CHAPTER II
SecTiON 1

In the first chapter it has been proved that zﬁl the
Vedanta texts deal with Brahman as the  first C.ause,

yet the arguments based on reasoning against this-

doctrine remain to be" refuted. With this object in
view this section is begun. In section IV of Chapter- I
it was shown that the Pradhina of the Samkhyas, as
also the atoms of the Vaidesikas, are not based on
scriptural authority. In this section arguments, claim-
ing their authoritativeness from the Smrtis, ta
establish the Pradhina and the atoms etc. are refuted.

Topic 1: Refutation of Sm_rtz's\@t are not based
on the Srutis.
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qﬁ]-amaqﬂsr-a‘tqsm'«g:; There would result the defect
of leaving no scope for certain Smrtis gfg %a\ if it be

said 7 no AEYfA-sTAFT-NITGFIG, because there
would result the defect of leaving no scope to some

other Smrtis.

1. If it be said that (from the doctrine of
Brahman being the cause of the world) there

L~
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would result the defect of leaving no scope for
certain Smritis, (we say) no; because (by the

rejection of that doctrine) there would result the
defect of leaving no scope for some other Smritis.

w

In the last chapter it has been shown that the Sai--
khyan view is not based on scriptural authority. Now
its authority even as a Smrti is denied and refuted.

" If the doctrine of the Pradhina is rejected, then the
Sarikhya Smrti, propounded by a great seer like Kapila
and acknowledged by ether great thinkers, would cease
to-be authoritative; hence it is but reasonable that the
Vedinta texts be so interpreted as to preserve the
authoritativeness of this Smrti and not contradict it
in toto. So says the opponent. The Siitra answers this
by saying that if the doctrine of Brahman being the
cause of the world be rejected to accommodate the
Samkhya Smrti, which goes counter to the Srutis, then
by that rejection many other Smrtis like the Manu
Smrti, which are based on the Srutis and therefore more
authoritative, and, which also propound the doctrine
of Brahman, an intelligent principle, being the cause
of the world, would find no. scope. So between the two
it is desirable that the Smrtis which go counter to the
Vedas be rejected.

- gaRar =aEsE: 1

zqqi Of the others ¥ and argq'aro&; there being no

mention.

9. And there being no mention (in the scrip-
tures) of the other entities, (i.. the categories
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beside the Pradhana), (the Samkhya system can-
not be authoritative). ,

Even accepting the Pradhina of the Samkhyas for
argument’s sake—for the Vedantins also recognize
Maya as the cause of the world, the difference between
the two being that the Pradhina according to the

Sarkhyas is an independent entity, whereas Maya is a

dependent entity, being a power of Brahman—yet there
is no mention of the other categories of the Sirmkhyas
anywhere in the Vedas. Hence the Samkhya philosophy
cannot be authoritative. ‘ i

Topic 2: Refutation of the Yoga philosophy.

T AT ST 0 3 1

udd By this @y the Yoga phil@)phy NEYH: is (also)
refuted. '

3. By this the Yoga philosophy is (also) refuted.

After the refutation of the Samkhyas, who recognize
an independent entity called the Pradhéina as the cause
of the world, this Sttra refutes the Yoga Smrti, which
also recognizes a separate entity called the Pradhéina
as the first Cause, though unlike the Samkhyas they

- recognize an Iévara who directs this inert Pradhina

in its creative evolution. The Yoga system is spoken of
in Upanisads like the $vetasvatara. It helps concentra-

- tion of the mind, which is necessary for the full com-

i
\

prehension of Brahman, and as such it is a means to
Knowledge. So this Smrti, being based on the Srutis
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is authoritative. But it also recognizes the Pradhina
which therefore is the first Cause—so sa);s the oppo,-
nent. This Siitra says that the arguments given in the
last Sitra refute also the Yoga Smrti, for it also speaks
of a Pradhina and its products which are not to be
ft.)un.d in the Srutis. Though the Smyti is partly autho-
“1‘1tat1ve; yet it cannot be so with respect to that part
< which contradicts the Srutis. There is room only for

t’hose portions of the Smrti as do not contradict the
Srutis.

Topic 3: Brahman, though of a diﬂferent- nature from
" the world, can yet be its cause.

7 feoeueaeed, qaed A gsaq Wy 0

. F Not faag‘«marq because of the contrary nature
sfeg of this ggred its being so § and wsgrg from Sruti.

4. (Brahman is) not (the cause of the world)
because this (world) is of a contrary nature (from
Brahman); and its being so (i.e. different from
Brahman) (is known) from the scriptures.

Brahman\_isu intelligence, pure, etc. while the world
is something material, impure, etc. and so is different
from the nature of Brahman; as such, Brahman cannot
be the cause of this world. The effect is nothing but the
cause in another form; therefore the cause and- effect
cannot be altogether of a different nature. Intelligence
cannot produce material effects and vice versa. That the
world and Brahman differ entirely in their characteris-

13
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tics is known from texts like “Brahman became intelli-
gence as also non-intelligent” (Tai. 2.6), where “non-
intelligent” stands for the world. So Brahman cannot
be the first Cause of the material world, though the
scriptures may say $o.

afanfeaaareg FRRTaETiEr 1%
sfqmifasgaim: The reference (is) t(.)m the preérding
deities g but f‘a?rq-aﬁtrfa*;mq_' because of the speciél
characterization and the fact of being so presided.

5. But the reference is to the presiding deities
(of the organs) on account of the special charac-

terization (as ‘deities’) and also from the fact of

a deity so presiding (over the function of an
organ being approved by the Sruti in other texts).

The opponent, who says tiit the world and Brahman

being different in nature—sentient and material respec-

tively—cannot be related to each other as cause and
effect, anticipates a plausible objection and answers it
in this Satra. There is a text, “These organs quarrelling
over their respective greatness,” etc. (Br. 6.1.7), which
shows that even the organs are not material but sentient.
The opponent says that from this we are not to infer
the sentiency of the world, since the reference is to the
presiding deities of these organs. For the same topic
occurs in the Kausitaki Upanisad, where they are
expressly mentioned. “These ~deities (speech etc)
quarrelling over their respective greatness” (Kau. 2.14).
Also because other texts show the existence of such
presiding deities. “Fire becoming speech entered the
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mouth” (Ai. A. 2.4.2.4). The same arg.ufnent applies to
texts of the Chandogya, (Ch. VI) where fires etc. are
said to have thought and produced the next element

in the series. The thought here spoken of is of the highest
‘Deity, Brahman, which is connected with Its effects as

a superintending principle. From all such texts we can-
not infer the sentiency of the world, which is material
and so different in nature from Brahman. Therefore
Brahman cannot be the cause of the material world.

