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Ramkrishna Bhattacharya

What is Meant by Svabhavam Bhitacintakah?

The hemistich svabhavam bhiitacintakah occurs twice in the Mahabharata (Mbh.)z first in the
Santiparvan (224.50d) and again in the Asvamedhikaparvan (48.24d).! The Santiparvan
verse runs as follows:

kecit purusakaram tu prahuh karmavido janah |
daivam ity apare viprah svabhavam bhiitacintakah ||.

Some who know what activity is say that (everything is due to) human effort, other sages say it is
destiny; those who think (in terms) of the elements (speak of) svabhava.

A variant of this verse which is found a litte later in the Santiparvan (Santi) (230.4) does not,
however, refer to the bhiitacintakas:

paurusam karanam kecid Ghuh karmasu manavah |
daivam eke prasamsanti svabhavam capare janah ||.

With respect to activity some say that human effort is the cause (of success), others praise destiny;
still others (speak of) svabhava.

The Asvamedhikaparvan (Asvamedhika) passage (48.23-24) expresses the bewilderment of
the sages confronted with so many contradictory views on what is to be cherished:

yajfiam ity apare dhirah pradanam iti capare | '

sarvam eke prasamsanti na sarvam iti capare ||23||

tapas tv anye prasamsanti svadhyayam apare jandh |

Jfianam samnydsam ity eke svabhavam bhiitacintakah ||24|.

Some sober men praise the sacrifice; others praise the gift. Some praise all, some do not praise all.
Some others praise asceticism, others praise Vedic studies. Some praise knowledge [and] renunci-
ation; those who think (in terms) of the elements praise svabhava.

What does svabhavam bhitacintakah signify? E. Washburn Hopkins thought that the bhiita-
cintakas “are perhaps materialists.”> E.H. Johnston also thought so,’ and Debiprasad Chatto-
padhyaya was absolutely convinced of it. “That the word bhiitacintakah here referred to the
materialist will not be doubted.” Torn out of context and considered by itself, the expression
may be explained in that way. But there is a problem. A bhiitacintaka is one who is supposed
to think (in terms) of the bhiitas, the elements, viz., earth, air, fire, water and ether. Why
should he speak of svabhava which is a rival doctrine of bhitani (elements) as the first cause

* Acknowledgements are due to Saubhik Datta, Siddhartha Datta, Supriya Phani and Nicholas Sutton.

! All references are to the critical edition of the Mahabharata, ed. V.S. Sukthankar et al., Poona 1927-
1966.

2 Cf. E.W. Hopkins, The Great Epic of India, London / New York 1901 (repr. Delhi 1993), p. 89, refer-
ring presumably to the Asvamedhikaparvan verse.

* Cf. EH. Johnston, Early Samkhya: An Essay on its Historical Development According to the Texts,
London 1937 (repr. Delhi 1974), p. 67.

4 Cf. Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya, Indian Atheism: A Marxist Analysis, Calcutta 1969, p. 64, referring to
the Santiparvan verse. The passage has been reproduced verbatim in his History of Science and Technology in
Ancient India, Vol. I1, Calcutta 1991, p. 62.
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mentioned in the enumerative verse Svetdsvatara Upanisad (Sv.Up.) 1.22° svabhdva in the
Mbh. then must mean something different from what it means in the Sv.Up.

The word bhiitacintaka is also found in Santi 267.4:

yebhyah srjati bhiitani kalo bhavapracoditah |
mahabhiitani paficeti tany ahur bhiitacintakah ||.

Those from which Time, moved by the desire to produce physical forms, creates (all) beings, are
called “the five great elements” by those who think (in terms) of the elements.

There are also some parallel expressions in the Mbh. itself, such as muhiirtacintaka (12.267.
4d) “those who think (in terms) of the moment” (i.e., Time), kalacintaka (12.295.12d) “those
who think (in terms) of Time,” jiieya- and jfianacintaka (12.294.33f and 295.12d) “those who
think (in terms) of what is to be known” and “... of knowledge.”

