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FOREWORD

It gives me great pleasure -indeed in publishing
Dr. (Miss) Esther A. Solomon’s book entitled ¢The
Commentaries of the Samkhya Karika—A Study”.
Dr. Solomon has at the outset given a survey of the
contents of what is known as ‘Mathara Vrtti,’ of Gaud a-
pada’s Bhagya and of two hitherto unutilised
commentaries edited by her, and of Paramartha’s Version.
She has also tried to determine the chronological order
of the commentaries of the Sarhkhya Karika. She has
further written two notes on the ten milikarthas of the
Samkhya system, and the number of karikas in the
Samkhya Karika. At the end she has given in a tabular
form the readings of the karikas as found in the

different commentaries.

I am most thankful to Dr. E. A. Solomon for
agreeing to the publication of this work which
was undertaken as a research project in the School of
Languages, Gujarat University.

I have no doubt that students, teachers and others
interested in the study of the Samkhya system of
Philosophy will benefit much from this work.

K. C. Parikh

Gujarat University
University Registrar

Ahmedabad-9,
20th July 1974,
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PREFACE

A word about the background of the present study.
I had the good fortune of securing photo-enlargements
from microfilms in the L. D. Institute of Indology,
Ahmedabad, of two single palm-leaf manuscripts (from
Jesalmere :Bhandara ) of two unpublished vrttis on
the Samkhya Karika of Tévarakrsna. The name of
the author of one (-which I call V4-) is not found
mentioned, but my feeling is that it is the earliest of
the commentaries and has the fairest claim to being
regarded as the original of the Chinese Version of
Paramartha. The name of the author of the other (which
I call V, ) begins with @ but the palm-leafis broken
exactly at this point and we find after & only a
remnant of what looks like ¥ or 9. I have edited both
these commentaries with necessary notes separately.

In this book I have attempted a study of the
commentaries of the Samkhya Karika. Much useful work:
has been done in this direction by Pt. Udayavira Sastri
in his ‘Samkhya Dar$anaka Itihasa’ and by Dr. Adya
Prasada Miéra in his ‘Samkhya Darsana-ki Aitihasika
Parampara’. What prompted me to work on this ‘Study”
was the possession of two additional commentaries.
These have not hitherto been taken into account, and
are likely to throw new light on the history of
Samkhya literature.

I think I should explain the procedure 1 have
adopted. Because of the claim put forth in favour
of what is known as Mathara-vrtti, and even
of Gaudapada Bhasya being the original on
which the Chinese Version was based, I bhave, for the



(viii)

sake of clarity, given a survey of the contents of
“‘Mathara-vrtti’, Gaudapada-Bhasya, V,, V4 and Para-
martha’s Version. T have included V,; and V, here,
because V, is very much like ‘Matbara-vrtti,’ and V,
also is very close in terms .of content to Paramartha’s
Version. I felt this would make the relevant material
immediately accessible to scholars in the field. We find
some 'irussion of this type in ‘A Critical Study of the
‘Samkhya System’ by V. V. Sovani (Poona Oriental Series,
No. 11), but it is not sufficiently exhaustive, and
-consequently not quite clear at places. While presenting
this material I have deliberately in most of the places
followed the order M, G, V,, V,, P as I did not want

to impose my view on the reader at the very outset,
but wanted him to judge for himself.

I have also tried to determine the chronological order
-of the commentaries ranging up to the Tattvakaumudi
of Vacaspati. I have hazarded certain conclusions, some
-of them rather bold, and I shall feel amply rewarded
-even if they are successful in provoking discussion
and further inquiry in the direction. I have also shown
that what is known as the Mathara-vrtti could not be
the commentary as it was written by M3athara, whose
name occurs in very carly works, I have written two
‘Notes on the ten Milikarthas of the Sarmkhya system
and the number of karikas in the Samkhya Karika.
At the end I have given in a tabular form the readings
of the karikas as found in the different commentaries
.along with a brief discussion, which also goes to support
-the chronological order determined earlier.

(ix)

eart-felt gratitude to the scholars
fromlwvlexifzc‘/iirrl?: 01:1 Sﬁrhkhyi literature and philosophy
I have benefited much, and to my friends who l.xave-
been of help to me in numerous ways. I am eSpema.l]yA
indebted to Pt. Shri Dalsukhbhai Malavania for going

through the contents of this ‘Study’.

10-9-71 E. A. Solomon
i i i ity to express

I am glad in having this oppo.rt.unl :
my sense of gratitude to the authorities of the Gujarat

University for deciding to publish this work.

I am also thankful to the Manager of the Ramanand
Printing Press and all his colleagues for the prom;;)tnesqs
they have shown in seeing this book through the Press.
33, Nehrunagar, E. A. Solomon
Ahmedabad, 15,
10th March, 1974.
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SOME USEFUL BOOKS

V,—A commentary on the Sarhkhya Karika
(edited by E. A. Solomon ) ( Gujarat Uni., 1973)

Vy—A commentary on the Sarmhkhya Karika
(edited by E. A, Solomon) (Gujarat Uni,, 1973)
M—Mathara—-vrtti on the Sarhkhya Karika
(Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 1922)
‘G—Gaudapada-bhzsya on the Samkhya Karika (Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series, 1963)

Y—Yuktidipika (on the Sarmkhya Karika)-(Calcutta
Sanskrit Series, 1938) '
J—Jayamangala on the Samkhya Karika (edited by H.

Sarma, Galcutta Oriental Series, 1926)
T—Tattvakaumudi of Vacaspati on the Sanikhya Karika
-Ganganatha Jha and H. D. Sharma (Poona Oriental
Series, 1934)
P—Treatise on the Samkhya Philosophy-translated by
Paramartha—
The Samkhya Karika-Studied in the light of its
Chinese Version (M. Takakusu,—Translated in
English by S. S. Suryanarayanan, Madras, 1931).

Origin and Development of the Samkhya System of
Thought—Pulinbehari Chakravarti (Calcutta Sanskrit

Series, 1952)
Samkhya System—A, B. Keith (Heritage of India
Series, Calcutta, 1949)

A Critical Study of the Samkhya System—V. V.
Sovani (Oriental Book Agency, Poona, 1935)

Samkhya Darsana-ka Itibasa—Pt. Udayavira Sastri
(Sarvadesika Press—Delhi)
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Samkhya Darsana Ki Aitihasika Parampara—
Dr. Adyaprasada Miéra (Omkara Press, Prayaga,
1967) .

Alberuni’s India—Edward Sachau (S. Chand & Co.,
1964) .

The Classical Age (Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay,
1962) '

The Gupta Empire-Radhakumud Mookerjee (Hind
Kitabs, Ltd., Bombay, 1959)

" The Vakataka-Gupta Age—R. C. Majumdar and A. S.

Altekar (Motilal Banarasidass, 1967)

Travels of Hiouen-Thsang—Samuel Beal (Susil Gupta
Ltd., Calcutta) A

On Yuan Chwang’s Travels in India, Volumes, I & II-
Thomae Watters

A Record of the Buddhist Religion as Practised
in India and the Malay Archipelago-Itsing-Trans-
lated by J. Takakusu

Dvadasaranayacakra of Mallavadin with Nyﬁya‘gar‘nﬁ-
" pusarini Vyakhyz of Simhastri (Labdhistri$vara Jaina
Grantha Mala) ' .
Patafijala Yoga-Dar§anam—>Sr1 Narayana Misra
(Bbaratiya Vidya Prakasana, Varanasi 1971)

Saripa Bharati—Dr. Lakshman Sarup Mem9rial
Volume (Vishveshvaranand ‘Iqstitute Publications,
-1954)—Dr. Raghavan’s article,' ‘Madhava, an Early
Unfaithful - Exponent of the Samkhya (pp. 162-164)

¥
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“A'Comparison of the Contents of
. . MG V,V,and P =
.There was.for some time a fierce controversy regarding

the original commentary on the Samkhya-karika of, which
Paramartha’s Version is a translation. Now scholars
mostly agree that neither Gaudapada’s nor Mathara’s
corﬁ_ﬁiéntary was the original of the Chinese Version,
though they are not yet unanimous regarding 'the date
of M ‘or even G. There are palm-leaf' manuscripts of
the Jaisalmere Bhand ara, and these vrttis (-1 call them
V, and V,-) have been edited by me from the single
maﬁtiécfi;its, , photo-enlargements of which ~‘¢ould "be
obtained'’ from ~‘microfilms in the L. D. Institute of
Indology, Ahmedabad. V, is very much like M and"P
and.so- also-V,. " Hence the mystery deepens. Scholars
have compared M and’ P, and G and P. We shall 4tiempt
a detailedi comparisdn- karika-wise of the contents -of
M, G, V,, V,.and:P and’see if .any one of.these
newly edited . .commentaries can claim to be the

original of Paramartha’s Version. Since the date of almost
all these commentaries is ‘'yet uncertain, we shall consi-

der them here in the order M *, G, V,,V,, P, and refer
to Yuktidipika, Jayamangala and Tattva-kaumudi. only
when it is necessary to do so, as these latter do not
bear much affinity to.the former in point of thought or
expression. I have only compared the contents of the§e
commentaries here without making any special attempt
to show their dependence or chronology. These .will be
discussed later. R

* M is‘'tegarded by many as the earliest commentary on the
Samkhya-karika and G also is known to scholars,
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Karika 1. At the outset M has three stanzas which
serve as namaskara, (i). ¥faafiaary......, (i) sfeg wa
ceeseery (ii]) 7@ g d......While introducing the karikz
M shows by means of a stanza what an upodghita
signifies. Then it gives an account in a literary style of
.the birth of Kapila, naturally equipped with dharma,
Jfiana, vairagya and ai$varya, and his desire to rescue
the world from the mire of ignorance and his inquiries
‘of a reputed Brahmana who was ‘Asurisagotra’ and
‘varsasahasrayajin’ as to his attitude towards the life
of a house-holder. M gives stanzas regarding true tapas,
etc. and the characteristic of a truly religious man. And
then it turns to the dubkhatraya. It gives only a few
illustrations of each of the miseries. Then it raises the
question as to how jijfiasa arising out of duhkha-traya
could exterminate it. Answering this it gives the illustra-
tions of karkataka or asvatara, and asivisa. EXplaining
‘e @isyaf AT, it asks why when other easier and
more accessible means are available one should go in
search of Samkhya-knowledge (#% =g fa=37...). Here it
quotes the stanzas : (i) galy: agem:..., (ii) gfvarer: qem =
weey (iil) fa @l 7 geif...., (iv) d7 fa Twa... .

G gives two introductory stanzas of which the obei-
sance to Kapila ( #f@maataw......) is the same as that
in M. Here it quotes a stanza enumerating the seven
sons of Brahm3, and also the well known stanza Se=fyafi-

- aEd....... > Then it gives a comparatively brief explana-
tion of the karika in which it simply lists the duhkhas
and their ‘drsta’ upayas, .

. V, starts with the namaskara to Kapila (sfism
AMEIEH. .....) which is found in M and G. Then the

".

<

.episode of Kapila (~with dharma, etc. manifest-in him
from his- birth, and desirous of rescuing the world from
ignorance-) and a reputed Brahmana (Asuri-sagotra
and varsasahasra-yajin) is straightaway given. While

explaining the adhyatmika $arira duhkha, the places of
vata, pitta and $lesman in the body are mentioned. A

detailed and illustrative exposition of manasa dubkha
is given which is not found in M and G (and even in
V, and P). V, also, like M, raises the question as to

whom these dubkhas belong to, and if they could be got
rid of, or have to be borne silently, and also how
jijfiasa arising from duhkhas could exterminate them.
Here in answer to the last it gives the illustrations
of kitaka, rajaputra, and a$ivisa. The author of V,

seems to be fond of Ayurveda and quotes stanzas
prescribing formulae for the cure of old age, grey hair,

etc.. He has also given a long list of diseases. V, refers to
the ‘drsta’ upayas for each of the duhkhas, and quotes

‘punar dzhahr......... and ‘puspitaksas tu Salaki...... .V,
clearly seems to be very much like M, even much more

expository and illustrative at places.

‘Vl alone reads the second line as o{mFarg=aAwIaIA,
instead of IsFARI=aAISHET (A, qHFdAre ).

V, does not have any introductory stanza or

namaskara to Kapila. It straightaway starts with the
episode of Kapila with his dharma, etc. and the reputed

Brahmana, a varsasahasrayajin, whom Kapila addresses
as Asuri. V, also refers to the different places of vata, etc.

in the body. It gives a long list of ailments due to the
predominance of vata, but does not mention any parti-

cular disease in connection with the others. M, G and
V, give only a general list of diseases caused by the
unbalance of the three humours. V5 raises the question
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as to how jijfiasa arising out of duhkha could annihilate
it and answering it glves the example of only the
1Ejaputtal’V, sthggests' drsta upayas for each: ofthe
dubikhas;‘4nd mehtiohs '1stav1sa ja-Seva’ as the upaya for
manhsh' dubkha: V, éxplalns very brleﬁy that  these

means are ‘not deﬁnlte and ﬁnal
Nm e ER LA TS DA (A
s . ,

,, (hke Vg, qes th have any stanza in the begmnmg.
It stralghtaway starts. with.the eplsode of Kapila innately
endowed with dharma, etc. and Asuri, brahmana by
birth, who : had sacrificed:. to heaven regularly for a
thousand .years, (According to the English translation
of P, Kapila received the:same answer even the third
time, which,is obviously wrong in view of Kapila’s
subsequent question.' The negative particle in the reply
‘T do .not enjoy....." seems:to:have escaped one of the
translators). :Aecording: to P, Kapila did not receive
any answer: on the fifst-occasion. P seeths to try to
bring - some “varisty here!'P givés a guotation from a
book on medicine showing ‘the places of vata, etc. in
the body. It’'ddes'not refer to any of the physmal ailments
in particular. Among adhibhautika miseries, it refers also
to landslip, the'breach of 4’ dam, etc. (-not found:in any
other c0mmentary—) besides’ the well known ones. P does
not touch ‘the questlon how jijﬁasa arlsmg out of duhkhas
could extérminate them, or to whom these miseries belong
or thé like. P does not refer to the drsta upayas for
each *ind of duh’ only says “The means capable
of destroying the three miseries are sufficiently known.
First, that which - is treated in the eighth section of
medical sc1ence is capable of destroying the miseries of
the body. Secondly, the six objects of sense, wherein

5

one finds pleasure, are capable of curing the miseries
of the soul, When these means (of cure) are already so
known, why an extra investigation P, . PR

‘Iqtawsaya-sev of V4 comes neéarest to ‘six ob_]ects of
sense wherein one finds pleasure’ of P. M and G ‘mention
‘priyavastu—sarnyoga’ and the like;  V; mentions ‘sabda-

...gandhadayo visayah’. P seems to have given just a
gist of the original at places, and so is comparatively
brief. P does not give any explanation of the means
not being definite and final. The commentary of the
first karika is found to be quite detailed except in
G. P seems to have raised only the important queries
and mentioned very briefly a few upayas. This cannot
help us much; nevertheless the greater affinity to V,
cannot escape our notice.

Karika 2.—M anticipating an objection that certain
means prescribed by the Vedas are certainly definite
and final, quotes ‘@Xfd 77.......afq F@wgeAt AsTAAT 30,” and
gives a detailed exposition of ‘“am @ATTAL.......dTARIE’,
‘grameden’ is explained as ‘sranfyar weatany (‘ags s=fa’ sy
gaafyafima:). Ka. 2 shows according to M the absence
of aikantikatva, the impurity, the absence of finality
and the lack of excellence even in vedic rites. We find
quoted here—*asaufivs gxsmr Gl sl ‘s fad vy’ sf?r
#=307,° ‘938 ;g @ A A @Ay, ‘9% anfa fageasa......
‘HEd sEmWENA..., qar 9FA qgrm ..... ’, ‘amaisfena % qasqr'
sgamfEa..., ‘g fe<ar wad gear...’. M refers to the impuri-
ties in vedic rites and briefly describes by means of the
illustration of celestial beings, surrounded by apsarases
and sitting in a vimana, the sense of rivalry among
those enjoying, in different degrees in the celestial regions,
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the “fruits of their'"'karma. Then "M - explains - vyakta;
avyakta and“jfia and® shows how their vijiana yields
fruit which is definite and final. M explains ‘anuiravika’
as follows :—iwoilad waig 3§ >wafza  fasr  gfa sigsa e,
a7 Wg: aAgAfEw:. M mentions that Nrga, Nahusa, Indra
and Yayati came to grief even though they were
‘somapayins’.

G quotes and explains ‘e &g...." and also quotes
' ‘galq Awa wafa. . sEEal i@ PsEAT g5’ and  while
explaining ‘#fgfyg...." quotes ‘vz maif+...” and ‘agizagaufa
...". G explains ‘atifaya-yukta’ very briefly without
giving any illustration. The rest of the exposition also
is very brief. Anusravika is explained thus :—w@p3 sf
AFATETH 9T awngfas:.

V,, like M, quotes @ifg % g...’ and gives an
exposition of ‘siw@ @wH......" which is very much like
that in M though not so detailed, and with a different
empbasis in the explanation. The second linc is
very briefly explained. The roots in ‘apama, ‘abhiima’,
‘aganma’ ‘avidama’, ‘mrtah’, ‘drsta’ are shown. Like
M, V, quotes ‘@=afasd,.’, ‘siqq awg: Td 9T WI: T,
‘TRM mEmAeRd...’, ‘9% garfa...’, a8 fetar ’ V,, like M,
refers to a number of impure and immoral practices
in the vedic rites and quotes a smrti stanza ‘@ 9(7)Agwazd
fgafed...” and also ‘agdi-zagaifn...’. Explaining ‘atiSaya-
yukta’, V; gives at some length an idea of the sense of
rivalry and jealousy among celestial beings by giving
the illustration of celestial beings, seated in vimzaas and
surrounded by a greater or a lesser number of apsarases.
The rest of the exposition is mostly as in M. V, also
refers to Nrga, Nahusa, Indra and Ya,ati who suffered
though they were ‘somapayins’. V, does not explain

7.

anuéravika’ but only renders it as ‘vedavihita’ or ‘the
like. V; quotes at the end “ssafafia<ad a5 aFmd @
sfast e adg@fag=ad”’ | (The second line is different
from the wellknown one w3 gusl...). V,, like M, says
that the hetu sought after should be ¢‘aikantika’,
atyantika’, ‘viSuddha,’ ‘aksaya’, ‘anantaphala’ and ‘nirati-
$aya’ (-M says ‘Wwfas: ... aeq: wa-ate: Fgeqif@ad gg:......
though later while explaining these terms it does not
say anything about ‘anantaphala’,—perhaps meant it to
explain ‘aksaya’. V; later mentions ‘aksayaphala’).

V,, like M and V; (more like the latter), gives an
exposition of @twm @#q...’; it oo, like V,, explains the
second line very briefly, and shows the roots in ‘apama’,
‘abhima,” ‘aganma’, 'avidama’. In its own words it
says—‘agada g Awa qdify Ywlad w5 w93, V, quotes 9%
garfa...” which is found in all the commentaries, and also
a stanza ‘@ g& goa3d Rkaf@...” a stanza almost the same
as the one quoted in V,. We also find quoted ‘agtez-
wgaifir...”. In the exposition of ‘atiSayayukta’, the illustra-
tion of celestial beings seated in vimanas and surrounded
by apsarases is given, but briefly. Here also the
aikantikatva, etc. of the hetu are mentioned but not
explained (-so also in G and P-); and ‘wsafamfaacasd...’
with the well-known second line is quoted at the end.
‘Anugravika’ is explained thus—stgxad et &y wgafas:
(Compare J—aggad arceaidieagsat 3g: | g FRL | a7 7N
gguanfas: 1)

P translates ‘avm @wg...” (RV. VIIL48. 3.) while
introducing this karika. To show the impurity of vediec
rites, P quotes RV. I. 163.13. ‘O, thou animal ! thy



8

father, thy mother and thy kindred all approve of
thee. Now thou art to abandon thy present, body . to

be reborn in the heavens. s .

S

‘9% @Wf... also is found translated. Like V, and
Vg, P has “For the case where some one utters a
falsehood, some devas or 15is declare in the Vedas that that
does not imply a crime?’. Corresponding to ‘agf=zagaifir...’
we have a little differently, “Without reason, Sakra
and Indra and the God Asura are extinguished, because
of ‘their age, for one does not escape time.” P refers
brleﬂ?' to the envy among celestial beings regarding
superiority and inferiority as among the mortals. P says
here, ““The three defects [avisuddhi, ksaya and atisaya]
with the two mentioned higher up [ekantabhava, atya-
ntabhava] render the Vedas inefficacious as a mea:ns (to
the destruction of misery)”’. Heré P has for the sake
of greater consistency reminded us of the two drawbacks
mentioned earlier. The others are not so specific. P
points out like M, V;, and V4 (especially like V,) that
th? means should be definite, final, pure, permanent,
universal. Vyakta, avyakta and jfia are explained, and
the stanza ‘gsafamfma<aqy...’ (as in V,) is translated.

It can be easily seen that P has greater affinity
Witl'l V, than with- G in respect of the exposition of
karikas 1-2. P seems not to have given the literal
translation of ’cheF passages that are just explanatory-
especially those pertaining to apsarases and the like—
but only summarised them. ‘Anuiravika’ is explained

*Takakusu says this passage is often cited in Buddhist works
in China, The RV. stanza is gq ISP A I, auedaq Gt awer foad

qAL A | W grsgezaAl 7 aem oqwr @ed iy awmifr o
(RV. L 163, 13).

v
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thus : “What we call the revealed. means, théy-:are those

‘which one obtains by-tradition. They havé ‘been -taught

at the beginning by Brahmz and- transmitted to‘the
wise ascetic (the rsi Kapila). One calls them the 'reveal-
ed means, understanding thereby the  four Vedas.”’
(This is really explanatory, yet compare Vj).

Karika 3—It may be noted that introducing this
karika, M and V, have raised the question as to how
vyakta, etc. could be sub-classified (sfqar sfawa-M;
#fafEa: afmm-V,). G on the other hand asks: sawsghaai
# fRAv; and V,, =qwElt & sfgwm. P has ‘How can
we distinguish Nature, the produced principles and
the knowing subject ?” This comes nearest to G and to
some extent to V,.

M says that the eleven organs are produced from vaikrta
aharhkara without giving an idea of the classification of
aharhkara. It also simply says that that the five maha-
bhitas are produced from the tanmatras, without saying
what is produced from what. G explains that each
tanmatra is both a vikrti and a prakrti inasmuch as
sabdatanmatra is produced from aharmkara and produces
akasa, and so on. It may be noted that M and G say
here that aharhkara is a prakrti because it gives rise to
the tanmatras (—though they do maintain that it pro-
duces the 11 organs also-), because they intend to point
out later that tanmatras are the vikrtis of ahamkara
but are the prakrtis of the mahabhatas, while the
eleven organs along with the five mahabhdatas are just
vikrtis and not also prakrtis. V, and V,3 mention that
ahamkara produces the five tanmatras and the eleven
organs; the five tanmatras produce the five mahabhutas
fnasmuch as $abda-tanmatra produces akasa, and so on.
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P makes: a curious- statement:: that the five tan-
matras produce the five mahzbhiitas and the organs of
sense. It states that the $abda-tanmatra produces akasa
and the organ of hearing, the gandha—-tanmatra produces
prthvi and the organ of smell, and so on. This is
different from what the Sarmkhya commentators have
to say. P does not say anything here about the produc-
tion of the five organs of action and of mind; bat later

(Ka. 8) it states that they too are produced from the
tanmatras,

Karika 4.—Introducing the kavika, M says : Q¥i
SAMFTAE AT GEAT  FATATE; ARG
& avsen fafedszr. See : qaiwl susamagamar s gzaiar 3
fafs: sad: 1 wer a1 s fafataf, s o Siqgeg A
AR, a1 SenfifEigaegear g, geArFIRARIn—G; Qagi
SAFNAT gt agrafat 1 gwAw Al qIRT  SqOg gyl
sAfm: SOl gl grentt  saonfy; agery —Vi; oni
ATACAFAA At agrafat ¥ gwda g 1—V,. “One
may ask, ‘By what sort of inference can you establish
the three categories ? For in the world one can know
(all) by inference, even aswith a balance or a measure
we know the weight or the length’.”-G is nearest to P.
P brings in the idea of length that is measured, while:
G mentions quantity ( of grain ) that is determined by
a measure. P wishes to bring in more variety in the
explanation. M shows the significance of the words
pratyaksa and anumana. M refers to anumana as tri-
sadhana or paficasadhana, and as tryavayava according-
to some and paficavayava according to others. A valid
inference should be free from 33 kinds of fallacies, but
M does not give an exposition of these. M defines.
aptavacana thus—umgwififgar sqmagags:, sfis:, anamga-
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fesd gAfy - w3gwmg=aw.. It includes arthapatti, -\samb‘l}ayia,
abhzva, pratibhz, - upamana, aitihya:and = cestd - in
anumzana. While explaining ‘s¥afafs: saonfa’ M refers
to different ways of knowing—by tula, karsa or prastha,
and says that vyakta, avyakta and jiia can be knot/vn
by one of the three means of proof. G tells us which
object is perceived by which partif:u!ar sense-organ.
The explanation of inference is missing. eExplalnmg’
aptavacana, it quotes ‘Tl ameraaq:..’and tamﬂﬂafngsa?t.:..
G says that according to Jaimini, pran')ﬁnas are six-
fold—arthapatti, sambhava, abhava, pratibh3, alltlhy_a
and upamana. * Arthapattiis two-fold—drsta and $ruta.
G illustrates the different pramanas and includes a\'rthﬁ-
patti in anumana, and sambhava, abha‘v;, pratibhz,
aitihya, -and upama (upamzoa) in aptavacana. G does
not refer to cesta.

