
Chapter 5: Theories of creation 

 

Question 1: What inference can be made from the fact of changing forms? 

Answer: It is an experiential knowledge that the changing forms are not the real nature (=swaroopa) of object. The 

changing forms are never independent and they are dependent upon some fundamental material. This fundamental 

material takes these various forms without any change in itself. Swaroop refers to that roop which never exists 

without leaving oneself. In simple terms, if A can never exist without being B, then B is called swaroop of A.  

The inference made from the fact of changing forms is the existence of some basic material which takes these forms 

without any change in itself. This basic material cannot be seen by pratyaksha in the case of jagat (but can be in the 

case of clay-pot) because pratyaksha is limited to forms. 

 

Question 2: What is meant by upadan karan? 

Answer: That material, which remains in its swaroop, and yet gets manifested in several forms is called upadan 

karan. Those forms are called karya of the upadan karan. It is obvious that karya can never exist without being 

upadan karan. Therefore, upadan karan is the swaroop of effects. For e.g., clay is the upadan karan of karyas such as 

pots, jars etc. 

 

Question 3: What is meant by nimitta karan? 

Answer: Upadan karan is insentient. So it cannot manifest itself in various forms of karya on its own. It requires a 

sentient nimitta karan which makes upadan karan manifest itself as karya. Like the pot maker. 

 

Question 4: Who are shoonyavadins? 

Answer: This is a set of Buddhist people who state that world has neither any upadan karan nor any nimitta karan. 

Therefore, its swaroopa is zero. They are referred as shoonya-vadins. Generally nobody pays any importance to this 

philosophy these days and is hence not paid much concern over here. 

 

Question 5: Which theory do Buddhists known as vijnanvadins subscribe to? 

Answer: Vijnanvadins theorize the non-existence of world in reality. They say that there is no world in reality and it 

is merely perceived externally due to beginning-less samskaras. And mere external experience does not prove 

existence. 

 

Question 6: Which example do they quote in support of their theory? 

Answer: Vijnanvadins give the analogy of dream in support of their theory. They state that mere experience cannot 

conclude the existence of world as is the case of dream-world. There is no external dream-world and yet is appears 

as though existing. Therefore, waking-world too does not exist and there is no need to search for any reason.  

  

Question 7: What is the fallacy in the arguments of vijnanvadins? 



Answer: The following are the errors in the theory of vijnanvadins:- 

x Their very statement – dream-world does not exist but appears as if existing – imply that the external world 

exists in wakeful state. One cannot deny the world which is the subject matter of experience. 

x All transactions of waking world presume its existence. 

x Dream-world is the memory of transactions done in waking world. If someone sees his friend in dream-

world and after waking he wants to meet him, he goes out and meets him in waking-world. This itself 

proves that there is a difference between the external object of waking-world and its memory as reflected in 

dream-world. This proves the mighty difference between dream-world and waking-world.  

Thus, it is proved that waking external world is there and one must seek to know its cause (BSB 2.2.28-29) 

 

Question 8: What is the theory of Mimasakas regarding the creation of world? 

Answer: Mimasakas are followers of Vedas. Their theory is that world has always been like this from beginning-

less time. In their view, there has never been any creation of world. Ans thus there is no indirect cause of world. 

 

Question 9: What do Vedas say regarding creation of world? 

Answer: Vedas hold that world has been created. They also proclaim that there is an unperceivable cause of world. 

 

Question 10: What all has been said in the Upanishads regarding creation? 

Answer: The following are the quotes from Upanishads dealing with creation:- 

x सत एव सौम्य इदम ्अग्र आसीत्. एकं एव अद्वितीयं (छान्दोग्य ६.२.१) 

x आत्मा व इदम् एक एव अग्र आसीत् (ऐतरेय१.१.१) 

x अनेन जीवेन आत्मना अनुप्रद्ववश्य नाम रूपे व्याकरवाद्वि (छान्दोग्य ६.३.२) 

x यतो वा इमाद्वन भूताद्वन जायन्ते येन जाताद्वन जीवद्वन्त यत् प्रयद्वन्त अद्वभसदं्ववशद्वन्त (तैद्विरीय ३.१.१) 

x यथोिणनाद्वभ: सजृते गहृ्णते च (मणु्डक १.१.७) 

x सयूाणचन्रमसौ धाता यथापूवणमकल्पयत, द्वदवं च पृद्वथवी चान्तररक्षमथो स्व: (ऋग्वेद १०.१९०.३) 

 

Therefore, it is concluded that there is creation-sustenance-destruction for the world. 

 

Question 11: What is the view of scientists of modern age in this regard? 

 Answer: The scientists have rejected the theory of Mimamsakas that the world has never been created and that it 

has always been like this. They hold that the world has been created and they move at great speed away from their 

place of origin. However, they don’t have any view regarding the dissolution of world. The views of scientists 

regarding the cause of world confirm the view taken by Vedanta. 

