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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 ey sdifa FoaRumfRas st afaindg f@a
gfd in V,, both =@mdz=7 and =@Az1™ can be gathered.
As a matter of fact, even the line swaasay wv: IrciEmbad
@ @rasgiq, can be derived from V,, which is unfortunately
confused.

From this we can make a surmise. The author of
V4 perhaps had two readings of the karika before him and
incorporated both of them in his exposition. Or, he had
only one reading, but gave a detailed exposition regar-
ding the %7 and fa@ly of the indriyas, which did not
directly follow from the *arika (Y does not discuss these
points). The later commentators tried to improve on
the karika on the basis of this exposition so that all
this could follow from the karika and so could be rele-
vant. This perhaps accounts for the different readings in
the second line as found ia others (smdg=a, armdym ).
The first line .according to P tallies with the first line
in Vg, and the second with that of V;. But perhaps
Paramartha wondered how all of a sudden the second
line could refer to all the organs when the context
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 commentators, it is likely, changed

P
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the first line also in the light of V, so as to avoid repetition.
(Y makes a conscious effort to show that the second

line explains that mind can be both a ggiffsa and a %#fay

because of its distinguisting characteristic, viz. fraafigae).

The first line in these is not uite satisfactory a3 it

should mean : ‘Mind is 39aras—d%s9% and gfxa’, but then

grwsafa hangs somewhat loose. The author of V, seems

to have made this change in the original karika.

(15) Karika 28—astaaaraq —The different commen-
taries explain the significance of @= here as follows :

ngsRsfEAneaigad:—V,, amogy = [ frRwdg ]—V,
(—Compare #mmesl fa@md:i-M). V, tries to putit
positively, @izras fadafagead:~Y. Could this mean that
the term & is meant to exclude the particular
operations of other organs’ ¢ Or should it be amwsAsTAf*-
3%3d: as in Vy-to exclude the idea that the functions
of all are common ? G combined the interpretation
of both V, and V, in #aFssd fRamnd: «ff@wfgcad:
G seems to be indebted to both V, and V,. Anyway,
V, seems to be posterior to Vg, and Y -and G to both
Vs and V,.

(16) Karika 38—V,, G and M explain @=d as signi-
fying g@azga and J explains it as meaning g@wz. V4 on
the other hand says : mFa: gaewm: smg=EIifasda
gifiqa: sarg: gan ; and Y—araeaEd adenfaagqma qeafadt
gagifRuaiad: ; and T—arrar:  gan ssare @93 V, and Y
are alike here. (V5 does not say anything about uX
and 7g.)

(17) Karika 70—V, says here that Kapila imparted
this knowledge to Asuri out of compassion and not for
any evil purpose (?) or any evil design ( Marafdn).
This must originally have been : @fi gwmidy or af



126

walgdn, It is interesting to compare Y which seems to
clarify the abrupt statement, or expand the statement,
in Vy. See ag—udw@mensawy wwifkfafaageen: 1« 9 ama
wadgald - wEsgEgwEd weaafasmga . s Rsqonr-
AAFENGHTT, | 7 MNegrda-aifafEgIaT 909 acrd: | awnRedaataaa
oRATREEAITAG: gEAwE  szqfafd « gwad-awea 0 5 afg ¢
Hgwraar s3i1-Y. '

We have seen thatV, is definitely prior to 'V; and
" Y as these seem to be influenced by V,. By the bye,
we have taken note of the indebtedness of other commen-
taries also to V,,

(C) Now we may consider a few points in G in relation
to V,.

(18) Karika 9—Explaining #@g®ua, V,, P and G
give only the example faga¥s: dou, V, and M give in
addition the examples of FFaQuuzsEw, F=argfey (F=mgfeq-
dgfqma-M), @afasmm  and @31 (only in M). (Actually
these examples change the point at issue. The karana
is regarded as existent by both the Vaisesika and the
Samkhya; only the Vaisesika does not regard the effect
as potentially existent in the cause even before it is
produced.) This shows M’s dependenceon V, and the
latter’s desire to add a few examples to the one given
by V,. G has understood V, very well here. Similarly
the wording in G, 42 clearly shows that it is based on
Vo as M is based on V,.

(19) Karika 3—The expression wzas gg fagf:in V,,
3 is not meant to be a pratika (it is just a paraphrase)
because V, itself says ‘g’ @=isqiarendy, and weaseg Az
would make the arya defective, It is interesting to note that
with Wteas g1 f¥f@:, the arya would be -alright. Was

N -\.._.._—-*.
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this some loud thinking on the part of the author of V,
who thought that f¥sfa: should preferably be used here
in view of the wording of the karika as a whole; and

“when g is used in the sense of tg ! He has paraphrased

wiea®eg fa@: of the karika. G and J specifically say that
famit signifes f3#fa only. This shows that either G and
J had V, in view or were thinking on the same lines.
(J reads wiega=a faw: and says =we waHEd: |« faud
fazfats. See also qv wisgd wat fagfatg . famr fasfa:—G).

(20) Karika 6—V,, M and Y do not comment on
the second line of ka, 6. On the other hand, V,, P and
G say that we know g3&1 ¥gusi, 3a¢: 3wd: 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 Samkhya principles. G and J
seem to be influenced by V4 here; only, J gives a more
relevant explanation. V, moreover defines apta thus : @
a5 fags: Ao @1 gee: 39 asiaa: fd—the same idea as in
@EMS:.......quoted (ka. 4) in G, J and M, only not
so precise and well expressed.

It may be noted that G is influenced by V, in
the interpretation of ka, 14. (see ‘Comparison’).

(21) Karika 36—gd in this karika is construed as
follows :

qd &y wsagdifagifn o= wEfEafu gfgesd a9 s”—V,,
Q@ &7 gfgsat-a:soRg: Ffiga-M; @ g agafagasafa e
fameaan  AfsggRa—Y; g TEd geuRay iR
gufader:—]. T understands by ta-a@Faga@isggr:. G con-
strues : qifa Forfa Iwifa @@ gufadr:, 'V, makes some comment
on the use of the masculine ip ¢d. The word fa@¥ is
always of the masculine gender, so it cannot affect the
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gender of g, and we should have gaifi referring to
the eleven sfz7s and #ggr. G has straightaway construed
t@ wirh qufidai:. G seems to have got the suggestion
from V, .

(22) Karika 40—The explanation of g#iriag in V, and
G is similarly worded and shows that G used the ex-
pression of V,. See % @4 Awgrd qx sare gERAC
qeaIg=ad 1Teran-V,y; 931 A0 Ageran wnAfRed agr ggandegesaq
-G. J and T are alike here in point of expression.
And J and T seem to have polished the explanation of
fagag in V,.

(D). (23) Karikz 5. afeesfefegdsn— Vy, V;, Gand J
give examples of & zgr ffl arad, as also fefwd zgr fo
arqd. 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—fRga PrpoaifRaararash fog
ey gana) aRasfa 768 Bresfafy, Vi, V,, and M employ
the terms fizve and uafagy whereas G employs g% and
afy; and J, faga and #ifFe.

V, and J mention seven relations that can exist
between the fox and the fefi—eenfidasa, ssf-REKe, wii-
FL0, AE-AFEHe (AA-HFe in ]), sfagfege, ag=e (srgad in
J), fafim-Affs. Vg does not illustrate these while J
does, It may be noted that inference on the basis of
seven kinds of relations is refuted in the Nyaya-Varttika,
1.1.5 and Vacaspati commenting on this quotes the

following verse:
8 aE-Ffa-gnf-FJE-gg R o

eI f-T T Sl qRATSTAT I
( Tatparya Tika, p. 165)

-,
e
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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 affsf®-
ga@d, 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-stitra too has defined anumana as
knowledge from a mark or sign (laingikarh jianam ). This
mark of inference is said to be of two kinds—drsta (seen)
and adrsta (unseen) or samanyato-drsta (seen in.
general ). The linga functions on the strength of certain
relations in which thiogs stand to each other. These
relations are enumerated in the Vaisesika—satra 9. 2, 1:
The linga can be the (i) effect of, (ii) cause of]
(iii) conjoined with, (iv) opposed to, (v) inherent in the
sadhya (e3¢ &9 sror  &fr faQfy arafy 2F SfFer ). (See
also Vaisesika-stitra 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 avinabhzva or invariable concomitance that deter~
mines the relation of linga and sadhya, those mentioned
being merely illustrative. (Pra$astapada Bhasya, pp.
103-104 ). Uddyotakara, Vacaspati and others are of
the same view and the Buddhists include all relations in
causality ( karya-karanabhava ), identity ( svabhzava )
and non-apprehension ( anupalabdhi ) ( See Pramana-
Varttika 3.30, 37, Nyaya-bindu 2. 12 ff).

The Samkhya commentators (esp. V, ) seem to
have made use of the Vai$esika-siitra. Anyhow this
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discussion to some extent explains the mention of the
relations in V4 and J and shows J's indebtedness to V,.

(E) From the above it can be seen that V, is
prior to V,, as also to Y, G, J which are influenced by
it at a number of places. I. have earlier given a
detailed comparative study of the commentaries ( mainly
Vg, Vi, P, G, M) and shown that if any commentary
can claim to be the original of P it is Vy4. We shall

_consider only one or two points here.

(24) Karika 27-V, has not made any attempt to
explain how manas could be called d%9%. G, J and M
simply draw our attention to the fact that the vrtti of
manas is of the form of sarhkalpa. Y as usual explains
this at length and so does T. V, and P give an
example of this sort of function of the mind and this
we find referred to in Buddhist and Jaina works (see
Tattvasarmgraha-Pafijika, 7; Tattvabodha-vidhayini, p.
281). As I have pointed out in the ‘Comparison,” many
parables are narated in the same way in V, and P.

(25) Ka, 12—auel. Explaining thisterm (in the ex-
ample showing how a good lady representing the
sattvaguna can cause sukha, duhkha and moha), V4 says :
guegsg fgfqur: gElawEasw gestgueww. This is not found
elsewhere. Only P refers to ladies of equal position
and servants. Similarly the parable of bandits and

kulastri is found only in V, and P.

(¥ ) The author of P seems to have knowledge
of V, also and that is why M (which is a copy of V, )
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has b
. ee;ll looked upon as the original of P by scholars
- 1 V, a}lso being similar in style ). We

e such evidence jn point. . rote fut

26 ) Ka. i
taries{ say) K 5{021100. Il{ust{atxng adhyavasaya, the cominen-
hents a WS A wnfy, Y ety qq
very T :he] :f?:m‘z-l\ll, (s;e_-q& Fafa aqy ai’M_
. 3 Jtmust have been missin s
SCript o
% :m:;'d:;; av:l:cz:)!} ;!;e author Zf M haé); or s?:v;r:tlzclim;
religionn 2879 sRemfy oqdy 4 wenfy—G, practi
uties; renounce evil op realise g vow;P :I‘;lse
. This

gives us some j i
dea of Vs Influence on P apq G

Y also seems
at so
oV, ‘ some places to have been indebted

(27) Ka. 13. V, has raj
sattva, raj sed the question w
ted ar’g:zi:;c:ngro:;m:; are SIa=azor not, and anl:i?:ti;;:f
them o op.ponent who would not
says : !;;‘5:2'}?23 f.ﬂSWermg such ap argume:: gavrd
w=sfy | agq,f;a%‘;%::?'?\:; ;::é’ ? :if:éq L] F\a'll'rﬁ.’f%‘qu.
ed this ver I ;. VTR 992, Y has explain.
grfag:, q%‘x Er‘rvega?:afﬁ%ﬁ g W’"’aq%ﬁmgwr%ﬁ
S ff, §7r=awr | safiRfy, a1y g q
afy afma: aﬁqrqf%u?r: Smwmqﬁ:’- AT wR: sy
SR Ry e s&:nr | TR | A geiRy  enafisy.
Tt g0y g ﬁ‘tn;r BRI Rad G193 1 q o ot
Wy 1 qay n‘rf ! Z:a A St g
T TG 1 qF Weq gqe ﬂg{ A T RAGASERGARE (3 (2 T
T xamfya ..f‘ TIBETe Ifjagfaary g | atqr=IfRa
AT e : i‘s?mﬁ[ AITQHAT wgwFagmg | I3 Fisx-
TARIAIETT aRa 33 eredhe, qenia
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gmew 1 (Y, 13, p. 71 ). Here Y clearly seems to be
following V,. 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 V,.

(28) Ka. 20-21—-V,, M and Y give an exposition of
_emwfyg 0w, The illustration of arfe® §a1w given by V, is
spaqgadr:, by Y spwaenfdan, and by M gwidr. Y seems to
have got the suggestion from V,;. V, and M do not
‘mention qIgaregwr 4w, while 'Y does ( st¥staraggsaa: ).
V; and M do not initially refer to fyya3g® & but later
while eliminating the sarhyogas in respect of pradhana
and purusa refer to it also. The author of Y seems to
have noticed this inconsistency as also some lack of
appropriateness in the expostion in V,. Y’s treatment is
more systematic, Y mentions =g&idl: as an instance of
ufefafus dqt, whereas V, and M mention weigsan
(which according to Y illustrates fagafasfafafiagan). Could

the text of V, have originally been : afeRg#t aur agswr:,

fygfaafafafast ar awadlgsa: ¢ The scribe imight have

omitted the underlined words as his eye wandered from
one 391 to the other, and the author of M must have

consulted such a manuscript. Anyhow, Y is clearly
posterior to V.

