he s

jada-jiva-prakrtibhy6-atyanta-vilaksanah, this makes it clear that He is nimitta-karana.

Sankara's vision of the Vedantic Brahman, the highest ontological reality or paramarthika-satya,
as a ‘cause’ is defined as : brahmansch6padanatvam advitiya-kttastha-caitanyardpasya na
paramanaunamiva arambhakatva-ripam, na va prakrter,iva parinamitva-rapam kimtu avidyaya
viyadadi-prapanca-ripena vivartamanatva laksanam, (refer : siddhantalesasamgraha), this
makes it clear that Brahman is abhinna-nimittadpadana-karana (the ‘cause’ understood in the
sense of efficient and material cause), though the underlying edifice, which is nirguna-Brahman,
is not undergoing any vikara or modification (brahmani prapafica-bhanasya parinamabhavé

nafigikriyate), yet there is an illusory reflection of viyadadi-prapanca on Brahman.

A note on causality (upadanata): By the term upadanata, both efficient and material causality is
understood in the school of Sankara. Brahman is the efficient cause with respect to $rsti and
sthiti, but Brahman is the material cause with respect to laya, because, in laya or dissolution,
there is materiality; (only matter can dissolve), and hence Brahman is the material cause with
respect to laya or dissolution. This is how upadanata (abhinna-nimittabpadana-karanata) is

understood.

The scholars of mayavada concur on the efficient and material causality of Brahman, but there
is no consensus when it comes to elucidating the components of efficient causality and material
causality (of Brahman, as_a cause). Some assert that $rsti, sthiti, laya individually define
Brahman as a cause, while others contend that they (Srsti, sthiti, laya) are inseparable because

Brahman is both the efficient and material cause of the universe.
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The scholars of mayavada agree on the efficient and material causality of Brahman, but there is
no consensus when it comes to elucidating the location or, more precisely, the locus of
upadanata. There is widespread disagreement on this matter, contingent upon whether maya
and avidya are perceived as a unified entity or distinct entities. (All divergent views are

encapsulated in the work Siddhantalesasamgraha).

Some assert that upadanata resides in shuddha-Brahman, while others argue that it resides in
upahita Brahman (Ishvara, delimited by maya). There are even divergent views, with some
positing that upadanata resides in Ishvara, who is the cause for space and the like. Additionally,
there is a perspective suggesting that Ishvara and jiva (delimited by avidya) collectively serve as
the upadanakarana for the internal organ (antahkarana), while others disagree with this,
asserting that jiva alone is the upadanakarana for the internal organ. There is another view that
posits the upadanata residing in shuddha-Brahma concerning the appearance or manifestation
(vivarta) of vyavaharika-satya, while for the pratibhasika-satya, the upadanata resides in jiva,

and so forth (refer: Siddhantalesasamgraha)

When the conception of ‘cause’ is so vastly different between Madhva and Sankara', (and
differences within the thought of Sankara' are so numerous), how is it ever possible to ‘pair’
paramarthika-satya and svatantra-tattva, claiming them to be one and the same? Again, the
claim that svatantra-tattva is a borrowing from Sankara's paramarthika-satya under a different

guise contradicts logic and reason.

A preliminary examination of Madhva’s paratantra-tattva and Sankara's vyavaharika-satya : Let
us now examine whether Madhva’s paratantra-tattva has any relation whatsoever to Sankara's

vyavaharika-satya.
Madhva's paratantra-domain is: laksmi, jiva, avyakrtakasa, prakrti, guna-traya, mahat-tattva,

ahankara-tattva, buddhi, manah, indriya, matra, bhata, brahmanda, avidya, varna, andhakara,

vasana, kala, and prati-bimba and they are all substances.
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Sankara's vyavaharika-domain is: Dréya. it is described as avidya tadvyapya tatkaryatmakah
prapaficé dréya padarthah, so'pi trividhah avyakrta-martamarta-bhedat. In Sankara's thought,

drdya is not considered a dravya. Consequently, neither avidya nor its effect, the

avyakrta-martamdrta-bhedat, is regarded as a dravya. Avidya cannot be described (as dravya)

as avidya is anirvacaniya.

Hence, Madhva’s paratantra-tattva and Sankara's vyavaharika-satya cannot be compared at all.
While Madhva considers it as dravya, Sankara views it as non-dravya. The details under each

classification of Madhva's paratantra-tattva differ from Sankara's vyavaharika-satya to such

varying degrees that a comparison is simply not possible.