V, mentions the objects of the sense-organs.
It quotes ‘ama &@CAIAAL...... and then says ‘@g ar @
afena sfeafrsafn Faa) aaaistqeszvadd 7 o3 4 @ ara-
gaag’—a liberal definition; and conveys th‘e same idea
as ‘exgoafugsd......". V) illustrates arthapatti, sambhav.a,
abhava, pratibha, aupamya, cesta (-all included in
anumana), and aitihya (included in aptavacana). It

* This is rather strange. The Mimarhsakas certainly recognise
six pramznas, but they are not the ones mentioned here, for
sambhava,.aitihya, and pratibhz are expressly negated as p'ramzr_las
by the author of the Sastradipikz. Jaimini nowher_e_ mcntloris the.
six pramanas, but pratyksa, anumana, éa})da, _upam_ana, arthap_at ti
and abhava are discussed by Sabara in his Bhagya.on Parva
Mimamsa satra 1.1.5. Kumarila recognises all these six, whereas
Prabhzkara does not recognise abhava. J too quotes a verse 3

sfdteranfagnaE: e |
gaiafaftdafa saoreaeR «g: o
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explains aitihya thus : ‘Aggdfte aredsfedar ef@s
Yfdafgead, sdmeniad:’, and quotes ‘aF X iy aifszaeoi’
as an illustration of aptavacana. This is found 'in Vy
also. V; mentions the objects of the different :sense—
organs. It quotes ‘etwian aftasaay -efta  Pvwd fg:...’
(a slightly different reading), but  does not give the
liberal definition here (though® we have a similar ideh
in V4 on ka. 6 ). It illustrates arthapatti, etc. and

includes arthapatti, (sambhava), abhava, pratibha. and
' cesta in anumana, and aitihya and aupamya in zpta-
vacana. It is interesting that it then refers to the
pramanas as dvividha and explains ‘prameyam’ and
pramanam as ekadesa : WA ¥ AN T gwOntT TEATAFR:,
usfvad) Sl I | qEARIAOTE SNd faeafy o aR3sh serear
Fal | S T 99 T AN g UREAY: HEfaAF) | qwd 7 saweaEd
9 99 593 afed 59y | egwead A3: 1 Perhaps V4 means that
pramanas are two-fold, cognising perceptible things and
cognising imperceptible things. Or is it ‘trividha’, and
we are reading too much in what is really a mistake
of the scribe 9—though it does not appear so in view
of what follows. Vj explains aitihya thus— ‘Ufda am
Ygyf(¥:) war afyadar gfa:(wf:) aedfRafig=R, sdammied:
and then quotes ‘@=AIY ¥wgr...",

It may be noted that all the commentators say that
of the 25 Samkhya principles some are established by
pratyaksa, rome by anumana and some by agama; but
none has mentioned even later what is established by
agama,

Regarding perception, P says, “The knowledge (of
that which ought to be proved) is obtained by the
organs of sense and the objects of sense. It cannot be
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demonstrated (by inference); (however) it is uncertain
and 'of'a “double {decgitful ?) character. Such is- the. proof
by  perceptioh.” This i§ not quite clear. P refers to
anurhana (proof by comparison) as presupposing percep-
tion and"of thrée kinds—purvavat, $esavat and samanya-
tah (inference by ‘analogy). * P has translated ‘st
@raqTAH......”. P does not g1ve the 1llustrat10n ‘svarge’-
psarasah’. Régardmg the ‘other pramanas;'P simply
says—“Even' if there were a different method of proof
or a different ob_]ect (of the dlscussmn) they would not
be excluded from’ these three. The six methods of
demonstratlon that " is to say, comparison (upamana)
and others are 1ncluded in sacred authority”. This is
somewhat hke G, whlch also includes arthapatti alone
in anumana 'P does not illustrate any of thgse

pramanas.

Kasika 5. -M explams the definition of drsta thus: faw
fowa . wfa A sswaar: .0 Regarding inference it says—ugHd
fofaam + . Byares sq9ag  ymEafienl, It gives us some idea
of the three or five members of the syllogism and a
very general idea of fallacies. Inference is three-fold—
purvavat, $esavat, samanyatedrsta!- We shall discuss this
later. afawfsfigdsn. is explained as just establishing the
lingin from the linga—fa Pruf@ararEisit B argd
gand aRaeRa a8g Bresfafy, G, V, and V, andJ explaln
this as inference f;om lmga and lmgm-—~ feg zgr fost arad
and ffk zm f’éﬁ’ arad, M, . V1,. Vs employ the terms
‘tndanda .and parlvra_]’, ‘while G employs' ‘danda’ ‘and
‘yati’ (J-—v1ruta—kok11a) P says-“It implies a characteti-

* In the exposmon of logic, P seems to have been mﬂuenced
by Nyaya—Su' a and Bha;ya as can Jbe seen from. 1ts exposxtién
of anumana' )
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stic, mark and that.which bears. that mark. The. mark
‘and that which bears the . mark are - found united and
are not separated one from the other. When one per-
ceives the 'mark, the proof can be - established by
inference.”” It is clear that here P gives the substance
of the original commentary in its own words.

V, mentions a number of relations that can exist
between the linga and the lingin—sva-svami, prakrti-
vikara, karya-karana, matra-matrika, pratidvandvi,
sahacara, nimitta-naimittika. It does not give llustrations.
Compare —dF#qia 97— weqifadesa  q91  YAGERIA: |
FRIfSa gelor S UK 91 g | @F sRfmREasa g0 gagFa: |
FEROETE gar  Ygweadt | gEaEEdEn qar aRg-Gikresen: )
AEEEER g S | SAEREGTR @ @AeE | aAse
adswmE: SAEd 1 fARmafifasdesd g asedesRi .
As Pulinbehari Chakravarti notes in his book ' “Origin
and Development of the Samkhya System of Thought”,
p. 190, this view of inference on the basis of the seven
‘kinds of relations is refuted in the Nyaya-Varttika,1-1-3.
In elucidating this verse, Vacaspati quotes the following
verse.

ar-fafaa-aafa-faafa-aganfife:
AR H~TAAY: arearAt qEISgAr |

Vardhamana in is his Prakasa attributes this verse
to a Samkhya-Varttika. '

[ See “Inference in the Vaisesika-sttras’—Nancy
‘Schuster,~Journal of Indian Philosopby, Vol. 1, No. 4,
April 72 (p. 341-395). Edited by Bimal K. Matilal
(D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht—Holland):—
~ « According to the Sastitantra, Inference s the
establishment of the remainder by means of perception
" on the basis of a particular connection” (¥s=arg YHHAM
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sagr=dvfafatanian ). Seven' kinds' of of connections can -be
used to establish: the invisible remainder by means of
the visible connected with it : (1) the relation of master
to property ( @eifawg:), as king to servant or soul to
primeval matter (purusa to prakrti); (2) matter to its
altered condition ( szfafgsuma: ); as milk to sour milk, or
primeval matter to the ‘great one’ etc (pradhana to
mahadadi); (3) cause to effect ( #Iwrwwa: ), as a cart to
its parts, or the good, etc (sattvadi); (4) efficient cause
to the caused ( fafacmfafasa: ), as potter to pot, or soul
(purusa) to the activity of primeval matter (pradhana);
(5) matter to form {@=wif3%ra: ), as branch, etc. to
the tree, or sound, etc. to the great elements;
(6) concurrent occurence ( @g=ifidra: ), as with Cakravaka
ducks, or with the good, etc. (sattvadi); (7) hindering to
hindered ( ssgwraswa: ), as snake to mongoose, or the
good, etc. (sattvadi)insofar as they comprise the reciprocal
relation of the essential and the accessory matter
(angangibhatah) * (p. 346) ].

wragfaresay, ¥ (M has ‘g’)-This is explained by
M thus—onar s@iRe: srwmal:, gfideaagasamaaag. It refers
to three sabda-vrttis and three kinds of laksana, and
concludes that aptavacamam here signifies the view of

Kapila. M quotes ‘@Al @mgsad......." and @wvafag...’

G explains ‘aptasrutih’ like M. V; and V, explain
aptasruti as Veda, the utterances of Hari,Hara, Hiranya-
garbha, and aptavacana as the utterances of Manu,
etc., the authors of the dharmasastras. M and G take
aptasruti ( apta and $ruti ) as defining aptavacanam.
P says—“The teaching of a saintly person is called

‘sacred authority. For example, the four Vedas given out

by the god Brahman, and the Dharmasastra of the king
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Manu,’—This. is-substantially the same as the interpre:
tation,in oV; -and -Vg4 -(though the translation of :the
karik3 .is not quite -corisistent with this)..

U“While referrlng to the sense-objects and sense=organs;
M ‘starts With rapa 'etc. and netra; etc., whilé ‘G has
here ‘st ir—qrf’q'ﬁrﬁg ’. V, and V, mention rupadi
and"céksuradl Regardmg perceptmn P says—‘‘The ear
obtains’ knowledge by sound.......and the nose by odour.
It is ‘only ‘a perceptlon Wthh the organ obtains but not

- a _]udgment by companson (lnference) That 1is what is

calted proof by perception.”’
We may now compare the illustrations of purvavat
etc. as glven in M G, V,, V2 and P.
M—ﬁﬁrsﬁ@rﬂﬁmm At affz daafy o tﬁﬁm
géfa ';arﬁl a'q"it;(qilargqf‘ et X gl ar sdfai v

G—qgm‘ea’ifa qA9g q1 AN e qu"a Wana 1
Y ~-SrgEsS. Aughad g af?eserf%meﬁﬁ srg'maq | e 'ﬁ
F9: qarg MeRelaq, qEasamrgaag |
Vodike V. -0 o
- P-~(starting- frori1’ ~'what precedes)—Men see the
black s<cdlouds #nd-infer that it is about to rain. - . -

AL are alike; except that M regards it as inference
from -thé ‘diitécedent to ~the subsequent or vice-versa,
while® the others ‘regard ‘it as only inference of the

subse¢juent frotn thé antecedent. S

%qqi_M_qgﬁqa;ﬁ'g N3y, Ay FFEIsTNAY €7 JwaT
G—qgitqas WS FAUAEY e s g

Vl—mqgﬂqaﬁnw W3 A9E SquwEISI 1
V,g5— AR sHISEATEN - i}wa, I GgALHEE MW Fwef
FAUATSFIA, Ny cxe omne
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P—(Starting with what remains)-Seeing the wa'ter
of a river recently muddled, they know that rain has
fallen higher up the river.

It is surprising that P is very much like J here—
wardara Ty A9T-AY Rewwearaifd |+ qwsen a0k fsfar
e sgNIkE A fewfafi. Both seem to be guided by the
Nyaya-Bhagya. _

TSR -M-giearsraa, s gftaar e g o
grd—afiegdia &fa Fangsan) enaluicgd 998 SRAY wfasadiadgnta:,

G—Rwr=avg Xgrat and e afim=a=manE Y3gq | g9 I3
amE g gEal wEaTelay  aRwmafif assssansaf g
gferaEzaaz=as gftwar amr =R @medeR aagaf.

V, —Missing.

Va—gg g am s gftad Tzar qesawid 93 seaamis sgeaugt
gftqar an=n gfd.

P—( By analogy )-They see the mangoes flower at
Pataliputra and infer from it that in Kosala too, they
are in flower.

J is like G here. P is like V,, though the
former wentions particular regions. Though individual
commentators might have explained the significance of’
some of the names (parvavat, etc.) none of these except
P has tried to show specifically the distinguishing
characteristics of these. P says : ¢ Startlng from what
precedes........ The triple knowledge is obtained by percep-
tion, and 1t is capable of distinguishing the three cases
(cause, effect and similarity) and the three tlmes (past,
present and future).” Compare-vfiza=5 sareran , giaq, RAvaw,
amEgateszfaly | edlaAmasdaEEe:  agal 0 as  afysggdarger

qdaggmag, | 99 fowawrdtfy  qdeq,....; edladaraan YT
2
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fegneardif ... adw@rdaEa aardleesg —amraT RegleliesedanT
91, gae afgfeas Jmeatmfadser, aar gaidat awmda daeac-
sreqr aifgrgHiad 1 - J, 5.

These examples and their sources have been discussed
later. ‘P and J both seem to be influenced by the Nyaya-

bhasya 1.1.5 in respect of $esavat, perhaps because the-

example given by earlier Samkhya commentators did
not appeal to them as there is hardly any logic in it.

Karika 6—Introducing this karika, M says : Of the
three called vyakta, avyakta, jfia, which one is established
by which of the three pramanas, pratyaksa, etc. ? G—
Thus the three—fold pramana is explained; what is
established by which pramana !

V;—The three—fold pramana has been defined;
now point out the respective object of each—which
prameya is established by which pramana.

Vy--Which prameya is established by which anu-
mana, by which pramana ?

P--You say that there is a three-fold proof by
inference. What is the domain of each method of proof ?
(Is P trying to put the expression in V4 properly ?)

M holds that pradhana and purusa though atindriya
(supersensuous) are both established by samanyatodrsta
inference as existent; pradhana must be existent and
triguna inasmuch as it is the cause of mahat, etc. which
are triguna; purusa must be existent and sentient so that
the activity of the pradhana, which is unconscious, could
be possible. M does not explain cd. G is similar to M;
only, the second line is taken note of and illustrated by
A g, IGU: FWa:, wisw@wE:. V,, like M, does not explain
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the second line, and explains the inference thus-~There
is purusa for whom pradhana produces mahat, etc.. V,
is the same as V except that it explains the second line,
gives a brief exposition of aptagama, and illustrates it
by ‘g Xausr, saw: F@’. P is like Vg, only it is a bit
more explanatory in respect of the first line. It means
the three gunas when it speaks of joy, anxiety, blindness
(that is to say, sukha, duhkha and moha, these terms
being employed in the same sense as sattva, rajas and
tamas).

Karika 7. This karika anticipates an objection that
what is not perceived is non-existent. e. g. (M) f&da-
adgefae; gaat aig:, asfgmER q; (G) qur GG feegdan
ag; (Vy) fedlaasdlgwe fegdls of: gafdgongar
(V) feaandigtfac:; (P) second head or the third arm of
some one who is not the self-existent Qod.

M does notsay at the very outset that even what
is ‘sat’ (existent) may not be perceived due to one of the
eight causes mentioned, and the non-perception of an
‘asat (non-existent) thing is four-fold, but does so in the
course of the explanation of this karika. G mentions
the ‘astadha anupalabdhi’ of existent things but does
not refer to the four-fold non-perception of non—
existent things. V, iatroducing the karika mentions
both. V, and P mention the ‘astadha anupalabdhi’
of existent objects and later casually refer to the four-fold
non-perception of non-existeat things.

Examples for anupalabdhi due to atidara, etc. as
given in the different commsntaries are as follows :

afdgia. - M--}sgafigagazam JaEIwIFAmfdgaaisy:,

G —Xarraenai Ixyafysafasmme,
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Vi—fsseluee ? ap:.
Vg —aar fRugsafa sdwa: apfaaidoay,
P—An object fallen on the other bank is
not seen by the man on this bank.
gt : — M —agifdamiong. svas Algeda.

G —agisssmgaafea: -

V, —sag@Egsfys whesgagy (Aeeeea),

Vg —%agq: srqagieaaesad d19aad,

P—A particle of dust in the eye cannot be

perceived.

gfagaraE;—Same in all.
aAtsAgeaa:—M—amafiaafaal usaafy =g 7 ol
G—=zdfan: avag sfyaafi sgarafy.
V,—=eafag Yagaw wdsqafaae wamiga:
gxaRaEEa)  Afs@rda dSgssar,
Vy—amaferaaar  gfead ofism=g a1 q@f.
P—Others are obscured by the trouble
of the mind, for one is incapable of thinking of a given
subject when the mind is elsewhere.
-Different in all; the expanation in P is very general.
Qezarg:—M—yRsagfegratama) dvevr,

G—yAAs@NgIRITAmE! WEanar Arevgad,

V, does not discuss sauksmya here, but does so
in the context of the next karika, the illustration there
being ‘AfAigrrsad.

V g—lsasiigir snsmmar algavg=a,

P—The smoke, the heat, the dust and the
vapour dispersed in the atmosphere cannot be seen.

Vg and P are alike.
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sgagAia:—Same in all. M, G, P do not mention any
object that is hidden. V,; and V, mention
ghatadi. All refer to ‘kudya’ (wall) as the
obstructing factor. V,; mentions in addition
‘curtain’ (pata).
wfwara:—M—-gaifgastaifngaEl sgrasarasRamgIarId.
G—afRsafaga: SgagaansRa: AT,
V, —=ifgrassidia sgas es@rsaria aafa draamfingata
aifisgsy=a,
V—aifassid (or o SH: jugaga=-ami semn afd-
qaFrAT2 I+,
P—When the sun rises, the light of the moon
and the stars cannot be seen.
V, is closest to P.
gurafagrRE - M—agufa—gssamessasstafkifzes fad aas
gfz Qeev.a akafafa,
G—gzual gz: fan: FTeqmewD FT3TWSH A, SNTADY
#91a! AlGe¥FYd  GHARIAAIEAAI,
Vl-;am A g A s, graa) gar, sAqaursa qr
sa:.
V —aiamar: gear gad:; ani gargrd vl g, anmet
(waig ) adge.
P—A bean cannot be distinguished in a mass of

beans because all the beans are of the same
kind.
V, is closest to P,

Illustrations of non-perception due to non-existence.
are almost the same in all; except that P does not mention
tsada-vigana' and V, has “agdizgcer’ instead of ‘awiyie’.
G does not mention this kind of anupalabdhi at all. G
and P just illustrate the anupalabdhi of an existent thing
due to different causes and they do not, like the others,
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at each stage employ an expression to that effect —
- e g, 39fagk aq FwAenl. .. i awf.

Karika 8 explains that pradhana is not perceived, not
due to its non-existence but because of its sauksmya;
nevertheless it can be known through its effects, mahat,
etc. which are both similar to prakrti and not similar.
M and V, explain the sauksmya of pradhana by
‘gsgreaned’; Vy, by ‘swga@eswmea’; G and P do not
seem to offer any specific reason. V4 does not remind
us here of the illustrations of non-perception due to
sauksmya that are given in the commentary of the
previous karika, while the others do. It may be noted
that V, and V, introducing this karika ask why
pradhana is not perceived, as ka. 8 pertains to pradhzna
alone. The other commentaries including P ask about
the cause due to which pradhana and purusa are not
- perceived. o

In the explanation of ‘sriaaguefa:’, the illustrations

“in the different commentaries are as under :—M—zar 2]

FR0 gz FIASgmERad; V,—azaiEa;  Ve-sgslaaiar—the
wording and way of explaining is different. G and P

do not give any illustration, P states—The existence of

" Nature .can be inferred by analogy from her effects’
(P does not include this in the 1rext of its verse.)
M, G,V, and V, simply mention the twenty-three effects

. (-of course in their order). P specifically shows the

i order of evolution. It may be noted that according to

. P, the eleven organs of senseand action and the five gross

" elements are produced frcm the five subtle elements,

- AH the commentaries say that a son is like the father
. in respect of certain qualities and unlike him in respect
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of certain other qualities. Only P says : “A man begets
two children, one of whom resembles the father
while the other does not resemble him at all. Among
the products of one and the same cause, there are some
which resemble the original principle and others which
resemble it in nothing.”” This is not what the Samkhya
writers meant., P sometimes tries to explain a point in
its own way irrespective of what the Sarmkhya commen-
tator had to say.

' The commentators discuss here whether the effect
is existent or not in the cause before its production,
M—ars 33fs Aufdeear saa; agadifd ag-a afe? ff g-9-
N My safaared; wifed awdlfy us sgs:; Jafd @ T @ik
Q¥ dtgrai 9 (V, uses the expression wgsuafd¥y also
while introducing ka.9). The other views are summarily
set aside in the commentaries, while ka. 9 refutes the
Vaisesika stand-point. G is very brief—adisy aiergay &a
FUq, NENAAAT,  FAY IR AGEIAISEd, 95 wqafy (FaRN:,
V,—i& 3@l s fsfvean sppadifo? 9a acifs sqafyar: afa =
Aredleargar: qq Afed T AISEAFITEI qF SigEE, V, is similar.

The expression in P is confused here—“Some
one may ask ...... “There are some wise ones who affirm

‘that a pot and other earthen utensils exist alreaday in

the lump of clay which serves to make them. The
Vaisesikas maintain that at first they do not exist and
that later they exist (-that is to say, the cffect is
not in the cause). According to the disciples of Sakyamuni

‘a pot is neither existent nor non-existent in the lump of

clay. We have then three opinions and we prefer the
middle one to the others.’ Replying ‘to that we sball
refute first the opinion of Sakyamuni, later that of the
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Vaisesikas. The opinion of Sakyamuni ‘neither existent
nor non-existent’, is inadmissible because it is self-
contradictory. To say non-existent that would be to say
nothing. To say ‘not non-existent’, that is to say ‘existent’.
Existence and non-existence together make a contradiction;
it is as if you should say ‘that man is neither dead nor
living’. As that opinion is self-contradictory, it cannot be
‘maintained. Thus it is with the doctrine of Sakyamuni.”
Paramartha notes here :—*“This refutation, (that is to say,
the last phrase) is false. Why ? Because Sakymuni had
not such an opinion. When Sakyamuni affirms non-
exisience he does not wish to say (it is) nothing. He
does not wish to declare existence either, when he says
that it i3 not non-existent, for he does not insist on
either of the two extremes. The refutation then does not
affect Buddhism in any way.”

Queerly enough Paramartha explains the refutation
in such a way as to keep Buddhism out of the picture
altogether. But he forgets that this was the usual method
of refutation. M, V, and V, say that one cannot have
a discussion with the Buddhists as they have no view
of their own (paksaparigrahabhava)., All of them refer
to the Vaisesika, Jaina and Buddhist views, briefly refute
the last two and then comment on ka. 9 refuting the
Vaisesika stand—point and establishing the Sarhkhya sat-
karyavada.

Takakusu gives a foot-note here—*“There is a
reference to these passages in the commentary on the

Satagastra (translated in 608; it is not included in the
editions of the Chinese Tripitaka). Here it is : ‘In the

Golden Seventy’ (Samhkhya Karika) the opinions of two
schools are refuted, and the opinion of the Sarkhya
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school is established. The two schools are : (1) the
-doctrine of Rsabha (Le-cha-p’o...) who maintains that

the effect is neither existent nor non—existent in the

-cause; (2) the doctrine of the Vailesikas, who assert

that the effect does not exist in the cause.” This citation
informs wus that the Chinese text to which the

-commentator on the Satasastra refers, contained here

‘Rsabha’ in the place of ‘Sakyamuni’ But Rsabba is
the name given to the Saint of the Jainas; the Chinese

‘have explained it by Ni-k’ien-tse......=Nirgranthika.
An Indian version of our text ought to have this

variant, It would perhaps be better to read throughout
Rsabha in the place of S?a‘kyamuni.” This last comment

‘made by Takakusu has in view Paramartha’s note, But it

is not proper because the Jainas would hold that the effect
is both existent and non-existent in the cause. As it
stands there is no clear reference to the Jaina view in

'P. Could it be that Paramartha out of his partiality for

Buddhism substituted a refutation of Buddhism in place

~of that of Jainism because he felt it insulting that the
.Samkhyas should not even care to refute it and then

added a note that it was not proper as it did not correctly
present the Buddhist view ? It may be noted that
the illustration given in the other commentaries in

-connection with the Jaina view is that of ‘mrtaka—jivaka’.

P reverses it in relation to Buddhism——*neither dead

‘nor living’.

Karika 9.—The Vaisesika view is refuted in this

karika. We shall compare the illustrations given by the
-commentaries in connection with the reasons adduced.
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AEEOT:—M—Raganaes, O daua,  aeagiaafe:,
gafg, "gsy,
G —fasaraxgatasifa:,
V,—fqsadeqa, QAyesaEd, seagiigad, au-

IECILEES
V ,—fagasaedefasfy:.,
P—Oil cannot be produced from sand.........

By pressing sesamum one gets oil.
P is like G and V,; only, a positive example also is
given.
AR :—M—a=adt GiENaRg Fea....... IIFAAA  FAT
G—zgeadt &flte a g s
V, and V,—like M.
P—A man who thinks that tomorrow a
Brahmin will come to dine in his house
procures milk to make curds. Why does
he not take water ?
P is more elaborate and narrative in method than
the others.

gigwamaa —M—RRvras, Al 9d......999  guelgTigEiEea
ARG HRITATISEE HA.
G—gatiey AR gustgfesarg (Jwar aifea).
V,—f@ads gt gams........ FuaiggIgwizen =a-
gaviggamaredfa R,
V g —guargaigwieg: ssagriasidifa G,
P—Grass, gravel or stones could then produce
gold or silver. ’
Vg is closest to P.
AHE TFIFOT—M—a®: FFHHFC: 759139 FfFved ag9ge=s. ..
: wefEfa: doell TzaEigETARercmn €8
a = afomife, smagaEE aEar fRq aeg.
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G—z®®: gadl [eas....... Alufswoiesor a1
afaRT ud giavegaafa,

V,—Ilike M.

Vy—ada: e aFaRg afaveig gueas.......
fagerfifia: mad w2 &AM,

P— A potter with his instruments makes
pitchers and plates from a lump of
clay, but he is not capable of making
these utensils using plants or trees.

P gives a negative example also. This reason (z%i%q
IO, ) is meant to show that the cause can give
rise to only an effect adequate to it, not just anything.
This is clearly brought out by M and V,. G and V,
are not so clear here. P on -the contrary shows the
adequacy of the cause in respect of the effect.

oA, is similarly explained in all. M quotes at
the end ‘@9 @rdgam «i@lq......(Chandogya Up. 6. 2) in
support of the existence of the effect in the cause. No

"other commentary has made any such attempt.