(29) Ka, 30-It is interesting to examine how this
karika is explained in the different commentaries. All
agree in respect of the first line which says that the
four (sense-organ concerned, mind, aharhkara and buddhi)
operate simultaneously as also in succession. Only V,
and M are of the view that gwigafy is not p):sible, but
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the time between the vrttis 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 puruga
or a sthanu-), their functioning issaid to be =ma:, Vy, P
G and J do not give this explanation. Y regards gm-
9=9g87%1 § IR asmentioning a prima-facie view and mwa=
aer fafzer as refuting it. V, (-also M-) pehaps tried to
reconcile these views. According to V; and M the
second line states that both in respect of drsta
and adrsta things the functioning of the triad of
internal organs is preceded by that of the sense-
organ. Y argues that there is A& 3/ in respect of both
z¢ and #ee things (-Y discusses what #ee signfies-) and
it takes sger arqfd®r 3[: as explaining how there is =mna:
34 in respect of % things. Y seems to be referring to the
author of V; when it says : ®-3gq=qarssaat gfaa: | qq qar-
AP AASFIRIGAAAFONAT TUART HOF [AJW q1 TG A
9% TgeAEA@A: | W €@ FAa gmagafy: qatank: fafge,  sadie
g Siiead: | seisdlaR@Efl wam: FANT, JTETEEAFO AT
qiafsagfaw 3fQ: qgr F9STATEIAT GewT:, I Fewrigadr @aRadd
featafzagfadead: 1+ (pp. 130-131). (Some explain the line
as referring to the view of the gafwids that there is ga-
agzf¥, and also to the view of I§varakrsna who recognises
saq: 3f: ). Of course, Y has made the idea in V, expli-
cit. V; i thus prior to Y.

(30) Ka. 32—Explaining this karika, V, and
following it G assign agtw and 91T to the karmendriyas
and s#@a to the buddhindriyas, and conclude by saying
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e swftg sifzmeaga sraffa 9f. V, and M on the
other hand say wgREfFaregmm arsafmEegy, swEmE
gfewauy and yet later they conclude : & zafaw’ vy g&fad:
whfiad witsaagita mwfa =, Here V, seems to have
blindly accepted the statement in V,, which is rather
strange. Y regards the karmendriyas as doing awigwm,
the buddhindriyas as doing @ww and antabkarapa as
doing s#ima. But it quotes another view : #1aT sg-—wgw
‘ghfawfo gafFa, et waisgge, swad  g@fawfn gfyw | ga-
gfvaa gedai seagzad 3. Could it be that the author
of Y tried to put the view of V; more systematically
80 as to accomodate all the organs ? J and T assign
g to the karmendriyas, wxor to buddhi, aharhkara and
manas, and 5%@3 to the buddhindriyas. 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.
#g W ) belcngs, to the five senses that what is there to
manifest (i.e. s%w7) and to the five organs of action
that what is there to hold (i.e. urw) belongs.” It seems
that P tries to systematise the view of V,. (See Visama-
padavivecana, p. 391, by Vijaya Labdhistiri on the
Nyayagamanusarini commentary of Sirmbasragani on
the Dvadasaranayacakra of Mallavadin ).

(31) The text of ka. 55 in V,, P and Y has
o@¥IZ §:@ @wiad, whereas elsewhere we find www3a
in the place of gm@%. V, explains this by s%w fiig iy
...... Y on the other hand justifies the employment of
the word @m@ thus: amEugil § GEAIGERABIAZIAINY, A-I4r
FaR eI gEnguma: @i, Y seems to be improving on
Vi, even while it accepts, like P, the reading of V..
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Y alone have gsw% €@,
though everywhere
ant for purusartha

Similarly, in ka. 69, V, and
whereas the others have RARIREIEE
the explanation given is ‘knowledge me

Le. moksa’ (geuratd §99).

i i ich seems to be
39 ) There is a stanza 1 Y wh
an ir(nitaZion of ka. 73 which is not found anywhere

i i is @
except in V, and M. The stanza in Y

— G st U
arcaiey aeey fasaAEEs 291 | (Y, p. 12
Compare Samkhya Karika, 73:

qem gATEEs g v aRge )
geye geqs:  adwdwEafea  faee 0

Y. This has been

stanza 14 ).

This shows that V, is prior to
discussed later.

Now we may examine a few points with regard
to V, in relation to G and M.

(33) witera anae Imfadiadt wof w0
° srooqa e ARy ffgar s v

—This mangala stanza of V, is found if‘ G and M,.
but not in V, and P ( and of course not in Y, J and
T). M has g ffgar sawra. G has after this another-
verse, Viz.

A €19 sAEfagraggfugsad |
g fasfiae quedsg sgEaf@ o
Compare aGAE S5 a5 wrewg ar |
qua et sEear e =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 : wwe g § awr T8 ga I |
feary sdfarse T agTTay (M)

The author of M offers his namaskzra in the first

verse, viz,

SLERILE LT TR
qAsha axar waear wigs ST, 0
Compare Y, p. 1, stanza 2 :
T AR OfEaIng [
dgRagAEragIty WA g
This shows that V, was the earliest of V., Y, G
and M and that G was influenced by Y: and 1’\4 \’»vas

‘posterior to both Y and G. M bein i
] . g a copy of V., it
:indebtedness in other respects ¥ "y

hardly d
-attention. Y ceserves any

(34) Ka.66-G seems to be acquainted with V, and
V,;. Of all the commentaries Vg, V, and G 9alone
have ozmigfirgmds. Vs and V, do not have anything
to say about qwl, whereas G says: qmr q37 ssfi: SqTenfy
SqAERA A fGdiar ssfafa......., thus improving on V,
and V,. Mhas accepted s in the place of @, as the
explanation given by G is uncalled for here, and the text
had better have #=ar to balance % occurring earlier.

_ (G) I have elsewherex made a detailed study of
Vi and M and shown that the author of M has mostly
-employed the expressions of V, verbatim and M can

be regarded as a copy of V,. We may consider only
' :a few points here.

*See Sarmkhya-Saptati-Vrtti (V,), Appendices, edited
by E. A. Solomon (Gujarat University, 1973),

.,
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(35) Karika 2-%aw @ieg: 9§ v3% axg: wag—This is how
we find this mantra in V,. This mantra occurs in
Rgveda VII. 66.16 and we have a3da...first. M rectifies
‘this error in V,.

(36) Introductory remarks on ka. 6—Here V; has
‘the statement : ffgaeqr gqueq sgugwfigy | gl g ae
fafduss  wdgtg fawgam....Compare M-add =qnsisaEqey
wagREfaasm®y ¥ ser fafs: @@, M improves on the
-expression in V; and specifically states what the three-
fold objects are. Only the expression fiffaer =77 is
missing.

Both V, and M do not comment on FRfd =nfagq

(37) M (ka.2) alone gives the example of loha-
cumbaka to establish the existence of purusa, The early
Samkhya writers are not interested in this simile. We
find the simile of loha-cumbaka in the Yoga-Bhagya
(IL. 17). M does not derive its inspiration straight from
the Sarmhkhya Karika (See ka. 17-dv@audeaia ).

(38) Introducing ka. 9, V, says : Jafqmommacsio-
afa®g sgam:. Here Vg4 has the term st@esdsfadag ; and M
says Rffsoai § waa: aEIdf a@aRYag =23 Y, G and J
say that the point under discussion is whether the
karya is (potentially) existent in the karana or not; and
it is established that it is existent(ad). waewER™¥T of
'V is confounding. We would expect swadsfada or
Ageausfady (in view of sagwen, in ka 9). V; says earlier ¢
o FAfge Fnfeer TuaAdfed 9 aedfd sqafaar. M also says
wa Yafver fsReer wwa: edadfy werd 1 afed § sgeed
areify sqafamed; and then 33fFwoi g waa: egadll waskva
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g=93. The problem has not been put forth precisely.
The point here is not whether the karana is existeat or
not, but whether the karya is existent in the karana or
not. It is likely that in view of the Upanisadic inquiries
whether ‘sat’> was there in the beginning or ¢asat’, it
mighthave become a practice to put forth philosophical
problems in the same way. See affg aifiat Rsfwwa: qur fg
afagrg: ‘AeT: g W9, @73 g ‘@1 waq wgR §fy, ‘@7 9q g
gfi g3n...... Aurafd FnmgIEnal @3 @7 FIOEFA w4 Jqafd
AREARFEAIINNT wAkas  SOAR 4 gy gaAfay —T. T
unlike M steers clear of tie difficulty and preseats the
conclusion precisely.

(39) In the introductory passage to ka. 13, only V,
and M of all the commentaries anticipate an objection
to the Samkhya view to the effect that sattva, rajas and
tamas are not W rg=ais (-the Sarkhyas hold that they
are siFg=ats). The prima-facie view is that any one of
sattva, rajas and tamas can cause sukha, duhkha and
moha, so they need not be sts=a¢s (7 &g g<qraeaqifa wieq-
=aqifr). 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 sify cannot be taken in any peculiar sense, but.
must be taken as signifying simply s s1-there is no
weaAg in the gunas; they are not different entities. The
Samkhya says that they are different. Or, if importance.
be attached to the use of the word wifa, this would mean
that they are not three different wifas. The Samkhya
rejoinder would be that they are different sfas, This.
would mean that there are many sattvas, constituting:

139

a gwgwfy and so also with the other two. See also Dva-
dasaranayacakra, pp. 390 fl. (#a®ivaAwnT AFAWTERITEITA-
WENAIEAGAE, TONRAAGIIA. | AGIATATTII(ET SN eATeTA IS
gE:EWTEAT Aeg=aeqd \...—Mallavadin does not give the
illustration of woman, ksatriyas and cloud).

One Madhava, who is referred to in Mimammsa
(-Slokavarttika-), Nyaya (See Nyaya-bhaisana p. 569) and
Buddhist works (Vadanyaya, Karnakagomin’s comm., and
Jinendrabuddhi’s comm.) as Sarhkhya-nasaka or Samkhya-
nayaka, is credited with such a view, Could we connect
this Madhava with V, in some capacity or the other ?
This remains controversial, but one should certainly give
some thought to this. We shall come to this later.

(40) Karika 19 —aw==a fAudama (Faeataa-M) is not ex--
plained in V,; and M. M mentions this as a pratika,
but does not explain it. This also shows M’s dependence
on V,.

(41) Karika 22—At the end of the commentary on
ka. 22, V, says that the Sarhkhya Karika has stated
that moksa can be attained by the knowledge of vyakta,
avyakta and jiia and points out where instruction has
been given of vyakta and avyakta. V; does not
mention here that puruga has been established in ka. 17,
M also has this drawback. M is thus a very close copy
of V,, though the author of M has introduced a few

modifications.

(42) Karika 26—V explains the term 3f*g as follows ::
gRqarAfRqfr \ g% g favgam, qafd zaeddfFRarr. M osays @
geR03q arAitRal g7 5 Ragmi aw, afda: [Aear afy sg=afa
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gfezfr. M has obviously improved on V,. Vacaspati
-explains thus : g=egemafasaiRizaag=aa.

From this we can conclude that M is a close copy
-of V, 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 10—fewq, is explained by V,, P, G and
J (=V3 does not explain this term-) as &34 n=afq sf. V,
gives another explanation also-@lams famgdifs a1 fawg
though it does not show how this holds good in the
case of vyakta. Y ‘explains fuxq by aeegmaiag, J gives
both the explanations, fegadsiasawfafy fow being the
first one, T gives only this explanation—fe% Far7€....
" The Tattvabodha-vidhayini (p. 283) on the Sanmatitarka-
prakarana refers to both these explanations. @i wesaifs
-fogq seems to have been the traditional explanation
and V, 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 fagadsiwisawg. 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 @sgaq, given by V,
(wsgifkfagwq ) is the crudest of all. G and J (-also V,,
M-) poiut out that $abdadi are the avayavas and so
- vyakta is said to be savayava. V; and M even explain

the term ‘avayava’—wg3g-3lezgqar:; .Y has here wgga=a
- BT —YIYISYeT §eAds, 9gdaq: 9r9gqq ; this seems to be
. an improvement on V,. V, further on says : fiRgag s@iq
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faarrafiar: 1 @ f§ woxEs: s el dwnfFacad seed, The
expression faqsd in this sense is rather crude.

We can say with confidence that V, is the ea.trliest
and is followed by V; which tries to give a .fresh inter-
pretation at a number of places. Y accepts thlS' at places
and even improves on it. G and J are posterior to Y.

(44) Karika 18—a@-gaa—V, does not seem to pose
the philosophical problem properly. Is there.one purusa
in different bodies like the one thread running through
many beads; or are there many purusas, one for each
body, like the many moons in river, well, tanlf, 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 purusas are really many.
We find thisin M also though from M we gather.the
impression that both these alternatives represent the views
of opponents who both recogni.se only one purusa,
though one of them tries to explain the apparent p.lux:a-
lity by the ss=zaa. P and G do not px:esent any s.1m11e
for puruga-bahutva, though they do give the simile of
string and beads for explaining how 'the purusa could
be one. V, and Y do not give any 111ustrat1<'m; they
simply pose the problem and answer it (-Y mentions that
the Aupanigadas are of the view that. atman 1s One,
while the Naiyayikas, Bauddhas and Jainas and ofhex;s
recognise its plurality). J is very precise : UF qam-qa-
gty Ra: % | 99 FA ITAAGEAA: AAFA, mﬁma@;a{a.
Sfamdeas: g8y AT | @E 0 gum §R gengalla  faeglesr

aqd g sfram s FeEalE:
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V, seems to be the earliest and P and G should
be posterior to V,. Y generally follows V, and is more
interested in a proper philosophical exposition than in
giving illustrations. J seems to be the latest of these.
The order seems to be V,, V,, P, Y, G, J.

It is interesting to mnote that P gives onc more
simile to explain the idea of one @atman in all the bodies
—16000 wives of Visnu enjoying at the same moment,
This shows that it was not satisfied with the simile of the
moon in V,; and that pauranic stories had got properly
established by the time of P.

(45) Karika 21—The parable of the blind man and
the lame man is found in all the commentaries. V, and
V, say that the caravan proceeded from Ujjayini to
Pataliputra. P says it proceeded to Pataliputra. G does
not refer to any place. M says a blind man proceeded
along with a caravan to Pataliputra. Vg, Vi and
M say that the blind man was left behind and spotted
on the way by a lame man, Pand G on the other hand
say that the blind man and the lame man were left
behind by the merchants who fled from the brigands.