The rope-snake analogy: Utilizing the rope-snake illusion as a means to gain a lucid
comprehension of Madhva's svatantra and paratantra ontological classification is,
fundamentally, an illogical proposition. This argument represents a total misunderstanding of
the distinct realms that should pertain to metaphysics and epistemology. Through this analogy
an attempt is made to forge a connection between a perceptual fallacy, embodied in the
rope-snake illusion, and the nuanced ontological classifications (svatantra-tattva and
paratantra-tattva) in Madhva's philosophy. This juxtaposition of the theory of error and the
theory of ontology is inherently flawed, as the rope-snake illusion primarily addresses
perceptual errors, not the intricacies of metaphysics. Consequently, the analogy not only fails to
elucidate the subject matter but introduces confusion by erroneously mixing up the domains of
epistemology and metaphysics. In essence, the attempt to employ the rope-snake illusion as a

metaphor for understanding Madhva's ontological classifications is an unsound endeavor.

Error, or viparyaya is, aprama proper. Errors can be numerous and varied. However, from an

epistemological standpoint, errors are classified as:

1. Perceptual error,

2. Inferential error, and

3. Testimonial error.
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The perceptual error is known as bhrama or bhranti, defined as the mistaken apprehension
(vipartta niscaya) of one thing for another, such as mistaking a rope for a snake. Viparyaya
represents a ‘definite form of knowledge'. Unlike doubt, where the mind ‘oscillates’ (due to
uncertainty), but in the case of error or viparyaya, the mind decisively veers in the wrong
direction and aligns with an incorrect judgment (in this case, a snake) and stays with it for a
moment (dhi-kala). The rope, appearing in bhranti as an object of knowledge, does not manifest
as rope, but it manifests as snake: 'astah satvapratitih; sato astvapratitih' iti anyatha pratiteréva

bhrantitvat (refer : Visnu-tattva-nirnaya of Madhva and the commentary thereon)

Upon investigation, it is revealed that a rope is on the floor, giving rise to an 'experience' in
which an unreal snake seemed to exist in the place where the rope is now observed. This
assessment provides a realistic understanding of the illusion based on a solid foundation of
‘experience’. Shouldn't the focus have been on the ‘knowledge aspect’ more precisely ‘truth and
error’ rather than delving into metaphysical assumptions here? It seems that the concept of
anirvacaniya-khyati is being incorporated into Madhva's ontological framework. Well, this is just

a truly remarkable feat! Nothing more needs to be said here.

Relation between Brahman and the world in Madhva's system: ‘Brahma satyam jagan mithya,

jlvo Brahmaiva na aparah’ (Brahman alone is Real, and the world is unreal. The jiva, soul, is
none other than Brahman) is deliberately read into the statement viz., “Though Brahman can
do very well without prakriti or purusa (Dependent Realities), it prefers, in its infinite glory and
inexorable will, to do with them'. Such dependence (apeksa) of Brahman on things which are in
themselves dependent on It, is no mark of inferiority or limitation”. The delibarately intended

meaning is not conveyed by that phrase at all.
The phrase 'infinite glory and inexorable will' is crucial here, as the authority quoted earlier on,

attests to its profound significance in the context under consideration: ged & T HIeIT TIHTAT
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A potter requires implements such as a wheel, a stick, a lump of clay, and a heating system to
produce pots. He needs to set up the wheel first, then place the lump of clay at the center of
the wheel, rotate the wheel using a stick, give the lump of clay a shape, and then remove itto a
heating system before a pot is produced. The potter can neither do away with any of the 18
implements and/or shortcut the process; the potter is utterly dependent on the implements
and the process. SrT Hari is not dependent like this; He can do it without any of the implements
and by totally altering the process (kartum, akartum, anyatha capi kartum shaktah), but He has

chosen not to do so out of his 'infinite glory and inexorable will." |t must be noted that

while understanding such statements.

//The following words, of the Article on the Madhva system, in particular bring out, in
unambiguous terms, the illusory nature of the dependent reality constituting the created world

and the bound jiva-s.//

/11/The dependence of the world of matter and the souls on Brahman is in the sense that both
are functioning at His will, which is the essential condition and sustaining principle that invests
them with their reality and without which they would be but void names and bare

possibilities.////

//Thus, the fate of paratantra/vyavaharika ‘reality’ is now settled once and for all.//

None of it, Madhva's assertion is unequivocal:

..[aegeleaR:, Ter u2afd, aae F ARCTaUIdT (refer: Tattvodyota).