Kirika 10.—P unlike the others mentions while intro-
ducing the karika (and also at the end of the commen-
tary on this karika) the number (nine) of dissimilarities
of the effects with Prakrti. The discussion regarding
sat-karya or asat-karya was a sort of a digression; sc
Vg says sg& a&3@:.......P has, “Continuing to reply tc
the question, I resume the explanation of the preceding
verse; as for the dissimilarity of the effects with Nature
there are nine points to observe.” Takakusu notes here
in his foot-note : “The commentary agrees with that
of Gavdapada almost word for word. These arguments

‘may be traditional in the Samkhya school, but an
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agreement so close is not, however, an act of chance.
These lines, even as some others, are found in the
commentary on the Chinese text”” We have seen fba:t
Vg is closer than G to P in several respects and it 1s
so even here.

In respect of the exposition of }gua’, M, G, V,
and V, are in complete agreement in respect of the
" Samkhya tenet of evolution. P maintains against these
that the five organsof sense,five organs of action and
manas besides the five gross elements have for their
cause the five subtle elements(tanmatras). Moreover it
does not specifically mention here that kasa has sabda-
tanmatra as its cause and so on, while the others do
We see at places that P is not fond of always repeating
what has been mentioned elsewhere. The synonyms of
hetu are given in the commentaries as shown below
Yqa fafes sz sofiaatam—M, V,; sugE g s
fafaafafy vatan-G; Yqwada fos fafag sad srofafa wqta:-V,.
M and V, further say that hetu is two-fold——kﬁrak.a
(productive) and jiiapaka (cognitive); pradhana, buddhi,
ahamkara and tanmatras are karaka hetus, whereas
viparyaya, aakti, tusti, siddhi and anugraha are jﬁﬁpaka:
hetus; we are further told : s fafa¥afa g g gz
faga, G drops the synonyms #iid, fox and ST, perhaps
meaning thereby that only the karaka hetu is meant
here. J, T also explain ¥gad similarly, without mentioning
the synonyms. Y shows conclusively that only the
ksraka hetu is meant here. V, and P explain
‘hetumat’ as ‘having a cause’ without going into further

details regarding the kind of hetu meant. This difference
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in exposition might prove helpful in determining ‘the -
chronology of the commentaries. We shall discuss this"
later,

s aq—G is very brief here saying that if a thing
is produced from something it is anitya, as for example,
ghata produced from the mrt-pinda. M, V,; and V,
apply thisto the effects of pradhana and moreover say
that each effect is merged at the time of pralaya in its
respective cause. P is more elaborate here : ‘“Mahat and
the others are produced by Nature. Being products they
are not permanent. There are two sorts of impermanence :
(a) that which lasts a certain time; (b) that which
changes at every moment. So long as a cause of change
does not intervene, a thing remains what it is. Thus
a forest or other similar things remain what they are
so long as fire does not destroy them; but when the
calamity of fire befalls them, the five gross elements and
the others resolve themselves into the five subtle elements

and the others, the five subtle elements in the sentiment
Of Self“.'..”

asqifi—M, G simply say that pradhana and purusa
are all-extensive, not so vyakta; while V,, V, and P
say that pradhana and purusa extend everywhere on
the earth, in the middle space and in heaven.

P discusses these in the order—2gad , «fdegy , adwq
waqifa, afsan, fewy, wmagy, sufvag and wassg, V, also
somewhat changes the order. It discusses ‘affag’ afier
‘enf¥iay’, and ‘f@q’ is not explained. Further while discuss-
ing each characteristic of vyakta (mahat, etc.), V, and
P say there and then that the characteristic of avyakta is
the contrary of this. V, does not say this in respect of
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Rgwa. and @fargg. The other commentaries give an
exposition of the contrary nature of avyakta at the end
while specifically explaining ‘faadian 31'53['.%511’. V, alone of
these gives two explanations of fega-=4 mﬁ-r :'md Sand
fesafa gfa ar fesq. (Later J and T also give this second‘
explanation, J giving the first one ?.lso. Y has here fes

amEonagead ).

Karika 11. fAuua-M simply says that the effect is in
accordance with the cause, black cloth is made of "-vlac.k
thread. The effect has three gunas so the cause is

established as having three gnnas. G first explains these

characteristics-trigunam, etc-in connection with A
and later while explaining dar 39Eq establl.shes
that pradhana also is similar in char.acter. It mentions
the three gunas and gives the illustration of black cloth
and black threads, V; mentions Ehe three gur)_?s.and also
enumerates the effects and establ.lsbes both pos1t1v.ely and
negatively that pradhana is triguna. It al.so gives the
example of black thread and cloth. V, mel}tlops the three
gunas and the twenty-three tattvas constituting vyakta,
and later while explaining gar %diad states the argument
and the illustrations of black threac.l and black' cloth,
and white thread and white cloth. P is elaborate like Vl.
and gives the example of blac.k thread and t.)lack clgth,
only, it does not give the negative argament,—-if 1:>ra<1:lc§nau'1at
did not have the three gunas, ma}ha?, etc. also would no
have had the three gunas. V, is like G here.

wflAfE—M is very brief and df)es ]:lOt give the illus-
tration ‘@ Awawyg gfr, while G gives it. V;, V, a_nd P
are more explanatory and give the above-mentioned
illustration; V; and V, mention the names of the three
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gunas. All the commentaries except G and V4 mention
in the case of each characteristic that pradhana also is
alike triguna, aviveki, etc.. G and Vy after giving an
exposition of the characteristics in respect of vyakta,

state while explaining qur su@w that pradhzna also can
be established as having the said characteristics.

s —M gives the illustration ‘“firsag qIgEIm’,
G—wpa(wee Daidlga; V,—am  meegd SELIGC I
Vy—amr meezrdl a¥t amnear; P—Even as a servant who

has many masters, each one of whom employs her and
makes her work.

The commentaries other than M and G have given
a point to point explanation of ‘@fZsdiqeasr = g T, M
and G are carried away by the idea that in kz 10 the
characteristics showing the contrary character of mahat,
etc. and pradhana are mentioned and purusa is unlike
mahat, etc. and like pradhana in these respects,
forgetting that in respect of anekatva, purusa is like
vyakta and unlike avyakta, Or could this betray some
other influence ? V, does not mention this point at a]l.
while V, pointedly says—a3% sqgan, us T, gEelsydsE:
G has =3% sz3adzasa<h aar ¥ gara=3%:. Scholars have tried
in different ways to explain how purusa could be said
to be one. But we are not concerned with that here.

P is brief but clear : “The evolved principles and
Nature are similar in these six points, while for Spirit
there is not such similarity. There is then the opposite
of similarity, The evolved principles and Nature are
dissimilar in the nine points (enumerated in v. 10), while
in the ease of Spirit there is dissimilarity (with the
evolving principles) in eight poiats of the nine; it is
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in that that it is said to be dissimilar. Spirit differs
from Nature in this point alone that it is multiple”.
‘afgaQaedar 7 gart’ is rendered as ‘Spirit is neither similar
nor dissimilar’. It is clear from the above that P does
not always give an exact translation of the original;
its method, as for example here, is different from that
of the ancient Indian commentators. It gives at places
a summary, elsewhere it elaborates, and at other places
it gives the idea in its own words, as it does here.

Kiarika 12. V4 and P are very brief in the interpre-
tation of ‘feasifafawieas:’. P is similar to G as it renders
priti by sukha, apriti by duhkha and visada by moha.
V, does not do so. G explains artha as samarthya—
‘capability’. P also has “The first (sattva) is gapable of
shining or illuminating......”. M and Y‘ give a long
list of qualities resulting from sattva, rajas and tamas;

not so the others,

wraEqifar—V, and P give the simile of the light
of the sun overpowering the light of the moon and the
stars (P, #gagaargw-V,). M and V, state that when.
sattva dominates over rajas and tamas, ‘@rFar  IRweaId
g<qeq watar; when rajas dominates, ‘AW Ifrgewrd uqqfan.’;
when tamas dominates, ‘ggr 3fagerR aﬁﬂm.a]'[’. G puts- it
differently : When sattva dominates, subjugatlng'ra]as
and tamas, ‘€T AfvswawdaEfasEd........o0 V, 'Slmply
states that sometimes sattva dominates and subjugates
rajas and tamas, even as +the brilliance of the sun
subjugates by day the brilliance of ‘agags@mr; when
rajas dominates it subjugates sattva and tamas....:.’.. P
has a similar wording, only it repeats the same simile
thrice. Thus V, is closest to P.
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s —M and  V,—Each functions depending
on the functions of the other two; ‘Fzvefyzwazat Afasqr’,
G simply says ‘gaustg am:’. V, has gar 54t qoer: fAgueyg-
TRty sPest awafs, qEw-demEliE on e 5k,
Compare P—The three gupas depending each on the
other are capable of performing all things even as
the three sticks leaning each on the other can support
a basin for ablution.” V, is like P, and 'V, is exactly
like M.

AT — N SAata S0, @i oeawE) saafy., . .
o efegmatifsdt gkt 93 wwafn agowwaha, s
Meaedaa, sfiga | 71 Xageaaee) st Qv od gfen g
FearsqAita aeat Aafa - —M. V, has the same inter-
pretation. G has simply awr wfaed) w2 smafa. Vg —wai=g
W Q... Rave: 9@ swafd, geda: g G- - ... qAT
dereuTenfgfion: sk vt Shwa: o, sfieg s §fa....

After explaining that sometimes sattva produces
rajas and tamas and so on, P gives the simile, “Just
as three men dependent on one another peiform ap
acty, even so the three gunas residirg in the mahat and
the others and dependent on one another produce birth
and death.”” It is clear that P has dropped the well-
known similes of mrt-pinda and tantu and preferred to
have the simile of three men (-P does not mention the
names, for it mostly likes to speak in very general terms-), .
as they correspond to the three gunas. P seems to have

explained very briefly on the basis of Vjora commentary
on the same lines.

a=NFafagat—A stanza Tl fagd ax.....with slightly
different readings is found in all the commentaries. The
3
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prose explanation is the same in M and VvV, —ufEaa-
adard ; and it is similar in G and Vg_“mea-lm §aq:;
G and V, give the simile éiﬁﬁ?l’. P assigns the.
quotation to P'o-so (Vyasa according to Tz.a.kakusu?,-
others do not mention the source. Yﬁcaspau ca'lls it
‘agama’ in his Tattva Kaumudi, in which, as also in G,
the text is as follows : .
saratag: | gl adsmfEE: |
A fagd o< avae fagd o |
aueeld fagd 3 g X N
gwal: gReAfagd @q IR )
Syrmfa: G faa R o
M, V,, Vy, P, J give only two lines,——the. second
and fourth of the above lines. J assigns it to Visnpugita
which is difficult to identify.
(See~xwa fagd awd axqe fags @
Y ¥ wcawal qwa fagd fag: o
—Devi Bhagavata, 3. 50).
We find a similar verse in the Aévamedha-parvan
of the Mahabharata—
gaa fagd a<d axaed fagd w0
waalfi @ @ gae fgd gw u (36. 3).

srarasma:—M  and Vi give tt.lree. analogies for
sattva, rajas and tamas each performing its own opera-
tion as also of the others. In the first, a lady who 1s.
beautiful, young and so on and so forthis ‘#g: g&@EEN qaeAaf
gl uftmi AT =’. She represents sattva. In the secor'ld,
the ksatriyas attacking the dasyusena are representative
of rajas. They cause sukha to those who have suffered
at the hands of the dasyus, and cause ‘duhkha and
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moha to the dasyus (-the author has become impatient,
does not mention two different groups experiencing
-dubkha and moha). In the third, a black thundering
cloud is respresentative of tamas. It causes sukha to the
farmers who are well-prepared and equipped, and
-dubkha and moha to the shelterless, to the travellers,
to those who have not stored grain, etc. against the
rainy day, as also to the prositabhartrka.

It may be noted that M and V, are alike except
for a change in expression at places. In both while
explaining e=dl=agaa:, the analogy of the accomplished
lady is very briefly given—here M and V, say that she
causes priti to her husband and relations, and she causes
dubkha and moha to her co-wives. This lady is repre-
sentative of sattva which performs its own operation as
also of the others. This should be construed, with the
others also. Then in both, an opponent objects : ‘@ &g
geaeadifa sea=atfr’ and in support of this the above-
mentioned analogies are given. The answer to this is given
in ka. 13. Thus the analogies are foundin M and V, in
the prima-facie view in respect of ka. 13. G, V, and
P do not raise any such question and give the analogies
even while explaining ‘s=i=q352e, and simply say while
introducing ka. 13 that the ‘vailaksanya’ of the gunas
is set forth therein.

G—(i) Same illustration of &f! in a simple language,.
(ii) 791 T gQaFa: swEs gefmy fawmt gagarafy geEt g
q, QF ... ... . (iil) q9r dq:.......99r {9 @AY I09: gagearzafa,
3 Tvar sdwoi FANGQe wAgla, facfai Mgy,

P—(i) Lady of royal line whose countenance and
form are extremely beautiful—she gives pleasure to her
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husband and his family; causes envy or suffering in
other ladies of equal position. But she also produces
indifference~her servants ' always weary of serving her
and not having the means of delivering themselves are
of sombre and depressed humour. V, gives this very
analogy. Compare : “aur3= fgfam: gralancas geei-auwra .2, .
The expression becomes confused. P seems to have put
it properly in its own way. (i) In P for rajas we have
the analogy of a prince mounted on a horse and holding

a whip in his hand, who comes to deliver a lady of-

royal lineage captured by a bandit. The prince causes
joy to the lady, misery to the bandit and stupor to the

other bandits made motionless like the trunks of trees

at thesight of the prince. It is interesting to note that
in V5 too we have aimost the same analogy. Bandits
attack a village, the ladies 'start screaming (?) or are
manhandled (?). A ksatriya on horse-back retaliates.
Representing rajas, he causes misery to the bandit, and
when that banditis attacked, the other bandits become
motionless like the trunk of a tree. The line about him
causing joy to the ladies is missng. It is peculiar that

after referring to the bandits, V, refers to one parti---

cular bandit who was overpowered. A line seems to be
missing in which the misdeed of one particular bandit

was referred to as in P. (iii). In P, a black cloud, thick

and vast which produces lightning, etc. is' mentioned

as representative of tamas.- The peasants who sow and
plant will rejoice at it; a loving lady separated from

her husband will be depressed at the sight of the cloud .

and the lightning, thinking that her husband will be

incapable of returning home. And. it will cause vexation -
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to merchants on the way suffering from humidity and
cold, not able to support them. V, has almost the
same analogy. The farmers are happy - because of ‘the
cloud; the prositabhartrkz is, says V5, unhappy that
her. husband in a stranee land does not return (-a
delicate idea has suffered in the process of translation

in P-), and merchant ing in s: » .
are stupefied. ants dealing in salt loaded in carts

"Here V, is closest to, na ) '
' » almost w
the same as, P. y @ ord for word

-Karika 13—M, G and V, in order to illustrate the
dominance of sattva which is laghu and prakasaka give
the illustration of Devadatta (-G does not mention any
Pame—) whose organs are light and fit; for rajas which
1s cala and upastambhaka they give the illustration of

a vrsa incited to fight at the sight of an enem
t : : vrsa
(-found in all-) and of Devadatta or Yajfiadatta sZekiﬁg

a quarrel and becoming ‘calacitta’ and thinking of going
to a village or a town (M, V,) or loving a woman and the
like (M). In the case of tamas which is guru and varanaka
.1\/1-, G and V, just state that the organs bet':ome"
incapable of any operation. V, is similar; only it does
not mention Devadatta in relation to sattva, mentions
only Devadatta in relation to rajas, and mentions

) e .
Devadatta or Yajfiadatta’ in relation to tamas. P does
not mention any names, and in relation to rajas, after

giving the example of an elephant desiring to fight an
enemy-elephant just mentions that when rajas dominates
man seeks the fight for his mind is constantly agitated

and he cannot keep himself tranquil (] d
refer to his desire to go to a village (z]md t(l:.ee.like;es not

Here, on the whole all are alike; yet V4 and P
are closer; G is very brief in respect of rajas.
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Karika 14. Introducing this karika, M and V,
simply say that in ka. 11 it has been said that vyakta
is *Fyaafaafs....... and so also avyakta. How could it be
known that avyakta also is ‘Fgmfegw’. G clarifies that
it has been seen that the manifest mahadadi and also-
pradhana are triguna. But how could it be known that
avyakta is aviveki ? V, and P also adduce this point. M
‘and V; argue : ‘qq faqw azfafa<, axfafaad afged... qmm afqdsar-
fadm: (-afi¥FnRam:-V,) SgaRe . P also says this in
respect of vyakta and then argues that if we know that
these six characteristics exist in the evolved principle,.
we know that they exist in Nature too. G does not have

this. In V, the portionis a bit confused, and the scribe:
also has not been very careful in copying this portion.
V, does not take note of Zuvara, and seems to straight-
away give afgedamaia as the reason. The scribe might

have omitted some words at a very early stage. G is.
clearly influenced by V, here. Like V4, G feels that
only aifdfs, etc. have to be established. G regards
afgeiaraaa and HROIFESAE F1967 as two hetus establishing:
avyakta and also its having these characteristics.
M and V,; admit three hetus here; so also P though
it does not say so. According to G, 3uaig establishes

ufadfeed, etc. in respect of s=aw and #gRk. Y says that

in ka. 11, =if¥3f%a, etc. were mentioned in respect of

vyakta on the strength of avq. How is this to be proved ?
By afgugararaia, because these characteristics do not exist in

purusa (gfyeda: ¥s5:). Then ‘Fugmesaa s9e” establishes.
that avyakta also has these characteristics. In the
interpretation of ‘@RugEREA FREr’, M and V), give the
example of katu and madhura trees yielding katu and
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madhura fruits. G and V, give the example of krgna
tantu and krsna pata; V4 mentions both $ukla tantu-$ukla
pata and krsna tantu-krsna pata (-so also J). P gives the
example of red thread and red cloth.

Karika 15—Introducing this karika, all the commenta-
ries put forth an objection that what is not perceived
is generally not existent. M gives many illustrations
and G no illustration. V;—fgdlqmdvaees fac, galw:  afe,
afafagongd ai; Vo —fEdaadigy faw, gdi@t aig:; P-second
head (of a man). Similarly, say M and Vi, it may be
objected that pradhana and purusa are not perceived so
they are non-existent. The answer to this is that fgaaa:
geenafiammg, (—M; fimaa: demaRami-V,) is not visible but
this does not mean that it does not exist. G gives the
example of ‘aymmeaify’; V, of fawaa: seemalao, P of the
weight of the Himalayas. G, Vo, and P do not here
refer to purusa, as ka. 15 pertains only to pradhana.

Agat sfmmoma—M, V,, V,, refer to ‘afifra—sfae’
producing a vase of a limited size-weruETAREEH qT3
G—az zaisfa aer aftmit @ awr Fo=:; RfEgfe: offiady
wzrg #ff. V, gives an additional example-adad
afifad 92 #Afa a=gfa: emafeg’ (vawag ?) ar. P realising that
the idea of karty is not very relevant here, puts
it differently—In the world, a produced thing has
a measure, a dimension, a number; thus with a
given quantity of clay, the potter makes vases of a
limited number (-again more in agreement with one
Mabhat, one Ahamkara, etc.). Suppress the original matter
(clay) and there will no more be either numerical
measure or vase, Seeing that the vases have a numerical
measure we know that they have an original matter.
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(These two sentences are added here for clarification and
-application of the general statement to the Samkhya
view here). The comparison of the threads constituting

a cloth is equally applicable. (Like Vg, P also gives this

additional illustration of threads and cloth.)

gwsaa——M  and V, give the example of $akala,
etc. and bhisana, etc. and G and V, of brahmabatu.
. P gives the example of fragments of sandal-wood.

gfas: —M, G, V,, Vg, and P all give the
jllustration of the potter capable of making a jar out
of a lump of clay. V, adds that of a weaver capable
of making cloth; P says that a potter can make earthen
vessels but not clothes, etc.. '

srosrframa—All - give the same example and say
that jar is capable of holding madhu, udaka, payas,
but clay cannot do so. P speaks of utensils keeping
water, oil, etc. V4 and P give in addition the example
of threads and cloth. P just says that the difference
between cause and effect can be further illustrated by
the example of threads and cloth; while Vg says that
threads unlike cloth, cannot protect one against the
onslaught of heat, cold and wind.

afywrg, FsaE—M  quotes ‘Aradt fagd s AAE
fyad wa’ from the Gita and also the éruti  ‘@ZT QFAZAA
angia’, and gives the example of dadhi etc and ksira,
and ghata and mrt-pinda; it further says: a1 SRIFIIRAY,
R ITaREs  enauni SEuy sEAEr @Ay, Vy s
Jike M, only it does not quote the $ruti or the line
from the Gita. G just gives, at the end of its exposition,
the illustration ‘sitafi@a’. V, explaining afawm gives the

example of ksira and dadhi. P does not give any |
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example. §~3%3y is explained by M and V, asagsq or
aigeaq; G— 3] wig aeg ¢ safsa:, feqsem a@ Fxasus;
P—By form of the universe it is necessary to under-
stand the three worlds : earth, intermediate space and
heaven’. V4 also says—‘?l’:ﬁ'ﬁtir g, AFAF) SN s’ It
may be noted nevertheless that the reference to the three
worlds is found in all—‘The thiee worlds are merged
into the gross elements’. M, G, V, give the whole pro-
cess of dissolution while explaining afgwm. V, says that
the worlds are included in the five gross elements, and

the five gross elements of the worlds are resolved into
the five subtle elements. Then we find in V, the
example of fa-&ik which is not found in P and finally it
says s “[qur) ggweawiag symafafy 7 aFad Fsgq, wa_Q ARa
ga aftnd wegifz fegafean =afy [5fa @ agad Tsgq)”. P has:
“In the period of reality (that is to say, general dis-
solution, pralayakala), the worlds have no longer any
distinction. The five gross elements and the eleven organs
resolve themselves into the five subtle elements and have
no longer any difference; further, Mahat is re—united
to Nature and ceases to be differentiated. We can no
longer say which is the evolved and which the non-
evolved.”—Here P is closer to V, than to any other
commentary. P raises a further point here, “One may
think : ‘As at the time of reality [dissolution] there are
not evolved principles, there is not Nature either; if there
is not Nature, there is neither birth ncr death.’ That
idea is incorrect. The reality of Nature will reproduce
the three worlds (after the general dissolution), We
know then the existence of Nature.” This is hinted at

in M—‘aanfgwmanfysald aa saraq’. Perhaps both intended

to make a further clarification.
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Karika 16. All the commentators raise the question. as
to how pradhana alone could produce the evolved prin-
ciples. M says that one thread cannot produce cloth. G
and V, do not give any example; Vy says : G a2
Svarafa; @@ @ 2 Aerafs; and P-A man alone can-
not give birth to an infant and a single thread makes
not a cloth. frma: @gam=s—P gives a detailed exposition
" of fma: as accounting for production. Explaining
‘ggzaia’ P gives the example of many threads gnd clc'atlz;
while others give in addition the example of ‘mu—t‘itatf‘a .
V, makes it finer by saying that the Ganges originated
in the @ag and fallen on the head of Siva cannot

be borne. Here all except G urge: Production is of
two sorts—by transformation (&ix-gfa—M, V,) and
without it (afiws, etc.—wz-M, V,). Vi says:—‘dgaT f‘a‘f&m
Frafadsr slgaidt gageeaa: @ gegraRafa faug  swa AgaTg
syFageaigatd andifeaq &ad. V,y does not referto parigama-
or aparinpama, though this is certainly meant. P is
word for word the same; only it refers to production
by transformation and producion without it.

afesad --M-au1 afeeds fgmafy fgra@s, an sgu?r.......
cam At eRg. M further says while explaining
‘gfrgfmarafReE’ : a5 3 URERaREd 99 ofgaq ; a=F
AR meg  AEREat wfd gqsafadsd, So also in the
devas, sattva is predominant and so .they are_ha.ppy
and so on. G does not give any example in the beginning,
but explains ‘sfasfao’ like M. G explains the compound
‘gfasfqe’. V, gives almost the same examples as M-—34r
afer... ... , A9 FETH:...eeeey JAT did...... , but finally says
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that avyakta undergoes a three-fold modification-adhya-
tmika ( buddhi. aharhkara, etc.), adhibhautika (deva,
gandharva, etc.) and adhidaivika ($ita, usna, etc,). This
is not found elsewhere. The explanation of ‘sfasfie’ is
the same as in M. M and V, do not seem to have
been keen about explaining this expression. V,—*ailog<
fggwAa  oftaafs; a¥q agwygs  eieada, ssdlvys WA
guggaiarsafaaia (—this is found only in Y-); &t7 ar gaa-
qraRegE a3y %, a=7 Afl wg AareEat sRead gaggavares-
fRwa, sy AFaru)wrshg aRadiaas:  agwRa oftoad,
T F41 ANH EAGEA JIEYEAy TEAEAT qRoma”, Apparently
V: does not seem to have the reading ‘pratipratio’.
P—‘The water which comes from the atmosphere is, at
the beginning, of a single taste. It transforms itself when
it arrives on the earth. It becomes of a varied taste
according to the different receptacles’ (-a verse in
Chinese). If it is a vase of gold, its taste is very sweet;
ifit is in the earth, its taste differs according to the:
quality of the earth. It is the same with the three
worlds...... (Gods are bappy, and so on).