The word bhiitacintd also occurs in the Susrutasamhita.® Vatsyayana mentions the artha-
cintakas, “those who think (in terms) of wealth (alone).” Their views are quoted in Kama-
siitra 1.2. 40-45 and refuted in 1.2.46-47.7

Why should then the bhitacintakas speak in terms of svabhava, instead of bhita? In order to
unravel this knot, we have to see whether the word svabhdva in these contexts signifies any-
thing other than what it literally means, viz., “own being,” and, if so, in which context or
domain it is found in ancient texts. No standard Sanskrit dictionary, whether the monumental
Sabdakalpadruma or Vacaspatyam, the Sanskrit-Worterbuch or the Sanskrit-English lexi-
cons compiled by Wilson, Monier-Williams or Apte, records any special sense of svabhava,
and the word bhitacinta is merely literally glossed.?

As to the commentators on the Mbh., Nilakantha, as in many other philosophical contexts, is
a poor guide. Failing to understand the implication of the word in Santi 224.50, he associates
karman / purusakara with the Mimamsakas, daiva with the astrologers and svabhava with the
svabhavavadins, without explaining what svabhava means.” He then quotes Sv.Up. 1.2ab
and, in explaining the words svabhava, niyati, yadrccha and bhitani, associates them with
the doctrines of the transformationist (parinamavadin) Samkhyas, ritualist (karmavadin) Mi-
mamsakas, accidentalists (aniyamavadin), and the Arhatas (Jains) and Lokayatas respective-
ly. In his glosses on Santi 183.5 (176.5 in the critical edition), however, in connection with
the same line of the Sv.Up., he associates svabhava with the Buddhists and Laukayatikas.

3 Cf. Eighteen Principal Upanisads, ed. V.P. Limaye and R.D. Vadekar, Vol. I, Poona 1958, p. 283:
kalah svabhavo niyatir yadyrccha bhiitani yonih purusa iti cintyam |
samyoga esa@m na tv atmabhavad atmapy anisah sukhaduhkhahetoh ||.

® Cf. The Susruta Sambhita with Dalhana’s Commentary, ed. Vaidya Jadavji Trikamji Acarya, Varanasi
1980, Sitrasthana 3.15 and Sarirasthana 1.1. Kunjalal Bhisagratna translates bhiitacinta as “cosmology” and
“the science of Being” respectively (The Sushruta Samhita, Varanasi 1963, Vol. 1, p. 24 and Vol. 2, p. 115).
Apparently he follows Dalhana who explains bhiita as sarvani bhiitani sthavirajangamani, mahabhiitani pythi-
vyadini va (p. 338).

" Kamasitra (KS), n.d. (Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series, Benares). The word kalacintaka also occurs in
Gaudapada’s commentary on the Samkhyakarika v. 8 (ed. Jivananda Vidyasagara, Calcutta 1892).

8 There is no entry for bhiztacintd in the major Sanskrit—Sanskrit lexicons; the Sanskrit-Wérterbuch refers
to the Susrutasamhita only (not to the Mbh.), glossing the word as “Untersuchung der Elemente” (examination
of the elements) as does Monier Monier-Williams (“investigation into the elements”) in 4 Sanskrit-English
Dictionary, Oxford 1899.

® Mahabharata with Nilakantha’s Commentary, ed. Pancanana Tarkaratna, Vol. 2, Kalikata 1826 ($aka)
(= vulgate), p. 1635.
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While commenting on Santi 230.4 (237.4 in the vulgatelo), the above-quoted variant of Santi
224.50, he writes: svabhdva is mere svariipa, i.e., own form or shape, or character, condition
or peculiarity. Then again (in his glosses on Santi 231.51) he attributes the doctrine of karma
and purusakara to the Mimamsaka, of fate, planets and Time to the astrologer (daivajiia),
and of svabhdva to the $inyavadin (i.e., a branch of the Buddhists or the Buddhists in gen-
eral) as well as the Lokayatas. Anandapuma Vidyasagara (c. 1350), a Vedantin commentator
~ of the Moksadharma section of the Mbh., identifies the bhiitacintakas with the Lokayatikas.!

What all these commentators and explicators failed to note is that the word svabhava is also
used in a quite different context or domain, other than the determination of the first cause.
Take the following verse that is found in some mss. of the Ya@jriavalkyasmyrti (1.349):

kecid daivat svabhavad va kalat purusakaratah |
samyoge kecid icchanti phalam kusalabuddhayah ||."*

Some (say that success is) due to destiny, (some that it is) due to svabhava, (some that it is) due to
Time, (some that it is) due to human effort. But some competent people recognize the result in the
combination (of all these).