N

d g g il

a:qq& Is seen @ but.

6. But it i1s seen. -

‘But’ refutes the opponent’s view expressed in the
last ‘Sititra, viz that this world cannot have originated
from Brahman because it is different in character. For it
is seen that intelligent things. like scorpions etc. are
produced from non-intelligent cowdung etc. Again from
a sentient spider there comes forth the thread for its
web. So also do nails, hair, etc. come forth from a man,
who is an intelligent being. Therefore it is quite pessible '
that this material world could be produced by an’
intelligent Being, Brahman. It may be objected that a
man’s body is the cause of the hair and nails, and not
the man; similarly the cowdung is the cause of the body
of the worms. Even then it must be admitted that there
is a difference between the cause and the effect since, in

“both the examples cited, one of them is the abode of

something sentient while the other is not; they are not
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similar in all respects. If they were, then there would
be nothing like cause and effect, nor would they be
called by different names. So we have to admit that the

cause and its effects are not similar in every respect,

but something in the cause, or some qualities of it, must

be found in the effects also, as the clay in the lump is.

found in the pot al:o, though the shape etc. of the two
differ. So we say that even in the case of Brahmdh and
the world, some qualities of the cause, Brahman, such

as existence and intelligence, are to be found in its
effect, the world. Everything in the world exists, and

this quality it gets from Brahman, which is existence
itself. Again the intelligence of Brahman lights the
whole universe. So these two qualities of Brahman are
found in the world, which justify our relating them as
cause and effect in spite of differences in other respect
between them.

wafefy /g, 7, Sy | \9' [

qqq Non-existent zfg %[e[ g_f it be said 7 no yfgaw-

LICIT IR for it is merely a negation. .

7. If it be said (that the Wdrld, the effect, would

then be) pon-existent (before creation), (we say)
no, for it is merely a negation (without any basis).

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and without
qualities, is the cause of the world of an opposite
character, it follows that before creation the world was
non-existent, for Brahman was then the only existence.
This means that something which was non-existing is
brought into existence, which is not accepted by the
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Vedantins. This argument of the opponent this Sttra
refutes by saying that this negation is a mere statement
without any objective validity. The effect exists in the
cause before its origination as well as after it It can
never exist independent of the cause either before or
after creation. Therefore the world exists in Brahman
even before creation and is not absolutely non-existent.

SR TECTAFTAARGIH 11 5 |

afiagY At the time of dissolution &ga like that
THFE on account of the fact AFASFYH is absurd.

8 On account of the fact that at the time of
dissolution (the cause becomes) like that (i.e. like
the effect) (the doctrine of Brahman being the
cause of the world) is absurd. :

Says the opponeént: If Brahman is-the cause of the
world, then the world being dissolved in Brahman at
the time of dissolution, its defects would affect Brahman,
even as salt affects the water in which it is dissolved.
Hence Brahman would become impure and would no
more be the omniscient cause of the world, as the
Upanisads maintain. Again at the time of dissolution
all things having gone into a state of oneness with
Brahman, there will be no spe-éial causes left for-a new
creation. If in spite of this we consider a new creation
possible, then it would mean that there is a chance of
even the liberated souls, who have 'bepome o’ne.‘ with
Brahman, reappearing in the world. Nor can it be said
that the world remains separate from Brahman in the
state of dissolution, for in that case it 'would be no
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dissolution at all. So the Vedinta docfrine of Brahman

being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it leads
to all sorts of absurdities.

. A g, TERAATAT 1

7 Not q but gsareg-qraTd on account of the existence
: A

of illustrations.

o

9. But not (so) on account of the existence of

1llustrations.

The objection is being' answered: That the effect,

when it gets dissolved in the cause, does not pollute the
latter by its -defects, is borne out by innumerable
instances. A clay pot, for instance, when it is broken
-and reabsorbed- into its original substance, i.e. clay, does
not- impart to it its special features. The very fact of
absorption shows that all the qualities of the effect

cannot abide, for in that case it would be no absorption’
at all. Moreover, we have to remember that the effect
is of the nature of the cause and not vice versa. Hence -

the qualities of the effect cannot touch the cause. It
may, however, be objectéd. that since the effect is but

the cause in a new condition, all the good and bad -

traits of the effect must have been in the cause. But
we forget that the world is after all an illusion. Brah-
.man has only apparently changed into the world and
as such is never affected by it, even as a magician is.
not affected by the illusion produced by him.

The other incongruity shown, viz that since at the
time of dissolution the world is resolved .into Brahman
and becomes one with It, there can be no further

. 2.1.10]
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creation, and if it takes place there will be t‘he
possibility of even free souls coming into bond.age again,
cannot stand, for there are parallel instances with respect
to this also. In deep-sleep we do not perceive anything,
there is no diversitys but on awakening we find the
world of duality. A similar phenomenon can be expect-
ed to happen at the time of dissolution. In the f<.)rme.r
case it is the existence of ignorance (Avidya), which is
not destroyed, that is responsible for the reappearance
of the world. So also at dissolution the power of distinc-
tion remains in a potential state as Avidya or ignorance.
But in the case of the liberated no 'ignorance being
left, there is no.chance " of their being‘«brought back

into bondage from their state of oneness with

Brahman.

- zggeEr=a 1 Lo |l

. Tgqe-31Tg Because of the objections to his own

view and.

-10: And because of the objec:tions (cited)
(being applicable) to his own. (Sarnkhyan) view
(also). '

The objections raised by the Sarkhyas against
Vedanta are equally true of their view of the first
Cause, viz the 'Pradhﬁna. Form, taste, etc. are .not ?o
be foimd in the Pradhana, yet we find these things in
the world produced out of it. The object.i(')n as §§3gards
reabsorption at the time of Pralaya applies also'm the
case of the Sarmkhyan Pradhéna. Thus. - whatever

objections are raised ‘against Vedanta in this- respect -
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are also true of the Saimkhyas. Hence they should be
dropped. Of the two, however, Vedinta being based on
the Srutis is more authoritative. Moreover, the objec-

tions have all been answered from the Vedanta stand- -

point, whereas from the Sirhkhyan standpoint it is not
possible to answer them.

griafrsmE, sragmaafaly 3@, ¢
TaReTfaResEg: 1 4

aaﬁ-amf%[samra; Because reasoning has no sure Dbasis
‘ afg also rFgur cherwise agﬁqq shouid be inferred
or reasoned gfg %[q if it be said Taq 0 sfg even
wqu‘r&r.mg:; there will result the contingency of

non-release. (

11. 'Also because reasoning has no sure basis
(it cannot upset. the conclusions of Vedanta). If
it be said that it should be reasoned otherwise
(so as to get. over this defect), (we say) even so
there will result the contingency of non-release
(from this defect, with respect to the matter in
question).

