Advaitasiddhi
The logicality of knowability (dRishyatvam) as the reason for
mithyAtvam

(The proposition put forward by the advaitin is that the
world is mithyA because it is knowable (dRishyam), like nacre-
silver).
prapancam mithyA, dRishyatvAt, shuktirUpyavat.

Here the hetu or reason is drishyatvam. The sAdhya or what is
to be established, is mithyAtvam. The example is
shuktirUpyam.

mithyA means ‘what does not exist in all the three periods of
time in the locus in which it appears’—e.g., nacre-silver, rope-
snake, etc.

asat or tuccha is what never appears in any locus, like the
horn of a rabbit.

(Notes—
In VyAptipancaka, Gangesopadhyaya has defined vyApti as
the non-existence of the hetu in the locus of the absence of the

sAdhya—HTeaTHIEE G [,

Advaitasiddhi- Skt Commentary, Balabodhini, Page 169--
dRishyatvam means being an object of knowledge, and not
only of perceptual (pratyakSha) knowledge-

P. 170-- In Patanjali’s darshana, vikalpa, which means
concept of non-existent things like the horn of a rabbit, is
considered as jnAna. In advaita, though vikalpa is accepted as
a chittavRitti, it is not accepted as jnAna.

p.171—The vRitti named jnAna is of two kinds, that in the
form of the modification of the mind and that in the form of
modification of avidyA.

p. 171—In advaita, in the erroneous cognition of the form of
nacre-silver, etc., a vRitti of the mind in the form of ‘this’
(idam) and a vRitti of avidyA in the form of silver, etc are
accepted. The silver is not cognized by a vRitti of the mind,
because a vRitti of the mind can occur only when there is



contact of one of the five external senses with the object. The
eye cannot be in contact with the nacre-silver for the simple
reason that it is not there. But still it is dRishyam, an object of
knowledge.

p.171—vRitti-vyApyatvam means being the object of a vRitti.
p.172—Where the vRitti is for the removal of the veil of
ignorance, the consciousness limited by such removal is the
phala, (see pp. 65-67 of Siddhantabindu translation),
p.173—The connection of the object with its knowledge is
AdhyAsika—due to superimposition only.

p.173- Only in perception through the external senses there
can be phalavyApyatvam. In parokSha knowledge, such as
that of dharma, and pratibhAsika objects like nacre-silver, in
happiness, sorrow, and other mental states which are known
only by the witness-consciousness, there can be no phala.

p. 173—In the view that the vRitti is for connecting the
knower-consciousness with the object, the consciousness
reflected in the vRitti in the form of the object which is
generated by a pramANa (sense-organ) is the phala.
p.174—There is sAkShAt citviShayatvam only for those which
are known by the witness-consciousness, such as happiness,
etc., and not for pot, etc., which become objects of cit only
through a vRitti. By the use of the words ‘at some time’ and ‘in
some way’ past knowledge and sAkShAt viShayatvam as well
as knowledge through vRitti are covered. Even unknown
objects are the viShaya of witness-consciousness and so they
are also covered.

p. 178—Dharma and adharma which are not knowable by the
senses (nitya atlndriya), all prAtibhAsika objects such as
nacre-silver, happiness, etc., and avidyA, which are revealed
by the witness, are not revealed by a phala. So, if
phalavyApyatva is taken as the hetu, these items will not come
under dRishyam and so there will be the defect of
bhAgAsiddhi- the hetu not being present in a part of the
pakSha. In the example, nacre-silver, there is the defect of
sAdhanavaikalyam, the hetu not being present in the example.

vyabhicAra means the defect of the hetu appearing where the
sAdhya is not present, e.g., dRishyatvam appearing in



Brahman which has no mithyAtvam, because of a faulty
definition of dRishyatvam.
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1. Objection by the dvaitin - The reason given for the
mithyAtvam (of the world), namely, knowability, should be
explained. What is this knowability? Does it mean ‘being
revealed by a vRitti’? Or being revealed by phala (the reflection
of consciousness in the vRitti)? Or both? Or being an object of
consciousness at some time in some way? Or being invariably
dependent on a consciousness different from itself for its own
manifestation? Or not being self-luminous
(asvaprakAshatvam)?

