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of water from the antariqa. V 9 refers to water drunk 
by cows aud camels turning into poison, milk 
and urtne. Y combines both these : 

This 
is. a summarised form of the explanation in V 9' 

Another point worth noting is that the second line 
as commented upon by V 9 apparently seems to be qRllfrl{cr: 

while according to the others it 
is V 1, P, Y and M do 
not show· any special interest in the expression !1fcrSlfcr. 

whereas G,] and T have specifically explained 
It. In the explanation of this term, V l' y, G and 

seem to understand thi9 as undergo 
dIfferent forms according to the receptacles of the 
gUQas.] and T on the other hand take gUQas themselves 
as the asrayas-the distinctions based on the gUQas. The 
authors of G, ] and T seem to have noted the drawback 
in the ear1ier commentarie5 (V 9' V l' Y) and 
specifically explained the term. 

It may be noted that the karika text of V 9 has 
and not The author 

of Vg (-See also P-) might have just omitted to expJain 
the term and not have intended 'lQ<6'lq. 

as a part of the pratIka, though from the 
POInt of view of metre it is perfectly alright. Or could 
there have been an a:rya in V 9 containing this expression 
as there is a Chinese verse in P con taining an 
to the 5ame effect ? Or cculd it be that the author of 
V 9 thought that the ka:rika: could have been simpler with 

! 
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Moreover, applying the simile Vg, P, G and 
] explain how avyakta is modified as deva, 
and tiryak, and Y and T simply speak of different 
modifications. V 1 mentions here the adhyatmika (buddhi, 
aharhkara, etc.), adhidaivika (sUa, etc.) and adhi­
bhautika (deva, gandharva, etc.) modifications. (The last, 
adhibhautika. is missing in M). V 1 tries at many places 
to give a different interpretation and Wt! find Y, G, J 
mostly following V 9. 

(14) Karika 27-This karika: according to Vg and Y 
is : I 

aa. 11 Paramartha's reading tallies with the first line 
but the second line is the same as in G, J and T 

V 1 has and M 
The first line in V 1, M, G,] and T is iI';:r: 

:q' It is very interesting to note that 
V 2 comments very briefly on, in fact restates 

... and then after the discussion as to the kartr of" 
the eleven organs gives an exposition of 

as explaining the origin and location of the 
organs. The karika is translated in P thus: "Manas 
is that which discerns. One says tha.t the organ is of 
two sorts : it is modified according to the variations 
of the three gU1)as (on the one hand) and according to 
external differences (on the other hand)." P explaining 
that the different organs receive their respective places 
due to the three gU1)as, says: HThe manas is modified 
according to the variations of the three gUQas and 
according to external differences. Among the organs· 
there are those which apprehend objects close by, 
while others perceive things from afar. Their object. 
is double, (i) to avoid danger; (ii) to protect the 
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body. 'To avoid danger' (relates to the eyes and 
ears, which) in seeing and hearing from afar, avoid the 
danger. 'To protect the body' (relates to the eight other 
.organs, which) perceive the eight species of objects, from 
each of the objects approaching the corresponding organ; 
that permits us to regulate Our body according to these 
.objects." This is not found elsewhere. It may be noted 
that from ~a~'lr, ifilfir ~!JfqRlJnJJfcr~tifr~CJ ~~~~rurt i[~~T~CJ f;{~q 
~fa in V 2' both i[T~~'tf~~ and i[r~~~r~ can be gathered. 
As a matter of fact, even the line u¥{~r~iJ~;r 'l"l: ~'li{'l'1ifJrfr~~ 
~ ~rlll~ can be derived from V 2, which is unfortunately 
.confused. 

From this we can make a surmise. The author of 
V 9 perhaps had two readings of the karika before him and 
incorporated both of them in his exposition. Or, he had 
.()~ly one r~ading, but gave a detailed exposition regar­
dmg the <6Q: and fiI~q of the indriyas, which did not 
directly foUow from the l~arika (-Y does not discuss these 
points). The later commentators tried to improve on 
t1:te karika on the basis of this exposition so that all 
this could follow from the karikaand so could be rele. 
vant. This perhaps accounts for the different readings in 
the second line a3 found i3 other3 (i[f~~~r~", i[rnlihr~ ). 
The first line . according to P tallies with the first line 
in V 2, and the second with that of V l' But perhaps 
Param-artha wondered how all of a sudden the second 
line could refer to all . the organs when the Con text 
required that it should be· about manas only. He tried 
to explain this in his own way, as seen above, and that 
is why an exposition corresponding to that in P is not 
found elsewhere. Other com:nentator3, it is likely, changed 
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the first line also in the light of V 9 so as to avoid repetition. 
(Y makes a conscious effort to show that the second 
line explains that mind can be both a ~;a)frlt~ and a iliijfr~q 

because of its distinguisting characteristic, viz. ~<fir~fqtif~CJ) . 
The first line in these is not quite satisfactory a~ it 
should mean : 'Mind is ~iI~r~ij<6-\'iii(>~ and !{~i(~', but then 
eT"1~llf(( hangs somewhat loose'. The author of V 1 seems 
to have made this change in the original k-arik-a. 

(15) Karika 28-8{let~"liJf')ijll. -The different commen· 
taries explain the significance of i(T;r here as follows : 

"lsr~~sfcr~",o~T~'tllq:-V2; i(r')ij!:tQuf ~ [ fcr~"'lqll. ]-V 1 

( - Compare iJffl~~) fq~1iflei:-M). V 1 tries to put it 
positively. iJl;r~~) fq~",fiI~'t~si:-Y. Could this mean that 
the term 'IT;r is meant to exclude the particular 
operations of other organs' ~ Or should it be iJr;r~Oi~s~'lfvr­
~'t~ei: as in V 51-to exclude the ;idea that the functions 
of all are common? G combined the interpretation 
of both V 2 and V 1 in iJlsr~i~ fq~l:fTsi: 8l~",fiI'l'tli~: 
G seems to be indebted to both Vg and V l' Anyway, 
V 1 seems to be posterior to V 2' and Y 'and G to both 
V 2 and V 1 , 

(16) Karika 38-V l' G and M explain lUr~ as signi-
fying g~w~1Jf and J explains it as meaning ~~~~. Vg on 
the other hand says: ~rrClT: ~~(;J,e:I!Jfr: ~m~(;J,TlE1ql~l!CJWTf( I 

l4S11a~: ~ij'T~T: ~II.; and Y -lUFm«frCJf( ~CJij'~<fi[~f<J~"'~)IJTf( aH~f;rl:i't 
31ij'l~l~"1"lrq~:; and T-~r;ar: ~~r: Sfilir~r: ~'Elq:. Vg and Y 
are alike here. (V 2 does not say anything about 'EI){ 

and I1.G.) 
(17) Karika 70-V 2 says here that Kapila imparted 

this knowledge to Asuri out of compassion and not for 
any evil purpose (?) or any evil design ( "l1QJ"1;qrsifl.). 
This must originaJly have been: ;rrfq "1;;IT$( or iflfq 
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1Prl'.~'(. It is interesting to compare Y which seems to 
clarify the abrupt statement, or expand the statement, 
in VI' See 8lr(-~Wni(~tifi~~ liPd~fit~rijqq~: I ;r (fIcrC[, 

'R1li!f~ . ~1~Sli{t~q~ ~;rtotfillQlC[, I ;rrP.1<titlll:r mllQlurr­

ll;rt~51mC[, I i( ~llfr~I{-9tfeft[\~l!f ~'~If acsllt~: I a~flq(\aTtrl«"cntl; 
qR~1ffctii~qr~rq't~: I8t~~"t;f 31~i{Tfqfa I ~~-ifTi6~5Ifcl I ~ af( ~ 
81ij~ w::~"-Y. 

. We have seen that V I is definitely prior to ·V i and 
Y as these seem to be influenced by V 9' By the bye, 
we have taken note of the indebtedness of other commen­
taries also to V 2 • 

(C) Now we may consider a few points in G in relation 
to V 2 • 

(18) K-arik-a 9-Explaining 8lai{~orttl.., V 2' P and G 
give only the exampie _r~~: 6~. VIand M give in 
addition the examples of t1=~itqq~51rif~ur, cr~f(Q (cr;:l!!fr~f(tI­
!!fcrt;sT~-M), rttij~Tor and ~~1 (only in M). (Actually 
these examples change the point at issue. The k-araI].3. 
is regarded as existent by both the Vaise~ika and the 
S1imkhya; only the VaiSe~ika does not regard the effect 
as potentially existent in the cause even before it is 
produced.) This shows M's dependence on VIand the 
latter's desh e to add a few examples to the one given 
by V 2' G has understood V 2 very well here. Similarly 
t~e wording in G, 42 clearly shows that it is based on 
VI as M is based on V l' 

(19) K-arik-a 3-The expression 1I(Tntifi q'f ~ffi: in V 2' 

3 is not meant to be a pratIka (it is just a paraphrase) 
because Va itself says t~' raOi~S;rter"r~orr~'{ and Tf~~iie~ ~iifa': 
would make the -ary-a defective. It is interesting to note that 
with lJT6~'6 qll Pfirn-:, the -ary-a would be ,.alright. Was 

I 
\ 

J 
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this some loud thinking on the part of the author of Va 
who thought that fcriFct: should preferably be used here 
in view of the wording of the karik-a as a whole; and 

. when SI is used in the sense of qif? He has paraphrased 
tfI6~<tieij fcrilil\: of the k-arik-a. G and J specifically say that 
fif"lir~ signifes mfa only. This shows that either G and 
J had Vain view or were thinking on the same lines. 
(J reads 1I(16~'f,";f ft<tiH.: and says 'iI"IiT(: ~ifitiT~r'-f: I fcfliru 
fi{!ifa~if. See also q~ ~164f;tit quit ~Rt~if I fCfClirtr ~iifa:-G). 

(20) Karik-a 6-V 1, t\1 and Y do not comment on 
the second line of k-a. 6, On the other hand, V 2' P and. 
G say that we know ~it, ~ifU~IT, ~~W: !i{": from .-aptavacana 
and J says we know of svarga. and apavarga from it. 
Actually, there was hardly any need to refer to -agama 
in respect of the proof of S-amkhya principles. G and J 
seem to be influenced by Va here; only, J gives a more 
relevant explanation. Va moreover defines -apt a thus : ~ 
~;r fil!"fi: Cfiliorr <it g~: ~i( as()q~~: ~~-the same idea as in 
~lilllJqr~~: .... ,.,quoted (k-a. ·4) in G, J and M, only not 
so precise and well expressed. 

It may be noted that G is influenced by Vain 
the interpretation of k-a. 14. (see 'Comparison'). 

(21) K-arik-a 36-q~ in this k-arik-a is construed as 
follows: 

q~ ~ q~~~fur q&:if ~~or ~f4[~~tTU ~ ~ra--V H 

qw ~ ~~'iIlf;:cr:iIi~~~: S(~)i{I8-M; q~ ~q ~qf"ij'arciltPcr ~5(t­

~IfTfr;~all' ;ftlts~~r~~·-Y; ~~ crt"ti{~T ~~"'~lfP-~~6 5(~~ 
~~~"T:-J. T understands by t[~-qtii~~J{ftT~tf'(r:. G con­
strues : ~Tf;r Il({OJWr ~Tfit t[~ ~~:. Va makes some comment 
on the use of the masculine· iD q~. The word f~" is 
always of the masculine gender, so it cannot affect the 
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gender of qa" and we should have qcnf'r referring to .'-
the eleven ~~~S and at(iT~. G has straightaway construed 
q~ wlrh ~OJfq~qT:. G seems to have got the suggestion 
from V 2 • 

(22) Karika: 40-The explanation of ~lrlif~ in V 2 and 
G is similarly worded and shows that G used the ex· 
pression of V 2' See ~'U ~)<r.T if)i'q~ra- a~r SlI:TT .. )(,q;;f «,P(Jrol:lt 
a~ijT~:e'.J~ 'rrli'q;:.:r~-V a j ~:::r ~)'tiT l{~~qifr: Sll:TriJrfC{aif aC{r ~~'f~Hl~5?q;:.:r~ 
-G. J and T are alike here in point of expression. 
And J and T seem to have polished the explanation of 

fir~a~ in V 2 • 

(D). (23) Karika 5. Clw~w~fw{Clctiq:- V 2' V l' G and J 
give examples of R-sw' {~T ~w1 «r~a-, as also ~fiI';t ~'T ~. 
«l't~~. Y does not comment on this. P just explains how 
inference is possible: "It implies a characteristic mark 
and that which bears that mark ...... When one perceives 
the mark the proof can be established by inference". , . ~ 
M gives only one example-w.w<l fsrf{Oi'I~~ij"f{~sfq ~WI 
~'QJ~ ~'f«") qR~~fi:~ ~~it;t fsri{~fqfu. V 2' V l' and M employ 
the terms fsrf{o~ and qRijl\il. whereas G employs ((Vi' and 
lira; and J, f<f~a and <Ii)fcfi~. 

V and J mention seven relations that can exist 
betwe:n the few and the ~rw~-~~Ilr~~, Sllifa-mr~o, <Ii'~' 
<IiT{OfO I(f~r-ifrfsr'io (q~-qrRr'iO in J), Slrar;J~~o, ij'W~o (<<T(=iI~ in 
J ), fi.fir~-~firfu'i. V 9 does not illustrate these wh~le J 
does. It may be noted that inference on the basl~ of 
seven kinds of relations is refuted in the Nyaya-Varthka, 
1.1.5 and Vacaspati commenting on this quotes the 
following verse: 

ifr~T-fi{Ilr~-~~fq-fituf£r °«W'ifrRIlr: I 

m<f'fir-<f'ElI'CfTar~: ij'j~ .. t ~\:(f~ 11 , 
( Tatparya TIkll, p. 165) 1 
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Vardhamana in his Prakasa attributes the verse to­
a Samkhya-varttika. We cannot say anything about this. 
It is surprising that Y does not comment on a~~ft­

\~<Ii~. Or were the leaves irrecoverably lost at a very early 
stage? Y's exposition could have thrown much light,. 
especially when it is referred to as Varttika by Vacaspati 
and others. 

The Vaisesika-siltra too has defined anumana as­
knowledge fro~ a mark or sign (laingikam jfianam). This 
mark of inference is said to be of two kinds-drHa (seen) 
and adr~ta (unseen) or samanyato-d:r~ta (seen in. 
general). The linga functions on the strength of certain 
relations in which things stand to each other. These' 
relations are enumerated in the Vaise~ika-sUtra 9. 2. 1: 
The lhiga can be the (i) effect of, (ii) cause of, 
(iii) conjoined with, (iv) opposed to, (v) inherent in the' 
sadhya (~iti{ ~ <IiT~ ~~ffr ffR)f?r «'fOfTflr ~fff ~ij:i~). (See 
also Vaise~ika-siltra 3. 1. 9-13). The Buddhist and the' 
Jaina logicians also mention some such relations by way' 
of illustration. Prasastapada clarifies that ultimately it 
Is avinabhava or invariable concomitance that deter­
mines the relation of linga and sadhya, those mt'ntioned 
being merely illustrative. (Pras'astapada Bha~ya, pp. 
103-104). Uddyotakara, Vacaspati and others are of 
the same view and the Buddhists include all relations in 
causality (karya-karaI)abhava), identity (svabhava) 
and non-apprehension ( anupalabdhi ) ( See Pramat;ta­
Varttika 3.30, 37, Nyaya-bindu 2. 12 ff). 

The Samkhya commentators (esp. V 2 ) seem to 
have made use of the Vaise~ika-stitra. Anyhow this 
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e extent explains the mention of the .dis~iono to som d 1 and shows l's indebtedness to V~. relatIOns In V 8 an 

.. b it can be seen that V 8 is 
. ( E) From the a yoveG 1 which are influenced by f V as also to , , " 

,pr or to I, 'I I ,have earlier gIven a 
' ber of paces. ( . I 
It at anum . cl of the commentaries maID y 01 d paratlve stu y 
detal e com d h that if any commentary V P GM) an sown W h 11 
V 8' 1, , , 0 • al f P it is V 8' e s a can claim to be the orlgm 0 

. 'd only one or two points here. cons! er 

. , . made any attempt to 
(24) Karika 27-V I has not II d .~ G J and M 
• could be ca e ~ 0' • 

explalD how manas . t the fact that the V:rttl of 
' d ut attention 0 I i 
simply raw 0 k 1 Y as usual exp a ns 
manas is of the form of sam a :a"v and P give an 
this at length and so doe~ . r th8 e mind and this 
' f h' t of function 0 

example 0 t IS sor . B ddhist and laina works (see 
we find referred t~.~~_ ~. Tattvabodha-vidhayinI, p. 
Tattvasamgraha-P~nJl ;'ou; in the 'Comparison,' many 
281). As I have pomte in V and P. 
parables are narated in the same way 8 

ft Explaining this term (in the ex· 
( 25) Ka. 12~qfil • d 1 dy representing the h· how a goo a 

ample s oWlDg kha duhkha and moha), V 8 says: 
sattvagul)a can cause su ~ . This is not found 

~ • ~Ril~q~'::cf ~W'G'lI~. • • vq~~ 'lI.'cr~. 1 dies of equal position 
elsewhere. Only. ~ re;ers t~: a arable of bandits and 

d servants SImIlar y p 
an . I i V and P kulastrI is found on y n 8 • 

t have knowledge ( F) The author of P seems 0 f V ) 
I d that is why M (which is a copy 0 1 of V 1 aso an 

ISI 

Jlas been Jooked upon as the original of P by scholars 
(-VI' V8 also being similar io style). We note but 
one such evidence in point. 

( 26 ) KIt. 20. IJlustrating adhyavasItya, tbe commen­
taries say as follows: eril '5r{&QIM, srir' ~rorfq611Tfq-V I; "ij­
~ff&~rfir Il~ [Of ~] ,;f{IiQrfit - V J (iee-lq '6F{liqrfq ll'fQ :er _ M­
very funny; the Of must have been missin~ in the m lOU. 

script of VI which the auth~r of M had); or should :er 
be emended as if ¥); q !if(liqrfit ~.pj Of '6f{IiQr{q-G; practise 
religious duties; renounce evil Or realise a vow-Po This 
gives us some idea of VI'S influence on P and G. 

Y also seems at some places to have been indebted 
to VI' 

( 27) KIt. 13. V I has raised the question whether 
sattva, rajas and tamas are ~q;:~ or not, and anticipa-
ted arguments from an opponent who would not regard 
them as "-{S. Answeriug such an argument, V, 
says : ~f3''I'qiti il1ii~~~:ri'11;r "q: I «'l"~ ~~ "r~i'll ~~" ~~lI'rw'fW~rci 
lFeilfa" I ~~t !:~!JjI!Rla I 'lit' ~~IJEil ~i). Y has explain­
ed this very well : ~~td~~ ~1~:1~!J ~if~rifalJfa'itT'1t?J:~r~1ti) 
!l'rIW"':, ui1 '" ri~" .. ..-.- '" "" ~f{fIt, .. ~ l(q: ;r, 
~~q ~~ ~qtir{rtt:. !I'1TWf~'lt1tffl:, U ~~~'f~ lt~~: !I~fifn'ir~f~ 
~fff ~~: o{1r~i~r I ~qr-~l~:r~: I oR;: ~lEI'r~!J ~!~f1;;rcor. 
!1i~: fq~~lJ ~~Of ~~mf~rcj ~~J~~rqlfir~Jtt:. faCfff ~h~~ I ;r :q a~r 
~~ "0:,,", ~'I1i """jk .. If' ~;r ,"~'flfqA' ""iJE1Ifitl'lir<" ~'" 
lij'q'l~ I ij'Jlgr 11)(: I "er ~Br {3(: ~r~~T{~"JTEq «'tHQ 1;{~'It?aJ1JEq 
:q o1J8: I "of ~~ 6'11: 'ir~.fiweifEll i1r~Cf«~r~r~ {;jJ:r: I t'f~ijPOfr~a 
~'Jf(Oft ~'nncrCiQrai{: I f<P:q;.:lJ1t i1'!l1J~:rr"t ~if~rifq I'Jfff(, I ~nr ~~Sjf. 
~rif!l'lrr~;6') JlIi!fftrr~l<"Q9'Ei:{r~., !lfa,'l;~ (f:t'i H'~il'~i, (i~llrtij'ii)aT 
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~~qlt , (Y, 13, p. 71). Here Y clearly seem, to be 
following V l' Unfortunately the introductory remarks 
to ka. 13 in Y are missing. But while refuting the 
argument of the opponent, Y seems to be influenced 

by VI' 

(28) Ka. 20-21-V l' M and Y give an exposition of 
,.fcr"l ~ff. The illustration of ~r~Rg<i ~~T" given by Viis 
~91qer;r~:, by Y ~~arCfTfoott:, and by M ~qullft:. Y seems to 
have got the suggestion from V l' Viand M do not 
·mention till~en~~ ~~'" while Y does (!f{~itqT;r,~Oijtit:). 

V 1 and M do not initially refer to fcr"~~g'1i ~" but later 
whi.le eHminating the samyogas in respect of pradhana 
and puru~a refer to it also. The author of Y seems to 
have noticed this inconsistency a<; alio some lack of 
appropriateness in the expostion in V l' V's treatment is 
more systematic. Y mentions ~P(t.~q~T: as an instance of 
I8Rfifilfilro ~~ff, whereas Viand M mention iK~)~!fillT: 
(which according to Y illustrates fcPfllfqlIT~tJrt'f«~,,), Could 
the text of VI have originally been: IUR6fl<tiT ~~r ~~~q~T:, 
~fCJlff~filf;jroT ~~r ;rr~~){<i~: ~ The scribe might have 

omitted the underlined words as his eye wandered from 
one ~~T to the other, and the author of M must have 
consulted such a manuscript. Anyhow, Y is clearly 
posterior to V l' 

( 29) Ka. 30-It is interesting to examine how this 
karika is explained in the different commentaries. An 
agree in respect of the first line which says that the 
four (sense-organ concerned, mind, ahamkara and buddhi) 
operate simultaneously as also in succession. Only V 1 

and M are of the view that ~~Rr is not r»1 'Jib le, but 

... 
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the time between the V{ttis of the sense-organ and the 
mind is so negligible (as in the case of a needle piercing 
lotus petals one by one) that the vrtti is said to 
be yugapat or simultaneous. Where the process is 
seen to be gradual (-seeing something at a distance and 
determining from certain signs whether it is a puru~a 

or a sthaI}.u-), their functioning is said to be 5fiq'~:. Va, P 
G and J do not give this explanation. Y regards ~rr­

q:e:qg!~q ~ 1R1: as mentioning a prima-facie view and ifiJf~~ 
~ f;(~'lr as' refuting it. VI (-also M-) pehaps tried to 
reconcile these views. According to Viand M the 
second line states that both in respect of df~ta 

and adfHa thing~ the functioning of the triad of 
internal organs is preceded by that of the sense­
organ. Y argues that there i~ ifilfq{: 1~ in respect of both 
t! and 8ft! things (-Y discusses what 8ft! signfies-) and 
it takes ST~~q crr~~ 1m: as explaining how there is i1fi~: 
1~ in respect of t! things. Y seems to be referring to the 
author of VI when it says : al;:~~q.:lpfrs~) ~mCf: 'CfCl. ~~­
~Sl!~~~~ q;rTs'~~~~)iff~:li~i1t if1~~ttr C&~urfl ~ffllJf err ~~'H ClT 

~w ~~!~~~~: I il~ t~ cffiq'f~ ~~ifa': 'l.erf'ifPf: f~!r, &Tf<rrlfuT 
g 5fiq~~tf: I al~2sfflCfr~rcrfq i1filfq{: '5fiit~hf, lla~~~llrrcr:'1i{lJf~~ crf~ilir 
ifrfufr~~'!f1'fit iff(: ~~r ~~IS~~!ft~~T ~~lfif~:, ~~r ~ ~~ir~~Cf~r t~f(JRf~cf 
iffiorfilfra:~~itr~tf: , (pp. 130-131). (Some explain the line 
as referring to the view of the 'l.crf'ifl~s that there is ~q. 
q~fff, and also to the view of Isvarak:rgla who recognises 
'!fiqq{: ire:). Of course, Y has made the idea in VI expli· 
cit. VI is thus prior to Y. 

( 30) Ka. 32-Explaining thh karika, V 9 and 
following it G assign m«lJf and "lr~ to the karmendriyas 
and 31i1il'q{if to the buddhIndriyas, and conclude by saying 
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~~\: SlIITRtct ifiiff:~1RfT~f;a 'tR~frcr ~fcr. V 1 and M on the 
other hand say "'~~Cfifirf;s{~~UTI\ 'iTT~~f;r'lTif~~'I., SliiIiro~ 
~~~UT~ and yet later they conclude : ij ~fcr'iT' fcrlif"lr ~~1~: 
!IiIilma'l~ ifiif~IO~T(~Fra ,,"~~Fra ~. Here V 1 seems to have 
blindly accepted the statement in V 9, which is rather 
strange. Y regards the karmendriyas as doing atr&~IJf~ 