J is like G here but very compact in expression. Each
succeding commentary seems to have dropped the
unnecessary details and tried to make the narrative
systematic, though M is, as seen above, just a revised
different version of V;. The order seems to be V,, V,,
P, G,J, M. The discussion in Y is more technical as
is its way of exposition.

(46) Kariks 21-aera: get—Here aq is explained diffe-
rently in the commentaries. V, is not very clear here. It
seems to hold that mutual expectancy (-zaay, HT677R-)

" to say that @@ signifies thei
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i nd seems
a urusa is referred to by & and s
o P i r union as creation 18 the
ra-
result of union. Vi and M say that 3% fefers :'qu o
dhana and purusa and gat to production ol #&X

brought about by them. G and J interpret 3 as g,

.. . - does
Y is brief and more precise 10 expression though it doe

not specifically explain each term —serAgea NagARa-

s I sEfRs
sraafafadisd  acTad qeaife: wEEw= quifys  wFErs

. gul F=AQ |
gasd. Compare—aaeaEa: @i and SaEgEEANT: @Fl =

am  Sged: @ qRafeEf sxata'gwim‘m:%a\ ain:;iaxs '

S8 gfgfd: 1 @ o Pfed-aTaan: qEEE g hg
5"3*1‘3 ‘is influenced by Vg though it has put forlh“t e
%:asc;n a simple way. (3% i gawacE: ﬁﬁzl:) wv 3 gsw-
aveafa:i—G). The order seems to be Vg, Vy»

47) Karika 22-In mentioning the synonyms OI
o the difference in the commentamcalsd h.ls
noticeable. Vg mentions the least number—l:u . ixr,l
mahat; P adds khyati, jiana and pl:ajn'i. G ba: asm; L

dditic’m T mentions mabzn, buddbi, matl, Pra ya)lr o0
. alabéilf as synonyms of buddhi-—'—all. stnctly_ Og_xc::
ltlp ms. Y mention mahzn, buddhi, dhrti, brahmal; p(;;.(:i' hll,
erms. . h ,
khyati, 1évara, vikhara; and V, mentions mahan, bu o
” ia ’ khyati, smrti, hlranyg.garbha.t. o

a dhi, mati, prajiid, samvitth

.« is the longest-mahan, buddhi, . '
i;l;t -l-iit citi sgmrti, zsuri, hari, hara, h.lrar,x.yagarl::sa;io\;:
s 1o ;ome’exteht influenced by Upanisadic ext)o sslons
. floM even by Pauranic ones. Va seems f:learly pe i
carl being Buddhistic in trend gives only ogt :
carliest J h it is not a very early commentary.

g, even thoug ver ommentary.
;?r;:ems 1o have selected khyati and prajna

mahat,

prajiia, mati, samvit,
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the list in V,, jfiana being a very common term. See
gfioRagiafiegat-am-Nyayasatra 1. 1. 15. M seems to.
be the latest of these commentaries and jt can be
said with certainty that it was posterior to G.

With regard to prakrti, V, simply says that it signifies.
pradhana. V, and P mention pradh@na, brahman,

bahudhzanaka as synonyms of Prakrti. G adds avyakta -

and maya. Y does not mention any synonym of prakrti
and aharikara, J meations a few terms which are merely

desc-:_riptive, viz karana, gunasamya, tamobahula and
avyakrta besides pra“rti, pradhana, and avyakta (=]

seems to be later than G). M after saying, like V, that
prakrti signifies pradhzna goes on to say, like G, that
brahman, avyakta, bahudhztmaka (bahudhanaka ? )
and maya are synonyms. Here also the order seems
to be V,, V,, P, Y, G, J, M.

Similarly Vy, V, and P mention bhatadi taijasa
and vaikrta (or vaikrtaka) as synonyms of aha’uhkﬁra.
G adds abhimana and M even asmi. J’s list is quite
peculiar—aggi: g1V 1Gaegey wrggraatan |

(48) Ka 22--With regard to the production of the
gross elemeats from the tanmatras, V,, V, P, Y aad
G hold that $abdatanmatra produces akasa, sparia-
tanmatra produces vayu and so on. J, M and T on
the other hand hold that the respective tanmatra in

association with the earlier mentioned tanmztras
produces its effect (akasa, vayu, etc) with a corres-

pondingly increasing number of qualities, V; however,
unlike V4, P, Y and G, mentions the number of properties
in each mahabhdata. Here M is found to be different from
V), and Y, 38 has criticised a view identical with that .
held by the authorsof J, M and T. But from this alone

<
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we cannot conclude that Y is posterior to any one of
these. Y refers to it as the view of ‘other acaryas’ When_
it refers to some commentator of the Samkhya Karika it
mostly uses the expression @t eig or the like. We are
reminded here of the two views regarding the nature
of the tanmatras, that are referred toin Y (p.108)—qs-
& qEATes=d |\ gReREifE  aryaoa:—Others  hold  that
every tanmatra has only one property (S$abda-tanmatra.
has only sound, spar§a-tanmatra has only touch and
so on). But Varsaganya is of the view that $abda-
tanmatra has only sound, but sparsa-tanmatra has besides
touch the property of the previous tanmatra also, that
is to say, it has both sound and touch. Similarly riapa-
tanmatra has sound, touch and colour, rasa-tanmatra
has sound, touch, colour and taste; and gandha-—
tanmatra has sound, touch, colour, taste and smell.
This view is also accepted by the author of the Yoga-
bhasya who in II. 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 (tsfzFagsmsaegm: wmeziga:). Y, 38, perhaps in the
light of both V,; and the Yoga- Bhasya, says : asggmi=gs3-
ARSI, , IR, Tia=arre, o 917:.... Those who
hold that the mahabhiitas are produced from one
tanmatra each would necessarily have to accept the
tanmatras 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
Vg, V4, Y and G, though only Y specifically says so.
But those who hold that a tanmatra can 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-bhasya seems to be posterior to V, for
while V, does not follow the Yoga-siitra and bhasya
in respect of the yama and the niyamas, some
expressions are found to be similar in V,; and the Yoga-
bhasya. J seems to the first among the Sarmkhya
. commentators to have preferred the view regarding the
origination of the mahabbitas from the tanmatras,
which was rejected by Y and the earlier commentaries
T and M followed ]J.

(49) Ka. 23—In the enumeration of the yamas and
the niyamas, V4, V,, P and Y do not follow the Yoga-
siitra, whereas G, J and M do. Of the yamas, ahirmsz,
satya, asteya, and brahmacarya are common to all.
The fifth yamais avyavahara according to V4 and Vi,
akalkata according to Y and aparigraha according
to G, J and M which follow the Yoga-sutra II. 30.
Surprisingly M explains aparigraha exactly as V,
explains avyavahara. The Yoga-Bhasya explains apari-
graha on the lines of the exposition of vairagya:in V,
(RemomdngngsdnfgaRvgaareisomiRag: — Yoga-bhasya
II. 30).

Vg, V4, P and Y mention the niyamas as akrodha,
guru-$uérlisa, $auca, zhara-laghava and apramada,
whereas G, J and M quote the Yoga-sutra, II. 32-sh=rw=aty-
agegrsidgafmaafa fagar. The former list is more in
accordance with the Samkhya tkeory and practice as
gquafrris and @A (of Veda) have  hardly any
significance in the Samkhya. M though it mentions
santosa, uses the term ‘ahara-laghava’ to define it and
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explains it in almost the same way as yl. The Yoga-
bhasya explains santosa thus : gay:  gfafgqamarferer-
gufzaar. The Yoga-bhasya explains ¥xEafiram thus ¢ afag
qeaad) aeeatiog. M follows it. This explanation of $reax-
sfivar is surprising unless $<aT be regarded as the. RA-
ge. Could IRZH of V, have influenced this inter-

pretation ?

Bahya-jiiina signifies, according to V,, V, and M,
the arts, music, etc. also besides grammar, etc.. According
to P it signifies the six Vedangas. G says that Yedas,
Vedangas, Nyaya, Purana, Mimarmsa and Dharmasastra
are meant by bahya—jiiana. According to Y, bahya-
jfiana refers to knowledge attained by perception, in-
ference and verbal testimony. J and T do not make
this distinction between bahya and abhyantara jiiana,
According to them, knowledge of the difference
between the gunas and the purusa is jiiana; as J.says,
all else is ajfiana. V, also says while explaining ajfiana
that too much attachment to, or obsession for, grammar,
etc. without a knowledge of the nature of, prakrti and
purusa is ajizna. Here also the chronological order
seems to be Vg, V4, 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
bahyajiiana.

(50) Ka. 56—The first line is read differently in
the commentaries.

See gAY FEfifyza: ( sEhaga:) W Iz garast: | =Vy;

gAY wplaEd: SHAQ aerFAer:—Y; Ay gxfizat wgdfz-
fFAnEera:—G; gy asfaE agaikfadugasd=a:—]J (also T);



148

5y ?sf%gaﬁ wgififawaqawica:-M (M does not mention
v in the pratika ); “ Thege are the functions of
Nature (explained) from the Intellect up to the five gross
elements,”--P, Unfortunately V, is missing here, V

reads wdanwn:, while the others read g AN, Coul;l
there have been successive attempts to improve on the

wording of the karika ? One cannot b
stands by itself. nnot be sure. Here V,

. (51) Ka. 2—aungsfys: is explained in the commen-
taries as follows: stgsad gtwar g —V,; aguad gag-
H:, ugHY W s —Y; aguun vy W sgsfas:
—G; gy sy g A, ¥9: FWRT | 73 w9 ggugHlas:
—J; RuERTE e A L MaAfGs:, ag a@
T ofa @+ —T; geoie’ qadd swafa fasar gAgNat A
W W wigafam —M. V), simply says @ = g1 Vs
explanation seems to be the earliest. The order seems
to bt'a Va, Vi, Y, G, J, T. It is difficult to say anything
positively about M; bat it could not have been prior
to G and even ]J, perhaps even T.

(52) Ka. 10—geared fog ffire samar wufafa st~V
(See Bgadmt R samr %W gegaai-awi-Vaisesika—stitra, 9.
'24)'. T'he author of V, seems to have in mind ’the
Vaisesika~siitra here, Only he has added nimitta and
karana and dropped karana, V. and M say here : 2g-
W e swl: srofmatag (—prakrti is significant )
They further say that hetu is two-fold-karaka (produc.
tive) and jfiapaka (cognitive);pradhzna, buddhi, ahamkzra
and 'tanmatras are karaka hetus, whereas viparyaya,
as’aktll, tusti, siddhi and anugraha are jiiapaka hetusi
furfher g fafamfa 3gm g% RgaRd  foem, V, is trying,
fo Justify why terms signifying both karaka and
Jiapaka hetus are mentioned here. Y argues that
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‘hetu’ is a general term and when a ‘sarvasambhavin’
term is used in a particular sense it signifies prakarsa,
and this shows that only karaka hetu is meant here;
or due to the association of ‘anityam’ in the karika,
‘hetu’ can signify here only ‘karaka hetu’ ( ¥3: ®ofcgagi-
7aw-Y). G says Suge 8g: sroi fafawfafy  gatar, 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 ‘karana’.

On the strength of this we can say that Vg4 is the
earliest of the extant commentaries on the Sarmkhya-
Karika. It, following the usual practice of commentaries,
gives a list of synonyms, many of them being irrelevant
here. V,; (-so also M-), always fond of something novel,
justifies their mention here and tries to account for
even the jiiapaka hetu. Y clarifies that only a karaka
hetu could be meant here and says that hetu means
karana. G notes this drawback in V, and omits the
synonyms that are out of place here. Jjand T straight-
away explain ‘hetumat ’ as ‘having a cause ( karana ).
The order should be V,, V, Y, G, J, T.

Similarly, explaining that vyakta is @$rita, while
avyakta is not so, V, says fausy swmaasmeard (because of
its not having a cause’ ). #imdam (‘ because of its not
being an effect > ) would have been better in this con-
text. We find this in V, , G, M. T says here aaifsay,

qAsTIY HEEAWEE . Y is missing here.

Morever, V, explains @agaq by wsxifkfagwa which
sounds very abrupt. G and J seem to rectify this. See
AAFAT: WSFERREATIT: §: 95-G; ARRNSTAA 47 | queAdeas
qg 9 =A% ZgwA-J. See on the other hand wFIa=d-
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m: Oamq‘igq(m LYK
qua?:wét Lill f;qlm“ R widfidy @maaq-V,, and
E-M. M tries.tomq imzm | ARSI
’ make the idea in V, cl
. . 1 Clear. V
J reveal adirect line of successive influence. Y al:(; lfii

longs to this and is pri
s prior to G th .
Unfortunately Y is missing here. ough posterior to Vj.

P - L] L] .
explanr:t(:(l:ana, 1f1\n11ke vyakta, is fataga. See the different
ns: fawag agas 7 7
1ons : ungfaegd: « a9 fg @s
e . § s3I
o éra bawf%ltaqa M-V . fausaiaad:  sounds very
° . G is better-fatagaasgss 7 fg WsIeqA@EI=aT: SN Qfea
ee also fataggandeaia—M. .

(53 ) The text of karika

. arikas 26 and 28

: . : as acce

iz 3};:: dli?‘efent commentaries may prove of some Esg

ermining their chronological ord

the sense organs ar tonet e Tariks cone” 26

. e mentioned in the karika

in the order =&g:, =i ' e .

s, A, mar, g and |EwE; i

- : ) F@eE; in V,, P

Yninl\:lh in the order =2, @, 33:, @, ar;d ﬂlﬁifi:' ’ in

i th: 0oxc'lder #9, 9%, 9g:, @9 and «fgsr; aod in _]’and

o Gr er a:g:, A, 71, @A, and &% (—the same as in

@:, ¢ ). J discusses these in the order: 7ag:, &, tasg
, #ifgsr and comments: sy 3 e o

iy AAEEAFA: Fa:, FAE ANA-TH—

objecOtsnithcla‘rother hand, in the mention of the sense-
oblect 31(1 é\. 28 we have the expression safig (in V
thil; ,d » G, M ); but the author of Y has criticisecgi
and recommended asgifgg—when the sense
rcfcrrc'd to, the §rotrendriya was referred to fi  and
t?erfe is no reason for violating this order whirISt .
tioning their objects. Hence we should read aszif3 % the
reading &f&y being a careless one. J and Tqrs?efmﬂtl;(e)

‘have readily accepted this suggestion.

