Brahmasutra 1.1. 2-- eÉlqÉÉ±xrÉ rÉiÉÈ |
Translation of the lectures of Dr. Mani Dravid
The object of the second sutra is to give the sÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç
(distinguishing characteristics) of Brahman. To know any
object well we must first know its lakshana and also have the
pramana by which it can be known. The third sutra gives the
pramana for Brahman.
Lakshana is of two kinds: xuÉÃmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç or the very nature of the
thing and iÉOûxjÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç or an accidental character. In the case of
some things, particularly those which are very subtle, both
these are necessary to know the thing with ease. One example
is the moon on the second day of the bright fortnight. By
merely knowing that it is like a thin streak of light (which is its
xuÉÃmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç) it is difficult to see it. It can be seen only if some
one points to a tree, etc., and asks you to look in that
direction. This is the iÉOûxjÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç.
.
Kumarila Bhatta gives another example. If a physician tells
a patient, “You must take that medicine which will cure your
ailment”, it is of no use. The patient must be told what exactly
that medicine is; he must be given the xuÉÃmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç of the
medicine.
The Tarkikas seek to establish the existence of God by
inference alone. They say that the universe is an effect which
has an origin and an end and so, like all effects it must have a
creator and that must be God. But this does not give any idea
about the nature of God and so it is not sufficient.
The present sutra gives both the lakshanas. The svaroopa
lakshana is the main one. The tatastha lakshana is only the
means of knowing it and it is of lesser importance.
This sutra says: That from which (are) the birth, etc., of this
(universe). This means that Brahman is the cause of the
origin, sustenance and dissolution of everything other than
Brahman. From this it follows that Brahman must be
omniscient, omnipotent, etc., because only such an entity can

create such a vast and variegated universe. This Brahman is
indicated by the word rÉiÉÈ in the sutra. This is the svaroopa
lakshana. A thing is a cause only with reference to its effect
and never in an absolute sense. So the quality of being the
cause of the universe is only an accidental quality or tatastha
lakshana and not the svaroopa lakshana of Brahman. The
svaroopa lakshana is indicated by the word ‘yatah’.
In the bhashya on Brahma sutra 1.3.1 the Acharya quotes
Mundakopanishad 2.2.5- “Know that Self alone that is one
without a second” and says: The Self is not to be known as a
heterogeneous thing comprising the manifold created universe.
After eliminating, through knowledge, the universe conjured
up by nescience, you should know that one and homogeneous
Self that appears as the repository. Just as when somebody is
told, “Bring that on which Devadatta is sitting”, one brings the
seat alone but not Devadatta, similarly the homogeneous Self,
appearing as the repository, is what is to be known.
The word eÉlqÉÉÌS in this sutra means ‘ that of which birth is
the first’. In this compound ‘birth’ has also to be included
along with continuance and dissolution. Everything in this
universe has a birth which is followed by the other two and so
‘birth’ is put as the first. This is also in accordance with the
sruti which says, “That from which all these beings are born,
etc.,” (Taitt. Up. 3.1). The universe which was unmanifest is
made manifest by Brahman with Maya as limiting adjunct.
The universe comprising such innumerable and multifarious
entities can be manifested only by an omniscient and
omnipotent entity. Brahman becomes the cause of this
universe only because of its limiting adjunct, Maya.
It appears that someone has split up this sutra as: eÉlqÉ AÉ±xrÉ
rÉiÉÈ. Srimad Appayya Dikshita says in Nyayarakshamani that
this need not be rejected because it can also be interpreted in
a manner acceptable to Vedanta. Here ‘aadya’ can be taken as
Hiranyagarbha who was created first. Then this sutra will
mean that Brahman is the creator of even Hiranyagarbha.
It may be asked, why not take the word eÉlqÉÉÌS as indicating
the six changes mentioned by Yaska in his Nirukta, namely,
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birth, continuance, growth, change, decline and death. The
answer is that Yaska speaks of the changes which take place
in all beings constituted of the five elements which take place
when the universe is in existence. He does not refer to the
creation of the universe itself or of Brahman as the cause.
This sutra says that Isvara is the cause of the universe.
Different schools hold different views about the cause, such as
Pradhana, atoms, Hiranyagarbha, etc, which are not at all
tenable. This sutra takes our mind away from all these and
fixes it on Isvara. This is the benefit from this sutra which
gives the tatastha lakshana of Brahman.
