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The detailed reference to the three states of the
individual soul (Jiva) is meant not to establish the
nature of the individual soul as such, but to show

finally its real nature, which is non-different from -

Brahman.

e =, age| 1R
ATq9y: Because of the Sruti declaring its smallness
gfa ag if it be said gg that

IJFHA . has- already
been explained. '

<

"21. If it be said that because the Sruti
declares the limitedness (of this Akéga, therefore
it cannot refer to the all-pervading Brahman);
(we say) that has already been explained (as
having reference to devout meditation only.
vide 1. 2. 7). ' “

Topic 6: That which shining, everything shines is
Brahman.

~ In the last section, in the text quoted (Ch. 8. 12. 3)

there is mention of ‘the highest light’. This section is
introduced to prove that what was referred to as ‘light’
is Brahman, and for this other texts are taken up for
discussion in which this ‘light’ is mentioned.

ST T 1 RN

| agFa: Because of the acting after gy Its 5 and.

22. Because of the acting after (.. shining
after) (That which shining, everything else

1.3.24] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 99

shines) and (because by) Its (light everything
else is lighted). o

“There the sun does not shine, nor the moon.. It
shining, everything else shines after It, by Its light all
this is lighted” (Mu. 2. 2. 11). Here ‘It’ refers to the

supreme Brahman, the pure Consciousness, and not

to any material light besides the sun and the moon.
It is absurd to say that one light is lighted by another.
Nor do we know of any material light besides the sun
that can light it. ‘It shining, everything else shines’
shows that it is the principle of Intelligence which
shines first of all. ‘By its light all this is lighted’ shows
that it is the light of Intelligence, Consciousness or
Brahman which illuminf\:s the whole world, luminous
and non-luminous. That Brahman is self-luminous we
learn from texts like, “It is the light of lights”.

FfT = a3 1
afy ¥ Moreover THgy the Smrti states.

23. Moreover the Smrti states (It to be the
universal light).

“That the sun illumines not” etc. (Gitd 15. 6) and

_also “The light which residing in the sun illumines

the whole world, that which is in the moon and in
the fire—know that light to be Mine” (Giti 15. 12).

Topic 7: The person of the size of a thumb is
‘ Brahman.

e Sha: 1l R¥

gegrq From. the word ugF itself gfig: measured.
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94. From the very word (‘Lord’ by which it
is referred to in the text) (the being) measured
(by the size of the thumb is Brahman).

“The being of the size of a thumb, resiéles in the
centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of the past
and future, one does not seek to hide oneself any more.
This is That” (Ka. 2. 4. 12). The being referred to
is Brahman, because he is spoken of as the Lord or
ruler of the past and future. It cannot be the individual
soul, though the limitation in size and residence in
the centre of the body by themselves might be more
applicable in its case. Moreover in reply to the request

of Naciketa who wanted to know Brahman, Yama

refers to this being of the size of a thumb thus: “That
which you wanted to know is this.”

| FUARAT T ATATERTLEATT 1 U N
EF‘Q’-?IT&&THT With reference to the heart I but qisq;
AfyrwTicarg man (alone) being entitled.

95. But with reference to (the space in) the

heart (the highest Brahman is said to be of the
size of a thumb); (and because) man alone 15
entitled (to the study of the Vedas).

How could the all-prevading Brahman be of the size
of a thumb, as stated by the previous Sttra? Because
the space in the heart is of the size of a thumb, there-

fore Brahman, with reference to Its abiding within that -

space, is described as being of the size of a thumb.
jSince Brahman abides within the heart of all living
1‘creaturcs, why is the ‘thumb’ used as a standard?

|

f
i
|
|
|
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Because man alone is entitled to the study of the
Vedas and to the different Upésands of Brahman
prescribed in them, therefore it is with reference to
him that thumb is used as the standard of measure-

ment.
Topic 8: The right of the gods to the study
of the Vedas
FgE Y SraTwEon: WA 1 RE
Hgf{f“( Above them afg also grgqgu: Badardyana
gwarq ~ because (it is) possible. :

26. (Beings) above them (men) also (are
eatitled to the study of the Vedas) because (it 1s)

. possible (for them also to attain Knowledge

according to) Badarayana.

In Sttras 26-38 there is a digression from the main
topic in the Section. A doubt may arise from the
previous Sttra that as it is said that men alone are
entitled to the study of the Vedas, the gods are thereby
debarred. To remove this doubt that Satra is given,
The gods are also entitled to it according to
Bidariyana, How? Because it is possible for them
also—since they too are corporeal beings—to have a
desire for Brahmaloka or for final illumination and
also to possess the mnecessary requisites (the four-fold
qualification) for such illumination. In the Sruti also
we find Indra and other gods living the life of Brahma-
carya for attaining this knowledge of Brahman. For
instance, Ch. 8. 11. 8; also Tai. 3. 1, where the god
Varuna is said to have possessed that Knowledge which
he teaches to his son Bhrgu.
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o Qe FATT 37, swTfardemar 1 e

bef‘q-{‘Ta; Contradiction Fgfor to sacriﬁces sfa %fa if it
said 7§ not sA%-yfgew: the assumption of \many

_ (forms) agf:'n(-[ because it is found (in the scriptures)

27. If it be said (that the cor 1
' rporeality of the
gods would involve) a contradictign to r\sa};r(i)ﬁcel;'e
E:ng ;?y) not,. bec(a{)use we find (in the scriptures’)
sumption the gods) of
one and the same };:ime).g ) of many ;(fOTmS *

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be possible
for one and the same god to be present in sacrifices
perfon.ned simultaneously at different places. This i
tlie objection, which is refuted by the latter p;alrt of thl:
Sufra on the ground that the gods, like the -Yogis
owing to their Yoga powers are capable of assumigng,
;evglf;al forms:. (Kdyavytiha) simultaneously. ASee Ch.
7. 26. 2. Again as a sacrifice consists in making offer-
ings by the sacrificer to some divinity, many persons
at the same time may make such offerings to a single

divini
nity, even as many persons can at the same time
salute a single person.

1T i S, A, T THAR] TEAAAATEAT |1 %5 1)
wsa With regard to (Vedic) words gfy g if it be

‘ said & no sg: from these (words) gwarg because of

] C | t €I

28. If it be said (that the c ity of
. orporeality of t
gods would involve a contradicticl))n) 'witlzl l?egallfg
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to (Vedic) words, (we say) no, because of the
creation (of the world together with the gods)
from these (words), (as is known) from direct
perception (Sruti) and inference (Smrti).