‘and the traditional one as it is

————
—

131

n Vg seems to be the earliest
followed by G, J, T

and no special order seems to have been consciously
hould be accepted

followed. Generally, the order that s
could be ==, @%, J&:, @ and @m in consonance with
the order of their objects—=&%, «d, ¥, @ and 74 in the
order of their evolution, Or it should be =&: etc. and &4 etc..
sofzg in ka. 28 agrees with the order in V. Along
with this another reading of the karika text, 26 also
came into existence ‘which mentioned the sense-0rgans
in the order =¥, w®@%...a8 W€ find in V, (and P),

which was definitely superior, but not the original one.

But suf in ka. 28 remained as it was, and this is what
in Y sub-

Y is criticising. J in the light of the remark

stituted T=xRY in ka. 98 and made a comment in res-

pect of the order in ka. 26 ithat it was not the proper
order. M simply follows V, . So the order that is indi-
cated from this is Vg Vi, P,Y.GJ T, M. My feel-
ing is that it was the author of Vy who changed the
order of the mention of the sense-organs in ka. 26.

The text of ka. 26 1

(J) We have seen above in connection with karikas

3, 16, 27, 36 that the author of V4 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—karikas 16 and 27-came to stay.
Or these different readings might have been 2 result of
the exposition of that particular karika in Vg . We

have discussed this at length above. We have also seen
taries on the

that Vg is the earliest of the commen
Samkhya Karika and that V, is the next in succession
and that P though based fully on Vg has knowledge
of V,. We may hazard a conclusion here that Vg is 2
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‘svopajiavrtti of Tévarakrsna on the Samkhya 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
and even V,, and been the basis of P-all go to support
this. See in this connection : “But the researches of
Takakusu have definitely established the fact that this
‘commentary [ Chinese commentary ] differs too greatly
from that of Gaudapada to have been derived from it,
‘and that both it and the commentary of Gaudapada
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 derived
entirely from the work of Gaudapada, and it is clear
that he used two different authorities. Who the author
of this older commentary was isuncertain : there is a
Chinese tradition that it was Vasubandhu himself, but
this suggestion is supported by no evidence, and can be
easily expained as a misunderstanding of the fact that
Vasubandhu wrote a work to refute the Karika. There
is therefore plausibility in the suggestion [ See Taka-
_kusu, “Bulletin de I’ Ecole Francaise de’ Extreme Orient,
xi, p. 58] that the author was I$varakrsna himself,
especially as the nature of the Karika is such as urgently
to require an interpretation”— The Samkhya System,
pp- 85-86—A. B. Keith (Y. M. C. A. Publishing House,
Calcutta, 1949 ). Most of the writers of that period
have written svopajfia commentaries (-e.g. Vasubandhu,
Dinnaga, Mallavadin) so this seems to be quite

acceptable.

<
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We have seen above that V, too w-la)ts gr;o; 1t\(/;

P, and this explains why bP. seerlr:s t(tl)bzn a:,e o N
to M being base 1

?st g:)icesto (g-l-l)e and Gaudapada’s Bh?a‘§ya . at ot::ers
(—gue to G being influenced by VQ_ which 1s tltlg : az:‘s,:a3
of P)EKa. 72 which is translated in P 'seer\r;s e
been taken from V, (-it is not found in sd. anssed
said to have come from a wise man ). I have 1ts;u <
this elsewhere. We have also seen ‘that.the hzlu .:rm)t
V: has at places introduced a dlSCl}SSlOIl that 1bein
found elsewhere ( eg. of satt\‘la, rajas, talr:iaslg)ogr
jatyantara ), or given a slightly dlﬁ'erent. '( e.g. ;.. g
an additional interpretation (eg. of h_nga, 1[;}15;7 >
tried to change the karika text (eg. ka.. 26, ba. M., it;
56 etc. ) and has been followed r.nalnly hy a,thor
interpretations have been noted mainly by the au

i iters. Now, the por-
f Y and adopted by some Jaina wri .
(t)ion of the legf bearing the author’s name 1s broken,

and @ and a fragment of what looks likc.a g or q 1;
preserved. A letter (or two) seems to be missing an
then we have & ( genitive singular affix ).

A Samkhya thinker is referred to in B_\{d;ihist,
Mimamasa and Nyaya works as S'aimkhya—Na}f}a: a ;):;
Sarmkhya-Nayaka. This means that. he was’h:alh Zuch
cunfaithful exponent’ of Samkhya d?ctr%nes tow }:c moch
harm must have been done by his views, or he

great Samkhya exponent.

1. Dr Raghavan has written an a'lrticle _on ‘Sirixkltliyazl\:;;ik;
Madhava’. This article s published in Sarupa %;raavna ity
See also ‘Samkhya darsana ka Itihasa,” pp. 533-6 ;1‘ h:;'.

I am indebted te these contributions already publisnec.
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We may note some such references to Madhava :

(a) In the first chapter of the Pramapasamuccaya
(with its auto-commentary ), Dinnaga criticises the
views of a certain Samkhya 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 Samkhyas, 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.

Dinnaga 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 gunas. If|
as the Samkhya says, a sense does not take for its ob-
ject those things that are tobe 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 gunas are the same
everywhere. )

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 gunas. A lengthy argument follows, the main
stand of the Samkhya being that there is apprehension
by the sense, e.g. the visual sense of ope 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 Dinnaga refers to a Samkhya
Vainasika, whom Jinendrabuddhi identifies as Madhava.
Mzadhava holds that from the three gunas composing
sound ( $abda ), the three gupas composing tangibles
and other objects are different in kind (jati). Itis 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 gunas which are of the
nature of sukha, etc.. It is because of this difference
that each sense functions only on its own objects.

Dinnzaga 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 Dinnaga admits that Madhava’s
theory, though not faultless, is better than that of the
older Samkhya teachers in explaining the distinctions
among the classes of objects. In order to bring out the
drawback in Madhava’s theory, Dinnaga reproduces
it precisely,—of course, as he understood it.
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In Madhava’s view, says Dinnaga, the atoms differ
everywhere (i. e. in different classes of cffects, each
Possessing its respective nature ). They are called
pradhanas. Sukha, duhkha and moha, likewise sound,
tangibles and other such objects are distinguished from
each other in accordance with the difference of class
( jati-visesa ). The atoms which when combined turn
into all of these are called pradhanas ( primordial
entities ), Thus accerding to combinations which vary
from class to class there are different effects, each
possessing its own nature but not going beyond the boun-
dary of a particular class and these effects become the
objects of the senses.

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

It may be noted that the Samkhya theory of evo-
lution ( parinama ) from a primordial matter is substan-
tially changed by Madhava, who in admitting the
plurality of primordial matters, stands closer to the Vaise-
sikas than to the orthodox Samikhyas. From another

<
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passage quoted by Jinendrabuddhi from Madhava’s tre-
atise we know that Madhava differs from older Sarhkhya
teachers in holding that pradhana possesses rUpa, etc.,
consists of parts and evolves by karman, and that sam-

sara is beginningless.

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

Dinnaga argues that the same principle would hold
for tangibles and other such objects. That is to say,
one would apprehend these objects as sukha, duhkha
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 Madhava is inappropriate. Still, says Dinnaga, from
its dethroning the view of the older Samkhya, 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-visesa ) among the effects (i e. sounds,
‘tangibles etc. ) results from the distinction among atoms
possessing their respective natures, is excellent. However,
the doctrine that the three gunas form an atom which
possesses only one quality is something Dinnaga cannot

accept.
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It seems that finding 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-
gikas 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 glaring 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 :

“Kapiladayo manyante sukhadinam svariipam sar-
vatra ekam eveti; Madhavas tu sarvatra tani bhid
yanta iti”~Pramanasamuccaya, Pratyaksa, 31 ( Mysore
Edition-H. R. Iyengar).

This can be clearly understood on the strength of
the fore-going discussions. 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 Sarmkhya-nasaka, and hailed as such by
others.

(b) Kumarila in his Slokavarttika ( Codanz stitra,
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
( Reibe Wort und Antwort Bd. 6, Salzburg, 1953 ( L. Bd.), 1956

(IL Bd.).

159

i teacher who finds fault with the Mimamsakas for
advocating the slaughter of animals for sacrifical
purposes. Umbeka in his commentary on the Slokavarttika
states that it is Madhava, a prominent Sarmkhya expo-
nent who is referred to and criticised by Kumarila.
Keeping aside inference, etc. Madhava proved the sin-
fulness of agnisomiya, etc, only on the strength of the
dependence of dharma (merit) and adharma (demerit)
on injunctions (vidhi) and prohibitions (nisedha), ‘Ma
hirhsyat 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 tv  aha-Vibhayanu-
manadin vidhi-pratisedhatva-nibandhanatvam eva
dharmadharmayor avalambya’gnisomiyadisv adharma--
tam aha kvacid iti slokatrayena......)

(c) Commenting on ‘agamabhramsakarinam zho-
purusikaya...anyatha racanasambhavat’ of Dharmakirti’s
Pramanavarttika (p. 595), Karnakagomin says that here
Dharmakirti 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. (Agamabhram$a-karinam ity-
adina Sampradaya-vicchedena racanantara-sambhavam
esa -samarthayate; agamabhramsa-karinam pumsam
anyatha plirvaracana-vaiparityena racanadar$§anad iti
sambandhah; anyatha-racanayam karanam #ha—aho-
purusikayetyadi; ahopurusikayety ahammanitvena; yatha
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Sarmkhya-nasaka-Madhavena Samkhya-siddhantasya’-
nyatha racanam krtam ), -

(d) In his commentary, Vipaificitartha on Dharma-
kirti’s Vadanyaya, Saotaraksita writes; “yad zha, dhar-
masya dravyad arthantaratvam syad iti; athapy asmad-
vaiphalye sya¢ ptirvakan Kapilan atipatya Samkhyanam
$aka-Madhavavat” (Vipaificitartha, p. 52, Mahabodhi-
sabhz, Benares, 1936 A.C. ) ‘Samkhyanam '$aka-Madha-
vavat’ obviously requires to be emended as ‘Samkhya-
nasaka-Madhavavat) Here Santaraksita is referring
to Madhava’s unfaithfulness to the Samkhya tradition.

(e) Refuting Satkaryavada, Bhasarvajfia says in his
auto-commentary Bhiisana 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, vai$varipya etc. would not be proved,
and so Pradhzna, 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
it 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 Samkhya-nasa eva syat; katham ? yadi

hy abhivyaktir anyo va kascid dharmo’sanneva kriyate

tato’ sadakaranad ity evam adayo’samartha hetavah syus-
tatah satkaryatvasiddhau vai$varupyadyasiddheh pra.
dbanadyasiddhir iti; na ca’tra viSesah kascid asti yena

ek

patadikaryasyaivasatah karapam sata$ catmahanarn na
sambhavati, taddharmasya tu kasyacit sambhavaty evetl
—Nyayabhusana p. 569. Benares, 1968 ). :

According to this, Madhava had no obJectlon ta

‘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 satkaryavada is actually. marred
according to Bhasarvajfia..

We find a reference to a ‘Samkhya doctor’ Madhava
in the description of the travels of Yuan Chwang in
India. Madhava is said to have lived inn 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 Gupamati
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 Gunamati. According
to Yuan 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
§astrartha took place. Now Gunamati 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 Gunpamati. 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 pericd 557-567 A.D.. Thus since

11
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Paramarthass date is 499-569 A. D., Gunamati could be
said to have lived in the period 450-530 A. D. and
Mzadhava was perhaps his senior contemporary. Madhava
can be said to have lived in the fifth century, and been
active in the latter half of it.+ Gunamati is known to
have written a commentary on the Abhidharmakosa,*
wherein he refuted the dualistic teaching of the Samkhya
-school as also the Madhyamika view of Bhavya (Bhava-
viveka). There was a constant struggle for royal patronage
in the times of the Guptas, right up to the times
of Piaru Gupta and Narasimha Gupta (467 A. D. and
later-) and it is understandable that Gunamati should
have challenged Madhava to a debate.

That Madhava’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 Gupamati 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)
Gunamati- a2 contemporary of Dignaga.
Madhava was, says Prof. Hattori, not alive when Dignaga
composed the Pramanasamuccaya, his last work.
( See ‘Dignaga on Perception’, Introduction,pp. 4-6-Hattori).
According to Frauwallner, the debate between Madhava and
Gunamati took place in about 500 A. D..

