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PREFACE

‘yadatra sausthavar kizjcit tad guroreva menahi/

yadatrasausthavam Kizjcit tanmaiva gurornahi//®

It is indeed due to the benevolent design of the Immanent Will that the
Ph.D. research thesis entitled ‘Purusacaitanya Revisited: A Critical Study of

the Samkhya Concept of Consciousness’ could be completed successfully.

The Samkhya philosophical system admits two distinct categories —
the purusa and the prakrti, denoting consciousness and matter respectively.
According to Sarmmkhya philosophy, purusa is pure (suddha), eternal (nitya),
immutable (aparinami), unrelated (asambaddha), not-bound (kirastha) etc.
However, in the empirical realm we find purusas to be the knower, the
enjoyer, the agent and the like, and hence, bound. Just like the other orthodox
schools of philosophy in India, the Sarmkhya system too considers liberation
to be the highest goal of human life. Thus, the main contention of the Samkhya
philosophy is to explain the nature and the possibility of cognition and
liberation in case of the purusa who is essentially of the opposite nature as
experienced in the phenomenal realm. For instance, questions like, if purusa
is essentially unbound, then how can we account for its propensity towards
liberation, come up as intriguing issues of the subject matter. It is to be noted
that such issues can render the entire tradition of Samkhya philosophy as a

moksasastra, questionable. Moreover, the issues concerning the possibility of



knowledge, enjoyment, agency etc. as related to consciousness pose to be
matters of grave analysis and contemplation. Keeping that in mind the present
research thesis has been prepared with an effort to delve deep into the above
issues of significant academic concern and plausible responses have been
provided as far as practicable in consonance with the Samkhya philosophical
tradition. However, critiques against the Samkhya positions have also been
dealt with in order to provide a comprehensive and an exhaustive study of
consciousness in the Sarmkhya philosophy and in its competing traditions. The
thesis in question has been prepared in connection to the partial fulfilment of
the Ph.D. research programme at the Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur

University, Kolkata.

In preparing the current research write-up, the one whose
unfathomable contribution and relentless effort stand undeniable is that of my
revered professor and Ph.D. supervisor, Prof. Rupa Bandyopadhyay. Without
her profound teachings, rigorous guidance and immense support, the thesis
would not have seen the light of the day. I offer my humblest and deepest
regards to her from the bottom of my heart. The clarity, authenticity, novelty
if any and whatever might be considered as appreciable in this thesis is entirely
due to my supervisor, Prof. Bandyopadhyay. Whatever flaws, vagueness,
inauthenticity, incompetence that may have crept in, the onus is entirely on

me.

| express my sincerest regards to all my teachers who have taught me

at different levels of my institutional education and especially to all my



professors and the respective heads of the Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur
University who have opened up before me an entire horizon of profound
philosophical thoughts at various strata of my academic interactions with
them. Further | express my sincere gratitude to my teacher Prof. Proyash
Sarkar, Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur University who has extended his
kind cooperation and support on every occasion as regards the official matters
and has provided extremely thought-provoking academic suggestions in the
course of my research work. 1 also express my deep respect and fond regards

to my teacher Prof. Maushumi Guha for her kind help in preparing the thesis.

| further express deep gratitude towards all the supporting staff of the
Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur University and especially to our
librarian, Shri Bidyut Bihari Sarkar who has extended his unstinted help and
cooperation at every single instance, whenever | have been in need of that.
Furthermore, | am indebted to the Central Library, Jadavpur University for
providing me with texts, references, journals etc. which have been of immense

significance in the course of my learning and preparing the research thesis.

The empowering encouragement and the unwavering cooperation that
| have received from my respected colleagues of the Department of
Philosophy, University of North Bengal, Darjeeling in the course of my
research work requires special mention here. | express my deepest gratitude
and personal regards to each one of them. I am specifically indebted to Prof.
Raghunath Ghosh, Retired Professor, Department of Philosophy, University

of North Bengal and Prof. D. N. Tiwari, Department of Philosophy and



Religion, Benares Hindu University, Varanasi for their profound kindness in
teaching me various theories and contentions of the different schools of Indian
philosophy which have an immense contribution in preparing the present

thesis.

| further express my gratefulness to the respective heads of the
Department of Philosophy, University of North Bengal and the authorities of
the University for providing me with immense support and cooperation as
regards the official permissions and requisite matters as and when sought for,
for the pursuance of my research work over the stipulated tenure. 1 am also
grateful to the supporting staff, Department of Philosophy, University of North
Bengal for their kind help as and when needed. | am further indebted to the
University Library, University of North Bengal for providing me with the
requisite books, journals, references etc. whenever | have been in need of those
over the entire period of my research work and also to the University Grants
Commission Special Assistance Programme, Department of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal for regularly providing me with the financial
assistance requisite for taking educational trips to various institutions for
library purpose and procurement of original and rare texts, along with

authentic references requisite for my research work.

| am especially indebted to Prof. Balaganapathi Devarakonda, Head,
Department of Philosophy, University of Delhi, New Delhi for his unstinted
help and kind permission in allowing me to make use of the library facilities

of the University of Delhi and also for his immensely significant academic



observations on my research work on various occasions whenever | have
discussed it with him. I express my deepest gratitude and respect to him.
Further | also express my indebtedness to the Indian Institute of Advanced
Studies, Shimla for providing me with the library facilities required for my

research purpose.

Furthermore | am greatly indebted to Svami Suparnanandaji Maharaja,
Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture, Golpark, Kolkata and the Library-
in-Charge of the same, and also Svami Amalatmanandaji Maharaja, Gadadhar
Ashrama, Ramakrishna Math, Bhawanipore, Kolkata for their unstinted help
in providing me with books and the requisite references related to my thesis
from their personal collection as well as from the library of the Institute and
the Ashrama during the dire period of the pandemic and the subsequent
lockdown. It is significantly because of their kind help and cooperation during
such hours of crisis that it is being possible on my part to submit the thesis
within the stipulated time. | express my deepest reverence and gratitude form

the core of my heart to the holy monks of the Ramakrishna Mission order.

My students, M.Phil. research scholars, friends, well-wishers and
innumerable individuals in my life-sphere who have contributed in various

capacities in the pursuit of my research work are deeply loved and respected.

| further express my sincere gratefulness to Shri Bishwajit Majumdar
who has tirelessly extended his assistance in providing the manuscript of the

thesis its digital impression. Without the reception of such extensive help from



him, it would not have been possible for me to complete the research work in

its stipulated time. My heartfelt gratitude to him.

Without the incessant inspiration, loving support and the strengthening
blessings of whom the research work would not have been possible at all, are
my parents Prof. Rita Ghosh, Professor, Department of Biochemistry and
Biophysics and Dean, Faculty of Science, University of Kalyani, Kalyani and
Prof. Somnath Ghosh, Retired Professor, Department of Chemistry, Jadavpur
University, Kolkata and Former Vice-Chancellor, University of North Bengal,
Darjeeling. | express my deepest reverence and warmest regards to them from
the core of my heart. Further | express with a heavy heart my fond
remembrance and deepest love for my paternal grandmother Late Shantilata
Ghosh and my maternal grandparents Late Shefali Dutta and Late Anath Nath
Dutta. Without their purest love, unquivered blessings and affectionate
teachings of leading a good life, | would not have evolved the way | am today.
Memories with them will forever be safe in my heart and their implicit
guidance will continue to shed light on the journey of my life. Further it is my
firm conviction that my paternal grandfather Late Radhesh Chandra Ghosh,
whom | have not had the fortune to ever encounter with due to his untimely
demise, has always and will ever continue to bestow me with his fond

blessings from his heavenly abode.



Finally, I conclude by offering my Ph.D. research thesis as the humblest
submission to the holyspirit of my diksaguru Srimat Svami Gitanandaji

Maharaja , Ramakrishna Math and Ramakrishna Mission.

Kolkata 700 025 Sincerely

Date: Swagata Ghosh
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INTRODUCTION

The Sarmkhya philosophy represents one of the oldest traditions in the
Indian philosophical system. Analogous to the other orthodox schools of
philosophy, the Samkhya system too considers liberation to be the highest goal
of human life. However, the uniqueness of the Sarmhkhya system lies in the
nature of liberation as admitted by them and the means by which it can be
attained. According to the Sarmkhya philosophers, though liberation is
identical with the absolute cessation of sufferings, it can only be attained by
acquiring discriminatory knowledge (vivekajijana) between the purusa and the
prakrti. This is, however, a very preliminary manner of talking about the
Samkhya thesis but we would delve deeper into the depths of the subject and
try to carry out an exhaustive study of the entire Sarhkhya sastra in the course

of our present research work.

In order to state the layout and the course of study followed in the
construction of the thesis it is important to put forward at the very outset a
brief outline of the structure of the thesis before entering into the discussion

of the core subject matter. It is as follows —

The thesis consists of the following parts and its component chapters:

Introduction: Here in the introduction, we primarily aim at specifying

the objective of the research work along with the clarification of certain basic

17



notions of the Sarhkhya philosophical tradition, required to delve into the

study of the concerned subject matter.

Part I: It concentrates mainly on the nature of purusa and examines

the arguments for establishing the doctrine of purusa (purusasiddhi).

e Chapter 1 — The first chapter includes discussions on the nature

and definition of purusa.

e Chapter 2 - In this chapter a critical analysis of the arguments for
the existence of purusa as put forward by the Samkhya

philosophers have been carried out.

e Chapter 3 — The third chapter elucidates the doctrine of the

multiplicity of purusa and examines the issues related to it.

Part Il: This part focuses on the phenomenon of knowledge - how
knowledge is produced, issues related to purusabobodha, pramana, veracity

of pramana (pramanya) etc.

e Chapter 4 - In the fourth chapter detailed discussion on the number

of pramanas, their definition, veracity etc. has been done.

e Chapter 5 - Critical examination of the concept of purusabobodha

in the concerned philosophical system along with the debates

18



between the classical and neo traditions has been carried out in the

fifth chapter.

Part 111: We know that the prakrti is conceived of as evolving for the
benefit of purusa, either its enjoyment or its liberation; yet purusa is not
conceived of as the doer or the agent in the present system. This leads to a split
between the concepts of the doer and the enjoyer. So it has been analysed that
how far and whether at all purusa can be considered as the enjoyer.
Accordingly, the concepts of bondage and liberation too have been re-

examined.

e Chapter 6 - The sixth chapter analyses and explicates the relation
between the purusa and the prakrti based on which the entire

creation comes into being.

e Chapter 7 - The issues of bondage and liberation in the light of the
new findings from the previous chapters have been revisited and

reviewed in the seventh chapter.

Part IV: We know that the Advaita Vedantins pose to be the severest
critics of the Sarmkhya philosophical tradition. The Advaitins have tried to
refute the Samkhya position from quite a few perspectives. Again the
Samkhya philosophers too have put forward a number of objections against
the Advaita Vedanta thesis, and that is why they are considered as the main

opponents (pradhanamalla) of the Advaita tradition.
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e Chapter 8 — The final chapter of the thesis deals with the debate
between the Advaita Vedanta and the Sarhkhya philosophical
traditions regarding issues on the nature of consciousness, the
possibility of its bondage and liberation and also the theories
concerning the creation of the world, that is, prakrtikaranatavada

and brahmakaranatavada.

Conclusion: The entire research findings, their critical evaluation, how
far the objective of the work has been achieved and what new avenues have
opened up in the course of the study have been comprehensively stated in the

concluding chapter.

On clarifying the format of study and its presentation in the thesis, let
us now delve into the discussion of the actual thesis primarily following the
classical Sarmkhya tradition. In Samkhyatattvakaumudr, at the very beginning
of the sastra, we find the following invocation, - ‘ajamekam
lohitasuklakysnam bahvi prajah Srjamanam namamahl aja ye tam jusamanam
bhajante jahatyendn bhuktabhogdam numastan//>*. This is an adaptation from
the following verse of the Svetasvatara Upanisad, - ‘ajamekan
lohitasuklakrsnam  bahvi prajah  Srjamanam  saripahl ajo  hyeko

jusamano ‘anusete jahdtyendam bhuktabhogamajo’anyahll®.

Vacaspati Misra utters the above verse as an invocation to his text in
consonance with the hymns from the Upanisad, and it establishes the fact that

the Sarmkhya philosophical tradition is an orthodox system because the main

20



tenets of the Sarmkhya philosophy are in consonance with the Vedas. The first
verse offers salutations to the basic material principle (tattva) — praketi. It
describes its essence as eternal, one and consisting of three qualities (gura) -
sattva, rajas, and tamas as indicated by the terms sukla, lohita and krsna
respectively. Now the second half of the first verse talks of the various
evolutes of prakrti and it indicates the fact that primordial prakrti can only be
inferred through its evolutes. In the second half of the first verse Vacaspati
Misra salutes the many purusas, the other basic principle of the Samkhya
philosophical system, and at the same time it expresses the essential nature of
purusa as eternal. However, the verse interestingly indicates that
consciousness in its purest form is one, but when delimited by a body, though
apparently, appears to be many. They are termed as baddha or samsart
purusas. Vacaspati Misra says that both the bound and the eternally free
purusas should be held with regard. This is because pure consciousness is
evidently the state we strive to attain, and thus it is a matter of the highest
regard; on the other hand, the bound beings help prakyti fulfil its ultimate end
of serving the needs of enjoyment and liberation of purusa. Moreover, bound
beings are also essentially pure, since, the embodied consciousness is nothing
but a reflection of the pure, absolute consciousness. Hence, both are to be held
with utmost regard. Another important feature of the invocatory verse is that
it shows reverence towards the basic principles of the Sarhkhya philosophical
system, but there is no mention of God. Thus, it indicates that the Sarhkhya
philosophy is an orthodox system, but it does not admit God as a separate

category.
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Now we all know that the attainment of the absolute cessation of
sufferings is the highest end (paramapurusartha) of human existence. So it is
necessary to enquire into the means of attainment of such end. I$varakrsna
addresses this problem in the first verse (karika), as follows —
‘duhkhatrayabhighatat  jijiiasa tadapaghatake hetaul drste sa’partha

cennaikantatyanto ’bhavat//’3.

In this verse, we find the term ‘dukkhatrayabhighatat’, which suggests
a probans (hetu) because of being in the fifth case ending. Now establishing a
fact with the help of probans involves an inferential method. The inference in
the present case may be stated as —‘dukkhapaghatakahetuh jijijasavan
(jijiasavisayah) duhkhatrayabhighatat dharmavat’®. In the above inference
we find that the locus (paksa) is the means of eradication of sufferings, and
that in turn constitutes the essential content of the Sarhkhya sastra. The
probandum is the enquiry (jijjasa) about such means and
duhkhatrayabhighatatva is the probans. This, however, is not acceptable
because it involves the fallacy called svarapasiddhi. When the probans is not
located in the locus, then such fallacy occurs. Here the probans refers to that
which is afflicted by the three-fold sufferings; whereas the locus indicates the
conditions for eradication of the three-fold sufferings. Evidently, the probans
cannot reside in the locus in such a case. Hence, the revised interpretation of
the probans and that of the inference as such is that the probans should be read

as ‘dubkhatrayabhighatavat purusaprayojanasadhakatvat’®. Accordingly, the
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inference means that which serves the necessity of the individual afflicted by

the three-fold sufferings, that itself becomes a matter of enquiry, like, dharma.

Now Vacaspati Misra raises an objection that before analysing whether
at all there is the fallacy of svarapasiddhi or not, we must first look into the
fact that the probans itself might face quite a few challenges as regards its
plausibility. That in turn would lead to the fallacy of sadhanaprasiddhi, and
in such case, the question of forming an inference would not be possible at all.

Now according to Vacaspati Misra, the challenges might be as follows® -

1) ‘yadi dukkharm nama jagati na syat’. That is, if there be no such
thing as suffering in the world, then no individual would have any inclination

to study the sastra which establishes the means of eradication of sufferings.

i) ‘sad va na jihdasitam’. It might be so, there are sufferings, yet no
one wants to get rid of it. Even in such cases the probandum cannot be
established. That is, enquiry into the means of eradication of sufferings as
stated by the sastra would not be a matter of concern. In both the cases, we

would find the fallacy of sadhanaprasiddhi.

111) ‘jihasitam va asakyasamucchedam’. Again it may be claimed that
even though there are sufferings, they are despised by all, yet their eradication
is impossible. In such cases as well none would be inclined to study the sastra.
It 1s as if a doctor treats a headache, where there is no head at all, ‘siro nasti

sirah pida’. Or even better, everyone knows that it is impossible to bring down

23



the moon on the surface of the earth. So however one might desire such an
absurd thing, no one strives for it. Similarly, if it is impossible to uproot pain
and sufferings, none would be interested in the subject matter of the Sarmkhya
sastra. Thus, again the above inference would be a case of sadhanaprasiddhi

dosa.

iv) It may further be argued that if sufferings are eternal, like that of
the self or consciousness, even then eradication of pain would be impossible.
On the other hand, it might also be so that the exact means of eradication of
sufferings is not known to anyone. In either of the cases, the inference in

question fails because of the same reason.

V) One can further stretch the argument to the point that what is
mentioned in the sastra is not the correct means of removal of pain. In that

case too one would not enquire into such futile means.

vi) Finally, one may claim that there are easier and more readily
available means of eradication of sufferings, rather than as suggested by the
sastra. Since, the means dictated by the sastra involve a lot of time, diligence
and patience for complete eradication of sufferings, one might be lured by
easier means, if they are capable of reaping the same result. Even then
intelligent beings would not be interested any more in the teachings of the
sastra. Analogically, it may be said that a thirsty person would go to the
nearest waterbody to quench his thirst, rather than dig up a well to procure

water. Thus, Vacaspati Misra states in his commentary (¢ika) that if we want
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to establish the efficacy of Samkhya sastra and provide it with a strong
foundation, then the above apprehensions should be taken care of at the very
outset. This would free the inference in question from all possible fallacies and

thus, Sarmkhya philosophy could be studied with utmost care and regard.

In response to the first two apprehensions, ISvarakrsna mentions the
term ‘duhikhatrayabhighatat’ in the karika. The term indicates ‘fatra na tavad
dukkhasir ndsti napi ajihasitam’’. It refers to the fact that there may be doubt
and uncertainties about the existence of many objects or entities, but one
cannot question or deny the existence of sufferings. It is because the existence
of sufferings is experienced by all in this entire world and there is not a single
individual who does not want to get rid of sufferings. With respect to that
Vacaspati Misra further puts forward the categorizations of sufferings —
‘dubkhananm trayam dukkhatrayam’®. It indicates that all kinds of sufferings
as experienced by human beings may be of three broad kinds — adhyatmika,
adhidaivika and adhibhautika. Adhyatmika duhkha is again of two types —
physical (sarira) and mental (manasa). 1t is to be noted here that the term
‘atma’ indicated in the above categorization of sufferings do not refer to the
self or consciousness. This is because in Sarhkhya philosophy, the self or the
pure consciousness (purusa) can never be essentially afflicted by pain or
sufferings. So the said term only refers to the body and mind in this case.
However, another interesting point is that sufferings are always a matter of
mental experience; then what can be the logical ground for admitting a sub-

categorization of pain as physical and mental? The plausible answer is mental

25



sufferings are those towards which no other conditions or factors are involved.
They originate from the mental conditions alone (manomatrajanya). On the
other hand, the physical sufferings are caused due to the imbalance of air
(vayu), bile (pitta) and cough (slesma) in the body. These are called vyadhi.
The mental sufferings, namely adhi, are caused due to desires, anger, greed,
delusion, fear, envy, depression and non-attainment of an aspired object or
entity. However, both the above types of pain are caused internally, that is,
without the influence of factors which are external to the mind-body complex.

Hence, they are referred to as adhyatmika dukkha.