A further objection is raised with respect to the
corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, they too
like men would be subject to births and deaths. Now
all the words in the Vedas according to Parva
Mimarhsd are eternal. So also every word has for its
counterpart a form, an object which it denotes. The
relation between a name or word and form (the object)
is eternal. The word or name, its object, -and their
relation are eternal verities. Now in the Vedas we find
words like Indra, Varuna, etc—the names of the gods.
If these gods are eternal, since they pOSsess. ‘bodies, -
then these words cannot have their eternal counterpart,
the object. So the eternity and authoritativeness of
the Vedas, which are based on the eternal relation
between the word and its object, would be a myth.
This is the main objection. It is answered thus. Each
word of the Vedas has an objective counterpart, which
is not an individual but a type. The word ‘cow’, for
instance, has for its counterpart the object, which is
a type and as such is eternal - and does not depend on

" the birth or death of individuals belonging to that

type. Similar is the case with words like Indra,
Varuna, etc. Words representing the gods etc. have for
their counterpart objects that are types and mnot
individuals. Again Indra is the name of any one who
would occupy that exalted position, like the word
‘king’ in ordinary parlance. So there is no contradic-
tion to Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world
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including the gods etc. have originated from Vedic
words, This does not mean that the Vedic words
constitute the material cause of these th.ings, which
Brahm'an alone is, as stated in Sttra 1. 1. 2. What
the.n 1s meant? According to Indian philosophy the
universe and its objects have both name and form as
the conditions of their manifestation. There can be no
mental state (Citta-vrtti) unconditioned by name and
form. The thought wave first manifests as a word and
then as the more concrete form. The idea is the
essence,. and the form is, as it were, the outer crust.
What is true of the individual mind is also true of
the cosmic mind. In this sense only is_the world said
to be created, rather manifested, from the—Vedic
words. This is endorsed by the Sruti and Smrti. In the
Vedas it is said that the Lord uttered different words
before creating different types of beings ’(vi'de
].3;'. 1. 2. 4). “The several names, actions, and condi-
tions of all things He shaped in the beginning from the
words of the Vedas” (Manu 1.21). )

3 T | feaeam n e

& g9 From this very reason = also facgeaw the
eternity. )

29. From this very reason also (results) the
eternity (of the Vedas). \

| Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods etc. as
types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal.- This
establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas. The Vedas
. Wwere not written by anybody. They are " impersonal

and eternal. The Rsis only discovered them but were
not authors of the Vedic texts, “By means of their past
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good deeds (the priests) attained the capacity to under-
stand the Vedas; (then) they found them dwelling in
the Rsis” (Rg-Veda 10.71.3), which shows that the Vedas

are eternal.
gHFEICAmagaEcaEET FRAR,

TR 1l 30 |l

HITT?{-FITIT‘@CIEEIE[? Because of similar names and
forms g and ma:fﬁ in the revolving of the world
cycles sifg even fgqe: no contradiction egf:nq from
the Sruti &jq: from the Smrti =z and.

80. And because of the sameness of names
and forms (in every fresh cycle) there is no con-
tradiction (to the eternity of the Vedic words)
even in the revolving of the world cycles, as is
seen from the Sruti and the Smrti.

An objection is raised. Since at the end of a cycle
everything is completely destroyed and creation begins
afresh at the beginning of the next cycle, there is a
break in the continuity of existence; so even as types
the gods are not eternal. This upsets the eternal
relation of Vedic words and the objects they represent,
and consequently the eternity of the Vedas and their
authority fall to the ground. This Statra refutes it. Just
as a person after waking from deep-sleep finds no
break in the continuity of existence, so also in the state
of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world is in a potential
state—in seed form—in ignorance, and not completely
destroyed; at the beginning of the next cycle it is again
manifested into a gross form with all the previous
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variety of names and forms. As the world does not
become absolutely non-existent, the eternity of the
relation between Vedic words and their objects is not
contradicted, and consequently the authoritativeness of
the Vedas remains. This eternal existence of the world
in gross and fine forms alternatively and the similarity
of the names and forms are brought out by the Sruti
and Smrti texts. “As formerly the Lord ordered the
sun and the moon, heaven, earth, the sky” etc.. Rg-

/ .

Veda 10.190. 3).
. . A ,
wearfaareafimd At no3g
geaifey  In Madhu Vidya etc. swarg on account
of the impossibility srafa®mIT disqualiﬁcation\ﬁ-qu:[;
Jaimini (is of opinion).

31. On account of the impossibility (of the
gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidya. etc.

Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) are not
qualified (either for Upésanis or for the know-
ledge of Brahman). |

In many of the Upasanis (devout meditations) a
person is asked to meditate on the self of some god or
other. For example, in Madhu Vidyi one is to meditate,
on the sun as homey (something helpful). Such a
meditation will be impossible for the sun-god. Hence in
Upasanis where one has to meditate on' the self of

certain gods, these divinities themselves would naturally
be disqualified; for the same person cannot be both.

the object of meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini
thinks that the gods are not qualified for these devout
meditations or for the knowledge of the supreme
Brahman. '

[1.3.80

b
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sAifafe swmarsa 130
saifafy As mere spheres of light srarg because (used)

in the sense 7 and.

82. And (the gods are not qualified for
Vidyas) because (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon’, etc.
spoken of as gods) are used in the sense of mere
spheres of light.

A further objection is given. There is no proof as to
the existence of gods with hands, feet, etc, and with
desires—which -would qualify them for meditations
and Knowledge. These are mere names of planets and

‘luminary objects and as such are material inert things.

Consequently they are not qualified for any kind of
Vidyi (meditation) prescribed in the scriptures.

wrE g aravEn, wted g nszn
wrg The existence (of qualification) G but FrEITT:
(sage) Badardyana(maintains) srfeq does exist fg because.

-83. But Bidardyana (maintains) the existence
(of qualification on the part of the gods for the
knowledge of Brahman), because (all those causes
like body, desires, etc., which qualify one for such
knowledge) do exist (in the case of the gods).

!