the buddhlndriyas as doing 'iTT~1Jf and antabkarana as 
. d~ing SllIt~if. But it quotes another view : atq~ <ftTi{-~I(~oT 
'l'ffi~fUr iCffra, 'iTt~tJj "01)s~1iin:~, SllfiT~;:j ~~fr~~lfUT ~~~ t qa­
'{rnB'fl1l ~'t,~.,t ifi~UTrcr~!i:~ij !tre. Could it be that the author 
of Y tried to put the view of V 1 more systematically 
so as to accomodate all the organs? J and T assign 
8{j(~UT to the karmendriyas, "l'~1Jf to buddhi, ahaIhkara and 
manas, and SliillU.,. to the buddhlndriyas. This seems to 
be an improvement on the view quoted by Y. 

According to P, "Among the thirteen organs it is 
to the internal organs that what is there to draw (i.e. 
~&~UT) belrngs, to the five senses that what is there to 
manifest (i.e. SI'iT~) and to the five organs of action 
that what is there to hold (i.e. "lT~Of) belongs." It seems 
tha t P tries to system a tise the vie w of V 9' (See V isama ~ 
pad avivecan a, p. 391, by Vijaya Labdhi;iIri o~ the 
NyayagamanusariI}I commentary of SiIhhasuragaI}i on 
the Dva:dasaranayacakra of Mallavadin). 

( 31) The text of ka. 55 in Vi' P and Y has 
oa~lfI, ~:~ B'lT~if, whereas elsewhere we find ~~~ft 
in the place of «'lTijif. V 1 explains this by ~,qUT ~~ ~,~ 
.•.... Y on the other hand justifies the employment of 
the word ~I{,ij'if thus: BJfI~!t(1ir g !i~Iit~T\i!fCfir~~r"T~'I., 8f;::~qT 
~Tt ~T(mq q<fT+1qqa: ~rn.. Y seems to be improving on 
VI, even while it accepts, like P, the reading of VI. 
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Similarly, in ka. 69, V 1 and Y alone have ~lif"N ~'""l., 
whereas the others have a~T~~"-' though everywhere 
the explanation given is 'knowledge meant for puru~a:rtha 
i.e. mok~a' (~lif"Tm~ ~Tif'I.). 

( 32 ) There is a stanza in Y which seems to be 
an imitation of ka. 73 which is not found anywhere 
except in V 1 and M. The stanza in Y is : 

,1:' s ""'~ ~;:ttl'(if~qrq ~q~~al!. \ 
qT~l'(q~ '8';:~~~ fq~if'lT~~ ~1:fT " (Y, p. 12, stanza 14 ). 

Compare Sarhkhya Karika:, 73: 
~qr<I: ~«ri ~I~~ ifrire~ q~~lUTI!. \ . 

crrst~ <[~I@: ~&UT~T;:Clfl'(q ~I!. \\ 

This shows that V 1 is prior to Y. This has been 

discussed later. 
Now we may examine a few points with regard 

to V 1 in relation to G and M. 
( 33) fif~ if~~ ~.,r~~'"t ~qfcr I{t~ \ 

- ~~([ ~5Pil il'ftcr fiff(oT SlCI~T~ \1 

-This mangala stanza of V 1 is found in G and M, .. 
but not in V 9 and P ( and of course not in Y, J and 
T). M has oif'"t~6" ~f~T 51C1~IJfT~. G has after this another· 

verse, viz. 
ar~ ~'1ti SI'IrUTf~gf~~aJJ. , 

~T~ ~~6T~ B'lT«mS( Slqp(~TfiI " 

Compare ~t(Wfl~ SI~ ~~ IURiirqq qT , 

~~m. ~~~r~( ~1@fT IIft1j~ '" 11-Y, p.1 .. 
The author of G seems to have had this in mind 

when he composed the above stanza. On the other.' 
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hand the following stanza in M is based on the above 
stanza in G : ;nr~ fI tf a~ 'f~ ~~ CIiT~url{ I 

~ar~ ~~rurT'R>q~~~1{ 1/ (M) 

The author of M offers his namaskara in the first 
verse, viz. 

~';'f'f~fcr"lrnR"T~ffl~~ -~,a"1~ -I 

;ra)s~ q~lJT ~ff~T .firrq~ ~ffR1~ 11 

Compare Y, p. 1, stanza 2 : 

!;gtf~ q~;r~~Il~:"f~~;ra'Sl~ r 

~~T~rrWif~crl;a~ ~~iit iflf: 11 

This shows that V 1 was the earliest of VI' Y, G 
:and M and that G was influenced by Y; and M was 
·posterior to both Y and G. M being a copy of V 1, its 
: indebtedness in other respects hardly deserves any 
. attention. 

( 34) Ka:.66-G seems to be acquainted with V 1) and 
V 1· Of all the commentaries Vs, VI and G alone 
have o~I~llrr~q~~Ofir. V 8 and V 1 do not have anything 
to say about q.r, whereas G says: qCIiT ql'f ~ftr: ~~)cp:J~fii 
~OfiT"uri@T if fi:al~r ~f~~ ••..... ! thus improving on Vs 
and V 1 . M has accepted ~T in the place of I{CIiT~ as the 
-explanation given by G is uncalled for here, and the text 
;had better have SlrllT to balance qOfi: occurring earlier. 

(G) I have elsewher£* made a detailed study of 
·V1 and M and shown that the author of M has mostly 
-employed the expressions of VI verbatim and M can 
be regarded as a copy of V 1. We may consider only 

I :a few points here. 

*See Sa:Ihkhya-Saptati-V:rtti (V 1), Appendices, edited 
by E. A. Solomon (Gujarat University, 1973). 
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(35) Ka:rika 2-1I1~;r V{~: ~~ ~If U~~: u6~-This is ho~ 
·we find this mantra in V 1. This mantra occurs In 

~gveda VII. 66.16 and we have ql(ll;r ••• fi~st. M rectifies 
-this error in V 1. 

(36) Introductory remarks on ka. 6-Here V 1 has 
the statement : fsr~l:T~q mrrur~ ~&:fUQI:mf;r~~ I ~~i(1 ~ a~ 
fsJ~l:T~ll sritll~~ ~"~aTq, .••• Compare M-a't.i' ~'ffi'o!J=m~r~ll~ 
·~~r~f;rf'fI:lSJ;rrU)!! clifl .~q f~f~: ~ll'o:.. M improves on the 
-expression in VI and spedficaIJy states what the three~ 
fo1d objects are. Only the expression ~fiJ"l~ ~it~~q 18 

missing. 

Both V 1 and M do not comment on a~ijr~fq ~rftr~q: 

...... of ka. 6. 

(37) M (ka.2) alone gives the example of loha­
-cumbaka to establish the existence of puru~a. The early 
Samkhya writers are not interested in this simile._We 
-find the simile of loha-cumbaka in the Yoga-Bha~ya 
(II. 17). M does not derive its inspiration straight from 
the Sa:Ihkhya Karika (See ka:. 17-"«IiJJcrq(r~t=cn({). 

(38) Introducing ka. 9, V 1 says~: ~~ftf'lirurr;rql''tiT\ur­
~fo~ 'fP(~T":. Here V 8 has the term 8Tgr4ir~Slfa~I:T~; and M 
~says ~firifilurt fI "~ff: ~l\'fa1fa ;raSlfa~l:lrll ~~lla; Y, G and J 
-say that the point under discussion is whether the 
karya is (potentially) existent in the kara~a or not; and 
it is established that it is existent(~Q.). &1E1fCfir~urSlra~~ of 
V is confounding. We would expect &1~rCfiI~~fu~l:T. o~ 
;"~(~Slra~~ (in view of "~~m:. in ka 9). V 1 says earher .. 
- ~~ ~~fcrqr;rT ~~~f(q~ 'Eli!t i(f~1ra ~f~cn:. M also s~y~s : 
: ~0fiT fif~fcrq",T II~: ~iI:;ffltfcr II~ I ~fcq~ f( m~rqn'Elit 
~Rf ~Rfcn~; and then ~\t~!&Iuri fI 81"«CI: Q'fCl1fa IfcfSlra~l:TT~ 
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~~. The problem has not been put forth precisely. 
The point here is not whether the karaI}.a is existent or 
not, but whether the karya is existent in the karaQa or 
not. It is likely that in view of the Upaoi~adic inquiries 
whether 'sat' was there in the beginning or 'asat', it 
mighthave become a practice to put forth philosophical 
problems in the same -.vay. See :afra" cr(~;.yf fct5lfaq~~: ~~f fl 
~Ri(Tg: '~a": ~cr.. ~r~a' .•. S{;it g; '«:{; 1111(( ~r~a' I{fd, '«i: «q: ~r~il" 
!(fcJ "l:ar: .....• ~1'flllfq <li1Jf~~:"~rcr~or(((')f{t «a ~Cf <lir~or(((<<a) 'S{;ij a6[(&{fq 
~((«a)ti!fircn~Tq~ri <liT~rfll~ <lir~orfqfa ~ o;lIa sr~T"fa~: I-T. T 
unlike M steers clear of tIe difficulty and presen.ts the 
conclusion precisely. 

(~9) In the introductory passage to ka. 13, only V 1 

and M of all the commentaries anticipate an objection 
to the Samkhya view to the effect that sattva, rajas and 
tamas are not ~T~ra~s (-the Sar.hkhyas hold that they 
are ~Trl1;o{s). The prima-facie view is that anyone of 
sattva, rajas and tamas can cause sukha, du4kha and 
moha, so they need not be ~rf~('I'{S (" Q ij'TCf{~Ecndt6 'lIr~­

~~rfor). Now this can be interpreted simply as urging, 
that sattva, rajas and tamas are not numerically diffe­
rent, but are different aspects of one entity_ Here the 
word ~rfo cannot be taken in any peculiar sense, but. 
must be taken as signifying simply ~~'t-there is no 
~~qi:r\{ in the gUI}.as; they are not different entities. The 
Samkhya says that they are different. Or, if importance 
be attached to the use of the word '1Ilfo, this would mean 
that they are not three different iJlrfos. The Sarhkhya. 
rejoinder would be that they are different ~fas. This. 
would mean that there are many sattvas, constituting: 
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a ~~fcr and so also with the other two. See also Dva­
dasaranayacakra, pp. 390 ff. (1Ia~')u~~<limr at~~n'lo~IICfM",­

~~qi:r((ri'Ii<6f;rRl ~ff~~Cf([ I ~~ar"ij'r.rcr~~~q~i{rfli~IiRtt 
~~:~~ff{t ~i'~;a~~i'.IT([ I ... -Mallavar:lin does not give the 
illustration of woman, kptriyas and cloud). 

One Madhava, who is referred to in Mlmamsa. 
(-Slokavarttika-), Nyaya (See Nyaya-bhu~aJ).a p. 569) and 
Buddhist works (Vadanyaya, KarI}.akagomin's comm., and 
Jinendrabuddhi's comm.) as Samkhya-nasaka or Sar.hkhya­
nayaka, is credited with such a view. Could we connect 
this Madhava with V 1 in some capacity or the other ? 
This remains controversial, but one should certainly give 
some thought to this. We shaH come to this later. 

(40) Karika 19-atijl~ fctq~~Q (fcrq~f9TQ-M) is not ex­
plained in V 1 and M. M mentions this as a pratIka, 
but does not explain it. This also shows M's dependence 
on V1 . 

(41) Karika 22-At the end of the commentary on 
ka. 22, V 1 says that the Samkhya Karika has stated 
that mo~a can be attained by the knowJedge of vyakta, 
avyakta and jfia and points out where instruction has 
been given of vyakta and avyakta. V 1 does not 
mention bere that puru~a has been established in ka. 17. 
M also has this drawback. M is thus a very close copy 
of V 1, though the author of M has introduced a few 
modifications. 

(42) Karika 26-V 1 explains the term ~fr~~ as follows:: 
{'~~l(of;f\~lfTfGr I !Pi( ~fa fctli[~". oi'Slfa i{Cfi'olo1~lfTfor. M says:­
qrs{ruitCf or;ftrri{~rfUr I ~"I. ~fcr f("~rlJft ",r~, arfiri{: f(6[Qror.. srfa 4Cf;crlfif 
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,,~fur. M has obviously improved on V l' Vacaspati 
..explains thus : ~;:~!Jffil;rf'Qril'~~~~. 

From this we can conclude that M is a close copy 
·of V 1 and that It was posterior to G. 

(H) Now we may examine some cases which could 
perhaps help us to determine the chronological order 
of the commentaries. 

. (43) Karika IO-~ is explained by V it P, G and 
.. .1 ( -V 9 does not explain this term-) as elj ,,~m ~fcr. V 1 

gives another explanation also-w1;r~ ~W'lalffi ill R-5w,,­
though it does not show how this holds good in the 
case of vyakta. Y -explains faWI{ by M~qftqq'i(J{. J gives 
both the explanations, mW't6S~~'ijinrm ~'l. being the 
first one. T gives only this explanation-fQ 31"lr;r~ .... 

· The Tattvabodha-vidhayinl (p. 283) on the Sanmatitarka­
prakarat;1a refers to both these explanations. w~ "~5Cflfa 

· f{;Jii'J{ seems to have been the traditional explanation 
and VI seems to be the first to give the second one. Y 
readily accepted this cne. J gives both, but seems to 

· attach more importance to ~Wq6S~rnoq~. T following J, 
as it almost always does, gives this one only. This seems 
to have appealed to commentators (-authors of Y, T) 

· of a strictly logical bent of mind. 

Moreover, the explanation of ~'il~ilJ{ given by V 9 

( ~Gi~T~f~~l~~) is the crudest of all. G and J (-also VI' 
M-) poiut out that sabda:di are the avayavas and so 

· vyakta is said to be sa:vayava. VI and M even explain 
the term 'avayava'-'l1il~;:ff1~qOfqilr:; ~IY has here 8til~q;S 

'~~il~ilT:-'l'ffl1w~e:a ~~q~;, ~&rilq_; q'~<flt; this seems to be 
· an improvement on V l' Vs further on says : fiR:il~cf 31l;fl;f 
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f;r~T~Ilr~: I ;r fl ~r~~: !Ar~ ~~;:6 6~Jfrf;or~il~ SI\lr~. The 
expression f;{~T~ in this sense is rather crude. 

We can say with confidence that Vs is the earliest 
and is followed by VI which tries to give a fresh inter~ 
pretation at a number of places. Y accepts this. at places 
and even improves on it. G and J are posterIor to Y. 

(44) Ka:rika 18-1(e:q;:~CftJ:.-V 1 does not seem to pose 
the philosophical problem properly. Is there. one puru~a 
in different bodies like the one thread runnmg through 
many beads; or are there many puru~as, one for e.ach 
body, like the many mOons in river, well, tan~, sea, et.c. 
(-yet earlier it is said that the one moon IS seen In 

different places) ? This latter illustration is not a sound 
one as it cannot prove that the puru~as are really many. 
We find this in M also though from M we gather the 
impression that both these alternatives represent the views 
of opponents who both recognise only one puru~a, 
though one of them tries to explain the apparent plura­
lity by the '1IW,",;:jfo'qrq. P and G do not present any simile 
for puru~a-bahutva, though they do give the simile of 
string and beads for expta.ining how the puru~a could 
be one. V 2 and Y do not give any illustration; they 
simply pose the problem and answer it (-Y mention.s that 
the Aupani~adas are of the view tha: atman IS one, 
while the Naiya:yikas, Bauddhas and Jamls and o~he~s 
recognise its plurality). J is very precise: ~ii ~ilrq ~Cf­
~~l~!! ~t:I'a: ~c~~ I ~i:j 'liT~ ~q;Ja'~<firi'ijfor: ~rfif<fi1'ilrtJ:., q)ftr~H:1~'l;:~q(( 
Slftro(l~~<fi: !l~" ~i'qq~ I {{'Ii {{il gnur: ~,,: cHJf,~~;)Rq ~~wr: 

a~H:1. a~1if1 811f?f~l ~ffi ~r;:aifTf~: I 
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be V 9 s~ems to be the earliest and P and G should 
. pmterlOr to VI. Y generally follows Vd· 
Interested in a .. 9 an IS more 
giving illustratior:oPJer phIlosophIcal exposition than in 

. seems to be th e ] t t f 
The order seems to be V V P a es 0 these. 