Now the other two broad classes of sufferings, namely adhidaivika and
adhibhautika, are primarily caused by external conditions. Though adrsza or
adharma, that is, the results of one’s own actions may be a cause towards such
sufferings, yet there are direct causes as well, like, animals, natural elements
or other human beings who are responsible for the other individual’s
sufferings. The term ‘bhiita’ in case of adhibhautika duhkha refers to the
jangama padarthas, which here specifically means human beings, and in some
cases, other animals as well. The adhidaivika dukkha is brought about by
certain supernatural beings or classes of beings who are somewhat
hierarchically placed than ordinary human beings. They may be the apsara,
yaksa, gandharva and others; or they may be demons, spirits etc. as well who
are radically different from human beings. The adhidaivika dukkha also
include sufferings caused by natural catastrophe and calamities like, floods,

excessive or no rainfall, meteorite showers etc. Thus, any kind of sufferings
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which are either naturally caused or are due to evil spirits etc. are referred to
as adhidaivika duhkha. However, some philosophers consider the sufferings

caused due to natural calamities to be forms of adhibhautika duhkha as well.

Vacaspati Misra, after carrying out a detailed discussion on the
classification of sufferings, proceeds to establish the ontic status of sufferings.
He states in the commentary, — ‘tadetat pratyatmavedaniyam duhkham
rajahparinamabhedo na sakyate pratyakhydtum’®. The experience of pain is a
universal one. There cannot be and there is no individual who has not
experienced sufferings in any form in one’s lifetime. Thus, the existence of
pain is evidently perceptible to all. However, one might argue that pain is not
a matter of universal experience, since, the Sammkhya philosophers themselves
have not admitted pain among their enlisted twenty five principles. In
response, Vacaspati Misra mentions, — ‘rajasparinamabhedah’'®. It indicates
that sufferings are nothing but a modification (parizama) of the rajak guna
itself. For instance, desire, greed, anger etc. are nothing but forms of the rajas.
Thus, the admission of the rajak gura itself suffices for the inclusion of
sufferings in it. The entire creation being nothing but a manifestation of the
prakrti, constituted of sattva, rajas and tamas, is inevitably related to each and
every individual being in some form or the other. Hence, none can deny the

existence or the experience of sufferings in their lives.

Now an interesting contrast with the Nyaya philosophy could be
advanced here. In the commentary, it has been mentioned that sufferings are

‘pratyatmavedaniya’'. From this term, one must not consider the locus of the
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sufferings to be the self or arman. In Nyaya philosophy, we find that the
sufferings are located in the self (armavrtti). However, in the Sarmkhya system
we find that the sufferings are a modification of and are located in the internal
sense organ (antazkaranavrtti). Such modification of the antazkarana, that is,
the three-fold sufferings get apparently related to the delimited consciousness
in the body. It is being termed as ‘abhighdta’ or ‘abhisambandha’?, which
means the consciousness which is reflected on the modified internal sense
organ (antazkarapavrtti), the modifications or properties of the antazkarana
are also reflected on the reflected consciousness itself. Hence, they appear to
be related to the consciousness, whereas in reality they are there in the
antazkarapa itself. Thus, due to such relation, though purely apparent, the
experience of sufferings and consequently, the effort to get rid of these, are
observed in the individual. So the experience of pain and the feelings of
aversion associated with it brings about the natural enquiries in human beings

regarding its means of removal.

At this juncture another intriguing question that comes up is that the
Samkhya philosophers do not admit the production or destruction of any
object. Then how can we achieve the aim of removal of sufferings? According
to the Sammkhya philosophers, creation means the manifestation of that which
is present in a subtle form in the ingredient or the material cause, in a gross
form. Again destruction means the reverting back of an object from its gross
existence to its subtle form. The Sarmkhya philosophers hold that sufferings

are always existent in a subtle manner in its material cause, that is, the
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buddhitattva. However, during that period it is neither knowable nor
experienced. It is only when it expresses itself in the gross form, it becomes a
matter of experience of the beings. This then indicates that there can neither
be any prior absence (pragabhava) nor complete destruction (virnasa) of
sufferings. Vacaspati Misra expresses this position in his commentary ({7ka)
as — ‘yadyapi na sannirudhyate duzkham’®. Then the question remains that
how can we attain the eradication of sufferings, which is precisely the aim of
individual beings. We find the response to the above in the following form in
Samkhya philosophy. Destruction, in Samkhya philosophy, is termed as
‘abhibhava’ which means nothing but the attainment of the subtle form from
the gross form. Thus, it is possible to get rid of sufferings by forever reducing
it to its subtle form (dukkhabhibhava). Hence, it is also proved that there are
sufferings, sufferings are matters of unpleasant experiences and are
encountered by all, and sufferings are not such which can never be removed.
Sufferings, even if they cannot be annihilated, they can be made to remain in
the subtle form forever with the production of the right kind of knowledge.
The above stance further shows that the probans in the previously mentioned
inference is free from fallacies, and thus, Vacaspati Misra states that —
‘tasmadupapannam tadabhighdtake hetau (jijjasa) iti’**. That is, in order to
get rid of sufferings, one would certainly be inclined to study the Sarmkhya

sastra, as that can only provide the means to right cognition.

In spite of the above analysis, it however, remains a matter of further

enquiry that since the empirical means of removal of sufferings are readily
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available and are easy to adopt, then what can really be the ground for
pertaining to scriptural means which are extremely arduous to perform and
practise. The scriptural dictates are necessarily related to extreme forms of
difficulties (balavadanistanubandhi); whereas, the empirical means are
devoid of any relation to  such  extreme difficulties
(balavadanistananubandhi)®. Now such being the radical differences
between the two kinds of means of removal of sufferings, can it really be

meaningful to adopt the scriptural means?

In response Vacaspati MiSra states that I$§varakrsna refutes such
objection by saying - ‘na iti’. It means that even if there are easy and pleasant
means of eradicating pain, yet the scriptural means cannot be denied. This is
because the worldly means can never provide absolute cessation of sufferings.
Any intelligent individual would strive to attain such cessation of sufferings
which would be inevitable (avasyambhava or aikantika) and that which would
never be repeated (atyantika). Now such cessation of sufferings is never
attainable by empirical means; since, those means are not strong enough to
prevent the recurrence of sufferings. Hence, prudent individuals would always
adopt such paths which would lead them to their desired end. That is, adopting
scriptural means, as stated in the Sarkhya sastra, would provide us with

absolute cessation of sufferings.

In the second karika, we further find that even the means stated by the
Vedas are similar to the empirical methods of pain eradication; that is, they
cannot bring about absolute cessation of sufferings. There are various
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sacrifices, rites and rituals mentioned in the Vedas which help to fulfil the
different kinds of desires of beings, and thus, remove sufferings. These include
sacrifices like jyotisroma, asvamedha, visvajita, agnihotra etc. which fulfil the
purposes of attaining svarga, victory over enemies, acquiring huge areas of
land and thus widening the territory of the kingdom etc. All these apparently
are responsible for removal of sufferings, as they bring about immense
pleasure as their respective consequences. However, the question remains that
whether such freedom from sufferings is eternal or not; that is, whether ends
like svarga can provide absolute cessation of sufferings or not. According to
Vacaspati Misra, - ‘dukkhavirodhi sukhavisesasca svargah’*®. That is, svarga
involves that state of pleasure which is not only unstinted by sufferings, rather
it is contradictory to sufferings. Further, Kumarila Bhatta states that — ‘ya
pritih niratisaya, anubhavitavya sa ca usnasitadidvandvarahite dese Sakyd
anubhavitum/ asmin ca dese muhiirtasatabhdagah api dvandvai na mucyate/
tasmat niratisaya-prityanubhavaya kalpyah visista desahll’*’. It means that
the unstinted and the extreme pleasure (niratisaya priti) which is to be
enjoyed, can only be experienced in a place which is devoid of clashes and
contradictions. In the empirical world we can never find such a place which is
free from contradictions, even momentarily. Thus, the unstinted pleasure
called svarga can only be experienced at a particular place, that is, the abode
of the deities (devaloka)*®, though it is to be noted that traditionally heaven is
accepted by most philosophers as a state and not as a place, - ‘yanna du/khena
sambhinnam na ca grastamanantaram/ abhildsopanitarm ca tatsukham

svahpadaspadam//*®.
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There is a section of the Mimarsa system called the Karmavadi
Mimarsakas who admit heavenly bliss or svargasukha to be the highest end
of human life. Reference to the views of these philosophers may be found in

the following verses of the second chapter of Srimadbhagvadgita —

‘yamimam puUspitam vacam pravadantyavipascitah/ vedavadaratah

partha nanyadastitivadinahl/?°

kamatmanah svargapard Jjanmakarmaphalapradam/

kriyavisesavahulam bhogaisvaryagatim prati//**

bhogaisvaryaprasaktanam tayapahrta cetasam/ vyavasdayatmika

buddhi/z samadhau na vidhiyate//**’

However, the mainstream schools of the Mimamsa system, such as the
Bhatta Mimamsa school, do not admit this view of the Karmavadi
Mimamsakas. The Sarmkhya philosophers also do not consider heaven to be
eternal. The Karmavadi Mimarhsakas establish the eternal character of the
heavenly bliss on the basis of the scriptural statement — ‘apama somamyta

abhima’®.

The philosophers who do not admit the eternal character of heavenly
bliss establish their thesis on the basis of both inference and scriptural
statements. The inference which they employ to establish their thesis is as

follows — ‘vimatah svargah anityah krtakatvat ghatavat’.
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The Karmavadi Mimamsakas might argue that this inference is not
capable of establishing the non-eternal character of heavenly pleasure. The
eternal character of heavenly pleasure is established by the scriptures
themselves. It is said in the scriptures - ‘apama somamyta abhiima’. In this
statement it is said that the deities (devata/deva) performed the Vedic rite
called soma yaga and drank the extracts of the creeper soma, and as a result of
which they attained the status called amytatva. Now the term ‘amyta’
etymologically means deathlessness or going beyond death. Thus, the deities
went beyond death or transcended death by performing this rite and became
eternal. Since the deities are eternal, the heavenly bliss or heavenly pleasure
enjoyed by them is also eternal. This scriptural statement overrides the
inference by which other philosophers have tried to establish the non-eternal

character of heavenly pleasure.

Against this argument of the Karmavadi Mimarmsakas, the Sarmkhya
philosophers would point out that whenever there is a conflict or contradiction
between a scriptural statement on one hand and some other valid epistemic
instrument (pramana) on the other, it cannot always be said that the scriptural
statement is stronger than the other instruments. For, a perceptual cognition
and an inference cannot establish its object in any way other than it actually
does. Now if the scriptural statement is always considered as stronger than the
other epistemic instruments, then one would have to forego or give up some
other valid epistemic instrument, such as a veridical perception or a valid

inference. However, if the validity of valid epistemic instruments is denied,
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then the entire epistemology will lose its trustworthiness. For this reason, no
orthodox Indian philosopher places any kind of blind trust or credence upon a
scriptural statement, whenever there is any conflict between the scriptures and
other epistemic instruments. Rather the classical Indian philosophers evaluate
the relative strength and weakness of each epistemic instrument and only such
assessment of relative strength can determine whether a particular epistemic

instrument can override another.

To prove the eternal character of heavenly pleasure, the Sarmkhya
philosophers employ the Mimarmsa nyaya called savakasa-niravakasa nyaya.
The Mimarhsa nyayas are techniques evolved by the Mimamsa system to
interpret the scriptural statements. The savakasa-niravakasa nyaya states that
whenever there is a conflict between two rules or two scriptural statements of
which one has a greater or a wider scope than the other, the rule or the
statement with lesser scope should be considered as stronger than the rule or
the statement having the wider scope. For, if the rule or the statement having
the wider scope (savakasasruti/ savakasaniyama) is considered as stronger
then the statement or the rule having the smaller scope would have no scope
at all. In that case the rule or the scriptural statement having the smaller scope
would not have any application at all, and hence, could not be regarded as a
veracious statement or rule. The matter is clarified by the Sarhkhya
philosophers by referring to another employment of this nyaya. For instance,
the scriptural statements — ‘na himsyat sarva bhitani’ and ‘agnisomiyam

pasumalabheta’ contradict one another. This is because the former statement

34



forbids violence towards any organism, whereas the second prescribes animal
sacrifice for appeasing the deities agni and soma. Here the former statement
obviously has a wider scope than the latter. Now if the statement with the
wider scope, that is, the first statement - ‘na himsyat sarva bhitani’, is
considered as stronger than the latter statement, then the latter would not be
applied at all. Hence, it cannot be treated as a pramana or as a source of
veridical cognition. Now if the validity of one Vedic statement is denied, then
the entire Vedas might lose their acceptability. For this reason, the statement
with the smaller scope, that is, the niravakasa statement is considered as
stronger than the statement having a wider scope. In that case, the latter
statement would mean what it literally means, but the significance of the
former statement would have to be restricted in conformity with the
significance of the latter statement. Thus, the former statement would mean
that violence is forbidden in all other cases, except in case of sacrifice. When
so interpreted, neither of the two statements would lose their validity and the
veracity of the entire Vedas also will not be subjected to doubt. Similarly,
whenever a valid inference clashes with any scriptural statement, the inference
is considered as having a smaller scope than the scriptural statement, because
an inference establishes its probandum in the locus of the inference in a
particular manner and it cannot establish the probandum in any other form. On
the contrary, a scriptural statement being a linguistic entity can be interpreted
in many different ways. So the scope of a scriptural statement is always greater
than a veridical perception or a valid inference. For this reason, whenever a

veridical perception or a valid inference comes into conflict with a scriptural
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statement, the scriptural statement is interpreted in accordance with the
perception or the inference. The inference which demonstrates the non-eternal
character of heavenly pleasure is a valid one. So the validity of this inference
cannot be denied. Hence, the term ‘amrta’ occurring in the statement ‘apama
somamyta abhiima’ must carry some other sense. In fact, this other meaning is
indicated by another scriptural statement in the Vispupurana, -
‘abhiitasamplavasthanamamytatvam hi giyate’. This statement clearly states
that the heavenly bliss lasts till the destruction of a particular creation. So
compared to ordinary pleasures, heavenly bliss or heavenly pleasure lasts for
a long time, but it is not everlasting or eternal. That is why, the anusravika
upayas are vitiated by the defect (ksaya) or destructibility. It is to be noted
here that I$varakrsna or the Samkhya philosophers are not talking about the
destructibility of the means. This is because a Vedic rite being an action is
obviously of a particular duration. So I$varakrsna here, is talking about the
destructibility or the non-eternal character of the end which is attained through
these Vedic rites, and this end is nothing but heavenly pleasure. Since, the end
attained through the Vedic means may be destroyed, the Vedic means are at

par with the ordinary means of overcoming sufferings, such as medicines etc.

Now there remains an apprehension that due to the presence of the
causes of sufferings, one might be afflicted by pain even after the attainment
of svarga. In that case, the attainment of svarga might not be the desired end
of the individual. To resolve such discomfort, Vacaspati Misra says that — ‘sa

ca svasattaya samilaghatam apahanti duhkham’*, That is, svarga is that kind
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of pleasure which is not only contradictory to sufferings, rather it destroys all
kinds of pain which are impediment to it. Furthermore, it also eradicates all
the causes of sufferings, including the root cause adrsza. He further claims that
svarga is not something which would erode after a point of time (‘na ca esa
ksayi’)?. However, the opponents might argue that svarga being the result of
Vedic sacrifices, is a positive entity which is produced, and hence, it cannot
be eternal. This is expressed as — ‘svargal Ksayi utpattimatbhavapadarthatvat
aihikasukhavat (gharapatadivar)’?. In refutation of the above, the Vedic tenet
(Srutivakya) which has been cited is — ‘apama somam amyta abhuma’, which
means that one who drinks the soma, that is, the person performing the Vedic
sacrifice attains amrtatva, meaning that the individual transcends death. This
further establishes that whatever is produced as a result of the sacrifice, that is
indestructible (amyta). Thus, from the above standpoint the advocates of the
Vedic means of pain eradication argue that the method of attaining
discriminatory cognition (vivekajijana) as held by the Sarhkhya philosophers,
is extremely difficult to achieve, as it requires the effort and care on the part
of the individual over multiple lives. In contrast to that the Vedic means are
easier and involve much less effort as regards the performance of the
sacrifices. Thus, one should adopt the Vedic means of rites and rituals in order

to remove sufferings.

In response to the entire above discussion and the objection raised

thereafter, I$varakrsna states the second Sarmkhyakarika as follows -
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‘drstavadanusravikah sa avisuddhiksayatisayayuktahl tadviparitah Sreyan

vyaktavyaktajijavijijanat//’*’.

The Vedic means are similar to the empirical means in terms of the
fact that the Vedic sacrifices too are not capable of providing absolute
emancipation from sufferings. The term ‘anusravika’ refers to the Vedic
means, that is, it refers to that kind of knowledge which can be known after
listening to the Vedic tenets from the teacher (‘gurupathat anusruyate’).
However, the knowledge attained thereby, that is, the cognition of the Vedic
sacrifices, is analogous to the empirical means of pain removal as they are
neither inevitable (rna aikantika) nor can they assure the non-recurrence of
sufferings (na atyantika). Now one might argue that the notion of the
discriminatory knowledge (vivekajijana) between the purusa and the prakrti
is also obtained from the Vedas, that is, it is also anusravika. Hence, similar
to the other means which are anusravika in nature, vivekajsjana too cannot
ensure the absolute cessation of sufferings. In response to the above
apprehension, it is stated that ‘yadyapi ca’ etc. The following inference shows
the inefficacy of the Vedic means — ‘vaidikaZ upayah drstatulyah na
aikantikatyantika duhkhatrayapratikaropayah avisuddhiyuktatvat
Ksayayuktatvat atisayayuktatvat ca’?®. That is, the anusravika upayas or the
Vedic means are at par with the ordinary means of alleviating sufferings,
because the Vedic means are vitiated by three defects, namely, avisuddhi,

ksaya and atisaya.
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In the above inference the locus is vaidika upaya and the probandum
is drsratulyatva, that is, aikantikatyantikaduhkhatrayapratikaropayatvabhava.
Now the locus being vaidika upaya, whatever is known by the Vedic means, -
the sacrifices as well as vivekaj7jana, all get included in the paksa. Thus, the
afore-mentioned apprehension gets revoked. However, an inference can only
establish a probandum if it is free from fallacies. If we consider vivekajijana
to be included in the paksa then due to the absence of the probandum in the
locus, that is, in vivekajiana, the inference would consist of the fallacy of
badha. Hence, vivekajjana cannot be considered to be a part of the paksa.
Further, Vacaspati Misra endorses the above position by stating that
I$varakrsna has mentioned the term ‘d@nusravika’ in the karika to refer to the
Vedic rites and rituals only. Though it is true that vivekajijana is anusravika
too, yet there are Vedic sentences like, ‘atma va’are drastavyah’®®, which
according to Vacaspati Misra, should be interpreted as ‘prakrtitak
vivekatavyas’®°, and it means that the self or the consciousness is to be
perceived as radically different from praksti. Once such perception is
produced and is practiced over ages and through multiple lives of an
individual, sufferings are eradicated in such manner that they can never recur

(‘na sa punaravartate’s?).

Further, it is also to be noted that the probanses used in the inference
are not to be found in the locus if vivekajsjana is included in it. The probans
avisuddhiyuktatva indicates the production of sin (pratyavaya) and the

consequent sufferings which are produced due to the violence committed
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against animals which are sacrificed in the Vedic rites. Thus, the Vedic
sacrificial rites and acts involve impurity or are inflicted with sufferings due
to the violent actions performed against animals. Moreover, pleasure of the
form of svarga is bound to erode after a certain point of time, and it can be
proved by the following inference — ‘svargadikam ksayi sattve sati
karyatvar?. That is, svarga being a positive entity (sattvavisista) and is
something which is produced (karya), just like a pot, is bound to be destroyed
at some point or the other. Furthermore, the results of the Vedic sacrifices vary
in their quality and status. For instance, the jyotistomaydaga merely yields the
attainment of svarga, whereas sacrifices like, vajapeya helps to attain the
lordship of svarga. Thus, there are variations in the degree and nature of the
pleasure attainable through Vedic sacrifices. That is why svarga is attributed
as atisaya, like the worldly means. Evidently, such is never the case with
vivekaj7ana. It is devoid of and is essentially radically different from the above
three features as we find in case of empirical pleasures and that of the form of
svarga. Hence, I$varakrsna claims that the discriminatory cognition between
the purusa and the prakrti is more fundamental and most efficacious in terms
of eradication of sufferings. The Vedic means might often bring about
tremendous sufferings too in the form of narakabhoga due to the sin incurred
by performing certain sacrifices like, syena. Moreover, the sacrifices
themselves are, in some way or the other, afflicted with some amount of
sufferings, in spite of the fact that they produce immense pleasure by fulfilling
the desired ends. However, this is never the case with vivekajjana, or more

specifically, sattvapurusanyatakhyati. Thus, I§varakrsna considers it to be the
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most convincing and the most appropriate (sreyan) means of eradication of

sufferings.