Note- p.177—The last option is based on the advaitin’s
definition of svaprakAshatvam. The definition of
svaprakAshatvam is:--
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avedyatvam has been defined as ‘not revealed by a phala’
Nacre-silver is not revealed by a phala since it is revealed by
the witness. So it is avedyam. But its cognition by the witness
is pratyakSha, which is the same as aparokSha. So it becomes
svaprakAsham by the above definition. That means that the
hetu, asvaprakAshatvam, is not present in the example, nacre-
silver. This is sAdhanavaikalyam. This objection will be refuted
later.

Now the dvaitin goes on rejecting each of the above meanings.
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2. ODbj (contd)--Not the first (alternative), since the AtmA is
revealed by a vRitti brought about by vedAnta, and so there
would be the defect of vyabhicAra- the hetu appearing in what
is not the pakSha. (since that would make the AtmA a
dRishya). Not the third alternative either, for the same reason.
Nor is the second alternative. Since in objects which are
always beyond the senses (like heaviness, dharma and
adharma) and such things as nacre-silver, as well as past and
future events, are not revealed by a phala, there will be the
defects of bhAgAsiddhi (not covering the entire pakSha) and
sAdhanavaikalya (the example nacre-silver is not
phalavyApyam and has therefore no dRishyatvam by this
definition.)

Not even the fourth, since by the experience that brahman was
not known before, but now it is known through vedAnta there
is vyabhicAra because brahman becomes an object of
knowledge. That means there is dRishyatvam in Brahman.

Not the fifth, because for describing Brahman as non-dual,
etc., another consciousness has to be depended on.

Not the sixth, because according to the definition of
svaprakAsatvam nacre-silver would also have
svaprakAshatvam, as explained below.

Note- The definition of svaprakAshatvam is:--
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Avedyatvam means ‘not revealed by a phala’ Nacre-silver is
not revealed by a phala since it is revealed by the witness. So
it is avedyam. But its cognition by the witness is pratyakSha,
which is the same as aparokSha. So it becomes svaprakAsham
by the above definition. That means that the hetu,
asvaprakAshatvam, is not present in the example, nacre-silver
and so there is the defect of sAdhanavaikalyam.
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3 Answer—Not so, because all the alternatives other than
phalavyApyatvam can stand scrutiny. In the matter of
vRittivyApyatvam, it is not correct to say that there is the
defect of vyabhicara with regard to Brahman or that the
vedAnta which deals with Brahman will become futile (if, in
order to avoid the defect of vyabhicAra, the advaitin says that
they do not reveal Brahman). It is only the pure Brahman that
is not dRishyam, because of the shruti ‘That which is
adreshyam, etc.,” but it is only Brahman with the vRitti as
upAdhi that is dRishyam. That is indeed mithyA. Pure
Brahman is not what is revealed by the vRitti.

MaNDana misra has said in brahmasiddhi:--In this brahman
which is known by all cognitions. That also refers only to
Brahman with the world as upAdhi. (When a pot is known, it
is Brahman with pot as upAddhi that is known).

It cannot also be said that, in that case, the pure Brahman
cannot be attained at all, because it is known by itself because
of being self-luminous.
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4. Obj: Since it is not possible to attribute or deny any quality
to a subject that is not known, one who denies dRishyatvam in
pure (Brahman) has necessarily to accept the knowability of
pure Brahman.

Nor can it be said that dRishyatvam has been denied by the
shruti in pure Brahman which is self-established because of
being self-luminous. In the vRitti generated by the words ‘pure
self-luminous’ the pure Brahman is not revealed and so its



self-luminosity is not established. (If pure Brahman is revealed
by this vRitti, then pure Brahman would become dRishyam).
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5. Answer: The pure Brahman cannot become the object of the
vRitti because when there is the vRitti purity cannot co-exist
along with the vRitti. Therefore, the meaning of the expression
‘pure self-luminous’ is ‘the quality of being non-pure pervades
non-self-luminosity’. (i.e., wherever there is non-self-
luminosity, there is non-purity.)
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6. Thus, by the denial of non-purity, it follows that there is
self-luminosity in pure brahman, just as non-difference
results from the denial of difference.