• • 9, l' ,Y, G, J. 
It IS mteresting to note that P . . .1 . gives one 

SIml e to explain the id. f _. - more 
-16000 wives of Visl;tu ea? ?ne at man ID all the bodies 
Th. h . enJoymg at the same mom 

mo:ns;~ t::~tt:~' not ':'t~sfied with the simile of :~~ 
established Iby the ~m~a::a;.lc stories had got properly 

(45) Karika 21-The parable of the br d 
the lame man is found i n 10 man and 
V 1 say that the n a the commentaries. V 9 and 

Pataliputra. P say:~:a;;:::::~eded !ro~ UjjayinI to 
not refer to any pI c M to Patahputra. G does 
along with a e. says a blind man proceeded 

a caravan to Patali t V 
M say that the blind . pu ra. 9 , V I and 
on the way b I man was left behind and spotted 
say that the ~l~ dame man. P and G on the other hand 

In man and the I 
behind by the mercha t h ame man were left 
J is like G here but ve: Sc w 0 fled. from the brigands. 
succeding commentar y ompact m e:xpression. Each 

y seems to have d d 
unnecessary detaHs and t· d roppe the 
systematic though M. ne to make the narrative 
. ' IS, as seen abov· . 

dIfferent version of V Th d e, Just a revised 
P G J 1· e or er seems to be V V 

, " M. The discussion in Y· 9' l' 
is its way of exposition. IS more technical as 

(46) Karik~ 21-6~liCf: ~q:-Her . . 
rently in the commentaries. V is e 6((. IS expla10ed diffe-
seems to hold that mut I 9 not very clear here. It 

ua expectancy (-~~.tT~~, ~f'!JT'-T~"--) 

." 
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(If pradhaoa and puru~a is referred to by at{ and seems 
. to say that ~1li signifies their union as creation is the 

Tesult of union. V 1 and M say that a([. refers to pra­
dhana and puru~a and ~tJ( to production of "~~T~ 
brought about by them. G and J interpret act as ~~. 
Y is brief and more precise in expression though it does 
not specifically explain each term -~Tc:r!Pi!f~fi ~lCfi1~;~­
~Tqlq-~f;!f"~ts~ a'ft~"l "'~~: ~'CJ~;'i~ _: It_Tt ~l~: 
SlCJaa. Compare-a~~~: ~:r: and SI\1Tifa~~: ~;ii ~<{~ , 

;rm ~~~~~T: ~~)qTct ~~~re qct SI~TillPi1J~)"'ct ~iii: ~(q~ , 

~~laij~li: ~f~~f~~:' ~ :er fs!fl("l:-a~CJ~~: ~TCJQli: lLij~ii:-V 9' 
G also is influenced by V 9 though it has put forth the 
idea in a simple way. (~ ulIliTc:r iia~ij~':l: ~li: ~f~: ~~r ~:il1~1J-
i1~qlt{ •..•.. ~li~l('qf~:-G). The order seems to be V 9' V l' 

y, G, J, M. I 

(41) Karika 22-1n mentioning the synonyms 01 

m ahat, the difference in the . commentaries is 
noticeable. V 9 mentions the least number-buddhi, 
mahat; P adds khyati, jfiana and prajfia. G has asurI in 
addition. J mentions maban, buddbi, mati, pratyaya and 
upalabdhi as synonyms of buddbi~all strictly logical 
terms. Y mention mahan, buddhi, dhl'ti, brahma, pllrti, 
khyati, lsvara, vikhara; and V 1 mentions mahan, buddhi, 
prajfia, mati, saJilvit, khyati, sml'ti, hiraQyagarbha. M's 
list is the longest-mahan, buddhi, mati, prajfia, sarhvitti, 
khyati, citi, sml'ti. aSurl, hari, hara, hiraQyagarbha. VI 
is to some extent influenced by Upani~adic expressions 
and M even by Paura'Qic ones. Vg seems clearly to be the 
earliest. J being Buddhistic in trend gives only logical 
terms, even though it is not a very early commentary . 
P seemS to have selected khyati and prajfia out of 
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the list in VI' jiiand. being a very common term. See 
!~lwfq;I:T~TO{fJrr~"tJf;:Cf~-NyayasUtra 1. 1. 15. M seems to. 
be the latest of these commentaries and it can be. 
said .with certainty that it was posterior to G. 

WIth regard to prakrti, VI simply says that it signifies. 
pradhana. V 2 and P mention pradhana, brahman, 
bahudhanaka . as synonyms of Prakrti. G adds avyakta 
and maya. Y does not mention any synonym of prakrti 
and ~h~rhkar~. J mentions ~ few terms which are merely 
des:'I'lptIve, ":IZ karaI}.a, gunasamyd., tamobahula and 
avyakrta beslde3 pra'~rti, pradhana, and avyakta (-] 
seems. to ~e ~ater than G). M after saying, like V, that 
prakrh slgmfies pradhana· goeJ on to say, like G, that 
brahm~n!.. avyakta, bahudhatmaka (bahudhanaka ~ ) 
and maya are synonymi. Here abo the order seems 
to be V~h VI' P, Y, G, J, M. 

Similarly V 9' Viand P mention bhutadi taijasa 
and vaikrta (or vaikrtaka) a~ synonyms of ah~rhkara. 
G a~d3 abhimana and M even asmita. J's li~t is quite 
pecuhar-atHf{: ~l"lfOrECfr~~'f fc'1J~f{qqf~n I 

(48) Ka 22--With regard to the production of the 
grosJ elements from the tanmatras V V P Y a d 

, 9' 1', n 
G hold that sabdatanmatra produces akasa, spars 1-

tanmatra produces vayu and so on. J, M and T on 
the other hand hold that the respective tanmatra in 
associatiol! with the earlier mentioned tanm-t 

d "t fir... ( k ' a ras pro uce, 1 seleCt a asa, vayu, etc) with a corres. 
pondingly increasing number of qualities. VI however 
~n1ike V 9' P, Y and G, mentions the number of propertiE'~ 
ID each mahabhnta. Here M is found to be different from 
V l' and Y, 38 has criticised a yiew identical with that 
held by the authors of .T. M and T. But from this alone 

c 
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we cannot conclude that Y is posterior to anyone or 
these. Y refers to it as the view of 'other acaryas' Whe~.' 
it refers to some commentator of the Sarhkhya Karika it 
mostly uses the expression 8(q{ &1T( or the like. We are 
reminded here of the two views regarding the nature 
of the tanmatras, that are referred to in Y (p.108)-~iI­
~qTfur Cf~rsITOJl(1~~ I ~cil~u0J1ffi cn~u~:-Others hold that 
every tanm'atra has only one property (sabda-tanmatra. 
has only sound, spada-tanm'atra has only touch and 
so on). But Var~agaI}.ya is of the view that sabda-· 
tanmatra has only sound, but spada-tanmatra has besides 
touch the property of the previous tanmatra also, that 
is to say, it has both sound and touch. Similarly mpa· 
tanmatra has sound, touch and colour, rasa-t.anmatra 
has sound, touch, colour and taste; and gandha­
tanm'atra has sound, touch, colour, taste and smell. 
This view is also accepted by the author of the Yoga­
bh'a~ya who in n. 19 expressly states that the five 
subtle elements of sound and the like are endowed 
with one, two, three, four and five properties respec­
tively (~.m:fSr:;fg151S:;f<i5~I: ~T~:). Y, 38, perhaps in the 
light of both V 1 and the 'Y'oga- Bha~ya, says : ~~~IJfT~~'i~· 
a;Jfrs(T~ifilt(rit~OJIl., rtI'i~~rtJ: ~qltormSJm. fa~ crI!: .... Those wh() 
hold that the mah'abhUtas are produced from one 
tanmatra each would necessarily have to accept the 
tanm'atras also as having one, two, three, four, and five 
qualities, as the effect could inherit only the qualities 
of the cause. This should be the view acceptable to 
Vs, V l' Y and G, though only Y specifically says so. 
But those who hold that a tanmatra cari have only one 
property would necessarily have to admit that a tanmatra 
is associated with the earlier tanmatras in the pro-

10 
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duction of the respective gross elements (-this should. 
be acceptable to J, T and M). . 

The Yoga-bha~ya seems to be posterior to V 1 for 
while V 1 does not follow the Yoga-sutra and bha~ya 
in res~ect of the yama and the niyamas, some 
expressIOns are found to be similar in VIand the Yoga­
bha~ya. J seems to the first among the Sarhkhya 
co~~e~tators tQ have preferred the view regarding the 
ongmatlon of the mahabhtitas from the tanmatras 
which was rejected by Y and the earlier commentarie~ 
T and M followed J. 

./ 

(49) Ka. 23-ln the enumeration of the yamas and 
the niyamas, V 2' V l' P and Y do not follow the Yoga­
siitra, whereas G, J and M do. Of the yamas, ahirhsa, 
satya, asteya, and brahmacarya are common to all. 
The fifth yama is avyavahara according to V 2 and VI, 
akalkata according to Y and aparigraha according 
to G, J and M which follow the Yoga-sutra n. 30. 
Surprisingly M explains aparigraha exactly' as V 

I . 1 exp ams avyavahara. The Yoga-Bha~ya explains apari-
gl'aha on the lines of the exposition of vairagya:in V 
(~lR[UfTiI~i{~~Of~1.Jef(f(~[~~C::~i{Tc::~;ft~OfilqR~(: - Yoga-bhasy~ 
11. 30). . 

V 2, Vi' P and Y mention the niyamas as akrodha, 
guru-susIii~a, sauca, ahara-Iaghava and apramada, 
whereas G,J and M quote the Yoga-sutra, H. 32-ra":q~m~· 
~q:~cr['«lT~~~51fotl:1Ti{lfi1 fiI~ilT:. The former list is more in 
accordance with the Sarhkhya tbeory and practice as 
t~\51fOf\o:ni{ and ~Cf["1.Jr1.J (of Veda) have hardly any 
significance in the Sarhkhya. M though it mentions 
santo~a, uses the term 'ahara-Iaghava' to define it and 
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explains it in almost the same way as V l' The Yoga­
bha~ya explains saI\to~a thus: Vi'8"N: ~f(ami{Tc::~' 
~qTfi\~T. The Yoga-bha~ya explains ~~~51fur~Ti{ thus : 8~o:r. 
q~iI!!U V~<Ii;iliqOf~. M follows it. This explanation of ~~CJ~· 
Slfoil:TIi{ is surprising unless t~Cf~ be regarded as the q~q­
~~. Could !!liEX~~T of V 1 have influenced this inter­
pretation ? 

Bahya-jii'lna signi.fies, according to V 2, V 1 and M, 
the arts, music, etc. also besides grammar, etc .. According 
to P it signifies the, six Vedangas. G says that Vedas, 
Vedangas, Nyaya, Pura~a, Mlmarhsa and Dharmasastra 
are meant by bahya-jnana. According to Y, bahya­
jiiana refers to knowledge attained by perception, in­
ference and verbal testimony. J and T do not make 
this distinction between bahya and abhyantara jnana. 
According to them, knowledge of the difference 
between the gUI}.as and the puru~a is jiiana; as J says, 
all else is ajnana. V 1 also says while explaining ajnana 
that too much attachment to, or obsession for, grammar, 
etc. without a knowledge of the nature of, prakrti and 
puru~a is ajnana. Here also the chronological order 
seems to be V 2' Vi' P, Y, G, J, M. The author of G 
seems to be One directly involved in the Brahmanical 
tradition and is even the type of Vedantin who does 
not hesitate to say that.the Vedas, etc also are just 

bahyajiia:na. 
(50) Ka. 56-The first line is read differently in 

the commentaries. 

See ~('~~ Sliifaf~: ( Slm'li8:) Slcr~ ~'licr: ~l[r~tq:, -Vi; 

~~" 5Ilifa~: 3ICf~ 8~crll.ff~i(T~: - Y; ~71~ 'l'lifaiCl"t ,,~rfit­
~'Pl.(fq~ra:-G; ~(71~ ~lifa~) q~c::TRfcr~"ll.aq~;:a:-J (also T); 
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~'I' 3Ili~a) !,I~,fijiw~aq.a:-M (M does not mention 
,.v~ in the pratIka ); "These are the functions of 
N ature (explained) from the Intellect up to the five gross 
elements."-P. Unfortunately VD is missing here. VI 
reads q{J~;r~~:, while the others read q@i 1fR~":. Could 
there. have been s~ccessive attempts to improve on the 
wordIng o~ the klirika: ? One cannot be sure. Here VI 
stands by Itself. 

( 51 ) Ka:. 2-sml~fcrc&: is explained in the commen­
taries as follows: atij~~~ q~T .~~~fq:-V a; 8t~~~ ~~_ 
tiICI':, 8f~~ ~: "m~fiA;:-Y; 8{~~ ~~~51'~: 81ffl~fqifl: 
-0; atij~ 'lT~~~ij~ it~:, !Cf: '~R" I 0S!~) ~au~m'qcfi: 
- J; ~qrOT~~ ~~eft ~: , ••. tf5l' ~: an~~fqCfi:, tf5l' mm 
~ ~ ~cr<'( I -T; ~)~. q~~ ~CfFrtf f~qy ~~~ it~: 
a51' ~: 8{~: -M. VI simply says v =er ~:. Va's 
explanatIOn seems to be the earliest. The order seems 
to ~~ Vs, Vh Y, O,J, T. It is difficult to say anything 
posItIvely about M; but it could not have been prior 
to 0 and even J, perhaps even T. 

( 52) Ka:. 1 O-~~) 18i fflfim mrJ'1ir CfiRUlfirfCf .:-Vs' 
(See ~a~~) ~w· 3I'lJUi' ~ ~~~J{-Vaise~ika-siitra, 9. 
24). The author of Vs seems to have in mind the 
'VaiSe~ika-sfitra here. Only he has added nimitta and 
k'a:ral)a and dropped karal)a. Viand M say here : ~\I­
t'I~) f;rfq~~: <IiRUl~~~nl. (-prakrti is significant ). 
They further say that hetu is two-fold-ka:raka (produc­
tive) andjfia:paka (cognitive);pradha:na, buddhi, aharhka:ra 
a?d .tanm~tr~s a~e ka:raka hetus, whereas viparyaya, 
asaktl,' tu~tI, sIddbI an.d anugraha are jiia:paka hetus; 
fur~he~ Cfi\ fi:fcNifTfq ~\IilT!~ ~a~~ ~'l.. Viis trying 
to Justify why terms signifying both ka:raka and 
jfiltpaka hetus are mentioned here. Y argues that 

, 
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"hetu' is a generai term and when a 'sarvasambhavin' 
term is used in a particular sense it signifies prakar~a, 

and this shows that only ka:raka hetu is meant here; 
-or due to the association of 'anityam' in the ka:rika:, 
~hetu' can signify here only 'ka:raka hetu' (~«: Cfir~fircij;:rqf­
~~J{-V). G says ~r;f ~ij: cm:oi f;rfirlflfirfcr qijPrr:, meaning 
thereby that only the karaka hetu is relevant here. J 
and T do not enter into any such discussion and 
straightaway understand 'hetu' in the sense of 'ka:raI}.a'. 

On the strength of this we can say that Va is the 
earliest of the extant commentaries on the Sa:rhkhya­
Ka:rika:. It, following the usual practice of commentaries, 
gives a list of synonyms, many of them being irrelevant 
here. VI (-so also M - ), always fond of something novel, 
justifies their mention here and tries to account for 
even the jiia:paka hetu. Y clarifies that only a ka:raka 
hetu could be meant here and says that hetu means 
ka:raI}.a. 0 notes this drawback in Va and omits the 
synonyms that are out of place here. Jland T straight­
away explain 'hetumat ' as 'having a cause ( ka:r8l)a )'. 
The order should be Va, V l' Y, 0, J, T. 

Similarly, explaining that vyakta is a:srita, while 
avyakta is not so, V s says fiRT~4 31~a:rCfiT{urcrna: (because of 
its not having a cause' ). 8tCfi1~rqr(( (' because of its not 
'-being an effect' ) would have been better in this con­
text. We find this in VI' 0, M. T says here &r.IrmCfJ{, 
aa)s~'!l~ l!ET~~mCl • Y is missing here. 

Morever, Vs explains Vlif~'f'l by ~i~~~~1l. which 
sounds very abrupt. G and J seem to rectify this. See 
6liR1lfT: 18.~~{f~q;~r: a: {fl-O; ~~~~r a~~ I &.r~1Jtii 
1fTtP =er RI~' !~J{-J. See on the other hand 81~'f;cft-
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~: ~~4AtA4'I~q;:\lr~~ 'It~R{ ii~fir~' ",,~ai~qr ~ • ftj~ • q ~ll"~-VI J and 
~'\'fi~-M Mt' ~~QtT., ~~qra~~~q~~lRq~' 

. rles to make the idea in V 1 
J reveal a direct line of successive . fl 1 C ear. V 9' G, 
longs to this and i' ID uence. Y also be-

s prIor to G though t' 
Unfortunately Y is i' h pos enor to V 9' m sSlDg ere. 

Pradhana, unlike vyakta . fij 
explanations: fil'{!T~ir SI' ' ~ if~q~",. See the different 

~ ~ ... err., l;r{r~~f'li'~ti: I ;r fil -
Slerr Icr~;Q a~rfil~q~~ Slerrilll.-V ~ r • 8: ~"'~r~~: 
odd G' b 11' ;rU~~lltr~ti: sounds very 

. IS etter-fif{q~qlto~~;r fi - ~ See also fr":r==r oS ( ~"''l'~qij{~~qq;err: Slerrij ~fra ~,.,~qij~~~Cfftr.:-M. . 

. ( 53) The text of karikas 26 
ID the different comme t' and 28 as accepted 
in determining their chn arIe]s ~ay prove of so'me help 
h 

rono oglcal order In V d G 
t e sense organs are . . . 2 an 
in the order =er~' U mentl~ned ID the karika text (26) 
and M' h " ~;r, ~:nJf, ~~if and ',~1~if; in V P 

. ID t e order~:;r -cr~ 1 , 
Y in the ord~r <iiol _ J r J =crS!:, ~e.:r, and ;:rrfiiCfiT; in 
T' h J ('cr~, =er~:, ~q;:r and ifTf~iir· and in J d 

ID t e order :qg' ~');r ~ ,an 
V 2 and G ) J d'" ,for, ~ij~, and rq'(i (-the same as in 

. Iscusses these ID the order: =erg' ~t .' 
~, ;rr~ and comments' ~_,.. ., ;r, rCf~, 
:q~ftfa. . ~'\crlij~rSfiij: ~a:, ifiij~ ~t;r-(cl~-

On the other hand in the . 
objects in ka 28 h ' menUon of the sense-
V P Y G' we aYe the expression ~qT~~ (in V 

1, ' , ,M); but the author of Y h . .. 2 
this and recommended "'_ t::: as crItIcIsed .... "'~II~~-when the s 
referred to, the srotrendriya r. enses were th . was reLerred to first a d 

ere IS no reason for violatin th' . n 
tioning their objects. Hence weg sho~l:r:er d whl!e men­
reading ~r.n~ being a 1 ea qJ;~rl~~' the . care ess one. J and T 
. have readily accepted this suggestion. seem to 

I 
I 

\ 

f 

~. 

151 

The text of ka, 26 in V, seems, to be the earliest 

and. the traditional one as it is followed by G, J, T 
and no special order seems to have been consciously 
followed. Generally, the order that should be accepted 
could be ~:;r, rcr~, :q~:, ~~;r and ~rUf in consonance with 
the order of their objects-~;~, ~rff, ~q, ~~ and trnl in the 
order of their evolution. Or it should be =er~: etC. and ~q etc. 
~qJ~~ in ka. 28 agrees with the order in Vs' Along 
with this another reading of the karika text, 26 also 
came into existence. which mentioned the sense-organs 
in the order ~;r. (Cf1i ... as we find in V 1 (and P), 
which was definitely superior, but not the original one. 
But ~qT~ in ka:. 28 remained as it was, and this is what 
Y is criticising. J in the light of the remark in Y sub­
stituted ~~~ in ka. 28 and made a comment in res­
pect of the order in kat 26 :that it was not the proper 
order. M simply follows V 1 ' So the order that is indi­
cated from this is V 2' Vu P, Y, G, J, T, M. My feel­
ing is that it was the author of V 1 who changed the 
order of the mention of the sense-organs in ka:. 26. 