A variant version of the same verse found in the text followed by Apararka as well as by
Viévartipa in his Balakrida runs as follows:

kecid daivad dhathat kecit kecit purusakaratah |
sidhyanty artha manusyanam tesam yonisu paurusam ||."°

Some (expect success) from fate, some from accident, some from human effort. (In whichever
way) man’s objects are achieved, their origin is resoluteness.

Here, instead of the four claims, we have three: kala (Time) is omitted and svabhava is re-
placed by hatha, “accident” or “chance.” Elsewhere in the Mbh. (e.g., Santi 172.10ab: bhii-
tanam utpattim animittatah), and in A$vamedhika 50.11cd (which will be dlscussed below),
svabhava also stands for “accident,” barely distinguishable from yadrccha.'*

Thus there are two domains in which kala, svabhava and niyati are found to appear. The first
domain relates to the question of the first cause while the second is concerned with ascertain-
ing what causes success in human life. In the first domain, svabhava in the course of time
came to suggest accidentalism and thereby became synonymous with yadrecha." In the sec-
ond domain, too, svabhava came to signify accidentalism and consequently akriyavada, inac-
tivism, a philosophy of life that considers all human efforts to be vain. One is reminded of the
concept of tyché (chance, fortune) as expressed in Jocasta’s speech in Oedipus Tyrannus vv.
977-979: :

No. No, mortals have no need to fear when chance reigns supreme. The knowledge of the future is
denied to us. It is better to live as you will, live as you can.'®

Cf.n. 9.
1 Cf. the Critical Notes on Mbh., Santi 224.50, p- 1257.
12 The Mitaksara with Visvariipa and Commentaries of Subodhini and Balambhatti, ed. S.S. Setlur, Ma-
dras 1912, pp- 213-214.
3 The Yajriavalkyasmrti with the Commentary Balakrida of Visvaripacarya, ed. T. Ganapati Sastri, Part
1, Trivandrum 1921 (repr. New Delhi 1982), pp. 195-196.
14 Cf. V.M. Bedekar, “The Doctrines of Svabhava and Kaila in the Mahabharata and Other Old Sanskrit
Works,” Journal of the University of Poona (Humanities Section) 13 (1961): 1-16. _
15 Cf, for instance, Santaraksita’s Tattvasangraha with Kamalaéila’s Pafijikd vv. 110-112 (ed. D.D.
Shastrl Varanam 1968, pp. 78-79).
' Translation by Luci Berkowitz and Theodore F. Brunner New York 1966, p. 22.
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In most of its occurrences in the Mbh., the term svabhava relates to the second domain and
appears as a member of a triad or tetrad. The dyad of fate and human effort is well known.
Manu and many others (particularly poets and dramatists) normally speak of two contending
forces: fate on the one hand and human effort on the other.!” Those who uphold the former
declare all human effort to be utterly futile: what is destined to happen is bound to happen,
bhavitavyam bhavaty eva, qué serd serad. It thus leads to inactivism because of the acceptance
of predeterminism.

Those who uphold human effort, however, deny the very existence of fate. To them, there is
neither any planetary effect nor any divine dispensation What is called destiny (daiva) is
merely the sum total of one’s activities in one’s former births. In the Yogavaszstha(-Ramaya-
na), Mumuksuprakarana 7.22 we read:

na daivam drsyate drstya na ca lokantare sthitam |
uktam daivabhidhanena svarloke karmanah phalam ||.'®

Of course, true to the Indian tradition, there was also a reconciling approach, in this case of
those who declared that both fate and human effort are necessary for achieving success — the
typical syncretism (samuccayavada) also found in connection with knowledge (jfiana) vis-a-
vis activity (karman)."”

What is often overlooked or ignored is that, side by side with this dyad of fate and human
effort, there was also a doctrine of svabhava or hatha which denied both predeterminism and
its opposite (i.e., that man can determine his own fate). This third doctrine preaches inac-
tivism that loglcally follows from the denial of causality in the affairs of human life (cf.
Mbh., Santi 172.10-11 in which Ajagara speaks of svabhava and the origin of all beings
ammzttatah) It is rather strange that the word svabhava instead of the more appropriate
yadrccha was employed to designate this doctrine. But it is in this sense that the Buddhists
right from Aévaghosa (first century CE) and other philosophers used this term.? In the
Nyaya tradition, too, the example of the sharpness of the thorn suggests nirnimittata, the de-

' Manusmyti (Manu) 7.205 (ed. J.H. Dave, Vol. 4/1, Bombay 1985, pp. 159-160). See J. Jolly, “Fate
(Hindu),” in: James Hastings (ed.), Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, Vol. 5, Edinburgh 1915, pp. 790-792,
at p. 792. Many more instances could be cited from the Epics, gnomic poetry and plays, e.g., Bhattanarayana’s
Venisamhara 3.37 which is quoted in Hitopadesa p. 7, v. 31 (ed. Narayana Rama Acarya, Bombay 1949).