Now the question arises that how can one attain such cognition, or
where from such cognition arises (‘kutaz puna’ asya utpattiz?3). In response
to the above, it is stated in the karika, - ‘vyaktavyaktajijavijijanat’, meaning
that the distinctive knowledge of the vyakta, avyakta and j7ja is responsible for
the emancipation of beings from sufferings of all kinds. Here vyakta refers to
the worldly objects, that is, the evolutes of prakrti, avyakta refers to the
primordial prakti, that is, the original material cause and j7a indicates the
only sentient principle — the purusa. Here one might ask that chronologically
speaking, the cause should be mentioned first and then the effect. However,
here we find the reverse order in case of the term ‘vyaktavyaktajia’. So what
can be the significance, if any, of the above order? It is important to note here
that the evolutes of prakrti (vyakta) are known through perception whereas,
primordial prakrti (avyakta) is knowable only through inference, based on the
cognition of the evolutes. Further, both the vyakta and the avyakta possess the
common  property of serving the purpose of the other
(paraprayojanasadhakatva), and from that notion the purusa or the
consciousness is known as that ‘other’. Thus, the above order depicts the
chronology in which the respective cognitions are produced. Furthermore, it
is also significant to observe that the above phrase shows that the cognitions
of the purusa and the avyakta, more specifically sattva, are the causes of the

discriminatory cognition (sattvapurusanyatakhyati), and not that of vyakta;
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but without the cognition of the vyakta, the avyakta cannot be known. Hence,
the cognition of the vyakta has been mentioned first; and it is to be kept in
mind that the above term ‘sattva’ is not only indicative of the guza itself, rather
it indicates the antazkarana, that is, the buddhi too. Thus, the efficacy and the
most convincing approach to the emancipation from sufferings lies in the fact
that the above principles (tattvas) should be known distinctly and their
knowledge should be reaffirmed by applying the logical arguments as
propounded in the Sarmkhya philosophy. Further, the cognition thus attained
is to be practised and meditated upon for ages and over multiple lives with
utmost care, dedication and effort; then only one can achieve the vivekajijana

in the perfect form, and be truly emancipated from all kinds of sufferings.

The necessity, significance and the inevitable efficacy of Sarmhkhya
sastra being thus established, we now move on to study the twenty-five
principles and their categorizations as admitted in Sarnkhya philosophy. The
third karika states that - ‘milaprakrtiravikrtirmahadadyah prakrtivikrtayah

sapta/ sodasakastu vikaro na prakrtir na vikrtih purusah//>3.

The twenty-five principles (tattvas) as admitted in Sarhkhya
philosophy are divided into four broad categories based on their characteristic
features, and the divisions are such that they themselves are distinguished from
the others. In Vacaspati Misra’s words — ‘samksepato hi Sastrarthasya catasro
vidhah’®®. The term ‘vidha’ here indicates that the divisions are characterised

by mutually exclusive properties. The four categories are — prakyti, prakrti-
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vikrti, kevalavikrti and anubhaya (na prakrtiz na vikrtiz). Now let us discuss

each of these categories individually.

To ascertain the nature of prakrti it is said that ‘malaprakitih aviketih’.
Etymologically, prakrti can be defined as ‘prakaroti ya sa prakrtih’3 which
means that, that which creates in the perfect manner. It is always the creator
or the cause of creation, but it is itself uncaused. It consists of agency
(kartrtvavisista) and is not the object (karmatvavisista). It is also termed as the
pradhana, meaning the primary or the primordial original cause. The essential
nature of prakrti is ‘sattvarajastamasam samyavastha>’. That is, the state of
equilibrium of the three guras — sattva, rajas and tamas constitute the praketi,
and it is due to their equilibrium that the state is referred to as avikrti or
mitlaprakyti. 1t is so called because it acts as the root cause of the world which
is an effect (karya) of the heterogeneous transformation (viripaparinama) of
the three gupas and is such that it serves the purpose of the others
(samghatariipa). However, the miilaprakrti is itself uncaused, that is, it does
not have any further root cause. It is uncreated (akrta). Rather trying to
determine the root of the root-cause itself would only lead to an infinite
regress, and there are no supporting views which might endorse such
conceptual infinite regress. Thus, it is sufficient and logical to admit the avikyti

or the mitlaprakryti as the uncreated primordial cause.

Now moving on to the next category we find that seven principles are
attributed with the property called prakrti-vikrti. These are the mahattattva,
ahamkaratattva and the five tanmatras. These principles are so called because
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they themselves are created and they act as the causes of other principles as
well. Thus, they are sometimes regarded as the cause (prakrti) and sometimes
as the effect (vikrti). Mahattattva is the effect of prakti. It is its first product
in the course of the manifestation of the world. That mahattattva in turn acts
as the cause of ahamkaratattva. Again ahamkara being the effect of
mahattattva, in turn acts as the cause of the pajjcatanmatra and indriya. The
parjcatanmatras again act as the cause of the paicabhiita, itself being the
effect of ahamkara. Thus, the seven principles are referred to as prakyti-vikrti

which means that, that which is the prakrti is itself the vikrti too.

The third category consists of the vikrti or the kevalavikyti which are
sixteen in number. These are the five sense organs, five motor organs, the
internal sense organ (manas) and the five gross elements (paijcamahabhiita).
These principles are only the effects of their respective preceding principles
and are never the causes of any other principle. Thus, they are referred to as
kevalavikara. Here one might argue that how can we say that the gross
elements like the earth etc. are simply effects, and never the causes, as we find
various other objects like the jar etc. to be produced from the earth elements?
Hence, these principles should also be considered as prakrti, that is, causes of
the subsequent products. Vacaspati Misra, in his commentary, provides the
answer to the above apprehension. It is true that the gross elements like earth
etc. undergo transformation in the form of jar etc., then milk into curd, a seed
into a tree and the like, yet these transformations cannot be termed as distinct

principles or as separate tattvas. Those principles which lead to the production
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of other principles, only such principles could be considered as prakrti. Here
the milk from the cow or the curd from the milk are not separate principles.
So their respective causes cannot be regarded as prakrti. Now the natural
question at this point is that, why cannot the above products be held as
different principles? In response, Vacaspati Misra says that — ‘sarvesam
goghatadinar sthillatendriyagrahyata ca sama iti na tattvantaratvam’®. Here
we find the core essence of satkaryavada, which states that the cause is
necessarily more subtle (sizksma) and more extended in its existence
(vvapaka), as compared to the effect (vyapya). According to the Sarnkhya
philosophy, the term ‘sizksma’ does not mean small, rather it is used in the
sense of extension and subtlety. The subtlety is again determined with respect
to sense-perceptibility (indriyagrahyata). Now it is evident that there is no
difference in subtlety and sense-perceptibility in case of the paijcamahabhiita
and the products like cow, jar, milk, tree etc. produced thereafter. Thus, there
being no difference in their subtlety, the above objects cannot be considered
as distinct principles from one another. Consequently, their causes like earth
etc. cannot be considered as prakrti. Thus, the afore-mentioned sixteen
principles can only be regarded as effects (vikrti), and in spite of their
transformations, leading to the emergence of new substances, they cannot be
considered as prakrti owing to their similar subtlety or grossness with their

products.

Finally, we arrive at the fourth category — anubhaya. That is, purusa

or that ‘other’ principle which is, ‘na prakytiz na vikrtiz’. It means that purusa
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is neither the cause nor the effect. It is not included in the causal chain at all.
It is radically different from all the above categories. It is neither the producer
nor itself produced. Thus, it is the only entity which stands out of the entire
system of causality in Samkhya philosophy and is the only sentient principle
admitted there. Hence, in a nutshell we can refer to the specific characteristics

of each of the categories as®® —

prakrti: tattvantaropadanatve sati tattvantaranupdadeyatvam

prakrti-vikpti: tattvantaropadanatve sati tattvantaropadeyatvam

kevalavikrti: tattvantaranupadanatve sati tattvantaropadeyatvam

na prakrtiz na viketih or purusa: tattvantaranupadanatve sati

tattvantaranupadeyatvam

Thus, after elucidating the basic tenets of the Sarhkhya sastra and its
prime contention, we now proceed towards the first part of the thesis which
would focus on the nature of purusa and analyse the arguments for
establishing the doctrine of purusa, that is, the objective of the first part of the

thesis is to deal with purusasiddhi.
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CHAPTER 1

The Nature of Consciousness

From the third karika we have come to know that the purusa and the
praksti along with its evolutes are characterised by mutually exclusive
properties. We have also found out that the purusa is radically different from
prakrti. From there it becomes imperative to discuss in detail about the
essential features of purusa and that too in contrast with the characteristics of
both vyakta and avyakta. The above discussion is going to be carried out
following the eleventh karika, as follows — ‘trigunamaviveki visayah
samanyamacetanam  prasavadharmi/  vyaktam  tatha  pradhanam,

tadviparitastatha ca puman//’*.

The above karika expresses the common properties of vyakta and
avyakta and those in turn represent the features which are absent in purusa.
That is, purusa can never be attributed with those properties, it is radically
different in essence. Each of the properties and their significance are being

discussed as follows —

The term ‘triguram’ indicates both vyakta and avyakta. Here
Vacaspati Misra says that the term ‘triguzam’ should be interpreted as that

which consists of pleasure, pain and delusion (sukhadulkhamohatmaka).? The
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twenty three principles as mentioned before along with the milaprakyti are
essentially of the nature of pleasure, pain and delusion. That is why, the objects
produced from them share the similar essence, and accordingly, when the
manas is related to the various objects, states of pleasure, pain and delusion

are experienced in the respective contexts.

Here it is important to note that in Sarhkhya philosophy, ‘gura’ always
refers to sattva, rajas and tamas. The helper (upakaraka) or the one which is
responsible for bondage (bandhanakaraka) is referred to as gura. The sattva,
rajas and tamas are the helper of purusa in the sense that they are responsible
for the production of the mahat etc. which act as the causes of bondage. Thus,
the trio are called gunas.® However, such definition of guzas are not applicable
to pleasure, pain and delusion. Then the question arises that why Vacaspati
Misra admits pleasure etc. by the term ‘gura’ in this context. The reply is that
the above karika indicates the common features of both the vyakta and the
avyakta. Now if we interpret gura in the above verse as sattva, rajas and
tamas, then it would indicate only the avyakta or the mizlaprakrti based on our
previous cognition of the verse — ‘ajamekan lohitasuklakrsnam’*. That the
evolutes of prakrti too consist of sattva, rajas and tamas is not clearly
indicated by this statement. However, on account of the fact that the properties
of the effect are obtained from those of the cause, we can claim that the
evolutes (vyakta) being of the nature of pleasure, pain and delusion, their root
cause (mulaprakrti or avyakta) too is of that nature. Further, Vacaspati Misra

states that by interpreting gura as pleasure etc., the Nyaya position is refuted
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consequently. According to the Naiyayikas, pleasure is a property of the self.
Vacaspati Misra here points out that by mentioning the vyakta and the avyakta
as trigupa in the karika, I$varakrsna has clearly shown that pleasure, pain and
delusion are the common properties of prakrti and its evolutes, and thus, they
can never be the property of the self.> Moreover the Vedas unequivocally
establish the thesis that the self or consciousness is unrelated and not bound
(‘asanga hi ayasir purusak’)®. So pleasure etc. cannot essentially be related to
the self. Otherwise we would arrive at a contradiction with the above Vedic
tenet. Hence, pleasure etc. has to be admitted as properties of the vyakta and

the avyakta.

Now the second property is avivekitva, that is, both vyakta and avyakta
are aviveki. The term ‘viveka’ means distinction. So the above term in the
karika means that the vyakta and the avyakta are devoid of distinctions from
each other. The milaprakyti retains its essence and its evolutes like the mahat
etc. are also essentially the same with their respective causes. Vacaspati Misra,
however, clarifies the notion of avivekitva in a different manner. He says that
—‘sambhiiyakarita atra avivekita’’. Both the vyakta and the avyakta require
the assistance of others for the production of their own effects. For instance,
mahat requires the assistance of prakyti for the production of ahamikara,
ahamkara depends upon mahat for the production of tanmatras and the like.
Thus, none of these principles are efficient enough to produce its own effect
independently. All these principles have to depend upon their preceding

causes, that is, the prakrti for manifesting their own effects. That is why, the
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principles are sambhiiyakari. The term ‘sambhiiya’ means to be united,
together or dependent upon others. Thus, the category of vyakta includes all
those principles which always act together or depend upon the other for their
actions. It is interesting to note here that even the avyakta is sambhiiyakart as
it also requires the assistance of adrsza for the production of its first evolute,

mahat. Such sambhiyakarita is referred to as avivekita by Vacaspati Misra.

The third property common to both vyakta and avyakta is visayatva.
Here, visayatva or jijanavisayatva refers to the fact that these constitute the
objects of cognition. These are knowable objects. This further indicates that
they are different from knowledge itself (jjanabhinna). Vacaspati Misra here
points out that such a position refutes the Yogacara Buddhists view of Vijijana
being the only existent entity, and all the objects are nothing but forms of
vijijana. That is, even objects like pot, cloth etc. are not different from their
respective cognitions (jfjanabhinna). It can be argued here that if such be the
case, then vijijana itself is also the object of vijnana, which is an absurd
position. Thus, Vacaspati Misra states that ‘Vijijandad vahih iti yavat’®, that is,
Vijfjanabhinnatva is visayatva. The distinction from vijjana constitutes
objecthood. Hence, objects like jar, cloth etc. are not forms of vijijana, rather
they are absolutely different from vij7jana itself and thus constitute the objects

of vijijana.

The next commonality between the vyakta and the avyakta is
sadharapatva. Vacaspati Misra states that — “ata eva ‘samanyam’
‘sadharanar’ ghatadivadanekaih purusairgrhitamityarthah’. That is, vyakta
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and avyakta being distinct from vijjjana are knowable by many individuals,
and hence, they are termed as ‘sadharand’. Vijijana is specific to each and
every individual. There is no such one vijijana which is attained by all. Now
if the objects like jar, cloth etc. would have been identical to vijijana, then the
same object could not have been known by many individuals. Again, vijjana
is nothing but the reflection of the antaZkaraza transformed in the form of the
object (visayakarantahkarapavrtti-pratibimba). The antazkarapa is specific
to each and every individual. Accordingly, their modifications (vrtti) and the
subsequent reflections (tadvrttipratibimba) would be different from one
another. Such vijjana is known or perceived individually. The individuality
of the vijjana of an individual is expressed by Vacaspati Misra as
‘parabuddhe/ apratyaksatvar’'®. So vijiiana is always private and is not
accessible to other individuals as opposed to the public character of the vyakta

and the avyakta.

The final common property between the vyakta and the avyakta is
prasavadharmitva. The term ‘prasava’ here refers to the transformations as
undergone by the vyakta and the avyakta. However, these principles are
eternally in the state of transformation. So the above term in the karika more
explicitly claims that it is the very essence or property of these principles to

be continually in the state of transformation in some form or the other.

Thus, from the above karika, it is evident that the said properties are
the characteristic features of both vyakta and avyakta and moreover, they are
markers of the fact that the consciousness or purusa is radically different from
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all these principles. This is expressed by the latter portion of the verse
‘tadviparitah tatha ca puman’. However, the term ‘ca’ in the karika gives us
another important insight that in spite of certain commonalities between the
purusa and the vyaktavyakta, they are contradictory to each other in terms of
the said properties. The interesting commonalities are that both the purusa and
the pradhana are uncaused (ahetumat), they both are nitya as a result, and the
vyakta and the purusa both are many in number. The main features of
contradiction between the purusa and the vyaktavyakta are that the purusa is
atriguna, viveki, avisaya, asadharana, cetana and aprasavadharmi.*! On that
note, we would next discuss about the specific essential nature of purusa or
consciousness as admitted in Sarmkhya philosophy, following the nineteenth
karika, as follows — ‘tasmacca viparyasat siddham saksitvamasya purusasya/

kaivalyazsit madhyasthyar drastrtvamakartybhavascal/’*2.

The above karika is aimed at providing such knowledge of purusa
which would depict its true essence and would in turn be efficacious in
attaining the discriminatory cognition (vivekaj7jana) between the purusa and
the prakrti, as it would establish the purusa as radically different from prakyti.
The term ‘fasmat’ in the above karika refers to the properties of vyaktavyakta
in the eleventh karika, and ‘viparyasat’® states the absence of those properties
in purusa. The atriguzatva etc., as mentioned earlier, of purusa helps to
establish its saksitva, kaivalya, madhyastha, drastrtva and akartrbhava or
akartrtva. The vyakta and the avyakta are insentient (jada or acetana). The

purusa being opposite in nature is sentient (cetana). The vyaktavyakta, as we
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have already found out, are jjanavisaya, but the purusa is never the object of
cognition (avisaya). The cetanatva and the avisayatva of purusa help to
establish its saksitva and drasgrtva. Grammatically speaking, sakst and drasta
both are synonymous as they each indicate the direct perceiver of an event.
Now it is well-known that only a sentient entity can be a perceiver, and never
an insentient one. So the inference which establishes the purusa as the
perceiver is —*purusak drasta cetanatvat’®. The above inference is based on
the negative concomitance — yatra vyatra drastrtvabhava tatra tatra
cetanatvabhava. However, Vacaspati Misra points out that here the term
‘sakst’ should not be considered in the general grammatical sense, that is, as a
direct perceiver of an event. Rather a witness (saks1) is one who is being shown
a particular event, or to say that some phenomena is occurring in front of that
individual. Here the praksti, more specifically, the mahat or the buddhi,
exhibits the objects cognized by it (svagrhitavisaya) to the reflected
consciousness (prativimbita purusa) in it. In this manner, the prakrti serves
the purusa; but in essence the purusa remains unrelated and is not bound by
prakrti or its evolutes. Thus, due to the essential indifference (udasinatva) of

the purusas, they are considered to be the saksi.

The term ‘saksi” is ordinarily applied to an impartial, immediate seer
(udasina aparoksa drasta). In Sanskrit, it is usually said that ‘saksat drastari
sanjijayam’. That is, the term ‘saksi” stands for the subject who immediately
apprehends the objects presented to him/her. In the Upanisads, the term ‘saksi’

is frequently used to denote pure consciousness. In this connection, one may
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cite the statement of the Svetasvatara Upanisad, - ‘eko devah sarvabhiitesu
gudhah/ sarvavyapr sarvabhiitantaratma/ karmadhyaksah
sarvabhitadhivasah/ sakst cetd kevalo nirgunasca//” ** When the term ‘sakst’
is applied to pure consciousness, it does not actually mean the subject or the
knower. On such occasssions, it means the pure, illuminating principle of
consciousness. This consciousness becomes the knower or the subject, when
an object is presented before it. In fact, this sakst is not affected by any change,
and is not related to anything. For this reason, the ordinary sense of saks,
where a saksin is required to be impartial and entirely unaffected by whatever
phenomena is presented before it, is retained in the Upanisadic use of this term.
The Sarmkhya system considers purusacaitanyas as essentially identical with
pure consciousness which is eternal (nitya), pure (suddha), pure knowledge
(buddha) and liberated (mukta). Since, the purusas are essentially changeless,

unrelated to anything, they are called saksz, following the Upanisadic tradition.

Further, the purusa being of the opposite nature of triguzna, its essence
of kaivalya is established. Kaivalya refers to the absolute absence of the
threefold sufferings. Such absence of sufferings in purusa is its inherent
essence. Thus, the purusa is eternally free, and devoid of any relation to any
kind of sufferings. Sufferings are nothing but modes of transformation of the

rajas. Thus, if purusa had consisted of the three guras, sufferings would have
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been a part of its essential nature. Consequently, liberation would have been
impossible. However, purusa being contradictory in nature to the three gunas,
it is essentially devoid of sufferings. The term ‘atraigupya’ as applied to
indicate purusa, means the absence of pleasure, pain and delusion
(sukhadukikhamoharahitya). Whatever pleasure, pain etc. are experienced by
the purusa are due to mere impositions on it. Just like the moon reflected on
the wavy waters of a lake, appears to be wavering as well, whereas in reality
the moon remains static, similarly for the purusa. Due to the reflected
consciousness in antaizkarapa, whatever pleasure etc. are there in it, also
appear to be there in the consciousness. Thus, the apparent sense of the
respective experiences occur in the individuals. However, this does not
hamper the kaivalya or the eternally free existence (nityamuktavastha) of

purusa.