In cosmic corridors, the Lord's gaze gracefully glides,
Perceive, profound perception in truth abides.
No illusion lingers, as His vision vividly guides,

In divine design, reality's rhythm resides.
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This resounding declaration illuminates the profound insight that through the act of seeing, the
undeniable reality of the material (sentient) and spiritual (insentient) realms existing outside the
vast expanse of the divine intellect is comprehended—the realms firmly under His absolute
metaphysical control. Consequently, Madhva's paratantra-tattva stands unwavering,
impervious to any classification as mithya. Can there be a more deliberate misrepresentation

than equating Madhva's paratantra-tattva with mithya?"

In the following, | will review some of the observations made by the blogger and provide

pointed criticisms.

//Thus, the fate of paratantra/vyavaharika ‘reality’ is now settled once and for all.//

Wrong! It's far from settled and will remain so until the contradiction is resolved between these

two positions within the school of Sankara:

o JYT Y FHROT SeH Y ey Fed o R, Td HRIAT ST Y Hrely Fed of cgiererid
(refer : Sankara’s BSB, 2.1.16)

(of course, understood with this background : % YHIcqaReANETead ? & o 4 T,

TIITURUTH ‘3, UsedredE=T I | (refer: Chanddgya Bhashya 6.2.2), {in ‘undifferentiated

state’ (ananya), the world is sat, in ‘differentiated state, (anya), the world is asat},

When asked, the shruti-text says that it is (karya-jagat) ‘asat’ even in ‘undifferentiated state’,
Sankara says : o] FafdeaEcaHTY YE[cT: HIEIET squeute Afc: — ‘IrFcAeHaT AT (B1. 3. 3 | 9% |
?) 3TcY, ‘31ear SeHar A (1. 3.2 | b | £) 3T T | AEAIGHESIUG ool F[cu: SRIET Hediafel Tl

— Afd | F EIIAICdca YR elcYd:  $REEeeaveyr; ka2 —
A AATHEIcdIGHATG eI HETcd THTRH; Aol YA UIATCEIICRN: TEcTd: Tl Ud ey

HRURIUAIET | HAATGIIFIT ? TFGAV | IgUshH Fieeatrdf arerd deowie-edidd | 58 o
dTae] ‘3 EEACHT T geaaeosaadshdl Afese I, ded Jredeossd WHRF, Hichd fafdeite —

AHETEN 3T — 3T AR HET T TS saIaIded | ‘el $eHT AT (4. 3.2 1 b |
?) ST ‘delcAldl TOIAFET (. 3. 2 | b | ?) 3 Aoy faRIvoleecdedecas |
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https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Chandogya?page=3&id=Ch_C03_S19_V01&hl=%E0%A4%85%E0%A4%B8%E0%A4%A6%E0%A5%87%E0%A4%B5%E0%A5%87%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%97%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B0%20%E0%A4%86%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%80%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D
https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Chandogya?page=3&id=Ch_C03_S19_V01&hl=%E0%A4%85%E0%A4%B8%E0%A4%A6%E0%A5%87%E0%A4%B5%E0%A5%87%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%97%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B0%20%E0%A4%86%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%80%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D
https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Taitiriya?page=2&id=T_C02_S07_V01&hl=%E0%A4%85%E0%A4%B8%E0%A4%A6%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B5%E0%A4%BE%20%E0%A4%87%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%97%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B0%20%E0%A4%86%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%80%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D
https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Taitiriya?page=2&id=T_C02_S07_V01&hl=%E0%A4%85%E0%A4%B8%E0%A4%A6%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B5%E0%A4%BE%20%E0%A4%87%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%97%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B0%20%E0%A4%86%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%80%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D
https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Taitiriya?page=2&id=T_C02_S07_V01&hl=%E0%A4%85%E0%A4%B8%E0%A4%A6%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B5%E0%A4%BE%20%E0%A4%87%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%97%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B0%20%E0%A4%86%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%80%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D
https://advaitasharada.sringeri.net/display/bhashya/Taitiriya?page=2&id=T_C02_S07_V01&hl=%E0%A4%A4%E0%A4%A6%E0%A4%BE%E0%A4%A4%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%BE%E0%A4%A8%EA%A3%B3%20%E0%A4%B8%E0%A5%8D%E0%A4%B5%E0%A4%AF%E0%A4%AE%E0%A4%95%E0%A5%81%E0%A4%B0%E0%A5%81%E0%A4%A4

TEATCHHTECRUIARIAHCEIUG: TH]cTd: HRET | ATHEIATh g a¥d Heosals dith JHeH# | 3d:
Il (refer ; Sankara’s BSB, 2.1.17) |l

o SEH TcH ST, Sial SgHd AT,

In Madhva's philosophy, SrT Hari, the Vedantic Brahman, is always distinct from the realms of
matter and souls: jada-jiva-prakrtibhyd-atyanta-vilaksanah. Therefore, the concept of

‘ananyatva’ in Sankara cannot be equated with the ‘atyanta-vilaksanahtva’ concept in Madhva."