* See Sphutartha Abhidharmakosa Vyakhya—The work of
Yasomitra (pp. 1, 6, 13, 250, 267, 481, where Gunamati is
mentioned )-Parts I and II-Edited by Unrai Woghara ( Sankibo
Buddhist Book Store, Hongo, Tokyo, Japan, 1971 ).
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the beginning. In Madhava’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
Gunamati 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 V; 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, 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 ka. 2.

x See ‘Travels of Hiouen Thsang’, Vol. III, pp. 336-340-
Simuel Beal (Susil Gupta Ltd., Calcutta-12, New Edition 1958 );
‘On Yuan Chwang’s Travels in India’, II, p. 108-Thomas Watters
( London, Royal Asiatic Society,Vol. I, 1904; Vol. II, 1905 ); Origin
and Development of the Samkhya System of Thought, pp. 154-155
—Pulinbehari Chakravarti, Calcutta, 1955 ); Samkhya Darsana Ka
Ttihasa, pp. 533-536-Pandita Udayavira Sastrl.
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* "’(bA)l_Tl‘l:l? author of V, seems to have made a nugnber
of chaggcs.ln--thg karika text in an attempt to .impm{ré"l
on the original wording of the karikas concerned
A.gla:nce at the table % of the different readings of.'
certain k‘ar?ka‘xs, that can be detected in the segcral
c?mmenfarlesy enables one to see for oneself that the
ploneer In this respect was the author of V and tha:
others (-notably the author of the Yuktidi;)ika‘ and
also Gaudapada and the author of the Jayamar,a ala )
attempted to improve even on the text in V, o

Moreover karikas 72 and 73 (the latter being found
only in V, and M) seem to be the composition of the
?uthor of V,, as Paramartha quotes ka. 72 saying it
is a ver’se composed by an ‘intelligent man of thjs
gschool). The Yuktidipika also seems to quote it 11
In the Jayamaﬁgal‘é and the Tattvakaumudi we znd
the karika included in the original text. The Yuktidipi?(z

(P- 2, v.14) h ich i imi
o ka, 75 ) has a verse which is clearly an imitation

“ — >

alpgrantham analpartham sarvais tantragunair yutam;
- v b
Paramarsasya tantrasya bimbam adarsagam yathz»

. As said above, the author of V, interprets kz. 18
( janma-marana.... ) in his own way, and then refer
the tr.adltlonal interpretation. He gives a two-fold iri .
pietail'tlon of ‘lingam’ in ka. 10, linam artham lin ént::
va l{ngam’ being found for the first time in V 'gitya '»1
r(:}ac!lly accepted by the later cemmentators (Sele: Y VJM
Similarly ‘hetu’ in ka. 10 ig explained as both .Jk'“, k).
(caus.al) :ﬂ.nd jhiapaka (cognitive) and the author ; raha
Yuktidipika makes a special effort to show ihato it' ii

* See Table at the end.

'
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‘not jiiapaka here. In V,, on kz.2. the author quotes
‘the verse : ' ‘ ' r

“Paficavim$ati-tattvajfio yatra yatrasrame ratah,

prakrtijiio vikarajiiah sarvair dubkhair vimucyate”,
in which the second line is different from the one ordi-
narily found, viz.

‘jati mundi $ikbI vapi mucyate na’tra sarn$ayah’,

It is not in vain that Karnakagomin holds that
Dharmakirti is referring to ‘Samkhya-Nasaka Madhava’,
when he says that some out of a sense of ego make
‘alterations in the traditional text handed down
uninterruptedly till then.

(c) Jinendrabuddhi says that in the view of Kapila

and others, pleasure etc. are everywhere one and the
same, while in the view of Madhava they are different

everywhere. Now, in the introductory passage to ka.
12, only V, and following it M anticipate an
objection to the effect that sattva, rajas and tamas
are not 4atyantaras’) ( -na khalu sattvarajastamamsi
‘jatyantarani ) (—while the Samkhya holds that they are
“jatyantaras’). Now, this can be interpre'ed simply as
“urging that sattva, rajas and tamas are not numerically
-different, but are different aspects of one entity. Here
the word 4jati’ cannot be taken in any peculiar sense,
but must be taken as signifying simply ‘svartipa’-there
is no svariipabheda in the gunas, they are not different
entities. 'The Samkhya says that they are different. Or, ..
-if importance be attached to the use of the word ‘jati’,
‘this would mean : they are not three different jatis,
-The Samkhya rejoinder would be that they are different
;}jﬁ;ﬁ. This. would 'm,_ean 'Az,tbat there are many -sattyas
constituting a jati; and so. also with the other two, Could
' Jinendrabuddhi be referring to this ? EER R
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5 .A-.(d)-According to Sﬁntarakgita, also, Madhava is a
specimen of an ‘unfaithful exponent’ who violates the
tenets of his school and this can, 10 some extent be

td

- -explained by what we have seen adove.

(e) In V,; we do not find anythi i
. ything specific which
could explain Bhasarvajiia’s criticism thit Mﬁ;‘;lz:sa

- 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 i
unw:?rrantt.ed reference to a ‘kli(lira:av‘;ﬁ’ ai‘rtxte\lfl:l;l?: : ‘t “;atl?;
:ll;gzg;nghgu?asyi?te gudakathzh ya[tha] va adakta-
khbar;.z bhangyat}” or ‘yatha....ya[tha] va sasakta[h]
b _].— avisyatl” or “bhavigyati gunasyante gudail‘
. asayavasa[b]saktaklibarﬁja' bhavisyati” ( The express'ion.
In the manuscript is ‘Yatha  bhavigyanti gunasyante
gudakathz ya vz sasaktaklibaraja bhavisyanti’ yh' .
pleax;]y requires to be emended ). We hav;ayseen’ :lvb .
t‘hat. Madhava had to enter into a debate with Gu amoxe

Pupil of Vasubandhu and Preceptor of Param'atrthli (4;93
569 A. D.). This Madhava must have lived in th
part of the fifth century and been a senior conte

raty of Gupamati.x He died while the discussion m£ -
In progress and the ruling king got a Saﬂgharﬁr: S
built to commemorate Gunamati’s victory over M%idhawaa

- *1 l.1ave shown later that Mallavadin and his  commentator
le{nhas.ﬁrx have made use of V, in putting forth the Samkh

tgnets in the Nayacakra and its commentary (sixth century A Dy )
as wc:,_ find hgre the expression ‘jatyantara’ (found only in V F c:
(I;I;—k:’ 13)1. and fhe discussion regarding. - ‘sarvarh safvitm;k:zf
| forgM;dh,av:')t This al:'»o.X:qgife:‘e!s-jy«‘r.xtlti ' the d’zttjei;:'sixg‘gésted above

f

167,

Could the author be referring here to Narasimha Gupta
(Baladitya), who must have been a crown-—prince then
and shown some leaning towards Buddhism or had a
soft corner for the Buddhists for which he is indirectly
criticised here. We know that it was moreover in
Narasimha Gupta’s time that the Gupta empire started
tottering and had to face a Huna invasion. This lends
some weight to our conjecture that Madhava was the
author of V,. Yet there can be no denying the fact
that this is just a conjecture meant to provoke further
thought and inquiry. It may again be mentioned that
what we know as Mathara-vrtti(M) is only a revised
and enlarged version of V; and contains quotations
from the Upanisads, Gita, Puranas, Hastamalakastotra
and the like and is perhaps as late as 1,000 A. D..

It may seem a bit surprising that a mere
cominentator should have attracted the attention of great
philosphers like Kumarila, Dharmakirti, Santaraksita,
Bhasarvajiia and the like, But if Mathara, also regarded
as a commentator on the Samkhya-karika, could be men-

tioned, there is no reason why Madhava also should

not be so mentioned. We cannot definitely say what
he did to deserve the appellation ‘Samkhya-Nasaka’.
The author of V, differs in certain respects from other
commentators, and the author of Yuktidipika and even
Paramartha seems to respect his views and readings and
take note of them, or even incorporate them. Madhava
must have been a great teacher in his days as can be
seen from Hiouen Thsang’s description also. Perhaps his
greatness cannot be judged from just his commentary
(V,), if I am right in ascribing it to, him., He must have
.haunted the minds of his rivals notably the Buddhists
especially when ~he is known'to have -carried on fof
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ixdays' the

i “days’ the- débate’ with Gupamati-and tltimately died
©On'the occagion, " UL oo R
.. Madhava must have writen some independent
‘work also as can be seen from Jinendrabuddhi’s Quota-
tions. Perhaps his commentary on the Sﬁn'lkhya—kﬁrika
Was one of his early ventures as we do not find here
much evidence of his revolutionary spirit, except that he
has tried to improve on the text of the karikas at places

- +2 fact referred to by Dharmakirti-and Karnakagomin.

-~ Another ‘question " that occurs is in what way
‘Madhava could be connected with Mzathara, and by
Whom what is known as the Mathara-vrtti could have
beexf written in the form of a ‘revised and enlarged
version of V,. Could Madhava himself have been known
as Mathara or Masthara because he had a matha

having lived  in a- mountain.

~ (cloister) ! He s described - by Hiouen-Thsang as

- We may make a pag_sing remark regarding the
religious atmosphere in the-Gupta period. The Gupta kings
were religious and broad-minded and lovers of art and
learning,_ Samudragupta (340-380 - A.D.) is said to have
revived: the Aévamedha sacrifice. There can Hardly be
any doubt- that his reign marked a,dis.tinc‘:t revival bf
the influence of .the Brahmanical religion which had
suffered considerably since. Ajoka made Buddhism the
dominant religion of India, Perhaps it was under thege
gircumstances that T$varakrsna sought to make Samkhya
doctrines well _known by writing an epitome in the
form of the . Samkhya Karika, ( zand .perhaps al‘a
wopajiia. vitti- ). which, crjficised vedic rites, and Vasy
pndhu tried, to. combat . this ~also - in. the interest of

T Y R rey

Buddhist faith and doctrines, These activities werein full
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force during the reign of Candragupta ‘1L (Vikramaditya,
‘375-414 A.D.), Kumaragupta 1 (414-455."A. D),
Skandagupta - Vikramaditya (455-467 A.D.), and Piru
Gupta (467—469 A.D.) and his son- Narasimha Gupta
( Baladitya ), that is to say, in the fourth and the
fifth centuries A.D., and even the sixth century A.D..

It was in this period that the Paramartha-saptati
was written by Vasubandhu in refutation of the
Samkhya-saptati, and Gunamati challenged the Samhya
who died on that occasion only. Gupamati was a
native of Valabhi and was a renowned disciple of
Vasubandhu; lie even wrote a commentary on the
Abhidharma Kosa, wherein - he refuted the dualistic
teaching of the Samkhya school as also - the Madhya-
mika view of Bhavya or Bhavaviveka. Sthiramati
was a contemporary of Gunpamati and  the two

~stayed together at Valabhi. Paramartha also studied at

Valabhi and he translated the Abhidharmakosa into
Chinese in 563-567 A.D.. It is understandable that this
‘Gunamati should have entertained the idea of a debate
with Madhava, a fervent Samkhya with almost a
passion for something novel and more rational. N
Thus we could roughly assign the following dates :
.. Paramartha—499-569 AD., - -
“z. . (his teacher ) Gunamati—450-530 A.D. .

. i (—Madhava being his senior contemporary—;); .
. =7 -:( his teacher ) Vasubandhu-=420-500 A.D., -

or: :iTévarakrspa—latter - half of the , fourth cent.
A:D. or.:’beginning of the fifth cent. AD..: . .-, - .
SR Lt D s £o) & S A o e T
.4 A 54) The author of V, is, as we have seen above,
prior to the ‘author of the Yoga-bhasya. (See 49 “above



170

.in respect. of ka. 23 ). We have -another sure : evidence.
Commenting on @ifarmgaeas, V, says (F 5 Sa: 9oHwe
MASEMERATT TURY: xS GRsSEAwE, A A@ER-
e fRiged wEmi  wwdy swwar enadfsad o @ WA
g4 wafeqsfafa | We have a similar expression in the Yoga—
bhagsya 3.14 of Vyasa—aigq—seqe: afonfas  warfk-
FEE Ay T 99T eNERo S9AY oAl ey §R o @
MAFTOA §F aqtersfs + Vyasa-bhagya seems to be quoting
"V, here. Y, 15 has here—sg afgger aex  afqard s |k
g feeial Seu, fgena aggRIEERImERanT fqasay,
Asqiaf@umeageawy + This shows that V; is prior to the
Yoga—-bhasya as also Y. See also s@y=: arfonfad @nfk-
gEY WAy T, AW EAFUGT SRAY  SFAEr ey e
1ERY THAFT IwAY, NFIDZA 99 gaiewafafa) ~Dvadasaranaya-
cakra-Nyayagamanusari-vyakhya, p. 416 ( Labhi-
-stiri§vara Jaina Grantha Mala, No. 26 ). '
Mallavadin’s date can be fixed in about the fifth-sixth
century ( earlier than Uddyotakara and Dharmakirti
and after Dinnaga ) and that of Sirhhas@rigani (—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 V), The date of V, seems to be
the latter half of the fifth cent A.D.. V4, perhaps written
by Isvarakrsna himself, is- earlier than, though not
much removed from, V;—not later than the beginning
- of the fifth cent. AD.. The date of Yuktidipika (¥)
seemns to be about the fifth-sixth: century as there is no
-quotation in " it from the "works of Kumarila and
. Uddyotakara’ Whlle there are ‘quotations from. Sabara,
_'Vasubandliu' and Dinnaga. Moreover, -Y seems ‘to- be
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~ -the first among the ‘commentdriés to substitute. s in

the place of faafer in the -ten #fe%ds and: this is known
to Mallavadin ( Nayacakra, p.411). So we can say that
Y is a little prior to the Nayacakra.

Paramartha seems to have been acquainted with
V, also, though he translated V, during ' his literary
activity in China which covers a period of twelve
years from 557 to 569 A.D.. The slight difference
of P from Vg4 can be thus accounted for.

(K) Gaudapada seems to have lived after the
author of the Yuktidipika. I think that Gaudapada
who commented on the Samkhya Karika is not
different from the Vedantin Gaudapada, the author
of the Gaudapada Karika and grand teacher of
sankaracarya, and his Vedantic views are found
reflected in his Bhagya on the Samkhya Karika,

We have seen above (-See 46-) that according to G,
bahya jiana  signifies Vedas, Vedangas, .Nyaya,
Purana, Mimamsa 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 bzhya-
jfiana. We may consider a few more points.

{ a) The epithet =RAvw of = in ka. 64 is
explained by V,;, P and M by fiwasqg i. e. all-
comprehensive. Y, J and T also agree. G alone explains
it as wggrafgaw . This shows Gaudapada the Vedantin
peeping in. : _ .

(b) In the explanatlon of ka.. 41 G gii'es some
illustrations which show -that he- attached_ more import-
ance to the attributes rathei thanto-the substances, or
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dtlentified them.' Conld this be due to Buddhist ‘influ.
ence- ! See: sfZngurg aur &g e AN wafa, S Fisfafar,
aftawi far, oy wd R, emwmnsw A e TWi=aa
=a—G, 41, )

.Compare TFAGIIE | Eiﬁ&'ﬁ‘ﬂ%—(}audapida
Karika 3.21; 4.7; ssft: 3 Rdar wwd 7 wfy ai—Ibid,
4.9. Of course, the point of emphasis is different here.