Badarayana thinks that besides the luminary orbs
like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a presiding

deity of that name with body, intelligence, desires,
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etc, and as such there being all the causes which can
qualify them for the Updasanis and supreme Knowledge,
the gods also are entitled to them. The fact that the

sun-god cannot be entitled to Madhu Vidyi because he -

cannot meditate on the sun, ie. himself, does not dis-
qualify him for other devout meditations -or for the
knowledge of Brahman. Similar is the case with other
gods.

j
Topic 9: The right of the Siidras to the Study of the
Vedas discussed. '

T qEATETHAVI, qRTEEE, g=ad & 103y

g Grief srey his TA-AATTTHA from hearing his
(the Rsi’s) contemptuous words gq that (grief) sigaung
owing to his approaching g=a7 is referred to fg because.

34. His (king Janagruti’s) grief (arose) from .

hearing the contemptuous words (of the Rsi in
the form of a swan); owing to his approaching
(Raikva overwhelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva
called him Stidra); because it (the grief) is refer-
red to (by Raikva, who could read his mind).

. In the previous Sitra it has been shown that the
‘gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. This
Sttra discusses whether the S$tidras are entitled to them
- or not. Since, like the gods, the Stidras also are possessed
of a body, strength, and desires, it naturally follows
that they too are entitled. In Chindogya 4.2.5 Raikva
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at first calls Janasruti, a Stdra, when he comes for in-

“struction with presents, which are refused. But when
~ he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a

$tidra, but this time accepts his presents and teaches
him. So it is maintained that the S$Gdras also are
qualified for Knowledge.

This Stitra refutes the view and denies the right to
the study of the Vedas for a $adra by caste, since the
word ‘Stdra’ occurring in the text referred to does not
denote a $tdra by birth, which is its conventional
meaning, for Jinasruti was a Ksatriya king (Ch. 4.1.8).
Here we must take the etymological meaning of the
word, which ‘is “He rushed into grief” or “He in his
grief immediately approached Raikva”. The following
Sttra also shows that he was a Ksatriya.

. S A
afmeaie=aT FaEad foga 3w
sfagcand: - (His) Ksatriyahood being known = and

Iag later on FaIyT fogra by the indicatory sign
(of his being mentioned) along with a descendant of

Chitraratha (a Ksatriya).

35. And because the Ksatriyahood (of Jana-
$ruti) is known later on by the indicatory sign
(of his being mentoined) along with a descendant
of Chitraratha (a Ksatriya).

Janasruti is mentioned with the Ksatriya Chaitra-
ratha Abhipratirin in connection with the same Vidyai,
and so we can infer that J4nasruti also was a Ksatriya,
for as a rule equals alone are mentioned together.
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FERTAATT FRWETHSTES 1l 3¢ 1l

;fm(.q'{mgﬁq Purificatory ceremonies being mentioned
aq-amrq-a{f‘m its absence being declated g and.

~36.  Because purificatory ceremonies are men-
tioned (in the case of the twice-born) and their
absence are declared (in the case of the Sidras).

Purificatory ceremonies like Upanayan'au etc. are
declared by the scriptures to be a necessary condition
of the study of all kinds of knowledge or Vi:iyﬁ; but
these are meant only for the- higher castes. Their
?bsence in the case of the $tdras is repeate-dmdeclared
in the scriptures. “Stdras do not incur sin (by eating
prohibited food), nor have they any purificatory rights”
etc. (Manu 10.12.6). Consequently they are not entitled

.to the study of the Vedas.

- qEmafaEtar 9 579 0 '-.}@u-

gaara-faafwe On the ascertainment of the absence

'of that (Stdrahood) = and gq<: from inclination.

37. And because the inclination (on the part
of Gautama to impart Knowledge is seen only)
on the ascertainment of the absence of Sidra-

~hood (in Jabila Saryakama).

That stdras are not qualified is known also from
the fact that great teachers like Gautama made sure

BRAHMA-SUTRAS 11k

1.5.39]
that disciples like jébéla.

before imparting Knowledge
Satyakima were not $tidras. See Ch. 4.4.5.

AEuEARATAN fAuEd EgagE 11 35 1

spqu-seqA-ag-gfagurg Because of the pr
of hearing, studying, and understanding €gq: in the

Smrti 7 and.

ohibition

38. And because of the prohibition in the
Smrti of hearing and studying (the Vedas) and
knowing their meaning and performing Vedic
rites (to Stdras, they are not entitled to the
knowledge of Brahman).

Stitras 34-38 (\lisqualify the §tdra for the knowledge
of Brahman through the study of the Vedas. But it is
possible for them to attain that knowledge through the
Purinas and the epics (Rdmdyana and Mahabharata).

The digression begun from Sttra 26 ends here and

the general topic is again taken up.

Topic 10: The Prdna in which everything trembles
is Brahman.

_ In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to the
Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of Brahman, as the
former is really identical with Brahman. But in the text
to be discussed ‘Prana’ cannot refer to Brahman as
such identity is not possible—this seems to be the line
of thinking of the opponent, who therefore takes up
this topic for discussion.
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HEATCA I3
Frqarg On account of vibration.

89. (Prina is Brahman) on account of the
vibration (spoken of the whole world).

“Whatever there is in the whole world has come out
of and trembles in the Prina” etc. (Ka. 2.6.2). Here
‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the vital force. Why? First
because of the context, since Brahman is the topic in
the previous and subsequent texts. Again “The whole
world trembles in Prina’—in this we have reference to
an attribute of Brahman, It being the abode of the

whole world. It is the cause of the life of the whole’

world including the Prina. Lastly, immortality is
declared to him who knows this Prana, and ‘Prdna’ is
also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti.

Topic 11: The ‘light’ is Brahman.

In the last topic ‘Prana’ was taken to mean Brahman

from the context. But in the text taken up for discussion
in this topic, there is no such context by which ‘light’
can be taken to be Brahman—so says the opponent.

ST 1 Yo |l
smify: Light gwermd on account of (Brahman) being

. seen.

40. Light (is Brahman) on account of (Brah-
man) being seen (as the subject of the texts).
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“Thus does that screne being, arising from the body,

appear in its own form as soon as it has approached the
highest light.” (Ch. 8.12.3). Here ‘highest light’ stands
for Brahman. Why? Because Brahman is the subject
of the whole section. The ‘highest light’ is also called
the highest Person in that text itself later on. Freedom
from the body is said to belong to that being which is
one with this ‘light’. Disembodied state or Freedom can
arise only from being identified with Brahman.