Note- In the previous para it was said that Brahman with
upAdhi and non-self-luminosity go together. From this it
follows, by implication, that Brahman without upAddhi, or
pure Brahman, is self-luminous.
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7. Nor can it be said that the use of the word ‘pure’ is futile
because purity is not signified by that usage either primarily
or by implication; its meaningfulness is understandable if the
sense that ultimately results is taken.

Thus, since the statement that the pure (Brahman) is neither
dRishyam nor mithya means that non-purity pervades
knowability and illusoriness (mithyAtvam), it follows that pure
Brahman is different from dRishyam and mithyA.
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8. The view of the shUnyavAdins that manifestation alone is
the criterion for mithyAtvam and that Brahman is mithyA even
though it is self-manifest is refuted by the fact that self-
manifestation is absent in nacre-silver and Brahman is not the
object of manifestation (by any other entity).
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9. Obj: Since in a cognition that includes a qualifier the
qualified is also cognized, by the mere fact that according to
the shruti the object with the qualification has knowability,
the object that is qualified also becomes knowable and so
there is the defect of vyabhicAra. It cannot be said that in such
statements as “To viShNu who is shipiviShTa”, the offering is
to viShNu as qualified by the term shipiviShTa and that in the
statement “To agni and soma” the offering is to both agni and
soma together, and so there is no knowability in the qualified,
because by the same reasoning there would be no knowability
for the qualifier also and there will be the defect of the hetu
not applying to a part of the pakSha.

Note- When an object is cognized as ‘black pot’ the pot as such
is also cognized. Similarly, it is argued by the opponent, when
Brahman with upAdhi is known, pure Brahman should also
be considered as known. That makes Brahman a knowable
object. This is the objection. He says that if it is contended by
the advaitin that in such a cognition Brahman by itself is not
known, then it can also be said, by the same reasoning, that
the upAdhi, which is another part of the cognition, is also not
known. That would mean there is no dRishyatvam for the
upAdhi which is also in the pakSha. So the hetu,
dRishyatvam, does not cover the entire pakSha.
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10. Answer—No. There is no harm even if what has become
the qualified is knowable, because it has been accepted as
mithyA. Thus, since when Brahman with upAdhi is an object
the objectness of Brahman which is limited by the upAdhi is
also unaffected, the objection is refuted. As limited by upAdhi
that is also admitted to be mithyA. Since the qualifier (or
upAdhi) is an object of another knowledge, there is no defect of
bhAgAsiddhi.
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11. Obj: If the akhaNDAkAravritti generated by Vedanta has
Brahman with upAdhi as its object, then, since there is no
other upAdhi, that vRitti itself being the upAdhi, it will result
that it has itself as its object (or it illumines itself), which is
not an acceptable conclusion, since there is the rule that
things which are not specifically covered by the words cannot
be illumined by a cognition resulting from words. (The
information conveyed by words is confined to what the words
specifically state. In contrast, the knowledge gained by
perception may cover aspects which the cognizer did not
specifically look for. For example, if a person says that there
are ten pens in a particular box, the listener cannot know
anything more about the pens, such as their make, etc. But if
he actually sees the pens he can say what make they are,
what colour they are, etc.)