What one man establishes through reason can be
refuted by another more intelligent than he. Even a
sage like.Kapila is refuted by other sages like Kanéda.
Hence reasoning having no sure basis cannot upset the
" conclusions of Vedanta, which are based on the Srutis.
But, says the opponent, even this judgement about
Teasoning is arrived at through reasoning; so it is not

true that reasoning has never a sure .basis. Sometimes.
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it is perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly.
The latter part of the Siitra says that even though in
some cases reasoning is infallible, yet with respect to
the matter in hand it cannot transcend this defect. For
the cause of the world (Brahman) is beyond the
senses and has no characteristic signs. It cannot there-
fore be an object of perception, or of inference, which
is based on perception. Or again if we take ‘release’
in the Sttra to mean Liberation, it comes to this: True
knowledge of a real thing depends on the thing itself,
and therefore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of
views with respect to it is not possible. But the  con-
clusions of reasoning can never be uniform. The Sim-
khyas arrive through reasoning at the Pradhina as the

first Cause, while the Naiyayikas (logicians) mention
- Paramanus (atoms) as that. Which to accept ? So no

conclusion can be arrived at through reasoning inde-
pendent of the scriptures, and since the truth cannot

" be known through this means, there will be no

Liberation. Therefore reasoning which goes against the
scriptures is no proof of knowledge and cannot
contradict the Sruti texts.

Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the Sdmkhyas 1s
valid also against others like the Atomists.
ude Rremforer aft saremn: 1 g 1
uda By this ferszraforgn: not accepted by the wise
sfq also sgregrar: are explained.
12. By this (i.e. by the arguments against the

Samkhyas) (those other views) also not accepted
by the wise (like Manu and others) are explained.
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When the Samkhya philosophy; parts of which are
accepted by.the wise as authoritative, has been refuted,
there is no question as regards the non-authoritativeness

of all doctrines based merely on reasoning like the

atomic theory of Kanida and non-existence as the
first Cause propounded by the Buddhists, -which are
wholly rejected by the wise. They are also refuted by
these very arguments against the Samkhyas, as the eas-
ons on which the refutation is based are the same.

Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoyer and enjoyed
do. not contradict the truth which is oneness.

AT, WA 1 23 |

Eaee: On account of turning into the enjoyer
wifgwny: non-distinction 3 \ii}it be said gqrg may exist

HFaq as is experienced in the world.
1 \

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be the cause
then) on -account of (the objects of enjoyment)
turning into the enjoyer, non-distinction {(between
enjoyer and things enjoyed would result), (we say,

“such distinction) may exist (all the same), as 1S €X-

perienced commonly in the world.-

A further objection is raised against Brahman being
the cause. We perceive differences in the world. Now,

perception as a means of knowledge is- stronger than
the Sruti. Hence what the $rutis say in contradiction

to such an experience cannot stand. The idea is this:

The distinction between the enjoyer (the Jiva) and the
objects of enjoyment is” well established by experience.
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’ Brahman is the material cause, then the world, the
effect, would be non-different from Brahman, and under
the cir.umstances, the Jiva and Brahman being identi-
cal in Vedinta, the difference between the subject and
object would be destroyed, since the old would pass

over into the other. Hence Brahman cannot be held to

be the matcrial cause of the world as it contradicts
perception.

The latter paft of the Sttra refutes ‘this giving ex-
amples. It says that nevertheless there can be such
differences in non-different things. For instance, waves,
foam, etc. are non-different, being alike sea water; yet
as waves and foam they are different from each other.
As sea water, their cause, they are one, but as waves,
foam, etc. they are different, and there is no contradic-
tion here. Hence it is possible to-have difference and
non-difference in things simultaneously, owing to name
and form. Therefore from the standpoint of Brahman
the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not different, but as
enjoyer and things enjoyed they- are different; there is
no contradiction in this.

The Shtra can also  be interpreted otherwise. If

~ Brahman be the cause, then It would also be the en-

joyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there being no differ-
ence between cause and effect. Consequently, there will
be no such difference as the bondage of the individual
soul and the freedom of Brahman. The Stitra says that
even as there is a distinction between the object, which
is clear, and its image, which is disfigured in an un-
clean mirror, so also owing to the impurities of the
Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free Brahman may give rise
to the image of the individual soul, which is bound.
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Topic 6: The non-difference of the effect from the cause

G L L IR LT ko2 B [ |

gzasgsaw  Its non-difference sreesyul-wisarfasa:  {rom

words like ‘origin’ etc.

°

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference (from thg.

cause results) from words- like ‘origin’ etc.
In the last Siitra the objection against Brahman being

the material cause, that it contradicts perceptio'n,' was’

answered from the standpoint of Parinamavada or the
theory of Brahman actually undergoing modification.
Now the same objection is refuted from the standpoint
of Vivartavida or apparent modification, which is the
standpoint of Advaita. The objection is: Texts like
“There is no manifoldness whatever here (in Brah-
man)”’ (Ka. 2. 4. 11) contradict perception. Reason also
says that among things which get transformed into
each other there cannot be difference” and non-differ-
ence at the same timfe. Hence the doubt. In a single
moon we cannot \see/ two: moons. What was spoken of
in the last Sttra, viz that the difference between them
is one of name and . form, even that is unreal, for in a
thing which is one without a second, which is non-
_ duality, even the difference due to name and form is
impossible. The example of the sea is not apt, for here
. both the sea and its modifications, waves and foam,
are objects of the senses, but Brahman is not. It is
realized only through the scriptures ‘and in Samadhi.

What then. is the truth? It is oneness, non-duality. As -

the cffect is non-different from the® cause, the latter
alono is real. The Sruti also establishes this by the ex-

!

At

2.1.15} BRAHMA-SUTRAS 157

ample of clay etc. in the Chandogya Upanisad. “Just
as, by the knowledge of on lump of earth, my
dear, everything made of earth is known, the modifica-
tion being only a name arising from speech, but the
truth being that all is earth...thus, my dear, is that
instruction” (Ch. 6. 1. 4-6). Here the Sruti by using
the word ‘modification’ tries to prove that there is no
separate reality of the pots etc. which are mere modi-
fications of the lump of carth. They are not separate
things but merely different conditions, just as the boy-
hood, youth, etc. of Devadatta are mere conditions, and
not real. So by knowing the lump of earth the real
nature of the pots etc. is known. It matters little that
the various forms are not known, for they are not worth
knowing, being unreal. Even though these pots etc. are
objects of the senses, yet discrimination tells us that

" besides earth nothing real is found in these. They are

merely names arising out of speech and nothing more.
They are cognized through ignorance, hence they are
unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is realized even
apart from name and form and is therefore real.
Similarly Brahman alone is real and this world is
unreal. The world being non-different from its cause,
Brahman, the truth is oneness, non-duality, Brahman,
the one without a second. To people who through want
of experience have not this insight into things, there
will always be difference and non-difference, even as
in the case of the sea and its waves, but in reality
these differences are relative and not true.