Topic 12: The AkdSa which reveals names
and forms is Brahman

ATHTMSATFaeaT TR ot 1l ¥ |l

gqfrareqifg-sqqearg  because it is
declared to be something different etc.

rspTEr: Akésa

41 Aka$a (is Brahman) because it is declared
to be something different etc. (from names and
forms and yet their revealer).

“That which is called Akdda is the revealer of all
names and forms. That within which these names and
forms are, is. Brahman, the immortal, the Self” (Ch.
8.14.1). ‘ :

Here ‘Akada’ is Brahman. Why? Because names and
forms are said to be within this Akisa, which is there-
fore different from these. In this phenomenal world
everything is conditioned by name and form, and
Brahman alone is beyond them. Aké$a is said to be the
revealer of names and forms; and as the inner Ruler

11
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of the whole world of namés and forms it cannot be
anything else but Brahman. Moreover, epithets like

‘Infinite’, ‘Immortal’, ‘Self" also show that ‘Akasa’ here
refers to Brahman.

Topic 13: The Self consisting of knowledge
is not the individual soul but Brahman.

In the previous topic because Akéasa was spoken of
as different from names and forms, it was taken as
Brahman. This argument is objected to by the oppo-
nent, who cites that even difference is spoken of with
respect to the individual soul and Brahman, who are
really identical. So this topic is taken up for discussion.

™
gueegemreaaaT 11 ¥R

. gfta-gomeear: 1o deep-sleep and death 7  as

different.

42. Because of the supreme Self bﬂeing shown

as different (from the individual soul) in the
states of deep-sleep and death.

In the sixth chapter of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad,
in reply to the question, “Which is that Self” (4.3.7), a
~lengthy exposition of the nature of the Self is given
~ The question is whether the Self is the supreme Self or
“the individual soul This Sttra savs it is the supreme

Self. Why? Because it is shown to be different from the
individual self in the state of deep-sleep and at the time
of death “This person. embraced by the supremely in-

- Self. :
~ The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the
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telligent Self, knows nothing that is without or within”

~(Br. 4.3.21), which shows that in deep-sleep the ‘person’

which represents the individual soul, is different from
the supreme Self, called here the supremely intelligent

absence of the knowledge of external things and things
within in-deep-sleep can be predicated only of the
individual soul, which is the knower, and the suprem'ely
intelligent Self is Brahman because such intelligence
can be predicated of Brahman only. Similarly at the
time of death (Br 4.3.35). Therefore Brahman is the

“chief topic in this section. The extensive discourse on

the individual soul in this section is not to establish its
Jivahood, but to show that it is in reality not different
from Brahman,

- qeaTfemeRTa: 1 w3 |

43.  On account of words like ‘Lord’ etc. (the
Self in the text under discussion is the supreme

Self).

Epithets like ‘Lord’, ‘Ruler’, etc. are applied to the
‘Self’ discussed in the text (Vide Br. 4.4.22), and those

‘are apt only in the case of Brahman, for these epithets

show- that the thing spoken of is beyond bondage. So
the word ‘Self’ denotes the supreme Self and not the
Jiva. :



CHAPTER 1
SEcTION 1V

In top ¢ 5, section I, it has been shown that as the

Samkhyan Pradhina is not based on scriptural authority

and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an intelligent
principle as the first GCause, Brahman is that first
Cause. In all the subsequent Sttras of the first three
sections it has been shown how all the Vedanta texts
refer to Brahman. Now the fact that the Pradhina is
not based on scriptural authority is questioned by the
opponent, and his objections are being answered.. The
whole of section 4 practically answers all objections
from the Sirakhyan standpoint. '

Topic 1: The Mahat and Avyakta of the Katha
Upanisad do not refer to the Sdmkhyan categories. -

In the last topic of the previous section, by a reference
to the well-known individual soul, Brahman, which is
not so well known, was taught. So the opponent in this
topic holds that the reference’ to Avyakta in the text
to be quoted should be taken to deal with the well-
known Simkhyan category. - :

AR BAIART 37, 7, T e,

garaft F 10l
smgmifasw That which is inferred (i.e. the Pra-
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dhina) aify also wHaiq in some (recensions of the texts)
sfg g if it be said & no wAT-wTH-fAAE T
because it is mentioned in a simile referring to the

body ggiafy (the Sruti) explains = too.

1. If it be said that in some (recensions of the
Vedas) -that which is inferred (i.e. the Pradhana)
(is) also (mentioned), (we say) no, ‘because (the
word ‘Avyakta’ occurring in the Katha Upani-
sad) is mentioned in a simile referring to the
body (and means the body itself and not the
Pradhana of the Samkhyas); (the Sruti) too ex-
plains (it).

An objéct\ion is again raised here by the Samkhyas
that the Pradhina is also based on scriptural authority,
for some $akhas (Vedic recensions) like the Katha
§akha (school) contain expressions wherein the Pra-
dhina seems to be referred to: “Beyond the Mahat
(Great) there is the Avyakta (Undeveloped), beyond
the Undeveloped is the Purusa (Being)” etc. (Ka. 1.3.11).
The word ‘Avyakta’, they say, here refers to the
Pradhina. Because the words ‘Mahat’, ‘Avyakta’, and
‘Purusa’, which occur in the same order as mentioned
in the Simkhva philosophy, occur in the text, and so
they are recognized to be the same categories of the
Samkhyas. , (

This Stitra after raising this objection refutes it thus:
The word ‘Avyakta’ is used in connection with a simile
referring to the body. and does not refer to the Pra-
dhana. In that word we recognize somethirg mentioned
in an earlier text. “Know that the soul is the rider of the
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chariot and the body the chariot. Consider the intellect
to be the charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses,
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the sense-
objects” etc. (Ka. 1.3.3-4). All these things that are
referred to in these verses are to be found in the follow-
ing: “The objects are superior to the senses, the mind
is superior to the obJects, the intellect is superior to the
mind, the Mahat is superior again to the intellect, the
Avyakta is superior to the Mahat, and the Purusa is
superior to the Avyakta. Nothing is superlor -to the
Purusa,” etc. (Ka. 1.3.10-11).