The Sankhyas say that Pradhana is the cause of the
universe. The Vaiseshikas say it is atoms. The Buddhists say
that it is non-existence. Some others say that it is the Jiva or
Hiranyagarbha. None of these views is correct. Only Isvara
who is omniscient, omnipotent, etc., can be the creator of such
a universe consisting of innumerable agents, actions, and
results-AxrÉ
eÉaÉiÉÉå
lÉÉqÉÃmÉÉprÉÉÇ
urÉÉM×üiÉxrÉÉlÉåMüMüiÉ×ïpÉÉå£×üxÉÇrÉÑ£üxrÉ
mÉëÌiÉÌlÉrÉiÉSåzÉMüÉsÉÌlÉÍqÉ¨ÉÌ¢ürÉÉTüsÉÉ´ÉrÉxrÉ qÉlÉxÉÉÅmrÉÍcÉlirÉUcÉlÉÉÃmÉxrÉ eÉlqÉÎxjÉÌiÉpÉ…¡Çû
rÉiÉÈ xÉuÉï¥ÉÉiÉç xÉuÉïzÉ£åüÈ MüÉUhÉÉSè pÉuÉÌiÉ iÉSè oÉë¼åÌiÉ uÉÉYrÉzÉåwÉÈ |
The theory that it is a spontaneous creation (svabhaava) is
also not acceptable because every effect must have a specific
cause; otherwise anything can come from any thing else,
which is not the case. So the definition of Brahman as the
cause of the universe is not applicable to Pradhana, atoms,
etc. The defect of over-applicability (ativyaapti) does not arise.
The Tarkikas postulate a creator by means of inference
alone. Though by inference one can say that there must be a
creator, the nature of the creator can be known only from
sruti.
The Tarkikas infer the existence of a creator for the
universe on the basis of the following syllogism:
“The earth, etc., being effects, must have a creator, just as
a pot has”.
The objection to this inference is as follows. In the case of
a pot the creator is a person with a body and with limited
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knowledge. On the basis of this example the inference can only
be that the creator of the universe must also be a person with
a body, like a Jiva. But the Tarkikas say that the creator has
no body and is omniscient and is different from the jiva. Such
an inference is not possible on the basis of this example. It
cannot be inferred that the creator is someone different from a
transmigrating individual.
Another objection is that, if we go by the examples we have
in the world, such a gigantic task as the creation of this huge
universe cannot be accomplished by one individual. So they
have to assume a large number of Isvaras, which again is not
accepted by them.
Moreover, by inference alone the Tarkikas cannot conclude
that the creator of the universe should be omniscient. This
conclusion is based on the assumption that a person who is
the efficient cause should have full knowledge of the material
cause of the product that he proposes to create. For example,
the potter must have knowledge of the clay with which he
wants to make a pot. But the Tarkikas themselves do not
consider this to be an invariable rule. According to them the
material cause of sound is ether (akaasa). Ether is not
knowable by the senses. Yet any one can create sound even
though he cannot know its material cause, ether.
The conclusion of the Vedantin is: Your very basis for an
inference about Isvara is untenable. How do you say that the
universe is an effect? One can say that a thing is an effect only
if he has known its state before it came into existence and also
after it came into existence. If you (Tarkika) had known the
universe before it came into existence, then you could also
have known who brought it into existence and so it would not
be necessary to make an inference at all.
To this the Tarkika answers: I say that the universe is an
effect because it is with parts, and anything with parts is an
effect.
Vedantin: According to you the whole (avayavi) and the parts
(avayava) are totally different from each other. So, for the
reasons given by the Acharya in the Bhashya refuting the
Tarkika view in chapter 2, the possession of parts cannot be
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advanced as a reason by the Tarkika for making an inference
that the universe is an effect and that its creator is Isvara.

The Tarkika may object that this sutra is also based only
on inference. According to him, in this sutra the word ‘asya’ is
the paksha or minor term, ‘janmaadi’ is the hetu or middle
term, and ‘yatah’ is the saadhya or major term.
The answer is that it is not so. The sutras are meant for
stringing together the flowers in the form of Vedantic
statements-- uÉåSÉliÉuÉÉYrÉMÑüxÉÑqÉaÉëjÉlÉÉjÉïiuÉÉiÉç xÉÔ§ÉÉhÉÉqÉç |
They are based on statements such as “That from which
these creatures are born, etc.”. The realization of Brahman
arises only from the statements of the Upanishads and not
from other means of knowledge such as inference, etc. The
word ‘yatah’ in the sutra refers to Brahman which has been
described as ‘Reality, Consciousness, and Infinite’ in the
Upanishads. This is the svaroopa lakshana of Brahman. If we
say merely that Brahman is the cause of the universe, which
is the tatastha lakshana, it would amount to accepting the
existence of the universe as a reality, and that would
contradict the non-duality of Brahman. Brahman without the
limiting adjunct is what is to be realized and that is defined by
the svaroopa lakshana. Inference which does not contradict
the statements of the Upanishads is however useful for a
thorough understanding of the statements. The Upanishads
themselves accept reasoning as a help in the statement, “The
Self is to be heard about, reflected on, etc.”-- ´ÉÉåiÉurÉÉå qÉliÉurÉÈ (oÉ×.
2/4/5).