'® Yogavasistha (Ramayana), ed. with Hindi translation by Mahaprabhulal Goswami, Part 1, Varanasi
1988, p. 133. Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 2, Cambridge 1931 (repr. Delhi
1975), p. 256, favourably impressed by such a strong denial of daiva and the exaltation of free will, declares:
“This view of purusa-kara and karma seems to be rather unique in Indian literature.” The view, however, is not
that unique. One may mention Mbh., Anusasanaparvan 6.12-28 and 7.23; Yajriavalkyasmyti 1.349: tatra daivam
abhivyaktam paurusam paurvadehikam; Vijiane$vara in his commentary on this verse explains daiva as pitrva-
deharjitant paurusam (ed. S.S. Setlur, Madras 1912, p. 216); and Matsyapurana 220.2. (ed. Brahmadatta
Trivedi, Calcutta 1954) Vatsyayana (KS 1.2) also upholds purusakara and denounces (as his commentator says)
daivamatravada (see also Hitopadesa p. 8, v. 33).

1% See, e.g., Mbh., Sauptikaparvan 2.3: “Our acts do not become successful in consequence of destiny
alone, nor of exertion alone O best of men! Success springs from the union of these two” (translation by K.M.
Ganguli, Calcutta 1890, p. 8). Medhatithi in his commentary on AManu 7.205 (pp. 159-160) also quotes some
similar Jerses. See also Yajiiavalkyasmyti 1.350 which has been quoted in Hitopade$a p. 7, v. 32.

» Asvaghosa, Buddhacarita 9.57¢d-62 (ed. E.H. Johnston, Lahore 1936, repr. Delhi 1978); Santideva,
Bodhicaryavatara 9.117 (ed. Jyotipala Sthavira, Dhaka 1977, p. 251), and Santaraksita, Tattvasangraha vv.
110-112. Dharmakirti refers to the doctrine but does not connect it with svabhdva, which Manorathanandin, his
commentator, does (cf. Pramanavarttika, ed. D.D. Shastri, Varanasi 1968, p. 64, vv. 162cd-163ab); Manoratha-
nandin explains kecit as svabhavavadinah (ibid.).
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nial of any efficient cause in the world (though not of the material cause), or even denial of
any cause whatsoever (ahetu).?!

We have spoken of a tetrad. The fourth claim in this domain concerned with ascertaining
what determines success and failure in life centers on kala (Time). Now, svabhava and kala
are also at the center of two rival doctrines in the first domain (i.e., the debate concerning the
first cause). It is possible that the meaning which svabhdva acquired in the second domain,
viz., “chance, accident,” came to penetrate the first domain as well (also vice versa, see be-
low), and, pushing yadrccha out of the ring, svabhava came to suggest “accident” instead of
what it originally stood for, viz., that there is no creator, without the world being lawless: the
nature of every object is its own determinant. Such an interpenetration of the two domains is
evident in the commentatorial works. Most of the commentators on the Mbh. try to make
sense of svabhava (in whichever context it may have occurred) in relation to its use in the
first domain. However, svabhava in the Mbh. is mostly related to the second domain.

We first come across the triad associated with the second domain not in the Santiparvan, but
much earlier, in the Aranyakaparvan. In 33.11 (32.19 in the vulgate) Draupadi tells Yudhi-
sthira:

yas ca distaparo loke yas cayam hathavadakah |
ubhav apasadav etau karmabuddhih prasasyate ||

Those in the world who rely on destiny and those who speak of chance are both wretched. He
who minds activity is praiseworthy.

In the given context, as also in others, hatha can mean nothing but “chance.” Strangely
enough, Nilakantha associates hathavadika (his reading in 32.13, vulgate) with carvaka and
repeats this in his comments on 32.32 (33.14 in the critical edition). However, in his glosses
on 32.16 (33.4 in the critical edition) he explains hatha rightly as “suddenly” (akasmat),
gaining anything without premeditation (acintitasyatarkitasya ca labho hathah). He provides
an apt example of what hatha means in his gloss on 32.19 (33.17 in the critical edition): gain-
ing a 2g3em while searching for a lost penny (nastakapardikanvesanapravrttasya ratnala-
bhah).