If it is said that it is somehow possible, then there will not be
the removal of nescience and its effects, because those two can
be removed only by knowledge which does not itself have as its
object nescience or its effects; otherwise there will be the
contingency of even knowledge of the form I am ignorant’ or
‘This is a pot’, which have as object what is limited by upAdhi,
becoming capable of removing nescience.
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12. Answer-- No; Since only the vRitti which is not illumined
by the mahAvAkya is admitted to be the upAdhi. It has been
said by the author of Kalpataru—The vRitti which reveals the
pure Brahman arises as the cause of the destruction of itself
and the upAdhis different from it, since there is no difference
in the nature of its being an upAdhi (it being an upAdhi just
like other upAdhis).
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13. Answer (contd)—Thus therefore, Brahman not limited by
upAdhi is not an object of knowledge; the connection of the
vRitti becomes useful by its mere existence, and not by its
being illumined by becoming part of the object of knowledge.
This is the idea—Just as, even though Brahman limited by
nescience is the witness, nescience is not part of the witness,
being inert, but it is only among the things witnessed,
similarly though Brahman limited by vRitti is the object, the
vRitti does not become an object, since it cannot be its own
object; but, though it is itself not an object, it makes
consciousness an object and thus there is no inconsistency.
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14. By this it has been explained that jnAna and ajnAna have
the same object (or content). Nescience has Brahman as its
object only when it is an upAdhi (of Brahman), it being itself
non-existent when it is not an upAdhi. Thus, both knowledge
and nescience, while not having the upAdhi as object, have
Brahman with upAdhi as object and so they have certainly the
same object
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15. By this it has been explained that the knowledge which
has upAdhi as its object cannot remove nescience, because
nescience does not have the upAdhi as its object and so the
two (nescience and knowledge) do not have the same object.
Removal is possible only when both have the same object. (The
ignorance about a particular object can be removed only by
knowledge about the same object). Actually, knowabilty is only
being the object of a vRitti which is not generated by words.
Otherwise, it will be difficult to avoid non-existent things like
rabbit’s horn which is the object of a vRitti resulting from
words becoming a knowable. Thus, even though pure
Brahman is the object of a vritti generated by words (the
mahAvAkya) there is no vyabhicAra, both pure Brahman and
non-existent things not being accepted as objects of vRittis not
generated by words.
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16. Or, knowabilty is nothing but being the object of a vRitti
with attributes; attributes are some quality that can be
described in words. By this definition there is no vyabhicAra in
pure Brahman which is the object of a knowledge without
attributes, and in non-existent things which are the object of
knowledge with no qualities that can be described. Since
abhAva, absence, is also describable (as ghaTAbhAva,
paTAbhAva, etc.,), abhAva is the object of knowledge which
has the quality of ‘being absent’ (abhAvatva), there is no defect
of bhAgAsiddhi (the hetu, dRishyatva, not covering a part of
the pakSha, abhAva). (abhAva is also dRishyam and so
mithyA, unlike tuccha which is not mithyA). Moreover,
description means that there is the knowledge that it exists
(only an existing thing can be described).

Note- According to the MAdhvAs, even tuccha is the object of a
knowledge of the form It is’.
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17. Thus knowability as the hetu may also be defined as being
an object which gives rise to worldly activity which is common
to those revealed by vRitti as well as to those revealed by
phala. It has already been explained how this does not result
in Brahman or non-existent things becoming knowable.
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18. Or, knowability is being the object of consciousness. And
that means, connection in some way with consciousness is the

11



reason (hetu). That cannot be present in consciousness (itself)
since connection, which depends on difference, is not possible
where there is identity. (Consciousness cannot have
connection with itself). There is therefore no vyabhicAra. In
respect of non-existent things, vyabhicAra has to be removed
(by pointing out that it is not the object of any transaction as
existing).

Note- All things of the past are connected with consciousness
by mediate (parokSha) vRitti. Things which are always
inaccessible to the senses, like weight, dharma, adharma, etc.,
are connected by inference. Those which are revealed by the
witness itself (sAkShi-bhAsya) are directly the object of
consciousness (sSAkShAt cidviShayam).
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19. Or, the hetu, knowability, is, being invariably dependent
on a consciousness different from itself for its manifestation
and all transactions with regard to it. By the word
‘consciousness’ is meant pure consciousness alone, whether it
is the consciousness that reveals the object, or that which
illumines the vRitti (or pure consciousness). In pot, etc., as
well as in things which are beyond the senses, and in things
directly illumined by the witness all transactions are
dependent on a consciousness different from itself and so
there is nothing that is not covered by this definition.