 

Question 12: Who are Vaisheshikas? What is their theory? 



Answer: Vaisheshikas are like scientists of our ancient Physics. They accept the creation, sustenance and 

dissolution of world. Modern science has lot of similarities to their thoughts. Their theory can be condensed as 

follows:- 

x The world is made of paramanus of four elements, vayu, teja, jala and prithvi. Paramanus are final 

indestructible part of element. 

x Vayu has the guna of sparsh. Teja has the guna of sparsh and rupa. Jala has the guna of sparsh, rupa and 

rasa. Prithvi has the guna of sparsh, rupa, rasa and gandha. 

x The paramanus are eternal. 

x At the time of creation, the paramanus who were existing separately associate and this gross world is 

formed. 

x At the time of dissolution, the paramanus of all elements dissociate and they remain in their basic form till 

the time of creation. 

 

Question 13: Why is Vaisheshikas’ theory not correct? 

Answer: Due to the following reasons, the theory of Vaisheshikas is incorrect:- 

x Paramanus are inert. They cannot associate (at the start of creation) without a conscious agent. In order to 

remove this defect, Vaisheshikas postulate an atman (=jiva) which is karta and bhokta which exists even 

prior to creation. This atman is said to be the nimitta karan of  association of paramanus. This is incorrect 

due to the reason that the atman requires body for making effort to associate paramanus, which it cannot 

have before creation. (Fallacy of theory regarding creation) 

x For pralaya (=dissolution), though the abovementioned atman is possessed of body and hence it can make 

effort to dissociate paramanus, yet it is illogical to postulate that the atman would seek to dissolve the world 

which was created for its own enjoyment. (Fallacy of theory regarding dissolution) 

x The paramanus are postulated as indestructible and partless. Now, when they combine, their combination 

can be either partial or total. If their combination is partial, then it leads to conclusion that paramanus have 

parts which is contradictory to their theory. To remove this fault, if they presume that the association is 

total, then total combination of two partless paramanus would give rise to another paramanu only having no 

parts. Then how would this gross world come about? (Fallacy of theory of conjunction of paramanus)  

x The paramanus have gunas and are eternal. This statement is contradictory. Our experience tells that any 

object having these gunas like cloth etc are effects of some cause. Thus, paramanus would be effect of 

some cause. And hence they must be transient and not eternal. (Fallacy of gunas of paramanus) 

 

 This is the essence of the discussion of Brahm Sutra Bhashya in 2.2.11 to 2.2.17. The theory that paramanu 

is the ultimate cause of world is thus rejected. However, paramanus as such are not rejected. What is rejected is them 

having gunas. Just as there is no dharma in akash, similarly there is no dharma in paramanu. So prithvi paramanu 

means the extremely subtle part of prithvi, which has the guna of gandha. This paramanu is gandha-atmak. It is 



gandha itself. It cannot be imagined to possess the dharma of gandhatva.  (Brihad Aranyak 4.3.30). And elsewhere 

also, Acharya has accepted the existence the existence of paramanus.  

 

Question 14: Who are Naiyayikas? What is their theory? Why is it not correct? 

Answer: Naiyayikas are our ancient logicians. They accept the presence of Ishwara. However, their Ishwara is the 

product of anumana and not as per Vedas. They don’t accept Vedas as an independent pramana. 

Their theory consists of following key points:- 

x There are three entities, Purusha, Prakriti and Ishwara.  

x All three have the common characteristics of independence and infiniteness.  

x Prakriti is insentient and upadan karan of world.  

x Ishwara is omniscient and is nimitta karan of world.  

x Purusha is bhokta (=enjoyer). 

The key faults in their theory are as under:- 

x Prakriti being insentient cannot act on its own and get converted into world. Hence Ishwara will have to do 

this by controlling Prakriti. It leads to the contradiction of ‘independence’ of Prakriti. 

x They make two statements:- 

o Prakriti, Purusha and Ishwara are mutually different and they are infinite. 

o Ishwara is omniscient. 

These two statements are contradictory in following manner:- 

o Ishvara requires to know the extent of Prakriti and number of Purushas for creation. Only after 

knowing these two, creation is possible. If he cannot know these, he is not omniscient. 

o If he is able to know the extent of Prakriti and number of Purushas, then neither of them can be 

infinite which contradicts the basic premise.  

o If Purushas are finite, then in due course of time they will be liberated. And hence there will be 

stoppage of further creation. This will stop the work of Ishwara resulting into loss of his 

omniscience.     

This is the sum and substance of the refutation of Naiyayaikas by Shankaracharya in Brahma Sutra Bhashya 2.2.39-

41. 

 

Question 15: What is the theory of Samkhya? 