In V, the karika text has aftomaa:...sfasfagursafedam,
but the second line as commented upon by the author
of V4 seems to be afimma: afesgd gymgswmsafadsia. In P
too the karika has the former reading ( osfdsfdo )
and the pratika also seems to be the same—because
the gunas differ one from another. M, V, and P do
not seem to have made any attempt to explain carefully:
the expression wfisfdo. We can surmise that even the
author of V, had the same karika text (eufasfae), but
did not comment on sfysfdo and straightaway explained.
the simile by stating the reason gaggFwsiIRyEa. He-
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might not have meant gaggasmafadsm as a part of the
_pratika, though metrically it is alright.

- Karika 17—This karika establishes the existence of
purusa. The objection anticipated is that some do not
recognise a ‘paramatman’ over and above the body,
sense-organs, etc. M and V, reply that there is purusa
..over and above the body’ etc. ‘afg@imad, g=asiwmaa’. (M
quotes a stanza here). But since it is subtle it is establi-
shed by adducing reasons. G says jthat in karikas 15
and 16 the existence of pradhana is established so the
next karika (17) establishes the existence of purusa. It
is said that emancipation is attained by the knowledge
of vyakta, avyakta and jfia. After vyakta, the knowledge
of avyakta has been arrived at by means of five reasons;
purusa also is subtle, so its existence is now proved.
V, is similar; only it says that avyakta is known by
means of five reasons. P says : “If one comprehends
‘what Nature and the products are, one obtains delive-
rance (moksa) because one is then that which knows.
This has been explained in the first verse. Later,
-enumerating the five causes we have -demonstrated
Nature and the evolved principles (XIV). Spirit which
is very subtle is to be demonstrated now’. This is
-substantially the same as G and V,.

Fgagwidraa—M and V), give the examples of paryanka,
ratha and grha which are of the nature of an assemblage
and are meant for Devadatta or the like (-M; Devadatta
'V,). G gives the example of paryanka meant for some-
one (-G does not mention any name)-so eyes etc are
‘not svartha nor parasparartha (M, G, V4, V,) nor also
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apartha (V,), but are meant for someone else, viz.
Purusa. V, is generous in giving examples—bed is not
svartha like Brahmanas, nor are such assemblages paras-
parartha ‘stripurhsavat’; nor are they nirartha. Therefore
there is a man (purusa) who lies on the paryanka and
for whom the khatva is made. V, gives the example of
a house but not of a chariot. Similarly this body is an
assemblage of five gross elements so there is a purusa for
whom this body-assemblage is meant. P gives the
example of beds, chairs etc. assembled together being
necessarily for the use of others and not for these objects
themselves. P does not mention their not being ‘nirartha’,
Before saying that the body, an assemblage of five gross.
elements, does not exist for itself, but for an another,
viz. Spirit, P says : Reason, etc exist then for others and
it is the same with mahat, etc. (This is clearly an
addition on the part of the translator-Paramartha-who
felt that all refer to the body—assemblage, but not to
mahat, etc.). G, it may be noted, has referred to body
as ‘“AFangRIfcdTae.

afrei—M gives the example of a chariot controlled
by a charioteer. M quotes Sastitantra—genifafyg s
sadd’. 8o do G and V, which are substantially the same
as M. Vy also gives the example of a chariot drawn
by strong horses and controlled by a .charioteer, for
it would otherwise .meet with destruction. It further
says—ay M gewifafeai@@ ¥) =933, P says : From the
Spirit inhabiting the body, the latter becomes endowed
with functions. If Spirit does not reside, then the body
is not an agent. As is said in the Treatise of the Sixty
Categories : ‘Nature, it is that in which Spirit resides,
and it is because of this that she can produce actions’, -
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Vg says after this that by means of these three
reasons the existence of purusa is known. Then it
simply mentions without any exposition “AFgama’ and
‘Gesqds3d=r and concludes that by these five reasons the
existence of purusa is established.

Aggasm—M, G, V, and P are alike here. M and
V, use the expression ‘paramatma purusab’.

Fweadsaa—M and V, are very brief-‘Since the
activity of pradhana is for kaivalya’. So is G which
adds that there is an atman since all, whether vidvan
or avidvan, seek the extinction of the series of births and
deaths. P is very elaborate here :—¢If there were only
our body, we should not have the need of the final
deliverance taught by the sages. In antiquity, a rsi went
to some brahmins and spoke thus: ‘All of you are rich
in [the] Vedas; all of you drink soma; all of you see
the face of a child; could you later become bhiksus ?’
Of what good would such an idea be, if we had only
the body ? We know then that by the side of the body
it is naturally necessary to have a Spirit. If there were
no distinct Spirit by the side of the body, religious
practices like cremation or the throwing into the water
of the remains of dead parents or masters would not
have any merit, but might drag in demerit. For that
reason we know that Spirit exists. Here are yet other
words (in verse) of the sages : ‘The nerves and the
bones are the cords and the posts, the blood and the
flesh are the earth and the plaster; (the body is the
house of) impurity, impermanence and suffering. We
have to rid ourselves of this aggregate. Reject that which
is just and that which is unjust; reject that which is real
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an.d that which is unreal; and the very idea of rejecting
Teject t!lat. That which is pure will alone remain’. If
Spirit did not exist, nothing would remain (after such an

ehmxflation).- By the words of the sages we know with
Certainty that Spirit exists”.

Karika 18—Introducing this karika, M and V say
that the point at issue is whether there is a puru:a in
ea.ch body or one Purusa in all the bodies. The doubt
arises because the acaryas hold different views. Some
hold that there is one purusa pervading all bodies like
one thread running through the many beads. Or is it
like the ‘jalacandra’ in the river, pond, well, etc. ? Th
'S;‘n.hkhya answer is that there are a number ,of 1:'>u.rusasc
G is very.brief and gives only one example —nﬁr(qan;w-.
g4, Vz' 1s very brief; it simply poses the problem and
answers 1t; no illustration is given. Here also P js
elaborate, Two examples are given to explain the idea
of one spirit filling all bodies—Chaplet of strung pearls

and the 16,000 wi - .
moment, ’ wives of Visnu enjoying at the same

SeRRIEar sfaffema—M  and V, are alike here
especially so in respect of Janma and marapa, The ,
speak' of birth in a noble family and the like a:nci deat}}x’
pertaining individually to each; whereas (’}' V, and
vcl;e :f;:.k of the hcontingency of simultaneous b’irthsa and
o P, even here V, and P are more alike, except

1at P refers to pregnant women in different countries
wl.lereas Vg refers to Pregnant women of one adhisthz ’
With regard to kara:_la—niyama, M, V, and V alsn .
that some are deaf while others are not, angd sf; 08:1}-,
whereas G and P put it differently in agr:aement with
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what has been said earlier in these commentaries—if"
purtisa were one, if oné becomes deaf, all would become
deaf simultaneously, and so on. Besides giving their own
interpretation regarding swwcsfifaaw, M and Vi refer
to others according to whom when one is born, simulta-
neously another dies (w=wRufds@ia ), whereas if there
were ‘one purusa all should be born or should die
simultaneously. The argument that birth and death are
_not possible together being opposed in character is found’
in Y; and the argument of simultaneous births and
deaths is found in V43, G and J. This shows that this
was the traditional interpretation which is referred to
by M and V, after giving their own. wtmfifamw is
explained similarly in all.

agmRsi"—G and V, just refer to people of different -

tendencies and going in for dharma, etc.. V, refers in
addition to the duty of brahmana, ksatriya etc.. M and
P do not comment on this. V, confusedly says :—3g
A Al R qaar of g, uw T OE e, @eg: A,

Juvafyedai=a7--G  just says that one is sattvika and
sukhin, another is 13jasa and dubkhin while a third is
tamasa and mohavat. M, -V,, V,, and P give the
example of the three sons of a Brahmin who have the
above-mentioned characteristics. P while summing up
again refers to the example given by the opponent of

strung pearls and the wives of Visnu. No other commen-

tary has such an expression here except Vy—— ‘g (%)
T AMEARAA=T 0@ G g am @7 ama osafwgghu
qeyaged faga—which is the same as P here.

. -Karika 19--In introducing this karika, the question
" raised is : Is the purusa an agent or a non-agent !
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M and V, refer to Vedavadins and Vaisesikas who
regard the soul as agent. G does not refer to any
controversy but straightaway says that purusa is akartz;
Vg refers to ‘sfwrgRewas: =sn=igh’ and ‘FmRFUETIT:’; P
refers to the Samkhya system and the Vaigesikas. Vy
is closest to P.

M and V; do not comment on ‘Gemr=d faedar’, but
straightaway refer like the others to the wiesdtmarifisy
M, V,; sRawe-G, V,; ascetic mendicant—P), The
expression in V, and P is alike here.

Karika 20—The problem here is : If purusa is
not an agent to whom does the act of determination
belong (M, V,, V,, P) or how is it possible (G) ? The
determination is : a# sRemfA, sud 7 (FY)—M; ud =Ry
o [7] wReai—V s ot s, st @ oG it R
@ arafsafa—V,; practice religious duties, renounce evil
or realise a vow—P. Here the dilemma is found in P
word for word as it isin V, and also in V, and M.
G mentions only the contingency of purusa becoming
kartr, but does not refer to that of gunas having to be
regarded as cetana. The illustration of ‘ghata’ is feund
in all—wgwaitat =2: faiRnfs: degs: @9 waly, afmar dgFas g
s —M, V,; gar 9% w2: siadgsa: @ JggFT s —G;
Ia ANF AU 92 il Ggaa: et wafy et dg5a:
geom wafa—Vy,; just as a vase of gold placed in contact
with fire becomes hot, and placed in contact with water
becomes cold—P. (Gold is not referred to by any ‘other
commentary). The illustration of the brigands and the
Brahmana is found in all. G refers to it very briefly—-
Faral<dR: g TR g,

4
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.4 Karika 21—Here the question is for what purpose
‘pradhana is united with puruga. M and V, (-so
‘also Y; J gives only two illustrations-) give a brief
exposition of different kinds of sarhyoga (ubhaya-karmaja,
etc.), but G, V, and P have no such exposition.

w§g-aga—1Ihe example of the lame man and the
blind man is found in all the commentaries. G does
not refer to any town. M says the caravan which the
blind man " joined proceeded to Pataliputra; P says it
proceeded to Pataliputra. Vi and V, say it proceeded
from Ujjayini to Pataliputra. G and P say that the
blind man and the lame man were left behind by the
merchants who fled from the brigands, while M, V; and
Vg4 say that the blind man was left behind and seen
on the way by a lame man. J islike G but very brief.
The dialogue in P is more life-like—*The infirm one
‘asked him, “Who are you ? * and so on. Such expressions
are not found elsewhere.

arga: @i—According to M and V,, aq refers to
pradhana and purusa, and sarga to the production of
agzifefew brought about by them (s=e=k" saAged} =
@i smAgENIval  gaaiEd: @f......). G on the other hand
understands @i to refer to ¥@m of maw and gy (3«
AT gacda: | @ G | g9 Sigevgaima gaafiEaar SarE-
geyaama, el —G). So also J and T; Y—ssagesalfg
MagirgaERgfafadsy awenl weaR:, wEeew iy, qeade
Fenfg: 5add; Vo —oamgesdait g I=9d | qar Eiged: R
grfadafs, o4 sawReEdmE e SeEd 1 eldedan: g@fe-
| feak: 1 @ 9 ffaw-aaed: wEei q@en: | P—Justas a male
and a female united together give birth to offspring,
even so Spirit and Nature are capable of creating Mahat
and others by their union. Vg, is not very clear. It
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seems to hold that mutual expectancy (zmardg , Feeqdq)
of pradhana and purusa is referred to by s@ and that
gt signifies their union by figurative usage, as creation
is the effect of union. V, seems to be the earliest
here and seems to have influenced later commentaries.

V, at the end of the exposition of ka. 21 says that
this brings us to the end of the exposition of the
Afewds and enumerates them pointing out that fy@tt and
Avifa would be discussed later. M, V, and P enumerate
these while commenting on ka. 72 which we do not
find in V,. The verse enumerating the gfesds is the
same in M, V, and V, except that M has falwzf:
instead of ‘@ Fw3fa:’. The verses in Y (p. 2), which are
quoted in T with the remark ‘@ar ¥ wwafas’ have
#wi5geaq instead of fazfa. So also J, 51. Paramartha seems
to have read W=z in the place of uwiz3. This explains
the mention of ‘the five reasons by which one establishes
the existence of Spirit and Nature’ as the fourth and
the fifth of the wufowids; and %74 seems to have been
dropped to bring the number to ten.

Karika 22—This Karika shows the order in which
#gd, etc. evolve. M says that usfd sigaifies swrm and
mentions the following synonym: : —#a1, #5753, agawws,
amt; G—asfa: sa maErd ggaEs Al ggfan; V,—usfa
S @ 9g9As  ugigms. V) simply says that ‘prakrti’
refers to pradhana. P states that Nature is also called the
Supreme Cause (sa19), or else Brahman or else ‘that
which comprehends all’ (sgwis). P is the same as V,
here. M gives 3fg, afy, sai, afF[, enfy,” R, =a@d, &f,
%, fgvand as synonyms of #ga. G—ngrq 3RFugd af:
enfagfafafd  saealdenad; V,—aga afs swr oaf: afm
enfafcai: @fa: ffoms 5/ s win; V,— aga g
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wfafifd -vafar; P—Mabhat is also called Intellect (buddhi)
or Intelligence (mati) or universal notoriety (khyati) or
knowledge ( jiiana) or wisdom (prajiia). Regarding ‘universak
notoriety’, Takakusu notes, “ ¢......penetrating everywhere,
universal’. I am not quite sure that Paramartha
really translates khyati by this word. It may be that
he had read vyapini or vyaptiin the place of khyati.”
Khyati means knowledge as also fame and even notoriety.
- Paramartha might have taken this latter sense, or the
shade of meaning of the Chinese word might have
undergone a change with the passage of time. M alone
gives a fanciful derivation of the word aharkara. All
mention the paryayas of ahamkara, viz. bhutadi, vaikrta
and taijasa; but all except M simply state that the 16
are produced from ahamkara and enumerate them. M
alone explains here that the five tanmatras are produced
from bhiitadi which is tamasa, the 11 organs are
produced from vaikrta which is sattvika, while both
are produced from taijasa which is rajasa. Surprisingly,
here P also says that the organs of sense, organs of
action and manas are produced from aharmkara. Regard-
ing the production of the five gross elements, all except
M says that akasa is produced from sabda-tanmatra,
vayu from sparia-tanmatra and so on. Only M says :
ARAATEIHEAH,, CRAHAAEG: - -....... AT (F-qaigaAqqT--
fr-wrgesagmfa s geated=aila agnfa sfa @ffemm:. M then
gives a fanciful derivation of ‘bhagavan’ and quotes a
stanza from the Visnupurana. M, G, V; and V, quote
here ‘gsafamfaa<ast......, while P does not though it has
it in view. G and Vg4 show how vyakta, avyakta and
jfia have been discussed in earlier karikas. M and V, do
not refer to jiia here, but only to vyakta and avyakta.
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Karika 23—This karika gives the characteristics of
mahat. The illustration ‘@t§ wmaed gaw:’ is given by M, V,
and P; G has ‘et 9dtsq w2’ and V only ‘& w5z

Ja-fagn +-M and G follow Patafijali (Yoga-sitra,
230, 32)— afggearusgaioRegr g\ dtEeedlsae:-
gt fgae. V), —-afiarsed sewd aawsgaer s
WL 3 AR JEYHW A=mig oAz gk A,

Vy—afgar se=d 9 armeqagrar |

weagfafd osa aqar defiEfdar
AR TPAET AT |
WoAIE 9su fagar: aR&fFan o

P—Yama has five sub-divisions—(1) not to put one-
self in anger, (2) to respect one’s spiritual masters, (3) to
possess internal and external purity, (4) to be moderate
in eating, and (5) not to become addicted to licence.
Niyama too is divided into five : (1) not to kill, (2) not
to steal, (3) to speak the truth, (4) to practice continence,
(3) not to flatter (The yamas and the niyamas are
interchanged in P). M and V, explain these yamas
and niyamas. M gives a very long exposition with
‘quotations from s$ruti, smrti, Gita, and Yoga-siitra.
But G, V, and P simply enumerate them. Of the other
commentaries, J gives the same list as M and G saying
it is from ‘Sarhkhya-pravacana’; whereas Y says : aifgan
AR anEesa AP 07 Fur; AR JEFAV DAAGRATIAIAT
€3 91 fagan, V,, V,, P and Y do not follow the Yoga-
stitra and are very much alike.

The exposition of bahya—jfiana issimilar in M, V,
and Vj,—knowledge of fine arts, mathematics, grammar;
‘G on the other hand explains it thus :—‘a@ am 3qm:
T —Fer-sam-fagra=s-Asaifasrervealzar: gumfy =qaaaiaras-
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weAify.’ P—External comprehends the -six divisions of
the Veda ie. the Vedangas, (1) the $iksa treatises......
Aidvarya—eightfold-wftm =fem aRmr afgm sifa: s
§ftean, afueay aawmgaigay (—nine ?). M, G (-and Y-) say
that there are eight but enumerate the above-mentioned
nine, though the Chowkhamba edition of G omits
garima and enumerates only eight. V4, V, and P do
.not mention garima. All explain these except M (and
Y). In the exposition of ‘awmen @ fygdew,” V, is
quite elaborate. M also must have been elaborate, but
some portion of the text seems to be missing here. G
and P are very brief. So also V,, only in each case
it says something like “knowledge is two-fold, external
and internal, its opposite is ajfiana”.

Karika 24—The text of the second line of this
karika varies in the different commentaries as can be
seen from the table. In P it is translated as : “In the
first place, the eleven organs, and in the second place,
the five subtle elements and the five gross elements”’.
‘And the five gross elements’ is clearly superfluous, and
this is not mentioned in the explanation in P. This
karikz gives the definition of aharhkara. M—s¥ =g, @&
€, Y ogn, A @G, @€ @I gAamafwaEszge. G—
The text is missing here. V,—a€ osx, #ig @i, o &9, o
@, ag ™Y, wg faga, owd wadw; Vy—aws§, v,
gamMsE, IAFIAISEH, AMewaEiEw, e=digagy; P—This voice
is mine, this touch is mine, this form, this taste, this
odour are mine, this religious merit is mine and is
agreeable to me. P is different here—perhaps to suit the
Chinese mode of expression and thought. V, and P

are very much alike in respect of the interpretation-
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of the second line. Neither the orgaus nor the tanmatras
are referred to by their technical terms. |

Karika 25—M, G, V,, V4 and P are all alike here.

Karika 26—The order of the mention of the sense-
organs in the karika is asfollows according to the texts
adopted by the different commentaries :—\5qgasga-
(a-V,) afas@nfa-M, V,; Sgsdggocaaad@s@-G, =g
Mammrgaes i -Vy. The ears, the skin, the eyes, the -
tongue and the nose—P (This lastis like the text in M
and V; on the other hand, G and V; are alike), This
has been discussed later as determining the chronologi-
cal order of the commentaries. M, V; (and T) explain
the word f'gg; M— gl adifsafn G s/ Ry
A A, g fqwar S sa=dfy gfamfan; V, —ssaafa(@) ez fa;
¥& s fawgam, seafy za=didifzafn.  (T-srenmatagmatziaa-
g=md). As regards the function of vac, M and G simply
say anagfa; V,— eged(agad ) sdawg=aafy; Vy—ams
aRagrgsAFgeanald; P—The organ of speech comb ined .
with the organs of sense is capable of articulating
names, phrases and letters (of the alphabet). The point -
that the organs of action act as united with the organs
of sense has not been noticed in any other commentary.

Karika 27—The text of this karika is different in
the commentaries. M—awarasas wa: dwetsffzad T gl ,
quaftuafaa=araeg aeg=a. So also in G and V, except
that G has s@dgrw and V, a@@g=a. The text in V,
is different—dscagns aa: a=fzgqugar gaeaad ; F-afgwe-
fawd swmgwasat aq. (Y has this very karika). It is
interesting to note that V,; comments very briefly on,
in fact restates ‘@-afas=fdwsy......and  then after a dis-
cussion as to the kartr of the eleven organs gives an
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exposition of ‘quRumfRwAAray as explaining the origi-
nation of the organs. ‘gwaftum......a@¥Tr= can be easily
gathered from the exposition in V,. P—Manas is that
which discerns. One says that that organ is of two sorts s
it is modified according to the variations of the three
gunas (on the one hand) and according to external
differences (on the other hand). Of the other commen-
taries J and T have the same text as G. But Y has the
same text as V. Pulinbehari Chakravarti notes that
Bhattotpala in his commentary on the Brhat Sarhita,
p. 7 (Vizianagram Sanskrit Series) also adopts this reading,
but he wrongly attributes the karika as quoted by him
to Kapilacarya. P’s reading tallies with the first hemi-
stich of V, but in the second hemistich it has the same
reading as V,. I have discussed this later.

INYIHEH, Or IAGAT mlali—The illustrations are given
as follows :—go1 | ANuead  figd ANeed F)fG, wEa
feaadt wma Wfa—M. G does not give any illustration. V,
a1 R[FIAW  Agreqsd gy dlgredd WS, SEWA  fRad w@E
g, weond gl weed s0fa, Vy—aur afteg taga: #eey
wes: Muidy Mg P-It is in the same manner that a
man can pass for an artisan or an orator at the same
time (-Could this be Paramartha’s own illustration ?).

The illustrative parable of a boy who hears that
there is a feast in another village and resolves to go
there is found onlyin V,4; P gives it a little differently-
‘Imagine that a man apprehends that in a certain place
there is treasure or food; he takes the resolution to
proceed to that place in order to obtain an excellent
repast and riches’. The stanza ‘33 gediFar........ with no
difference whatsoever is found quoted only in V3 and
P. Discussing the location and function of the organs, M
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mentions J8g, W, @7, fe, A, w9 G says : Ik
R Sy Ryd qar mo aqr AN @ fgdr @R endugu.
& wfRamaf...... V, mentions w&®, M4, @y, e, a4,
and V, =g, A9, @4, a9, g, 9, wqeedt. P mentions
all the organs and says of the (eleventh) organ manas
that it has no definite place and is capable of discern-
ment. Regarding arguedt (mentioned here nowhere except
in G, V4 and P), P says—The two other organs are hidden
to view so that no one may see them. They effect
excretion and pleasure. Compare Vy—ugaedt s
aftafas) far  gdadgreandt’. P mentions manas, while otbers

do not. P has further—*“Among the organs there are those
which apprehend objects close by while others perceive
things from afar. Their object is (1) to avoid danger,
(2) to protect the body....... * This is not found elsewhere.

Karika 28—Explaining the significance of “w=m’, M
and G gives the illustration—gar frgmsl &3 arq Ay
gfd’; and V,— fammafa s swd amgm=mi’. V, and P
.do not give any illustration. M, G, V;, V,, P have
wufg in the text of this karika. Y has swfg. but criticises
jt, saying it should be msxfZg. J and T have readily
accepted this suggestion. This has been discussed later.

Karika 29— Introducing this karika, P says : “We
shall pass on to the objects (visaya) and the functions
(vrtti) of Mahat (the Intellect), of the Sentiment of self
and of the manas.” The other commentaries have a
similar expression, only they do not refer to the objects.
V, employs the expression, ‘@=a:swrer 3. The illus-
tration of kulastri and samanya is found in all, only
4n V, and P it is a bit elaborately given.
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sw—P says—The statement : ‘I hold myself erect,
I walk’ is the function of the vital ajr.” V, alone has
987 ¥ afewvat 9 @ fadesf o 9 fAwd s LECE I
o qeifa @ s we@eg: |+ The illustration of the parrots
and the cage is found in all. G.and P speak of ‘bird’
instead of ‘parrots’. P refers to one bird and its illustra-
tion obviously has a different emphasis from that of the
others. Here P seems to be like G. [P-“Thus, a bird,
which bestirs itself in a cage, moves the cage; even so,
wheflAthe air, prana, bestirs itself, the thirteen organs are
put In motion too. There is a function common to all.”
Compare G—aw7 71wz &% aq saafaaenfy am=ar fa:, afy
S TEA A §F, TN oS aer 9ud S, 1

R.egarding a7, P speaks in general terms-when
{hat air predominates, man becomes timorous. P does not
like the others speak of a man fleeing on seeing a serpent.

s —P : Expands in the body but ends with aban-
doning the body. When that air predominates it makes
Spirit (the soul ?] abandon the body #and feel unhappy.
If it goes out gradually each limb becomes as if dead,
and if it quits the body entirely, the man dies
(—#word for word ‘makes man abandon the other’. 1
think that man designates here puman or purusa and
that the other designates Nature in the corporeal form
—Takakusu). This is not exactly what is found in G
or M or V, or V,. M-sqiaagah Xagor sier=an=3q 3 *);
V , —sarmagea Yagel seqan-aa fyar 9 wfa(d) gaaa ;V,—q sqraagar
[EE: AN 390 9 W magq. But V, has before this ¢
wiorE(safi)Ea(-ar 1 ) famas sgam gg=R. Could a

similar expression be before P when it says ‘ends with.

abandoning the body’ ?
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wira—When that air predominates, man becomes
avaricious and seeks riches and companions—P. Others
say only that the man does not like to remain alone
and seeks companions. G does not make any such state-
ment in connection with any of the airs.

“The actions of the five vital airs are the common
functions of the thirteen organs”-P. This is repeated
in the other commentaries in the case of each vital air,
while P puts it here at the end. This shows that P has
tried to avoid unnecessary repetition.