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

(c) wadafaas’ gmad decfr @ aavamgead, s o
fa@ssl< axar Mg w=sfy, qerdd fdwm: g faea—G, 39.

~ (d) saidemsross  deaar wwddash,  gEgdae-
‘anladgy: e wary, erémaeen%a, quiFaR ARy, = garg
& g, sdaaadln I gy e, fAfRagePsmiERE  dew-
FNWAWI Ma: 1—G, 67, The other commentaries do not.

give these details. V,, V,and M simply say that
samskara 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-
ledge-—V,; , M). Vg refers to these as parvakrta ,
-and says that'the body is produced due to the dharma
4nd; adharma of another ‘birth. J also says : WeRFAC-
Hewgarg gande: gaifeasfy, - : :
(&) We’ have ‘'seén that G. (ka. 1) says that
Purega is ‘ekalliké avyakta and M follows G here.
(f) E. H. Jobnston has, in his ‘Early Sarhkhya’;
pr 68 (Royal Asiatic Society; 1937 );'drawn our- atten-
doritdn @ dlifferent’ €ontext, to @n important point
"Moreover- the action- of lisvabhﬁva"is recognised by- the:
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classical systems to a modified extent. . Gaudapada on

SK. 27, inquires whether, in view of the fact that the

pradhana, buddhi and aharhkara are unconscious (acetana)
and that the purusa is inactive, the sense faculties,

being separate in function and separate in object, are

created by a creator ( i§vara) 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 external objects arises from gunpa-
parinamavisesa. The manner of expression is odd and

might imply that Gaudapada did not share the Sarmkhya

view, but it seems to be a better explanation to under-

stand him to mean that the earlier Samkhya schools.
believed in the creative power of a principle called

svabhzava, but that Isvarakrsna 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 the
Samkhyas as exercising a certain creative power and
as having some special connection with the gunas.
Tsvarakrsna rejected this view, substituting the guna-
parinama theory, which he might have borrowed from
the Yoga form of Samkhya. The Yoga-siitras 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 gunas act by virtue of their inherent
nature ( svabhava ) is a Yoga tenet as appears from the
bbasya on iii. 13, guna-svabhavyam tu pravrttikaranam
uktam gupanam. ( Early Samkhya, p. 69).



174

Now G says here :

sdarifnfi frafy Remdargwn Rt oa ‘Qﬁ'ﬂﬁﬂ , §Hlf=l,‘ :

qq: AAIGITF  AATA: JENSTFAANE—TE  QeqAET  &qAa
am sfEreuaia, A2l JeRumfadvEEcg adE............
AYAFAATT A AGERT A FEAT A WEAA A GEOU  EqATAE-
QuafoAAfa grEmAaaara 99qd ¢ g9dq 07 | $99 ¢ 959d iR T—acE-
faafsfafag... ... .gefafafad qar ssfa: @ -G, 27.

Here the argument seems to be as follows : The
problem posed is how the organs could be different
and how they could grasp different objects when pra-
dhana, buddhi and ahamkara are insentient and purusa
is non-doer. Could this be due to God or Svabhzava ?
Someone suggests that the Samkhyas admit a certain
cause-svabhava; or asks if they admit such a cause.
The Samkhya answer to this is that the nanatva is due
to guna-parinama-visesa. The objector again urges
that since the gunas are insentient, if this nanzatva
were not brought out by God, or aharmkara, or
pradhana or purusa who has brought about modi-
fication of the gunas due to svabhava (in the case of

God and purusa ) or being one in which modification
of the gun3as is brought about (-as applicaple to ahamkara,
buddhi or pradhana-) by svabhava, it would not be
there. The answer to this is that this is possible as
shown in the karika swfasfgfafas......due to the motivation
of bringing about the release of purusa.

We_cannot fully agree with Johnston here. It seems
that G regards the modification of the gunas as natural,
as due to their very inherent nature. V4, V,, M specifically
deny that there is any such reality or cause as svabhava
in the Samkhya, The author of G perhaps feels in
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the light of the Yoga-school that there is no- hgrm if
svabhava be regarded as the inherent nature of the
gunas to undergo modification in the interest of the
‘pur.usa. Compare here the following lines from the Gauda-
pada Karika :—%a@¥ @@EIswEEAE W sggi-1. 9; also
sgfa: afy fadar s 7 wgifd i— IV, 9. This lends some
further support to our view that the author of G is the
‘Vedantin Gaudapada.

(L) I have repeatedly shown that G is written
on the lines of V, rather than V, and that at some
places M has followed G, though mostly it is based
on V,. 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 #f¥dfd in ka. 11 is explained in
the commentaries as follows \:—guif¥ axiweanifa &g 3999
[sfr] ga% @ @ad asgd | ansd dt@ws g, @ aEg AN
foart @ qEd  93gR ) 3 IwEEEREw qEgId ARARR—V,.

a4 [Gafs «EafE | acaowenif I guEAvR 9N 39 WAl
fof 99T @ F9ad wgq 1 AMsd dkawy g Ram el o
sqeuaRly  faeit @ 9IR %9, JE1d JEESE JgAG J g
gaafadfs sqwy 1—V;,.

Y is unfortunately missing here.

s 4 fASIsaEf, 5§ e o s 9 /R g afd,
o W@wd gfd | 991 A qUEEES gEaw @ 9 g R—G.

afgYaqgis =gy, AdaucAd | I INIEE FARINER-
faafs-] ; wh g sawfafa falsg a wd@—M; Vacaspati’s
explanation is quite independent—au1 s 7 &4t fafg=aa,
03 wegEasfy @ sy fafiwsd ag@Ead | @ a1 Seiasar
faafear 1 @ fe f&fals aal w@wd, afv g 999 1 a1 s aw
Feataa daracdas gfd —T.
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~.  It.can be seen that -the same - explanation almost.

identically worded is found in Vo, V;, GG M and it
is difficult to . say on which commentary J is based. It
seems 't0-have given in 7@ TWvg@w......, just the gist
of the explanation in the commentaries prior to it.
But it is clear that J is posterior to V,, V, , G as it
wants to give an independent meaning : =fFAITAS
sgwqaacald and seems to be more interested in this rather
than in the traditional interpretation given in #g......
The expression in M is more compact and well-worded,.

than that in .the precedmg commentanes and is clearly
based on V, and G.
(56 ) J explains ®osw@feama of ka. 15 thus: 7@

IO TEHIO JTNGTA AHAH | JAT AfcqvenqSgIAHAT -
e A 29 HgAr gsEIEEORET a1 4 ar afigved,

g afguew 7 @ 9287 | U SqRy  WEEIX:  HIIEr ggudfmar--

FON=d  fFanT: | qERe wOA  afasyy | qewegwE,  fEeead
w1 5 1 A similar explantion of srwFEfFwma we find in
M and so Pt. Udayavira §astri argues here, as in the
above case also, that M is prior to J, and is in fact the
earliest commentary on the Sarhkhya Karika. But we

find the same explanation in V; and in V, and G

(-very systematically in G), V, giving an additional
example of threads and cloth-threads cannot counter—
act . cold; heat, etc whereas cloth can.

Then J finds fault with this explanation saying that
what this could establish is already established by -
dragiasiigaiz axa #@qof ka g and so thisreason would
become superfluous. Hence others have explained sru-#d

of this karika in the sense of swa® and S3%d ( Sce

aftig sy ‘Friawgiesangafy a=a wm: gFanaT FAgAIg- I

G q39HAT SR, JFAHEIR qcwIY, qaifgaimE, Sewal-

gERaaifad: —J ).
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Now, we find this explanation in Y, only put a’
bit differently : It may be urged that we do not find
the relation of karana and karya in z=yigastuifg, so we
cannot regard this as a reason establishing avyakta. The
answer to this is that karya and karapa signify here
upakarya and upakaraka., How the gunas 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,, V,, G (and M).

In the same karika commenting on afgarmgrasaey,
J says : @ fagd fawds@afinm | afiawiead: | dwEsasy-
gesaify A 1 5w é?%sﬁam%mﬁgﬂaarmmrf‘umgwoair%nf‘q-
e aAnd  TER,  adweg axqrgf‘amgaaa’iaqarﬁamwgq-
s | QEarcaifaswi @@t 9 PEEwg 0 awRyEEeeIea
wfgasafafs  @aregdiesy 1 ( Since diverse things are seen to
arise out of one, there must be one entity giving rise
to these manifold things). The expressions gggsaiza...and
gfAeg .... are almost the same as those in V, (and M)
explaining sflonwa: afewaq of ka, 16 (V, has a different
expression here to which Y seems to be indebted ).

J further says srawearg-siurh Taeaw | afpR e,
FYTY NG AT, | FOIHS PAEF F7 A Raygafaesgrana: |
q g w3d Iwafa, aw BMAANgmAwE | aEgerTgIeaia
axsfafa | This is the explanation found in Vg, V,, as
also Y (-and of course M ). The wording in J is
more like that in V,, V,, (and M ), but the negation
in 7 ¢ =34 Gwafd is based on Y which here refers
to the views of other schools according to. which
paramanus, purusa, i§vara, karma, daiva, svabhava, kala,

12
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yadrecha and abhava are the cause of tl}e world, and
x:efutes these. J refers by way of illustration to only tl.le
view regarding Isvara and says that [$vara being devo::]l
of gunas, the manifold phenomena cannot be dissolve
into it. '

That J is clearly indebted to and hence later than
Y can be seen also from the following

(57) fearaa-wefamfay wagees: | afg g o A
a9 wEsy v @Rl afg ﬁaqﬁymm?é}ﬂlﬁzs Agy-
oedg FA: | A AR | qEAIGTIRT  @ST ageggfafifa « =Y,
30; awsaER fAgEId guglarain  greRIEEArEIERae-

ggerta  watea—], 30.

J seems to have nicely summarised Y here. T on

d =3g in the place of
other hand has used the wor |
::;aﬁ-—w qFAAGIE ﬁgeémaqﬁrzﬂmqﬁg@mfﬁaﬁaﬁa CEDIE

Now we may compare G and J.

(58) Explaining the term wag in ka. ?3, J says @
wydaezgH—ala, afgar, af.am, oifgrs s ;rf%k; zmm;
qaifs(fEd)e Afa |asnﬁmrsgva'! Jq AT gEq zlren \aa( q :‘a
FHONGAEAAGTIA | STENAT ASTH, |“aﬁ;m ag(a; a9 arg;;;:g
wafa | Afgar A <TH, Aq 13135 .aquqrﬁ:{:, ['. ]j}a T c;_a;q

o\ S gEIfaar ANTE  WMHFAASAH T, | i.mar
:gar aq engoaf it axasQ qaffa \ afﬁ'ﬁ%{ gfaar A9 @ad-
safa ) gaFmEmiEe | (?sxﬁﬁeamailgc) G (EIEE[ a_}, aaf;m-
g | EY AT gawnmamfEeag a@iasm?a'maai ail ﬂ-ﬂgac gd |
S s fgeaalid@ wit arsTenfgrafaeay: | Compﬁtre :_w‘{»aqm»g(ma:
T U e afgar sfaar sifa: AT af‘sr(:n{ aa:fin;r
qafieg AR | @il s formr, gt year safd fracaifa \ir
Agr el faaifa | siEm guiAgEIaRia sI3ar R ESEL D]

|
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fasfa 1 affcfimd  aeg 33 gaaRea:  aefy | 9@Ey gsmRt
A=afF a9 fgafd | Red mgawr SAggaded | afed  @d-

gwafa | IEmEEfied  SEUR@wEeded 9¥  FWEadaIey @esqn
gra@afygrEaEfa—G, 23,

It may be noted that all the commentaries say
that ai$varya is eight-fold, but Y and M and even T
enumerate nine, mentioning garima in addition. ( V,,
V,, P, G enumerate eight, though some editions of G
also enumerate nine ). Further G’s explanation of gx%m-
gaifqeq is not in consonance with the term as such, and
hence perhaps J has aa#mEafdcan, where the root in
waaifyq is @ in the sense of ‘fasfd’. J seems to justify the
explanation of FaFmEAIfAaEy in G.

(59) J's explanation of agfgarsfANa fasfy fawrsy fowm
(ka. 41 ) seems to be based on G, though the
interpretation is similar elsewhere also ( afF@wrEa=amIfa |
fax’ saafafyy sofig wR—], 41; af@vaaaten T Rsf...
fog sdzafya wafamd: |+ —G, 41).

Thus Gaudapada 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 Gaudapada, the Vedantin seems to be
the author of G,

I am thus inclined to assign dates roughly as
follows :

Vg-late fourth century or early fifth century A. D.;

V,-latter half of the fifth cent.;

Y—fifth-sixth cent.; G—late seventh century or
early eighth cent. A, D.;

J-800 A. D.; T-pinth century.
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It is difficult to say anything specific regarding
the date of M. In any case I am not inclined to regard
it as the earliest commentary on the Sarhkhya 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,, 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 Puranas, gives fanciful derivations and mean-
ings of words like ahamkara and bhagavat, quotes from
the Hastamalaka stotra, refers to three $abda-vrttis and
three kinds of laksanat 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
isknown from very early times as a Samkhya acarya.

V,, as said above, is very much like M which appears
to be a revised and enlarged version of V,. It is not

also possible to say with confidence that Mathara
was the author of V,, as the name is not fully found;
only 7 followed by a fragment of § or ¥ can be read.
Nalinaksha Dutt says about Gunamati 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 awife sffgsanmumifaa: asgaga: | a9 ST —g-
TRYUISHZTHIUT NGIAGHEUT XeA1E IANAMEY 9gas 974 A& —M, 5.
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of information, especially that Madhva’s (?) dualistic
teachings were refuted. This Madhva could only be a
Samkhya, and could Madhva and Mzadhava have
been one ? Or is it a misprint for Madhava ?
And how could Madhva or Madhava be connected
with Mathara ? And who could have revised
V, to give it the form of what is now known as
Mathara—vrtti ? These are questions st 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 Milikarthas of the Samkhya Darsana

We find stanzas enumerating the ten Hfomids at
different places.