T FgSsa: 11 9% N

w13 On the existence ¥ and Iqaey: is experienced



158 BRAHMA-SUTRAS

15. And (because) on the existence (of the
~cause) is (the effect) experienced.

The effect is not experienced in the absence of the

cause, which shows that the effect is not different from

the cause. The world phenomena.appear Only;because
Brahman exists and not without It. Hence the world is

non-different from Brahman. "

gearsAEaeEd 1l L& | ‘

gearg On account of (its) existing = and araﬁ{?ir of
the posterior. | '

16. And on account of ‘the posterior (r.e. the

effect, which comes into. being after the cause)
existing (as the cause before creation).

The Sruti says that before creation the world had its
being in the cause, Brahman, as one with It: “Verily
in the beginning this was Self, one only"’\%Ai. A.

9. 4. 1. 1); “In the beginning, my dear, this was only
existence” (Ch. 6. 2. 1). Now since before creation

it was non-different from the cause, it continues to be
so even after creation. :

FEEIRATA S, T, TRl

RN N ge |
srgq-sqaemrg  On account of its being described as
non-ex‘istent' T .‘not =faq %q: if it be said T no gAY by

" another characteristic Fraadyarg from the latter part of

the text.

2.1.15
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17. If it be said that on account of (the -effect)
being described as non-existent (before creation)
(the conclusion of the previous Stitra is) not
(true); (we say) not so, (it being described) by -
another characteristic (as is seen) from the latter
part of the text.

“Non-existent indeed this was in the beginning”
(Ch. 3. 19. 1)." The word “non-existent” _does not
mean absolute non-existence, but that the world did
not exist in a differentiated condition. It was undiffer-
entiated—had not yet developed name and form—in
which sense the word “non-existence” is also used in
common parlance. It was in a fine condition, and after
creation it became gross, developing name and form.
This sense is shown by the immediately succeeding
portion of the text, “It became existent, it grew.”
Hence the conclusion of the last Satra is all right.

vesHE G Rt IR (I
gx: From reasoning grsarrard@  from another Sruti
text 7 and. :

18. From reasoning and another Sruti text
(this relation between cause and effect is estab-

lished).

From reasoning also we find that the effect is non-
different from the cause and exists before its origination.
Otherwise everything could have been produced from
anything. Particular causes producing particular effects
only shows this relationship between cause and effect.
Before creation the effect exists in the cause as un-
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manifest. Otherwise something new being created any-
thing could have been created from all things. The fact
is, it gets manifested on creation, that is all. That which
is absolutely non-existent like the horns of a hare can
never come into existence. So the cause cannot produce
altogether a new thing which was not existing in it
already. Moreover, that the effect exists even before
creation we find from such Sruti texts as “In thepbegin-
ning, my dear, this was only existence, one without a

second” (Ch. 6.2.1).

qEE= 1l 98 I

gzag Like cloth 5 and. E
19. And like a piece of cloth,

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is the world
before and after creation. In the folded state one can-
not make out whether- it is a cloth c& anything else,
which is clearly discernible when it is spread out. In
the state of Pralaya (dissolution), i.e. before creation,
the world exists in a fine potential state in Brahman
and after creation takes the gross form.

T9T = STOITfE 1 R0 N

gqr As ¥ and wioifg in the case of Prinas.

20. And as in the case of the different Prinas. -

When the five different Prinas (vital forces) are
controlled by Prandyima, they merge and exist as the
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chief Prina (which regulates respiration) merely main-
taining life. From this we find that the effects, the
various Prinas are not different from their cause, the.
chief ‘Prina. So also with all effects; they are not dif-
ferent from their cause. Therefore it is established that
the effect, the world, is identical with its causé, Brah-
man. Hence by knowing It everything is known.

Topic 7: Refutation of the objection that if Brahman
were the cause of the world, then It and the Jiva being
really one, Brahman would be responsible for

creating evil.

Wq&srr%wswﬁﬁwmﬁa: YN

gaT-eqq_ui@ On account of the other being stated

(as non-different from Brahman) fea-srpmfe-y-gafes:
defects of not doing what is beneficial and the like

would arise.

21. 'On account of the other (the individual
soul) being stated (as non-different from Brah-
man) there would arise (in Brahman) the defects
of not doing what is beneficial and the like.

In the previous topic the oneness of the world with
its cause, Brahman, has been established. But the
Siitra also states the identity of the individual soul and
Brahman, and if Brahman at the same time were the
cause of the world. It would be open to the charge of
not doing what is good for Itself. Being omniscient, It
would not have ordained anything which would do the
individual soul harm, or abstained from doing that

14
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which would be beneficial ‘to it; for nobody is seen to
do so with respect to oneself. Rather It would have
created a world where everything would have been
pleasant for the individual soul, without the least trace
of misery. Since that is not a fact, Brahman is not the
cause of the world, as Vedanta holds.

v

. ~0
arfert g, WafRaE L RN |
yfers Something more g but '?Ia-f;r&'mé[ on accr(;unt

of the statement of difference. !

22, But on account of the statement (in the
Srutis) of difference (between the individual soul

and Brahman) (Brahman the Creator is) some-.

thing more (than the individual soul).

‘But’ refutes the objection of the last Sitra.

The Creator of the world is omniscient and omnipo-
tent. As such He knows the unreality of~the Jivahood
and the world, and also His own non-alt\tachment to
them, heing a mere witness. He has neither good nor
evil. So His creating a world of good and evil is not
objectionable. For the individual soul, however, there is
good and evil so long as it is in ignorance. The Srutis
clearly point out thé difference between the individual
soul and the Creator in texts like “The Atman is to be
realized” etc. (Br. 2. 4. 5). All these differences,
however, are based on imaginary distinctions due to
ignorance. It is only when Knowledge dawns that the
individual soul realizes its identity with Brahman.
Then all plurality vanishes, and there is neither the
individual soul nor the Creator. Thus the individual

[2.1.21

v
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soul not being the creator of the world, the objection
raised does not hold good.

AzATfEa=a qaqata: 11 %3

arquaaq Like stones etc. F and aaﬁqqfﬁ: its
untenability. )

93. And because the case is similar to that of

stones (produced from the same earth) etc. the
objection is untenable.