Answer: This Samkhya is not the one which Bhagvan speaks of in Gita. This Samkhya is propounded by Kapila 

(not the son of Devhuti but some other Kapila). It looks like Vedanta but is fundamentally different. The salient 

points of Samkhya theory is as under:- 

o There is no Ishwara. 

o There are only two categories. Jada and Chetan. 



o Jada cannot produce Chetan nor can Chetan produce Jada. Therefore, Jada world has Jada upadan. Since 

world is constituted of sattva, rajas and tamas, its upadan is also trigunatmak. That is called Pradhan. It is 

the name given to equilibrium state of three gunas. It is Jada. 

o Purusha is Chetan. It is there in every body. It is bhokta, inactive, attributeless, bereft of pravritti. 

o Pradhan modifies from its equilibrium state in order to provide enjoyment to Purushas. This modification 

results into creation of world. Their equilibrium brings about the dissolution. 

Question 16: What is प्रधान मल्ल ननबर्हण न्याय? 

Answer: This literally means the logic of vanquishing the main opponent. If in a competition, a wrestler has 

defeated all opponents, the he is called pradhan malla. Defeating him would amount to defeating all. Samkhya 

assumes the position of pradhan malla. Its basis is logic alone. Shankaracharya has defeated Samkhya at several 

places. 

 

Question 17: Why is the theory of Samkhya not acceptable? 

Answer: The following are the basic fallacies in the theory of Samkhya:- 

o Pradhan is insentient. And hence it cannot act on its own so as to get transformed as the world. If one says 

that water flows on its own, then it is incorrect. The slope created by men results into the action of flow of 

water. Wherever there is inertia, there is no pravritti to action. And wherever there is pravritti to action, 

there is no inertia. 

o If one says that like the pravritti of pot-maker results into the transformation of clay into pot, the 

Chetana of Purusha results into transformation of Pradhan, then it is not acceptable. This is so 

because as per Samkhya, Purusha is brefert of pravritti. 

o Why should Pradhan transform as world? For the enjoyment of Purusha. But Purusha is unattached and 

hence there cannot be any enjoyment for him.  

o In that case, the attainment of Moksha for Purusha is the reason for transformation of Pradhan into 

world. If that is proposed, then this is not correct either. Because an unattached Purusha does not 

require Moksha. 

 

Question 18: What is the theory of modern scientists regarding creation of world? Why is it not correct? 

Answer: Modern scientific thought resembles Samkhya though it replaces the example of motion of water by 

modern examples such as splitting of radioactive materials or movement of molecules. Their theory basically states 

that the cause of world is inert. There is no requirement of any intervention of Chetan.  

This theory is not correct for following reasons:- 

o If it is postulated that the molecules of gas have motion as their intrinsic property, then it should not have 

been possible to regulate that. A chetan individual lowers the temperature, thereby reducing the motion of 

molecules. Thus, it can be concluded that motion has its roots in Chetan. 

Objection: Even at the lowest temperature achievable, the molecules continue to move. It can be 

concluded that motion is their intrinsic property. 



Answer: Not so. If a Chetan scientist can regulate its motion till the lowest level of temperature 

achievable, then it is logical to presume a Chetan Ishwara to control it beyond that.  

Similar explanation is applicable for splitting of radioactive materials. 

o Science says that an inert object does not change its state until external force is applied. Now if science 

itself states that the inert paramanus move on their own then it is contradiction. It is the Chetan which is 

the cause of activities of Jada. 

 

Question 19: Why is logic of no use in so far as the cause of world is concerned? 

Answer: Though the world is pratyaksh, its cause is not pratyaksha. Therefore, pratyaksh praman cannot be used. 

There are no traces of cause in its effect world. Hence, anuman and arthapatti cannot be used. Finally, the ultimate 

cause being one, there are no analogies and hence no upamana praman can be used.  

Since all four pramanas have exhausted themselves, only the Shruti pramana is left. Following are the quotes:- 

o Just as dharma and adharma are determined only by Shruti, this is also to be determined by Shruti alone. 

(BSB 2.1.6) 

o को अद्धा वेद क इह प्रवोचत् इयं द्ववसदृ्वि: यत् आबभूव (ऋग्वेद १०.१२९.६-७) 

o न एषा तकेि मद्वतरापनेया (कठ १.२.९) 

o श्रुद्वत अवग्राह्यम ्एव इदम ्अद्वत गम्भीरं ब्रह्म, न तकण  अवग्राह्यम ्(ब्रह्म सतू्र भाष्य २.१.३१)    

 

Question 20: What are the limits of logic? What is its major defect? 

Answer: If the object which is sought to be explained is complicated system, then logic does not possess the ability 

to explain it completely. This is its limitation. This is because of its one major defect. 