() @ I g Dfew: 1 awr G-

[erfadmamarda<d] swd(arred)asgeaan fafa:

R g sgs: gare: feafd: odwe = [ugfa: w-V,, 72

(ii) V4 mentions these after its exposition of karikas
1—21 :—

garear: qfeH: qEiEn

uftarasauadacd ol (qued)aeafa)aa fasfa:

Qe faaen age: quie: fRafa: s =1 fegf@: o
V4 does not explain where these are treated in the
karikas, but simply says tgad ffeset:  faqm &= 2) fw-
gfagaa syafa -V, 21,

(iii) M has the same wording as V,, except that
it has fa3wsfa: in the place of = Iwift: + M moreover
says ‘a%anTg gamal §fa feafd: fagr, whereas V,; says ==
yaafefa Awzfa: fagr —sthiti and Sesavrtti signify the same
topic.

(iv) =sfamys ga @ TeRg  ageat fafge: @ =g
gugaI: —

aftaraieanadac aREARIEASATE: |

aar fyaen sgT: guia: Rafa: sdwa = avsfa: o

....... . feafa] sasmfase |« asafr—fReR  dwraaa gfq

J mentions these after the exposition of ka. 51, where
the exposition of the seggst comes to an end.
Here we have @iFgwrg in the place of fazfa.

(v) afoEdmEandatd TEAIEREHI, |
NN e qgT: gaia: Rafq: ot 7 I9f:
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~ATAGHITAIEAT, Wieaa<afdq=d, on the sttra ‘qm glesmts?,
(vi) sl afeammees  wfbarseasfangam  oswieg gfeady
QU qafd g3 1 gw glewat: nqen
ARFeaisaaadatd quiT-TrERagar 7 |
Y G age: gaie: feafd: adeed = 93y 0
~ATTEAGITEAT, <qgareidaq, p. 80.
(vii). a1 & 3@ wfowal: =M@ ? asd-
ARFINFAAII<Y qUAAeTHE AT T |
N fam age: gaie: fRafi: aikes = w3 0
—axgaaragIfa-Fadfaer.

(viil) aRerdimmaaade<y wudeegaad fafa: |
AN A wgT: gaie: Rafy: sdew T Jwsf: o
g gw afwal: -quoted from Devala in Aparaditya’s
commentary on Prayaicittadhyaya, 108 of the Yajiia-
valkya-smrti. %

(ix)  seEifEdAsTdTaIRE A A geTag -
feafafawaey ARIE.... .........—-Dvadasaranayacakra, Vol. II,
p. 411 ( Sr1 Labdhistriévara Jaina Granthamalz, No.
26, 1951 ). - ‘ ’

(x) The author of the Yuktidipika hos in his intro-

ductory stanzas ( pp. 1-2 ) enumerated the sixty topics
treated in the Samkhya Karikz : "

faedg camgred acadaragtahi: |
FPEFNT Wlamafag saq nel
EFIET 9B %% §ENT g7 )

awr, aqegrataifiy sarear sRed e
sarAfaadsandTaaTTar |
IEisT auisiay fadt M g7 T 190

% See wieggdam gfagra, pp. 399-400-Pt, Udayavira
sastri. : ;
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Aafaesdey afesal: war qw
fyudy: ssafyueadiar a9 gea: 199
seaEmarsanfaafaar waw o
gfd wfe: ggrafameifa: ag f&afshn aixn
( xi )Vacaspati has quoted in his Tattvakaumudyj,
72, the stanzas 10-12 given above with the remark :
qqr 9 qeafoey .

T-afq: fafaffs  wegewnfazw. Compare J.
Y- grgrgaifammm (a1, <) sy Ivafa:

The major difference that we find is that at places
weh ave fagfa: (V,, Vy, P, M) and at others s1&j@s. or
swsgaa: (Y, J, T). Moreover, in the quotation from Devala
we find fa3fa:, while in the commentaries on the Tattva-
samasa and in the Dvadasaranaycakra we have #rzgF.
Let us see how this is explained : we @WRAR faf:-
V; (This is missing in M ); asen= fasafaa’ gfa gewenr-
wa—Y.

a#dt faafa: must have been the original reading. But
the stsga® of 959 though an important tenet of Samkhya

philosophy is not included here, while faafq could be
included in f@@@ also; so another reading srating siwgwm
must have come into existence and this was readily
accepted by those who were interested in the exposition
of the Samkhya philosophy.

The stanza #feae.........is of the su=ifd metre; the
author of the Yuktidipika has composed his own stanzas
enumerating the Sarmkhya topics, and these are, like the
other stanzas in the midst of which they occur, in the
Apustup metre. Among the commentaries on the
Samkhya-Karika we find #1sge mentioned for the first
time in Y. Could we be bold enough to say that 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 Dvadasara-nayacakra would have to be
regarded as slightly posterior to it.

It may be noted that Paramartha seems to have
9gred in the place of wred. 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 gfésrds; and @r=amm seems to have been dropped to
bring the number to ten.



The Number of Kiarikas in I$varakrsna’s
Samkhya Karika.

The Samkhya-Karika of I§varakrsna 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 just
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 allhe 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.

Gaudapada has commented on the first 69 karikas
and Tilak has tried to reconstruct one additional
karikz on the strength of G, 61. This karika, it is argued,
refuted the causality of God, Svabhava, Purusa, 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] aryas. V; and M have
the karika text of 73 aryas ‘the last one (F&AIT GMHEEH...)
not being found anywhere else. Y, J and T comment
on 72 aryas. P does not have ka. "63 and it is held
that it must have been added after Paramartha
translated the Samkhya 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 &l fa® Asufedsyf:
Feaw ufgsaes, but the second hemi-stitch is different.
Nevertheless, the commentary reproduces what the text has
omitted when itsays : “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 swefFsfafzar warfafaaai-72).

Takakusu accounts for this by saying : ‘It was,
perhzps, 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 verse ‘of an intelligent 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 composed 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 Misra and cannot bear.
repetition. We shall only see how some of the commen-
tators explain the term ‘saptati’, and find out if
anything definite could be said.

- V4 does not have ka. 72 containing the word
“saptati’ yet V, has the following in the explanation
of ka. 71 : -sfiemig ww:(a8q)...... %= [ $arEwm ] |
PEOa  qaq gEaEife: [ Sfaeg ] o aniat aefE: s g
faaay’ sewfy  ‘qoefasa) geasaq | qaesno anfy sear eanfa-
Tt —afaamdatiar |

- Thus, according to V, the Samkhya Karika consists
of karikas 1-70. Ka. 69 states that Paramarsi (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
agar @9, V, explains this thus : agar @ a=5 wfeaemeaq .
P says : ‘Paficadikha, who explained it at full length
in sixty thousand verses.” Paramartha thus understands
by ‘Sagtitantra® a work of 60,000 verses.

V, further says that Iévarakrsna summarised this
Sastitantra for the benefit of the $isyas. Then we find
geigrg followed by ka. 71 ( ¢It is said in this verse’-P).
We find a similar expression 3@ introducing ka. 62—
gerea g92...Now ka. 62 is regarded as an integral part
of the Saptati by all, so aegig cannot be said to intro-
duce a quotation. Perhaps ka, 71 was meant by Iévara-
krsna as the concluding remark on his work of seventy-

verses.
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Regarding ka. 72, P, as we have seen above, says -
“An intelligent man of this (school) has composed this
verse”’. V; does not say anything by way of introduc-
tion to ka 72. This karika has gfa at the end, and V,
says at the end of its explanation of it : waRa af¥ar:
wagafi warAfy sRewafafa. M also has oo arg: gearg: a4
afvars gfa oftemafafs. Y and T (-and ka. text in J-)
read oanfi for o*3f and J has in the Vrtti sn=aifFsfyfar:
searefyafiian: ger. J also says in the vrtti @& s=afeoafi—
Arsatzfatar sy qearq 40t qufaRea.

In Y, before ka. 72 we find =g =. Y generally
employs an expression like &g to introduce a quotation,
while a karika is introduced by s=%3, s, aewa or the
like. We do find t§ amaq signesmiadgeaig  introducing
ka 56, but there it is quite clear that Y is speaking of
the author of the Samkhya Kaiarika. Even its oun
concluding verses are introduced thus : =g 3—

A dIATRAT<<gar |

afsAeawes @ aEaras 190

gfy afFwwsa: seffafum
swfaFa qier adat gfedifasr v

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 aueqi....
el aranfa’,

J refers to the ‘saptati’ as starting from ‘g:Esa-
fyararg...’ and ending with qamfasm... (snatfafify andad: |

 gamafyma® ‘odq ofimm’ sR esanfafgag-], 71 ). It seems

that the reading of ka. 72 according to J is ‘awei....
wagfaafian g, though as seen above it seems to
explain sfa also.
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T has like Y the reading gaw....azfafs aanf@.
T does not explain the second hemistitch.

Could we hazard the conclusion that the author of
V, was the author of karikas 72 and 73 % Karika 71
was meant to be I$varakrsna’s own concluding stanza
in respect of the Saptati. The author of V,; 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 Yuktidipika also quoted
it, and then it came to be forgotten as a quotation
and was included in the text of the Samkhya Karika.
This is how ka. 72 came to stay as a part of the
Samkhya Karika, and it was not suspected to be spurious
as it refers to the topics of discussion in Samkhya
thought and the ten milikarthas can be specifically
pointed out in its explanation along with the five
viparyayas, 28 indriya-asamarthyas, nine tustis and
eight siddhis. The thought of composing this karika
occurred to the author of V,, it may be presumed,
because . the author of V, referred briefly to the ten
qfemes after the expositionof 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, it
appears-) did not get this honour and so is found
nowhere except in V; and M ( whichis an enlarged
version of V, ). But the author of Y knew this arya as

can be seen from a verse in it which is an imitation
of ka. 73.
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(wreaoramaeard gaeIIan, |
wRaYe aee fremean g9 naen —Y, p.2.
Compare- aeraaTaEs: wafig Tidas aRg@ag |
| e W ggegRsinemeatie fay I-ka. 73 )

J refers to the Saptati just as V, does as starting
with gresnfawEr.......and ending with qaeafasd. .. though
it includes karika 71and also ka. 72 (perhaps regarding
both of them as I$varakrsna’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,,
V,, 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 (s%: wafu...)
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 all the comentaries as later than
P, as they all, without any exceptior comment on ka.
63. But it is likely that Paramartha also 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, wherein 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: “If then you say that Spirit is
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bound in the worlds or that it is delivered 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 @w®7 again in ka. 65 and
there Paramartha seems to have a different reading
(-a deliberate change in agreement with the omission of
ka. 63-) as instead of waedfafazam we find in P ‘finishes
by abandoning her functions’. This emboldens us to say
that Paramartha deliberately omitted ka. 63.

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

Thus the Samkhya Karika can be said to have
originally consisted of karikas 1-71, the last karika
serving as the author’s concluding remark.

13



194

Vs
1. aggmas
Agrsaregsa-
AsAEER
2. afagfegxfa-
qGh:

3. dienwtg faaws

4. Same

5. AcqFAA A
6. sfafgrgamE

fass

7. Same
8. agu=fea:

Text of the Samkhya Karika in

V 1
agaTIaF

AFIFangaN-

LIELEG S
As in Vg

g
in all

Acagaq 9
gfafgrgamm

faew

in
aguefea:

Y G
RELEIRES agfaara®
Same as
Asin V, Asin V,

g g

[Order of

padas chang-

ed (dcba)

because it is in

stitra style]

weagad g ASAFIq 3
sfafgegmaa,  affggaaa (%)

fagm(vl. arem )

all
aguefea:

(Chowkhamba
Ed. gives the
text as sdifqoe-

but this is not

corroborated
by the comm.)

fagq

agrefea:

¢

the different commentaries 195
J T M Remarks
aggIEE AU S ERIGES
in Vg Same in all
’ except V,
~Asin Vg  Asin Vg  afRgs: ganfa- Same in all
I except M
glensd e g g Same in all
except J
' Same in all
AT 1 AT g AraTaq g

sRfgigaaE  safigaaa  sffecgama (1)

(Ka. text has
SEﬂf%O, but this
is not corro-
borated by the
comm.)

Same in all
except M
Same in all
P seems to be
like V,, etc.,
though this is
not included
in the Kaz.
text in P.

faay faan areay

nga’va: ang.yaag amﬁq:
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-V, V, Y G
grfafssdggd 9 As in V, As in Vg As in Vg

9-13. Same in all

14. wfidgafts Asin Vg Asin V,  Asin V,
fag. : :

15, Same in all

16. sfasfagm=g- Same in all
faR|

17. 3qeardusdim SqeqdsaRi dTew wiGm a9 IR

18. Bramfxfadar- FawRa<aa Spvafremes Spafeda=e
=ua(Ka. text), (Ka. text) (Ka. text),
Syeafrada=iy Spvafaeim=a  fAgmikRedas
(Comm.) (Comm.) (Comm.)
19. gem=a faugfarg qen=afawg@m  As in V,  As in 'V,

20, qmssA ¥ sy 4 qUEgE « EFY A
21. za=dy, g, TR, FqeART: qTARM, ,

FIeqIIH, I, ELEIDL:
22, g auszg(Ka.text), As in Vg As in V,
woreg(Comm. )

23. Same in all
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J T M Remarks
As in Vy  sFfiesdfasd 9 ssfafied aed 3 Same in all
except T

Same in all

As in Vy  «ifq3=arR: fafge afRdanfd: fage Same in all
except T

Same in all
Vg has the same
second line in
the Ka. text;
but has ogyg-
FUITRATAT,
in the Comm.
I I e wavew  SasqrdssRia
SafiedgreT  Svafasdme Seafieiaese

AsinV, AsinV, Asin Vg Same in all
except V.