(J) We have seen above in connection with ka:rikas 
3, 16, 27, 36 that the author of V fA did some loud 
thinking in respect of the text of the karika. ( See 
19, 13, 14, 21), and even suggested an alternative read­
ing, which in two cases-ka:rika:s 16 and 27 -came to stay. 
Or these different readings might have been a result of 
the exposition of that particular karika in V 2 • We 
have discussed this at length above. We have also seen 
that V 2 is the earliest of the commentaries on the 
Sa:lhkhya Karika: and that V 1 is the next in succession 
and that P though based fully on V 11 has knowledge 
of V l' We may hazard a conclusion here that V fA is a 
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:svopajiiav:r.tti of Isvarak:r~l)a on the' SaIitkhya Karika. 
Of course, this is slippery ground to tread upon. But 
its scrappy nature at some places, and careful examina .. 
tion of the text at others, its having influenced Y, G 
an.d even .V l' ~nd been the basis of P-all go to support 
thIS. See ID thIS connection:" But the researches of 

. Takakusu have definitely established the fact that this 
commentary [Chinese commentary] differs too greatly 
from that of Gau~apada to have been derived from it, 
and that both it and the commentary of Gauqapada 
must go back ultimately to a common Source. This 

'conclusion is incidentally~ confirmed by the evidence of 
the very full account of the Karika given by Alberuni 
(1030 A·D.) who actually mentions a Gauda as 
authority. His statements, however, cannot be d~rived 
entirely from the work of Gaupapada. and it is clear 
that he used two different authorities. Who the author 
()f this older commentary was is uncertain : there is a 
Chinese tradition that it was Vasubandhu himself. but 
thi~ sugges~ion is supported by no evidence, and c:n be 
easlly expalDed as a misunderstanding of the fact that 
Vasubandhu wrote a work to refute the Karika. There 
is therefore plausibility in the suggestion [See Taka­
k?su, "Bulletin de I' Ecole Francaise de' Extreme Orient, 
Xl, p: 58] that the author was Isvarakf~l)a himself, 
espeCIally as the nature of the Karika is such as urgently 
to require an interpretation" - The SaIitkhya System~ 
pp. 85-86-A. B. Keith (Y. M. C. A. Publishing House, 

Calcutta, 1949). Most of the writers of that period 
have written svopajiia commentaries (-e.g. Vasubandhu, 

Dlnntiga, Mallavadin) so this seems to be quite 

acceptable. 
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We have seen above' that V 1 too was prior to 
P, and this explains why P seem-; to be based on .M 
at places (due to M being based on V 1 whIch 
is prior to P_) and Gau4apada's Bha~ya. at others 
(-due to G being influenced by Vg whIch IS the base 
of P ).~Ka. 72 which is translated in P ~eems to hav.e 
been taken from V 1 (-it is not found ID Vg and IS 
said to have come from a wise man). I have discussed 
this elsewhere. We have also seen that the author of 
V has at places introduced a discussion that is not 

1 b . 
found elsewhere (e.g. of sattva, rajas, tarn as emg 
ja:tyantara ), or given a slightly differen~ ( e.g •. ka .. 18 ) or 
an additional interpretation (e.g. of hiJga, mdrlya ) or 
tried to change the ka:rika text (e.g. ka. 26, ka. 27, ka:. 
56 etc. ) and has been followed mainly by M; its 
interpretations have been noted mainly by the author 
of Y and adopted by some Jaina writers. No~, the por­
tion of the leaf bearing the author's name IS broken, 
and If and a fragment of what looks like { or 'it is 
preserved. A letter (or two) seems to be missing and 
then we have ~~ ( genitive singular affix). 

A SaIitkhya thinker is referred to in Buddhist, 
MtmltIitasa and Nyaya works as SaIhkhya-Nasaka or 
SaIitkhya-Nayaka. This means that. he was ~ither an 
'unfaithful exponent' of SaIhkhya doctnnes to whIch much 
harm must have been done by his views, or he was a 

great SaIitkhya exponent.1 

1. Dr Raghavan has written an article on 'Sarilkhya-Nasaka 

Madhava'. This article Is published in Sarilpa BharatI (1:~4 )_. 
See also 'Sarllkhya dadana ka Itihasa,' pp. 533-6-Udayavua Sastn. 
I am indebted te these contributions already published. 
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We may note some such references to M1[dhava : 

(a) In the first chapter of the Praman.asamuccaya 
(- with its auto-commentary), Dinnaga criticises the 
views of a certain Sanikhya teacher who was known as 
the destroyer of the Samkhya (Samkhya-vainasika) 
because of his holding a theory that went beyond the 
limit of the older Samkhyast Jinendrabuddhi commen­
ting on this . portion quotes lengthy passages from a 
treatise by Madhava. 

In order to find out in what respect Madhava 
violated the Samkhya tenets it is necessary to examine 
Dinnaga's arguments in this connection. 

Diilnaga objects to the Samkhya's recognising five 
sense-organs for apprehending sounds, tangible objects, 
colours, tastes and odours and at the same time holding 
that every thing is constituted of three gun.as. If, 
as the Samkhya says, a sense does not take for its ob. 
ject those things that are to be apprehended by another 
sense, and so each sense works only on its object, 
then the senses should be infinite, or just one sense­
organ should suffice as the three gun.as are the same 
.everyw here. 

The Samkhya tries to justify the distinctions bet­
ween sounds and other objects ( tangibles etc. ) on the 
basis of the difference of the configuration of sattva and 
other gUQas. A lengthy argument follows, the main 
stand of the Samkhya being that there is apprehension 
by the sense, e.g. the visual sense of ODe and the same 
class (jati ) of objects, e.g. colour, variously. in accor­
dance with the difference among the many configura­
tions ( of different colours, such as blue, . yellow,etc. ). 
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Dinnaga would say that in that case, the conformity 
of a sense to only one configuration is not experien­
ced. If the Samkhya still urges that the classes of 
objects are distinguished from each other according to 
difference of configuration, there would follow the 
absurd conclusion mentioned before that the senses· 
should be infinite in number. 

It is at this stage that Diimaga refers to a Sainkhya 
Vainasika, whom Jinendrabuddhi identifies as Madhava. 
Madhava holds that from the three gUI}.as composing 
sound ( sabda), the three gUI}.as composing tangibles 
and other objects are different in kind (ja:ti). It is un· 
reasonable that there should be apprehension by diffe­
rent senses of that which by reason of the uniformity of 
its cause is uniform. Thus, we should admit that among 
the objects of the senses there is a difference in kind 
among the three component gUl)aS which are of the 
nature of sukha, etc .. It is because of this difference 
that each sense functions only on its own objects. 

Dinnaga says that in this theory also there is implied 
the absurdity that the senses are infinite in number,. 

and so this theory is not different from the standard 
Sanikhya theory so far as the apprehension of the 
varieties within the class of objects peculiar to each sense 
is concerned. Yet Dhlnaga admits that Madhava's 
theory, though not faultless, is better than that of the 
older Saxhkhya teachers in explaining the distinctions 
among the classes of objects. In order to J?ring out the 
drawback in Madhava's theory, Diimaga reproduces 
it precisely,-of course, as he understood it. 
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In M~dhava's view, says Dinn~gaJ the atoms differ 
everywhere ( i. e. in different classes of cffects, each 
possessing its respective nature). They are called 
pra d.h an as. Sukha, du~kha and moha, likewise sound, 
tangIbles ~D;d other such objects are distinguished from 
each other ID accordance with the difference of class 
( jati-vise~a). The atoms whi~h when combined turn 
int~ .all of these are called pradhanas ( primordial 
entItles). Thus acc(lrding to combinations which vary 
from class to class there are different effects each . . , 
pOSflessmg Its own nature but not going beyond the boun-
dary of a particular class and these effects become the 
objects of the senses. 

Here Jinendtabuddhi quotes a passage from a trea­
tise o~ Madhava. The gist of it is as follows: Every 
atom IS composed of three gUI}.as, but some atoms differ 
qualitatively from other atoms because of the difference 
of the arrangement of the three gUI}.as. Thus the 
-sound-ato~ and the tangible-atom are heterogeneous, 
and the dlfference between sounds and tangibles is due 
to this heterogeneity of atoms. At the time of evolu­
tion homogeneous atoms combine and their varying com­
binations give rise to various things-which, however 
are included in the same class inasmuch as th~ 
component atoms are homogeneous. Prior to evolution 
atoms exist dispersedJy, and in this state they are called 
pradhanas. 

It may be noted that the Samkhya theory of evo­
lution ( pariI}.~ma ) from a primordial matter is substan­
tially changed by Madhava, who in admitting the 
plura1ity of primordial matters, stands closer to the Vaise­
~ika'J than to the orthodox Sanikhyas. From another 
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passage quoted by Jinendrabuddhi from M~dhava's tre­
atise we know that Madhava differs from older Samkhya 
teachers in holding that pradh~na possesses rupa, etc., 
consists of parts and evolves by karman, and that sarn­
s~ra is beginningless. 

M~dhava further states that one sound-atom, for 
example, is in itself constituted of the three gUI}.as, and 
therefore has three characters, sukha, dul}kha and moha. 
Sound being composed of sound-atoms has these three 
characters, still each particular sound is characterised 
as sukha, du~kha or moha, according to whether sattva~ 
rajas or tamas predominates. And so one apprehends a 
sound as sukha, duI,.kha or moha, but not as sound in 
general possessing three characters. 

Diilnaga argues that the same principle would hold 
for tangibles and other such objects. That is to say, 
one would apprehend these objects as sukha, du~kha 

or moha, not as tangibles, etc. possessing the three 
characters. Consequently all kinds of objects would be 
apprehended by the same sense. Therefore, this theory 
of M~dhava is inappropriate. Still, says Dhin~ga, from 
its dethroning the view of the older S~mkhya, Madhava's· 
doctrine of the possession by atoms of each its own nature 
is excellent. Dinnaga concedes that the portion of his 
theory, in which setting aside the view of the renowned 
older Samkhya teachers, Madhava explains that the 
.distinction (jati-vise~a ) among the effects (i e. sounds, 
. tangibles etc. ) results from the distinction among atoms 
possessing their respective natures, is exceUent. However, 
the doctrine that the three gUI}.as form an atom which 
possesses only one quality is something Diilnaga cannot 
accept. 
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I t seems that findi.ng it difficult to explain the 
.evolution from Prakrti as admitted by the older Samkhya 
teachers (i.e. one, undifferentiated, and so on), some 
revolutionaries among the Samkhyas felt . it . necessary 
to modify the doctrine. The atom-theory of the Vaise­
~ikas is acknowledged to have been introduced into the 
Samkhya system of thought at the time of Vindhyavasin, 
.and in his wake Madhava tried to make the system 
perfect by removing glariDg anomalies. Jinendrabuddhi 
very pointedly says that according to Kapila and others, 
the nature of pleasure, etc. is one everywhere, whereas 
according to Madhava, they are different everywhere: 

"KapiJadayo manyante sukhadlnam svarupain sar­
v3:tra ekam eveti; Madhavas tu sarvatra tani bhid 
yanta iti"-PramaJ)asamuccaya, Pratyak~a, 31 (Mysore 
Edition-H. R. Iyengar). 

. This can be clearly understood on the strength of 
the fore-going discussion:}!::. Madhava recognised a plura­
lity of atomic primordial entities (pradhanas )-this 
'would mean a thorough change in the concept of the 
Samkhya system, or even its annihilation, and so Madhava 
is regarded as Samkhya-nasaka, and hailed as such by 
others. 

(b) Kumarila in his Slokavarttika (Codana sntra, 
249, pp. 112-113, Madras Univ.) criticises the view of 

* This exposition of Dinnaga's criticism of Madhava's views 
is wholly based on 'Dignaga, on Perception' (pp, 57-59, 155-157)­
Masaaki Hattori. I gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to this 
'Work. 

See also 'Geschichte der indischen Philosophie', I, pp. 404-408 
(Reihe Wort und Antwort Bd. 6, Salzburg, 1953 ( I. Bd.), 1956 
(n. Bd.). 
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a teacher who finds' fault with the Mlmamsakas for 
advocating the slaughter of animals for sacrifical 
purposes. U mbeka in his commentary on the Slokavarttika 
states that it is Ma:dhava, a prominent Samkhya expo­
nent who is referred to and criticised by Kumarila. 
Keeping aside inference, etc. Madhava proved the sin­
fulness of agnI~omiya, etc. only on the strength of the 
dependence of dharma (merit) and adharma (demerit) 
on injunctions (vidhi) and prohibitions (ni~edha). 'Ma 
hirhsy~t sarVa bhiitani' prohibits the slaughter of ani­
mals, which is therefore sinful irrespective of whether 
it is done for a sacrifice or otherwise as this does not 
make any difference. 

(Samkhya-nayaka-Madhavas ty aha-Vihayanu-
manadln vidhi-prati~edhatva-nibandhanatvam eva 
dharmadharmayor avalambya'gnl~omlyadi~v adharma-· 
tam aha kvacid iti slokatrayeI)a ...... ) 

(c) Commenting on 'agamabhranisakariI)aIp aho­
puru~ikaya ... anyatha racanasambhavat' of Dharmaklrti's 
PramaJ)avarttika (p. 595), KarJ)akagomin says that here 
Dharmaklrti affirms the possibility of the sacred texts 
being violated and the tradition of the texts disrupted 
or distorted by persons on account of their sense of ego 
or the like. They can distort the tradition of the sacred 
texts by composing differently. As for example, 'Samkhya­
nasaka Madhava' composed the 'Samkhya-siddhanta' 
differently due to his ego. (Agamabhramsa-kariJ)am ity­
tidina Sampradaya-vicchedena racanantara-sambhavam 
e,a . samarthayate; agamabhramsa-kariJ)am pumsam 
anyatha purvaracana-vaiparuyena racanadarsanad iti 
sambandhaq; anyatha-racanayam karaJ)am aha-aho­
puru~ikayetyadi; ahopurusikayety ahammanitvena; yatha 



Samkhya-nasaka..:..Madhavena Samkhya-siddhantasya'­
nyatha racanani krtam). 

(d) In his commentary, Vipaficitartha on Dharma­
kIrti's Vad anyay a , Santarak~ita writes; "yad aha, dhar· 
masya dravyad arthantaratvam syad iti; athapy asmad­
vaiphalye sya. ptirvakan Kapilan atipatya Samkhyanam 
saka-Madhavavat" (Vipaficitartha, p. 52, Mahabodhi­
sabha, Benares, 1936 A.C. ) 'Sanikhyanain Saka-Madha­
vavat' obviously requires to be emended as 'Sainkhya­
nasaka-Madhavavat.' Here Santarak~ita is referring 
to Madhava's unfaithfulness to the Samkhya tradition. 

(e) Refuting Satkaryavada, Bhasarvajfia says in his 
auto-commentary BhU~ana on the Nyayasara that if the 
view of Madhava were to be accepted, the Samkhya 

. doctrine would surely meet with destruction. If a novel 
attribute, 'manifestation' or some other, which was non­
existent be created the reasons put forth, viz. 'because 
what is non-existent cannot be produced', and the like, 
would be ineffectual reasons~ and then satkaryavada 
not being proved, vaiSvarUpya etc. would not be proved, 
and so Pradhana, etc. could not be established. There 
is no reason for according this differential treatment of 
holding in the case of the effect, cloth or the like, that 
;'t could not be brought aout if it were not-existent, and 
it could not perish if it were existent, and at the same 
time accepting that this is possible in the case of one 
of its . attributes (viz. manifestation). (Madhava-mata· 
bhyupagame tu Sanikhya-nasa eva syat; katham ? yacli 
hy abhivyaktir anyova kascid dharmo'sanneva kriyate 
tato' sadakaraIJ.ad ity evam adayo'samartha hetava~ syus­
tata~satkaryatvasiddhau vaisvartipyadyasiddhe~ pra· 
dhanadyasiddhir iti; na ca'tra vise~al?- kascid asti Vena 

... 
• 

'-.,'" .. 

patadikaryasyaivasata4 karan.am satas catmahanam ~a 
samhhavati, taddharmasya· tu kasyacit s~lInbhavaty eveti 
-.. Nyayabhti~an.a, p. 569. Ben ares, 1968). ' 

According to this, Madhava had no objection' to 
. abhivyakti (manifestation) being regarded as a new 
attribute brought about by the act of production, 
but being a Samkhya he would not accept that the 
effect was not there in the cause even before its production. 
But by this the case of l;atkarya.vada is actually marred 
according to Bhasarvajfia., 

We find a reference to a 'SaIhkhya doctor' Madhava 
in the description of the travels of Yuan Chwang in 
India. Madhava is said to have lived in Magadha in 
the vicinity of Gaya. He was very much honoured by 
all and had received vast stretches of land by way of 
gift. He was challenged by the Buddhist GUIJ.amati 
Bodhisattva for a debate and is said to have died on 
that very occasion. This debate was arranged by the 
then ruling king at the instance of GUIJ.amati. According 
to Y'uan Chwang, Madhava was defeated in this debate 
and the king being impressed by the Buddhist's learning 
got a Sangharama constructed at the place where the 
sastrartha took place. Now GUIJ.amati of ValabhI is said 
to be a pupil of Vasubandhu, a contemporary of Sthira­
mati, and teacher. of Paramartha. Paramartha, a native 
of UjjayinI was a disciple . of GUIJ.amati. Paramartha 
became proficient in all branches of learning and pro­
bably setted down in Pataliputra. At the request of the 
Chinese emperor, he was sent to China in 546 A D., 
where he stayed till his death in 569 A. D. Paramartha 
translated into Chinese the Samkhya Karika with a 
commentary in the period 557-567 A. D .. Thus since 

11 
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Paramllrtha's date is 499-569 A. D., G~I)amati could' be 
said to have lived in t1)e period 450-"530 A. D. and 
M~dhava was perhaps his senior contemporary. M~dhava 
can be said to have lived in the fifth century, and been 
active in the latter half of it.+ GUI)amati is known to 
have written a commentary on the Abhidharmakosa,* 
wherein he refuted the dualistic teaching of the Sanikhya 

,school as also the M~dhyamika view of Bhavya (Bh~va­
viveka). There was a constant struggle for royal patronage 
in the times of the Guptas, right up to the times 
of Piiru Gupta and Narasirriha Gupta (-467 A. D. and 
later-) and it is understandable that GUI)amati should 
have challenged M~dhava to a debate. 

That M~dhava's ego was powerful can be seen from 
Yuan Chwang's account also. His last wish was that 
his wife should continue the debate with Gunamati· 

, . , 
and she too concealed by her dress and the like the 
,death of her husband, but the sharp GUI)amati detected 
it from her sad face and bitterness of speech even at 

+ Prof. Hattori too arrives, in a slightly different way, at the 
following dates : 

Dignaga-470-530 A. D. (Hattori) 
-480-540 A. D. (Frauwallner) 

GuJ;l.amati- a contemporary of Dignaga. 
Madhava was, says Prof. Hattori, not alive when Dignaga 

composed the PramaQ,asamuccaya, his last work. 

( See 'Dignaga on Perception', Introduction,pp. 4-6-Hattori). 
According to Frauwallner, the debate between Madhava and 
GuQ,amati took place in about 500 A. D .• 

* See Sphu~artba Abhidharmakosa Vyakhya-The work of 
Yasomitra (pp. 1, 6, 13, 250, 267, 481, where GuQ,amati is 
mentioned )-Parts I and II-Edited by Unrai Woghara (Sankibo 
Buddhist Book Store, Hongo, Tokyo, Japan, 1971 ). 

the beginning. In M~dhava's own days his fame was 
great and surpassed that of former teachers, and out­
weighed all then living. "The king honoured him 
exceedingly and named him the 'treasure of the country'. 
He had as his means of subsistence two towns in the 
district and the surrounding houses paid him for the 
privilege of building ( tenant dues? )." 