The complicated-system of objects is never pratyaksha in its totality simultaneously. One particular explanation 

based on logic is propounded considering that particular manifest part of the total system. This may explain that 

partial manifestation. However, as time proceeds further, some other parts of the total system may appear. The 

hitherto explained model based on logic may not explain it. Some modification and enhancements are made. This 

may give some more benefits but the process if modification ad extending continues making the problem further 

complicated. In this way, final solution can never be found. This is the major defect of logic.  

  

Question 21: Explain the limitation of logic through example? 

Answer: The limitation of logic is evident from scientific developments. Few centuries back, the atomic theory was 

proposed through logic in order to understand the several qualities of objects. However, several new problems arose 

with this theory. Apart from this, several hitherto unobserved problems too arose independently. This necessitated 

modification in the atomic theory. This helped but the problem kept on getting complicated. This will go on. There 

is no end to it because this is the major defect of logic. 

 

Question 22: What is the basis of pramana?  



Answer: Pramana, be it pratyaksha, anuman, arthapatti or upaman, are all based on the notion of nanatva 

(=multiplicity or plurality). All pramanas are part of triputi of pramata-praman-prameya. Therefore, the basis of all 

pramanas is plurality. 

 

Question 23: What are the reasons for completeness of Aagam-pramana? 

Answer: Since the prameyas are infinite, no pramata can know about them all. Therefore his logic can make use of 

the prama about limited number of prameyas. Therefore, his logic can never explain the complete reality. Only that 

entity which knows about all prameyas in entirety can say about the complete theory. Only omniscient Praramatman 

can understand all prameyas together, न द्वह ईदृशस्य शास्त्रस्य, ऋग्वेदाद्वद लक्षिस्य, सवणग्य गुिाद्वन्वतस्य सवणग्याद ्अन्यत: सभंवोऽद्वस्त (BSB 1.1.3). And 

from Him has come about Vedas. This is the reason for completeness of Aagam-pramana (that it has come about 

from an entity which knows all prameyas together simultaneously).  

 

Question 24: Give examples for the entities which don’t come under the triputi? 

Answer: The entities which comes under triputi can be explained by four pramanas and also by Shruti pramana. 

However, the entities which don’t come under triputi can never be explained by first four pramanas (because they 

are within triputi). However, Shruti pramana can explain even them. 

The example for entities not coming under triputi are our own swa-roopa in deep sleep. It is not pratyaksha. Nor can 

logic be operated because that swaroopa is beyond mind. Other two pramans don’t operate either. Thus, our 

existence in deep sleep does not come under triputi. 

Similarly the cause of world does not come under triputi. This is so because cause of world is before world. And 

thus before the advent of mind. Therefore, it does not come under triputi. 

These entities can thus be understood only by Shruti.  श्रुद्वत अवग्राह्यम ्एव इदम ्अद्वत गम्भीरं ब्रह्म, न तकण  अवग्राह्यम ्(ब्रह्म सतू्र भाष्य २.१.३१)     

 

Question 25: Why and how should logic be used in Vedanta? 

Answer: Logic should be used in Vedanta because Shruti itself has asked logic to be used in Vedanta. It has stated 

so in Brihadaranyak 4.5.7 श्रोतव्य: मन्तव्य:. Further, people who identify themselves with body have more faith in logic 

than Vedas. Therefore, they try to analyze Vedas through logic. For the benefit of such persons, both Sutrakaar and 

Bhashyakaar have used logic as much as possible. Therefore, logic should be used in Vedanta. 

How should logic be used in Vedanta? It should never be used in isolation. Dry logic should never be used. Logic 

should be used in accordance with Shruti. 

यदद्वप श्रविव्यद्वतरेकेि मननं द्ववदधच्छब्द एव तकण मप्यादतणव्यं दशणयतीत्युक्तम ्, नानेन द्वमषेि शुष्कतकण स्यात्रात्मलाभः सम्भवद्वत ; श्रुत्यनुगहृीत एव ह्यत्रतकोऽनुभवाङ्गत्वेनाश्रीयते (BSB 

2.1.6).  

Despite their being no end to logic, we should use logic in order to accept correct logic in place of incorrect one (in 

any case we will be using logic due to identification with body). There is no pramana for us to continue as fools if 

our ancestors were fools.  न द्वह पूवणजो मढू आसीद्वदत्यात्मनाद्वप मढूेन भद्ववतव्यद्वमद्वत द्वकद्वचचदद्वस्त प्रमािम ्(BSB 2.1.11) 

But then this essentially means that Vedas have snatched your right to use logic against Shruti? 



No. Because the meaning of Shruti ends in one’s own experience. Therefore, we are supposed to rein in our 

obsession with logic for some time, use it in accordance with Shruti and practice the path shown in Shruti. This will 

result into our own realization of completeness of Shruti.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