Now compare these two quotations. The senses, mind
and intellect, mentioned in the earlier texts, are to be
found in these later texts. The Atman of the earlier
texts is denoted by the ‘Purusa’ of the later ones. The
Mahat of the later texts mean the cosmic intellect and
so is included in the intellect of the earlier texts, whére
1t is used in a comprehensive sense to include both the
individual and cosmic intellects. What remains is only
the body in the earlier texts, and Avyakta in the later
texts; and so Avyakta means the body here and not the

Pradhina. We shall not be justified in interpreting a.

Sruti according to Samkhyan technicalities. For the

purpose of recognition a comparison should be made’

not with the Smrti, but with similar passages of the
$ruti itself, like those cited above. :

gew g dsgea 1R 1)
gew Subtle g but aagqa‘ra because it can be properly

so designated.

2. But the subtle (cadse of the body is meant
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by the term ‘Avyakta’) because it can be proper-
ly so designated.

An objection is raited. As the body is gross and
developed, how can it be referred to by the term
'‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer is, here, not the
gross body but the causal substance, e¢. the five un-
compounded elements out of which the body is built,
is meant. They, being subtle and not fully manifest
and also being beyond sense perception, can be properly
designated by the term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped) It is
also a common thing to denote the effect by the cause

-and hence indirectly the gross body is referred to here.

“Mix the Soma with the cow (i.e. mllk)” (Rg -Veda
9.46.4).

qEdFeatEdad 113

gefiasarg On account of its dependence aafarg[ is
fitting,

3. On account of its dependence (on the
Lord), it fits in (with our theory).

It may be said that if a subtle causal condition of the
gross world is thus admitted, it is as good as accepting
the Pradhina. This Sttra makes the difference clear.
While the Pradhina of the Simkhyas is an independent
entity, the subtle causal condition admitted here is
dependent on the supreme Lord. Such a causal condi-
tion has necessarily to be admitted, for without that
the Lord cannot create. It is the potential power, the
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causal potentiality inherent in Brahman. It is Nescience.
That explains why, when one’s ignorance is destroyed
by Knowledge, there is no possibility of that liberated.
soul getting into bondage again. About this ignorance
you can neither say that it is, nor that it is not; it is an
illusion and so it is reasonably called Undeveloped
(Avyakta). This ignorance or creative power cannot
create of itself without the instrumentality of the Lord.
The illusion of a snake in a rope is not possible merely
through ignorance without the rope. So also the world
cannot be created merely by ignorance without the sub-

stratum, the Lord. Hence it is dependent on the Lord. -

Yet the Lord is not in the least affected by this igno-
rance, even as the poison does not affect the snake which
has it. “Know then Prakrti is Maya and the great Lord
the ruler of MayA” ($v. 4.10). So the Avyakta is a helper,
as it were, to I$vara in His creation, and hence such an
Avyakta dependent on the Lord is significant and has to
be admitted, says the Sttra.

SoEATEEATEE 1| ¥

W aearagArg Because it is not mentioned (as some-

thing) to be known = and.

4. And because it is not mentioned (that the
Avyakta) is to be known (it cannot be the Pra-
dhina of the Samkhyas).

~ Liberation, according to the Sarhkhyas, results when
‘the difference between the Purusa and the Avyakta
((Prakrti) is known. Hence the Avyakta, with them, is
‘to be known. But here there is no question of knowing

t
i
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the‘Avyakta, and as suc_h' it cannot be th@ Pradhﬁng of

the Samkhyas.
g 3, 7, 9 g S Ny

gafg Does state zfg 2q if it be said 7§ no gig: intel-

ligent Self ?3 for gHTmd from the context.

5. If it be said (that the Sruti) does state (that
the Avyakta has to be known and t}}erefore_lt 18
the Pradhéna); (we say) no, for (it is) the intel-
ligent (supreme) Self (which 1s meant), since that
is the topic.

(=

“He who has perceived that which is without sound,
without touch...beyond the Mahat (Great) and un-
changeable, is freed from the jaws of death:’ (I?a. 1.3 15).
The Samkhyas hold that in this text the Sruti says that
the Pradhina has to be known to attain Freedom; f.or
the description given of the entity to be known tallies
with the ‘Pradhana, which is also beyond the Mahat.
The Stitra refutes this saying that by Avyakta, the one
beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., the intelligent (supreme)
Self is meant, as that is the subject-matter of that

section.

A i
FATTAE = AT SRAEA 1 g
g Of three ug only 7 and uay thus Iqearg: in-

troduction we: question = and.

6. And thus the question and elucidation with




122 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [1.4.6

reference to three only (of which the Pradhana
is ot one) (is consistent).

In the Kathg Upanisad, Naciketas asks Yama three
questions only, wviz. about the fire (sacrifice), the indi-
vidual soul, and the supreme Self. The Pradhina is not

mentioned. So we cannot expect Yama to go out of his.
. SN

way and treat of the Pradhina, which has not been
-inquired into ‘
)

AEEEA 1 v
#gga Like Mahat = and.

7. And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta’ does
not refer to any Samkhyan category).

The Mahat according to the Simkhyas means the
first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the Vedic
texts it is associated with the word ‘Self’. Passages like
“The Mahat (Great) is superior to the intellect” (Ka.
1.3.10), clearly show that it is used in a different sense
from the intellect and refer to the Self in different
aspects. Similarly though the Avyakta in the Simkhvya
philosophy may mean the Pradhina or Prakrti, in the
Sruti texts it means something different. So the Pra-
dhina is not based on scriptui”al authority but is a mere
inferred thing.

Topic 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsvatara
Upanisad is not the Sdmkhyan Pradhdna.

| In the last topic the opponent was refuted on the
~ground that the mere mention of the word ‘Avyakta’

- 1.4.8]
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ot sufficient reason to identify it as the Simkhyan
he Pradhiana. The opponent here gives
om the §ruti texts to uphold his view.

was n
category called t
more analogies fr

FREER AT 1l & I

wagaa  Like the bowl srfadrqia_ for want of special
characteristics. )

8 (The word ‘Aja’ cannot be asserted to
mean. the Pradhina) for want of special charac-
teristics, as in the case of the bowl.