It is no wonder that philosophers of other schools 
mention him with almost a sense of awe, and that 
GUI)amati should have sought to arrange a debate with 
him so that the interests of Buddhism in the kingdom 
should not in any way suffer and the Samkhya school 
should fall from the high position it occupied in the 
eyes of the kings and learned circles.x 

As said above, the author of VI has a fancy for 
something good and novel and I have a feeling that 
Madhava was the author of this commentary, and that 
what is known as Matharavrtti is but a revised and 
enlarged verson of it with a Vedantic tinge. We have 
seen above for what things in particular teachers of 
other schools remembered Madhava. We may see if 
these could be detected in this vrtti. 

(a) V 1 criticises more than any other commentary 
(-except M which is a copy of it-) vedic rites and 
ethical recommendations based on them, in its exposition 
of k~. 2. 

x See 'Travels of Hiouen Thsang', Vol. Ill, pp. 336-340-
Simuel Beal (SusH Gupta Ltd., Calcutta-12, New Edition 1958); 
'On Yuan Chwang's Travels in India', 11, p. 108-Thomas Watters 
(London, Royal Asiatic Society,Vol. I, 1904; Vol. 11, 1905); Origin 
and Development of the Samkhya System of Thought, pp. 154-155 
-Pulinbehari Chakravarti, Calcutta, 1955); Samkhya Darbna Ka 
Itihasa, pp. 533-536-Pa~c;lita Udayavlra SastrL 
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~ ; ·""(b) T~e a'thor of VI see~s to h~ve Iriade 'it .. ~umber 
of cha#g~s·iri .'the· k~ik1i text'in ari attempt to improve': 
on the 'origInal' wording of ,the k1irik1iS concerned. 
A glance at the table * of the different readings of 
certain k1irik1iS, that can be detected in the several 
commentaries~ enableJ one to see for oneself that the' 
pioneer in this respect was the author of V J and that 
others (-notably the author of the Yuktidlpik1i, and 
also Gau~ap1ida and the author of the JayamafIgal1i ) 
attempted to improve even on the text in V I. 

Moreover k1irik1iS 72 and 73 (the latter being found' 
only in Viand M) seem to be the composition of the' 
author of VI' as Param1irtha quotes k1i. 72 saying it 
is a verse composed by an 'intelligent man of this 
(school)'. The Yuktidlpik1i also seems to quote it and 
in the JayamafIgal1i and .the TattvakaumudI we find 
the k1irik1i included in the origiDal text. The Yuktidlpik1i 
(p. 2, v. 14) has a verse which is clearly an imitation 
ofka:. 73 : 

"alpgrantham analp1irthani sarvais tantragu:r;tair yutam; 

p1iramar~asya tantrasya bimbam 1idarSagarri yath1i". 

As said above, the author of VI interprets k1i. 18 
(janma-mara:r;ta .... ) in his own way, and then refers to 
the traditional interpretation. He gives a two- fo14 inter­
pretation of 'lifIgam' in :k1i. 10, 'lInam artham JifIgayatiH 
va: JifIgam' being found for the first time in V 1; it was 
readily accepted by the later commentators (See V, J ). 
Similarly 'hetu' in ka. 10 is explained as both' l(araka 
(causal) :md jfiapaka (cognitive) and the author of the 
Yuktidlpik1i makes a special effort to show that it IS 

* See Table at the=end. 
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In' V;t, onk1i.2 :, th, ~., ~u~~or . 'q,uote, S '::not jfi1ipaka here. . 
·the verse :, , ., t h 

"Paficavinisati-tattvajfio yatra yatr-asrame ra a ., 

prak:rtijfio vik1irajfia4 sarvair du~khair vimucyate':, 
in which the secoDd line is different from the one ordI-
narily found, viz, • , , 

" tI u:r;tdI sikhI v-apl IDucyate n1i'tra samsaya4. i: "is ~ot in v~in that KarQakago~iD ho:ds th~t 
Dharmaklrti is referring to 'S-anikhya-N1isaka Madha:~~ 
when he says that some out of a sense of ego ID 

. , the traditional text handed down ,alteratIOns In 
uninterruptedly till then. . 

(c) Jinendrabuddhi says that iD th~ view of KapIla 
t . verywhere one and the 

and othehr.sl, ~leatshUerevie~ ~}e M1idhava they are different 
same, W 1 e ID k-

where Now in the introductory passage to a. every • , .. 
12 onI V aDd, following it M antIcIpate an 

, y 1 , d tamas objection to the effc::ct that sattva, rajas ~ " 
are not J1ityantaras') ( -na khalu sattvaraJastamarosl 
j1ityantara:t)i ) (-while the S1iinkhya' holds that ~hey are 
~,' aDtaras'). Now, this can be interpre'ed. slmp.Iy as 
_J1ity that sattva rajas and tamas are' not numerIcally 
urgIng , f tit Here . different, but are different aspects 0 one en. y. 
the word 'jati' cannot be t~en i~ any ~ecul:ar., sense, 
but m ust be taken as signifYIng sImply s~arup~ -~here 
is no svarupabheda in' the gUQas, they are ?ot dIfferent 

, .. ' 'rh Sw~khya says that they are dIfferent. Or, 0.' entItles. e a'AA "d "-f' 
·0 if importance be attached to tpe use Qf t~e wo~" ~~t:s ~ 
"this' wbuld mean : they are not three differ~n~: ~~ ~ 
o The S1imkhy~ rejoinder, wOl,d~ b:e, t~~J ~h~y ~re :qlff~~en.~ 
:.:- t' T·h1S·'~ w'ouldmea~ ,,~at there ,are many ... s~~tvla~ 
r1a,.IS.. " " . - ~ O. • h th ""'0 r.:"ou..1. 

.. J •• '·0 d so' 'also WIth t e Q er. "Y_ ~ ~ • _~) CObStl'tutlng a Jill; an. . ' ,,,,, '~." _ .. "1 

.JiDendrabuddhi be referring to thIS' .Co.' < • -. 
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" .' (d) According to Sa:ntarak~ita also, Madhava is a 
specimen of an 'unfaithful exponent' who violates the 
tenets of his school and this :can, to some extent, be 

,explained by what we have seen' adove. 

(e) In VI we do not find anything specific which 
cou1d explain Bhasarvajiia's criticism that Madhava 

. recognised abhivyakti (manifestation) as a new attribute 
:brought about by the· act of production, though he 

,would not accept that the effect was not there in the 
cause before its production. 

I would also like 'to draw attention to an­
unwarranted reference to a 'kllbaraja' in VI 33 : "yatha: 
bhavi~yanti gUI;lasyante guqakatha~ ya[tha:] Va asakta­
klIbar~a: bhavi~yati" or "yatha: .••. ya[tha:] va: sasakta[I!l 
klIbaraja bhavi~yati" Or t'bhavi~yati gUI;lasya:nte guqa4 
~a~ayava:sa[~ ]saktaklIbara:ja: bhavi~yati" ( The expression 
1n the manuscript is 'yatha bhavj~yanti gUI;lasyante' 
gu?akatha ya va: sasaktakllbara:ja: bhavi~yanti', which 
;c1ea~ly requires to be emended). We have seen above 
t.hat Madhava had to enter into a debate with GUI;lamati,. 
pupil of Vasubandhu and preceptor of Parama:rtha <499-
.56.9 A. D.). This Ma:dhava must have Jived in the 1atter 
part of the fifth century and been a senior contempo. 
rary of GUI;lamati.* He died while the discussion was 
in progress and the ruling king got a Sanghara:ma 
built to commemorate GUI;lamati's victory over MD:dhava. 

* I have shown later that Mallavadin and his commentator 
Sirllhasiiri have made use of VI' in putting forth the Sitilkhya 
tenets. in the Nayacakra and its commentary (sixth century A. D.) 
ak we find here the expression 'ja:tyantara' (foutid only in VI and 
M,'-ki. 13). 'and the discussion regarding" 'sarVam sarva:tmakam~ 
(Sec" VI , 15). This' also' agreeswith~·tI{e date suggested above-
tor Midhava. . , : ." " . , . ' .. 
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Could the author be referring her~ to Nara~ti1?a GuP~. 
(Bala:ditya), who must have been a crow~~prlDce.then 
and shown some leaning . towards Buddhlsx.n ~r ~ad a 
soft corner for the Buddhists for which he IS IDdlrect~y 
criticised here. We know that it was m~reover In 

N arasitilha Gupta's time that the Gupta emplf~ started 
tottering and had to face a HiiI;la invasion. ThiS lends 
some weight to our conjecture that Madh l~a was the 

h f V ~et there can be no denymg the fact aut or 0 l'.I! 

that this is just a conjecture meant to provoke further 
thought and inquiry. It may again b? mentioned ~hat 
what we know as Ma:thara-vrtti(M) IS only a rev~sed 
and enlarged ver3ion of Viand contains quotatIOns 
from the Upani~ads, GIta:, Pur'iI;las, Hasta:malakastotra 
and the like and is perhaps as late as 1,000 A. D •. 
, It may seem a bit surprising that a mere 
commentator should have attracted the attention of gr:at 

hilosphers like Kuma:rila, Dharmaklrti, Sa:ntarak~lta, 
~ha:sarvajiia and the like. But if Mathara, also regarded 
as a commentator on the Sa:mkhya-ka:rika:, could be men-

, t' d there is no reason why Ma:dhava also should lone , . 1 h 
t be so mentioned. We cannot definIte y say w at 

no . 'S ~ l-h N-' k ' he did to deserve the appellatIon a:1I1J~ ya- asa a. 
The author of V 1 differs in certain respects from other 
commentators, and the author of Yuktidipika: and even 
Parama:rtha seems to respect his views and readiI"gs and 
take note of them, or even incorporate them. Ma:dhava 
must have been a great teacher in his days as can ~e 
seen from Hiouen Thsang's description, also. Perhaps hts 
greatness cannot be judged from just his commentar~ 

(V 1)' if I am right in a~ribi?g it, to: him: He mu~t h~~ 
,.haunted the minds of hIS rivals notably th~ Buddhls~ 
-especially when 'he is known'to have . ca;~~ on. rar 
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.. ~. =~ysrth~.-' H~ii~te!wi'tli . ,i~~amati ; and'· ultinia'tely ~ died 
bh'tbe~ occaSion~'I"" ",,,<!. " . ,': . " '. " :" ,., ,', " '.' '. 

:" M~dhava ; musthavewriten . Some indepe~dent 
:~orlcalso as can be seen from Jinendrabuddhi's quota. 
'~~ons. Perhaps his commentary on the Sanikhya-karika 
~as. one of his early ventures as we do Dot find here 
~uch~vidence of his revol~tionary spirit,· except that he 
has tried to improve on the text of the karikas at places 
~fl fact referred to b.y Pharmaklrti ,and KarI;takagomin. 

, Another 'question .. that· OCCurs i~ in what way 
. Madhava Could be cO~lIiected with Mathara, and by 
_hom what is known as the Mathara-vrttl could have 
been written in the form of a' revised a~d enlarged 
version of V l' Could Madhava himself have been known 
as· Mathara or M-a:thara because he had a matha 
(cloister) ? . He is' described' by Hiouen-Thsang' as 
having lived' in a' mountain. 

~. We'may mak~a pas~ng r~mark reg~rding the 
:religious atmosPller.e in. ~b~ : Gui>ta p~riod. The Gupta kings 
JY~re religious a~d .'. l>road~U1inded and Jovers of' art and 
l~~uDj~g!_ Sa~~d~agupt~ .(340~380,. A.D.) 'is said to have 
fe~~ve~L th,e A~v~~ed~~ :sacr~pc~.:T~e~e, ca~ hardiy be 
-anY dou~t· t~a~ 1;lisr.eign-marked. a: distinct revival o,f 
t~e influence. of : the. Brahm~nical religion which,' had 
~~freredconsiderably' ,sjn~e·. ~~oka m~de' Buddhism' th~ 
~omin~nt religion: qf .lndia. Per~aps it' w'as ,;Under t.he$~ 
~umsta:nces' that 'fs~~rfl~tlQaso'ught to ~ake, Sa~khy~ 
~9'C:~r.in~s ~ell .. '~nO.,wn . tby . wr~ting, ~q epitome . in . tbe 
, ,\, ;, .' , . , . ,," .'... . ' 

K?rGl.HfJh~, , .. §~k~Y~iK,~ri~lij'.( ::-an.d ... p~:rhaps1 aIC/?:4 

t1r~4~{~~~\~~~1,~c~~~~~;~t:~ . 
Buddhistcfaith arid < doctrines .. These activities were in full .. '!:. . 
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.!eroe,(Juring the reign fif Gandi'agupta :Ui'(V,1krattllidity.a, 
"~375-414 A.D.), Kumliragupta: I ~ (414-455," A.; D.)', 
·Skandagupta. Vikramaditya (:455-467A.D.), andPuru 
Gupta (467-469 A.D. ) and his son' Narasiihha Gupta 
..( BaJaditya ), that is to say, in the fourth and the 
fifth centuries A.D., and even the' sixth century A~D .. 

Jt was in this period that the Paramartha-saptati 
was written by. Vasubandhu in refutatio.n of t~e 

Samkhya-saptati, and GUl!amati challenged the Sarhhya 
~ho died on that occasion only. Gur;tamati was a 
rlative of Valabhi and was ,a renowned disciple of 
Vasubandhu; he even wrote a commentary on the 
Abhldharma Kosa, wherein' he refuted the dualistic 
teaching of'the SaIhkhya school as also ,the Madhya­
mika view of Bhavya or Bhlivaviveka. Sthiramati 
was a contemporary of Gur;tamati and. the two 
stayed together at Valabhi. Paramartha a1sC! studied at 

'VaJabhi and he t~anslated the Abhidharm~kosa into 
Ohinese ~-563-567 A.p .. It isunderst~n~abl~ t~at this 
Gur;tamaii should have entertained the idea of a debat~ 
With . Mlidhava,'a ferve~t '·Siritkhy~. ~it~, aI.most ~ 
p.as~ion f~r. so~e.thing n~vel and ~ore ~atio~f1., ; . 

T:h.us w~ co~ld roug~y assi~n ~he rollo~lDg d:ates:: 

Paramartha--499-569 . A.D. , r:~:' ' '. . ~..., - . . . _" _.. I 

'.'C. : (.-his teacher) Gux,amati-. 450-530 .A~p~ .. " 
',' ;'~:. (-Mlidhava being his senior contempor~ry"'7)": 
'" :: ( hjs . teacher.> Vasubandhu :- ~20:-500A . .D.~ . 

~)r; <.i I.svaraltnJ)~:-hittQf':' half ,of: th~.; fourth. cent.. 
JA.:.D.or; ::.beg1llning o(4,he fifth~t~ ,~.D.~: .,' ,_:. ,~, . . 

~. .• ~:.; ~.,"...."":I .. r'" ~ i'; ~ ',~ .'. I • -',' :-. _ ".' .~. .,. :, ~ 

'~·i',')"< 51.::\,1'~·;'~i~!,.~f V Jis.~,:: !hw~}}~V~ s~~il_a.~ov~, 
plrior t~ ~t1ie • auibot"o(1Iie Y oga';'bhiri"ii':" (S~e'49 "above 
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· in respect. of k'a.23 ):We have . another. sure ': evidencC=r 
Commenting on &If.r~~~, V 1 says qct 5Pit tilfiT: !1~ 
5Nr~S~fI'<fiI~'l'?:lr . C{~r~: m~ ~: . ~~s~~r:, ~~r ~w~Rit· 

·m~" f({'W4 ~rCR:rUJr "w~ ~I;rt ~tJrcr~ficrffr I qir "'~~~ 
· ~ ~'ff('~ IWe have a similar expression in the Yoga­
bb~ya 3.14 of Vyasa~-~~Wll): qrftunfil~ ~-
· ~~~ ~~l~ ~~ a~T ~'lTCR:rUJt ~~ iSI§fqrrrr ~?:lrcr~~ ~fa' I qcr' 
",~:e~;r ~~i6f1rfcr , Vyasa·bba~ya seems to be quoting 

. V 1 here. Y, 15 h as here-~ ~fa'll~ a~ll ~~r") ~~: I' 
a~~T ~f~rrt ~~5ft, fit'll~. ~({~~~~~fcJ¥IIitrr ~Fcrci1s~, 
~s~ncr~~~ I . This sho-ws that VI is prior to the 
Yoga:....bha~ya as also Y. See also ~i!5~~): .qrfuJrrfifcfi ~mfit· 
'~tlf ~?:lrcr~ m{. ('I~ ~~cruurt ~it~ ~WIII;rt ~rcr~!J ~~mrurt· 

.. ~~~ ~rrrt ~~, ~I~~~a:;r:eel :ecri('ilctifirfal -Dvadasaranaya-

cakra-Nyayagamanusari-vyakhya, p. 416 (Labhi-
· siirisvara Jaina Grantha Mala, No. 26). 

Mallavadin's date can be fixed in about the fifth-sixth 
century (earlier th.an Uddyotakara and Dharmakirti 
and after Diilnaga ) and that of SiIhhasfirigaJ}i ( -who 

· commented on the Nayacakra-) in the sixth century 
A. D.. Mallavadin' refers in his Nayacakra (p. 
391 ) to sattva, etc. being 'jatyantara', so he should 
have had knowledge of Vlt The date of VI seems to be 

the latter half of the fifth cent A.D.~ V 9, perhaps written 
by Isvaraknna himself,· is' earlier than, though not 
much removed from, V 1-not 'later than the beginning 

of the fifth cent. A.D.; The. date of Yuktidlpikli: ( Y) 
seems' to be about the fifth-sixth" eentury; as there is, no 

·.quotation in' it from ,the 'Works of . Kumarila and 
.. 1.r~dyOi'akar~~i~biIe. ~here are':qtiotations "from Sabara, 
'.vas~J>and8u~ ~i1,~:':,D.i:iibag~. ~<';:l4oi!eovi4r;"Y: . seems Itb· be 
',~.'. ~:.':':: ~~"f~~~.~.I."-· ~~.., ~~-'::L . . ... I .. 
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-the first· among the 'commentaries to substitute.' arcI~('Cf iil 
,the place of ~in the ,ten ~ilirtfs and: this is known 
to Mallavadin (Nayacakra, pAll). So we can say that 
¥ is a little prior to the Nayacakra. 

Paramartha seems to have been acquainted with 
V 1 also, though he translated V 9 during . his literary 
activity in China which covers a period of twelve 
years from 557 to 569 A.D .. The slight difference 
ofP from V 9 Can be thus accounted for . 

( K ) Gaugapada seems to have lived after the 
author of the Yuktidipika. I think that Gau4apada 
who commented On the Sarhkhya Karika is not 
different from the Vedantin Gauqapada, the author 
of the Gau~apada Karika and grand teacher of 
Sailkaracarya, and his Vedantic views are found 
reflected in his Bha~ya on the Sarhkhya Karika. 

We have seen above (-See 46-) that according to G, 
bahya jfiana signifies Vedas, Vedailgas, :Nyaya, 
Purat;la, MimaIhsa and Dharmasastra. Here the author 
of G seems to be one directly involved in the Brah. 
manical tradition and to be a Vedantin who does not 
hesitate to say that Vedas, etc. also are just bahya· 
jfiana~ We may consider a few more points. 

( a ) The epithet 81qR~,,- of ~r;J1l. in ka. 64 is 
explained by V l' P and· M by fiRcr~1l. i. e. al1-
comprehensive. y, J and T also agree. G alone explains 
It as "ftI~d(6~. Thi,s .. shows Gau4ap~da; the Vedantin 
peeping. in. 

( b) In the explanation of klt '. 41;; Ggives some 
illustrations which show ~that he·'~attachedmoreiinport· 
an~e to· the attributes rather ' than· .to ·,the. ilublitancesjpr 
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4de~tified them.' Copld;this be due to Buddhist ~inflU­
,~n~~'! 'See;~w,,·~'fI' m~( ~ifT '''JIlT '~~ ~. crrs~ 
-c . &:::: ' ,'if,'''''', 
'",,~;:mor I'AT,,"!: ~qU .~TJ . ~JCJiT~llcrifir~'" "fi{irT cm:~ ~~io:a;:r 
~~;:r-G, 41. 

_ . ~ompare ~ii~{;:~~r~rcr) " 'ti~fcr~fef-Gau~apada 
'Karlka 3.21; 4.7; ~iifcr: itffi fcr~r ~Cf"rct ;:r~(rf6 ~-Ibid, 
,4.9. Of Course, the point of emphasis is different here. 

The Vedantic trend in G can be seen from the 
ioHowing also : 

( c) qq~af;;r~a' ij,Piq{(~l( ~hl~ffi" ~cr~~r"5fq'l1~, ~fq~ ~R 
;fif«rsg{l( f~CffcrTq)~' q~fa, a~a fq~tTI: ij,~lrr: f;r~T:-G, 39.' 