Furthermore, the purusa is referred to as the madhyastha. The term
‘madhyastha’ means indifferent (udasina). This is also due to the atraigurya
of purusa. The non-attachment of purusa towards either pleasure or pain is
natural, as any relation to such is simply apparent (abhimanika) on the part of

the purusa. Thus, in Sarhkhya philosophy, purusa is essentially indifferent.
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Finally, the purusa is never the agent (akarta). Knowledge, volition
and desire are all modes of the antazkarana. These are the conditions which
constitute agency. Then evidently, purusa can never be the agent of an action.
Moreover, the purusa being viveki and aprasavadharmi, it is always devoid of
agency. The purusa is viveki because it is radically different from prakrti and
also it does not depend upon other principles for its function, as it is devoid of
any functionality as such. This is further endorsed by the fact that it is
aprasavadharmi, which indicates its essential immutability (aparizamitva).

These conditions establish the purusa as the non-agent (akarta).
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CHAPTER 2

Proofs for the Existence of Purusa

According to Sammkhya philosophy, attainment of the distinctive
cognition between the vyakta, avyakta and j7a is instrumental to the attainment
of liberation. The entire Sarmkhya sastra revolves around the various issues of
our phenomenal existence involving the problems of cognition, enjoyment,
liberation etc. with respect to consciousness. Thus, it is necessary to posit the
existence of purusa through the arguments provided in the system as an
integral part of the thesis. In the seventeenth verse of Samkhyakarika,
I$varakrsna provides arguments and conditions to establish the existence of
purusa. The term ‘purusa’ is usually denoted by the term ‘atman’ in most of
the philosophical systems. In some systems, the notion of atman is also
expressed by the term ‘jiva’. Again, in Saivadar$ana, the term ‘pasu’ refers to
atman. However, though all the systems admit the existence of atman in some
form or the other, yet they are divided as regards the nature of the arman.
Usually in the Indian philosophical tradition, we find that the opponents’
views are refuted first and then one’s own views are established. That is,
piirvapaksakhandanottara uttarpaksapratiszha. I$varakrsna, however, does
not refute the other views, rather he establishes the existence of purusa after
discussing the nature of the vyakta and the avyakta in the earlier karikas. The
avyakta is the cause, the vyakta is the effect and the purusa is neither of these;
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it stands out of the causal chain. As stated earlier, we know that the issues of
knowership (jiatrtva), agency of an action (kartrtva), enjoyment (bhoktrtva)
etc. could only be accounted for in relation to consciousness. Hence, it
becomes imperative to establish the existence of the pure conscious as a
fundamental principle in Samkhya philosophy and to put forward its relation
with the above- mentioned empirical states of being. The following verse
establishes the existence of purusa and puts forward its essential nature; the
karika states that — ‘samghatapararthatvat trigunadiviparyayadadhisthanatl

puruso ‘asti bhoktrbhavat kaivalyarthar pravrttescal/’*.

The above karika puts forward five reasons (hetu) in favour of the
existence of purusa. The first one is samghatapararthatva. This probans
introduces an inference of the form  ‘purusak astitvavan
sarghatapararthatvat’?. However, such inference is not valid as it consists of
the fallacy of svaripasiddhi, that is, an inference where the probans does not
reside in the locus. So the inference should be reformulated as
‘avyaktamahadadayah pararthah samghdtatvat Sayanasanabhyangadivat’,
According to Vacaspati Misra, such inference not only establishes the
existence of purusa rather establishes it as other than vyaktavyakta. The
inference is as follows - ‘purusal asti, avyaktadervyatiriktah’®. Now in the
above inference, avyaktamahat etc., is the locus, pararthatva is the probandum
and samghatatva is the probans. The terms ‘Sayandsana’ etc. represent the
examples and the svapaksa as well. We know that prakrti is trigunatmika, that

is, it consists of sattva, rajas and tamas. So any effect (karya) produced from
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it would be the combined effort of the three guras. Insentient objects
necessarily depend upon other objects to produce an effect, they cannot act
independently. Thus, they are referred to as sariighata. Now the concomitance
relation which leads to the above inference is ‘yatra yatra samghdatatvam tatra
tatra pararthatvarm’® or in other words, ‘yah yah samghatah sa pararthah’®.
The concomitance relation portrays that the objects which act in a combined
manner, are referred to as the samghata padartha and they are essentially
meant to serve the purpose of the others. However, at this point, much debate
arises regarding the connotation of the term ‘other’. The intended meaning of
the term ‘other’ here refers to those which are distinct from the insentient or
the samghata objects themselves; and that is precisely the purusa. This is
endorsed by the example given in the inference that the objects like the chair,
bed, utensils etc. all serve the purpose of the sentient beings, namely, purusas.
Now it might be argued that the servitude of objects like, bed, utensils etc. are
acceptable as their purposefulness are directly perceived. That is, we know
through direct perceptual experience that the insentient objects like the chair,
bed etc. all serve the purposes of our daily life. But the question arises that
how can we consider the primordial prakrti to be an object which serves the
purpose of the other, that is, it is a samghata padartha? \We know that the
mitlaprakyti is beyond perception, and is only knowable through inference.
Moreover, it is characterised by oneness in its nature and does not have any
scope of functioning with the combined effort of other objects, as no other
object exists in that state of praksti. Hence, the inference in question is

afflicted by bhagasiddhi dosa, meaning that the case where the probans
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(samghatatva) does not reside in the entire locus; that is, it is partly present in

and partly absent from the locus, namely, prakrti or avyakta.

To resolve the above inconsistency, Vacaspati Misra reformulated the
inference as  —‘sukhaduikhamohatmakataya  avyaktadayah  sarve
samghatah’’. According to the inference we find that avyakta etc. are all
samghata in nature considering right from the milaprakyti to all its evolutes;
they all are constituted of pleasure (sukha), pain (duzkha) and delusion (moha)
resulting from the three gugas. Hence, they all serve the purpose of the entity

other than these, that is, purusa, by their combined effort.

Now a pertinent issue comes up at this stage regarding the meaning of
the term ‘other’. That is, whether it should signify the consciousness which is
distinct from both the praksti and its evolutes, or it should denote some other
object which is itself a compound product (samghata padartha). 1t may be
argued that a samghatapadartha cannot serve the purpose of an entity which
is distinct from samghata. Rather it is observed that a samghata padartha only
serves the purpose of another samghata. For instance, the bed serves the
purpose of the body, both of which are samghata in nature. This is further so
because the self or the arman does not have any requirement to sit, sleep or to
lie down. Hence, such requirements are only specific to the body. This proves
that the compound objects (sarighata padartha) can only serve the purpose of
other compound objects, and not that of the purusa. Thus, the term ‘para’ in
the karika, stands for other compound objects and not purusa. The difficulty

thus arrived at is expressed by Vacaspati Misra as — ‘syadetat-
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sayanasanadayah Samghatah samhatasariradyartha drstah na tu atmanam
avyaktadi atiriktam prati pararthah, tasmat samghatantarameva param
gamayesuk, na tvasarmhatamatmanam’®. That is, the above probans or the
inference as such, fails to establish the existence of purusa, and rather proves

the existence of other compound objects as a consequence.

In response to the above apprehensions, I$varakrsna states the second
probans — ‘trigunadiviparyayatva’. But the debate regarding the term ‘other’
is not resolved yet. It is evident that the compound objects serve the purpose
of others, but the question is that what is to be understood by the term ‘other’,
- some other compound object or some entity distinct from compound objects?
It is accepted that the bed etc. serve the purpose of the body; but such
admission leads to the fallacy of arthantarata of the inference. In an inference
when the probans establishes some probandum other than the specified one,
then the fallacy of arthantarata occurs. To resolve the above issue, I$varakrsna
states the second probans, which Vacaspati clarifies further by stating, - ‘ayam
abhiprayah’® etc. As we know that the bed, chair, utensils etc. do not have any
need of their own, they only serve the purpose of the other, so even if the term
‘other’ here signifies other compound objects, then also the servitude
(pararthatva) of the objects like bed etc. are proved. Here an insight is
advanced in the form of the argument that the body, sense organs etc. are also
compound objects themselves. Thus, they must also serve the purpose of some

other. Such thinking progression, however, leads us to an infinite regress.
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Here one might argue that in certain cases infinite regress may not be
an impediment to establish the desired aim, like in case of the seed and the
sapling, yet in the present case, that is, ‘avyaktadayah pararthah
sarghatatvar’'°, the admission of infinite regress in no way helps to establish
the existence of purusa. The admission of a chain of thoughts in the form of
each compound object serving the purpose of other compound objects, only
leads to an us infinite regress, and essentially does not help us in establishing
our intended aim of the existence of purusa. Hence, there cannot be any

justification in validating the infinite regress admitted above.

Further in clarification to the above issue, Vacaspati Misra states that
‘na ca vyavasthayam satyam anavastha yukta’'*. That is, it is only when
something cannot be established by direct pramana then we admit infinite
regress. However, in the present case we find that the probans samghatatva
establishes the probandum pararthatva. Then if we consider the term ‘para’
to signify the non-compound (asarzhata), that is, distinct from the compound
(samghatavyatirikta), we can prevent the possibility of infinite regress.
Moreover, the admission of other compound objects to establish the servitude
of the compound objects themselves also leads to logical cumbrousness
(kalpanagaurava) which is again a fallacy. It is further argued that the above
logical cumbrousness is endorsed by pramana. Hence, it is not a fallacy, rather
an admissible position. However, Vacaspati Misra here points out that such a
position is not tenable, because the inference in question only establishes the

relation between the compound nature of the object and its essence of
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servitude — ‘sarihatatvasya pararthyamdtrena anvayat’*?. The concomitance
relation ‘yatra yatra sariighdtatvam tatra tatra samghatapararthatvam’ can

14 \where

only establish the inference ‘avyaktadayah pararthah samghatatvat
the probandum is pararthatva, and not the above logically cumbrous position.
This is because ‘samhatasya samghatasya pararthyamatrena kevala
pararthatvena anvaydt — samanadhikaranyar®®. That is, in the above
inference the probandum is specifically pararthatva and not
samghatapararthatva. Hence, the intended other (para) whose purpose is
being served, cannot itself be compound (sarzhata or samghata) in nature.
Hence, the para or the purusa thus referred to as the non-compound
(asamhata) must essentially be of the opposite nature of the vyakta and

avyakta, which are the compound objects. Accordingly, I$varakrsna has stated

the second probans in the form of trigunadiviparyayatva.

The vyakta and avyakta are trigura, aviveki, visaya, samanya, acetana
and prasavadharmi. Hence, purusa must be termed as exactly the opposite of
or devoid of all the above attributes, that is, trigurnadiviparyayatva. The
properties like trigupatva etc. are the non-pervader (vyapya) of samhatatva.
Thus, considering the purusa as atriguza etc. also signifies it as viveki etc. The
positive concomitance is of the form — ‘yatra yatra trigunatvadi tatra tatra
samhatatvam’'®. Here samhatatva is the pervader (vyapaka) and the
trigupatvadi is the non-pervader (vyapya). The inference in question
establishes purusa as non-compound (asarzhata or samhatatvabhavavisista)

by the term ‘para’. We know that the absence of the vyapaka entails the
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absence of the vyapya. Thus, purusa being devoid of saimhatatva is also bereft
of trigunatvadi. Hence, the significance of the second probans in the karika is
brought out by the negative concomitance between sarmhatatvabhava and
trigunatvadyabhava. The inference that follows may be stated as —
‘parasabdavacyah purusah asamhatah trigupabhavavattvar’’. It establishes
the non-compound-ness (asarhatatva or samghatavyatiriktatva) of purusa as
signified by the term ‘para’, by the probans trigurabhavavattva. Thus, the
second probans too, like the former one, is not to be considered as it is, rather
the negative concomitance or the negation of the probans and the probandum
are to be considered for establishing the existence of purusa by the term ‘para’

in the inference concerned.

The third probans employed in the karika for establishing the existence
of purusa is adhisthanatva. It is admitted in the Sarhkhya philosophical system
that the prakrti, mahat etc. are in a perpetual state of transformation
(parinama). Hence, the question arises that are these transformations
accidental or without any cause, or not. If they are considered to be without a
definite cause, then the causal chain, that is, the relation between the cause and
the caused (abhibhavya-abhibhavaka-bhava) of the infinite transformations of
the three gupas will not be determinate. We know that the twenty three
principles (tattva) as produced from maiilaprakrti develop in a gradual
sequence. The former principle acts as the causal factor of the latter principle.
The Samkhya philosophers being satkaryavadins admit such achain of

causality where the latter principles pre-exists in a subtle form in the former
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principle, and eventually gets manifested under the appropriate conditions.
However, the question remains that the praksti being insentient, how can it
regulate the definite order of the manifestation of its evolutes? Or, does it
simply function on a clockwork principle? Such questions have been dealt
with in the Sarhkhya philosophical system, but one might argue that the
explanations provided thereby are not quite satisfactory. However, according
to the system in concern, we find that in order to admit the definite purpose
and sequence of the transformations of the three guras, some other entity is to
be admitted. The three guras are insentient in nature, and insentient objects
cannot be creative on their own. Hence, the admission of sentient atman or
purusa is necessary as the president (adhisziata) of the three guras. It is due
to the presidency of the purusa simply by virtue of its contiguity that the guras

undergo their perpetual transformations.

Now considering purusa as the presiding factor over the
transformations of prakrti etc. does not entail that the purusa has any control
over the causal chain of creation. Presidency here means the proximity of
purusa which brings about the transformation of prakyti etc. The sentient
purusa acts as the inducing cause of creation from the insentient prakrti. Just
as the presence of a charioteer or a horse brings about motion in the insentient
chariot, similarly the mere presence of the purusa or consciousness induces
creativity in prakrti. Hence, the existence of such purusa is undeniable, as the
creation of the world through the transformations of prakrti is an established

fact. Thus, prakrti, mahat etc. all are sukhadukkhamohatmaka in nature. That
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is, essentially consisting of pleasure, pain and delusion due to their constituent
factors of sattva, rajas and tamas, and they all are presided over by the purusa
or the consciousness. This may be expressed as — ‘prakrtyadikam
cetanddhisthitasi sukhaduhkhamohdatmakatvat rathadivar*®. The probandum
of the inference expresses the presidency of the consciousness over all that
exists and that consciousness is the arman or purusa, which is again itself

distinct from the three gunas.

The next probans advanced in order to establish the existence of purusa
is bhoktrbhavatva. The vyakta and the avyakta are both insentient, so they
cannot be the enjoyer of each other. Hence, an enjoyer is to be admitted who
is other than the vyakta and avyakta. Now one might question that the
existence of purusa has not been established as yet, so how can the above
property of enjoyership (bhoktrbhavatva or bhoktrtva) help to establish the
existence of purusa? In response, Vacaspati Misra says that by the term
‘bhoktrbhava’, Tévarakrsna has implied pleasure and pain. Pleasure and
sufferings are experienced by each and every individual. Thus, if pleasure and
pain are matters of experience, then there has to be an entity who experiences
them. The objects of enjoyment cannot themselves act as the enjoyer, hence,
there has to be an enjoyer who is distinct from the enjoyable. Such enjoyer is
the purusa, and pleasure and pain are respectively enjoyed and suffered by the

purusa.

Further it cannot be said that let the pleasure and pain be experienced

by the intellect (buddhi) etc. and then there would be no necessity to admit a
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separate principle as the purusa. That is, pleasure and pain are matters of
experience and the mahat etc. are the enjoyer — such a position is inadmissible,
as that leads to the subject-object contradiction (kartrkarmavirodha). The
intellect etc. cannot act as the enjoyer, as they themselves are of the nature of
pleasure and pain in essence. In order to experience or enjoy (bhoga)
something one has to be transformed according to the nature or form of the
enjoyable. That which gets transformed is the agent or subject (karta) and that
which forms the enjoyable is the object (karma). Now the subject and the
object cannot be in the same locus. Thus, the intellect etc. which are essentially
of the form of pleasure and pain, cannot act as both the enjoyable and the
enjoyer, nor can they act as the locus of both the enjoyment (bhogyatva) and
the enjoyership (bhogakartrtva). Hence, it is to be admitted that pleasure and
pain are matters of experience of the one who is essentially distinct from the
nature of pleasure and pain (asukhadyatma or sukhaduhkhatmakabhinna).
Thus, owing to the enjoyment of pleasure and pain, the existence of a distinct
enjoyer is to be admitted, and that is the purusa. This is further established by
the following inferences, where the former proves the purusa as the enjoyer
and the latter further proves the non-enjoyership of the intellect etc. The
inferences are respectively as follows — ‘sukham dukkham ca kizcid
bhoktrkari: bhogyatvat Sayanadivat’'®, which establishes an enjoyer of the
enjoyable pleasure and pain; further ‘buddhyadi na bhoktrtvavat
sukhaduhkhatmakatvat ghatavat’® proves that the intellect etc. cannot
themselves act as the enjoyer because they themselves are of the nature of

pleasure and pain. Thus, an enjoyer of the pleasure and pain is to be admitted,
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who is distinct from the pleasure and pain essentially, and hence, the

establishment of purusa.

Now the most important question arises that whether at all purusa can
be considered as the enjoyer, keeping in mind the nature of purusa in the
Samkhya philosophical framework. If we admit the purusa as the enjoyer, then
we also have to accept the bondage (sarsara) and liberation (apavarga) of
purusa. However, in the sixty second karika, we find that I$varakrsna has
mentioned — ‘tasmanna badhyate’ addha na mucyate na’api samsarati kascit/
sarsarati badhyate mucyate ca nanasraya prakrtih//’?, that is, purusa can
never be bound, nor can it be liberated. Then the question poses that how can
we admit the purusa as the enjoyer. Here Vacaspati Misra speaks in favour of
I$varakrsna. It is indeed true that the purusa is essentially free from bondages
and it cannot be emancipated, since it is essentially so, yet we find that the
purusa is being admitted as the enjoyer of pleasure and pain. Such apparent
inconsistency finds resolution from the Sarhkhya philosophy itself, and is
going to be discussed in detail in the seventh chapter of the present research

thesisin the context of the issues on the bondage and liberation of purusa.

The fifth and the final probans put forward by I$varakrsna in favour of
establishing the existence of purusa is ‘kaivalyartham pravrtteh’. The
inclination of purusa to attain liberation establishes its existence. The term
‘kaivalya’ refers to the absolute cessation of three kinds of sufferings. Now
the volition towards such cessation of sufferings cannot be admitted in the
intellect etc. Thus, if the principle called purusa is not admitted, then the above
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inclination towards emancipation cannot be explained. The principles like
intellect etc. are essentially of the nature of pain. This is because pain being a
modification of the raja gura (rajaparinamabhedah) and the intellect
(buddhi) being the first product of the sattva, rajas and tamas, the tendency to
attain absolute cessation of sufferings can evidently not be there in the intellect
etc., as that would lead to the destruction of the essential nature of the intellect
etc. itself. Thus, it is necessary to admit a principle which is distinct from pain
etc. essentially and is other than the intellect etc., and that is the purusa. Such
purusa can be considered to have absolute detachment from sufferings etc.
without its essence being hampered. Hence, it is established that there is
purusa, who is of the form of consciousness, and is other than the intellect etc.,
and such a position is endorsed by scriptures, agama and the volition towards

emancipation as observed in the sages.