“There is one Aji, red, white, and black producing
‘manifold offspring of the same appearance (colour)”
($v. 4.5). The question is whether 'this ‘Aja’ refers to
the Sarmkhya category Prakrti or to the fine elements
fire, water, and earth. The ‘Samkhyas hold that ‘Aja’
here means the Pradhina, the unborn; and red, white,
and black refer to its thrée constituents, the Gunas—
Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas. This Stitra refutes this,
saying that in the absence of special characteristics
there is no basis for such a special assertion. The text
can be interpreted otherwise also. “There is a bowl
that has its opening below and bulging at the top”
(Br. 223) It is impossible to decide from the text
itself what kind of bowl is meant. So also it is impossible
to fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ from the text alone. As in

the case of the bowl the éomplcmentéry texts fix what

kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to refer this
passage to supplementary scriptural texts to fix the
meaning of ‘Ajd’
Pradhéna.

and not assert that it means the
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ST ARTHAT F, TAT FNFT T&F 1 & N
snfasgwar (Elements) beginning with light but
qur so fg because yetay read uF some.

9. But (the elements) beginning ' with light
(are meant by the word Ajad), because some read
50.

The Chindogya assigns to the elements, fire, water,
and earth, created by the Lord, red, white, andy black
celours. Vide Ch. 6.2.2-4 and 6.4.1. |

This passage fixes the meaning of the word ‘./ijé.’
here. It refers to the three elementary substances, viz
fire, earth, and water, from which the rest of the
creation has been produced. It is not the Przm_)ti of the
Simkhyas consisting of the three Gunas. In the former
interpretation the three colours can be taken in "their
‘primary sense, whereas they can represent the three
Gunas in a secondary sense only. Moreover, the force
of the recognition of the Sruti is stronger; that is to say.
if we can beyond doubt recognize in this pacsage what
is elsewhere mentioned in the Sruti, that will be more

reasonable than to recognize categories of a Smrti in

the Sruti texts

FHeqqRATsY Hearfeaafadie: 1| 20 1

ﬁq?ﬁqémq Instruction having been given through
imagery = and ::rsanﬁ;aa: as in the case of ‘honey’ etc.
a#fgQer: no incongruity.

10. And instruction having been given through
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the imagery (of a goat) (there is) no incongruity,
(even) as in the case of honey’ (standing for the

sun 1n Madhuvidyi for the purpose of devout

meditation) and such other cases.

The word ‘Aja’ refers to something unborn; so how
can it refer to the three causal elements of the Chéindo-
gya,{/\which are something. created? It is incongruous,
says the objector. : ‘

There is no incougruity in it, answers the Shtra, as
the elements are spoken of through the imagery of a
she goat (Aja). Even as the sun in Madhuvidya is repre-
sented ‘as honey in the text, “The sun indeed is the
honey” (Ch. 3.1.1), so also are the three elementary
substances of the Chindogya represented as the goat. A
she-goat may be black, white, and red, and may give
birth to offspring representing her in colour. Similarly
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, having
red, white, and black colours respectively, are produced
all the inanimate and animate beings of similar colours.
The combination of the fine elements, fire, water, and
earth is here s-oken of by the imagery of a tri-coloured
goat, and that is why it is called an Aja, which does not
however mean unborn.

Topic 3 : The five-fold people of Br. 14.17
are mot the twenty-five Sdmkhyan categories.

7 HeNTEIgTE ) mwraﬁfaimﬁ IREAI

g Not geaggugafa even from the statement of
the number FEFAEG  on account of the differences

sfxFig  on account of the excess ¥ and.
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11. Even from the statement of the number
(,ﬁve-fold five, i.c. twenty-ive categories, by the
Sruti, it is) not (to be presumed that the Sruti
refers to the Pradhina) on account of the differ-
ences (in the categories) and.the excess (over the
number of the Sdmkhyan categories).

“That in which the five groups of five and the (subtle)
ether are placed, that very Atman” etc. (Br. 4.4.17).
Now five times five makes twenty-five, which Js-exactly
the number of the Simkhyan categories. So the
Samkhyas say that here is the scriptural authority for
their philosophy. This Sttra refutes such an assumption.
For the Samkhyan categories cannot be divided into
groups of five on any basis of similarity, for all the
twenty-five categories differ from each other. Secondly,
the mention of the ether in the text as a separate cate-
gory would make the number twenty-six in all, contrary
to the Simkhyan theory.

STOTTEAT AR 11 2R

grneg: The vital force etc. arapﬁfmq because of the
complementary passage. '

12. (The five people referred to are) the vital
force etc., because (we find it to be so) from the
complementary passage. '

~ “They who know the vital force of the vital force,
‘the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the food of the
ifood, the mind of the mind,” etc. (Br. Madhyandina
recension 4.4.21). The ‘five people’ refer to this vital
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force and the other four of the text, which are cited
to describe Brahman. -

A -
sAfaTssmEacas 1 23 |l
sqifagt By light q%tsn'q; of some agfg srwy food not

being mentioned.

15. (In the text) of some (the Kénva recension)
food not being mentioned (in the complementary
passage referred to in the previous Sitra), (the
number is made up) by ‘light’ (mentioned in the
previous verse).

“That immortal Light of lights the gods worship as
longevity” (Br. 4.4.16). Though food is:not mentioned
in the text cited in the last Siitra according to the
Kinva recension of the Satapatha Briahmana, yet the
four of that verse, together with ‘light’ mentioned in
the text cited above, would make the ‘five people’.

Topic 4: There is no contradiction in the scriptures as
regards the fact that Brahman is the first Gause.

In the last three topics it has been shown that the
Pradhina of the Samkhyas is not based on the scriptures,
and consequently it was established that all the Sruti
texts refer to Brahman as the first Cause. The oppo-
nent now tries to show that as the Vedanta texts
contradict each other with respect to the order of
creation, they are therefore of doubtful import, and
consequently it is safer to accept the Pradhina, which
is established by reason and inference, as the first
Cause. :
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FIRUCAT ATRIATILY, AATATIEOE: 1) 2% 1

wIcaqd  As the (first) Cause 7 and'anmrfacl as
regards ether and so on zytsqfgsaiay: being represented
(in other texts) as taught (in one text).

14.  (Although) as regards (things created like
ether and so on the Vedinta texts differ), (yet
there is no such conflict with respect to Brahman)
as the first Cause, (on account of Its) being re-
presented (in other texts) as taught (in one text).