An objection may be raised . that Brahman, which
is Knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, cannot be the
cause of a world of diversity, of good and evil. This
Stitra refutes that. The objection is untenable, for we
see that from the same material, earth, stones of differ-
ent values like the precious jewels as also useless stones
are produced. So also from Brahman, which is Bliss, a
world of good and evil can be created.

Topic 8: Brahman though destitute of material and
instruments is yet the cause of the world.

SRR 3, 7, &fiwafg 1w
SqggEr-auarg Because collection of accessories is seen

7 not gfa¥q if it be said 7 no &iTaq like milk fg since.

24. If it be said (that Brahman without ex-
traneous aids) cannot (be the cause of the world)
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because (an agent) is seen to collect materials (for
any construction), (we say) no, since (it 1s) like
milk (turning into curds).

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman being
the cause of the world. There is nothing extrancous to
Brahman to help in the work of creation, for there is
nothjng besides Brahman. Brahman is one without a
second and so free from all differentiations internal $r
external. It is ordinarily seen that one who creates some-
thing, the potter, for example, uses extraneous aids like
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being one without a
second, has not these accessories and so is not the
Creator. The Sttra refutes this objection by showing
that such a thing is possible even as milk turns into
curds without the help of any extraneous thing. If it be
urged that even in this case heat or some such thing
starts curdling, we say it only accelerates the process
but the curdling takes piace througkal the inherent
capacity of the milk. One cannot turn water into curds
by the application of heat! But Brahman being infinite,

no such aid is necessary for It to produce this world. -

That It is of infinite power is testified by such Srutis as
the following: “There is no effect and no instrument
known of Him, no one is seen like unto Him or better.
His high power is revealed as manifold and inherent,
acting as force and knowledge” (Sv. 6.8).

el @ 1 W

Rafead Like gods and others #fg even (& in the

world.

A

2.1.26] BRAHMA-SUTRAS . 165

25. (The case of Brahman creating the world

is) even like the gods and other beings in the

world.

It may be objected that the example of milk turning
into curds is not in point, since it is an inanimate sub-
stance. One never sees a conscious being, a potter, for
instance, turning out things without the help of exter-
nal aids. . -

- T'his Satra refutes that objection by giving an ex-
ample of creation by a conscious agent without any
extraneous help Even as gods, in the sacred books, are
seen to create without extraneous means simply through
their inherent power, so also the Lord through His
infinitc power of Mayi is able to create this world of
diversity. The examples cited above show that it is not
necessary that creation be limited by the conditions
observed in the creation of pots. They are not universal.

Topic 9: Brahman though without parts is yet the
malerial cause of the world.

+

Feersm fafraacareed @l ar 1l g

Feeq gafad: (Brahman

being nlodiﬁed) frragasamss-®1q: violation of the scrip-
tural statement that Brahman is without parts T or.

Possibility of the entire

96. (Brahman’s being the cause of the world
involves) either the possibility of the entire
(Brahman being modified) or the violation of the
scriptural statement that ‘Brahman is without

parts.
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If Brahman is without parts and yet the material
cause of the world, then we have to admit that the entire
Brahman becomes changed into this multiform world.
So there will be no Brahman left, but only the effect,
the world. Moreover, it would contradict the scriptural
text that Brahman is immutable. If on the other -hand it
is said that the whole of It does not undergo modifica-
tion, but only a part, then we shall have to accept that
Brahman is made up of parts, which is denied” by
scriptural texts. In either case it leads to dilemma, and
so Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

AT, AsIH@TA 1l 9 |l

9,1%[; On account of scriptural texts G but FEIYAAT

on account of being based on the scripture.

27. But (it cannot be like that) on account
of scriptural texts (supporting both the apparently
contradictory views) and on account of (Brah-
man) being based on the scripture only.

‘But’ rufutes the view of the former Sitra.
The entire Brahman does no undergo change,
though the scriptures say that the world originates

from Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot (quar- .

ter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are what is
immortal in heaven” (Ch. 3. 12. 6). And as in matters
supersensuous the Srutis alone are authority, we have,
to accept that both these opposite views are true though
it does not stand to reason. The thing is, the change in
Brahman is only apparent and not real. Hence both the
views expressed by the Sruti are true. It is on this basis
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that the apparently contradictory texts become re-

conciled and not otherwise. -
AL ' | ’
gty 99 faFera g 1 Rs

gremfay In the individual soul = and ug thus fafaan

diverse = also fg because.

98. And because in the individual soul also
(as in the case of magicians etc.) diverse (crea-
tion exists). Similarly (with Brahman).

This Satra establishes the view of the former by citing
an example.

In the dream state there appears in the individual
self, which is one and indivisible, diversity resembling
the waking state (See Br 4. 3. 10), and yet the indi-
visible character of the self is not marred by it. We
see also magicians, for. instance, producing a multiple
creation without any change in themselves. Similarly
this diverse creation springs from Brahman through
Tts inscrutable power of MA4ya, though Brahman Itself
remains unchanged.

TETLEIETEA 1 QI

raqer-aimtg = On account of the Qpponent’s view

being subject to these very objections 7 and.

29. And on account of the opponent’s own
view being subject to these very objections.
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If the Pradhina is taken to be the first Cause, as the
opponents of the Vedantic view (the Samkhyas) hold,
in that case also, as the Pradhina too is without parts,
the Samkhyan view will be equally subject to the
objections raised against Brahman as the first Cause.
The Vedinta viewpoint has, however, answered all
these objections, while the Samkhyas and .VaiSesikas
cannot answer them, the change being real accor%ing
to them. ‘

Topic 10: Brahman’s power of Mdyd established.

Efdar = qEaa | 3o

gafdar Endowed with all 3 and gg-agmATq because

it is seen.

80. And (Brahman is) endowed with all
(powers), because it is seen (from the scriptures).

Generally we see that men endowed with a physical
body possess such powers. But since Brahman has no
body, it is not likely that It can possess such powers——s']c”»
says the opponent. :

This Sttra gives proof of Brahman’s being endowed
with Maya Sakti, the power of Nescience. Various

scriptural  texts declare that Brahman possesses all’

powers. “The great Lord is the Mdiyin (the ruler of
Maya)” (Sv. 4. 10). See also Ch. 3. 14. 4 and 8. 7 1

famorearfa 3, agFE 1 3L 1

Fa-q;-(ureqrq Because devoid of organs { not zfg IAF
if it be said g that Isaq has been explained
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31. If it be said that because (Brahman) is
devoid of organs (it is) not (able to create, though
endowed with powers), (we say) this has (already)
been explained. ' :

As Brabhman is devoid of organs, It cannot create.
Moreover, It is described as “Not this, not this”, which
precludes all- attributes; so how can It possess any
powers? This Satra replies that it has already been ex- -
plained in 2. 1. 4. and 2. 1. 25 that with respect to
Brahman the scripture alone is authority and not
reason. The scripture declares that Brahman, although
devoid of organs, possesses all _capacities. ‘Grasping
without hands, moving swiftly without feet” etc. (Sv.
3. 19). Though Brahman is without attributes, yet on
account of MAya or Nescience It can be taken to pos-

sess all powers.