After stating the probanses individually as put forward by I$varakrsna
in the seventeenth karika, in order to establish the existence of purusa, we now
delve into an analysis of the probanses and their efficacy in establishing the
intended probandum. We have found that in order to establish the existence of
purusa, Iévarakrsna has employed five probanses, namely — (i)
samghatapararthatva (ii) trigupadiviparyayatva (iii) adhisthanatva (iv)
bhoktrbhavatva and (V) kaivalyartham pravrtti. However, Vacaspati Misra
claims that the reasons or grounds put forward are not mutually exclusive,
rather each probans could be reduced to one or more of the other. To explicate

he says that the first probans is reducible to the fourth one. The term
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‘samghata’ refers to that which serves the purpose of the other. So evidently
that other should be attributed with the property of enjoyership, as the above-
mentioned purpose here refers to enjoyment itself. Here, prakrti, mahat etc.
are referred to by the term ‘sarighata’. Thus, objects of pleasure and pain can
evidently serve the purpose of enjoyment only, and nothing else. The one
whose enjoyment is being fulfilled is termed as the enjoyer. Thus, it is clear
that the condition samghatapararthatva indicates that the objects like prakrti
etc. being either pleasurable or painful or delusional in nature, requires some
enjoyer whose need or purpose of enjoyment could be served. Such enjoyer is
none but the purusa. This is precisely the contention of the fourth condition

too.

Further, Vacaspati mentions that the second probans
trigunadiviparyayatva is also not an appropriate ground for establishing the
existence of purusa; but the other (para) that has been established by the first
probans as one who is distinct from the compound or complex objects
(sarmghatatirikta or asamhata), is further endorsed by the second reason. The
para ascertained by the first condition cannot be of the nature of the samghata
padartha, as that would lead to the fallacy of infinite regress. Thus, to prevent
any such fallacious state, the purusa has to be admitted as distinct from the
samghata. This is claimed in other parts of the scriptures as well, by verses
likes ‘tadviparitah puman’??, which again indicates that the purusa is
essentially of the opposite nature of the triguza. Thus, attributes like atriguna,

viveki, avisaya, asamanya, cetana and aprasavadharmi cannot act as
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conditions for establishing the existence of purusa, rather they uphold the
essential nature of purusa as opposed to prakrti, as already discussed in the

previous chapter on the nature of consciousness.

Now in order to examine the third probans ‘adhisthanatva’, Vacaspati
Miséra states that just as a chariot is governed by a charioteer, similarly the
objects of pleasure, pain and delusion are presided by some sentient principle.
That overriding conscious principle is none but the purusa or the atman.
However, from the above analogy it might be claimed that only a chariot
which is in motion is controlled by a charioteer, and not just any chariot. From
that perspective it might be questioned that whether the purusa, who is being
accepted as the underlying sentient principle behind the activity of prakrti, is
to be admitted as the cause of those activities. Since prakrti is incessantly in
the state of activity, then there should be a principle to govern or to preside
over that. Otherwise the actions cannot be accounted for. Here the problem
arises that whether at all purusa could be regarded as the cause of all such
activity or creation of prakrti. If so, then the very essence of purusa would be
hampered, and if not, then it is to be admitted that the insentient praksti can
act on its own even without the guidance of any overriding conscious
principle. However, the admission of the latter position would further lead to
the questioning of the principle called purusa altogether. That is, if the prakrti
can act even without any sentient guidance, then why at all purusa should be
admitted? The above would be discussed in the section on the relation between

purusa and prakrti where we would be able to discern the necessity of the
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admission of purusa in spite of its essential non-relatedness to the chain of

causality.

However, in response to the above criticism, Vacaspati Misra adheres
to the views of the opponents who consider that Zsvara should be admitted as
the supreme sentient principle behind the creativity of prakrti, and further he
clarifies that individual beings, being finite or having limitations, cannot be
attributed with such property. In the prelude to the fifty seventh karika, we
find that ‘nahi ksetrajijah cetanah prakrtim adhisthdtum arhanti’®, meaning
that the individual human beings, in spite of having knowledge about matter
and body, cannot act as the presiding conscious principle over the activities of
insentient prakrti. Thus, to resolve the above issue, Vacaspati Misra ascribes
the purusa as the overriding conscious principle in relation to the activities of
prakrti, and hence establishes the existence of purusa. It is to be noted here
that if prakrti refers to the objects of pleasure, pain and delusion then the one
presiding over these would be ascribed as none but an enjoyer and as
essentially distinct from the trigurza. Thus, again we find that the existence of
purusa is being established as an enjoyer, and the conditions thus provided,

are reduced to the fourth probans.

Finally, we can say that ‘kaivalyartham pravrtteh’ refers to the volition
of purusa towards liberation, and we have found from the karika that the
prakrti becomes creative or active towards the fulfilment of such volition of
purusa. Vacaspati states that according to the agama or scriptures, the seers
are possessed by the volition towards liberation. That is, the scriptures
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establish liberation as the ultimate aim and the seers are dedicated to the
attainment of liberation. Thus, purusa is to be admitted in order to account for
such volition and its actualisation. However, it might be questioned here that
the purusa being essentially liberated (nityamukta), how can its volition be
considered as a ground for establishing its existence. Further it leads to an
inconsistency, namely, vyaghata dosa. One who is eternally and essentially
emancipated, further stating means of liberation for that principle is only
superfluous. Thus, referring to the volition of the sages as a ground for

establishing the existence of purusa is an inappropriate one.

Moreover, as we have already seen that grounding the existence of
purusa on the property of enjoyership also leads to the disruption of the
essence of purusa. Also the purusa has been referred to as non-agent (akarta),
witness (saksi) and mediator (madhyastha) as we have already found in our
previous discussions. Thus, referring to the purusa as an enjoyer only leads to
its ascription as the agent of enjoyment, thus denying its essence of non-
agency. Furthermore, a witness or a mediator cannot be considered to be an
enjoyer either. Hence, the question of enjoyment in case of indifferent
(udasina), self-contained (kirastha), and witness-like purusa does not arise at
all in the literal sense of the term. Such issues, however, need to be delved into
deeper depths, and an analysis in this area would be carried out in the context

of bondage and liberation of purusa in the seventh chapter of the thesis.

Further we find that Dandisvami, in the context of discussing sabda,
has stated that, - ‘idam andham tamah krtsnam jayeta bhuvanatrayam/ yadi
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jfianahvayam jyotih asamsaram na dipyate//’**. It means that the entire world
would have been immersed in darkness had it not been illuminated by the light
of knowledge. Though Dandisvami has stated the above in the context of
sabda, yet it may be considered to be more appropriate in the context of
knowledge. A mute person, for her/his inability to utter words, might face a
lot of difficulties in leading their lives, but that does not render their existence
to be meaningless. However, an existence without the attainment of

knowledge is nothing but a meaningless one.

Every philosophical school, and human beings in general, cannot deny
the existence and the efficacy of knowledge. Even the Stinyavadins belonging
to the school of the Madhyamika Buddhists, who refute the existence of
everything in the world, and pertain to a nihilist position, admit the nature of
the sinya to be that of the knowledge, even though they do not admit the sinya

to be sat.

Now the notion of cognition that is admitted by all the schools of
philosophy is that knowledge is of a luminous nature (prakasasvabhava).
Though it is a debatable issue that whether knowledge expresses itself or not,
but it is unanimously admitted that a cognition expresses its own object. That
is, in case of the cognition of a jar, the object jar is manifested by the respective
cognition. The advocates of the svaprakasatvavada of knowledge hold that the
knowledge which can manifest the objects of cognition, can evidently express
itself too. There are numerous arguments in favour and in opposition of this
view, but since it is not relevant in this context, hence, we are refraining from
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the detailed discussion of such. Knowledge being self-expressive
(prakasasvabhava), cannot be the property of some other object. This is
because, if knowledge is considered to be the property of some other object,
then it could be apprehended that whether at all that object, that is, the locus
(dharmi) of that knowledge is also prakasasvabhava or not. Now if we
consider the locus of a cognition to be prakasasvabhava, then we arrive at the
fallacy of cumbrous thinking (kalpanagaurava). This is because if either the
cognition or the locus be self-expressive, then the entire compound that is, the
knowledge, its object and its locus, all are expressed by virtue of one of the
components. Thus, the admission of the capacity of self-expression both on
the part of the knowledge and its locus turns out to be superfluous. Again if
we consider the locus of a cognition to be insentient, and hence, cannot be self-
expressive, then also the cognition which is itself of the self-expressive nature
cannot be considered to be a property of the inexpressive, insentient object.
Thus, the admission of a locus of a cognition is not a tenable position. Rather
the knowledge itself is eternal, ubiquitous, immanent yet transcendent. Such
knowledge is referred to as the arman in the various systems of Indian
philosophy, and specifically in Sarhkhya philosophy, it is called purusa. Thus,
the pure immanent and transcendent consciousness, which is of the nature of
pure knowledge (j77a), is both the manifestor (prakasaka) and the self-

expressive (prakasasvabhava) principle.

We have found that I$varakrsna has stated the sattva gupa to be of

luminous nature, yet it cannot act as the manifestor of objects. The sattva gura
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might be metaphorically compared to the sun intending the luminosity of both.
However, it is claimed that though the rays of the sun can manifest all the
objects of the world, yet that does not express the actual state of affairs. Rather
it is due to the knowledge of objects that the world gets manifested to us. Thus,
it is knowledge only which could be considered as the manifestor of objects,
and hence, of the world. The sattva gura, acting as the mediator, helps in
establishing the relation between the knowledge and the objects of the world.
Thus, it is also referred to as the manifestor in a secondary sense of the term.
The pure, eternal, unvitiated cognition-like consciousness is the only

manifestor in the true sense of the term.

The sattva gura helps in the production of cognition, - ‘sattvat
sarijayeta jijanam’®. The cognition produced with the aid of the sattva gura
is nothing but a reflection of the pure, unadulterated, supreme cognition. The
sattva guna, being luminous or mirror-like, is capable of receiving reflections
on it, and hence, it is referred to as the manifestor. If such reflections of the
pure cognition-like consciousness is not received on the sattva gupa, then
sattva gupa being essentially insentient does not have any capacity to manifest
the objects of the world or that of the cognition. Thus, it is evident that the the
pure cognition-like consciousness is the only manifestor (prakasaka) as well
as the self-expressive (prakasasvabhava) principle. Such cognition-like

consciousness is nothing but the arman.

In the above context, for the sake of clarification, it is to be noted that
when we refer to the sattva guza as the manifestor, it does not intend the sattva
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gurxa in its primordial state, be it before the creation or after the attainment of
vivekakhyati, rather it is to imply that state of the sattva gura which is capable
of receiving the reflection of the consciousness, that is, the embodied sattva
guna. The sattva gura that is there in the sense organ like, eyes etc., the manas,
ahamkara and the buddhi, that is, in the antakkarana, is considered to be the
manifestor, as it is capable of directly receiving the reflection of the embodied
consciousness. Thus, in order to account for the manifestation of the objects
of cognition like, the jar, cloth etc. it is impending to admit the existence of
the cognition-like consciousness, referred to as the arman or the purusa.
Hence, there cannot be any denial to the claim that ‘purusak asti’. Thus, with

the above arguments the existence of purusa is established.
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CHAPTER 3

Proofs for the Plurality of Purusa

Having established the existence of purusa in the seventeenth
Sarmkhyakarika, I$varakrsna proceeds to establish the plurality of
consciousness (purusa) with respect to individual bodies, as experienced in
the phenomenal realm. The admission of embodied consciousness puts forth a
number of apprehensions regarding the monistic or pluralistic stance that has
to be considered in relation to the consciousness per se. That is, the statement,
‘purusa exists’, brings up the natural question that whether the purusa is one
and the same in every individual body. Or, are purusas many and are they
specific to the bodies themselves? In the karika we find that I§varakrsna states
that purusa is many in number, according to the individual bodies. Thus,
unlike the Advaita Vedantins, who pertain to the monistic position regarding
the admission of consciousness, I§varakrsna establishes the multiplicity of
purusa with reference to the specific bodies of individual beings. In order to
express his arguments he puts forward the eighteenth karika as follows -
‘jJananamaranpakarananam pratiniyamadayugapat pravrttescal

purusabahutva siddhari traigunyaviparyayat caival/™*.

Now before entering into the analysis of the arguments provided

above, the Sarhkhya philosophers clarify the relation between the body and
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the consciousness as experienced by us empirically, specifically in the context
of cognition. The issues relating to the relation between the cognition,
consciousness and the body would be discussed in detail in the fifth chapter of
the thesis. According to the Samkhya philosophers purusa being pure
consciousness or pure cognition, is capable of illuminating or manifesting the
entire world. However, it does not get related to all the objects of the world
simultaneously. Purusa is always and essentially indifferent (udasina), and
hence, cannot get actually related at all. Rather if it would not have been so,
and had it been the cause of manifestation of objects, then all the objects of
the world would have been expressed simultaneously to all beings and at all
times. Evidently, this does not happen. Rather we find that at the same point
of time different individuals experience the cognition of different objects. Say,
at a particular point of time one person cognises a jar, while another knows a
cloth. Again the same individual might have the cognition of a jar and a cloth
at different points of time. Thus, it is to be admitted that the pure, infinite
cognition or consciousness, though of an illuminating nature
(prakasasvabhava), remains essentially self-contained (kitasthasvabhava),
and is neither the cause nor the effect. So it stands apart from any kind of

causal chain.

Now the issue regarding the manifestation of objects requires some
further discussion. We know that the purusa, though ubiquitous (vibhu) in
nature, does not lead to the manifestation of all the objects simultaneously or

at all times. When a specific sense organ gets related to a particular object,
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then only that object is expressed in the form of cognition. Further it is to be
noted that, though the consciousness is there in the entire body and is in
proximity to all the organs of the body simultaneously, yet that does not lead
to the cognition of all kinds of objects by the respective sense organs at the
same point of time. This is because of the absence of the contact between the
sense organs and the mind (manas).Thus, the embodied consciousness can
only manifest objects which are related to the sense organs associated with the

mind.

This problem arises in all the systems that believe in the ubiquitous
character of consciousness. The problem varies depending upon whether the
system believes in one or in many conscious principles. If the system upholds
the thesis that consciousness is one and ubiquitous, then the problem is — why
are not all objects revealed to this one, all-pervasive consciousness at the same
time? If the system, like the Sarhkhya school, upholds the thesis that there are
many conscious principles but all these principles are ubiquitous, then also
they are faced with the problem, — why is it the case that all objects are not
revealed to a particular individual self at the same time, even though every
individual consciousness is eternal and all-pervasive? So the system needs to
specify the circumstances or the conditions under which alone an object may

be manifested or revealed to a particular subject.

We often find that in case of dreams an individual considers oneself as
a tiger and not as a human being. Here a question might arise that in such cases
the human-ness (naratva) is there in the individual and the mind (manas) is
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also performing its specific function, then why is it that the person does not
acquire the cognition of the form ‘I am a human being’? In reply it may be
stated that at that point of time there being no connection with the ego
(ahamikara), the above form of cognition is not produced. In case of deep sleep
(susupti), though there is no connection with the ego, yet the involuntary act
of breathing continues, and hence, we have to admit the functionality of the
internal sense organ (antakkarana). It can, thus, be claimed that the eternal or
beginning-less, pure, infinite cognition or consciousness called purusa
manifests only that object which is reflected by the internal sense organ

(antakzkarapa) where it is brought about by the sense organs (indriya).

It is to be noted here that in case of perception the object is expressed
by the anta/karana with the mediation of the sense organs (indriya). However,
in case of inference, testimony and recollection, though there is no mediation
of the sense organs, yet the objects of cognition are brought to the antazkarana
and then only they can be expressed in their respective forms through
subsequent steps. The detailed discussion of how cognition takes place in case
of an individual will be carried out in the second section of the thesis, namely,
in the context of purusavabodha upapdadana. Nevertheless, it is clear that
antazkarana is specific to each and every individual, and the sense organs
(indriya) being present in the bodies qualified by antazkarapa, comes in
contact with the knowable entities and accordingly transmits their forms to the
antaizkarana. The antaikarana then assumes the form of the object and

receives the reflection of the consciousness on it, and that eventually leads to
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the expression of the cognition of the object thus produced. However,
antaszkarana being many in number, multitude of purusa or consciousness is
to be admitted. If we consider only one purusa, then only one antakkarana
would be capable of expressing objects. In reality, however, we find that
numerous objects are manifested to different individuals at the same point of

time. Thus, it is clear that purusas are many in number.

On that note, ISvarakrsna puts forward the first argument in favour of
establishing the plurality of purusa as ‘jananamarapakarananam’ etc. The
term ‘janana’ means birth, ‘marana’ refers to death and ‘karana’ indicates the
thirteen organs, both internal and external. The intended meaning of the above
phrase in the karika is that due to the specificity of the functioning of the sense
organs and the individual regularity of birth and death, it is to be admitted that
purusa is multiple in existence. This is further clarified by the term
‘pratiniyama’ which means ‘pratipurusaz: niyamak vyavastha’?. That is, the
birth, death and volition of sense organs being specific to individuals, the

plurality of purusa is to be necessarily admitted.

Now a question arises that purusa being eternal, beginningless and
devoid of any possibility of destruction, how can the concepts of birth and
death act as grounds for establishing the plurality of purusa. To resolve such
apparent disparity, Vacaspati Misra mentions in his commentary (tika), -
‘nikayavisistabhirapurvabhirdehendriyamano hamkarabuddhivedanabhih
purusasya 'abhisambandho  janma, na tu purusasya parinamah,
tasya’aparinamitvatl tesameva ca dehadinamupattanam parityago maranam,
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na tu atmano vindsah, tasya kitasthanityatvat//>®. That is, the body (deha),
organs (indriya), mind (manas), ego (ahamkara), intellect (buddhi) and the
impressions of previous modes of antakkarana (vedana or jijanakhya vrtti),
all of these become apparently related to the purusa (purusasya
abhisambandha) and such phenomenal related state is referred to as the birth
(Janma) of purusa, in the empirical sense of the term. The term ‘nikaya’ in the
above commentary refers to the state when the body, sense organs, mind, ego,
intellect and cognitions all act together harmoniously in order to serve the
purpose of some other, that is, an individual. Now if the above state is novel
(navina) and unprecedented (apiirva), then the first apparent relation
(abhisambandha) of purusa with such a state of matter, is referred to as the
birth. It is to be noted here that the above relation (abhisambandha) does not
refer to any relation of contact etc. Rather it indicates egoistic relation
(abhimanaripa sambandha) and that is why such relation is not real, it is only
apparent (atattvika)*. Due to the above relation, the purusa considers the
modes of matter, that is, the nikaya or the samghata to be its own form of
existence, and hence, provides the ground for establishing the enjoyer-
enjoyable relationship (bhoktybhogyabhava), even though it is merely
apparent. The purusa being essentially solitary and non-related, there cannot
be any actual or real (tattvika) relation between the purusa and the nikaya; yet
the apparent relation of enjoyership occurs with only a specific material
compound (rikaya). However, the question arises that, how does this apparent
relation between a conscious purusa and a particular nikaya take place. Every

nikaya is constituted of a body, a mind, an aharikara, buddhi and the ten
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organs. The buddhi reflects the purusacaitanya and due to the non-
apprehension of the distinction between the reflected consciousness and the
original consciousness, the properties pertaining to the reflected
consciousness, such as pleasure, pain, aversion, cognition of specific objects
etc. are used as those pertaining to purusacaitanya. It is because of this non-
apprehension of distinction between the original and the reflected
consciousness, purusacaitanya appears as possessing the properties of the
nikaya and the antazkarana. However, the nikayas are innumerable, and these
individual nikayas belong to different categories, like, the supra-human or the
deities (devatva), the humans (manusyatva) and the animals or infra-humans
(pasutva). Each category differs from the other due to the difference in the
specific properties or qualities (dharma) of the respective categories. Each of
the purusa attains a specific egoistic relation with one particular nikaya,
though only apparently, and thus, due to the multiplicity of the nikaya, we

have to admit the plurality of purusa.

Further when the purusa no longer remains attached to the respective
nikayas, such state of phenomenal detachment from the nikaya is termed as
death (maraza). Such detachment in no way indicates the destruction of the
self, since, self is devoid of any destruction, unlike the jar etc. The self
continues to exist in its pure, non-related, isolatory state. Rather the above
notion of death refers to the destruction or cessation of the apparent
enjoyership of the self with the enjoyable matter. Analogously, owing to the

cessation of the apparent egoistic relation of enjoyership between the

95



individual nikayas and forms of matter at different points of time, at various

places etc., multiplicity of purusa is clearly established.