The usefulness of reasoning is also brought out by the
statement, “Just as a person who is learned and has good
retentive power is able to reach his village Gandhara (by
following the instructions given by a knowledgeable person), so
also a man who has a Guru will be able to know the Self”—
mÉÎhQûiÉÉå qÉåkÉÉuÉÏ aÉlkÉÉUÉlÉåuÉ EmÉxÉÇmÉ±åiÉ LuÉqÉåuÉ CWû AÉcÉÉrÉïuÉÉlÉç mÉÑÂwÉÉå uÉåS (NûÉlSÉå6/14/2) CÌiÉ cÉ mÉÑÂwÉoÉÑÎ®xÉÉWûÉrrÉqÉÉiqÉlÉÉå SzÉïrÉÌiÉ |
In the enquiry into Dharma sruti, etc., alone are the means
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and there is no place for direct experience. But in the enquiry
into Brahman the sruti as well as actual experience are the
means -- lÉ kÉqÉïÎeÉ¥ÉÉxÉÉrÉÉÍqÉuÉ ´ÉÑirÉÉSrÉ LuÉ mÉëqÉÉhÉÇ oÉë¼ÎeÉ¥ÉÉxÉÉrÉÉqÉç | ÌMÇüiÉÑ
´ÉÑirÉÉSrÉÉåÅlÉÑpÉuÉÉSrÉ¶É rÉjÉÉxÉÇpÉuÉÍqÉWû mÉëqÉÉhÉqÉç, AlÉÑpÉuÉÉuÉxÉÉlÉiuÉÉSè pÉÔiÉuÉxiÉÑÌuÉwÉrÉiuÉÉŠ
oÉë¼¥ÉÉlÉxrÉ |
According to Bhamati sruti includes smriti, itihasa, purana,
etc. According to Vivarana sruti includes prakarana, etc.
Another difference is that Dharma does not exist at the time
of performance of Vedic rites, but it is to be brought into
existence by performance of the rites after the study of the
Vedas. But Brahman is always existent and is only to be
realized. Attainment of Dharma depends on the action to be
performed by the person-- mÉÑÂwÉÉkÉÏlÉÉiqÉsÉÉpÉiuÉÉŠ MüiÉïurÉxrÉ- The
rituals laid down in the Vedas may or may not be undertaken,
or they may be done in different ways, just as a man may go
on horseback or in a carriage or walk to reach a place. These
choices are dependent on the person. But the valid knowledge
of the true nature of an existent thing does not depend on
human choice, but only on the thing itself. It is therefore
uÉxiÉÑiÉl§ÉqÉç. The knowledge of a stump as a stump alone is valid
knowledge. If a stump is seen as a man it is not valid
knowledge, but illusion. Therefore the knowledge of Brahman
which is ever existent is uÉxiÉÑiÉl§ÉqÉç.
Now an objection arises. Since Brahman is an existent
entity it should be knowable by other valid means of
knowledge also and so it is not necessary to enquire into the
meaning of the statements of Vedanta for the purpose. The
answer is no, since Brahman cannot be known by the senseorgans which can know only external objects. Inference is
possible only if the cause-effect relationship is known, as in
the case of fire and smoke. Here only the effect, universe, is
known and from this it is not possible to decide whether it is
connected with Brahman or some thing else. Therefore this
sutra is not intended to state an inference. It is meant to
explain a statement of Vedanta-- iÉxqÉÉiÉç eÉlqÉÉÌSxÉÔ§ÉÇ lÉ
AlÉÑqÉÉlÉÉåmÉlrÉÉxÉÉjÉïqÉç| ÌMÇü iÉÌWïû? uÉåSÉliÉuÉÉYrÉmÉëSzÉïlÉÉjÉïqÉç|
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That statement is in Taitt. Up. 3.6 which concludes that all
these beings are born from Brahman (AÉlÉlSÈ), they are
sustained in Brahman and they ultimately merge in BrahmaniÉxrÉ cÉ ÌlÉhÉïrÉuÉÉYrÉqÉç- AÉlÉlSÉSèkrÉåuÉ ZÉÎsuÉqÉÉÌlÉ pÉÔiÉÉÌlÉ eÉÉrÉliÉå | AÉlÉlSålÉ eÉÉiÉÉÌlÉ
eÉÏuÉÎliÉ | AÉlÉlSÇ mÉërÉlirÉÍpÉxÉÇÌuÉzÉliÉÏÌiÉ | (iÉæ. E. 3|6)
There are also other statements in the Upanishads which
describe the cause as eternal, pure, self-luminous, free from
bondage, and omniscient by nature. The reference to Brahman
as the cause of the universe is only by way of EmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç or
indicative mark, because there is in reality no cause-effect
relationship. Brahman is spoken of as the cause only because
of the limiting adjunct, Maya. The description of Brahman as
AÉlÉlSÈ is based on the upanishadic statement ÌuÉ¥ÉÉlÉqÉÉlÉlSÇ oÉë¼.
This accidental characteristic (iÉOûxjÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç) is the means for
knowing the real nature (xuÉÃmÉsÉ¤ÉhÉqÉç) of Brahman.
**************************
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