Topic 11: Brahman’s creation has mo motive
behind except a sportive impulse.

T ST, 3R
g Not gfISAa<ag on account of having motive.

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of the world)
on account of (every aetivity) having a motive.

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers for
creation, a further objection is raised against Its being
the cause. Nobody engages himself in anything without
a motive or purpose. Everything is undertaken by
people. to satisfy some desire. But Brahman is self- .
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afficient, therefore It has nothing to gain by the
reation; hence we cannot expect It to engage Itself
1 such a useless creation. Therefore Brahman cannot
e the cause of the world.’ ‘

FFIT, ST 1 33 |

siwaq  As is seen in the world g but CARIE G E ]
nere pastime. ‘

83. But (Brahman’s creative activity) is mere
yastime, as is seen in the world. :

Even as kings without any motive behind are seen to
ngage in acts for mere pastime, or even as men breathe
vithout a purpose, for it is their very nature, or even as
hildren play out of mere fun, so also Brahman without
ny purpose engages Itself in creating this world of
liversity. This answers the objection raised in the pre-
ious Stitra against Brahman’s being the cause of the
vorld.

Topic 12: Partiality and cruelty cannot be
attributed to Brahman.
N Ne o '
A0S |, QAT
aert g aafd n 3y

%q:qa‘siuff,l?artiality and cruelty § not ey on
account of Its taking into consideration (other reasons)

a7 50 fg because gzgafy declares.
34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be attrib-

¥

s e
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uted to Brahman) on account of Its taking into
consideration (other reasons in that matter),
because (the scripture) declares (it to be) so.

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the Lord is
partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as He makes
people suffer. To such an objection this Sttra replies
that the Lord cannot be accused of partiality and
cruelty, because He dispenses according. to the merit
and demerit of the individual soul. The scripture
declares to that effect, “A man becomes good by good
work, bad by bad work” (Br. 3. 2. 13). But this does
not contradict the independence of the Lord, even as
the king’s status is not compromised by his giving
presents to his servents according to their action. Just
as rain helps different seeds to sprout, each according
to its nature, so God is the general efficient cause in
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual to
fruition. Hence he is neither partial nor cruel.

7 FARRTTRERY 3, 7, sFnfiear 1 3w |

q Not Faifagamma for want of distinction in work
fg 3 if it be said § no sratfacarq  because of (the
world) being without a beginning.

35. If it be said (that is) not (possible) for want
of any distinction in work (before creation), (we
say) no, because of (the world) being without a
beginning. |

' Since before the first creation the individual soul
cannot possibly have had a previous existence, whence
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comes the difference in the condition of beings in that
first creation, unless the Lord has caused it out of His
partiality? This objection is answered by the Sitra,
which says. that creation is without a beginning and the
question of first creation cannot arise. It is like a seed
and its sprout. So the individual souls have always had
a previous existence and done. good or bad deeds in
accordance with which their lot in a subsequent crea-
tion is ordained by the Lord. r

SUTEY ARSI = 11 3§ 1

qgqay Is reasonable = and afy and Iqasay s

~

seen 5 also.

36. And (that the world is.without a begin-"

ning) is reasonable and is also seen (from the
scriptures).”

Reason tells us that creation must be without a
beginning. For if the world did not exist in a potential
state in the form of Samskaras (impressions), then an
absolutely non-existing thing would be produced at
creation. In that case even liberated souls might be
reborn. Moreover people would be enjoying or suffering
without having done anything to deserve it—an in-
stance of an effect without a cause, which is absurd. It
cannot be attributed to primeval ignorance, Whiéh,.
being one, requires the diversity of individual past work
to produce varied results. The scriptures also posit the
existence of the world in former cycles in texts like
“The Lord devised the sun and moon as before”
(Rg-Veda, 10. 190. 3).

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed to the
Lord. '
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Topic 13: Brahman endowed with all attributes
' necessary for creation.

gaurigaRiE Il 3o | |
ga-yq-gqqd:  From the possibility of all attributes
7 and.

37 And because all attributes (required for.
the creation of the world) are possible (only in
Brahman, It is the cause of the world).

This Sttra answers the objection that because
Brahman is attributeless It cannot- be the material
cause of the world. o

Objection: Material cause is that which undergoes
modification as the effect. Such a cause is generally seen
to possess attributes in the world. Therefore an attrib-
uteless Brahman cannot be the material cause of the
world, as it goes counter to our everyday experience.

Answer: Though the material cause undergoes
change to produce the effect, yet this can take place in
two ways. An actual modification, as when milk turns
into curds, or an apparent modification due to igno-
rance, as when a rope is taken for a snake, Therefore
though in the attributeless Brahman an actual change is
impossible, yet an apparent modification is possible
owing to Its power of Maya. ‘Because of this power all
the attributes required in the cause for such a creation
are possible only in Brahman. Therefore Brahman is
the material cause of this world, not through actual
modification, but through apparent modification, and
It is also the efficient cause of the world. Therefore the
fact that Brahman is the cause of the world is established.



CHAPTER 1II-
SectioN 1T

In the last section all arguments against Brahman
being the first Cause have been answered. In ghis
section all the doctrines of the other schools are taken
up for refutation through reasoning alone without
reference to the authority of the Vedas.

In the last Sttra it has been shown that Brahman

possesses all the attributes, though through Maya, for -

equipping It to be the first Cause of the universe. Now
the question is taken up whether the Sirmkhyan
Pradhina can satisfy all those conditions.

Topic 1: Refutation of the Sdrkhyan theory of the:
Pradhdna as the first Cause.

TR AR 1 ¢ 1

TgaMaaw:  Because of the impossibility of design

4

7 and § nOt FAATAH that which is inferred.

I. And that which is inferred (viz the

Pradhina of the Sirmkhyas can) not (be the first

Cause) because (in that case it is) not possible

(to account for the) design (found in the creation).

In the preceding portion the Simkhyan doctrine has
been refuted here and there on scriptural authority.
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Stitras 1-10 refute it through reasoning independent of
the Vedanta texts.

The inert Pradhina does not possess the intelligence
that is required for creating such =a diverse and well-
designed world as this, and so it cannot be the first
Cause.

e 1 R

sqw: Of a tendency = and.