Could it be a
scribal error?

rgasfi  gwgd ¥ guegash
Same Same Same Same in all

except Y

AsinV, AsinV, As in V,  Same in all
except V,

game in all



. 25, y@est: As in V,
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v, v, Y G
24, qEigmw - Yy gwRaTE- APRT EIREE-  QERESS -
TANENSTPNT FHITHS USAPNT  @WIHETSETNT WIE: TNy

YAREAE: AR

26. T Nur- - ARG BT TG 98 NAHIRES-
wamgafs  wfawenfa wfesen LSRR

AF. ..... CIOTHIE (IO L& (R 1 T qeqr: ... qEIT,
27. $weywmd 79- IwgrewEnd @9:  Same as Same as Vy;
wealRyguy- dsevafulzd 9 Katextin Vi only G
a1 |Arrad | araeqia  gonfc has @A
wrafawsfasd amiagEaEreg
FEAZHITNE @R
axu ( Ka
text ). But
gurafRoaAfaRry-
S WA 9@-
AZA (oro=)
can be de-
‘rived from
- the wvrtti.
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J T M Remarks

OHRIEN W (ERAEN - ufeng qHTE-
WA ARAT ST WIS N

(Ka. text),
@RAFE -
WSS T
(Comm.)

Asin Vg AsinVy; AsinVy, Same in all,
only Y has

qrF|rR

Tt roEd- g Awagageea:  Different  in
eamenfa eI aifgmenta all
(K3, text),
gz NeqmaAN(T 1)-
aifgwrefa
(Vrtti)

q0%... 98971 qE...... A &L RIR
Same as G Same as G Same as Vj; In P, the first

and J only M. line is the same
hassradaea 23 in Vg; and
the second
line the same
as in V,.
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o Vg vV, Y G
28. surfyy Ry Ry TRy
oY oI - g (but oI

comm. expl-
ains by means

of g)

29. eroged wog @R I

(Ka. text) , (K3. text)

Ty TG

(Comm.) (Comm.)
30. g 3fa:. Asin Vg AsinVy Asin V,
31. oRgw oRg® oW, oRgE

(K3, text), (vl)ogg#t
83% (Comm.)

32-33. Same in all

- 34, ofgwaifor ofqyeifor ofguarfor oferyrfor
ol gs9- ey gsw- [Awifor g ow- Fwfor g

fauafa faraaifor faggfa(Ka. text), usafaugifor
Yy ogfy ge
fawafr (Comm.)

35-36. Same in all
37. ga: ga: g: g

38-40. Same in all
(39. missing in V)

41. vag fAisRY- As in V, aggfamifa@¥s  As in V,
= fasfa fag- ferefar Frarsa

wg  fowg femm
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J T M ‘Remarks
=31y gsxifey gqrfay P bhas swf%g in
°FIT ' o <IEg view
g LS SR
Asin V, Asin Vy, f§ 3f&: Same in all

except M

oRgdl oRgSi o R Could P have
in view

ARERIFAZIH

Same in all

o fagaifor ofquayfor ofguifa
iy g ov=w-  Rwior g Rurogfy
fawaifor gsafagarfor sy

Same in all

g7 qa: ad Same ip all
except M
Ka 39is
missing in the
MS. of Vg
AsinV, AsinY agg fAarsfaRs-
feavsfa a s
femy
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V. Vv, Y G d : J T ' M Remarks
42, missing Same in all : Same in all
43. missing  wsRw AsRwr Efw dwa  Tehw TefeE : el dsarw gl 13R-  Sefe Sz
(Ka. text)  sra (Ka. text)
SrEar: A (3fa®r: in the
(Cornm.) Comm,)
44. missing Same in all Same in all
45, Karika is @@ wafs  Asin Va  Asin V, ! Asin V, AsinV, @ toazaf
missing, LECIERIG ALLEN
but vrtti has (K3. text ),
gai wafa ga@d usEg
ywarg [rema)] wafa gma
(vrtti) ‘
46, ofvsafyadn  As in V, oiwmfmgla Asin Y Asin Vg AsinY As in V, P seems to
awq g ae = Az ha‘ve in view
WUEL I IEC L
47. missing o gAfANT  ovemiA<T o afiaEg osAfFAN ormiFINT ormmadm P like V4, V,
(Ka. text),
o TATFNG
(Comm.)
48. missing Same ~in all ; Same in all
49, missing gafwaa gfe... g3 sEfeaaagfe... afaoar- gafqea, gafqadea P seems to
or ofsajgregfe  gfie... wfe... gfez... ghz... have in view
.(d) ofquddara
50. missing AARAFOA, ... SAreAfEFrS,.. AR . eftasr. .. weafmea... wenfass...
A@r..... arr...(Ka, text), wwar... AT AlLL... AL L
arreq femr =
.. (vrtti)
. QL. Q... G 959 aTe. . T T qEN.. WL (@ A IS T AT 95T
qs9 a7 gedls. a9 gudsfufgar: ae geeshimarn: : f“\::a:‘:‘a@{?s‘ 1:? gzasfi- a7 7 gedishilgar:
ELCICR text) T...
A=A.....(vrtti)
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Va ‘V, Y G
51. missing gafuasay  geEfwaes:  gef{wam:
(K3a. text),

g@faETay

52, missing Loamfadfe Lowedffy LonafEeae
| .. fEfad sadd  ...fgfaw: wadd ... iR sad

53. missing  FjAmx As in V, As in V,

~ 54. missing amfyaresg  aMfdmieg anfsares
-5 Tq...€qWAq  wH...@W@F ... WA ag... e qwaq

56. missing AT WRRTF: A wWRT: AT SR
(z0: )5ad? S qenE-  WERRTEATE-
da: gwad:  wETeR: q3-a:

wagT wd- wdgawd  Asin Y
AR AR
'57. missing Same in all
58. missing geufamafafis geves e As in Y
59-61. missing Same in all [60-61 missing
61 (first line in Y]
is the same
as in others)

62. 7 aqd Mfd... 7 asg¥af¥... missing As in V,
. f&fFwa #fa3q,
63. anfiky As in V, missing wafala g
dTIgeTer 89 v gewd s, As in V,
64. Same in all
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J T M Remarks
gaffuaeE: gefnaen:  gafanasgm
(Ka. text),
gafqmasea:
(vrtti)
Lowafrefe: LoaEfafe LLwEfasfae

i 9edy L el sadd ...wafd fgar et
Rt B AsinV, AsinV,
aifasiey adfqmes anfamex
g9...8q9@T O, WA 4., Ada P, like V,, has
‘ in view aaR®¥
gy yFfazd 5y sFRFN gAY afzal
aggfiXfalwiE- agafifeduqa- sgfkfavagg-
gJ=a: gdea: gi=a: (-M
does not have
fasg in the
pratika )
Asin Y As in Y As in Y

Same in all
Asin Y As in Y As'in Y

Same in all
A as73sgr4... As in J As in V,
ﬁrm . -
As in G As in G As in V, Ka. 63 is not
Asin V, Asin V, gww@a sfa  included in P,
The arya is
defective in M
Same in all P
seems to read

aifta for aftq
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65. gaeafafaza:

T

66. e Adrglas:

+een OFTTAHT

" 67, wmanTg

gaaqT:
68. Same
69. ggwidgr....

70.37 agar vq 33§ ag fr

==y
71. Same
72. —
73. -
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Vv, Y G
As in Vg missing angdfafaganm
e
. FUEH missing e FTHAT
(Ka text),
- (WET §FYIFs....
RiicL
(Comm.)
IFATIE- Asin Vy,  Asin V,
T
in all
@ ...  gEwd §A...  geyEEE...

A= qgar E| —
(FgwrY) a3 amy

(a==q?) (K=

text), a9 agur

Fd =,

(Comm.)

in ‘ all —

awrai.. &f ggest...=ify —
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|uegt....anfa  aweat... &fq
(K3 text),

queaf....gar: (?)

(or oxfg ?)

(CGomm.)

] T M . Remarks
As in G wAwfifigem As in G P seems to have
wwe: (vl. ge) in view gdsq-
: fafagans

SFITAIAI ofIAAAT . oA

(Ka text),

o FIIRATT

(Comm.)

As in V, =mafigggaad:  As in V,

Same in all

qETEAA.... GEISEA...  REEEA... |

‘AsinY AsinY 9 7 9gdlza G does not
g=aq, (K3a. text), comment on
I agw = karikas
g=aq (Comm.,) 70 fI.

acgeat.... a4 Vg has only

Karikas 1-71

Found only
in V, 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 :

QHFuES AR EE-Vy, J, T;

QEREEN AREeHE: wasdT-G;

¥Ry qERmEREANS: SIEAT-V,;

ey EREEErAEsIERT-Y;

fxw  qEREEEAETsTENT-M.,

The line in V4, J, T is defective (-one matra
too few ). V, 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 defective (-one matra too many ). Y tries to
bring this in conformity with the line in V,, by means
of the expression aFAElTs=&2d, but here there is one
matra:too few. (Or could the reading be ar=w=: W< f)
M has s=wssasa9 (again one matra too few). The arya
in G (which follows V), is free from metrical
defect, though the expression @=wr: is rather odd (=it is
used in ka. 25).

(ii) Ka. 26 First line—

g@fsafn weg:AngoareRAia-Vy;

gfEmfo  SeEgvgreTEREEnfA-V,;

g@feaifn  adagvareaTfasenfa-Y;

g@if-zafr  sgAsaoreRmaan@-G;

afznfor g AmmEaaEment-] ( ka, text);

gz seg:eanaan(a)fasemtA-J (vrtti );

g5 Faafi sgsamoaaamenH-T

g@fzafr sgagagaaafamenta-M.

Kz 26-The first line is different in all the
commentaries, It is defective in Vg (—the number of
maras is adequate, but the & awor is missing) unless
g be uttered as et@aifi. V, seems to have modified
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it to mention the sense-organs in the proper order.
The line even ‘here is metrically defective unless gar
be read as @@ (as M has it) and there be a letter with
a single consonant in the place of = of #3.% Y rectifies
this. G follows V4 but here there is one m3ztra too many
and the s wor is disturbed. The line is alright in the ka.
text of J, but that as derived from the vrtti is defective;
there should have been &7 in the place of tgal,-though

J actually says @& 31 wad. T has the same line as in
the ka, text of J. M has the same line as V,, only it

is not defective as it has @7 in the place of wr.

(iii) Kz.43, first line : wifdfgeis wiar: arsfier fafes qatan-

V,, G(ka. text), T, M (one matra too many);

gifefemia war: spf® dsaa  gatac-Y, J, M(ka. text);

wifafgmra w@: wwar dsara wwta: - G (bhagya) (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 §%4, there should also be .

(iv) Ka. 45, first line : Fuigr ssfea: o) wafs ysammm-
Vg, V, (ka. text), Y, G, J, T;
oFERY UIrEAfd Taa—V, (vrtti), M.

Metrically both are correct; V, perhaps improved
on V, to make the line more effective.

* We find in later literature a number of zryzs where the
following conjunct consonant with a final T does not make the
preceding letter guru,
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(v) Ka. 46, Second line : waswafania ao Agrg ma-
T ‘V‘g"' V19 Js M; !
- guayegfiagia aw @1 g sawa--Y, G, T.
" Yseems: to have put gndwrgfimgla in the place of
guwrfaada to make the expression grammatically more
correct as also to make the portion consist of just 12 matras.

(vi) Ka. 50—First line : srsmfemsae: in  all except G,

.and' M which have enewfivsgsaa:, which is metrically

wrong, though grammatically an improvement on the
former.

Second line : mimfwdiawaa o= a7 gedtsfaman-V, (one

mairz too few),

‘e Ay va a7 geashifear—Y,

arr Ry v a7 gedishman- G, J (k3. text),

grafyiuens o9 a3 gedsfaman—] (vrtti),

qia fFedaea, w9 qy gsishwman-T,

gren fasdaterd == 99 7 gearsfafzan-M.

The ﬁryg in V4, Y, G, J is defective (one matra
too few). T and M rectify this by inserting =. (Y has =
according to Pandeya’s edition.)

(vil) Ka. 51, First line : &g wsqiswga gafqwaad ggenfa:-

Vy, G(bhasya), M.

Y, G (ka. text), J (ka. text), and T have g:afaurarmy:
in the place of g:afy=mman, and J(vrtti) has grafqamwea:
(-this latter makes the arya defective as there is one
matra too many).

(viii) Ka. 67, Second line : fasfi demram=managagdv (V,
and others). V, has sxanaggaadk: (which makes the
line defective as there is one matra too many). T has
oufiagawdiv;, which is an improvement in expression.

o e

211

(ix) Kz. 69, First line 3
. : gEyrdarafag.... -
and Y have here g
difference metrically,

. s and others, V,
s&d  Fafid which makes no

(x) Ka. 70, second line : srgfie  os
aia[:[ '—Va, V,(vrtti), M(vrtti);
:g:?: qgar 5 aiaq—-—Vl(ls'a?. text) (defective);

T @ F aran-Y, J T (one matra too many);

°F T TgNFT aeam— M (ka. text) .
Actually, it is the first part
cumbersome as up to w=ufiimrg there

T, M .(kia:. text) consider the later
make ;t consist of 15 matras.

(xi¥ Ka. 27 i interesting, It is
Y as follows :—

fa@y A7 qgwr wy

(one matrz too many);

. . ,
of this line that is
are 13 matras; Y, ],
part by itself and

found in Vs and

L Erde b AR Fagaay qNIEIEY |
e g awraf.%ﬁ;raf‘wq RISt Fg )
ound in V, as swgrmsmy aa: dacawfulizy T grawty |
. IR o |
» J, Tand M have the same ka. text as V,.
1

,J. an ave aj 5 1 M

G,J, and T 1 T instead of TR 1= d

has qIERT=T, In P, the first line is the samf; aznin V
2

and i i
the second line the same asi V,. It is interesting

only
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