This, and not the earlier interpretation (viz., hathavadika referring to the Carvaka or a person
similar to a Carvaka), truly fits the context. In the light of this Aranyaka verse, svabhava in
Santi 224.50d may very well be taken to mean “chance.” This meaning of svabhava, al-
though unnoticed by the lexicographers as well as the commentators on and translators of the
Mbh., is encountered in A$vamedhika 50.11. In one of the many accounts of cosmogony, it is
said:

deva manusya gandharvah pisacasurardksasah |

sarve svabhavatah srsta na kriyabhyo na karanat ||.

! Nyayasiitra 4.1.22-24 (= 4a.22-24, ed. Walter Ruben, Die Nyayasiitra’s, Leipzig 1928). For a survey
of this section, see Nyaya Philosophy, Part IV: Fourth Adhydya, First Ahnika, a Free and Abridged Translation
of the Elucidation of Phanibhusana Tarkavagisa’s Bengali Commentary by Mrinalkanti Gangopadhyaya, Cal-
cutta 1973, pp. 27-31. '

22 In this chapter Draupadi refers to Brhaspatiniti as well (v. 57). But the teachings expounded by her are,
as Jacobi says, “at any rate as orthodox as one can wish!” (cf. “Zur Frithgeschichte der indischen Philosophie”
[1911], in: Kleine Schriften, ed. Bernhard Kolver, Wiesbaden 1970, p. 737 [552], n. 1; English translation by
V.A. Sukthankar in The Indian Antiquary 47 [1918]: 104, n. 1). Perhaps the very mention of Brhaspati made
Nilakantha think of Carvaka, although this Brhaspati must be a different person altogether.

2 Haricarana Vandyopadhyaya in his Bengali-Bengali dictionary Vangiya Sabdakosa (New Delhi 1966,
originally published in 1340-1353 Bengali Sala), records this sense of hatha (3) and refers to Nilakantha.
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Gods, men, celestial beings, goblins, demons and monsters — all are produced by svabhava, not by
any actions, nor by any [other] cause.

It is also to be noted that this account of cosmogony begins and ends with five elements
(50.10). Apparently there were some elementalists (bhitavadins, or rather mahabhiitavadins)
who were accidentalists as well as inactivists. The word bhitacintaka most probably refers to
them, not to the Carvakas or their predecessors who were to arrive much later on the phlloso-
phical scene and who spoke of only four elements instead of five (as the bhiitacintakas did).**

The question that automatically arises at this juncture is how svabhava, which was originally
quite distinct from yadrccha, could become synonymous with it. Unfortunately, we are not in
a position to offer any definite solution. But it may be suggested that from at least the first
century CE, svabhava had come to refer to both accidentalism and inactivism, distinguishing
the doctrine both from theism (isvaravada) and fatalism (niyativada). The concept of sva-
bhava was employed by the later Buddhist philosophers as well as by the Nyaya—Vaisesikas
(although the latter did not employ the term svabhava but akasmikatva® when they spoke of
a doctrine identical with it). This change of meaning in the first domain (related to the first-
cause controversy) seems to have penetrated into the second domain (related to what deter-
mines success in man’s life) and thus svabhava became synonymous with katha. In any case,
in both the domains svabhava came to stand for the denial of causality. The two passages in
the Mbh. in which the hemistich svabhavam bhiutacintakah occurs belong to the second do-
. main.

svabhava has other meanings in other contexts in the Mbh. itself as also elsewhere. In the
Bhagavadgita (17.2) and Bhagavatapurana (10.21.13-30), for instance, svabhava stands for
the traits inherited from former births.?® A study of these other meanings, however, is better
postponed because it will lead us into areas far away from the one under discussion. We pro-
pose to conclude with the following observation: svabhava is a polysemous word, and in the
context of Santi 224.50 and Asvamedhika 48.24 it means “chance” and nothing else. The
word bhiitacintaka, both in these contexts and elsewhere, merely refers to those who thought
in terms of the five elements and were inactivists to boot. So, svabhavam bhitacintakah
should be rendered as “The elementalists (speak in terms) of chance.”