: • ~ ( cl ) l;f"f~;rrq;m:IJf5IT~1 ~~'lir~crqT" 1fcm{ld~ff~fff, ~T"TriIlTiJ­
!1f"ll:1i1~q: "'Ii~I{T;:;r ~crfff, ifCf1Ir"fCfI~cr, 1t1IJfr;:a~ ~qijt~fa ~riJ· fCff:JTqff , ~ , 
fliij' ~i{fa, qCu:rrff~,l{l~1Jf ~ ~wli{)fo ff~qlfo, fcrfi:Cflijt!lriJ'Ii~Q)'r~ ~~iir{-
:~T~~H1~a q)~: I-G, 67. The other 'commentaries do not, 

give these details. V 9' VIand M simply say that 
'..sam~kara signifies dharma and adharma which are res­
,'ponsible for the body;' and even when knowledge has 
·been, obtained these do not vanish till they have yield~ 
-ed ; their fruit (-as they are mOre 'powerful than know-

~dge~~ V ~ , M ).V g:' refers to these as purvakrta ~ 
,and says thaf' -the body is produced due to the dharriia 
,and::: adharma. of anoth~r ,-birth. J also says :~a{­
Jj~{~{(Ti\. 'l3u~1~: ~tf~Cft!lf:;:.' 

':;'.. :ferW~ ~ have :.'see~ thatG. (k~.' 1,1') says that 
-puf.tii~a- is ~eka~';like-avyakta and M follows G here.' ' 

( f).;E,. I~' Johnston has, in his 'Early Samkhya', 
p1!'OO ~"\~~~l Asta~i~So~iety~: 1937, );' drawn our.' atten­
tilftl1rrifi ~a:-t:.diffelle~ti con text, to an important, point': 
~~ve-titHe~~action-of:isvabhav.a,is recognised by 'the,; 
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classical systems to a modified extent~. 9au~'apadi on· 
SK. 27, inquires whether, in view of the ,fact that the 
pradhana, buddhi and ahamkitra are unconscious (acetaI?-a} 
and that the puru~a is inactive, the sense faculties, 
being separate in function and separate in object, are 
created by a creator ( Isvara) or by svabhava; to this 
he replies that on this point (iha) the' Samkhyas postu­
late a cause called svabhava. He then goes on to state _ 
that in this text (atra, that is, in contradistinction to 
the previously mentioned Samkhya view) the difference 
of the sense and of externa) objects arises from gUI)a­
pariQamavise~a. The manner of expression is odd and 
might imply that Gau~apada did not share the Samkhya 
view, but it seems to be a better explanation to under­
stand him to mean that the earlier Sainkhya schools 
believed in the creative power of a principle called 
svabhava, but that Isvarakr~Qa did not.'" 

From the repeated rejection (see commentaries on 
karikas 27, 31, 61) of svabhava as a reality or a 
cause,Johnston concludes that "previous to the Samkhya 
Karika a principle called svabhava was known to th~ 
Samkhyas as exercising a ce!'tain creative power and, 
as having some special connection with the gU!1as. 
Isvarakr~I)a rejected this view, substituting the gUQa-

pariQama theory, which he might have borrowed from 
the Yoga form ofSamkhya. The Yoga-sutras do not accept 
any Svabhava theory, and this in view of their belief, 
however attenuated, in an Isvara is natural; but the 
view that the gUl!as act by virtue of their inherent 
nature ( svabhava ) is it Yoga tenet' as appears from the 
bh"a~ya on iii, 13, gu~a-svabhavyam tu pravrttikara:r:tam 
uktain gu~~nam. (Early Sarhkhya, P', 69 ). . 
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Now ~ says here.: 

it~ar~fUr fiF;ttfel fiF;ntiSlI(Cfilfijrfil;ftllRur Ga ~CI'm~if .l6lfif, . 

~6: 5Nrtt~"",~T IRaifT: ~)S'QJ.ac~51TI-~1 m~~rttt ~crmcrt 
;rm Cfif~ri6T~ur~cr, 8l~ 9QJQfturTIlfmT'IlttrfCl· ~8l~C(T~ ..••••••..•• 

sNaftlT;:nq· itllt~ur ifTIW~ur if ~'i[~r if SI"1Titif if ~~~ur ~cn:rTCI'Tl'~­
!)UJqftorr~f6 !)UJTi1T~aif1'crr;lf SlCI'6it ~ SlCfacr Itq I Cfi't'I. ~ cr~~a1tq-crc«­
ftt~fir~ ........•. ~"Fct~tim cr"fT Slm,: SI"1Ti1~ II-G, 27. 

Here the argument seems to be as follows: The 
prpblem posed is how the organs could be different 
and how they could grasp different objects when pra· 
dha:oa, buddhi and ahamka:ra are insentient and puru~a 
is non-doer. Could this be due to God or Svabha:va ? 
Someone suggests that the Samkhyas admit a certain 
cause-svabha:va; or asks if they admit such a cause. 
The Sarpkhya answer to this is that the nanatva is due 
to gu~a-pariqa:ma-vise~a. The objector again urges 
that since the gUl)as are insentient, if this nanatva 
were not brought out by God, or ahamka:ra, or 
pradha:na or puru~a who has brought about ml)di­
fication of the gUl)as due to svabh~va (in the caSe of 
God and puru,a ) or being one in which modification 
of the gUl)a:s is brought about (-as applicaple to ahaIpka:ra, 
buddhi or pradha:na-) by svabha:va, it would not be 
there. The answer to this IS that this is possible as 
shown in the ka:rika: qi'mCJt~firum" .. " .. due to the motivation 
of bringing about the release of puru~a" 

We. cannot fully agree with John3ton here. It seems 
that G regards the modification of the gu~as as natural, 
as due to their very inherent nature. VB' VI' M specifically 
deny that there is any such reality or cause as svabha:va 
in the Samkhya. The author of G perhaps feels in 
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the light of the Yoga-school that there is no' h~rm if 
-svabhava be regarded as the inherent nature of the 
guqas to undergo modificatio~ in" the interest of the 
'puru~a" Compare here the follOWIng hnes from the Gau9a-
pa:da Ka:rika: :-~1!1" ~Teit~a.TIl~ i6T :'llf-I. 9; also 

"SIiifff: tm f~~ ~cntrrf if "11ft ~r- IV. 9. This lends some 
further support to our view that the author of G is the' 
Vedantin Gau~apa:da. 

( L ) I have repeatedly shown that G is written 
.on the lines of V rather than V 1 and that at some 
places M has foilowed G, though mostly it is based 
on V 1" G is posterior to Y but is prior to J , and J 
is seen to follow G at places, as at many .others it 
follows Y. We may note a few such cases: 

( 55 ) The term &'IN~ in ka:. 11 is explained in 
the commentaries as follows ~:-~ ~'tCR:~qffu '(it ~ 
[~m] 'lQ'"ij if ~it "~l ~"ffs;j m~"Cf !{m, ~ci ~ ~~T­
'~~iit if ~CflIit ifOfg'l. I it ~~ cr~T~ 8l~c6lm-V B· 

if fij~fCfi "fflf;fi I ~~31~lltm ~ 9QJT~~~ ~~ ~~ 51~~ 
fiJi 'l~ if ~it ~'l.' ~"ffs;j ~IlIIt !(fa" ~rr: f~ ~~ 
'q'iji!!ur~Rfq fcntrlit if ~.re .~II, ~~ ~1~il'4~ ~ it !)UJT 

C[CfilfCl'~f;fi ~ I-V 1. 

Y is unfortunately missing here. 
csq'iji· ;r ~c6ts~'fcr, ~ ~~ ~ '(fa';r ~ .a ~ta-, 

.eW ~~1It I(fcr , :q"fJ ~ ~~. ~ it =if!lUJl' ~-G. 

"fif~~if~1q5 ~, 81~CI'if1'crrCl.. I ~ilr ~~~~ 'l'tCfi(;mTIcrIl{-

f~fi&-J ; 811ft !!UJT '(~ i~'qifirfcr f~"~ if qy~-M; Vacaspati's 
explanation is quite independent-~"fl SI"lTir if m) fcrf'f~it, 
qir 51t'{l~~sfq if S1'fl;rl~ fqfq~;it a~lC'1if.fqICl.. I lA" crI ~~~aTs~­
fcr~f"clT I ;r f( f\f:q~ q~ftij ~Cf1ilif, "fq ~ ~ , Cls( ~~T({ ~~ 
~([. ik;{f.ifc~llif I(fa 1-T. 



" lhc:an be :seen, that, .' thesarpe ,. expla~ation almost .. 
identi~al~y ~ worded is found in V 9 , V1 , G,. M and it, 
is difficult' to .~ay on which commentary J is b~sed., It' 
seems : ~o .. have given in ~B:r ~ut.'-l~~ ...... , just the gist 
of 'the ,explanation in the commentaries prior to it. 
But it is clear that J is posterior to V 9 , V 1 , G as it 
wants' to give an independent. meaning: atfcr~~;:r~1~; 

;;~'qi~;:rrer,tJ:. and seems to be more interested in this rather 
than in the traditional interpretation given in ~B:r ...... 

The f'xpression in M is more compact and well-worded,. 
than that in .the preceding commentaries and is clearly 
based on V 1 and G. . 

( 56 ) J explains Clir~orCli'~~~r"'tJ:. of ka:. 15 thus:: ~' 
;:r(q~~ (".('CIi,~or~ ~~:qTctroij ij('Clif~1I. , ~~ ~fcqq'ClG~~~~;rCli(~;r ~tT:. 

. fifi~T"fi~orr~:q fq~m ~'l: , S{;:ijt1T 'ClG~~T~Clir(~or~r ~r ;r ijr ~frq06'~ij', 
ij'f ~frqU6'~ ;r ~T ''qG~'' qer ~~ qRTa:: Clir~(qrn: 'ltTtTtTfSfi~ -. 

C1Rorr~ fcr~rq: I a~qr~~~ CIiT~ut;r ~fcreo~~' a~:qTc~'qifCl. fe6q;:~q: 

~1q: ~fa r A similar explantion of CIiT~CliT~fq~rrmt we find in 
M and so Pt. Udayavlra sastrI argues here, as in the 
above case also, that M is prior to J, and is in fact the 
earliest commentary on the Samkhya Karika. But we· 
find the same explanation in VI and in V 9 and G' 
(-very systematically in G), V 9 giving an additional 
example of threads and cloth-threads cannot counter­
act· cold; heat, etc whereas cloth can. 
" Then 1. finds fault with this explanati~n saying that 
what this could establish is already established by CliT~­
a~(f~qt'5o;~4&~T~ (f~q CIi(~'l. of ka 8 arid so this reason would 
become superfluous. Hence others have exp] ained ~T~or-';!iT~ 
of this karika in the sense of ;:rq!f.f~"fi and ~'HiT~ ( See 
a1ft~or.. ~1~lIr~ '<6r'~(f~(f~1~o;~ij&~1~~ (f~~ CIi(~JJ! ~~~~i fit:Qi'er(~;;:~~:r~1tTr 
c~l~lIt~ij ~~qCli'ufa (fi'lIiT\I1II1., ~~qf'lli~~ afil~JL a~TMl1'lfI'iCl, ;:rq"fifm­

q"fif\ifil1'lcrT~(~~: I-J ). 
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Now, we find this explanation in V, only put a 
bit different1y : It may be urged that we do not find 
the relation of karaI}.a and karya in ~~~;:r:q~orTftf, so we' 
cannot regard this as a reason estabHshing avyakta. The 
answer to this is that karya and karaI}a signify here' 
upakarya and upakaraka. How the gUI}.8S are mutually 
upakaraka is explained in ka. 12. (Unfortunately Y on 
ka. 12 is missing). This clearly shows that J here refers 
to the interpretation put forth in Y, even while stating 
the one found in V 2, V l' G ( and M ). 

In the same karika commenting on S{fcrl1'",,~q~~~, 
J says: if fq~ f.rl1'Trits~~i'ij'fq~q: , 8lfcr~r~(~~: , a~T~~er~tij'­
~)qt'5e~tmr ~:, ~(~Ttsfcrl1''qiT~CIi~r~~il.cllTi(~IfiTfura~~u~<6u~-

~er~c~ flTifTi'cf ~, (f~~'~ ~iq~fin:J~flCf;r1a~aT~"q~t~-
~+~~ , qcrqrl:~Tfrq"fiT;rt orrijlfflj :q ~"~t~1I. , a~T~ilfqWfij~iti9l' 
~Fcrac~ffi ~qr;:~a)~~II.' (Since diverse things are seen to 
arise out of one, there must be one entity giving rise 
to these manifold things). The expressions ~~s{olJTi(~ ••• and 
~q~S1 •••. are almost the same as those in V 1 (and M) 
explaining qftorTiICf: ~R;5Wcffl. of ka. 16 (V 9 has a different 
expression here to which Y seems to be indebted ). 

J further says ~erl~-arfql1'Tlt ~'e1~t~~~ I 8{~~fI') ~~:, 
~'e1~tir ~mr. ;rT;:rT~ql'crrtJ:. , 51~~CliI~ ~"CJ~t~ <fer ~51~ij ft~~rqfi:JSI~~l1(f: 1 

if ~"q~ 0~;:f ~l1'crfa, a~~ f;J~ur(,~;;I.~qtTq,tJ:. I (f~ifIl{"~~,~qq~lJTfta 
a~"fifirf(f , This is the explanation found in V 2, V 1, as 
also Y (-and of course M). The wording in J is 
more like that in V 2' V 1, ( and ]\.t[), but the negation 
in ;:r ~9::Cf~ 0~;j ~~Cffu is based on Y which here refers 
to the views of other schoois according to· which 
p aramaI}us, puru~a, lsvara, karma, daiva, svabhava, kala, 