Karika 30. swzps—M, G and V), give the example
of Devadatta (G-=f=r) going on a road and having a
doubt whether a thing at a distance is a ‘sthanu’ or a
man. If he sees a bird on it (M, G, V,) he concludes
that it is a sthanu, but if he observes the expanding or
contracting of the limbs he concludes that it is a man.,
P puts it thus : Let us suppose a man who walks along
a road; he perceives an erect object, and doubts if it
is a man or a wooden post; but when he sees birds
alighting on it, or a liana which enlaces it, or a gazelle
which approaches it, he concludes that it is a post; on
the contrary, if he sees a robe that stirs ftself, or (limbs)
contracting or expanding themselves, then he knows
with certainty that it is a man. Vy,—%aga: v=gH w=sfa
w1 93afE; AT gfeafd enRy gew: enfkfa; @ afted o) g
ofd; @9 sPegamws GrU@AEA (AFESaaEaEEnmagai )
wzafd wAdisey gfgdafy o9 f 1+ The text is not quite clear.
V, seems to explain z® @arsweR in its own way. The
wg is ¥ and yet &z asit is far off and cannot be
positively determined; so there is = 3fq:. It further
speaks of gmg3fa of buddhi, aharhkara and manas in
respect of even siama & and then says that the vrtti
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of these very three in respect of wsg is ==Ifea® and so
on. M and V, explain the second line as a whole. As
regards the objects Tz or e#resz, the vrtti of the three
(buddhi, ahamkara and manas) is S=Rygfa®. They have
not clarified this point. With regard to the first line
guusagead f§ 3fee......, M and V; have clarified that
gm9g3fa is not possible, but the time between the vrttis
of the sense~organs and manas, etc. is so negligible that
the 3fq is said to be g3m’. G, V,, P and J do not give
this explanation. P is very brief here. G holds that in
respect of #wsz i.e. future and past things, the vrtti
of buddhi, ahamkara and manas is st=:fRafa#, but in
respect of ¥=2 i.e. present things it may be gm9q or Faw:.
G does not explain the earlier part of its statement. Y
regards gme=ags2qed g 3f: as giving the prima-facie view
and wwy g fafeer as refuting it; there is =aa: 3™ in
respect of both #z and swsz things. Y says that others
construe this karika differently; they take Fm=zagea«...
as referring to the view of the earlier acaryas and swax
...as referring to the view of Iévarakrgsna. Could this
be a reference to the interpretation that is found in V,
(and M)? This will be discussed later. Y explains what
#es2 signifies ard of what kind its knowledge could be.

In connection with ‘sz 7@ @ qfdw 3f:,” P intro-
.duces a point here which is not found thus in other
.commentaries, viz. “Now we pass on to treat the same
subject, in the case where the question is about invisible
.objects. It is said in a verse : At the end of the Yuga,
there will be men, who in their error and their perver-
sity, will meditate on the Buddha, the Law and the
community. Themselves perverse, they will gain over (to
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their perverse ideas ) their relatives, their friends and
their acquaintances. Themselves opening the road to
the four evil ways (durgati : apaya) they will enter
therein with the others’. As the past so the future. By
the organ of hearing, the three categories (Intellect,
Sentiment of self and manas) enter into action, one after
another. Thus, their function enters into action, in
succession to an external organ.” This should be com-
pared with V; here. The quotation is Paramartha’s own,
it could not have been in the original. M and V, are
alike here.

Karika 31--Introducing this karika, V, and P ask
whether purusa or God makes the insentient indriyas act,
M; Vi do not mention purusa or God in this connection:
they simply ask due to what cause the insentient
indriyas, etc. function. G does not say anything by way
of introduction here, nor does it give any illustration.
M, V,, V4 and P all give the illustration of brigands
and their leader. But before this V, and P have the
illustration of a brahmabatu. In V, the boy goes to
attend a feast, while according to P he goes for study.
(P is apt to refine illustrations. Or was the original
quite a different commentary ?). In the latter part
of this parable the wording is the same in V, and P.
[Vo-—td swengd wear  ar=afa seonfa @t @t 3fq sfegs
e Tl ggaly, o0 afigsa sy, ge: gfesr@ 3Rl o)
fgt®. P-The external organs, seizing the determination
of the manas, acquit themselves of their respective
functions, that is to say, the eye sees the road, the
ear hears the others talk, the hand holds the water-pot
and the feet march.]
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‘grertigaRge’ is interpreted by P as ‘without being
put into action by another’. Could Paramzrtha have
understood ‘@atEre’, the ‘@’ being elided by sandhi ?
This is likely, as explaining this P says, “We have
explained higher up that in our school, neither Spirit
nor I$vara is considered an agent. That is why the
thirteen organs acquit themselves of their functions by
themselves, according to their respective spheres of action,
without being put in action by another thing.” P has
in view purusa or Iévara as the other thing. The other
commentaries explain %3 as @fiwg or d&w and say
FIULT e AgW¢ AR Q{IA. ..., AEFEAIH Flear q: deed
gfagad......or the like-this being found in P also.

Karika 32 —Introducing this karika, P says : “Among
the twenty four principles, how many can be called
organs  This is not exactly what is found elsewbere.
All others say something to this effect :-a ¥afem =9
SO’ FgFA; A9 sAfEg swm,

M and V; assign aharana to the indriyas, dharana
to ahamkara and prakasakaranpam to buddhi; bu:;
surprisingly later say ¢ “ & gafda fawd g&iead: wwfaand
Fifzzamargdfsa aaffa 97”—same as in G and V,. G and V,
assign zharana and dharana to the karmendriyas and
prakasakarana to the buddhindriyas. According to P,
among the thirteen organs it is to the internal organs that
what is there to draw (@harana) belongs, to the five senses
that what is there to manifest (prakasa-karana) and to
the five organs of action that what is there to hold
(dharana) belongs. J and T regard 3aharana as the
function of the karmendriyas, dharana of the 3ntemal
organs and prakasakarana of the budhindriyas. ¥
assigns aharana to the karmendriyas, dharana to the
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buddhindriyas and prakasakarana to the antahkarana,
But Y quotes a view according to which the karmen-
driyas do the zharana, manas and aharmkara the
dharana, and the buddhindriyas and buddhi the
prakasana. We shall discuss this later.

Karika 33-—Regarding the internal organs grasping
the objects of the three times, almost all give different
examples. M, G, V,; and P refer to buddhi grasping
a present pot. G sums up by saying that it also grasps
that of the past and the future. Then it does not give
any example in connection with aharhkara and manas,
Others give separate examples for past and future. V,
does not give any illustration anywhere (except a common
one in connection with aharhkara-gfadiss gfadtsan ).
In connection with buddhi having a cognition of a
past thing, M and V, give the example ‘gfufse—sindar-
greai’; M mention Kalki as an example of a future thing;
V, has something interesting here : ‘“wRmfa pEEr 92
B FESlecst AfFsfe’  which can  be emended as
wfasafza e gewnr alw] a1 @@ ;] shwuer afisfe or
‘afesafzg=-sar a[ar] a1 wrmwadasr a@=R’ or Afgsafy----ge(:)
FoAIE[Jevaader  afisfy) this last  being very
doubtful; but very tempting. We shall discuss this later.
P says here—“It (buddhi) represents in the same way
an object of the past; for example, it represents to itself
the kings of antiquity, Mardhata and the others. It realises.
further, the future, for example, when it thinks : ‘All men
will perish. (See w=mrela 1 st v wfysafa- J). M and
V, give an illustration for ahamkara also, viz. wzafera
R @rll, e wfenfr A, V, has gfdiss gfadisgffy’. P
simply says, “So also is the Sentiment of self; it acts on
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the objects of the three times saying ‘This is mine’.” For
manas, there are no examples in M, G and V,; V,
says : q@f aAIsR adae Fed fwalf sade fvg f, [wdaaf
wad ¥ fwar); stavaafy Seewfd wisfa & fawar; P—So also
the manas; it seizes the objects of the three times; that
is to say, it looks in advance on the future and recalls
the days past. Here P seems to be more like M and V,
than V,, though its examples in connection with buddhi
are peculiar. ‘

' Karika 34—All the commentaries say that the objects
in heaven are non-specific as they are ‘kevala—sukha-
laksana’; only P says that they are endowed with sattva
and free from rajas and tamas. P as wusual is brief
in the exposition of Aywafy uwafzgafer. .

Karika 35—P is quite elaborate here. G is very brief
so also V, and even M and V,. Perhaps P has tried
to justify the metaphor of dvara-dvarin.

ad favaqg : M—fawady  Bmafe s0y...... ; G-—fmafy =Ry
| gl wefE; Vo—ad fadefiad:; freaft w0y @ fved R

agmed; Vy,—y A%y @t faww: §......;P—It is thus capable of

seizing the objects of the three regious (earth, sky, space)
and of the three times. P has combined the idea of

V, and one of the others. J also refers to things of
all the times; while Y’s explanation is very precise and
detailed : fafrzafaliaa msqda sfEsefnresaafzan moaaq
wrifasfiaddad:. M, V, throughout (see ka. 35, 36, 37)
refer to objects of all the three times, while V4 and P
speak of things of all the three worlds. G has nothing

specific to say later.
Karika 36. Again P is a little more elaborate. P

unlike others gives here the simile of the king and his
functionaries and the people (-“In the same way as

the functionaries and the people of the realm transmit
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riches to the king”). Vi, Vg, P explain the simile of
the lamp fully; M and G do not. M does not explain
‘gunavisesah’, while G, V,, P do; and V, does so while
explaining the simile.

Karika 37—The other commentaries have nothing
introductory to say about this karika, while P says :
“One may ask : ‘Why do the organs, having illumined
the objects, not themselves make them seen by Spirit ¥’
The reply is in this verse.” a@mm@—M and G construe
gwa and @t@: (M; aw@a-G) with the two halves of the

karika; that is to say, the first line is meant to account
for the statement in the second line. V, does not take
note of this word. Vg is not very clear, yet seems to
understand the whole karika as showing why buddhi
alone can bring about the worldly attachment as also
the emancipation of the purusa. P also says at the end:
“The Intellect alone then is the true organ of Spirit.”
P introduces this karika by saying that this karika
explains why the organs having illumined the objects
not themselves make them seen by the Spirit. (Y takes
gend, as explaining why buddhi serves as the giftg and
there is not direct relation between purusa and aham-
kara, etc. The interpretation in J is similar. T interprets
the whole karika as showing the supremacy of buddhi
among the organs, so that the others bring the informa-
tion to it, and it does not take it to them).

The simile of raja-mantrin is given here by M, V,
and V,. M is very elaborate here and gives the simile
of dasi-svairini-kamuka to explain the idea in this karika.

5
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M further quotes three verses :
e fod 3R A9 g s
Y8 AR q & AT A WL W ...,

These verses are not quoted in any other commentary.
The other commentaries just refer to the enjoyments
in the three worlds, while P explains this in view
of ‘srguarm’ as follows—“The enjoyment or the activity
of Spirit is not the same throughout, The enjoyment
of the ten objects.......and that of the eight powers
differs according to place, be it in the human world,
be it in heaven, be it among the animals.” Only V,
and P quote wafomfaacasi....”. P seems to read ‘wd) god
faet a1fd..’, while V, has ‘@) in the place of ‘farad’,
The stanza ‘ga fis @=...... is found only in M and V,.
‘@’ is explained by M, G, V, and P as ‘subtle as it
cannot be noticed by men not given to saintly practices’.
Vs simply says ‘sigwewd g@w. V, adds here-sshi-
g A, saRgealEfif.  After V, has once
explained ‘@7aig’ and ‘ggaw this sounds superfluous. Does
Vs want to stress that there is no place for God in the
Samkhya and so the difference is that of prakrti and
purusa, and not of prakrti and purusa with God as the
ultimate entity comprehending both or ruling overboth ?

Karika 38.—M, V,; and V; explain $anta, ghora
and mudha in connection with all the five gross elements;
G explains these in connection with only 3kasa and

vayu, and P in respect of only zkasa. G and P remark
that this holds good of the other elements also. The
expression in respect of akasais very much alike in V,
and P. Vy,—amr sfagage: @ ifa: qg Feam: sRaa: sams-
AiEe: | ArEE T gRadise 5T Faf  qF azwE @raw o adgmEs
gl M GgR @ wAafd | g Ok ggead ) axarmE A
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93 1 g wRagagn: wae ueeq AwEad @ oo@l @ @
wafd | ARt wxifaa @@ wwafy sufag 3@ sqafs sofeag
stagfa | P—“Suppose that a rich man who comes to taste
the five sorts of pleasures in his harem, ascends a high
pavilion to look on the ethereal space; the element

ether will procure him pleasure; then, the ether tran-
quilises; but suppose that on the high pavilion, he
catches a cold; in that case, the ether produces pain
(that is to say, is redoubtable); suppose, again, a man
who marches in a desert and who sees only ethereal
space and not a village where he can stop; in that case
the ether oppresses.”

Karika 39—Two leaves (57, 58) are missing in V,
so we cannot have any idea of V,’s exposition of this
karika. M is very elaborate here and gives quotations
from the Chandogya Upanisad (Paficagnividya) and
Puranas (@@3sza=kaifa...); it also adduces in support of
the idea in this karika ®¥ dd@g3...” and ‘ga1 FPomarT
arqEgY...”. V, is mostly like M; only it does not give
any quotation. G is quite elaborate but does not give
any quotation and does not give the illustration of a
.tree which is found only in P¥, though in other respects
P is more like G. The illustration of the royal prince
‘is found in M, V; and P,only in P it is given at some
length. P gives a very clear exposition of the body in
its triple division. Regarding the fate of the gross body
on death when the subtle body abandons it, M and

* «In the same way as the root of a tree has openings to
absorb the water which - refreshes and nourishes the tree, so the
taste of the food and the drink cyming through the mother refreshes

and nourishes the gross body.”—P
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Vi1 say ‘qaf@’, G says—‘sos® amatfigs adchads fae wwanfy
5#33 gwrazay; and P—“is eaten by the birds or is
abandoned to putrefaction or is consumed by fire”. Va
also must have been quite elaborate here as 57a-b and

58 a—b are missing and they must have pertained to the
commentary on ka. 39 only, as 59a starts with ka. 40.

Karika 40—sagzifs—All the commentaries except G
‘regard the subtle body as having eighteen constituents
(mahat, ahamkara, eleven organs and five tanmatras),
whereas according to P it has seven constituents (mahat,
aharnkara, five tanmatras); and according to G eight (mahat
ahamkara, manas and five tanmatras). According to P,
it may be noted, the organs are produced out of the
tanmatras. Yet it says, “The subtle body associated
with the eleven organs migrates through the three
regions, assuming one of the four births.”

fagniing—The mode of exposition here is the same
in Vg and P; only V, says—“aa agradi sdzafada
WG 78 AAmAAT g A fagemguans @ wadad:;
and P—If it is separated from the eleven organs or
the gross body produced by the parents, it is not capable
of seizing the objects (to enjoy them).

aiRkfagifagg-—M, V, explain this as ‘influenced by
devabhava, etc.’; G as ‘influenced by the bhavas, viz,
dharma, etc. which are explained later on;’ V, says that
the bhavas are explained later on, the subtle body is
influenced by these; Y, J, T interpret this as‘influenced
by the eight, viz. dharma, adharma, jiiana, ajiiana, etc.’
P interprets this by saying that the subtle body is
influenced by the three states of being explained later
on (Le.in ka. 43), viz. the sarisiddhika, prakrtika and
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vaikrta. This is significant inasmuch as it can serve to
some extent as a pointer to the mutual influence amongst
the commentaries. G and J change the metaphor and
use the term uparaifijitam (G) or uparaktam (J )—

~ coloured by dharma, etc..

Karika 41-Leaves 60-63 of V, are missing, so we
cannot compare the explanation of ka. 41-44. M and
V, give besides the example of eq19-sar only the example
‘quifiqar fqar sw € wafd’; G has ‘enfimgmas &y G S
wafta e aisgfufaa, aftwesd far, oy wd fe,  wE@ATE
faar g8k 9 wzFA7  s3@7, and P—*“Without fire there
is no light, without water no freshness, without air no
touch, without ether no space for movement. [A frag-
ment of a leaf (viz. 60) of V, is preserved and in it
these words can be read.......%%= fFar #rgsn 7 wald’, so
V3 must have been like G and P here]. (It may be
noted that P and V, regard fire, etc. as the support
(asraya) and light, etc. as the aérayin, whereas G seems
to attach greater importance to $aitya, etc. Could this
be because Gaudapada under Buddhistic influence
recognised what is regarded as dharma as pradhzna,
because it is the very nature of the thing )

Karika 42-M and V, do not explain ‘@zaa’. G says :
“quar 97 AT SfERd AN e fadtesly gaalgy: gafdqvs: @
fof .......ge &N g wafe’’; and P—“Like an actor who
represents now a god, now a king, now a Naga, now
a demon, etc., the subtle body associated with the
thirteen (?) (organs), enters now the womb of an
clephant, of a horse, etc., now that of a divinity or of a
human being, and becomes an animal, a god ora man.”
We cannot say what V, had here.
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Karika 43 is similarly explained in all; only P is
more elaborate in the interpretation of ‘Fmtowf:
watfrs searns. According to G, ‘karana’ signifies just
buddhi, and ‘karya’ body.

Karika 44—is similarly explained in all.

Karika 45—Only the latter part of the interpreta-
tion in V, is preserved. All give the illustration of one
who has vairagya but not jiiana. P describes him as ‘a
brahmin who leaves his family, studies the path, controls
his eleven organs, rejects the eleven objects (of sense
and of action) and observes the ten laws of yama and
niyama; he will be filled with aversion (of the world);
by the aversion he will deliver himself of passion......".
M and V; also say : “aafag dvwgafa Rl g fcgar
wrfagwat:”’. The rest of the interpretation is the same in all.

Karika 46—The illustrative parable of the four
persons with different temperaments is found in all. It
is found word for word the same in V4 and P. P seems
to have read ‘gmivsafamdia’. V, seems to refer to the
different states of one and the same person at different
times or in succession.

Karikas 47-49—Leaves 66-69 of V, are missing and
only a fragment of leaf 70 is preserved (-vrtti on ka.
50), and again leaves 71-74 are missing. Karikas 47-49
are similarly interpreted in all. Only in ka. 49, P does
not mention the names Devadatta and Yajfiadatta, but
just speaks of two friends; and G does not relate any
such parable.

Karika 50—sagia—M, G, V,; and P mention the
objects fiiz, etc.. M—sfvaq Fgregfessaammanfstagandg
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...... ; G —fypzsqusgfaRfRra Mg 3% (-Note the mention of
fafafgar by G); V; —figvsprzsnosgramfaaisggaam,... P gives
the list of ‘necessaries’ as follows :—The ‘necessaries”
are the objects of which the ascetics have need when
they acquit themselves of their religious tasks, They are
to the number of four : (1) the triple staff (tridanda),
(2) the pot of water to wash (kamaindalu); (3) the
kasaya, (4) the five beneficent objects; (a) the pouch of
ashes, (b) the solar crystal (perhaps, saryakaata), (c) the
sacred thread, (d) the charms (magical words); (e) a
long staff of herb placed on the tuft of hair and called
the beneficent herb (auspicious herb, kusa). These are
the five objects necessary for the study of the way. They
are called the beneficent objects, because they drive
away impurity. With the three other objects, they form
the eight necessary (objects ).

M and V, say at the end of the exposition of each
view that he thinks °......a7 @& Afeqfd,” while P and
Vy (-we have only a few broken lines on leaf 70, a

, part of which is preserved-) give the illustration in a

conversationil form and in each case the final sentence
is ‘And that is why I have left my family’ (SafadisRa-Vy).

The names of the tustis are as follows in the
different commentaries ¢ ‘ ‘

M—uaeq:, afees, oftw:, 3fe:; arm, gara, g¥sq, gadEs,
gaweafysd ; M reiers to these as dwFxs found in ano-
ther work (w=yr=aR).

G—armi amifa wrasay AFaf-‘ary: gfes AN 3fe: gow
ot g adsagaasafa sy sf.

V,—eat goai aqrafig @ar waa-aea: afes Hte: (@),
3 gk gut gid aqfasq w-qurrafgsfana., .
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Vg—3g g1 waffd agw s &ffd \ awi aq@t gdaran
aurs | fasarga , ot [awi @At @ fedfar]... . W@, @839,
wAa%: (T ), AFAAFATGHATT.

P—“To these nine sorts of contentment the Sages
have given nine names. As they are capable of cleaning
the dust and the impurity, the epithets -of water are
given to the nine contentments : (1) lubricating water
[wea®], (2) moving water [afésq ], (3) running water
[etw:], (4) lake-water [3f:], (5) water which has well

penetrated [ gawma] (or could it be gar# ?), (6) water

easy to cross [ wrg ] (gweqg would have been better),
(7) water which gushes well [ @3], (8) transparent
water [ adaq] (or aii==q !), (a) excellent and pure
water [aAgawreafasy ].”

We cannot be sure from the translation and notes
of Takakusu who Is guided by G, whether Paramartha
really had this list. I have given a few alternative
suggestions in ( ) brac’ets. x

Karika 51 —Only V, and P refer to a sftarss. Others
speak in general terms (%<7 ). The parable of F\t-ary-
wgmfaa-afys is found only in M in order to show the
difference of buddhi, etc. and purusa. [The exposition
of the first four siddhis and a part of that of the fifth
siddhi is missing in V,]s The interpretation of ©ha is
quite elaborate and peculiar to P in which six kinds
of contemplation [-of the defects of the (1) five gross
elements, (2) eleven organs, (3) subtle elements,

x The Nyayagamanusarint on the Dvadasaranayacakra gives

the following list : atrq:, a@fes, alw, 3, ar, gan, g,
gaa, staasafas. See pp. 414-415 (Labdhisurgévara Jaina Grantha-

malz);
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(4) Sentiment of self, i.e. ahamkara, (5) intellect, and
(6) Nature] are described, Leaves 71-74 of V4 are missing
so we cannot say whether V, had this. It may be noted
that the few words that we find on 70b are word for
word the same as in P on ka. 51, viz. “‘&*=q f&s sRaws
... FgRAnRRFRAIfo w=qify gusadifa yanfa.... P on ka5l is very
elaborate and in an expository and narrative style. P
has described the process of acquiring knowledge at the
house of the teacher. Besides, Paramartha has appended
a sub-commentary at each step to justify the names of
the siddhis and the like. M explaining suhrt-prapti
quotes a verse ( q¥ agfwamI,...) which is not found
quoted in any other commentary.

The names of the different siddhis are given in the
different commentaries as follows :

M—amm=ri @eamraafi—al gak  qarak sag 9giXd
Agd I agmElRafaf

G—aagm=mt fodat wEral dan Fan-a) gakt aRa| sag
wRd sfemd s agmgRafafy '

V,—ewai fadal qafard: g9 F9RaK galk acaed sAig

agfd Agard wad axgRafafy

Vg3—missing.

P—These eight sorts of perfection are also called
by the sages of antiquity : (1) crossing by oneself,
(2) crossing well, (3) crossing -all, (4) crossing with joy,
((5) crossing with an excessive joy, (6) crossing with full
joy, (7) crossing by love, (8) crossing by universal love.

The Nyayagamanusarini (p. 414) on the Dvadasara-
nayacakra mentions the following :—ai, ga{, arar, salg
ﬂﬁﬁﬁ) A, WE, aqmdfkan .
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Karika 52—P does not give the example of kumari-
stana, which M and V, give besides the usual one of
“go-visana (-G does not give any example; it is
interested in explaining the mutual dependence of bhava
and linga according  to the bijankura-nyaya; —this
explanation is not found in any of the other commentaries
we are comparing here. T follows G; while Y brings
_in the 1idea of adhikaralaksana sarga, though it says.
that this karika refers to samsara-cakra), Here also
Paramartha adds a sub-commentary to clarify the idea
in the karika. M, V,, J seem to stress the co-presence
of both, while Y, G and T are interested in showing
their mutual dependence according to the bijankura-
nyaya in respect of production.

Karika 53—We find the same interpretation in all.
Only the remark in other commentaries that bhautika
sarga is trividha is put thus in P—*“The creation of
beings endowed with sentiment is said to be divided into
three categories; these three categories are : (1) gods,.
men and animals; (2) the subtle corporeal form,
(3) the states of being.”

Karika 54 is similarly interpreted in all. P says,
“The way of men is called ‘that of the middle,’ because
it is found in the middle of the three creations. Why
is the last of all the creations called ‘pillar’ ? Because
the herbs, trees, mountains, rocks, etc. support the three:
worlds; that is why one calls it ‘pillar’.” This is not
found in any other commentary.

Karika 55 is similarly interpreted in all. Leaves
76-79 of V4 are missing, so we have only half of the
commentary on ka. 55, and then we can compare only
from ka. 61. |
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Karika 56 is similarly interpreted in all, except
that P is more expository. V, gives the first line of
the karika differently from the:rest. As a matter of fact,
it is differently read in most of the commentaries (See
Table).

Karika 57—is similarly interpreted in all, only P

 makes the simile clearer—*“In this case, milk is produced

during [the period of ] a year. But when the calf is
older, capable of browsing on the herbs by itself, the
cow, its mother, though absorbing herbs and water, gives
no more milk.”

Karika 58 is similarly explained in all. Only P in
addition explains the term ‘avyakta’ thus :—Non-evolved
principle (avyaktam) is another name for Nature, for
she is above the domain of the organs of sense. For
the same reason, one calls her also ‘the obscure’. If it
be thus with her, how does one know that she exists ?
We know the real existence of Nature for the five
reasons explained higher up; it is said in a preceding
verse (XV)...... .