 Only the Jains speak of the tajjiva-tacchariravadins as believing in the existence of five elements. Cf.
Sitrakrtangasitra 1.1.1.7-9 and Silanka’s commentary, p. 10ff. (ed. Muni Jambuvijayaji, Delhi 1978); Jain Su-
tras, Part 2, pp. 236-237 (translated by H. Jacobi, Sacred Books of the East 45, Oxford 1895). See also Silarika,
p. 185ff. and Jinabhadra Gani, Ganadharavada 3.101-103 (1649-1651) (ed. Muni Ratnaprabha Vijaya, Ahmed-
abad 1942). An oft-quoted Carvaka aphorism, however, specifically declares: “Earth, air, fire, and water are the
only principles” (for its sources see Mamoru Namai, “A Survey of Barhaspatya Philosophy,” Indological Re-
view [Kyoto] 2 [1976]: 38-39 and n. 12). The opponents of the Carvakas also refer to them as bhiitacatustaya-
vadins. Gunaratna (Tarkarahasyadipika, ed. L. Suali, Calcutta 1905-1914, p. 300) also admits this but adds that
there was another group of Carvakas who believed in the existence of five elements. This view is not attested by
any source known to me. The Manimékalai, in fact, makes a distinction between the bhiita(paficaka)vadins and
the Lokayankas (retold by L. Holmstrom, Hyderabad 1996, Ch. 20, p. 170).

% The term akasmikatvaprakarana is used by Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra and Viévanitha, to designate

NS 4.1.22-24. See Nyayadarsanam with Vatsyayana's Bhasya, Uddyotakara’s Varttika, Vacaspati Misra’s Tat-
paryatika and Visvanatha’s Vrtti, Vol. 2, ed. Amarendramohan Tarkatirtha and Hemantakumar Tarkatirtha,
Calcutta 1944.

26 Bhagavatapurana (crit. ed) 10.21.13-30 (Sribhagavatam, ed. K.K. Shastree, Ahmedabad 1997, Vol.
4/1) = 10.24.131f. in the vulgate.




WHAT IS MEANT BY SVABHAVAM BHUTACINTAKAH? 281

Any definite association of the doctrine of svabhava (relating to the ﬁrst domain) with the
Carvakas or Lokayata is not encountered before the tenth century CE.? However, a hint may
be found in an anonymous commentary on the Samkhyakarika translated into Chinese by
Paramartha in the sixth century CE.® V1dyaranya (fourteenth century CE), too, associates
svabhava with the Barhaspatyas. % But nowhere is the Carvaka made to deny causality or
preach inactivism. To Sayana-Madhava (fourteenth century CE) the Carvakas are not acci-
dentalists: they rather admit svabhava, “inherent nature,” to be the determinant:

But anbpponent will say, if you thus do not allow adrishta, the various phenomena of the world
become destitute of any cause. But we (sc. the Carvakas) cannot accept this objection as vahd
since these phenomena can all be produced spontaneously from the inherent nature of things.®

Somadevasiiri (tenth century CE) presents the Carvaka as positively championing human
effort against fatalism and inactivism.>! However, commentators on the Mbh., like Ananda-
pirmna Vidyasagara and Nilakantha, must have been influenced by the later concept that
sought to associate svabhava (relating to the first domain) with the Carvakas. Accordingly,
they interpreted the verses under discussion in different ways. In short, the bhiitacintakas are
not to be identified with the Carvaka materialists, but with some elementalists who may have
preached both accidentalism and inactivism and, due to this, incurred the wrath of Vyasa in
Santi 229.3-10.%2

27 Bhattotpala in his commentary on Varahamihira’s Brhatsamhita 1.7 (ed. Avadha Vihari Tripathi, Va-
ranasi 1968, Part 1, p. 9) writes: ... laukayatikah svabhavam jagatah karanam ahuh, “The Laukayatikas call
svabhava the first cause (lit. the cause of the world).”

2 J. Takukusu, The Samkhya Karika: Studied in the Light of the Chinese Version. Translation by S.S.
Suryanarayana Sastri, Madras, n.d., p. 36, on v. 27. Referring to the verse “What produces the white colour of
the hamsas,” etc., the commentator says: “This verse is found in the work of the Lokayatas.”

? Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, pp. 210-211 (ed. R. Tailanga, Benares 1893).

30 Sarvadarsanasamgraha, Ch. 1, p. 11 (ed. K.L. Joshi, Ahmedabad/Delhi 1981; translation by E.B.
Cowell).
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