The Samkhyas contend that though the Pradhana
cannot be the first Cause according to the Sruti, yet
" Brahman also cannot be 'taken to be the. first Cause
taught by the Sruti. Why? Because there is cooflict as
regards the order of creation; for some texts say that it
is Akiga that was first produced from Brahman; Some
say that it is Prana, others that it is fire. This Siitra says

that though there are conflicting views with respect to-

things created, that is, as regards the order of creation,

yet since it is not the main object of the Sruti to teach -

about creation, it matters little. The main object in
these descriptions is to teach that Brahman is the first
Cause, and with respect to this there is no ctonflict; for
every Vedanta text holds that Brahman is that.

SEIESISRTREEY

15. On account of the connection (with pas-
sage referring to Brahman, non-existence does
not mean absolute non-existence).

A further objection is raised that even as regards
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the first Cause there is a conflict, for some texts say
that the Self created these worlds (Ai. A. 2.4.1.2-3), others
say that creation originated from non-existence (Tai.
2.7). Again existence is taught as the first Cause in
some texts (Ch. 6.2.1-2). Spontaneous creation also is
taught by some texts (Br. 1.4.7). On account of these
conflicting texts it cannot be said that all the Vedanta
texts refer to Brahman uniformly as the first Cauise.
These objections are answered as follows: “This was
indeed non-existence in the beginning” (Tai. 2.7). Non-
existence here does not mean absolute non-existence but
undifferentiated existence. Existence was at the begin-

- ning undifferentiated into name and form. In the texts

of the Taittirlya Upanisad Brahman is definitely describ-
ed asnot being non-existence. “He who knows Brahman
as non-existing becomes himself non-existing. He who
knows Brahman as existing is khown by sages as
existing” (Tai. 2.6). This Brahman is again described
as havmg wished to be many and created this world.
Again “How can that which is be created from non-
existence?” (Ch. 6.2.2) clearly denies such a possibility.
“Now this was then undifferentiated” (Br. 1.4.7), does
not speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for it
is connected with another passage where it is said, “He
has entered here to the very tips of the finger-nails”
(Br. 1.4.7), where ‘He' refers to this ruler, and hence
we have to take that the Lord,. the ruler, developed
what was undeveloped. Similarly Brahman, which is
described in one place as existence, is referred to in
another place as being the Self of all by the word
‘Atman’ So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as
the first Cause, and there is no conflict as regards this.

12
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Topic 5: He who is the maker of the sun, moon, elc.
is Brahman and mnot Prdna (the vital force) or the
individual soul.

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occurring in one
passage helped us to interpret non-existence: occuring
in another passage as undifferentiated existence and#not
absolute non-existence. But the opponent now takes up
for discussion texts where the words ‘Prana’ etc. cannot

be reasonably interpreted to mean Brahman, though -

1t is mentioned in another text.

SUENR IS

Saa-qifacara Because (it) denotes the world.

16. (He of whom all this is the work is Brah
man) because (the work) denotes the world.

“He, O Balaki, who is the maker of these persons

(whom you mentioned), and whose work this is—is

alone to be known” (Kau. 4.19). In this section Balaki
first describes the several individual souls residing im

the sun, moon, ether, etc. as Brahman. Ajitafatru

says that these are not the true Brahman and proceed-
ing to teach the real Brahman says, “He who is the
maker of these pefsons is alone to be known and not
these persons.” Here who is the maker of the sun,
moon, etc. is the question. The opponent holds he is
cither the chief Priana or the individual soul. He. is
‘the chief Prana, for the activity of motion connected

with work refers to Prina, and Prina-is also mentioned

in a complementary passage: ‘“Then he becomes one

1.4.18] BRAHMA-SUTRAS - 131

with that Priana alone” (Kau. 4.20). It may also be the
Jiva, for in-“As the master feeds with his people...thus
does the conscious self feed with the other selfs” (Kau.
4.20) it is referred to. The Sttra refutes all this and says
it-is Brahman that is referred to by ‘maker’ in the text;
for Brahman is taught here. “I shall teach you Brah-
man.” Again ‘this’, which means the world, is his work—
which clearly points out that the ‘he’ is none other
than Brahman. Therefore the maker is neither Prana

nor the individual soul, but the supreme Lord.

ST G ¥, TEeqrRd 1l 26 |

aﬁa.w-fagqq On account of characteristics of

'the individual soul and the chief Prina 7 not gfg ¥q if

it be said gq that syrearay has already been explained.

17. If it be said that on account of the charac-
teristics of the individual soul and the chief
Prina (to be found in the text, Brahman is) not
(referred to by the word ‘maker’ in the passage
cited), (we reply) that has already been explained.

See note on 1.1.31.

oo A ,
gem g AP ERsATEEATAER FARF 1 g5

s=qrd  For another purpose g but sfafe: Jaimini
SyFeTeaTIsaTH because of the question and elucidation
afq s moreover gay thus uad some.
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18. But (the sage) Jaimini (thinks that the ref-
erence to the individual soul in the text) has
another purpose because of the queStion and

answer: moreover thus some (the Véjasaneyins)

(read in their recension). o

Even the reference to the individual soul in the said
chapter of the Kausitaki Upanisad has a different
purpose, and that is not to propound the individual
soul but Brahman by showing that the individual soul
is different from Brahman. The questions, “Where did
the person thus sleep? Where was he? Whence came he
thus back?” (Kau. 4.19) refer clearly to something

different . from the individual soul. And so does the -

answer (Ibid. 4.20) say that the individual soul is
merged in Brahman in deep sleep. The Brhadiranyaka
Upanisad, where also this conversation occurs, clearly
points out the individual soul by the term ‘Vijfidna-
maya’, the person consisting of cognition, and distin-
guishes it from the supreme Self (Br 2.1.16-17).

Topic 6: The Self to be seen through hearing etc.
is Brahman.

In the last topic the text under discussion was inter-

preted to refer to Brahman, because the section begins .

with Brahman: “I will teach you Brahman.” Following
the same argument the opponent cites Br. 245 and
argues that since the section begins with the individual
. soul, the self to be seen referred to in this text is the
individual soul and not Brahman.

‘ anﬂTmTE[\ neen
FIFT-AFT T On account of the connected meaning
of passages. : ' '

. = |

" ledge of the Self;
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19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, etc: 1s
Brahman) on account of the connected meaning
of the passages. '

“The Self, my dear Maitreyr, should be realized—
should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon.