2. And on account of (the impossibility of

 such) a tendency (to create).

Even granting that such a creation is possible for the
Pradhéna, still there are other objections. :

Inert Pradhina cannot again be credited with the
desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is never seen
to. create a pot without the agency of an intelligent
being. So the inert Pradhina cannot be the cause, for
in that case the activity necessary for the production
of the world would be impossible. There must be some
ruling intelligence for that purpose.

qElsFEA A 2 0

qitsegaq  Like milk and water <, if it be said
ga there sfg even.

8. If it be said (that the Pradhina spon-
taneously undergoes modification) like (the
flowing of) milk 'and water, (we say that) even
there (it is due to intelligence).
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The Samkhyas try to get over the difficulty by saying
that even as water flows in rivers spontaneously or milk
from the udder to the calf, so also the inert Pradhéna
may become active of its own accord and undergo modi-
fication into intellect, Ahankara, etc. without the agency
of any intelligence. The latter part of the Sttra rgfutt?s
this and says that even the flowing of water and milk 13
directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures also say:
“Under the mighty rule of this Immutable, O Grgi,
some rivers flow to the east” etc. (Br. 3. 8. 9); “He
who inhabits water, but is within it, ... who controls
water from -within” (Br. 3. 7. 4). The Lord is behind
everything directing the material world.

srfRFmaftaRaTIgeearg | ¥ |
sqfaigraafeaq: There being no extraneous agency

besides it 5 and syAYercarg because it is not dependent.

4. And because (the Pridhana) is not depén-
dent (on anything), there being no extraneous
agency besides it (its activity and nonactivity
cannot be explained).

The Pradhina of the Simkhyas being inert, it cannot
of itself start to bé active, or when once set in motion,
cease to be active of itself. So in the absence of an in-
telligent guiding principle it is impossible for the
Samkhyas to explain creation and dissolution at the
beginning and end of a cycle, which they admit. The
only other principle besides the Pradhina that they
admit is the Purusa or soul, but according to them it is
not an agent, for it is indifferent. All other principles

2.2.6)

which they admit incduding even Karma are but pro-
ducts of the Pradhina and as such cannot have any
determining effect on it. Hence their position launches

them into a contradiction.

FFGATATETE 7 uriead 1 ¥

s7gqg - Elsewhere sryrgrg  because of its absence =

and not‘ qunfaaq even as grass etc.

5. And (it can) not (be said that the Pradhana
undergoes modification spontaneously) even as
grass etc. (turn into milk); because of its absence
elsewhere (than in the female mammals).

Nor is the spontaneous modification of the Pradhéana

possible. If you cite grass as an instance, we say it is not -

changed into milk spontaneously but only when eaten
by female -mammals. Otherwise it would be converted
into milk independently of them. Since the analogy
itself does not stand, we cannot accept the Pradhina’s
undergoing modification of itself.

FEIQIASAL AT 11 € o

3wgqu§r Accepting  sfy  cven egiwrarg because ot

the absence of any purpose.

6. Even accepting (the Sarmkhyan position
with regard to-the spontaneous modification of
the Pradhdna, it cannot be the first Caues)
because of the absence of any purpose.

15
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Granting the spontaneity of the Pradhéna, it will
lead to a contradiction in . their philosdphy. If the
Pradhina is active spontaneously, . then this activity
cannot have any purpose, which would contradict the
Samkhyan view that the modification of the Pradhéina
is for the experience and Liberation of the soul. More-
over, the soul being perfect, it is already free: and
nothing can be added to or taken away from it. Hence,L
the Pradh4na cannot be the first Cause.

qearatRfa 7@, @arfd ne

JRY-AIH-AT Even as a person or a magnet zfa =q
if it be said guify even then.

7.-1f it be said (that the Puruga can direct
the Pradhina) even as a (crippled) person (can
direct a blind man), or a magnet (the iron filings),
even then (the difficulty cannot be surmounted).

The Sarikhyas hold that' though the Purusa is itself,
inactive yet it can direct the Pradhana; the Sttra
refutes it. According to the Samkhyas, the Pradhina is
independent, and so it is not in keeping with this to
say that it depends on the nearness of the Purusa for
its activity, even as the iron filings depend on the
magnet for their motion. Moreover, the Purusa being

always near the Pradhina, there would be permanency |

of creation. Again, the case of the lame and the blind
is not an apt example, for the lame man can give
directions to the blind one and direct him; but since
the Purusa is altogether indifferent according to the
Samkhyas, it cannot do that with respect to  the

RN e R S
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Pradhina. In Vedinta, though Brahman is indifferent,
yet through Mdaya It is endowed with attributes and
activity; so It becomes the Creator. Again the Purusa
and the Pradhina are altogether separate and inde-
pendent; the one is intelligent and indifferent, the other
inert and independent. Now if these two are to be
connected, a third principle will be required, and

since no such -principle is recognized in the Samkhya -

philosophy, their connection is impossible.

| A geaTTaTRT Il s |

Wfﬁfﬁ-ﬁﬂqQﬁ: Owing to the impossibility of the

relation of principal (and subordinate) s and.

8. And because the relation of principal (and
subordinate) is impossible (among the Gunas,

the Pradhina cannot be active). |

The Pradhana, according to the Samkhyas, consists
of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, Rajas, and
Tamas, which are‘independent of each other and in a
state of equilibrium before creation. Creation begins
when this equilibrium is upset and one Guna becomes
more predominant than the other two. E‘:quil'ibrium
cannot be upset without any external force, nor can the
Gunas, which are absolutely independent in the state of
Pradhina, take of themselves a subsidiary position to
another Guna without losing their independence. Hence
creation .would be impossible.

Fraafaat o el ne

=gyt Otherwise algftraﬁ if it be inferred = even
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qufs-fammg owing to the absence of the power of

intelligence.

9. Even if it be -inferred otherwise, owing to
the absence of the power of intelligence (the
other objections to the Pradhana being the first

Cause remain).

If it be inferred from the eftects that the cause, tHe
Pradhina, consists of Gunas which are not absolutely
independent, but contain some characteristics inherent
in them, like instability, owing to which they them-

selves enter into a state of inequality even while they -

are in a state of equilibrium, then also because of the
want of intelligence the objections founded on design
in the world and that it would lead to continuous
creation, stand against accepting the Pradhéna as the
first Cause. Vide Satras 1 and 4. » -

fasfagsmaEag@® 1 2o |

faqfa&ara Because of contradictions also = JAAFIAH

inconsistent.

10. Also because of contradictions (the Sam- -

khyan theory) is inconsistent.