12 
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f6Wff I 31rffrd'r'lir Cf~~ ~ 6SJr~qa: ~;ftm I ~~ 31~l1T6) 

~~~fa" ~Cf r.~l;{rfa" I . tf~~ 31~a~r ~i:fqWl~ I Iffu~ {J~­
~miJCffa I ~sr;w;r"rCf«T~~;j ~T~a~ ~ <iiI~5~iff~~ ~~ 
~;rm;rfq~r~TOfT'if~alfcr-G, 23. 

It may be noted that all the commentaries say 
that aisvarya is eight-fold, but Y and M and even T 
enumerate nine, mentioning garima: in addition. (V a, 
V 1, P, G enumerate eight, though some editions of G 
also enumerate nine ). Further G's explanation of ~sri6TlrT· 
Cf{JT~i'Cf is not in consonance with the term as such, and 
hence perhaps J has ~srCiir"T~~CfJJ. where the root in 
81Cf~T~or. is fill in the sense of 'ml!Jfa"'. J seems to justify the 
explanation of ~cwnCf~Tf1ti'Cf'l. in G. 

(59) J's explanation of 6ir~;rrsMl'~cf f6Brn ",~r~~ ~JJ. 
(ka:. 41) seems to be based on G, though the 
interpretation is similar elsewhere also ( ST~'m5r,"SllfOr I 

f~w' sr~)~~~fq~ ifi~flf6: ~~~-J, 41; ~~~~~;rr if rn8fcr ••• 
f0« SI~({~fqq Cii\orr;j('~~: I -G, 41 ). 

Thus Gau~apa:da seems to have been later than 
the author of Y, but earlier than the author of J. T is 
undoubtedly indebted to J, though it has also criticised 
the latter (See T, 51). So J could be placed in about 
800 A. D. and G about the first half of the eighth 
century and Gau~apa:da, the Vedantin seems to be 
the author of G. 

I am thus inclined to assign dates roughly as 
follows: 

Va-Iate fourth century or early fifth century A. D.; 
V 1-latter half of the fifth cent.; 
Y-fifth-sixth cent.; G-Iate seventh century or 

early eighth cent. A, D.; 
J-800 A. D.; T -ninth century. 
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It is difficult to say anything specific regarding 
th~ date of M. In any case I am not inclined to regard 
it as the earliest commentary on the Samkhya Karika. 
I would rather assign it to about 1000 A. D .. Neverthe­
less nothing very positive can be said with regard to 
its priority or otherwise to T, as it is mainly based on 
V 1, and is indebted in several respects to G, and has not 
much to offer by way of fresh explanation. Consequently, 
its indebtedness to other commentaries is difficult to 
determine. Nevertheless, it has a number of quotations 
from the PuralJ,as, gives fanciful derivations and mean­
ings of words llke ahainkara and bhagavat, quotes from 
the Hastamalakastotra, refers to three sabda-vrttis and 
three kinds of 1ak~aQ.at and mentions Devala in the 
Samkhya tradition (-Devala is not mentioned in other 
commentaries). Of course, all this cannot lead us to a 
definite conclusion; but M on the whole seems to be a 
commentary as late as 1,000 A.D., though Mathara 
is known from very early times as a Samkhya acarya. 
VI' as said above. is very much like M which appears 
to be a revised and enlarged version of V l' It is not 
also possible to say with confidence that Mathara 
was the author of V 1, as the name is not fully found; 
only 'l followed by a fragment of & or ~ can be read. 
Nalinaksha Dutt says about GUQ.amati that he wrote 
a commentary on the Abhidharmakosa and refuted 
the dualistic teachings of Madhva as also the 
Madhyamika views of Bhavya (Bhavaviveka). (See 'The 
Classical Age,' p. 390-Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1962 ). 
It is not mentioned from where he got this piece 

t 6'31'Tfq 51fufuwe({UJT~~"l"Tf~: ~~'!~~: I aSl' w&.lUJ~fii~-~(­
~~t}lJlTs~~OJr "'(e:\W'ji!j~orr ~~T~51llrOJqrr~!jirs6~: 51'llii atl~a I-M, 5. 
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of in~ormation, especially that Madhva's (?) dualistic 
teachmgs were refuted. This Madhva could only be a 
Samkhya, and could Madhva and Madhava have 
been one? Or is it a misprint for Madhava ? 

A~d how could Madhva or Madhava be connected 
WIth Mathara ? And who could have revised 
V 1 to give it the form of what is now known as 
Mat?ara-v.rtti ? These are questions still awaiting 
-solutIOn. We would be very happy if anyone could 
throw some light on this. Could Madhava himself have 
been known as Mathara or Mathara because he lived 
according to Hiouen Thsang's records, in a mountain: 
where perhaps he had his matha ( cloister ) ? 



The ten Mulikarthas of the Sainkhya Darsana 

We find stanzas enumerating the ten '1f~q;Tt:is at 
different places. 

(i) ~ :qr~ ~ m~r: I a~r f(-
[ 8IRd('CIi\q;~;pr~,~cj] Qul1i( lJTu'l~ )+r;:~~' fil1m: I 
~~ f.r~) if~: !f'm: ~~: ~~1~~ =if ~lftfu: !I-Vi, 72 

(ii) V 9 mentions these after its exposition of karikas 
1-21 :-

qd"~: ~q;,: ~51mr: I 
• ~('CI~~T~'tct qut:i (ml~)w~[f~'1~~) r~1~: I 
~.q ~~ ~er: ~m: ~fa: ~~~~ :q ~lftfu: 11 

V 9 does not explain where these are treated in the 
karikas, but simply says qcrit~ ~q;r~T: I ~~m fct(:q ~) ~1.f­
'lm~~SJ ~rfir I-V 9 21. 

(iii) M has the same wording as Vi' except that 
it has fcr~l!J1m: in the place of :q ~1.f1fu: I M moreover 
says '~'l~ ~d'1U~1~' ~fa ~~fa: ftr~T, whereas V 1 says :qiji­

~erWd'~: ftNu' -sthiti and seljav:rtti signify the same 
topic. 

(iv) ~f~l{~ ~ I ~ :qy~,itcr ~Hc~t fir~'lr: I a~ =ifr{ 

~CIiI~: -

~ffC1ccrit<fifCJ+r~T~",~ qr~l'l~W~('CI+rq;~~Tcr: , 
~);it fq~,~ if(Cf: a+rt~: ~~fa: ~~l~~ :q ~lftm: 11 

.••.••.••• ~fal{~!i~+r+rNilif~ I or~~fo-'ITn~fa ~~<fiT\cr~T({' ~fa , 

J mentions these after the exposition of ka. 51, where 
the exposition of the ~c~~ti comes to an end. 

Here we have 8l~~rCf in the place of fir'lf'6. 

(v) 81Raccrit<fi('CI~~T~er't~ IJTU~~5(r~ccr+rq;a<fifor~ I 

~m ~)q) iflCf: ~'lt~: ~: ~~~~ 'if ~l!J1ft:1: 11 

(~ 

I 

J 
183 

-a'tif«+rr~~T~~r, ~h~~a~~'if~, on the su.tra '~IU ~q;l~:'. 

(vi) ~~Till e~~IUH:~~~ llf'lCl;:~fq~faqT~;'I1~ qS=<lTlUcij ~f%ij~ 
C{IUT;:~T~ ll.~~fa !i.§for I C{IU ~r~iiIiT~f; 11 'I <: 11 

8IRa('CIitCfi('cr+r~~cr'tcj qn~w~+r<li~aT :q I 

~)Iir fq~lJ) if(cr: ~t«: ~~ta: IU~'T{~ :q ~lft~: " 

-d''tcr~~~'@4r, a~~r'lT'l~~, p. 80. 
(vii), ~r{ ~ ~IU ~~M: ~fcr ~ 81;r)~~~-

81~ai'critC6pq'l~r~er;:~ q~r~hr~~fcr'lC6 l!ijT =if I 
~lm f~);y, if~er: ~+rt~: ft~ffi: ~1~~ 'if ~l!J~~: 11 

-a'tcr~'lT~'l~-ilill<tl~ • 

(viii) 81~o~riRl~Tt:i<r't€r qU~~~ fif~fu: I 

~mt ~);it qcr: 9+ri'~: ~: 1U~1~ :q ~Ilj'~: 11 

~ C{IU ~~~: I-quoted from Devala in Aparaditya's 
commentary on Prayascittadhyaya, 108 of the Yajfia­
valkya-sm:rti. :fCc 

. (ix ) srr~~a;yf~~Cfi('Ofrq'f'terqRT'l~rr~fCfr~rer~llif~mTttfcr~"_ 
fi:m~lllf~~ ~r~5f~~ ............ -Dvadasaranayacakra, VoI. 11, 
p. 411 (SrI LabdhisiirIsvara J aina Granthamala, No. 
26, 1951). 

(x) The author of the YuktidIpika hDs in his intro­
ductory stanzas (pp. 1-2) enumerated the sixty topics: 
treated in the Samkhya Karika : 

~1;~!~~"lJr~T~~ a'tcrrt:i~r;:a~f:a~: I 
a~r'{l~~~~ ~r~~f+r~ ~a~ 11<:11 
~R~r~:i:( 5J~oT ~<Ii~ IUT~q err I 

~~mtr. a~~~f~Trnf O~T ilift~~ /I'" 
. ~IifT~Tmti'ifitC6fcr+r~'J'tq+r~aT I 

, Il. . . 

~T'l~O'if d'~IS~~ f~Pft ~)IJ' qer:q 11 'I 0 11 
----------------* See ~t~~OfiIiT ~fa~rv, pp. 399-400-Pt. Udayav·Ira· 

BastrI. 
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~'lf'tf~'fi~t€r ~w<s~f: ~OT ~ I 

fqq~lJ: qs:qfq~~a~'qiT i{Cf g~lJ: 11 "I "Ill 

'fi~UJri{r~HiIT~~~~fq~fa~ IICP1,. I 

~ liJf~: q~r~fi{TlI~rf~: Q 1lr~f~: IT "I '" 

( xi )Vacaspati has quoted in his TattvakaumudI, 
72, the stanzas 10-12 given above with the remark: 

CNT ~ ~Cfrffi<fifl.. 

T -~fu: f~~foftfa ~?i.~ij,~1J~r"1WrlJ. Compare j. 

Y -'~;lJ~irifrf"1qIlHt' ('iT. ,\9) ~ mm: 
The major difference that we find is that at places 

web ave f;r~: (V:u VI, P, M) and at others cq$~ or 
&r.Ii~mCf: (y, j, T). Moreover, in the quotation from Devala 
we find f;r~R=f:, while in the commentaries on the Tattva­
samiiSa and in the Dv1tdasaranaycakra we have 8'RWcr. 
Let us see how this is explained : ~m ~~Fcr fif~:­
V 1 (This is missing in M); a~11€( fCfq~Rnt( Itf6 ~~li[~­

~-Y. 
llwit fif1fu: must have been the original reading. But 

the 81~mCf of ~ though an important tenet of StlJhkhya 

philosophy is not included here, w hile fi{~m could be 
included in ~ also; so another reading stating 81~alTCf 
must have come into existence and this was readily 
accepted by those who were interested in the exposition 
of the StlIhkhya philosophy. 

The stanza "f~atcr .•.•..•.. is of the ~~m metre; the 
author of the Yuktidlpika has composed bis own stanzas 
enumerating the Samkhya topics, and these are, like the 
other stanzas in the midst of which they occur, in the 
AnuHup metre. Among the commentaries on the 
StlIhkhya-Karika we find SlilicFr mentioned for the first 
time in Y. Could we be bold enough to say tha t it 
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was the author of Y, a very systematic thinker who 
was responsible for this change for the better? In that 
,case the Dvtldastlra-nayacakra would have to be 
regarded as slightly posterior to it. 

It may be noted that Paramartha seems to have 
,qlQT~~ in the place of qrU~l[. This explains the mention 
of 'the five reasons by which one establishes the exis­
tence of Spirit and Nature' as the fourth and fifth of 
the ~~s; and 8f"~~ seems to have been dropped to 

lbr ing the number to ten. 



The Num.ber of Karikas in Isvarak{~l)a's 

S3inkhya Karika. 

The Samkhya·Karika of Isvarakr~l)a is known from 
very early times by the name of Samkhya-saptati, which 
definitely conveys that there should be seventy karikas. 
But we do not find in any commentary just seventy 
karikas. The number is either less or more. Of course 
it has been argued that 'saptati' need not mean ju~t 
seventy; it indicates an approximate number, as for 
example, in the case of the Satakas. But if an author 
at all took a fancy for a particular number, he would 
try to accomodate all he had to say in so many verses, 
and make the necessary adjustments. Let us examine 
what light the commentaries of the Samkhya karika 
can throw on the number of the karikas. 

Gauqapada has commented on the first 69 karikas 
and Tilak has tried to reconstruct one additional 
karika on the strength ofG, 61. This karika, it is argued, 
refuted the causality of God, Svabhava. Puru~a, Kala 
and some dogmatic theist must have seen to it that 
this karika refuting God's causality did not find a place 
in the Samkhya Karika. 

V; is a commentary on 7 J aryas. V 1 and M have 
the karika text of 73 aryas 'the last one (51::'1ro: ~'1r~~!'l. ... ) 
not being found anywhere else. Y, J and T comment 
on 72 aryas. P does not hav~ ka. "63 and it is held 
that it must have been added after Paramartha 
translated the Sainkhya Karika, that is to say, after 

546 A. D. 

The last verse ( 72, but 71 according to P) is : 

) 
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"This treatise in seventy verses exhausts that of 
the sixty-thousand verses; it explains (the sorts of) 
creation which proceed from (eight) causes, up to the 
fifty categories ( relating to the Intellect )." 

This verse is introduced thus: 'An intelligent man of 
this (school) has composed this verse.' The first hemi­
stitch of this verse corresponds to ~flflrt f;6~ ~s~f1::ij-s~f: 
~~if~lI' tSf~a;:SI'~lI', but the second hemi-stitch is different. 
Nevertheless, the commentary reproduces what the text has 
omitted when it says: "The traditions of the ancient sages 
and the refutations of the opinions of others are found 
in the great (treatise) but not in this one, This is the 
difference", (Compare OTr~lI'rR<lirfqd~aT: q\crT~fqq~a'~rfq-72). 

Takakusu accounts for this by saying: "It was, 
perhaps, impossible for the Chinese traveller to enclose 
within the twenty characters of his verse the entire 
sense of the Sanskrit verse. Paramartha seems to have 
been obliged to skip in the translation of the text this· 
or that word, free to take it up again in the commentary." 

Of course, nothing definite can be said, but Taka­
kusu's explanation is not convincing here. It is likely 
that Paramartha omitted this second line in his trans­
lation and someone later: attempted to supply it on the 
basis of the commentary. Or, Paramartha was himself 
not sure of the text of this ver~e 'of an intel1igent man' 
and quoted from memory, and explained on the 
strength of the impression he carried with him. Even this 
is not quite appealing, but we cannot ignore the fact 
that the explanation of the second hemistitch is there 
in the commentary, and that Paramartha knows what 
is known as ka:. 72 as a verSe c'Jmposed by an 'intelli­
gent man of this (school).' 
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Scholars have tried in different ways to arrive at 
the number seventy or to explain it away. These argu­
ments have been discussed by Pt. UdayavIra SastrI and 
also by Dr. Adyaprasada J.V1isra and cannot bear, 
Tepetition. We shall only see how some oftbe commen­
tators explain the term 'saptati', and find out if 
anything definite could be said. 

V 9 does not have ka. 72 containing the word 
"saptati' yet Vg has the following in the explanation 
-of ka. 71 : -'fifq~W( SlTR:{ 51f8I{t ••••• ~~lf" [ t~P'fIl.] I 

t~~a:{ qat(. ~IIT~fi1: [\t~] I 8IT~furt ~8fcr: SI'lTvT '!:~. 
fi1~~' ~Cflll~ 'qacqAslI( ~ral{ I qa~urt v8fcl' if'" &lTN­
~fit:-(r~IIffi;n I 

. Thus, according to Vg, the Sa:lilkhya Ka:rika: consists 
{If ka:rikas 1-70. Ka:. 69 states that Paramarfi (Kapila) 
was the propounder of this philosophy. Ka:. 70 shows 
how this was handed down-It came down in a 
condensed form to Paficasikha, by whom the tantra was 
~ FcPI,. Vg expJains this thus: qllfT iiir ao:5t ~1Or5I1~. 
P says : 'Paficasikha, who explained it at full length 
in sixty thousand verses.' Paramartha thus understands 
by '~a'titantra' a work of 60,000 verses. 

V B further says that isvarakffJ}a summarised this 
~a~titantra for the benefit of the sifyas. Then we find 
~~~( followed by ka. 71 ('It is said in this verse'-P). 
We find a similar expression ~~~r( introducing ka:. 62-
~J;i{ 1f~ ... Now ka:. 62 is regarded as an integral part 
of the Saptati by all, so ~~T( cannot be said to intro­
duce a quotation. Perhaps ka. 71 was meant by Isvara­
.kf~J}a as the concluding remark on his work of seventy­
versE's. 
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Regarding ka. 72, P, (lS we have seen above, says :­
<, An intelligent man of this (school) has composed this 
verse". V 1 does not say anything· by way of introduc­
tion to ka 72. This karika: has !{fcr at the end, and V 1 

says at the end of its explanation of it: q~i!fT~;r i!ff3t~(H:· 

q~i!f~~.ffi"~fa' q~~'8firfcr. M also has ~ur qT~: q~i!fr({: ~if 
ifnraT,.!{ffi qft~a:rrRfimf. Y and T ( -and ka. text in J- ) 
read o,.rJq for ol.~ andJ has in the Vftti 8lr~~.~di'crT:­
q~qT~lT~~crT: ~:. J also says in the vrtti qt ~~a.l)qlf)fir-· 
if)strl:~f~{crr ~ cr'illrn:, ~h.Jf ~ ~ftf~ra-. 

In Y, before ka. 72 we find 8lT~ =if. Y generally· 
employs an expression like atT( to introduce a quotation, 
while a karika is introduced by ~~, CfimIer" ~~tr. or the- . 
like. We do find qci ~miffl. ~~lf,~)q\t(\-,;{T( introducing 
ka 56, but there it is quite clear that Y is speaking of 
the author of the Samkhya Karika. Even its oun 
concluding verses are introduced thus; aJT( =;f-

81~'if~qT~~~tf~ftil'~;m~~~crr I 

a:r~~1~;sra~"g~6 ~r~:qfr~ifiT 11 111 

~fa" v~{ij-~r~: ~2fafir~Ttttr I 

51i6T~~~ «ii~ ~,~t ~RIi~1fqifif lI'~ 11 

Y has not even explained ka 72. Could this karika. 
have been really just a stanza composed by some 
learned teacher, in respect of the Samkhya Karika, but 
not as a part of it. The karika in Y is ~8&:~t .... 
~ftl~aT,..fq' • 

J refers to the 'saptati' as starting from '!:~~­
fiI~rar~ ... ' and ending with qcrrq~~ ... (atllfir'lfi:fa ~8r~lf~: I 

. '!:~5f~n.~rcr,({' '~crtr. q~~JI.' !(m ~nti'~fuf(crlt.-J, 71 ). It seems 
1, that the readin~ of ka. 72 according to J is '«'1i'~t •••• 

qt~~i!f~tcrr: §E;aT:', though as seen above it seems to. 
explain ~ also. 
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T has like Y the reading ~~ •• _~~l.{fir~~8t"'fq'. 

T does not explain the second hemistitch. 

Could we hazard the conclusion that the author of 
V 1 was the author of karikas 72 and 13 ~ Karika 71 
was meant to be IsvaraknlJ.a's own concluding stanza 
in respect of the Saptati. The author of V 1 perhaps 
felt that something was lacking and so he added karikas 

. 72 and 73 as his concluding remarks. Paramartha 
referred to ka. 72 as the composition of a learned man 
of the school. The author of the Yuktidlpika also quoted 
it, and then it came to be forgotten as a quotation 
and was included in the text of the Sam.kbya Karika. 
This is how ka. 72 came to stay a3 a part of the 
Sam.khya Karika, and it was not suspected to be spurious 
as it refers to the topics of discussion in Sam.khya 
thought and the ten mulikarthas can be specifically 
pointed out in its explanation along with the five 
viparyayas, 28 indriya-asamarthyas, nine tu~tis and 
eight siddhis. The thought of composing this karika 
occurred to the author of V l' it may be presumed, 
because ,the author of V 9 referred briefly to the ten 
~'6l~s after the exposition of ka 21, and there was no 
karika to draw the reader's attention to the different 
topics of Samkhya thought. This also explains why P 
and Y quote it at the end. 

Ka. 73 (-also composed by the author of V 1 it 
appears-) did not get this honour and so is found 
nowhere except in V 1 and M ( which is an enlarged 
version of V 1 ). But the author of Y knew this arya as 
can be seen from a verse in it which is an imita tion 
of ka. 73. 

( 

1 
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(~'4¥1ati,>qf" Vm~9~!CI''I. I 

ql~¥lq~ CI'~~ ~r8q ~~ IIHIl -V, p.2. 
Compare- ~amlN IOf~ "TtTCI'. qR~,,'I. I 

. CP5I~ =if ;:~~qurPr~ ~'I. II-ka. 73) 

. J refers to the Saptati just as V 8 does as starting 
~It~ !:~~CI'~ ••••••• and ending with q~IJ. ••• ,though 
It lDcludes kanka_ 71 and also ka. 72 (perhaps regarding 
bot.h of them as ISvarak:r~lJ.a's own concluding remarks). 
T IS based on J, so we have the same position in 
it also. It is only the earlier commentaries (viz. V 9, 

V l' P and Y) that can help us to come to some Con­
clusion, through in the absence of still better evidence 
we should always have an open mind and be in search 
of more proof before we come to any definite conclu­
sion. 

As said above, P does not have ka. 63 (~: ~fJr~ ... ) 
and one might be tempted to regard it as an inter­
polation posterior to Paramartha (546 A.D.); but then we 
would have to regard a11 the comentaries as later than 
P, as they all, without any exceptior comment on ka. 
63. But it is likely that Paramartha aho tried to see 
that there were just seventy karikas as the name 
Samkhya-Saptati indicates. In his attempt at screening 
he discovered that in point of content this karika was 
very feeble and even expository and could be dispensed 
with. Then, according to him, the karikas would be 
seventy-one, where in his own view the last is a verse 
composed by 'an intelligent man of this (school)'. 

An examination of P will bear this out. After ex­
plaining ka. 62, P says: c'If then you say that Spirit is 
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bound in the worlds or that it is deHvered from death 
and birth, that is not correct. Another verse says". This 
verse could be only ka:. 63 which also says that Nature 
binds herself. It could not be ka:. 64. It may be noted 
that there is a reference to {fH~q again in ka:. 65 and 
there Parama:rtha seems to . have a different reading 
(-a deliberate change in agreement with the omission of 
ka: .. 63-) as instead of {fta~qfcJf"'~~rq, we find in P 'finishes 
by abandoning her functions'. This emboldens us to say 
that Parama:rtha deliberately omitted ka:. 63. 

Gau9.apa:da might have known karikas 1-71, but 
he commented on only karikas 1-69, as the rest, he 
thought, were self-explanatory (-Gauqapada is primarily 
interested in philosophical discussions). We cannot say 
how he viewed ka:. 72. 

Thus the Sa:mkhya Karika: can be said to have 
originally consisted of karika:s 1-71 , the last karika: 
serving as the author's concluding remark. 

j 
( . 

13 
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Vg 
1.~~ 

~~;aTjqJ;a-

a')s~tTcrr({ 

2. mfir~~f4.1~nfa­
~: 

3. ~1811i~g fir'il~; 

4. Same 

5. anca<R;J :q 

6. ~~f%:~~qrifT« 

7. Same 
8.~~: 

Test of the Sreinkhya Karika: in 

Vi 
a'(q~l1a' 
~.y;:a~)-

~Tift« 

As in Vg 

In all 

y 

d~fITai6 
Same 

As in Vg 

g 

[Order of 

As in Vg 

pad as chang­
ed (dcba) 
because it is in 
sutra style] 

81Tcacr:q'ij :q IflcaCf:;:r;J g 8l,cacr:;:ri{ '" 

Slm~~~qrifl~ (!) 
(Chowkhamba 

SlfQ~~~ qTifl« srfu~~~qrifT~ 

Ed. gives the 
text as srCl1fa" 0-

but this is not 
corroborated 
by the comm.) 

fu41.,(vl. ql~) fu:a'l. 

all 
a!qii5~: Cf!Q\i5taT: 

) 
1 

the different commentaries 195 

J T 
('f~1llTa~ tll(qEfldi6 

In Vg 

As in Vg As in Vs 

atltClCR;J :q antacr:;:r;J g 

srmf~~~JfTifl<r. SlCl~ta~TifT<r. 

Remarks 

Same in all 
except Vi 

Same in all 
except M 

Same in all 
except J 

Same in all 

Ifltam g 

~feRn~fi{'« (1) 
(Ka:. text has 
5ICftfao, but this 
is not corro­
borated by the 
comm.) 

Same in all 
except M 

Same in all 
P seems to be 
like Vg, etc" 
though this is 
not included 
in the Ka. 
text in P. 
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V VI Y G 
:I 

~fafCf~q "q :;w As ID V9 As In VD As In Vs 

9-13. Same in all 

14. atfif~Cf~r~: As in V9 As in V9 As in V 9 
f~o 

15. Same in all 

16. 31fa31fa~un~~- Same 10 all 

fCf~"lu:. 

17. ~Cf(l~tf31~~ \Cf(l~tfSl'l~~ ~cr~~r~ 31'lff~ ~cr~~r~ Sll~~ 
18. fsr~orr~fqq~~T- fsmvtT~fq~~T~~Cf ~~U~q~~:n~Cf ~~fCfq~~h~Cf 

~~Cf(Ka:. text), (Ka:. text) (Ka:. text), 
~~uZlfqq~~l~~Cf ~~u~fqq~~cr fSf~OJT~fcrq~~I~cr 

(Comm.) (Comm.) (Comm.) 
1 9. a~ijr~:q fqQlJt~rtJ: a~ijr~ Nq~ifT({ As in V 9 As in V 9 

20. ~ur~r~ :q 

21. ~~;rT~, 
'tI. • 
CliCl('~r~ 

22.'fUT~ 

23. Same 

~ ~ 'tI. • • • 
~~;rl~:, Clicr('~T~: ~~;rr~, 

"ur~(Ka:"text), As in V 51" 

'fUT~( Comm.) 

in all 

~Cf~Titq, 

As in Vg 

) 
J 

As in V9 

As in V9 

As in V5I 

~~sfQ 

Same 

As in V 51 
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T M Remarks 
5JPV~q mq:q ~N~q v~ :q Same in all 

except T 
Same in all 

at~~: f~o atfctitiMr~: fv.j(o Same in all 

As in V5I As in Vs 

~UI~~ :q !JUI~sfq 

Same Same 

As in V5I As in Vg 

except T 

Same in all 

V 51 has the same 
second line in 
the K-a. text; 
but has 0'l~ 
'ltlt~~lfrCl. 
in the Comm. 