Now an important aspect is to be noted in the above context of birth
and death; that is, the entire argumentation above has been carried out in terms
of the gross body of an individual. At the beginning of creation, individual
subtle bodies were produced for each purusa. However, the apparent relation
of purusa with the respective subtle body is not considered as the birth of
purusa. Rather the body, organs etc. which develop in the mother’s womb is
unprecedented (apiirva). Thus, the apparent or phenomenal connected-ness of
purusa with that body is termed as its birth; and accordingly, the cessation of
the above sense of related-ness with the gross body, organs, mind, ego,
intellect and cognition (modes of intellect) is termed as death in the empirical
sense of the term. It is, however, to be kept in mind here that according to
Sarhkhya philosophy, the various forms of the body at different stages of our
existence are essentially not different from each other. Hence, they cannot be
considered to be novel or unprecented (apirva). Only the body that develops
in the mother’s womb could be considered to be apiirva, and hence, the
concept of birth could be accounted for. Thus, it could be reiterated that the
terms ‘birth’ and ‘death’ respectively indicate the related-ness and the non-
relatedness to the gross body, sense organs, mind, ego, intellect and the modes

of the intellect in the form of cognition.

Further the term ‘karapa’ refers to thirteen principles collectively.
They are — the intellect, the ego, and the eleven organs which consist of the
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five motor organs and the five sense organs, and the mind. The purusas being
individually related to each of these complexes, and to the specific states of
birth and death, are convincingly established to be many in number. Moreover
if only one purusa would have been admitted in various bodies, then the
disciplined order of birth, death and the specificities of the organs of respective
bodies would not have been established or accounted for. This is because the
birth or death of one purusa would have led to the same state-of-affairs for all
other purusas. Even the defects of an organ of an individual would have been
applicable to all others as well. Furthermore, the liberation of one purusa
would have entailed that of all other purusas too. Hence, the admission of
plurality of purusa is absolutely necessary in order to account for the definite

order of creation and its existence.

Now one might argue that the ether (akasa) is a single object, yet it is
used as many by virtue of its contextual entitlements (upadhi), like ghatakasa,
patakasa etc. Moreover with the annihilation of upadhi, we often use dicta
like, ‘the ghatakasa is produced and the patakasa is destroyed’. So
analogously it may be argued that just like the ether, let there be only one
purusa, and just as the ether is termed as many owing to its various upadhis,
similarly the purusa be considered as many by virtue of the upadhis like the
body etc. This establishes the fact that the self is one, and is merely used as
many in phenomenal terms. The opponents further claim that the admission of
the above stance would even explain the ordering of birth and death, and

hence, there is no need to admit many purusas. This is further endorsed by
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Vacaspati Misra’s statement in the commentary as follows, - ‘na ca ekasya’api
purusasya dehopadhanabhedadvyavastha iti yuktam’®. That is, even if purusa
is one, then by dint of the variety of different bodies, it is possible to explain
the notions of birth, death etc., and thus, it is futile to admit the plurality of

selves.

In response to the above criticism it is mentioned that if we admit the
plurality of purusa by considering the body as the upadhi, then even the organs
or various parts of the body might be considered as individual upadhis.
Consequently, we have to admit many selves in the same body. That is, if we
consider the birth and death of a body to be that of the self as well, then the
augmentation of an organ, or the removal of an organ might also be considered
as the birth and death of the self. However, such position is absurd and
untenable. This is because when an organ of an individual is removed or the
hair, nails or other body parts of a person develop we do not refer to those
instances as death or birth of the individuals respectively.® Hence, it is not
admissible that due to the differences in bodies, the same self appears to be
many. Rather the logical position is that individual bodies encase individual
selves, and that pertains to our understanding of the empirical as well as the

theoretical conception of the relation between the matter and the self.

The next argument in favour of establishing the plurality of selves, as
advanced in the karika is ayugapat pravrtti. In the previous argument we have
found that if the same self would have been there in different bodies, then the
birth, death and the functions of the organs would have occurred
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simultaneously. Accordingly, the volitions too would have been one and the
same in all the bodies. However, that is not found to happen in case of the
actual state-of-affairs. The volitions and dispositions are found to vary widely
in different individuals, and accordingly it becomes clear that selves are many.
The inference employed to strengthen the above view is as follows — ‘purusak
pratisarivari bhinnak ayugapat pravrttimattvat’. In the above inference, the
term ‘pravrtti’ refers to volition (prayatna), that is, intention or effort
conducive towards action (kriyajanaka prayatna). Sometimes the term
‘pravrtti’ also refers to the merits and demerits earned through our voluntary
actions, that is, dharmadharma. In Samkhya philosophy, we know that
volition, in spite of being a mode of matter (antafkarara), is imposed on or
used as that of the purusa. During the state of migration, when the purusa or
the embodied consciousness has not attained the discriminatory cognition
between itself and the modes of the antaZkarana, the consciousness appears
to consider itself as the agent of an action, or the locus of the various modes
of the antakkarapza. Accordingly, the voltions etc. that are there in the
antazkarana, get superimposed on the consciousness and seem to be located
there. Consequently, purusa, though figuratively, yet in the empirical realm
appears to be affected by the modes of the antaikarara. This could be
expressed through an analogy, as follows - just as in case of a war the victory
or defeat is actually faced by the soldiers, yet the result is imposed on or is
said to be borne by the king or the master of the land, similarly, the
antazkarana specific to an individual undergoes transformations in the form

of volitions etc., and accordingly those volitions etc. are ascribed to that
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purusa. This would be discussed in further detail in the seventh chapter of the
thesis following the sixty second karika. 1t is empirically known that such
volitions are not the same in different individuals. It is further because the
purusa or the embodied consciousness only gets apparently related to the
specific antakkarana, as encased in that particular body. That is, the volitions
or the modes of the antazkarapa specific to the individual body only gets
superimposed of the consciousness delimited by that body. Accordingly, the
propensities, and the cognitive and the emotive states of that being are
expressed. Evidently, such a phenomenon appears due to the non-
apprehension of the discrimination between the self and the matter. Thus, due
to the specific differences in terms of volition, cognition, feeling etc. in the
different individuals, specific purusas are to be admitted for specific bodies.
If such is not admitted, then there being the same self (atman) in various
bodies, each of the bodies will have the same tendencies and volitions at the
same point of time. However, that is against our experience. Hence, to avoid
the above absurdity in the state of affairs, we have to admit the plurality of

selves. That is, ‘nandtve tu na ayam dosa’®.

The third argument in favour of establishing the plurality of selves in
accordance to individual bodies is traigupyaviparyayatva. The term ‘eva’ in
the karika is related to the term ‘siddham’ in the verse, and not with the term
‘traigunyaviparyayat’. Such a sense of the above verse is considered to imply
that the arguments provided so far indeed establish the multiplicity of purusa

and not its denial. The term ‘traigunya’ indicates the three guras — sattva,
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rajas and tamas, and ‘viparyaya’ refers to the absence of the above three
gupas. It is important to note here that the term ‘viparyaya’ has a negative
denotation and so it cannot directly establish the purusa as a distinct category
from the complex (trigunatmaka) entities. Thus, here the term ‘viparyaya’ is
to be understood as anyathatva, that is, diversity (vaicitra). So the above
probans is to be understood as, due to the diversity of the three guras in
different beings, multiplicity of purusa is to be admitted. In order to explicate
the above, Vacaspati Misra mentions — ‘kecit khalu sattvanikaya’® etc. The
term ‘sattva’ in sattvanikaya refers to prapa, and ‘nikdya’ means refuge
(asraya). Thus, the term ‘sattvanikaya’ means the refuge of life or living
beings (prani). The Sarmkhya philosophical system admits stratification of
beings on the basis of the dominance of one gura or the other in each
individual being. For instance, the deities are considered to be predominantly
sattvika in nature and consequently, they experience pleasure and finer
knowledge. Again human beings are said to be rajopradhana, that is, the
rajagupa is predominant in their nature. This results in their enhanced
creativity and dynamic power. The animals or lower beings, on the other hand,
possess a predominance of tamagura which results in their ignorance and
inertia. Now if the same self is considered to be there in each of the above
different categories of beings, then the respective natures and potencies of
each of the categories cannot be accounted for. Hence, we have to admit the

plurality of self in order to avoid such inconsistency of matters.
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Furthermore, birth and death being two contradictory phenomena, the
pain experienced by an individual during birth and death are equally
contradictory to each other. Hence, it is not possible for a being to experience
the pain of birth and death simultaneously. In the world we find that some
beings are born, while others are dying at the same point of time. Again some
are experiencing pain, while others are enjoying pleasurable things at the same
point of time. So if there would have been only one self in all these different
bodies, then the simultaneous experiences would have been contradictory to
each other and logically inadmissible. One self can experience either pain or
pleasure at one particular point of time. It can have varied experiences at
different points of time, but the same self, in spite of having different
delimiting conditions (upadhibheda), cannot have contradictory experiences
simultaneously. Even if we consider the different parts of a body to be the
individual delimiting factors (upadhi), even then an individual never
experiences pain in one part of a body and pleasure in another. Also one cannot
experience different kinds of pleasure and/or different kinds of pain in the
various parts of the body at the same point of time. That is, one cannot
experience pleasure in one’s head and pain in one’s hand at the same point of
time. Nor can one experience different forms of pleasure and/or pain in one’s
different parts of the body at the same point of time. It is evidently an absurd
proposition. This is because the embodied consciousness can get apparently
related to one particular mode of the anta/zkarara at one particular point of
time. Though pain and pleasure are not modes of the body rather that of the

antazkarana, yet in terms of being the apparent delimiters, such an argument

102



is not fallacious. However, on the contrary we find various contradictory
experiences of pleasure, pain etc. to be produced in different individuals at the
same point of time. Hence, it is to be admitted and rather it is clearly
established that the self or the embodied consciousness as an apparent enjoyer
is different in different bodies, that is, each self is specific to an individual

body.

Finally, Vacaspati Misra further clarifies the argument on the
difference of simultaneous volitions by stating that we all know that different
individuals do not experience similar kind of volitions at the same point of
time. So the difference in simultaneous volitions show that selves are many.
According to some Sarhkhya philosophers, such is due to the absence of the
volition of simultaneous production in prakrti at the very beginning of
creation. According to Sammkhya philosophy, prakrti is responsible for the
enjoyment and liberation (bhuktimuktisahayika) of purusa. So if purusa would
have been one, then prakrti would have created only one antaikarana, one
ego, one set of organs and only one gross body. However, in actuality it is not
so. All the above are numerous. Now one might argue that the same self has
the capacity to enjoy through different bodies; and that is why the prakrti
creates innumerable antafkaranras. In response it may be said that even if it
so, then the prakrti would have tended to create all the bodies together or
simultaneously; however, that does not happen either. Thus, to account for the
non-simultaneous volition of prakrti to create, we have to admit the plurality

of self. There are diversities among the different bodies, and the concept of
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delimiters cannot really account for the same self in different bodies. Hence,
it is clearly established that the above arguments convincingly prove the

plurality of self in Sarmkhya philosophy.

The focal point of the above discussion revolves around the issue that
on principle, the pure consciousness should be one, which seems to be in
accordance with the monist positions of the various schools of Indian
philosophy, namely, like that of the Advaita Vedantins. However, such a
position is not admitted in Sarhkhya philosophy. It is true that they admit two
categories of funadamental principles — the conscious (purusa) and the matter
(prakrti), but both the categories are constituted of multiplicity. The prakrti
manifests itself into the twenty three priciples as discussed earlier, and the
category of consciousness includes numerous embodied consciousness or self,
which though essentially retains all the characteristics of the pure
consciousness, yet acts as the apparent knower, enjoyer, agent etc. in the
phenomenal realm. This constitutes the sense of being as individually
experienced by us in our empirical existence. Thus, all these, and the

arguments provided above, emphasise the fact that purusa is many in number.

In tune with the entire discussion above another argument that might
be put forward is that due to the different potencies and capacities of different
kinds of beings, the actions performed by them are vastly varied. Now if we
consider the same self in different bodies, then the theory of karma cannot be
accounted for. The different actions would lead to different results (phala) and

accordingly to different prarabdha karmas. However, if the same self is
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considered to be responsible for all kinds of actions by the different bodies,
then the law of karma cannot be admitted, which is not a tenable position.

Hence, we have to admit purusabahutvavada.

With that we enter into the second part of the thesis which is concerned
with the study of Sarmkhya epistemology. The primary focus would be on how
knowledge is produced and accordingly, issues related to purusabobodha,
pramana, veracity of pramana (pramanya) etc. would come under the purview

of our discussion in the respective chapters.
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CHAPTER 4

Embodied Cognition:

The Concepts of Prama and Pramana in the Sarnkhya System

In the fourth Samkhyakarika, we find that the various means of
acquiring valid cognition is being established and discussed about. The aim of
this exercise is to provide the means of acquiring right knowledge which
would lead us to our ultimate objective, namely, the liberation. Liberation is
nothing but the absolute cessation (aikantika and atyantika nivytti) of
sufferings. To attain that, the only means is the attainment of a special
cognition, that is, sattvapurusanyatakhyati or sattvapurusanyatapratyaya. To
attain such cognition, it is necessary to acquire the knowledge of vyakta (the
expressed), that is, the world constituted of or transformed from mahat etc.,
avyakta (the unmanifest) indicating the pradhana or miilaprakyti and jia or
purusa, that is, pure consciousness. Now such knowledge can only be acquired
by studying the Samkhya sastras. From there we get the cognition of all the
twenty five tattvas or principles as admitted in Samkhya philosophy, namely,
the vyakta (twenty three in number) comprised of seven prakyti-vikrti and
sixteen vikrti, avyakta (one in number) and purusa, essentially one in number.
Attainment of the knowledge of all these principles is the primary programme

of Sarhkhya philosophy. However, all these tattvas should be established with
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the help of pramana, otherwise it would not be a part of any philosophical
discourse. Thus, before establishing any other tattva, the pramanatattva is
being established first. Now the karika is as follows -
‘drstamanumanamaptavacanam ca sarvapramana siddhatvatl trividham

pramanamistam prameyasiddhis pramanaddhi//®

Now it may be argued that the Nyaya philosophy has performed
detailed and intricate discussions on pramana, so what is the use of engaging
in it again? The way Nyaya system establishes pramana, if that is not refuted,
then naturally it would be considered as accepted. This is because we all know
that ‘apratisiddhas: paramatam anumatas: bhavati’?, meaning that if the
others’ view is not refuted or contradicted, then it implies that it is accepted.
Apprehending such an argument, Vacaspati Misra states that ‘abhimatah
pramanabhedah laksaniyah’®. It means that only those pramanas which are
essential in establishing the principles of Sarmkhya philosophy are the accepted
ones. Hence, it is important to carry out an independent discussion on
pramanas in the Samkhya system. However, prior to defining the specific
definitions of each of the pramanas it is necessary to look into the common
definition (samanyalaksana) of the pramanas. Though it is not a compulsory
condition in all cases, but in most cases it is required. Common definitions
like, ‘dravyatvajatimattvam dravyatvam’ need not necessarily precede
specific definitions like, ‘gandhavattvam prthivitvam’. However, the analysis
of specific definitions requires that of the common definitions first. Hence,

samanyalaksanas need to be mentioned first before any discussion on the
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visesalaksanas.* Thus, Bhattapada claims, ‘samdnyalaksanam tyaktva
visesasyaiva laksanari na sakyari kevalasm kartum’® etc. Hence, I§varakrsna,
in the fourth karika gives the common definition of pramana, its divisions and
necessity. It is interesting to note here that the term ‘pramanam’ only indicates
the common definition of pramana. It stands both for the definition (laksara)
as well as the term that is being defined (laksya pada). The etymology of the
word ‘pramana’ shows that it is composed of the root ma, with the prefix pra
and lyuy suffix in karanavacya. The entire compound conveys the meaning of

pramana, and also that it is the karara of prama.

At this point it is to be noted that in Samkhya philosophy, terms like
‘buddhi’etc. have not been considered in the prevalent sense of the terms or as
admitted in the other schools of Indian philosophy. Each of the terms like,
‘buddhi’, ‘jjana’, ‘upalabdhi’, ‘pratyaya’, ‘samvit’ etc. have distinct
connotations. However, Gautama in his Nyaya philosophy states that —
‘buddhiz upalabdhis jjanam iti anarthantaram’® That is, terms like
‘buddhi’etc. as stated above do not have any difference in their meaning.
Rather they could be used interchangeably. But such a position is not accepted

in Sarhkhya philosophy.

As we know, according to Sarnkhya philosophy, prakrti and purusa
are the two fundamental principles. Of these, purusa is immutable, and hence
of the nature of essential oneness. This is due to the pure essence of
consciousness (caitanyasvabhavata) which is the only constituent factor of
purusa, or in other words, the purusa itself. On the other hand, prakrti is
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incessantly in a state of flux, and thus constituted of diversity. This is again
due to the insentient nature (jadata) of prakrti. It is the very characteristic of
an insentient object that it undergoes continuous transformation (niyata
parinamasila). The first product of the insentient prakyti is called buddhi. The

other terms referring to buddhi are mahat, sattva, citta and anta/kararna.

The buddhi or the antakzkarana referred to above, being luminous in
nature due to the predominance of sattvagura in it, is like that of a mirror. It
is clear in nature and can undergo transformations like expansion and
contraction. It is due to such nature of the buddhi that it can reach the objects
like, jar etc. through the passage of the eyes or that of the other sense organs,
and acquire the form of the respective objects. The transformation of the
buddhi or the antakkaraza in the form of the object inside the body, attained
due to the assistance of the sense organs, including the manas, is called vrtti
or jana. Now when the reflection of the embodied consciousness is received
on the clear buddhi or the antakzkarapa, which is already transformed into the
form of the external object, it gets manifested. According to Vijfjanabhiksu
and his followers, the complex referred to above, that is, the visayakaravisista-
buddhivrtti or the caitanyapratibimbavisista-visayakaravisista-buddhivrtti is
again reflected on the bimbapurusa, that is, the actual consciousness, and then
the entire compound gets manifested as the cognition. However, debates
regarding the above two stances would be carried out in detail in the following
chapter. Now whatever be the position regarding the manifestation of the

cognition, namely, ekapratibimbavada or anyonyapratibimbavada, the above
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complexes thus referred to, namely, caitanyapratibimbavisista-
Visayakaravisista-buddhivytti or the reflection of the visayakaravisista-
buddhivrtti on the bimbapurusa respectively, is called the pauruseyabodha or
upalabdhi. It is then that the egoistic (abhimanika) usages like, ‘aham janami’
occurs in our everyday life. Further the internal transformations of the buddhi
that occur in the form of pleasure (sukha) and pain (dukkha) due to its
contiguity with the respective pleasurable and painful objects, are referred to
as pratyaya. Thus, the above discussion portrays the intricate finesse in
weaving an epistemological standpoint as have been done by the Samkhya
philosophers. Each of the terms discussed above, indicate a distinct state of
cognition, and also in a way maps the method of the production of cognition
to be discussed in the subsequent chapter of the thesis. It is, thus, clear that the
terms like, ‘buddhi’, ‘jfjana’, ‘upalabdhi’, ‘pratyaya’ etc. all denote distinct
satges of a cognition, and accordingly, the interpretations of the terms like,
‘prama’ and ‘pramanad’, as carried out in the Sarmkhya philosophical tradition,
is to be understood. Detailed discussions and analysis of the terms ‘prama’
and ‘pramana’ would be carried out in the fifth chapter of the present research

work.