Karika 59 is similarly interpreted in all. Only P
has ‘actor’ instead of ‘narttaki’ (‘An actor shows him-

- self to the spectators, in dance and song; when one

has seen him and he has finished, he disappears behind
the curtain’); and while M and V,; say that when
praksti retires, the purusa no longer suffers the three-
fold misery, that is to-say, attains emancipation, P says
‘After having shown herself, she retires and ceases to
suffer the three heats (miseries) ([tapa]. That is why it
is said : Thus Nature retires after having obliged Spirit
to manifest itself’ Takakusu rightly notes :—The text
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has ‘having obliged Spirit to be itself manifested’. But
it - is probable that the translator has mnot properly
understood gevey aaTssFE 96137, ‘having shown herself to
Spirit’; cf, ka. 42. M further saysin connection with the
purisa : J97 SSAZHE FAA | AFAIENNFBRIT: qT FEAI: 1
adrsat My awsfd. This simile is not found elsewhere.
Karikz 60 is similarly explained in all. M alone
has at the end—“‘aq saagay: fafefr=sazswafae=am:".
Karika 61—M and V, give the example of ‘@ur.
P explains ‘ggarar thus :—“Thus in the world a man
sees a woman endowed with excellent qualities; then he
sees another who is most excellent of all; he thinks :
‘This is the most excellent and the one who is without
rival.” Even so Nature is the (most) delicate of the
twenty-four principles. How- do you know that ? Because
she does not bear the look (is invisible).” P seems to
have missed the fine point. Its line of argument seems
to be logical and not poetical—‘There is nothing besides
prakrti, so prakrti can be compared in point of delicacy
only with the other twenty-three principles.’ The author
of the karika seems to have waxed eloquent and
poetical here.
M, G, V, and P qudte ‘@idl w=gg--- in support
of the view that Iévara is the cause of the world and
‘¥ gaSHIr gar. "’ (~the scribe has omitted this stanza
in V,, but it must have been there-] in support of the
view that Svabhava is the cause. M and V, refer
before this to the view of the Vedavadins who regard
Purusa as the cause, M actually quotes g%y ¢33 @q¥ .
V, has g&y @3 s ().
This discussion starts in connection with the delicacy
of Nature, but the other commentaries then do not at
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any stage specifically link up each view with the idex of
the proof or disproof of the delicacy of Nature. P on
the .other hand says, “One may say : ‘This opinion is not
correct, because the isolation of Spirit does not come
from [the fact] that it sees Nature. For, the master who
considers Iévara as the cause of the world says ‘Spirit,
ignorant and separated from Nature contents itself
with miseries and with joys; I$vara can send it into
heaven or hell.” [Could P have a different version of the
first line before it ?] Because of that, Nature cannot
be liberated, even when Spirit has seen Nature. The
delicacy of Nature cannot be proved...... K

P refers to one more view which is not found else-
where :—Then a master (who adheres to the theory
of the Spirit) says : It is not correct to say that in
seeing Nature one obtains Deliverance, for Deliverance
is effectuated by means of the Spirit; as said in these
lines : “The hymns of the four Vedas exalt the souls
(purusas) of the past and of the fuiure who have power
over life and death, whose acts have been accomplished
and are not repeated any more. It is by that cause that
Deliverance is effectuated and not by the act of seeing
Nature.” [According to Takakusu, this view is of the
Vaisesika school.]

Some portion of V, is missing, so we cannot
definitely say whether it quoted ‘@it s=g¢**”” and how it
quoted it and how many different theories it referred to.
V, has in the beginning of 80a—m=3w=d Tisyifas’. M, G,
V,, Vg and P all quote ‘wr@: w=fd y@ifa "’ with different
readings. M and V, have “@=: gafd Wil #e: gg@ S b
w@: gy sifa aend wegg w0 1>’ G, Vy and P have :
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‘@ gafy yaifa s afged (-Vy) 5@ -G) s, 1 @@ gay
wnf3 wiet fg gufas: 1”. P explains that Kala is not included
in the Samkhya categories (—all say this much-), but
is the modality of a product; ‘“time past, that is a past
product, and the present and the future are, even so,
present and future products. We know then that ‘time’
is only an epithet of products’”. The illustration of
- *kulastri’ is found in M, V,, V4, and P.

Here a doubt arises : With what should ‘#° of the
karika be construed ? Is it purusa that feels that
there is nothing ‘ggmta?’ than prakrti, or is it prakrti
that feels that there is nothing ‘gzwdd than herself,
or is it the author’s feeling that finds expression here ?
M and V, are of the view that purusa feels that
nothing is ‘@gARAV than prakrti. G and T and perhaps
also P seem to take it as the author’s view. This portion
of V, and Y is missing, J takes it as the prakrti’s feeling,
though it construes differently as can be seen from the
quotation below. gFAIRaT is explained as follows :—M
and V, seem to explain it as bashful (savrida);
‘G—subhogyatara, P—she does not bear the look
(invisible). In V; the portion actually explaining this
term is missing. T—aFaRAA ARATST  RYEIIIAGEAL.
Sukumaratara—more delicate or bashful. With what
could prakrti be compared ! M and V, are not clear
on this point; they take @ty as conveying excellence —
‘very bashful’.

- G—93: gFARal 9 gMaER 9 faagraufkaaaia ..

V,—taatquglifa sronfa ggadfa (oufn); ggare seanfe
gFa:(Y) ggarRaw 1+ So §=ax and the like cannot be the
cause, S=fa: alone is the cause.

)
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P seems to compare prakrti with the other twenty-
three principles in respect of delicacy~she does not
bear the look, is invisible. J also seems to be of the
same view—gguRafal ggwafaatd 1 qagh wafd—amsagaraar
sEmaft @ sagawnaife, A7 WAt sEAFfEEfy 9 gawat 9 &
fezwafta aq aw2=q gedw. According to T, Prakrti surpasses

in this respect even the Fe9Y—qd SR Feaydsafom
Tz A% @ geRegq g,

Karika 62—Introducing this karika, M and V, say :
a1F faser azffa g 95:, geN gFa:, gev: qEfd, @=a; G says
that it is conventionally said that the purusa is liberated,
or he transmigrates.

Vy—awi fagami geat Al 0=8f@ gm a9 afify fras
79-3(F) N Gaedfy 1 qEegTERE ) agE  wwA ) gwE.
P:-One may say : “The men of the world, even sages,
are accustomed to talk thus : “The Spirit is bound, the
Spirit is delivered, the Spirit migrates through the
existences.” These words are they correct orfalse { We
reply ¢ ‘They are false.” ‘How do you know that #” It is
said in this verse.

P is clearly indebted to V,.

Karika 62 is similarly explained in all. G quotes :
“gEAa 9 9 qar IERIT | e gl 7 AT geaa
It also says : aq @&d @ galadAggasq. V, also names
the three-fold bondage, while others just refer to it as
‘fafqa a=. F@rsa-This is not explained in G; P also does
not translate it, though ;later we have, ‘That is why
it is said that the three worlds act by the support of
Nature’, this being like the explanation in M, V,, V,.
J has ‘aaragifisgsad (7) | astevan: wrafeEgan ant: 3 sefiges-
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gearnfaar: + T does not explain the word. Y is missing.
Explaining that purusa cannot be bound and so cannot
be liberated as it is inactive, while Prakrti can, P says
“To offer gifts and all other actions are appropriate to
Nature,” This is not found in others and seems to be
expository. ’

Karika 63—This karika is missing in P, though
it is found in all the others. Some think it is an
interpolation posterior to the time of Paramartha
(546 A.D.). We shall discuss this later. :

Karika 64. aiftn—M, V,—aifén axaifa; G— agly swafa;
Vy—admen g wawlfd (adeast @ vl ?) Rsarghifs amgeeaa;
J—ataq gunadt sfes @ afers @ wafy, afd g ssf. Y is
missing; T—afRw’ samafa s f¥afd; or gedisfw =
sgagal. P seems to read wfi@ and regards it as a false
idea,. viz, ‘There is Nothing,’ which is strange. On the
contrary this should mean that there is really nothing,
as in the case of the other two. This is omitted in the
translation of the karika.

¥ :—M, V,—a ¥ gzaify; G—a ¥ amg a1 aq, aar-
sgasg: aiasaa; Vy-[7] a3 adww, w3y saifa; J-a adzafy g
sgd:. Y is missingg T—a ¥ enfda, P—There is no
mine. '

aed, ¢t M, V,—ai€ a<amm ; G—agsdfga:; Vy does
not mention the three separately so it is difficult to
point out the explanation in each case. It says ¢ [q]

g gdwag @ warf,  aafRsd addeafaRe()amgo.
J—arag wafa:; Y—sdswoma goes 1 qong 39 Rz
} FrEsfE: HqURA TR GeenfamArgTgmE ¥ syafFedan
argg—ard s539:;; T—aig sai; P-No me. P says——“Because
of that knowledge one destroys the three (false) ideas
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:o.mpletely : ‘t.hat there is nothing, that the self [ Mej

i I):lst:s, 4t;1)atA1}/lIme exists,’ and the five doubts (explained
v. 47). the functions of aj| ’

corporeal existencee

are caused by Nature; there is not ‘Nothing’, there i;'

;Os;ﬁ, there is ?0 Mine; because al pertain to Nature.”

s to read ‘nastl’. The Bowmbay edition of Wilson;s

r I 1 l{ ‘l o= f. ) th l ‘ € = 2?

Em the act of isolating ‘nasti’ and making of jt th
. . . e
rst false idea is a misconstruction of Paramzrtha's

v I\{,arlka .65—HF{6qﬁ'.ﬁf§ﬂH——M, G, J, T; suwsifafygm——
1> Vg (~this portion is missing in Y). This is inter reted
as follov:f : M —sriraraasiffigg fadfa Narqeysas - i
aeafiy: F‘swanff‘aﬁqtrmr# TN Qe s ey fafazaig | mer::r?:g:
Zssr srita. TR Fapr(r ?)_%rgm 2. G is similar. V, and V.
not care to explain wasfyfaza:, perhaps becaung ;
has occurred before, V, and V, take Hﬂﬁlﬁfﬁéﬂ:‘ Z: T:

epithet of 35y (who sees

qasfafazean, an(epithet ofg?’r;aa)ukrg.hell;e?iso;sh en:tt h:rs have
have either of these readings : “By that %kp ee]m d o
(Nature) ceases to produce and finjshes by.aban(;w e.ge.
he: functions in accordance with the desire of S oi:liltng
...’ I have discussed this later. frasgam is explainzd b
both M and G as Fryngeaggrsmty ; V, does not take .
of this term. V, simply says—fage: wadt geai 37 fam o
. P quotes here a verse to explain this term “.3:}35"
as Fhe decorticated rice Sprouts no more in th watr
or in the earth, so Nature ceases to be roliﬁe when
she is mastered by knowledge.” This quol:ationc 'When
found in any of the commentaries i

we are ino
» Comparing
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here. But Alberuni says that the passage is from the
book of Patafijali (Alberuni’s India, i, p. 55-E.G
Sachau, S. Chand and Co., Delhi, 1964).

Karika 66 is similarly explained in all. The illus-
tration ‘Fur 3BEANMIIA Almad’ given in M and V, is not
found in G, V4 and P. It may be noted that G alone
reads @ §,q6% TR TasgiAegwas (See Table). (ww ¥ae:
TE:, T.eeen. edg R Smawft  wwmawonm, @ fdar
- sgfacfea afaad wfadza—(G). G seems to have got the hint
~ from Vg —aur @3 gea: - s5faxfa g@--. Introducing ka. 66,
Vg asks : ‘g1 qidw wgeruzfd: & s0dladiesd’ and ignoring
the wording of the karika, answers this by ‘@awd adsiad
zeigaad FAfa’. M and V, ask what the purusa does after
seeing prakrti with the eye of knowledge. P-What does
knowledge accomplish between Nature and Spirit ? (Has
P combined the idea in both ?)

Karika 67—The illustration given by P-“Just as
without an umbrella, one has no shade (so without an
antecedent cause, there is no corporeal form)”’—is fourid
only in Vy under ka. 68 in connection with absence
of body on their being absence of dharma-adharma.
Paramartha does not seen to have followed the second
line—“Transmigration is arrested like the body of the
wheel (of the potter), the movement of which one
interrupts......Then a man who possesses knowledge
and on whom, for that reason, the acts committed in
prior existences have no more influence, stops (in
transmigration); like the wheel (of the potter), the
movement of which one interrupts.”

M, V,, V4 simply say that sarhskara signifies dharma
and adharma which are responsible for the body,
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and even when knowledge has been obtained they g

not vanish till they have yielded their fruit (as the 4 ro
more powerful than knowledge—M, V). V refey o
these as gis3 and says that the body is prof;ucedrfi o
to tl‘le dhar:ma and adharma of another birth, J all:z
fiays SRR gudi: grifasiy, G says that knowled

.oes not eradicate the dharma and adharma in existenge
(1..e. presen.t), even because they are present and o
going to perish. But it destroys future karma and thare
which the person does by means of the present boc;je
be’cause it is. performance of what is ordained. [ Fro ,
G’s explanation here we are tempted to sa}; thato’rtn
author was a Vedantin, the same as the auth of
the Gaudapada Karika]. et

Karika 68 is similarly explained in all; only P ;
elabor.ate in the exposition of Asfas’ and ,‘aﬂ'a}f;a ’ ©
‘Definitive isolation’ means : because of the tru; l; -
ledge we reject the indefinite remedies and the o tnions
of the different schools. ‘Final isolation’ means : ? lm?xns
we abandon the chain of causes and effects t.aum};t o
the four Vedas (cf, v.l), even the fruits promi §dtfm
the absence of passion, fruits not caused by truesk .
ledge. Final isolation is ‘definitive’ because jt 5 mop
followed by another. ‘Final’ would be to sa t thout
end (eternal)’, 7 ihout

Karika 69—gaig : M, V,-5fa3q ; Ggerg : vV
AAN 9T AAXTA(A X4 ?) gl ; P-“That fvhi:l; isghi{fiajT .
by all sorts of erroneous opinions, that which is diff eln
to manifest, can be obtained only by a perfect ma. (t:ut
That which is secret is th tt which can be trans 's od
to a brahmin endowed with the five qualities bﬁltﬂ
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that is why one calls it ‘secret’. What ar(ei
the five qualities ? (1) Good place of blrt.h, (2 g:)gn
family, (3) good conduct; (4) capacity; (5? f:lesn"e .tobo a0
that knowledge. Those are the quah’]ues‘whlc g;ne ©
i s else is capa
fit to receive the Law; no one 2 .
i[:n:‘gxat is why one calls that knowledge ‘secret_. ’thThlsf
, ati the part of Paramartha o
is clearly an elaboration on . P
ark in the original corresponding .
;:‘;ei;e’;}g J and Y have 2 similar expanation of J@A,

to any other;

faafy is explained by M, Vy, and Vg4 as u:sx:;, ;:3
eight abodes of the devas, on(e} z.tbojzr ;)fb:?:;l_— g;wm; o
five abodes of tairyagyonas; &x 15 ; .
xplai uration—this is all the time [dut:mg
:{l%]:l:;)ihfzq:b:lse Sody, influenced by the st.ates of bel.ng,
migrates through the three worlds.” The {n_terpretat{(o)?l
. P and G seems to be the same. One interpretatl
lr11\'1 V,, Vg) refers to the location and the'other to fhe
ilu;ati;’n. Js combines both these. Y enters mtofa rg:nlc;;
sophical discussion. T gives no explanation, referring

to ka. 21.

according to M, V; and V, the

dissolution of the five gross elements into the ﬁ.ve su;)tlle;
nd so on. G explains it as fgdwE; an¢

eleme'nts 'i thus : “End : by means of the eight pex:fecf-

:;:)I:: IZ:S 1LI), (Spirit) rests for ever isolated.’ (This 1s

from the point of view of the purusa.) P further says :

«The conditions of the three (periods) can be manifested

by that knowledge; since it manifests nothing outside
y

f these three, one calls it: absolute knowledge.” T'his 1s
() ’

pot found elsewhere.

Pralaya signifies,
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Karika 70—G does not comment on karikas 70-72.
waq : M, V,—#eag, as it is superior to even the
Vedas, Puranas, and Manvadi Dharmasastras due to its
aikantikatva and atyantikatva; V,—gast aglat sramms
3@ (¥Fe="q {); P— ‘That knowledge was established for the
first time before the four Vedas had appeared. Itis by
that knowlege that the four Vedas and all the religious
schools have been established; that is why one calls it
excellent (agrya).” J—adRgama weageaq.

afyaq : M, V,—gwid  seEYafenafy qdan S awe
oy V,—aafds s RaiEadamila] seem gata (%)
P is quite elaborate—Itis by that knowledge that Spirit
is delivered from the triple misery, from the principal
misery caused by the twenty—four (products), as well
as from the triple bondage; by that is obtained isolation

of Spirit or its Deliverance. That is why one says that
that knowledge is ‘beneficent’.

M, V,; and V, remind us here how Kapila took
pity cn Asuri [who was iagaaifsa—M, V,; sdagasaaiva(?)
~V,]. P on the other hand says, “The great sage
Kapila possessed at his birth the four qualities, virtue,
knowledge, absence of passion and power. Having realised
that knowledge, he explained it through compassion.
Desiring that that knowledge should not be lost and
that it should be communicated to another, he taught it
through charity to Asuri, who * explained it, in his turn,
to Paficasikha apd to Vindhyavasa. Paficasikha and
Vindhyavasa treated that doctrine at full length, in sixty
thousand verses in all”” Takakusu says : “Three texts
out of four read : ‘In his turn, he explained it to
Paficasikha and to Vindhyavasa; Paficasikha and
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Vindhyavasa have treated this doctrine at full l.ength..’
Bu the Korean text reads, ‘In his turn, he explamed. it
to Paficagikha and Paficasikha had treated this doctrine
at full length” The Korean text thea does not Epea.k f)f
Vindhyavasa.” P also says later, “The sage Ptsul:l, in
his turn, explained thatj knowledge briefly and in iden-
tical terms to Paficasikha, who explained it at full length
in sixty thousand verses; thus the doctrine was tr:.ms-
mitted up to Iévarakrsna, the brahmin whose famll)f--
name was Kausika; that one explained the system in
seventy-verses, as is said in this verse ka. 71]..” .V” in
the explanation of the second line says—‘‘§ dfEmfag
qEmdafEr qomgd 1 At adF 9 dfed osfrEE gEA L.
g wE  Baen m@n 57 () gzqgaen A fasafga qt‘vjasr
dfamara 17 This is not found in M and V. V, describes
T¢varakrsna as a Brahmana of the Kosala country, and
as ‘karnyah’ (happy, prosperous? ).

3w aga 7 awag—In the explanation of this, the a=
or teaching is given in V, as follows :—‘@q @9 @feag-
wsamEia | afed aafa @as gudis¥geda’ gfa o dq saga:aa ag@:
F5w: gew: 1 M also has the same words, only it speci-
fically says in the beginniog : Aefafy 31111:5’4!11%.. It seems
that according to M, the term &% derives its & from A&
and 5’ from &=, though it also, like V,, says: yigagrat
afimq ey a=a=a aq, wfea=g, In V, the co'pyis.t seems to
have omitted much. We find only dfieq a8 ng_aT.%
gew:. Of course, the text can be easily emended. l.3ut iis
interesting to note that Vg bas @5 and no.t &9, This might
have been a scribal error. The expl.anai.:lorf that Dark(riless
(awa) signifies Prakrti is also missing In it P“also oes
not have this and has ‘field’ for purusa. See ¢“The Salgle
Kapila explained it brefly to Asuri as follows : At the
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first beginning there was nothing but darkness. In
that darkness there was a ‘field of knowledge’. The ‘field
of knowledge’ was the puruga. The purasa existed, but
no knowledge existed. That is why one called (the purusa)
‘field’. Then come evolution and modification; thus was
originated primordial creation by evolution, etc. up to
final deliverance”—P, P tries to explain why purusa is

Jtermed ‘field’.

Karika 71—fasgataw : M, V,; —uigR—wsafaa-ania—3gs—
grelfe—grRla-2g® (—mentioned in M only), etc.—§qeEem;
V g —angiR-gsafirm—ad-sas—9a® (3gfe !) and such others
(a bundred)—§zaTzw, '

P —engR—vafag-mid—sgs-Po-p’o-li (Varsaganya accor-
ding to Takakusu, but Baddhali according to Pulinbehari
Chakravarti-See  ‘Origin and Developmeat of the
Sarhkhya System of Thought,” pp. 131-132)-I$varakrsna.

J—fasaatarar gaarfe; gRagl:  eafreesar addtaagafadong-
gt (2) $zve@wramEa gRarwsfaegar Rraalqar.

Y says that Paficasikha transmitted the knowledge
of Samkhya to Janaka, Vasistha and such others (ag¥ar
sasafemfive: awerag-Y, p. 175-ka.70). Y declares
that the Sastra was promulgated by Kapila at the
beginning (of creation ?) and hence it is not possible, as
in the case of other systems of thought, to trace the line
of teachers even in a hundred years. ¥Q%w g g - -
Ol — A —-NRETAY ~ s A 5t - Fq=afF- - 07 -3ozg-
awifgm () frsqatqwnssmag - (p. 175, ka. 71) (some names
before the name of Harita have been left out as there
is a lacuna in the manuscript). It may be noted that
Baddhali is referred to in the Tattvartha-Rajavarttika,
p. 51, as an advocate of the doctrine of Non-action
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(akriyavada) along with Kapila, Ulika, Gargya, Mathara
and others (sfRSwsmusnuafiagfens ).

The fasgataw in V,; and P is the same(-if @=afs could
be emended as arsfs).

Karika 72 and Karika 73 are not fouad in V,.
Ka. 72 is similarly explained in M, V; and P, except
that P perhaps read w=aiz3 in the place of wrizd and
thereby included here two (4, 5) of the ten items (gfeds)
viz. the five reasons by which one establishes the reality
of Nature (ka. 15), and the five reasons by which one
establishes the reality of purusa (ka. 17). P seems to
have omitted ¢ #=3raq’. P does not regard this verse (ka.
72) as a part of the Sarmkhya-karika as it refers to it as
composed by ‘an intelligent man of this school’. And
the second line is different :—*“it explains (the sorts of )
creation which proceed from (eight) causes, up to the
fifty categories (relating to the intellect).” But the
commentary reproduces the idea in ‘wnenfsfHfan: waR-
fyafsaranfy. I have discussed this later.

Karika 73 is found only in M and V,;. J and Y
and T also do not have this karika.

I have not made an attempt here to draw any
kind of conclusion. I have only tried to give here as
objectively as possible, some idea of the contents or
mode of interpretation of M, G, V;, V4 and P, because,
as said above, M and G have been regarded by different
scholars as the original of P. Now that two more
commentaries (V;, V,) are known, a similar claim can
be put forth for them also. This comparative study
will have served its purpose even if it enables a scholar
to verify for himself what the position actually is.
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All that we can say is that if any commentary can
claim to be the original of P, Vg has the fairest
right to do so. Wkere it is found to differ from V,
this can to some extent be explained by the fact that
Paramartha was influenced by the mode of interpreting
the Sarkhya-karika in Buddhist circles.* His Buddhist
bias also might have led him to drop or change what
he regarded as indecent expressions and it might have

influenced his understanding of the Samkhya principles
also to some extent,

¥See Ka. 9—SuIZra9gmd, “A man who thinks that tomorrow

a brahmin will come to dine in his house procures milk to make
curds”—P, This is not found in this form in any other cmm-z:ntary.

But see : Tattvasaragraha Panjlkz, 8 and Tattvabodhavidhiyini
which have the same illustration.
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Is what is known as ‘Mathara-Vrtti’ the earliest

' commentary on the Samkhya Karika ! '

Scholars are divided in their estimate of the date
of M. While some assign it to the first century A D.
others hold that it cannot be anterior to 1000 A.D.,
could be even a little later, Each one of these scholars
seems to have very sound reasons in support of
his own view. While on the one hand ‘Mathara’ is
referred to in the Aunuyogadvarasitra, 41 along with
Ramayana, Mahabharata, Kapila, Sastitantra, Kanaka-
saptati, etc. and so should be earlier than it, on the
other hand M has quotations from the Hastamalaka
stotra of Sankaracarya (Far gdwarg swaagEr - —see M,
39) and the Bhagavata Purapa (7ar 489 g™
Bhagavata, 1. 8. 52 in M, 2; gur sugefuami---Bhagavata,

1. 6.35in M, 51 ) and so should be later than these.
Moreover, it is claimed that M is the original of the

Chinese version of Paramartha and so should definitely
be earlier than 546 AD. Such a claim is put forth
for Gaudapada’s Bhasya also, and Paramartha’s version
is as a matter of fact different from both G and M.
Again, M seems to be influenced by Vedantic views as
can be seen from its concept of moksa and the like (See
aggQ 4 73 A4 g gAag quoted in M, 37; also %
q—'AT ArgHA WA I @ WA | FEOHA FEHY A eI ;7
‘g1 zauiwig aragEl sArfe—M, 39).

One way of attempting to explain this confusing
situation is to hold Mathara (referred to in the Anuyoga-
dvara) and Mathara-bhasya (referred to in Guna-
ratnasiri’s commentary on Haribhadrasiiri’s $addarsana-
samuccaya, p. 109, Asiatic Society, Calcutta. 1905) as
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one, but to regard the Mathara-vrtti as we find it now
as referred to by the word ‘Mathara—pranta’ used by
Gunaratnasiari (p. 96) (3g% ArEa=d—

g9 fog &% @ig Aig e ¥sg 9 W anfEmag

af fafkd ¥ #fiend amrceafs Mgdeafo «—

from M, 37). This distinction made by Gunaratna between
‘Mathara-bhagya’ and ‘Mathara-pranta’ shows that in
the manuscript which Gunaratna consulted certain
passages like ‘gg fia'’were written in the margin and
these later became a part of the text. Thus the
Mathara-vrtti, as we have it, is the original commentary
with a number of interpolations and this explains the
quotations from the Bhagavata and the Hastamalaka
stotra and the like and the Vedantic influence that
appears to be there in M. This is the point made by
Pt. Udayavira Sastri in his learned book ‘sieqaziaa sfagra,’
pp. 407-473. He tries to establish that if these inter-
polations are removed, there would be no difficulty in
accepting what is known as the Mathara-vrtti as
the original of the Chinese Version, as the Mathara or
Mathara-bhasya referred to in Jaina works, and as a
work of the first century A.D..