Not sure, on what basis a conclusion was drawn, stating that the fate of paratantra/vyavaharika

'reality’ is now settled once and for all.

//Thus, even though the language used to give expression to the ‘Brahman/jagat/jiva triad’ is
different in the two schools, essentially they mean the same. Recognizing and accepting this
would lead to harmony; the opposite is only acrimony. (This is one area where scholars could

focus upon so as to work out a harmony.)//

No, the language is never the same, just see ... [d2geTeaR:, Har u2afa, doig F ARCITURIAH

.. but why is the language so different within the same system of thought, viz., T9T T ROT SEH
Y F1aY Fed o AR, Td HEIAN Serd By Sy ded of Safe=Rid and Sed T a2,
Sirat SEAT AT

On the question of the ‘Will' of Brahman behind the creation and placing souls in bondage:

Bhagavan Badarayana-vyasa has answered this question thus: vaisamyanairghrnye na

sapeksatvattathahi darsayati |l
Note that the same question applies to mayavada: Why was the 'paradise lost' to become

‘many’ via 'vivarta? The ekajivavada theory is even more excruciating, asserting that there is one

animated soul (Hiranyagarbha), while others are mere reflected images of it. Wouldn't it be
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better to be real and active, even if it comes with concomitant pain and pleasure, than to be a

mere refl im ?

//Would it not be logical, therefore, to separate’ Brahman from Maya? This would ensure that
there is no longer samsara. We have seen earlier that samsara (world and jiva) is ‘dependent’
on the ‘will' of Brahman. So, when Brahman's Maya/Will is ‘separated’ from Brahman, samsara,
having no support, will collapse/vanish/cease to be. That this is a clear possibility is what has

been assured in the quoted lines above//

This is truly perplexing! No scholar from the Sankara's school of thought would dare suggest

something as audacious as trying to 'separate' Brahman from maya. Why? Because maya, by

definition, is svabhinna-karya-janakatva-shakti (bija-sakti)! Furthermore, the maya has no reality

of its own apart from Brahman; how can anyone even talk of separation?

To conclude: The ‘peculiar samanvaya’ proposed by the blogger lacks a foundation in the
architectonic metaphysical structure of Madhva's thought. It's more like a wild guess that has
gone completely awry. Addressing this is an act of reasoned critique; intentionally distorting the
tenets of a specific school of thought amounts to acrimony. Hence, it becomes imperative for
us to return to the original ideas put forth by system builders, rather than engaging in
speculative conjectures without basis. While diverse perspectives enrich discussions, a nuanced
understanding rooted in the foundational principles ensures a more fruitful engagement with

philosophical discourse/s.

Appendix: A note on "dravya" or substance,

Quality (guna) is found in dravya or substance, but guna doesn't belong to the dravya category.

This means that dravya and guna are different categories.

Now, when we wonder how a guna can be in a dravya since they're in different categories,

Indian logicians say there's a special connection called "samavaya" that links a guna to a dravya.
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However, opponents argue this is unnecessary or confusing. If we need samavaya because it
connects the two otherwise unrelated things, what connects samavaya to a dravya? If we
suggest another relationship, it leads to an endless loop. That's why the idea of a samavaya
relationship stands rejected. Bhagavan Badarayana Vyasa has clearly rejected the idea of the
samavaya relationship and his words are: "samavayabhUpagamacca samyad anavasthiteh" (BS:

2.2.13)

In later times, followers of Sankara, such as Sriharsa in his Khandanakhandakhadya and his
commentator Chitsukha, employed a destructive, negative dialectic, reminiscent of Nagarjuna,
to critique humanity's fundamental concepts about the world by attempting to render the

world inexplicable.

Then came Madhva, the bold realistic philosopher, who solved the riddle around substances
and qualities of the real world in a realistic manner. He posited sva-nirvahaka visesa, which are
infinite : bhedahave'pi bheda-vyavahara-nirvahakah anantah eva visesah, sarva-padartha nistah,
sva-nirvahakasca, te dvidhah, nitya anityasca, nitya T1svaradi-nitya-dravya-gatah, ghatadi

anitya-dravya-gatah anityah, samavayastu svartpatah eva nasti.

Visesa links a guna to a dravya, interrelates visesa and visesin, and connects visesa to another

visesa as it is svanirvahaka.

Best regards / Raghavendra Bheemasena Rao
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