By the realization of the Self, my dear, through hearing,
" reflection, and meditation, all this is known” (Br

2.4.5). In this p_itssage the supreme Self is referred to,
and not the individual soul. Why? In the whole section
Brahman is treated. It begins with Maitreyi’s question
“Wwill wealth get me immortality?” and Y4ijfiavalkya
answers that wealth, sacrifice, etc. will not obtain that
immortality. She then asks for ‘that which will give her
immortality, and Yajiavalkya teaches her the know-
finally the section concludes with,
“Thus far goes immortality”. Now immortality cannot
be gained by the knowledge of the individual soul, but
only by the knowledge of the supreme Self or Brahman
Therefore Brahman alone is the subject-matter and It
alone is to be seen through hearing etc. Moreover, the
text quoted says that by the knowledge of the Self
spoken of there, everything is known, which clearly
connects the Self referred to with Brahman; for how
can the knowledge of a limited individual self give us

knowledge of everything?
g fogamaeed: 11 e |l

ofasr-fag: Of the proof of the proposition fogq
indicatory mark 3fTEHTT: Aémarathya.

90. (The fact that the individual soul is
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taught as the object of realization is an) indica-
tory mark (which is) proof of the proposition, so

A¢marathya thinks.

In this Sitra the text quoted in the last Stitra (Br.

2.4.5.) is interpreted from the standpoint of Bhedibheda-

vida of sage A$marathya. According to- this schools the
individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman, which. are related
as effect and cause respectively, are different, yet not
different,. from each other, even as sparks are different,
vet not different from fire. If the individual soul (Jiva
were quite different from Brahman, then by the know-
ledge of the one (Brahman) everything else would not
be known. Hence this school interprets the text thus:
The individual soul alone is to be seen. But as it is not
different from Brahman, the knowledge of the individual
soul gives knowledge of Brahman and consequently
knowledge of everything. It is this non-difference between
Brahman and the individual soul (Jiva) that establishes
the proposition, “By the knowledge of one everything
else is known”, and in this sense alone the text speaks
of the individual soul in Br. 2.4.5., i
It can also be interpreted as follows. If the individual
soul " is something different from Brahman, then the
knowledge of Brahman would not give'the knowledge
of the individual soul. Therefore the individual soul is
different, yet not different, from Brahman. It is to show
this that the Sruti text begins with the individual soul.

e e gAwETfRedE@ I 1 e

Iewfysaa: Of the one which rises from the body
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ua-wrarg  because of this nature zfq thus sig=ifa:
(the sage) Audulomi. "

91. (The statement at the beginning identi-
fies the individual soul with Brahman) because
of this nature (viz. its identity with Brahman) of
the one (i.e. the soul) which rises from the body
(at the time- of release), thus (thinks) Audulomi.

This Acirya, while taking that the self to be seen is
the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as follows:  The
soul, when it rises from the body, ie. is fr.ee ar{d has no
body consciousness, realizes that it 1s 1de.nt1cal with
Brahman. It is to show this non-difference in the state
of release that the $ruti speaks of the individual. soul as
indentical with Brahman, even though the. dlﬁtf:rence -
between the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman in the
state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken of as non-
different from the supreme Self or Brahman because
in the state of release it is one with It. The text transfers
the future state of non-difference to that time Whe}’l
difference actually exists. This school of Vefdﬁntq is
known as Satya-bheda-vada (i.e. the theory which holds
that the difference between the individual soul and -

Brahman is a reality). -
e w@EE 1 RN

aafeay: Because of the existence zfg S0 holds
FrogeeT: Kasakrtsna. ‘

29 (The initial statement is made) because
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of the existence (of Brahman as the individual
soul), so holds (sage) Kasakrtsna.

. As it is impossible that an individual soul (Jiva) quite
different in nature from Brahman can be one with it in
the state of release, this sage thinks that the supreme
Self Itself exists as the individual soul. They are absge
lutely non-different, the apparent difference being due
to Upadhis or limiting adjuncts, which are but pro-
ducts of ignorance, and therefore unreal from the
absolute standpoint. Hence also follows that by the
knowledge of Brahman everything else is known.

Of the three schools of Vedinta depicted in the last
three Statras, that of Kasakrtsna is justified by the
Vedanta texts. According to Aémarathya the individual
soul is a product of the supreme Self, and hence the

knowledge of the cause leads to the knowledge of every-

thing including the individual soul. But is the effect or
any portion of it different from the cause? And is the
whole cause involved in each of its effects? The answer
to the second question is evidently, no. If the effect or
some portion of it is different from this cause, whence
does it come? And is it separable from that? If separable,
it is not its nature, for nature cannot be separated. If
not separable, the cause cannot be known, and the
proposition, “The soul being known, all else is known”,
falls to the ground. So A$marathya’s view cannot stand.
~ According to Audulomi the individual soul (Jiva) is
only a state of the supreme Self. If the Jivahood is a
reality, it can never be destroved and freedom would be
impossible. If on the other hand it becomes one with
the supreme Soul on release, then there is nothing
' like Jivahood which can be a realitv. So Audulomi’s

e
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view cannot stand. Jivahood is an unreality, a creation
of ignorance, the Jiva being identical with Brahman.

- Even the creation of Jivas like sparks issuing from a fire

does not speak of any real creation but only with
reference to Upadhis. In reality the Jiva is neither
created nor destroyed. It is our ignorance that makes
us see the individual soul (Jiva) limited by Upadhis as
isomething different from Brahman.

Topic 7: Brahman is also the material cause
N of the world.

sgfoe sfaareFArTaEE 13 1

gxfg: Material cause = also qfasfr-a:sgr;a-a@qﬁgra:
not being contradictory to the proposition and

illustrations.

23. (Brahman is) the material cause also, (on
account of this view alone) not being contradic-
tory to the proposition and the illustration (cited

in the Sruti). v

Granted that Brahman is the cause of the world; but
what kind of cause? Is It the efficient cause, or the
material cause, or both? The prima. facie view is that
Brahman is only the efficient cause, as texts like “He
thought, ... he created Prina (Pr. 6.3-4) declare.

This view is refuted by this Siitra. Brahman is also
the material cause of the world. Here ‘also’ shows that
it is the efficient cause as well. It is only if Brahman is
the material cause of the world that it is possible to
know everything through the knowledge of Brahman,