Same in all 

except VI. 
Could it be a 
scribal error? 

Same in all 
except Y 

Same in all 
except VI 

same in all 
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Vs V 1 Y G 
24. q<IT~'P-";f qur- l{~ qtir~~- ~"1W qtiT~. q'lillt\IY-";f qQJ. 

~(mr~~~if ilfTl5fCIi: qsq~if ~T;:;r"lqs:q~ ~=t: 1p!f'li~ 

. 25. l@1~i411s"(: As in V 9 

26. :or~:~mvr- ~if~~T- i6~~~-

~v~~~f;f ~fu"r~~fir ~lf~'61~~If.J 

CfT'Ii ...... ~T: 'fT;? •••••• q~'lT: CfT"€ ...... q~'lT: 

27. ~~Ciq<ii'ffl ;r~- i3'~~rfil'li;r=t~: Same as 
~~~~ij~' Qf6fqCfifilfi~:or Ka:.text in Vg 
~T ~mill ~m' ~qf~· 

. 8l;:cr~0fiJ'f~ ~~r~T~H:~ 

t'f~"T~~~SFifTt an~'(r!iil 

t'f(( " ( Ka:. 
text). But 
~qftUJT;rfmT-

"l~nci' iO~-
i\'~'~";f (oro~) 

can be de-
. rived from 
the vftti. 

Cfl~ ...... ~ 

Same as VI; 
only G 
has ill.~ 

) 
1 
1 
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J T M Remarks 

qlit~Cfi~ 1IOl' q~~ii~ qQJ- l{~q'6l~'Ii-

~;:;rr'Fq~iP'~ ~S"(qs~~ ~~q~~if 

(Ka:. text), 
q~~Cfi~ qur­

~cr;:;r'5!'1s=q.fi :or 

(Comm.) 

As in V 9 As in V 9 

~:~~-~l~~' :olIg:~IUJ~U;{' 

l'CflTT~'tlfor ~~~f.J 
(Ka:. text), 

:org:~S"(ntr~~'(~ 1)­
~rnr'li,~rf;( 

(V:rtti) 

As in V9 Same in all, 
onlyYhas 

~~~Pi.(~. Different in 
;rM<6l~f;r all 

cH'Ii ••• q~tn"l. 

Same as G 
~ •••••• ~~f.ij ~ ••••.. ~~ 

Same as G Same as Vl; In P 1 the first 
and J only M,. line is the same 

has!lm~ as in V 9; and 
the second 
line the same 

as in Vt. 
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28.~q,~ 

o~~ 

29.~~ 
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VI 
,~~S":~ 

. o~,~ ' .. 

~\l5I8~ 

(K'a. text) 
~v~ 

(Comm.) 

y 

~~. 

~"-=if (but 
comm. expl­
ains by means 
of a) 

~t~~ 

G 

~ 
o~r,. 

~,~ 

(Kli. text) 

~\iiJ~~' 
(Comm .. ) 

30. a 'Ift'I:. As in V I As in V I As in V I 

31.oUtt o~ olaiit, 
(KL text), (vl)oeii1 

e"'(Comm.) 

32-33. Same in all 
34. oR,,~,fVr 

~fit qs:iI'-

o fcf,,-ft1Vr 
~Vllfq qs:;r-

ofiJ1(~ oN"~lfUr 
~ a q18- ~fir a 

firer~ ~fOr f'~(Kli. text), q'"f~,fir 

~1(t~fq q~ 

fif"~ (Comm.) 

35-36. Same in all 
37.~: S'(: 

38·40. Same in all 
(39. missing in V 11) 

41. 8'1'( f'At'~· As In V 11 an. ~r tq'" As in VI 
. ~ Fcrwfa fitu- falm ~,$j 
~~ ~ tmr. 

,) 
, . J T 

*'"ufi(s ~f~ 
o~~ o~~ 

As in VI As in VI 

.bi1 ot$l'if 

• f''f1I1ilfVr o~""lfUr 
~ a qIIq- I()1nfir a 
~ qS"4N"~lfUr 

1": p: 

As In V. As in Y 
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M Remarks 

~qr~ P has ~1r~!J in 
c'{r~ VIew 

f( !re: Same in all 
'except M 

otalit Could P have 

in view 
~r~i:a~ t 

Same in all 
.~lfVr 
~Jqfq 

q~fir" ~ I fUr 

Same in all 
erer: Same ill all '. 

except M 
Kli 39 is 
mIssing in the 
MS. of VI 

i3lt ~s~­
f\a1!fct;JfIru$j 
fQr( 
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,j 
I· , 
,.p, 
:1' 

, . 
i" 

2Q2· : 

Vg y 

42. missing S~me in all 
43. missing 5IU;Fcr'6r ~!ifa' '6fJ.!lt ~(JCIif ~T~ 

44. missing in all 
45. Karika is As in Vg 

G 

5If9iFct~ ~.r~ 
(Ka. text) 

"" ~f:~~ 
(Comm.) 

As inV. 

missing, ~ijTilJtfl~ 

but v:rtti has (Ka. text ), 
~~ITU J(Cffcr ~ijTil ~T~~T~ 

~~IJT, [~Q.] J(~fa ~Tl'fT(l, 

46. o~tiJ:ijfffql"' 
.a~ ~~T~g 

47. missing 

48. missing 
49. missing 

50. missing 

(v:rtti) 

As in V 9 o~~q~fQ.. 
o~ 'if ~ 

Same in all 
~~~ijm. grn .... ~N~Q. 
or ofirq4~f~af2 g~ ... 

... (~) 

As in Y 

o~ .. f!rcr~g 

(Ka. text), 
o~ra~ 

(Comin.) 

81T\i~'~iiTl'o."if " ••• 81T'E~WI!f~"-=<I. • • 8If~~~:of ••• 
J(lQT ...... ~T .... (Ka. text), J(lt~ ... 

I(lW ••• ~qfp.."if 

qs:q' t{i!f g'l~s. 

tmrer: , 

8lfqr~1f'if ~ 
... JlTn« ••• (v:rtti) 
~ ••• ~ QS:of arr~ .•. ~(f. q$if 

"'" gq~sfi1~: ttir- ~sfipnq: 

J 
I ~ 

1 

203 

J T M Remarks 

Same in all 
5IliiFctClif ~ 51~ ~ta- ~I ~!itfR 

CliT~:q' (Ka. text) 
(~f: in the 

Comm,) 
Same in all 

As in Vg As in V 9 ~~« ~~~~ffi 
Ul'fTtl, 

As in Vg As in Y As in Vg 

or~raf<fa~ o ;~mtl~:q" o~~<fa~ 

8l1'C~T""CliTI'o.-=<I ... "T~ffijClif~... "l~mrl!M~ ... 
¥ll~ ... J(Jt~T .... J(Jt~ ... 

'if WT ••• ~"'ct 'iT~n ••• ~"'tl, qs:q- iJTWT ••• ~ql([, qs~ 

P seems to 
have in view 
!I'f~~~ 
P 1ike Vg, VI 

Same in all 
P seems to 
have in view' 

O~q~~tl 

qs:i!{ iflf g~S- 'if ifif g~~)sAl- ifif:q' g~Sfilftaf: 
fJfJffiT: (Ka. 'lOT: 
text) lfJ~ ... 
~~~ .... ( vftti) 
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Vs 
51. missing 

Y G 
!:t(ff<f"1I61{iif~: !:~"'f61{iifolf: 

(K a. teJrt), 
!:~"'T~~'l 

.52. missing ... ~flI,~~: 
•. ~I:i 51m 

. ~H~f;r~ 
6Iitfqm~~ 

••. ~TCf~~~: •••• ~crfiI:lm: 

... rtriA: 31Cf§~ ---fkfiN: 51~ 
.'53. missing 
.54. missing 

'.55 6'5f ... ~Cf~~;:r 

:56. missing 

,,~ ... ~~ 
As in VI 
6'~fcm,~ 

8lSI ..•. ~"T~" 
{'~"f 5llifa~ff: ~~ SIlifclti6: 

(tiff: !)51'n'~ ~ a;:Cf~-
~: 5I1IT{lq: ~JCfT~: 

As in VI 
61itfcr~~ 
6:;r ••• ~~~ 

~"f SIliMtiff" 

,,~~~~. 
q~rcJ: 

~,'-i!{Cf 'RT'-i- ~CfT'-i!{Cf q~T'-i As in Y 
~: an~~: 

:57. missing Same in all 
58. missing ~,""",)~fim ~~ F<Pn~ As in Y 
'59-61. missing Same in all [60-61 missing 

61 (first line in Y] 
is the same 
as in others) 

·62. ;:r II'q~ ottfq... " .. ,,~ '1 "M... missing As in VI 
~ ifif~i. 

063. ~cf As in Vs missing 

«!f '" Sq~~r~ a" '" ~"f'~ 51m " 

·64. Same in all 

I 
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J T M 

!:~fcr1lf161~~~: !:~fCf'ElTffr~~: ~:~f .. .",r6spJ1l 

(Ka. text), 
!:~f<f",rff'il~~: 

(v:r tti) 
... ¥nCf~~f~: ... ~Tq~W'tt: ... ~ICffitiffl: 

Remarks 

.... ft~: 51~ ... f;:m: 51~ ... ~"rcr f~I-tT {Iq: 

a~i~l;:li~ As in V I As in V I 
oJilfcf~rw~ 6mfcr~lw~ 6'f)f.:r~lT~~ 

051 ... ~Cf~T~;:r ~ ... ~"~r~ &151 ••• ~J{rij" P, like V 11 has 
in view ~"mtt 

~~1iI' 5fiifOiia) ~i'~liI" 51iifaii:l) !{1'itlil" 31,f6,0) 

iI~<'::T~fCf~liI"l@ - ilii<'::1~~"f~6 - ~T~f,,"f~~-
q~~: q~;:6: q~ro: (-M 

does not have 
m~ in the 

As in Y As in Y 

As in Y As in Y 

if ",l:':~aS;aT if... As in J 
Cfir~ 
As in G As in G 
As in V 1 As in V 1 

pratlka) 
As in Y 

As'in Y 

As in Vg 
~~~l~ 51fa 

Same 10 all 

Same in all 

Ka. 63 is not 
included in p. 
The arya is . 
defective in M 
Same in all P 
seems to read 
iflfttt for ",ftiJ 
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Vg VI Y 
65. ~firf;r,\'(: As in Vg missing 

mtT: 

/ 67. lififi~~ 
~a~~l~: 

68. Same 
69. tI~lt;f~r;:r •••• 
70. ~tf Ifg"lT ~ 

a~'l. 

71. Same 
72. 

73. 

m 
~"T~ ~T", .•• 

~~~ ifgfcNr 
(srgI:1T~) ~ qs, 
(a;s,'l.~) (Ka:. 
text), ~"' or~r 
ilia- a;:;y'l. 
(Comm.) 
m 

QHr3JT ••• ~ffi 

missing 

As in Vg 

all 
tlqli[lt;f" ~A" •• 

~~ :q ifgl:11 ilicf 
a;:;ylt. 

•••• f!'HIJ(3J~l 

(Ka: text), 
. ~w~~ ~~P(I'''Ii •••• 

~~'6T 
(Comm.) 
As in Vg 

.J T M Remarks 

As in G ~1H~qfqf~T'l.· , As in G 
~CJ'E9: (v I. !,J~:) 

P seems to have 
in view ijtf~q. 

f'ffil1'tfT'l. 
o~~r3JrlJr of~~f~T 

(Ka: text), 
0f!q~ar~ 

(Comm.) 

8~~~rt{ . .•• tlqli[f~~r", ••• 
. As in Y As in Y 

~H~ •••• ~fq ~m3Jt ... ~f6 
(Ka: text), 
~Hf3Jt.. .. ~r: (1) 
(or o"~fa ?) 
(Comm.) 

Same in all 
" ~"I~Tt{ ••• 

~t{ :q ifS:~~ G does not 
a;:;r'l.. (Ka. text), comment on 

~ tfi"1r ~ karikas 
a;:;r'l. (Comm.) 70 ff. 

• "'Po 
~tQf3Jr •••• ~1C1 Vg has only 

Karikas 1-71 

Found only 
in VI and M. 
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Let us take into consideration some of the, karikas 
where the readings differ considerably according to the 
different commentaries. 
(i) Ka. 24 : 2nd line : 

qiiT~~<fi~ qGf~CI';,",:;rq~iIi~-V 51, J, T; 
qilimtili~ "umr;:,",~: qa::q'iliacr -G; 
~~~ qiIiT~IIi~CI';m:;rili: qs:qili~~-V 1; 
~fr~~ ~ifil1{~<fi~aF,",S1qs:q'iJi~cr - Y ; 
,1t~ qiIiT<{~~;:,",:;rqs:qoili~cr -M. 
The line in Vg, J, T is defective (-one matra 

too few). V 1 seems to have altered the line in the 
interest of the sense to be conveyed-to bring forth that 
the group of eleven is aindriya, but here the arya be­
comes derecthe (-one matra too many). Y tries to 
bring this in conformity with the line in V 9' by means 
of the expression aT;'lT~qS"lili~cr, but 'here there is one 
matra:too few. (Or could the reading be Cl'T;:msr: 'R~cr !) 
M has CI';m~q&:=ifllialf (again one matra too few). The arya 
in G (which follows Vg), is free from metrical 
defect, though the expression ~: is rather odd (-it is 
used in ka. :L5). 
( ii) Ka:. 26 First line-

~r.~~Tfor ::q~: ~51~r!J(~~~~q~~lfiJ - Vg; 
~:atf;:~~lfor ~'br(q~:q'~~~T~lmiJil~mf;{-V 1; 
~:alfr~rf!J( ~.~~!f~:q~Vi{~'f~~~rfir-Y; 
~~lf;i{~Tfur :q~:~l~~TtllTij~~q~~iJiTf;r-G; 
~:al~lfur ::qg:m~~lt1f~W!f2flJK~Tf;J-J ( ka. text); 
~:alf;:i{mfur :qg:~l'l(,Cf!:{q;n(i{}ufij'6T~~Tf;t-J ( vrtti ); 
~'frit~rf1T ::q~:~~~lt1f~~i{fcrlJT~~lfi1-' r 
~1f;i{~r for ~):;rrcr~:q~{ ~i{i{fRliJi1~~lfir-M. 
Ka 26-The first line is different in all the 

commentaries. It is defective in V 9 (-the number of 
matras is adequate, but the ~ "or is missing) unless 
~1iilTf;( be uttered as ~wi{lfil. VI seems to have modified 

,J 
I ~ • 

I 
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it to mention the sense-organs in the proper ~rder • 
The line even 'here Is metrically defective unless ~"r 
be read as ~ ( as M has it) and there be a letter with 
a single consonant in the place of ~ of ~;r.* Y rectifies 
this. G follows V 51 but here there is one m-a:tra too many 
and the ~ qGf is disturbed. The line is alright in the ka. 
text of J, but that as derived from the v{tti is defective; 
there should have been '(<<if in the place of ~«i{l,-though 
J actually says ~«i{ ~if ~. T has the same line as in 
the ka. text of J. M has the same line as V H only it 
Is not defective as it ha" ~«if in the place of ~i{l. 

(iii) Ka.43, first line : ijffErfiliT~ ifflfT: S(r!lfftiIiT ~,faiJi1~ ~ijt~T:-
V 1r G(ka. text), T, M (one matra too many); 

mrvfuiiT~ mcrr: slT,ffi'ir ~iicrr~ l:1'lmr: - Y, J, M(k-a:. text); 
v~~ "'CJT: 5I~T ~iiCI'T~ _r: - G (bha~ya) (one 
matra too few).· 

The line is metrically correct in Y, J. and M (ka. 
text). G seems to have paid more attention to the 
wording -if there be ~cr, there should also be SffiiCI'. 

(iv) Ka. 45, first line : ~ut~Rl. ~Rrij5~: ~~Rr ~qfcr ~1~~'iITl1m­
Vg, V 1 (ka. text), V, G, J, T; 

o~Q'TU U3l~1:z;:.rn UIITa:.-V1(vrtti), M. 

Metrically both are correct; V 1 perhaps irr..proved 
on V 9 to make the line more effective. 

* We find in later literature a number of ~r}' as where the 
foJJowing conjunct consonant· with a final ~ does not make the 
preceding letter guru. 

14 ~ 
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(v) Kll'. 46, Second line: ~UJ~tf~~l;f a~ ~~ ~it.­
, .Vg;· VU J, M; 

. ~UJ~~fcr;r~<1'- i.H~ :q' ~~,~ q'5:q'lrtHl-Y, G, T. 
. Y seems to have put· ~UJ~tf~m:. in' the place of 

9OJ~Q'~~~if to . make the expression grammatically more 
correct as also to make the portion consist of just 12 matraB. 

(vi) Ka. 50-First line : aTT"~~~<l~: in all except G., 
. and' 1\1 which' have aTrqTft;rCf~~~:, which is m.etrically 
wrong, though grammatically an improvement OD the 
former. 

Second line : ~~~tf~)q~;rr~ qs:if ifq ~~~sfil;rm:-V 1 (one 
matra too few), 

; -nwr ~tf~~nt:. q~ ifq ~~~sfi1~:-Y, 
"TWf fcttf~)q~ qS:q' ifq ~~~')StiPraT:- G, J (ka. text), 
.Twfcr~')q~'l1~ qs~ if..-· g~~Sfil"aT:-J ( vrtti); 
IfTmr ~tflilq~",<1'- qs:<f :q' if~ ~~S~IJaT:-T, 
arr~r fqq~')q~J!rfl. qo::q ifq :q' g~Sf~~aT:-M. 

1;, 

The arya in V l' y, G, J is defective (one matra 
too few). T and M rectify this by inserting :q'. (Y has :q' 

according' to Pandeya's edition.) 

(vii) Ka. 51, First Jine: ail: ~~s~~ ~:~fir~ra~ !I~5ITfa:­
V 1, G(bhasya), M. 
Y, G (ka:. text), J (ka. text), and T have ~:~fq'tlre,~q: 

In the place of ~:~fq~o~~~, and J(vrtti) has ~:~fq~q: 
(-this latter makes the arya defective as there is one 
m'atr'a too many). 

(viii) Ka. 67 I Second line : ff11fa ~~'fiJ~q~I~q1fi6vil~: (V 9 
and otbers). V 1 has :q''lIiw(q~a~~~: (which makes the 
line defective as there is one matra too many). T has 
.ilfir",CI"~'~:, which is an improvement in expression. 
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(ix) Ka. 69, First line: ~~1irii~rilfij~",,-V9 and others. V 
an. d Y have here S~1irii' ~ 1 
d tr ~rr'll~'\ which makes no 

luerence metrically. 

(x) Ka. 70, second line : aTr«f{~fQ q'STlf~=,.2I' 
V ....... ., ~;:r Cilsl:1r ~€f 

o~ 1- s, VI (vrtti), M(vrtti); 
o~~~ ifs • 

" t:TT i(f Clr:j~_ VI (la. text) (defective) . 
O~ijif :er ar~t:Tr ~ oi'~~_ Y, J T (one matra too 'many). 
°Clif :er ;;r~~l~ orSjll'. M (k- ) , 

• • ·~l a. text (one matra: too man ). 
Actually, It IS the first part of thi r th Y.' 

cumbersome as u t - R . s me at IS 
T M (k- P ~ qo-Tl ~~r~ there are 13 matras; Y J 

' a. text) consIder the latter b' " 
make it consist of 15 -t _ part Y Itself and ma rase 
(xi\ K- 27' . , a. ]S Interesting. It is found 

Y as follows :_ 10 V sand 

«ttillCfiJr:j ;r;r~~f;~~ij~~'1T ~'ll~~'{ I 

. l(;:a~r~fir1i~ a~~:qR acr.. 11 
It IS founn in V 

I as ~~Ii':r'iJ/'sr 'l;:r: ~~lJ<6fiJf%% :er ~r1f~ I 
~~~~Tiflri1 ~~ 11 

G, J, T and M have the same ka te t 
G, J~ and T have --r~~r~ instead f 'um x as VI; only 
has Jfr~~Tf. In p, the first line iso th: ~RTf, an~ M 
and the second 1 ine the s . same as 10 Vs 

ame as 10 V It" 
to note that the second 1" l' IS mteresting 
on ka:. 27. me can be derived from Vs 
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