Dr. Adyaprasada Misra examines this argument at
Jength in his afergias YfRafas wwau, pp. 236-245, and
comes to the conclusion that Pt. Udayavira $astri has
been rather over-enthusiastic and that facts do not bear
him out; we have to admit that M is a revised version
of the original Mathara-bhasya.

So many attempts were made to prove or disprove
M as the original Mathara-vritti and also as the original
of Paramartha’s Version, obviously because this was the
only vrtti ascribed to Mathara that was known, it was
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of all the known commentaries the closest to P, and G was
looked upon by many as scrappy, and almost an
abridgement of M. I have, as said above, reeatly edited
two hitherto unknown vrttis on the Sarmkhya-saptati;
one of them (—I call it V;-)is very much like M,
and the other (V,) seems to have a greater claim
than any other commentary to the status of being
the original of P (-~though it too is at a few places
different from P). Unfortunately a corner of the last
leaf of the manuscript of V, is broken and lost and
~ this is exactly where we have the author’s name. wrraw
followed by a remnant of what could have been g
or even ¥ is all that is left of the author’s name. But
V, is very much like M; and M seems to be a revised
and enlarged version of V,, and much later also.

Pt. Udayavira Sastri has specifically pointed out
certain passages in M which he regards as spurious—
they even seem to disturb the consistency of the text
(See wieazaia® gfagr, pp. 451-454). We may mention
these.

(i) The stanza ‘e fafag -’ in the beginning (M,1).
[Not found in V,].

(ii) The stanza s@warRFa...” (M, 1) (Not in V,]

(ii1) wafeq = <A@ ‘gagigr, qfvaes, afy sfqe-,
37 Fa---gara: gadgd’ (M, 1). [We find the verses gagig:
and gfeg@igeg "in V,.]

(iv) fasa ‘gur ogd agiea:, =g Bareas W avR
(M, 2). Here the author seems to” be quoting afresh
after having said gmifguama (M, 2). [V, has 3& foear--
qE 3T ureafy).
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(v) wafd aft s wermdwlas:.. SeRaaveify TIIRE:
(M, 2). Pt. Udayavira $astri argues that this passage
does not fit in where it is, though it can very well do
s0 at the end of the exposition of ki, 2, and its style
also seems to be different. [This passage is found in V
and is even necessary in order to explain how thils
cause of dubkha-nivrtti is superior * to the others. But
YI then simply explains the terms vyakta, avyakta. and
Jha and quotes ‘cafafia<as... while M attempts to justif
the postulation of avyakta and jiia. M does not uoty
wafFafiacast....’ here.] : e

" Et. Uday.avira Sastr1 then gives a list of passages
which, according to him, are undoubtedly interpolations :

(vi) ‘Grad@t fagd wdr am) faad qa:’ sfz wlarg; ‘aly
ﬁ:ﬁ'ﬂ‘q A’ sfy w3 ( M, 15 ). Karikz 15 has,b.e
explained in Kamalasila’s Paiijika, 14 on the Tat::/:
sangraha, and Abhayadeva’s commentary (p. 284) on the
Sanmatitarka, and these explanations seem to be based
argues Pt. Udayavira Sastri, on M and clearly show'
the above-mentioned passage to be an interpolatio
[All tlfat We can say is that V, does not have then.
quotations. Nevertheless, there does not seem to be anse
sounq ' evidence to show that the above mentiOne()i,
€xposition in the Paiijikg X lhavi i
§ % ke evin ava:l:l]d the ".lattvabodhawdhﬁymi

(Vi) 3% F-309ff 599 Y9 s afay |

W0 FamfEar = @ =it vl |
MfFsggad 53 = qomE: (M, 22).
[This is not found in V5 nor is found ip V, the

ﬁr{ and ¢ ’ i .v
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(viii)van‘t gaReagrt adafa (M, 18). :l‘his is the onl.y
place where M refers to a different view, and so tfns
passage must be a spurious one, argues Pt. Udayav1r.a
&astri. [ It may be noted that V, also refers to thfs
different explanation of @@ given by other.s.. It is
true that neither M nor V4 has discusse.d the dlﬂ'ereflt
views of the Samkhya acaryas regardl.ng .the sense-
organs and the like. But yet it was v.vithlu its scope to
.refer to a different interpretation, given by an earlier
commentator or handed down by tr.adlt\oP, of an ex-
pression in the karika that was being discussed. And
this could not be regarded as a proof of the passage
being an interpolated one].

(ix) 3 ¥—ga fam o A faed fawargugs o& 9 A1 IHA |
aft fafRd ¥ wheond aoed Agde = u (M, 37)

[This is found in V, though the text is a little
different :

zq fig =3 @ AT fygurgesla ar 9 $g§ ASHA

afx fafa s@end sy ded I A T

Gunaratna writes in his commentary (p. 96) on the
Saddar§ana-samuccaya : g% AEAA~

za g @ @g A faeg gga 9 A, gefasay )
afx Rifa  sftens seweafs  AwdetRa )

(x) gudrsafa ‘Qragea-aaity geves w1 g/ (M, 39)
[Not found in Vi. Actually the entire passage : 3q=-
qifzsdgarg: | MO A JAT EREAAGAAE: GRIT: (ar. 3.
W, 3. 3.) g ‘§f § EIHEIAAE (31 39 4. <. 9) Mg |
qrireafy ‘dvw e owad v & is not to be found in V,].

| (xi) g% I—F AgA"T, qu gl AArEgrAl’ gl
(M, 39) [Not in V,]
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(xii) saq 3-qur engifuami (M, 51) [Not in V,]

Pt. Udayavira Sastri argues : Early writers generally
do not mention the name of the work they quote from.
In M at places we find the name of the work mentioned.
For example, the Gita is mentioned in M, 15 as the
source of a quotation, while it is not so mentioned in M,
23. Hence the passage in M, 15 in clearly a spurious
one. T'he quotations from the Bhagavata (M, 2 and 51)
and the Hastamalaka stotra (M, 39) also are interpolated
ones as they do not seem to form a part of the text.

(It may be noted that V; does not have any one
of these quotations, not even the quotation from the
Gita, given in M, 23. Moreover, V,’s exposition of

yama and niyama (ka. 23) is, unlike M, not based on
the Yoga-satra].

There are some more passages in M that are not
found in V,;. On the other hand, a few passages of V,
are not found in M. The mode of expression also is
different in V, from that in M at places, and one feels

* that the author of M has deliberately changed the cons-

truction of the sentence, or made a deliberate change
in the original. 1 have noted such passages in my
edition of V,. We cannot but come to the conclusion

that V,; is earlier than M and that M is a revised and
enlarged version of V,.

Pt. Udayavira Sastri has tried to establish that M
is earlier than Y. Now that we have two hitherto un-
known commentaries before us, we may try to see if
the arguments of Pt. Udayavira Sastri could hold good
in the case of V; and Va.
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(1) Y refers to M 3?2, says Pt. Udayavira Sastri,

when it says : o wg—wgtl wAfFRW FEAFT g ARsTERA
gwad ggifmfa gfesafa.

It is interesting to bear in mind that the style of

this passage is different from that of the corresponding
passage in both M aud V,;. Moreover, both these men-
tion @harana as the function of the indriyas in general,
dharana as that of abhimana ( -Pt. Udayavira Sastri
gives the expression aRwq wfRaraAdtegag, but manas is
" mentioned neither in M nor in V,-) and prakasana

as that of buddhi. The passage in Y in here closer in-

style to V, which however assigns the fuactions
differently (-though the copyist scems to have omitted
a few words). See : [arga] urd [7] s=ifaufar gafa, s
gifraf  gdffa-a afed Red gdfRa: swfid safamoagefa
uafia 9—V 4, 32. Surprisingly & zafad fasg - -urafa is found
in V, and M also though they assign the functions
‘differently.

It can be said that Y has not referred to M or
even V,, but has some other commentary in view. Or
it can be said to have attempted to systematically
reproduce the view of V; and to have used the mode of
expression in Vg4, which seems to be earlier than V,.
We shall discuss this later.

(ii) The next evidence put forth by Pt. Udayavira
Sastri is on the basis of M, 38; according to him, us3
genfa wealgsaRsEEEgessgnegeae (M, 38) is refuted
in Y—aa= qedvmragiomfadan, (aegfva@=anvg: seagaaand,
vamy fadse gsgea sR ad sfafvg wafs.

In my view, Y does not refer to the author of M
here as it refers to some ‘acaryas’ and it would not
normally use such a word for a mere commentator
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(See ox @ in Y, 32, g in Y, 39). It i:% likely that
such a view prevailed among some thln'kerf of the
Samkhya-Yoga school, who wanted to justify the
increasing number of qualities in the gross substances,
which could not be satisfactorily explained in the view
that vayu is produced from sparsa-tanmatra, tejas fror‘n
ripatanmatra and so on. The author of M found this
view more tenable and explained ka. 38 accordingly.. V,
with which M ordinarily tallies does not admit this. I
have discussed this later.

(i) Pt. Udayavira Sastri is of the view that Y
after explaining the term s (ka. 39) as m{‘alﬁﬁ;ﬁlrf
eygwra, refers to M in ¢ &g waEgda e FWHIWF
sgufi=af@. But V, also has here “ 5 suawi: gfiemiat
sew’. V, is unfortunately missing here.

(iv) Similarly, after explaining zafyg agmg (ka. 48)
in its own way, Y remarks : EARAG CIE E 3 G [ CALALE (R UEY and‘
Pt. Udayavira Sastri claims that this isa reference to M.
But V, has a similar explanation here. (V5 is missing).

(v) Pt. Udayavira Sastri argues that Mathara has
given some exposition of the members of a syllogism in
his vrtti on ka. 5, and Y (p. 3) is referring to this in
aarfa gaFERoFAleXa § FaeAAIsh asaH Hd, @ag 9T | a=
a: sao, But in that cas2 if Mathara be the ‘bhasyakara’
there should be some other commentator between
Mathara and the author of Y, to whom the latter is
refc'rring (¥f=m). It is likely that the author of Y wants
to say here that some Sarmkhyas have accepted the
Bhagyakara’s exposition of the syllogism and there is no

7
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reason why they should not be followed. By Bhasyakara. he
might be referring to Vatsyayana, the Nyayabhasyakara,
meaning thereby that the Nyaya syllogism was
acceptable to the Samkhyas. Or he might be referring to
some early Sarhkhya work known as Bhasya which was
not extant in bis own days. The latter is more plausible
as can be seen from the force of ‘@ = &: smomx’. V,. it
may be noted, does not give any exposition of the
syllogism. In any case, Y is certainly not referring
to M, which on many grounds is clearly seen to be
much later.

(vi) Regarding the similarities of expression in M
and Y pointed out by Pt. Udayavira Sastri we can
only say that similar expressions are found in V,; and
'V, also, and so cannot help us to arrive at any conclusion.

(vii) Tne text of karikas 26 and 28 as found in
the different commentaries can prove of some help in
determining their chronological order. In M, (V, and P)
the sense-organs are mentioned in the karika text (26)
in the order-=3, sag, =e:, @, «fgs; in G (and Vi) in
the order—ag: A%, =W, w@a, ®@a; in Y in the order
0, 9%, 99, @A, afw; and in J and T in the order
|y, A7, "W, WA, &%, (-the same as in V, and G). J
discusses these in the order =ag: =iz, 3%, @d, arfgsr and
comments AZINEAFA: Fa:, FAG AFA-a%-9gffs. On the
other hand, in the mention of the sense objects in ka.
28, we find the expression ®rfgy (M, G, V,, Vi, P, Y),
but the author of Y has criticised this and recommended

* See fysq g=yradad:, aearaly fi FraaRmmiifoaeikear;
SaIst 4 @ el SeFamgRa hmadarfafa, Y, po 4

e

99

g=zifgg—When the senses were referred to, the =357 was

mentioned first and there is no ‘reason for violating this
order while mentioning their objects. Hence we should
read w=xfXy, the reading &Ry, being a careless one.
J and T seem to have readily accepted this suggestion.

Pt. Udayavira Sastri is of the view that till
the time of M the karika text was fixed, and it was
only after the criticism of Y that w=gifgy came to
be substituted for snfXg in J and T. Hence the order
should be M, Y, G, J and T.

Now that we have two more commentaries we can
¢hink afresh. V, has the same text as M. The texf o.f
ka. 26 in V4 seems to be the original one (— it Is
followed by G, J and T-) and no special order seems
to have been consciously followed. Generally tl{e
acceptable order would be ==, @%, ¥&:, WA and = in
consonance with the order of their objects—=as%, @, 9,
@, g in the order of their evolution. Or in agreement
with &9, etc. it would be = etc.. sufkg in ka, 28
agrees with the order in Vg. Along with. this an?ther
reading of ka. 26 came into existence which mentlone’d
the sense—organs in the order =, %, as we find in
V, (and P), and which was definitely superior, b.ut not
the original one. But &nf2y in ka. 28 remame.d asit waf,
and this is what Y is criticising. In the light of Y'’s
remark, J substituted a=ziRRgin ka. 28 and m‘ade a comment
in respect of the order in ka. 26 that it was r.lot thce;
proper order. M simply follows V,. I have discusse

the readings later.
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(viii) M on ka. 43 describes the bhav
e as as three-fold—
sams1dfih1ka, prakrtika and vaikrta. So does Y, which
a.ccordll]ng to Pt. Udayavira Sastri follows M. But V,
gives the same explanation J and T describ
: . e them as
only two-fold, ‘prakrtika’ being regarded as an epithet of

‘sarbsiddhika.’

| (ix) In M, 18 we find a different interpretation
referred to in WX gmcfagi adafge--- Besides giving its
own explanation, M refers to an explanation of wFawgmo
put forth by others, according to which when ope
is born, at the same time another dies, whereas if there
were one purusa all would be-born or would die simul-
taneously. Now this is the explanation in Y, and since
Pt. Udayavira Sastri regards M as the earlies’t commen-
- tary on the Samkhya Karika, he is of the view that the
Passage 9% gag**in M is a Spurious one.

But as said above, we have this passage in V, also
and as a matter of fact this view is found in V,, Y
G z}nd J- Thus, V; can be said to be later than V:’ané
M is almost 2 copy of V,. The author of V, besides

glvmg his own explanation refers to the traditional
Interpretation of the karikz.

References to Samkhya in ‘Alberuni’s India’

It is held that Alberuni’s references to Sarmkhya
are based on what must have been the original of the
Chinese Version and Pt. Udayavira Sastri has tried
to show that M was this original. But we have seen
above-that V, (or some other commentary very
much like it, but not M or V,) must have been
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the original on which Paramartha’s Version was based.
Most of the allusions in Alberuni tally with the corres-
ponding passage in Vi, V5, M or even G, because most
of the expositions are the same in all. We shall discuss
only a few important references here :

(a) Alberuni says that the book of Samkhya derives
action from matter. The task of the soul is to learn the
action of matter like a spectator, resembling a traveller
who sits down in a village to repose. Each villager is
busy with his own particular work, but he looks at
them and considers their doings, disliking some, liking
others and taking an example from them. In this way
he is busy without himself having any share in the
business going on, and without being the cause which

‘has brought it about. (See Alberuni’s India, i, p. 48-

Dr. Edward C. Sachau, S. Chand & Co., 1964).

This parable we find in the commentary on ka. 19
in Vy, V; and M. V, and M say that the said man
staying in the town is sfargafata: gieria=s: (~aerETEERE::
M-) fae3:, whereas V, describes him as a parivrajaka
in a village, and P as an ascetic mendicant. We may
compare the wording in these :

qa e oo, @ a9 sfgell @ @ aEn A Fawdt
sad-a faad-d =11 @ aRaes: F9e: 03 aeqeq: AY 9999ERY 9 3993
IWGeAgEa A o, | —V,

FeRgIEArgAREgsatadeTaEg g adammt At
aifgerst wafa | wgaws  ddvodlamarEgaaty 1o agarsd
fregatrymt faggal saifag aw wafy aar oy 2d marsafaf |-V,

g ¥ sqifRy sFauiaafifarg fag saquemt  geancaifEar
wifgmst wafy |\ wgEE  AlAen@amEEgaat e g e
sR(F=Amaot fragat aw agf qar arg sk agswitafy —M.
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“Just as an ascetic
mendicant reside
s at the s
place and does not follow the persons wh o
but contents himself with i s g0 ahons 8
with looking at them go about’’—p

::ggze;tsHilss act of hlflng or disliking the actions of the
alen act$not mentlon.ed n V; and P V, and M say
what 5,5 ;? ar|1 arbitrator saying  ‘You have done
Taking an ge Xoa ) 1 }(’9u have done what i not good.’
comaz an & '111‘115 e is rfot mentioned .in any of the
e Co.n : ese (hkl-ng—disliking—taking an example)
i, o 1s.tent with the popular concept of a
sﬁk;in, g Vo m;l; the Samkhya concept of puruga as 5
This might Z:::: bee(rilotll:: tv:a;':f"nyth;ng e et
! ' ® Way in  which t
;::sthlexan:d 10 some study-circles and thﬁ;e azsgzgt:
vording in V,, M and also Alberuni,

' Alberuni further states : The b ari
sl:;ii]g;a:ctioz.into relatior.x with the (;Zlfxl,oihfs;k}tl}z:
resemblesnaotmff tc;l dﬁ with action, onlyin so far a5 it
o peom whom“}’, eodap~pen§ to get into the c
from a village they haof; n:a:cll:::i) w_;octi)bers d. The
aré overtaken by the aven ers, he whole o 4
ital::n‘ prisoners, and together %vith t::rz tl‘::ah?;reloz:;ttyr::e
hsa .ragged off and tx:eated precisely as they are, V\;itho rtl

ving taken part in their action (Alberuni’s Indiaui

t ]

ompany

Vs, Vy and M (ka 20) i
o 1 also give this
Srotriya brahmana is said to accompany tlialz)ll)}s. .
P also says that a brahmin got in 'by error into telll.:
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company of brigands. Alberuni’s description is a little
more detailed.

Further, it is stated that people say that the soul
resembles rain-water which comes down from heaven,
always the same, and of the same nature; but it acquires
different appearance, taste and smell according as it is
gathered in vessels of different materials (gold, silver,
glass, earthen ware or clay or pittersalt earth) (Alberuni’s
India, i, p.49).

Actually this parable is meant to explain the diver-
sity in the three worlds even when they have all evolved
out of one pradhana. V, and M do not state what the
different receptacles could be. But V,, 16 says : u&t@-
graftegcqafa 9 a<a AfzEl artg ArEcaat afqeas IIFIIRHRafRTE |
AFHAR IR (ATFRGIARINGAT Or AHWT GINArsia« ¢ )
sRadlaasa: ageada 9Ruad 1+ The comparison is evidently
not fully expanded here. P has here : “The water which

comes from the atmosphere, is at the beginning of a
single taste. It transforms itself when it arrives on the
earth. It becomes of a varied taste, according to the
different receptacles’. If it is a vase of gold, its taste is
very sweet; if it is in the earth, its taste differs, according
to the quality of the earth.”
Alberuni seems to have expanded the idea further

to clear his point.

(b) Alberuni narrates the parable of a man travelling
towards the end of the night with his four pupils—this
being meant, as Alberuni also says, to explain ignorance
(doubt), incapacity, indolence or complacence and per-
fection. This is found in Vg4, V,, M, P, (ka. 46). But a
close study of these shows that P is based on V, and
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the style of V, and P is more dialogue-like, as also
in Alberuni’s book; and Alberuni seems to have
made the narration more elaborate and clear when he
says, “On coming near, he found it was pumpkins
on which there lay a tangled mass of something. Now
he knew that a living man, endowed with free will,
does not stand still in his place until such a tangled
mass is formed on his head, and he recognised at once
that it was a life-less object standing erect. Further,
he could not be sure if it was not a hidden
place for some dunghill. So he went quite close to it,
struck against it with his foot till it fell to the ground.
Thus all doubt having been removed, he returned to
his master and gave him the exact account. In this way
the master obtained the -knowledge through the inter-
mediation of his pupils.” (Alberuni’s India, i, pp. 84-85).

None of the commentaries mentions that the master
obtained the knowledge, as this is not the point at issue.
Further with regard to the third pupil, Alberuni writes :
“The third says: ‘It is useless to examine what it is, for
-the rising of the day will reveal it. If it is something
-terrible it will disappear at daybreak; if it is something
else, the nature of the thing will anyhow be clear to
-us’.”” This is not what we find in any of the commen-
taries. According to M the third pupil does not want
.either to doubt or to know what it is, for he feels this
will serve no purpose.

Actually as seen from the text of V,, there is a
description of the successive states of one and the same
person who passes through the condition of doubt, in-
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capacity, complacence and perfection- M must have
had the same idea. But the editor seems to have
emended gdtaq , 9gdq as gaw:, wgd:  respectively.

But V, says : @ gdat ag: fades sweard sfy fHmasra-
fig=iw o@ XA @idfa @y areaw: gfa | SET ArEAgaata 9gws |

q4 geige w3t gfewea=ar « Compare P—¢The disciple looks

at it and says : ‘Great master, of what good is it to
examine it now ? At therise of the sun a great caravan
will pass by here, to which we can attach ourselves.’
This third one, though he be not sure if it is a man
or a postdoes not worry about it (contentment).”

It can be seen that both Paramartha and Alberuni

‘have tried to present the original in their own way,

the latter trying to bring in the idea of the ‘terrible’
things popularly associated with darkness.

(c) We may mention one more point here. Alberuni
says that the godly (spiritual) beings are enumerated
at two places with different names (See Alberuni’s India,
i, p. 89).

We find the names of the godly beings in the

.commentaries on karikas 44 and 53. Let us see how

they are given :

Alberuni’s list is—(i) Brahman, Indra, Prajapati,
Saumya, Gandharva, Yaksa, Raksasa, Pisaca.

(ii) Brahman, Indra, Prajapati, Gandbarva, Yaksa,
Raksasa, Pitaras, Pisaca.

V, and M mention the same names at both the
places—Brahma, Prajapatya, Aindra, Pitrya, Gandharva,
Yaksa, Raksasa, Paisaca.

G-Brahma, Prajapatya, Saumya, Aindra, Gandharva,
Yaksa; Raksasa, Paisaca (-same at both the places).
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P—-(i) Brahma, master of the world (Prajapati), god
(-Indra), Gandharva, Yaksa, Raksasa, Yamaraja, demon.

(ii) King Brahma, master of the world (Prajapati),
master of the devas (devanam Indrah ), Gandharva,
Asura, Yaksa, Raksasa, Pisaca—This list is different
from that in P, 44.

Unfortunately, in V, both the lists are missing.
Scholars have somehow tried to explain away this
difference. But that the two lists were different cannot be
denied, and this is not what we find in V,;, G and M.
Had V4 not been missing here, it could have thrown
some light on Alberuni’s remark, especally when the list
in G (44) agrees with the first list given by Alberuni. (It
has been shown elsewhere that G agrees with V, at a
number of places in respect of expression as also the
contents). Gaudapada must have taken care to see that
the two lists were identical. We find the two lists different
in P also, but the Chinese version cannot give us a
clear idea of what was there in the original.

Thus we have seen that from some striking references
we can conclude that V, (-or a commentary very
much like it-) was the source-book for Alberuni, as also
for P. And so we feel like agreeing with Aiyaswami
Sastri to this extent that the Chinese Version and
Alberuni’s references to the Samkhya doctrines have a
common source; and I believe that it was Vg, though
both might have made some changes to make the
exposition interesting, or due to their peculiar cultural

bias.

. aw
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References to the Sarmkhya Karika in other works

Scholars have similarly examined the exposition of
some of the karikas of I$varakrsna in Kumarila’s Sloka-
varttika (Anumana:l05), in Kamalaila’s Pafijika on the
Tattvasangraha (7, 8, 9, 10,14) and in the Tattva-
bodhavidhayini (pp. 111, 280-284) of Abhayadeva on the
Sanmatitarka-prakarana. Aiyaswami Sastri has come to
the conclusion that these agree with the Chinese Version
and so must have been based on the original of the
Chinese version, Pt. Udayavira Sastri on the other hand
holds that they tally with M, and M itself is the original
of the Chinese version (See Sﬁmkhya-dars’ana ka Itihasa,
pp. 464 ff). I feel that the exposition and even the
wording is, in most cases, close to V,, though not the
same. The karikas might have been explained
here on the basis of Vg, though the authors have not
attempted to give the original exposition verbatim.
We may note one or two such references.

Explaining ‘vai$varipya’ of Samkhya Karika, 15,
the Tattvabodhavidhayini says :—3gswm &fa 5@t &
g=3=d | Q@ g ssamS safaefaam a=sfg oo afgariisfads: qar
TR ‘S gy g 3l AR @ avhsfiwg aga
UBIES g8 IwH IRUsgwg, sfa fedRswFafwy sfa asamg— aﬁa
quid g3 weifz fegafqwmsd w=salfd

Compare—a fawm: aifgwa: gearg sifgwma fagsaar fsgsea 33-
som & | Jusy wg 1 A A gl | doag A eeaar R
aAxi Srwair gPEA.... .. AT @Sy Afwa a=sfa | afaa aE
quT Feqq A3 3T 8% § 9 T¥ad 9% [awr] sweawiad suwh-
fafd @ wad aTq, A4 Al 9914 afen agaify Brafe m=afa
—V,
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@ framisiam: | fegerer Tt ed agecaficad: | @ AT
9=y AGIASAFAN 160 1....... T T NE: GOIHS  FAASTAH-
WAA QR WE v dRsEwwn awr IempaReRaraagesd
AT SEAY SEAET enakfafd | oF Aeag=ola | el |

—V,

a fourds famm  fegse wEt Fasag | ageafied: | a®
Yeg oeug  wWEnRSEEVE 4w L L. w1 a0 S SeTwS
EEASEAT: | gwg0 @9 e afasafd swEE ..., ..l M

It can be seen that V, is closest to the exposition
in the Tattvabodhavidhzyini.