Note- The consciousness that reveals the object is the
consciousness on which the object is superimposed and it
gives direct (pratyakSha) cognition. The consciousness that
illumines the vRitti is what gives indirect or parokSha
cognition.
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20. ‘vyavahAra‘ means manifestation, being described in
words, etc. The manifestation of Brahman which is eternal
does not depend on a consciousness other than itself. By the
word ‘invariably’ the applicability of the hetu, knowability, to
Brahman is avoided, because the hetu covers all those things
which depend on a consciousness different from themselves
for their manifestation and for all transactions relating to
themselves.

Note- vyavahAra is defined by PancapAdikAvivaraNam as
abhijnA (manifestation), abhivadanam (being spoken about),
upAdAnam (being accepted) and arthakriya (serving a
purpose).
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21. Thus knowability defined as non-luminosity is also a
proper hetu (for mithyAtvam). Luminosity is-- not being
dependent on something different from itself for direct
manifestation, and other transactions with regard to itself,
because of the shruti, “That which is directly manifest (by
itself)”.

Note- Directly manifest by itself means that it is self-luminous.
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22. Thus self-luminosity means being directly cognizable
without dependence on anything else. Being different from
that (self-luminosity) is the hetu. This is found in things which
are beyond the senses (like dharma, adharma, etc.,), and in
pot, etc and so there is no defect of asiddhi (the hetu not
covering part of the pakSha). It cannot be said that this hetu
applies to Brahman also, as there is an assumed difference
between the Brahman that is cognized and the Brahman that
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cognizes (and so Brahman is cognized by a consciousness
different from itself), because there is no difference that is not
assumed. (The difference of all objects from Brahman is also
assumed (kAlpanika) because in reality there is no difference
at all.)

Note- The objection is that since the jlva knows Brahman
through a VRitti, Brahman becomes an object of
consciousness and therefore dRishyam. The answer is that the
difference is only kAlpanika and not real.
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24. That difference (between Brahman on the one hand and jlva and
Ishvara on the other) is not based on self-luminosity, but on other
dharmas (jlvatva and Ishvaratva).

Note- jlvatva and Ishvaratva are kalpita and so the difference based
on them is also kalpita (assumed and not real).
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24. In the same way, knowability defined as absence of the
possibility of being considered as directly cognizable, while not
being knowable, is also a hetu (for mithyAtva). (Here ‘not being
knowable’ means ‘not being revealed by a phala’ as already
stated). It cannot be said that this description applies also to
avidyA, mental states like joy, sorrow, etc., and prAatibhAsika
items like nacre-silver as much as to Brahman (on the ground
that these are are sAkShipratyakSha, which means that they
are also directly cognized) and that therefore there are the
defects of asiddhi and sAdhanavikalya. This is because what is
meant by the term ‘being considered as directly cognizable’ is
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‘capable of being the object of a vRitti that removes ajnAna’.
This is not there in avidya, mental states and prAtibhAsika
items because they are not covered by ajnAna before being
known. (This is because these come into existence only when
they are known and so they have no ajnAtasattA.) We shall
explain later how pot, etc., are revealed by phala.

If avidyAnivRitti is considered as falling in the fifth category,
the hetu should be qualified by the words ‘existing during the
period of ajnAna’ in order to avoid the defect of vyabhicAra.

Note- vyAvahArika objects exist even before they are known through a
pramANa. It is therefore said that they have 3THdHdl prAtibhAsika

objects exist only when they are perceived and so they have no
ajnAtasattA.

Ry, T et 7 AfNER: | TaHd ¥4y 3dY ARG Iaay |
afsfodaus § W g8 UsOnyaNaEHgdl o 7 st
BEECErE
25. For the same reason there is no vyabhicAra with regard to
non-existent things also. In this way effort should be made to
avoid vyabhicAra in all reasons.
In the definition of the sAdhya (mithyAtva) as merely different
from the real, there is not even a trace of vyabhicAra with
regard to non-existent things and avidyAnivRitti considered as
falling in the fifth category.

3 gt g quufd: |
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