Now as an introductory discussion on the above context, it might be
stated that according to Sarmkhya philosophy, pramana is the instrument of
pauruseyabodha, and prama refers to the buddhivrtti or the transformation of
the intellect in which consciousness is reflected. This is the intended meaning

of the utterance ‘bodhasca pauruseyah phalasi prama’’, by Vacaspati Misra.
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The instrument towards such cognition, which has been termed as
antaskaranavrtti or jijana is pramana. The modification of the antazkarana
into the form of the object is termed as jjana or upalabdhi, where the vrtti
itself acts as the karapga. Now according to Advaita Vedanta, any kind of
antaskaranavrtti is a pramana. In case of a false cognition, avidyavrtti is
admitted. Thus, for them any kind of antakkaranavrtti is a pramana, and there
is no inconsistency in that. However, this does not fit into the Sarmkhya model
of cognition. For the Samkhya philosophers admit transformations of the
intellect which are not instruments of veridical cognitions (pramanavrtti).
Thus, Vacaspati Misra states that ‘asandigdhda aviparita anadhigatavisaya
cittavrttiz pramanam’®. The first qualifier in the definition debars uncertainty
from the scope of the definition, the second prevents illusions from entering
within its scope and the third prevents the overcoverage of the definition into
smrti or memory. The term ‘aviparita’ means that entity which is not denied
or contradicted later on (abadhitavisaya). Jayanta Bhatta and others have also
admitted the concept of certainty (asandigdhatva) to prevent overcoverage to
doubts (samsaya). Vacaspati Misra also admits such qualifiers in the
definition. However, it is important to note that whenever samsaya occurs, if
it be of an illusory nature, later on its object is contradicted. Thus, by the
qualifier ‘abadhitavisayatva’, such cases are debarred. Nevertheless to ensure
clarity and distinctness, the term ‘asandigdha’ is inserted by Vacaspati Misra
in the definitional statement. Again, ‘abadhitavisaya asadvisayakabhinna’®
prevents the overcoverage into those fallacious cases where the locus or the

relation is unreal (asat). The inclusion of the term ‘anadhigatavisaya’ in the
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definitional statement prevents its overcoverage to memory. Thus, it is said,
‘etena  samsayaviparyaya smrtitisadhanesu aprasangah’.l® Hence, this
compound form of cittavrtti is pramana. Further the form of the intellect along
with the reflection of consciousness in the vrtti is called prama. The cittavrtti
being the instrument towards such prama is called pramanpa. Thus, in the
fourth karika the common definition of pramana is established by the term

‘pramand’ itself.

We know that the different schools of Indian philosophy admit
different numbers of pramana. Among the heterodox schools, the Carvakas
admit only pratyaksa as pramana, whereas the Buddhists admit both
pratyaksa and anumana as pramana. Again, among the orthodox schools, the
Nyaya philosophy admits pratyaksa, anumana, upamana and sabda as the
four categories of pramana in their system. Further the Vaisesikas admit only
pratyaksa and anumana as pramanpa. Next among the Mimarmsakas, the
Prabhakara Mimarmsakas admit five pramapas, namely, - pratyaksa,
anumana, upamana, sabda and arthapatti; Kumarila Bhatta and his followers
admit the above five pramanas as admitted by the Prabhakara Mimarmsakas
and another extra pramana called the anupalabdhi. Thus, they admit total six
pramanas. The same siX pramapas are also admitted by the Advaita
Vedantins. Finally, another class of thinkers, referred to as the Pauranikas,
admit eight pramanas in total. Apart from the above six pramanas as admitted
by Kumarila Bhatta and the Advaita Vedantins, the Pauranikas also admit
sambhava and aitihya as pramanas too. However, a detailed discussion of the
number of pramanas as admitted by each of the systems is not a relevant issue
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in the context of our discussion, and hence we refrain form entering into that.
But the number of pramanas as admitted by the Sarhkhya philosophers is
different from all the above schools and the respective nomenclature of the

pramanas too differ from that of the other philosophical systems.

Thus, Vacaspati Misra points out that I$varakrsna has resolved all
debates on the number of pramanas to be admitted by stating ‘trividham’ in
the karika which indicates that in Sarmkhya philosophy only three types of
pramanas are admitted. He emphasizes this by further stating that ‘na nyiinam
napi adhikam’t, meaning that the number of pramanas has to be only three,
neither more nor less. That is why he says, ‘trividham eva’'?. The three types
of pramanas that are admitted are drstam, anumanam and aptavacanam, that
is, perception, inference and verbal testimony respectively. Now the obvious
or natural question would be why do we need to admit these three pramanas
only, and neither more nor less? There are other pramanas which have been
admitted by Gautama and others as well, as stated above. In reply to this, it is
said in the karika, ‘sarvapramanasiddhatvatr’. That is, drsta, anumana and
aptavacana are such that they include all other pramanas like upamana etc.

as admitted by the others.

It is to be kept in mind here that the above three types of pramana are
only meant for the attainment of knowledge by the beings in the empirical
realm. That is, the said pramanas are meant for the usage of individuals who
are ignorant of the transcendental existence of the self. The Sarhkhya sastra

being a moksasastra, that is, a philosophical system whose prime concern is
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the attainment of liberation, provides the above three pramanas to the ordinary
beings who are in the state of migration, and thus helps them to progress in the
path of liberation by gradually attaining tattvajjana, may it be over numerous
births and deaths. This is because the vivekakhyati or more precisely,
sattvapurusanyatakhyati, that is, the cognition instrumental for liberation, is
eventually attained through perception. The same would be discussed in detail

in the seventh chapter of the thesis.

Now apart from the above three categories of pramapa and their
respective cognitions, there exists another kind of knowledge known as the
arsavijjana or pratibhajijana. In the Yogasitra, it has been stated that —
‘pratibhad va sarvam’*3. Such form of knowledge lies beyond the acquiring
capacity of ordinary ignorant human beings. It is a type of knowledge which
is only attained by the sages. The sages possess such cittavrtti which always
move in an upward direction, like the flame of a fire, and thus, transcends the
empirical matter to get connected to the supreme sublime reality (paratattva).
They are considered to be the possessors of pratibhajijana. However, in the
course of discussion of the pramanas by ISvarakrsna, the above kind of
cognition of the yogins have not been mentioned. It might be claimed that
since such knowledge lies out of the purview of the commoners, and here
I$varakrsna is concerned about the attainment of cognition of the beings in the
empirical realm, hence, he leaves out the discussion of pratibhajijana in this

context.
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At this point a pertinent question has been raised, that is the Advaita
Vedanta and the Samkhya sastras have been considered as prameyasastras,
then why at all are we discussing pramana first instead of establishing the
prameyatattvas from the very beginning. In reply to this I$varakrsna has stated
in the karika, ‘prameyasiddhikz pramanaddhi’. The cognition of prameya
depends upon the pramapa. Though it is the task of Samkhya Sastra to
establish the prameyatattvas, however, that would not be a perfect one unless
the pramanas are correctly established. Hence, the endeavor to establish
pramanas first is of utmost necessity. Now keeping the categories of pramana
and their sequence in mind first of all perception is being defined and a detailed
discussion on how it leads to the production of various cognitions including
that of the self or consciousness would now be carried out. Accordingly, the

other two pramanas would also be discussed in their definite order.
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Perception or Drsta

So far we have found that the general definition and the categories of
pramana have been discussed. Now we are about to enter into the discussion
and analysis of the specific definitions of each of the pramanas. We know that
perception (pratyaksa) is the primary and the most important of all the
pramanas. The rest of the pramanas in some way or the other depend upon
pratyaksa to produce their respective cognitions. For instance, we know that
for the inferential cognition, the cognition of the invariable concomitance
(vyapti) between the probans and the probandum is instrumental, but that
could only be attained through perception. Hence, inference, though a distinct
source of perception, is yet dependent upon perception for the production of
its respective cognition. Again, in case of upamana, one has to perceive the
similarity or dissimilarity between the objects or entities concerned, in order
to attain the requisite comparative cognition. Thus, upamana too, in spite of
being a separate pramana, is dependent upon perception for the production of
its respective cognition. Hence, perception is considered to be the foundational
source of cognition, that is, jyestha pramana. Moreover, it is important to note
here that perception is such a pramana which is unanimously accepted by all
the philosophical traditions, and that too as the fundamental pramana. Thus,
it is to be elucidated first in the course of discussion on pramanas. However,
it is to be noted that, unlike the other philosophical schools, the Sarhkhya

philosophers refer to perception as drsta, and not as pratyaksa.
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We have already come to know that in Sarmkhya philosophy, cognition
is a mode of the antazkarana. Accordingly, it is important to discuss about the
nature of the citta or the antakkarara, in order to understand the prama and
the pramana in the Samkhya philosophical system. In Sarmkhya philosophy,
the first evolute of praketi is called citta. Buddhi, mahattattva, antakkarana
etc. indicate citta. Citta is a taijas element. Taijas elements, like water can
acquire the shape of other objects. According to Sarhkhya philosophers, such
transformations (parirama) of the intellect (cittavrtti), that is, modification of
citta in the form of other objects is termed as j7iiana. It is to be noted that though
the transformation of the citta occurs in the form of the object, yet the locus of
transformation is the citta itself, since, the transformation must always reside
in the transformed. Thus, in Samkhya epistemology vrtijiiana is not located
in the self (atman), as opposed to other schools, rather it is a property of the

citta.

The transformation of citta in the form of j7iana is of two types. One
kind occurs inside the body, whereas the other occurs in the external world.
The transformation of citta in the form of object that occurs in case of
inference and verbal testimony, takes place inside the body. On the other hand,
when the transformation of citta in the form of object occurs through the eyes,
that is, in case of perception, it takes place at the locus of the object itself
(visayadesa). The eyes are situated in the body, but their rays reach the object
outside the body and they get related. Similarly, the citta, along with the rays

of the eyes, reaches the object and attains its form. Thus, cittavrtti or the
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transformation of citta in the form of object, be it internal or external, is always

located in the citta as jiiana, and thus, jiiana is essentially internal.

Now whatever be the locus of transformation of the citta, internal or
external, then the object of knowledge must always possess a form, so that the
citta may take up that form. So naturally the question arises that how would
the cittavrtti be in case of abstract or formless objects of knowledge? The
Samkhya philosophers reply that in those cases the cittavrtti too would be
formless or abstract; and that would also be termed as visayakaravrtti of the
citta, that is, the transformation of citta in accordance to the object. Thus, it is
interesting to note here that the term ‘@kara’ in visayakara, padarthakara or
arthakara parinama or vrtti stands for a relation between the transformation
of the citta and the object of knowledge, and does not strictly restrict itself to

denote distinct forms of objects only.

Now the most important discussion in any school of epistemology
concentrates primarily on perception. This is because perception is the direct
means of cognition and provides foundation to all other forms of knowledge,
as discussed above. We too here restrict our discussion to understanding the
concept of perception in Samkhya philosophy in order to delve deeper into the
concerned issue. We have already come to know that jiana is a kind of
cittavrtti. Now according to Samkhya philosophers, the means of cognition,
that is, pramana too is nothing but a cittavrtti. Thus, to distinguish perception
(pratyaksa pramana) from other kinds of pramana, I$varakrsna provides the
following  definition of perception in the fifth karika -
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‘prativisayadhyavasayodystam trividhamanumanamakhyataml/ tallingalingt
purvakamadpta Srutiraptavacanam tu//’**. In the karika, first of all it has been
stated that ‘prativisayadhyavasayo drstam’. The term ‘drstam’ indicates the
definiendum or that which is being defined (laksya), and the definition
(laksapa) is given by the phrase ‘prativisayadhyavasayah’. ‘Laksapa’ means
that which distinguishes the laksya from its similar as well as dissimilar
entities (samandasamanajatiyavyavaccheda). Here, the similar instances are
that of inference etc. and the dissimilar ones are the pots, jars etc. The intention
of the definition is to distinguish pratyaksa pramana from both similar and

dissimilar cases and establish its distinctness.

According to Sarmkhya philosophy, an object (visaya) is that which
makes itself perceptible by bringing about a transformation of the citta which
corresponds to the form of the object. Prthivi etc. are the external objects of
cognition, whereas the internal objects are pleasure, pain etc. All these are
capable of imparting their own forms to the antazkarazna, and gives rise to an
antaszkaranavrtti. However, there are entities which are not perceivable by
ordinary human beings. They being supra-sensory or the like can only be
perceived by the yogins. For instance, the five subtle entities referred to as
paiicatanmatra are only perceptible to the devata and the yogins. Hence, the
term ‘visaya’ is intended to include all the objects, including the empirically
perceptible as well as the supra-sensory ones. From here it can be said that,
the term ‘prativisaya’ means that which is directed or which intends to be

transformed towards these objects. That is, ‘visayar visayasm prativartate iti
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prativisayam’®. Here, the term ‘vrtti’ means ‘sannikarsa’, that is, relation
between the sense organ and its object. Thus, the intended meaning of the term
‘prativisaya’ is a sense organ which can have a relation with each of the

objects.

Such a sense organ, that is a sense organ which is directed towards and
is related to its own object, first gets transformed in the form of an object and
this transformation of the sense organ is called indriyavrtti. This indriyavrtti
is the first rudimentary manifestation of the object and this initial rudimentary
cognition is designated as ‘alocana’ by the Samkhya philosophers. This
indriyavrtti, in turn, imposes its own form on the intellect and the intellect
assumes the form of the object. The transformation of the intellect is called
buddhivrtti. This transformation of buddhi leads to a cognition, which is called
adhyavasdya. Adhyavasaya is defined by Vacaspati as ‘adhyavasayasca
buddhi vyaparo jiianam’.*® The sense organ which has assumed the form of
the object is considered as the karana or the instrument of this adhyavasaya.
The relation (sannikarsa) between the sense organ and the object is the
Visayakara parinama, that is, transformation into the form of the object on the
part of the sense organ. It needs to be noted here that the cognition that is
produced due to the cittavrtti induced by the transformation of the sense organ
into the form of the object is termed as ‘adhyavasdya’. The sense organs are
specific in terms of their relation to the type of object to be known by them.
Thus, when the transformations of the sense organs (indriyavrtti) occur in the

form of their relations (sannikarsa) with the objects, the element of tamas,
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which is one of the guras constituting the buddhi, gets suppressed and sattva
predominates over the other two. The sattva gura constituting the citta or
buddhi undergoes sattvika parinama which is then termed as adhyavasaya,
antazkaranavrtti and jiiana. This adhyavasaya itself is referred to as drsza or
pratyaksa pramana. Since this adhyavasaya is the cognition resulting from the
transformation of the sense organ, and since it is not a mere transformation of
the buddhi, one might ask, why is this adhyavasaya designated as the
pratyaksa pramana instead of being designated as the pratyaksa prama? The
detailed answer to this question will be given in the next chapter where we

shall introduce and analyse the concept of purusavabodha.

Now Vacaspati Misra analyses the definition of perception and states
the significance of each of the constituent terms. In the definition,
‘prativisayadhyavasayah’, the term ‘adhyavasdya’ is incorporated into the
definition to prevent the fallacy of over-coverage to dubious cognitions
(samsaya). Samsaya IS defined as
ekadharmikaviruddhananadharmaprakarakajiiana,t” that is, where the
cognition of various contradictory properties occur in the same locus, thus
producing the cognition of the form ‘ayan: sarpas na va’. Thus, such cognition
is always devoid of certainty. Since, ‘adhyavasaya’ and ‘nihscaya’ are
synonymous, the term ‘adhyavasaya’ has been included in the definition to
prevent the over-coverage of the definition of a veridical perception to
samsaya. This term also emphasises on the certain or non-dubious character

of a veridical perception.
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Now the term ‘visaya’ has been included in the definition to distinguish
such cognition from viparyaya, that is, illusions. The term ‘visaya’ indicates
the cognition of a noun qualified by an adjective. However, in case of illusions
there cannot be any such cognition as it is an established fact that an illusion
is always about an entity that does not exist where the illusion occurs
(asadvisayaka). Thus, the significance of the term ‘visaya’ in the definition is

to keep apart illusions from valid perceptual cognitions.

Next, the term ‘prati’ has been included in the definition to leave apart
smrti (memory), inference etc. It is important to note here that in the statement
‘visayam Visayam prativartate’, the term ‘prati’ does not indicate indriyartha
sannikarsa (sense object contact or relation). Yet the verb ‘vartate’ originating
from the root ‘vrtu’ stands for the relation (sannikarsa) and hence that being
grammatically related (samdasabaddha) to the term ‘prati’, the intended
meaning (/aksanika artha) is the relation between the sense organ and the
object (indriyarthasannikarsa). Hence, it IS said
‘indriyarthasannikarsasicanat’ *® Thus, it is proved that the given definition
is complete in terms of being free from the fallacy of over-coverage as well as
by providing the distinctiveness to perception from similar instances like

anumana etc. and also from dissimilar instances like pot etc.

According to the commentator Vacaspati Misra, pure consciousness or

purusa is reflected (anugrhita) by means of perception. That is, when the
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conscious purusa gets reflected on the instrument (pramana), namely, the
antazkaranavrtti, then the cognition of the form ‘I know’ occurs, which is also
known as abhimana. Abhimana is the antakkarapavrtti along with the
consciousness reflected on it. According to Vacaspati, buddhitattva or
antazkarapa are unconscious as they all are evolutes of unconscious prakrti.
Just as a jar produced from clay is unconscious, similarly, an evolute of
unconscious prakrti, like, antakkarara is essentially unconscious too.
Following the same analogy, it may be argued that cittavrtti and adhyavasaya
are also unconscious as they in turn are produced from unconscious
antaskarana. Similarly, the other transformations of buddhitattva, like
pleasure, pain etc. are also unconscious. The only conscious entity is purusa
and that is essentially unrelated to all these transformations, like, pleasure etc.
Jiana, sukha etc. are all properties of antaikarara and that is their locus.
However, purusa is reflected in that citta itself. As a result, due to the non-
discriminatory cognition between purusa and citta, the properties like,
cognition, pleasure etc. which are there in the anta/karara appear to be that
of the purusa, and thus, usages like ‘I am the knower’, ‘I am the enjoyer’, ‘I
am happy’ etc. occur. Thus, the term ‘anugraha’ in ‘anena
yascetandasakteranugrahastatphalam pramabodhah’®® as explained so far
indicates the usage of the properties of the citta as the properties of the purusa

itself.
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Now here, naturally the question comes up that since purusa is
essentially unrelated (asaniga), then how can its abhimana or l-usage be
justified at all? And if we admit such usages then the essence of purusa would
be contradicted. The following chapter would show how the process of
cognition has been explained in the Sarhkhya philosophical system as well as

the essence of purusa has been retained.
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Inference or Anumana

In Indian philosophy, we find a methodology of argumentation where
before establishing one’s own view on any issue, the opponents’ views are
refuted, and then the views of the proponents are emphatically established.
Similarly, here we find that before proceeding into the discussion on the
definition and categories of anumana pramana, it is necessary to refute the
opponents’ views, namely, the Carvakas here, on the above issue of admitting

anumana as a distinct pramana.

According to the Carvakas, perception is the only means of knowledge,
and accordingly, they refute the admission of inference as a distinct source of
pramana. That is, ‘na anumanam pramanam’. The Carvakas claim that if we
admit inference as a separate source of pramana, then anumana being
dependent upon the cognition of invariable concomitance (vyapti) between the
probans and the probandum, if there happens to be any sort of inconsistency
in case of the attainment of vyapti, there would not be any means of detecting
or eradicating it. Consequently, we would arrive at a fallacious cognition.

Thus, perception should be admitted as the only means of valid cognition.

However, in response to the above, Vacaspati Misra points out that if
we do not admit inference as a source of valid knowledge, then it would be
impossible to discern between a knowledgeable person and an ignorant one,
or one who is uncertain about her/his apprehensions. Perception can only

provide knowledge about the physical aspects of a person. But it is not
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efficient enough to help us determine the differences between the above
mentioned individuals in case of interacting with others. This could only be
understood with the help of inference by considering their gestures or
linguistic usages in the different cases. Otherwise it would not be possible to
carry out an appropriate communication as per the respective situations. Thus,
unlike the Carvakas, it is necessary to admit the distinct status of inference as

a source of valid cognition.