But explaining the word f#sq in ka. 10, the Tattva-
bodhavidhayini (p. 282) says : &% wesfa gfa zear fox =
sgwq | awr fg 9@ yafa q=asy Slga.......| S 91 HgE -
GRS Tl % FdEieRd ; T Aqnsgay, weHamE. M has
simply @4 w=sfy sfa fexg. V, has not explained fesq (or
this portion of the text has been omitted by the copyist).
P too has the same explanation as in M. But V, has:
i wesfy, 7 war wafy, dang fexgdfd @1 fommg 1 v
Aegata q-ay &9 wesfza - @@ agarit w9 fexg 1 Thus we
find in V, the second explanation of fs&q given in the
Tattvabodhavidhayini, though the point is not pursued
and the author is more interested in the exposition
of =9 w=sdify fogu.

Y explamns the word by f&& asgeilwrag and J by
fegaastaersifald fowg \ staar =1 amdfl fem,

Surprisingly, the Paiijika (7) here gives only one
interpretation =7 w=difi #ral. Abhayadeva must have
been acquainted with V,; also, though he generally
follows V,—perhaps due to the influence of the Pafijika
which he usually follows. Gunaratna also says only
fegfifd  Fgemgesn qafmss =9 @d v fewg—See

PR

109

his commentary (p. 103) on the Saddarianasamuccaya
(Asiatic Society, Calcutta, 1905),

This point, however small, is significant inasmuch
as it shows that V, is later than Vg, but earlier than
Y, and J. V, just ventured to suggest another
explanation without pursuing it, while the others found
this more acceptable. Nevertheless, the explanation =%
w=sf@ was the traditional one.

Pt. Udayavira Sastri has drawn our attention to

some very striking similarities between P and M, which
according to him show that P could only have been a

translation of M (See ‘Samkhya Darsana ka [Itihzsa,
pp. 467-8).

(@) M has not explained wignwsmds of ka. 18;
and so also P. This could be possible only if P be a
transjation of M. (b) In ka. 11, M first states that
aharmkara is produced out of buddhi, and so on and
then states that pradhana also produces mahat (so
both are prasavadharmin). P has done the same,
though the author could have put it properly by
beginning with Prakrti. This shows, taccording to Pt.
Udayavira Sastri, that P is beyond any doubt a
translation of M.

In respect of (a), it can be said that it seems to
be just an accident. Paramartha, like the author of M
later, thought it was self-explanatory and did not
specifically explain it after translating it.

With regard to (b) we can only say that this is
what we find in V4 and V, also and this is but natural,
as the commentaries remaining faithful to the text of
the karika explain the characteristics in relation to the
vyakta and then say that this is true of avyakta also.
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It can be seenfrom thedetailed comparison of the
contents of M, G, V,, V,, and P that the Chinese
version seems to be based on Vg, though Paramartha
might have had knowledge of V, (as he adopts certain
readings of V). But in the face ofa number of dis-
similarities, and when it is found to tally more with V,
than with V, or M, it is not proper to say that P was
intended to be a translation of M or G. It might have
been a translation of V4 or of a commentary very
much like Vg (-if it at all existed). In my view, M is a
much later commentary and it seems to be an enlarged
and revised version of V, and is clearly influenced by

Vedantic ideas.
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Chronological Order of the Commentaries of
the Samkhya Karika

The problem of the chronological order of the
commentaries on the Samkhya karika is a vexed one
as hardly anything is known of their authors, and where
the names of the authors are known it is difficult to
identify them. Opinions are divided as regards the dates
also of the commentaries, Now that we have two hitherto
unknown commentaries, V;and V,, with us, we may
make a fresh attempt to determine the chronological
order of these commentaries. We shall fix our attention
mainly on V;, Vg, M, G, Y, and J,as the date of T is
known, and other commentaries like the Candrika of
Narayana Tirtha are very late. Instead of entering into
a vague discussion we should try to base our conclusions
on the original texts.

(A) A careful study of V, and V, shows that they
are very much alike in respect of style and method of
exposition. As said above M is obviously a revised
copy of V;. Let us now examine the texts and see what
they have to tell us.

(1) Ka. 1. o¥awi-ara=adraaia—YV, explains this thus :
fafsagd dissin sugax & Y FwsdA JwrawE) ArgEawEAfy. So
the karika should be read according to V, as S=is=arg=aat-
wyd, where the answer ‘No’ to the objection raised is
understood. According to the other commentaries the
karika should be construed as o#, gmFargsadqIswEAE. V4 is
very brief here and is clearly the earliest of the commen-
taries. The expression in the karika is a bit peculiar and
has to be explained with the use of the words gmrFarE
and sg=gwT (or Heaeaal g:@laga: atwma:...See T). V, isthe



112

only commentary adducing F&wi and TeFAAT as the
reasons. No other commentary followed it in this respect.
The following parallel expressions also need some

consideration : STAXET AAE Wei: AYHR:, AN FATATHDN(H)-

fAraERTRrgarfaEEraafa—V,;

ey ARSI STEEG:  BAweE werE (§ or ®) FAMAR-
Faegt gufafaf@aE—V,; ‘

B UEIR CCECHIRE L L L O LA E LT CEAE S L I o
~ fagm:—M. The expression-in M is much more comp.act
than in the others. V, seems to be consciously bringing
in the idea of remedy for different types of ailment. of
‘course, this is not a very sure evidence; it can only
serve to corroborate other proofs.

(2) Ka. 2.7 u(@)sdgweaa- -~ —This stanza is four!d
quoted in only V, and V,4. In many other respects, in
matter of style and the like, V5 and V! are alike and
do mnot seem to be much separated in time, though
V, seems to be the earlier of the two.

(3) Ka 4. A stanza giving the deﬁnitio-n ?f agama.
is quoted in Vg, V,, G and M. In V, it is quoteq
as s arfagaawty gy figeee; in V, as AN AFIIAATH
ey g which is obviously not proper. In G and
M we find zvrt @ma=aaE Quamfag:. Could we say that V,
was influenced by V, and hence this inconsistency could
occur ? See Nyaya-Bhusana, pp. 379-380 s Nwg—

st anegaaafa Qued Gy '

fudfisTd T A gmeadwd, s (Saddarsana
Prakatana Pratisthana, Varapasi) :

(4) Ka. 3. mgﬁtwaaaq—A_ccording t.o vV, ar.ld Vas
aptasruti signifies the intuition“of aptas like Harl,. H.ara
or the like, viz. the Veda; and aptavacana signifies
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the utterances of the authors of the dharmasastras, viz.
Manu and others. P has the same interpretation. But
here the distinction of ‘lakgya-laksana is not maintained.
G and M explain differently—apta signifies the acaryas,
Brahma and the like, and Sruti signifies Veda; both
these are meant by aptavacana. M further refers to the
three kinds of laksana and concludes that aptavacana
refers to what is relevant here, viz. the view of Kapila.

Y gives different interpretations so as to compre-
hend the Vedas, utterances of Manu and such other
acaryas and of all reliable persons versed in the different
arts—anar wat gfd:, sy gfroasR:, wasfRamf g
facdsqs: (Veda, and the teachings of Manu and the like
and of experts).

J accepts out of these s1<d¥3: 5fd: and justifies how
apta-vacana and zpta-$ruti could be the same—urdvat
a1 oI gfanar ag wAgT, dedisa@ar ad: ww egaNE-
grafaEadeal askANfRzad. T is conscious that it needs to
be specifically pointed out which expression signi-
fies the definition (=%%) and which the thing defined
(®&9). So it says : smAgaafafa ssafada, WRRAS sgma « wmar amr
g ad s arar G 2R ewsfy: | 9 et aEdTE.

Here V, and V, are the same. Y accepts this
meaning, but explains siayf@ as an ekasesa-samzsa con-
veying all this meaning and regards @ptavacana as the
name of the pramana and contends that thereby the
karika refutes the view that sabda can be included in
anumana. The author of J is not keen on including the
Veda in particular under aptavacana, so it justifies how

aptavacana is aptasruti. He takes the hint from emdsey:
8
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gf: of Y. G and M explain ws3f as a dvandva
compound. This suggests the order Vao V4, Y, J, T.

I refrain from saying anything yet regarding G and M
but M seems to be later than G. ’

(3) In V, and V, (and also P) the method adopted
at some places is that of a dialogue between the pupil
an.d. the teacher. The pupil asks the teacher a question
arising from the latter’s exposition, Vg uses the term
a9, a question contained in and arising from what
ha}s bee1.1 previously stated. After answering this it is
said, ‘s5d I5a:, we come to the point.’ V; uses the term
wA-atss—the teacher asks the pupils to ask the next

qu.estion (See introductory passage to ka. 9). Or could
this be a scribal error ?

- (6) Ka. 11—=13aq, is explained by gagaqgia 374
ad in Vi, Vg and J. G and M use the word Qaafy
instead of 3zafd, this being meant to explain the term
’%aa and a conscious improvement on Izaf, Similarly
in the explanation of sggafid, V, and V, use the term’
sgafd, whereas the other commentaries change the
grammatical construction and employ 5ga@ or wgz-a.
And V, aud V, use the expression fasamy: 3%, where-
as the others use the term smm=y:.

Another point worth nothing is that here V » P
and J specifically mention that purusas are many and
that in respect of anekatva purusa is like vyakta and
unlike avyakta. V, has failed to mention this point and
perhaps 'V, corrects it. G and M on the other hand
say that purusa is one like avyakta. Could this be due
to the Vedantic trend of their authors ?.Or were they
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carried away by the point to point similarity between
avyakta and purusa ?

(7) Ka. 18—V, (-and so also M-) has given its
own explanation of swafigarg and awfgA@ (Some are
born high, others low, and so forth) and then stated
that others explain this as waawifdga@ (-when one is
born, at the same time another dies, whereas if there
were one purusa all would be born’or would die simul-

taneously). This latter is the explanation found in V,,
P, G, J and T. The two interpretations are not

substantially much different. The emphasis in one is on
different creatures having their own birth (at their own
time and of their own kind-high or low), as also death.
The emphasis in the other is on different creatures
having different contrary experiences (which cannot co-
exist in one) at the same time. The idea of contrary
experience is clearly brought out in Y ani also some-
what in the interpretation presented after =R Foiigfes
in V; (-and after aat gafteagi aotafza in M—), though even
in Vg, P, G, J and T the idea is the same that if
there were one purusa all would be born at the same
time and all would die at the same time. It seems that
the first interpretation given by V, is its author’s own
while the one referred to is the one handed down by
tradition. V; seems to have presented the idea in V,
so as to pointedly show the difference, as also to bring
out the contrariness of the experiences of birth and
death which cannot co-exist in one. Y has done o
even more precisely. Vi should be prior to V,; which
in its turn should be prior to Y.

(8) Ka. 40—w@thaifaan—V, and-M explain this by
¢influenced by devabhava etc.’, V, says: ¢ The bhavas



116

are explained later on, the subtle body is influenced by
these. P interprets this by saying that the subtle body
is influenced by the three states of being mentioned
later on (i e. in ka. 43 ), viz. the sarhsiddhika, prakrtika
and vaikrta, Y,J and T interpret this as ¢influenced by
the eight, viz. dharma, adharma, jiana, ajiiana, etc.” G’s
explanation is ‘influenced by the bhavas, dharma, etc,
which are explained later on’. The latter explanation
(found in Y, J, T, G) is more precise and this serves to
indicate that V,, V, and P are earlier thanY, etc.. Here
too V, is more faithful to the text of the Sarmkhya
Karika which uses the term bhava for samsiddhika, etc.,
whereas V, gives the details of these bhavas (—-devabhava,

etc.). It may be noted that G and J use the expression

gutfssag (G) or sy, (J ), ‘coloured’ to explain =fyaifgas
( ¢ scented’ ); that is to say, they change the meta-

phor. This shows that G and ] are related and perhaps

G is prior to J (-Swfswaq is in sound more alike to

afaifaag than segmqy is). Thus G and J seem to be

posterior to V,, V; and Y and even here V, seems

to be posterior to V.

Moreover fagnitny in this karika is explained by V,,
G, J and T as conveying that the subtle body is not
capable of experiencing anything in the absence of the
gross body (=Y is substantially the same); whereas V,
and M explain thus : ssgignt favar setmeafaxfgas. This
only shows that Vg4, G, J, T mostly constitute one line
of influence, whereas V;, and M belong to another.

(9) A stanza enumerating the ten #fomids is found
in Vo (ka. 21), V,, M(ka. 72), J (51). The author of Y
seems to have composed his own stanzas on the basis

-,
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. 1-2), and T quotes tl:ese. No s:uch

:{a;l;(;seis(?‘ztelnYd, iIr)lp G. Vge find Wf?f fq (Or &1FIAT Or aﬁq:;t:i
in Y, J, T and in the commentaries on the Tat:v(al.szil;nv
in the place of faaf in tl.le stanza c{;lo fes uote;
and V,. The same stanza as 1l Vy and Vi ; gr ”
from Devala in Aparaditya’s commen.tary on If; eUdz;y &
cittadhyaya, 108 of YﬁjﬁavalkyaSmr.tl_ (S’ee tégg_w);) Y
vira Sastri’s ‘Samkhyadarsana ka I“tlhas.a, pPp- s
We find on the other hand #FEd 10 t_l}e' is Ll : the
Dvadagaranayacakra  (p. 411) of Mallavadin gr at%m"-
surishwar Jain Granthamala No. 26)— S8 tac‘ﬁ ;%
siafamr(waiweaméagawgeaq‘tnﬁtmn&mﬁwa A, .o i he“;
aidce @ awafa’ elsewhere signiﬁes. one topic, hs.t. ore
Mallavadin seems to have mentioned on'liy, Strl 1.%]%:
qranafzf aeafe  faw—Vy; ARy IR ;aabove-
fagr—M. Y has feafa; while J after quoting the o
mentioned stanza, in the course of ,explauat%zln sazr:ading
Somuafuzer | At sl RN 5. < 1\;

fya3f: also seems to have been there (See ).

igi ading, But
at fa3%: must have been the original reading

the x5 of gad though a0 important t?lne:\ o£ izcx)t;l:lh}éz
hilosophy is not included here, wh.1e a%?. ki
1i:)ncluded in fagin also; so .a'r:xother ;Ze:ldlr;i i:t':lﬂ ;r;g ey
: me into existence, . ad
r:cl::setp':‘e?ivi); (:;hose who were interested 10 the ext[;ols);tlt(:lr;
of Samkhya philosophy. Evenso, Vg. Vi sx;,)emihe pethe
earliest of the commentaries. Y seems to be

include @Fgwm; it might have itself made this innovation,
which it was capable of doing. ) L

(10) Ka. 14—V says here wfE Pz aﬁe.mr;ﬂ d::lﬁ
fag:—This is not quite proper as qggafit is not included,
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though V, has used the word w==%. V; seems to correct
V, when it says fisqafddqafewion seqesdsa: q a5 fow:.
Similarly V; has af=z3 s=3wq for afmzdsgmayg of Vg,
which is not very precise.

Moreover, V,, V; G and M explain afgedammaa.
thus : Where threads are seen, cloth also is seen and
vice versa; similar is the relation of vyakta and avyakta,

there is non-existence of the contrary. The rignificance of
" 3o is not very clearly brought out by them; only V,
and M argue afan axfafass, azfafew  afgwd, afged wamieg,
@M=y agAaq, IgAdq  amagufsd. P has  “Inseparability
and the other (properties) can be established by the
(three) gunas, and by the non-existence of the
contrary.” That is to say, if these properties did not

exist in the cause (avyakta), these would not have been
there even in the vyakta.

Y says here rather abruptly zemig aofquwds: f=9: 1 ax
favgranaaaey seqafedey @ 7 wadfa greaa sfamzgfasm: | qena
oRAYA =% qAv gaomfade:. J explains : Jyoaemadsfidsar-
¥wiaiA... Where there is absence of traigunya, there is
absence of these properties also; purusa which is nirguna
cannot possibly have these characteristics which are
established on the strength of traigunya. J and T have
taken the hint from Y. (T explains fRemwEi as
fauddswaa ). According to Y,Jand T fyedaiwmma puts forth
a vyatireki hetu — ‘because in purusa, in the absence
of avivekitva, etc. there is absence of traigunya.’

V, is brief here-and lacking in precise expression.
G is clearly influenced by V, here and is not as clear

as the others. G seems to regard fysdawa and
FROOTREATE, BT as two hetus establishing avyakta and
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also its having these properties, while %ﬁﬂm;t e;flab;il:;:
avivekitva, etc. in respect of weaf. .V1 an M sl
three hetus here. So also P through it does not say 50

According to Y and J, the second line establishes

s the
these characteristics in respect of alvylaiktal.), v;:;;:z ihe
first line proves the statement in ka. 11, by

s
is aviveki, etc. as it has the three gunas. T say

e existence of avyakta.

i ishes the
that the second line establis : .
thas tried to improve on Y and],-—lf.the propertltt‘esk;:;:l
proved due to Suvg  they are proved in respect O

vyakta and avyakta, and so in the view of T the second

kta in -which these
line proves the existence of avyakta 1m which

properties could exist. Here T has remained fallthﬁil tc; ;hse
actual wording of the karika, though as V4 clearly h eyn;
the author of the karika perhaps onl.y wants to sa}; her
that avyakta is established as having these prop .

This shows that G was written on the line§ of \e-,
and it tried to improve on Vg as much as possible. V;
also, as seen above, improved on Yg. J and. T were
influenced by Y, which for the.ﬁrst time explained pre-
cisely the argument in this karika.

(11) Ka. 65—V, and V4 have the readirll\% li;a'ic:
fyfase:, (-epithet of purusa), vghereas.G, J,. T M, .s:;ng
gneafifazam, (-epithet of prakrti) (-This portnfn is ;‘m o
in Y). wasdfafqzam is more in consonance Wwith ﬁi \ ,
and seems to be a conscious cha:nge. maqde q; er.
Paramartha seems tohave read something like &€ ziftﬂ,
which would include even jiiana (tfecause he' wzzlnteThi: |
avoid the term @wsw of ka. 63, WthlZ.l he omitte ).th :
also shows that V, and Vg are earlier than the others.
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The ?.b'ove discussion enables us to see that V, and
:}79 are su.nilar in style, V, being the earlier of the two.
was written on the lines of V, and M j
V1 Y explained the Karikz very Qprecisell;/1 ;:da s;:f::};ngf‘
tlca}ll): for the first time, perhaps reading much more
logic in it than even the author meant. ] and T were
influenced by Y, T being very much on the lines of J.
. (B) Now we may see if we can find any influence of
V,4 on the other commentaries as this would further
-help us to determine the order.
mg:nagw The illustrations of gdsa, Swag and GrArFEes
W73-All mention the inference 3R Aaghad
i of, Only, M is more precise—gﬂﬂﬁsili;:ﬁ;i
wfast af;é Sw9afd. gdaa is explained in V, and V. thus:
IT 99 A 9=g 3% Y, G and J on the othelr hanci
use the e)ipression W (9 foma-] ) swenfa sy 759d, (See
I BT #3Agda3-Nyaya-bhagya, 1.1.5). M on the other
hand._seems to say that piirvavat is based on earlier
expinence—ﬁfﬁa‘; ®fa gdaq. (Compare vt wiaflkfy a3
NP HAEI AR TR AT T e GAAT e CGEIEEE
Rfé-Nyaya-bbasya, 1.1.5) M explains it also as inference
of cause from effect—adiggdngsR 391 27 i a1 gdf..

) For %Gr.arq, Vs, Vi, G and M give the illustra-
tion of tasting a few drops of sea-water and inferring
that sea-water is salty. (The Buddhist work Upaya-
hrdaya gives this very illustration). P and J give the
Mustration “ Seeing the water of a river recently
muddled they know that rain has fallen higher up the
river.” (Compare—qalcsfavdiagzs aan: T alud 9 e
Aadlsgha - afRfi— Nyaya- bhasya, 1.1.5. ). P and J
might have introduced this change in view of the
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illustration in Nyaya—bhasya 1.1.5 and the discussion
in Nyaya-sutra and Bhagya, 2.1.38-39. These clearly
seem to be guided by the Nyaya-bhagya.

wmFgdlze is not found explained in V4. V4, P, G, M
give the illustration of seeing the mangoes flower at one
place and inferring that they are in flower everywhere.
J gives the same illustration as in the Nyaya-bhasya
and other works—~inference of the movement of the Sun
from change of place as in the case of Devadatta.

Y has knowledge of all these illustrations that are put
forth and gives its own set of illustrations, and is keen
on defending these from the attacks of others : g33q-
AR wfyasgar 79 AvTI-FaFk <@ grgmafa sfqw@ma;  amegd)-
Te-wiag  gafiade=d ey &fag  garatupsgsgrenfRsd g9ega,
This presupposes more serious thinking on the part of
logicians and we have parallel discussions in the
Slokavarttika of Kumarila.

It may be noted that when Y refers to g3zX sqg5f=g
959 A977 #quAIsgAad, it seems to be using the expression
of V. V;, G and M use the word =qww; and V,
(—so also M-) employs the expression &InqadizFigm:,
and G, 9galgs wisueq,

(13) Ka. 16—V, and M have not attached much
importance to the illustration afssag in this karika.
They simply say : aur: afsens fgaifd fgawda aflosfd and
then switch over to 3¥egeal fa=.... Vg4, Y, G, J and T,
on the other hand, explain afezaq properly, though in
their own way. V, and P say that water from the
antariksa becomss of a varied taste accordingto the res-
pective receptacles. G, J and T are to the samne effect.
It is interesting to note that before giving the example
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of water from the antariksa, V, refers to water drunk
by serpents, cows aud camels turning into poison, milk
and urine. Y combines both these : FarraftanzfafRiamaa:
segfatsaat Myssteal v dopfmfkisss s, This
is a summarised form of the explanation in V,,

Another point worth noting is that the second line
as commented upon by V, apparently seems to be sRuaa:
afesqq gaagsmasafadnia, while according to the others it
is aRowa: afessa sRisfgmsaidg . Vi, P, Y and M do
not show-any special interest in the expression afgafy-
gm=afeRieia, whereas G, Jand T have specifically explained
it. In the explanation of this term, Vi, Y, G and
M seem to understand this as gmARAAA—they undergo
different forms according to the receptacles of the
gunas. J and T on the other hand take gunas themselves
as the asrayas—the distinctions based on the gunas. The
authors of G, J and T seem to have noted the drawback
in the earlier commentaries (Vg Vi, Y) and
specifically explained the term.

It may be noted that the karika text of V4 has
sfasfagmsmfi@wa  and not gIggaawafaRyig. The author
of Vg (—See also P—) might have just omitted to explain
the term sfasTgmsafRi and not have intended gI%7Y-
WINARANT as a part of the pratika, though from the
point of view of metre it is perfectly alright. Or could
there have been an arya in V, containing this expression,
as there is a Chinese verse in P containing an expression
to the same effect ? Or cculd it be that the author of
V4 thought that the kaiika could have been simpler with
AFIINATAIANF ¢

- %
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Moreover, applying the simile &fesa, V4, P, G and
J explain how avyakta is modified as deva, manusya
and tiryak, and Y and T simply speak of different
modifications. V; mentions here the adhyatmika (buddhi,
ahamkara, etc.), adhidaivika ($ita, usna, etc.) and zadhi-
bhautika (deva, gandharva, etc.) modifications. (The last,
adhibhautika, is missing in M). V, tries at many places

to give a different interpretation and we find Y, G, ]
mostly following V.

(14) Karika 27-This karika according to Vg4 and Y
is : gweTEHA AA: g<Afeagguaar waresEd | A-afawnefasd qear-
gwasai aa u Paramartha’s reading tallies with the first line
but the second line is the same as in G, J and T (gu-
sReafaizaraeg @iz, V, has oai@dqiza and M oamagi=a).
The first line in V,, M, G, J and Tis 3uaeasqaq a«:
dgeuafaffad = gasia. It is very interesting to note that
V,; comments very briefly on, in fact restates wrafa®is-
fawag...and then after the discussion as to the kartr of
the eleven organs gives an exposition of Ymftmafaziar-
saiicaq, as explaining the origin and location of the
organs.The karika is translated in P thus : “Manas
is that which discerns. One says that the organ is of
two sorts : it is modified according to the variations
of the three gunas (on the one hand) and according to
external differences (on the other hand).” P explaining
that the different organs receive their respective places
due to the three gunas, says : “The manas is modified
according to the variations of the three gupas and
according to external differences. Among the organs
there are those which apprehend objects close by,
while others perceive things from afar. Their object.
is double, (i) to avoid danger; (ii) to protect the
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body. ‘To avoid danger’ (relates to the eyes and
ears, which) in seeing and hearing from afar, avoid the
danger. ‘To protect the body’ (relates to the eight other
organs, which) perceive the eight species of objects, from
each of the objects approaching the corresponding organ;
that permits us to regulate our body according to these
objects.” This is not found elsewhere, It may be noted
. that from 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
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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:
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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

147

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.

<

— —y ——

153

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.).
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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



162

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
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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
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.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).
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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

175

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.

181

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
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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

201

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



\£)

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

- o
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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,

14
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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
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(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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