There are various contradictions in the Sarkhya
philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the' senses are
said to be eleven and again they are said to be seven;
again the Tanmaitras are said- to be produced from
Mahat in one place and in another place from Ahan-
kara (Ego), and so on Its differences with Sruti and
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Sinrti are well known. Hence the doctrine of the
Pradhina of the Simkhyas cannot be accepted.

Topic 2: Refutation of the objection from the VaiSesika -
standpoint against Brahman being the first Cause.

qgEIEagT graTTuEeT A 11 ¢ |

ggq-drg-3q Even as the great and long ar or FEa-
afy muEATHH from the short and the infinitesimal.

11. (The world may originate from Brahman)
even as the great and long (triad etc.) originate
from the short (and the minute dyad) or (this
kind of dyad) from the infinitesimal (atom).

The Sarnkhyas having been refuted, the VaiSesika
philosophy is taken up in Sttras 11-17 and refuted.
First, the plausible objection against Brahman being

the first Cause is answered from the standpoint of the

Vaiéesikas in Sttra 11. According to them the qualities
of the cause produce similar qualities in the effects,
even as the whiteness of the threads produce that of
the cloth woven out of them. So if the world is created
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should abide
in the world also; but as a matter of fact it does not.
So Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. This
argument is refuted on the ground that the same objec-
tion applies to the VaiSesika view of creation also;
hence it is no special objection against Vedanta.
According to them the ultimate condition of the world
is atomic, and all things in this world are but aggre-
gates of the different kinds of atoms. The atoms are
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eternal -and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state
of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. At
the time of creation the atoms of air are set in motion
by Adrsta, the unseen principle, and two atoms
combine to form a dyad. Again, three dyads combine
to form a triad. and four dyads form a tetrad, and in
this way gross air is created. Similarly, the other ele-
ments are created from their respective atoms a\nd\jh
dyads. An atom, according to this philosophy, is in-
finitesimal, a dyad is minute and short, and co-mpoupds
from the triad upwards are great and long. Now, if two
atoms which are spherical, produce a dyad which 1is
minute and short, but in which the sphericity of the
atom is not 1‘eproduced, or if-four dyads, which are
short and minute, produce a tetrad, which is great and
long, but the minuteness and shortness of the dyad are
not handed down, it is clear that all the qualities of the
cause are not reproduced in the effect. So there can be
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being the cause
of the world, which is not intelligent. Brahman, which
is Knowledge and Bliss, can produce a world which is’
inert and full of misery.

Topic 3: Refutation of the atomic theory of

the Vaisesikas.

Having answered the objection against the Vedantic
view, the author of the Sttras now proceeds to refute
the Vaiesika philosophy.

SwaaTly 7 FAtaeaEEE: 1R
guaaifa In either case q is not FH activity 3q:
therefore SREERICH negation of that.

-
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12. In either case (viz the Adrsta, the unseen
principle, inhering either in the atoms or in the
soul) the activity (of the atoms) is not (possible),

therefore the mnegation of that (viz of creation
¢through the combination of atoms).

If the world is created by the combination of atoms,
the question is, what causes this combination? If it is a
seen cause; it is not possible before the creation of the
body. A .seen cause can cither be an endeavour, or an
impact, or the like. Unless there is the connection of the
soul with the mind, there can be no endeavour on the
part of the soul, according to the Vaiesika assumption.
And since before creation there is no body and there-
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place. Similarly
with impact etc. If the cause is Adrsta (the unseen
principle), does it inhere in the soul or in the atoms?
In either case, it cannot be the cause of the first motion
of the atoms; for this Adrsta is non-intelligent and so
cannot act by itself. If it is inherent in the soul, the soul
being then inert, there is no intelligence to guide this
Adrsta. If it is inherent in the atoms, it being always
present, a state of dissolution would be impossible, for
the atoms will be always active. Again, the soul 1s
without parts like the atoms, and so there is no possi-
hility of any connection between the soul and the atoms.
Consequently, if the Adrsta inheres in the ‘soul, it
cannot influence the motion of the atoms not connected
with the soul. So in all cases original activity in the
atoms is not possible, and in the absence of that there

" can be no combination of atoms, as the Vaiesikas say.
Consequently, the theory that the world is created by

the combination of atoms is. untenable.




84 BRAHMA-SUTRAS - 2218
AT SRR W gR
mavaya being admitted = also

quarg-AegaaR 52
greata equality of reasoning arpafeerq: regressus in infini-

tum would result.

18. (The Vaisesika theory 1s untenable) also
(because 1t involves) a regressus n mfmz.tun? on

similar reasoning, since if accepts Samavaya.

Samavidya oOr inseparable inherence is one of the
seven categories of the Vaidesikas. They say it is this
that connects the dyad with its constituents, the two
atoms, since the dyad and the atoms are of different
qualities. In that case Samavéaya (inherence) itself also
being different from these dyads and atoms, which it
connects, another Samaviya will be required to connect
it with these, and that in its turn will require another
Samavaya to connect it with the first Samavaya and so
on without an end. Hence the argument would be de-
fective, and consequently the atomic doctrine, which
admits Samaviya for combination, is inadmissible.

facmda = WA 1 ¢ ;

facay . Qa Permanently = and wrgrd because

existing.

14. And because of the permanent existence

(of the tendency to act ot otherwise of the atoms.:

the atomic theory is inadmissible).

TR ——
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The atomic theory involves another difficulty. If the
atoms are by nature active, then creation would be
permanent, for dissolution would mean a change in the

nature of the atoms, which is impossible. If on the other

hand, they ‘are by nature inactive, then dissolution
would be permanent, and there will be no creation for
the same reason. Their nature cannot be both activity
and inactivity, they being contradictory. If they are
neither, their activity and inactivity would depend on
an efficient cause, like Adrsta, which being -always
connected with the atoms, they will always be active,
and creation would be permanent. If on the other hand,
there is no efficient cause, there will be no activity of
the atoms and hence no creation. Consequently the
atomic theory is again inadmissible.

eqifeacarsa famal, a1l 2wl

‘wg\'qTf‘aqears[' On account of possessing colour etc.
9 and faqgz: the opposite .qgArg  because it is seen.
15. And on account of (the atoms) possessing

colour etc., the opposite (of what the Vaigdesikas
hold would be true), because it is seen.

The atoms are said to have colour etc., for otherwise
the effects will not possess these qualities, ‘since it is the

'qualities of the cause that are found in the effects. In

that case the atoms would cease to be atomic and per-
manent. For whatever possesses colour etc. is found to
be gross, not minute, and impermanent as compared
with its cause. So the atoms also, which have colour
etc,, must be gross and impefma’nerlt, and this contra-