Now after the deliberations on perception in the previous section, the
effect (karya) of perception, that is, inference (anumana) is being discussed.
First of all, again the common definition (samanyalaksana) is stated first by
saying that ‘tallingalingipiirvakam’® in the fifth karika. The term ‘linga’,
defined as ‘lingyatejijayate apratyaksah arthaz yena’?l, means that by which
the non-perceived or the entity which is not in contact with the sense organs,
is known. So linga is the mark (jfjapaka) of such entities that are not in contact
with the sense organs (indriyasannikrsta). However, essentially lizga is not
the jijapaka of such entities, rather such an entity is known through a
concomitance relation (vyapti).Thus, linga is the vyapya. Now that which is
known with the help of linga is termed as lingz. Thus, lingr is the vyapaka. The
exact connotation of the terms ‘vyapya’ and the ‘vyapaka’ is expressed as
follows - ‘Samkitasamaropitopadhanirakaranena ca

vastusvabhavapratibaddhar vyapyam, yena pratibaddhari tad vyapakam’. %

Now the locus of the concomitance relation is the vyapya and the
designator (nirapaka) of vyapti is the vyapaka. The relation between the
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vyapya and the vyapaka is termed as vyapti, and it is a natural one. The terms
like ‘avyabhicarita’, ‘sahacaryaniyama’, ‘abinabhava’, ‘pratibandha’ etc. are
the other notes which could also be used to denote vyapti. Now that the relation
of wyapti is a natural one, is expressed by the term
‘vastusvabhavapratibaddham’ in the above definition. Thus, often vyapti is
defined as — ‘anaupadhikah sambandhak vyaptih’.% That which is free from
extraneous or superfluous entitlements (upadhi) is considered to be a natural
relation (anaupadhika sambandha). If there be certain adjoining attributuons
or entitlements, then it would lead to the fallacy of vyapyatvasiddhi in case of

the inference.

Now it be asked that to can we determine which probans is devoid of
upadhi, and accordingly would lead to the production of a valid inferential
cognition? In response it IS being stated that  —
‘Samkitasamaropitopadhanirakaranena’ ®*  The term ‘sSamkita’ means
dubious or uncertain, and the term ‘samaropita’ refers to certainty. We know
that upadhi could be of two types — either samikita or samaropita. In case of
the inference, ‘parvatah dhiamavan  banheh’, the upadhi is
ardrendhanasamyoga, and it is a samaropita upadhi, that is, a certain one.
This is because ardrendhanasamyoga is certainly the pervader of the
prodandum and the non-pervader of the probans, as per the precise definition
of upadhi. In the above inference, the smoke is the probandum, and the fire is
the probans. However, we are aware of a number of instances where there is

fire, yet there is absence of smoke due the absence of any sort of water particles
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in the air or in the logs of fire, that is, ardrendhanasaryogabhava. One such
instance is a red hot burning ball of iron (taptalauhapinda). In such cases,
though there is fire, yet we do not find any smoke due to the absence of
moisture around. Thus, it is a fallacious inference due to the problem of
vyapyatvasiddhi, and accordingly, ardrendhanasamyoga is a niscita or a

samaropita upadhi.

Again, in case of the inference, ‘sa Ssyamah mitratanayatvat’, we find
a Samkita upadhi, that is, sakapakajanyatva. In ancient times it was admitted
that whenever there is a person with a dark complexion that must be due to
her/his consumption of lots of leafy vegetables. That is, yatra yatra syamatva
tatra tatra Sakapakajanyatva. This is endorsed by the following verse of the
Ayurveda, - ‘yadrgvarnam aharam upasevate garbhini,
tadrgvarnaprasava’.®® That is, whatever coloured food is consumed by an
expecting lady, that complexion is reflected in her child that she gives birth to.
However, we cannot convincingly claim that there is any necessary connection
between the facts that another son of Mitra, who happens to be fair
complexioned, yet his mother had consumed leafy vegetables before his birth,
since thereis no definite information in our hand regarding the above. Thus, a
concomitance of the form, yatra yatra mitratanayatva tatra tatra
Sakapakajanyatva, cannot  be necessarily claimed. Hence, the
Sakapakajanyatva is a samkita upadhi, as it might hold true in certain cases,

and not in other cases.
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From the above analysis it is clear that for an inference to yield a valid
cognition, it must be free from any sort of upadhi, either samkita or
samaropita, and that has to be ascertained by the means of favourable
argumentation (anukiila tarka). To determine the vyapti between the hetu and
the sadhya, we must be able to determine that they are naturally and
necessarily connected, that is, vastusvabhavapratibaddham, and thus we
would attain a valid inferential cognition, considering there being no other

fallacies involved in the probans or elsewhere in the inferential form.

We know that the cognition of the concomitance relation is the
necessary pre-condition of an inference. However, though the said relation is
always present being a natural relation, but that does not mean that there will
always be inferential cognition, since vyaptisambandha is not the cause of
anumiti. Rather the knowledge of the concomitance relation is the cause of
inferential knowledge. Thus, it has been mentioned in the commentary (fika)
that ‘lingalingigrahanena visayavacinavisayinar pratyamupalaksayati’?®. In
the karika, it has been mentioned that ‘tat (anumanam) lingalingipirvakam’,
which means that inference is preceded by concomitance relation. However,
that is not the correct way of expressing. The mere precedence of the
concomitance relation would not lead to inferential knowledge. Rather the
cognition of concomitance relation would lead to anumiti. Since, this
implication is not directly received from the karika, thus, with the help of

implication (laksana) we have to interpret it as ‘lingalingijianapirvakam’®’.
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Now one might apprehend that it is not sufficient to merely have the
cognition of the invariable concomitance between the probans and the
probandum. To attain an inferential cognition we must have the knowledge of
the probans necessarily being there in the locus, that is, paksadharmatajijana.
However, I$varakrsna does not explicitly state that in the karika. In response
to the above objection Vacaspati Misra clarifies that by stating
‘lingalingipiirvakam’ in the karika, 1$varakrsna has already implied the notion
of paksadharmatajijana. Vacaspati Misra states that the term ‘lingi’ in the
above phrase is to be reiterated twice, in the form of ‘lingt ca, lingi ca’, which
through the rule of samasa would lead to the interpretation as linginau, as we
find in guni ca guni ca guninau.?® Now by further applying ekasesa samasa
and the subsequent samasa we arrive at — ‘lingam ca linginau lingalinginau/
lingalinginau pirvarin yasya tat lingalingipirvakam//’?®  Further on
explicating the asaid statement we get, ‘tat lingalingipirvakam °, that is,
‘anumanam lingalingijianajanyam’

The above discussion shows that the first utterance of ‘lizgi’ denotes
the vyapaka, whereas the second usage of the same stands for ‘lizgam asya
asti’3!, that is, the locus of the linga or the hetu. We know that in an inference
the probans or the hetu resides in the locus or the paksa. However, here it is to
be kept in mind that the above term ‘lingi’, in case of the second utterance,
does not only signify the locus, rather by applying implication (laksana) we
have to understand that the term denotes the cognition of the probans in the

locus, that is, in other words, paksadharmatajijana. Usages like ‘parvataZ
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dhumavan’ etc. are instances of such cognition. Thus, it could be stated that
by the utterance and the reiteration of the term ‘lingi’ we arrive at the
definition, - ‘tadvyapyavyapakabhavapaksadharmatajijanapirvakam
anumanam’ > Thus, it could be emphasised that apart from vydptijijana,
another cause which is necessary for the production of inferential cognition is
paksadharmatajijana. 1t is clear that both I$varakrsna and Vacaspati Misra
have admitted of the same, and hence, we get the definition of inference as
admitted in Sarhkhya philosophy, and it is also consistent with the other

systems of Indian epistemology.

Now I$varakrsna admits three categories of anumana following the
Nyaya system but he does not state their names. Vacaspati Misra refers to the
Nydyasiitra, - ‘atha tatpirvakam trividham anumanamakhyatam’ > in his
commentary on the karika. However, he too does not explicitly mention that
he is referring to the Nyaya school of philosophy, rather he only states that
such a division of inference is admitted in the other philosophical systems
(tantrantara). Now there might be a confusion regarding the term
‘tantrantara’, considering the views of Prasastapada, the proponent of the
Vaiesika philosophy, and Sabarasvami, the commentator on Mimarhsa
sutras. Regarding the categorizations of inference, Prasastapada states that —
‘tat tu dvividhaui drstar samanyatodrstam ca’®*, and Sabarasvami held that —
‘tat tu dvividham pratyaksato drstasambandharm
samanyatodystasambandhaziz ca’.® So we find that both the systems admit

only two categories of inference. Thus, when Vacaspati Misra, in his fika,
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states that in tantrantara, that is, in some other school of philosophy, three
kinds of inference are admitted, it is evident that he is referring to the Nyaya

school of philosophy.

In order to resolve the discrepancy between the admissions of either
two or three kinds of inference, following the Neo-Samkhya system Vacaspati
Misra initially states that anumana is of two types - vita and avita. Vita
anumana 1S that which establishes the probandum (sadhya) based on the
positive concomitance relation, ‘anvayasahacarajijanajanyavyaptijijanajanya
vita’®8, and that inference which is based on negative concomitance relation is
avita anumdana, ‘vyatirekasahacarajijanajanyavyaptijijanajanya anumana
avita®®. In Nyaya system, the first kind of inference is called piirvavat and the
second is the sesavat anumana. The kind of sesavat anumana referred to in
the Nyaya system is the same as the avita anumana admitted in Sarmkhya
philosophy. The term ‘sSesa’ or ‘parisesa’ indicates that which is obtained as a
consequence. The inference establishing such a result is called sesavat or avita
anumana. In this context, Vatsyayana states that — ‘prasaktapratisedhe
anyatra aprasangat sisyamane sampratyayah parisesah’.®® In order to
interpret, this could further be amplified as — ‘prasaktanam kesamcit
sambhavymananam pratisedhe nisedhe anumanena abhavaniscaye, anyatra
prasaktebhyas anyesu aprasargat dharmigrahakale eva abhavaniscayat

Sisyamane - pratisedhanantaram avasiste sampratyayah jijanam’ 3

The following instance would help to explain the above. We receive a
sound with the help of our ears (sravapendriya). Now the question arises that
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in which category should we include the component called sound (sabda)? It
is clear that sabda should be included either in the category of dravya or that
of gura. This is because sabda being existent (sat) yet non-eternal (anitya), it
cannot be included in either of the categories of samanya, visesa, samavaya or
abhava. Samanya, visesa and samavaya are both sat and nitya, whereas
abhava is asat. Hence, sabda cannot be included in either of these categories.
Dravya, gura and karma are the three categories which are sat yet anitya.
Hence, it is a matter of doubt or enquiry that whether sabda is dravya, gura

or karma?

We consider cases of doubt (samsaya) to usually consist of two
alternatives (dvikorika). However, at times dubious cases could also consist of
three or four alternatives (trikorika or catuskorika). Now it is probable that
sabda might be considered as dravya or karma, due to the similarity in their
properties, namely, sattva and anityatva. However, such entailments are
eliminated due to the fact that sabda is located only in the akasa by the relation
of inherence. An object which is anitya, that is, something which is produced
(Janyadravya), can never inhere in one particular locus. Thus, the admission
of sabda as a dravya is rejected by the inference — ‘Sabdah na dravyam
ekadravyasamavetatvat’ *° Further sabda cannot be considered as karma
either because sabda leads to the production of other sabda; but a particular
karma never produces another karma. This is expressed by the inference —
s 41

‘Sabdah na karma Sabdantara-hetutvat (samanajativakaryajanakatvat)’.

Thus, it is evident that sabda could neither be considered as a dravya or as a
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karma. The other alternatives, namely, samanya, visesa, samavaya and
abhava have already been eliminated as discussed above. Hence, the only
alternative that remains in which sabda could be included is nothing but gurna.
This is precisely the methodology of establishing an intended issue with the
help of sesavat or avita anumana. Hoever, Vacaspati Misra, in his ¢ika, points
out that in case of the above instance, it would not help to take resort to
anvayavyatireki anumana, as endorsed by Vatsyayana; rather here we need to
consider kevalavyatireki anumana. This is expressed by Vacaspati as — ‘asya

ca avitasya vyatirekinah udaharanam agre abhidhdsyate’ . *?

In Sarhkhya system, vita anumana is again of two types - pirvavat and
samanyatodysta. In piarvavat anumana, the sadhya is an entity which is
previously well-known (prasiddha) through perception, as the vyapaka,
during the attainment of the cognition of the concomitance relation
(vyaptigraha). Thus, in cases where the probandum is established beforehand
by means of perception elsewhere, that sort of inference is called pirvavat
anumana. For instance, in case of the inference, ‘parvato banhiman dhiimat’,
the probandum fire is being inferred in the locus parvata with the help of the
probans smoke. But before such an inference, fire has been perceived a
number of times in places like, the kitchen etc. Thus, fire is a well-known
(prasiddha) object. That is, - ‘drsrasvalaksanasamanyam’.*® This could
further be clarified as drstam (pirvakalikapratyaksavisayam) svalaksanpam
(svavisesah) yasya samanyasya.** It means that an object which is a matter of

general perception, is referred to as samanya. However, when particular
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instances of that object, say here, fire, are considered as the probandum, then
those are called svalaksana, like the instance of fire on the hill. Such inference
becomes possible due to the perception of particular instances of fire in the
kitchen etc. Thus, the main contention of the above discussion is that,
inferential cognition could be attained considering only those objects or their
alike as the probandum which are previously known as the vyapaka in case of
the attainment of the cognition of invariable concomitance between the
probans and the probandum. This is expressed by Vacaspati Misra as — ‘tasya
45

banhitvasamanyavisesasya svalaksanam banhiviseso drsto rasavatyam’.

Such inferences are referred to as the pirvavat anumana.

Now the second type of vita anumana is samanyatodysta anumana,
which is referred to as ‘adrsrasvalaksanasamanyavisayaka’.*® Inferences of
such kind consist of probandum whose particular instance or its alike have not
been perceived earlier. But that which acts as the pervader (vyapaka) in certain
cases another object which is alike the previous one (svalaksana) is perceived
in case of the inference concerned. Such inference is referred to as
samanyatodrsta anumana. For instance in case of the inference —
‘rilpadijijanam sakarapakam kriyatvat chedanavat’®’, the sense organs are
established as the instrument of cognitive actions in case of the cognitions of
colours etc. However, in such cases while the attainment of the cognition of
the invariable concomitance, particular sense organs or their alike
(svalaksana) are not perceived in any of the instances. The pervader of

indriyatva is karapatva. Hence, the svalaksana of such karapatva is objects
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like, an axe etc. Thus, during the attainment of the cognition of the invariable
concomitance, instances of svalaksarna like the axe etc. are perceived, and not
the particular sense organs. The sense organs being extremely subtle (sizksma),
it can never be the object of perception of ordinary beings. Hence, we have to
consider such an object as an instance which could be an object of empirical
perception. Hence, in spite of the fact that an axe can never be the svalaksana
of a sense organ, yet it is considered as an instance or the sapaksa by virtue of
its instrumentality (karanatva) in case of an action. Thus, it is not possible for
the sense organs or their alike to be an object of perception during the
attainment of vyatijfjana, and accordingly, we have to consider some
perceptible object which are alike by virtue of some of their other properties.

That is why such inferences are called samanyatodrsta anumana.

Vacaspati Misra here points out that the Samkhya philosophy
primarily being a prameyasastra, further analysis regarding the instruments of
cognition (pramana) would lead to the digression from the core subject matter,
and hence, we too here refrain from any further discussion on the above.
However, another pramapa which is admitted in Sarmkhya philosophy,
namely, verbal testimony (aptavacana) is yet to be discussed, and we now

delve into that in the following section.
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Verbal Testimony or Aptavacana

I$varakrsna, after stating the definition and the divisions of anumana
in the fifth karika, proceeds to discuss about sabda or verbal testimony. He
defines as sabda as ‘aptasrutih aptavacanam tu’*®. Now before analysing
each of the terms of the definition, it is important to state that why sabda
pramana is discussed after anumana pramana. It is because the establishment
of sabda pramana depends upon anumana. To explicate, Vacaspati Misra
states that — ‘prayojakavrddhasabdasravanasamanantarasm
prayojyavrddhapravrttihetujijananumanapirvakatvad
sabdarthasambandhagrahanasya,  svarthasambandhajijanasahakarinasca
sabdasyarthapratyayakatvadanumanapiirvakatvam ityanumandanantaram
Sabdar laksayati - aptasrutih aptavacanam tu’.*® A person efficient in using
a particular language gives some sort of an introduction to another person
equally efficient in understanding that language. The former individual is
referred to as the prayojakavrddha and the latter as the prayojyavrddha. Now
a child who does not know the language or has just started learning that
language is standing in front of the aforesaid individuals and listens to the
conversation between them. The child observes that on listening to the
instruction, ‘gamanaya’, from the former individual, the second person carries
out the order by bringing a cow. Just as the second individual had heard the
instruction of the first individual, the child too had heard and observed the
same. And accordingly finds a consequent action too. From that the child

infers that the second person had performed the action being preceded by
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volition (prayatna), just as the child feels the volition to suckle her/his
mothers’s breast in order to acquire food for her/his own growth and
sustenance. That is, ‘iyam gavanayanakriya prayatnajanya vilaksanakriyatvat
madiyastanyapandadikrivavar’ >  Thus, the child infers that the
accomplishment of the action by the latter individual is due to the prior
production of the volition in her/him on hearing the command from the former
individual. Vacaspati Misra refers to the said volition as ‘pravrtti’. Further the
child infers the nature of the cognition attained by the latter individual due to
the attainment of the volition, as follows — ‘gavanayanahetuprayatnah
gavanayanestasadhanatdajijanajanyah vilaksanaprayatnatvat
madiyastanyapanaprayatnavat’ > From this the child cognises that the latter
individual acquires the cognition of the form that it is her/his duty to bring the
cow. Then the child further enquires about the cause of such cognition on
her/his own and by applying both positive and negative concomitance, comes
to the conclusion that the utterance, ‘gamanaya’, of the former individual, is
the cause of the above cognition on the part of the latter. Further the child also
comprehends that there is a connection between the said utterance and the
action performed thereafter. However, the child is yet to comprehend the
individual relationship of each of the terms of the sentence with their
respective objects. From the above instruction the child only understands that
the words have got something to do with the action of bringing a particular
animal which has got horns, hooves and dewlap or sagging folds of skin
beneath its neck (galakambala). Next the instructor (prayojakavrddha) again

commands that, ‘gam badhana, asvam danaya’. The latter person
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(prayojyavrddha) too again carries out the command accordingly, by tying the
cow and bringing the horse. The onlooker child then applies the method of
inclusion and exclusion of terms, that is, avapa and udvapa, and attains the
cognition that the term ‘cow’ refers to the animal having horns, hooves and
dewlap beneath its neck, and similarly for the term ‘horse’ determines its
respective reference by virtue of its particular characteristics. To clarify further
it could be stated that on listening to the two statements, - ‘gamanaya’ and
‘gam badhana’, the child learns that the term ‘gam’ refers to the particular
animal cow, and also the terms ‘@naya’ and ‘badhana’ refer to different
actions. Thus, by the method of avapa and udvapa, the child attains the
cognition of the reference of the term ‘cow’, that is, the individual cow by
including the term ‘gam’ from both the cases, and by excluding the terms
‘anaya’ and ‘badhana’ from the respective utterances. Again, on listening to
the utterance ‘asvam anaya’, and comparing it with the previous utterance,
‘gamanaya’, the child understands the menaning of the term ‘anaya’, that is,
it refers to the action of bringing something. Such cognition is again attained
by the method of avapa and udvapa, where the term ‘anaya’ is included, and
the terms ‘go’ and ‘asva’ are excluded. This entire process is called
vrddhavyavahara. However, from the above it is clear that the relation

between a term and its specific reference is attained by inference.

Any term as such does not render a meaning. Only the cognition of the
terms which are related to the cognition of their specific references

(svarthasambandhajijanasahakart) yield meaningfulness to the utterances or
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sentences where they are used. Here the terms ‘sva’ and ‘artha’ mean
sabdartha. When the cognition of the referent (sabdartha) of a particular term
is cognised or recalled, then only the meaning of a word or a sentence
(sabdabodha) is attained. The former cognition, referred to above, acts as an
auxiliary cause to the attainment of verbal cognition. Such cognition is
attained through inference, and it is stated by Vacaspati Misra in his
commentary, as — ‘anumanapiirvakatvad sabdarthasambandhagrahanasya’™?
etc. Thus, it is evident that inferential cognition should always precede the
verbal cognition. The relation between a term and its referent is called sakti,
and the cognition of the said relation is attained through inference. Though
there are other means of attaining the saktisambandha, namely, through
grammar (vyakarana), dictionary and/or thesaraus (kosa), comparison
(upamana), description and/or analogy (vivrti or vivarapa), contiguity of
known terms (siddhapada sannidhya) and adjoining sentences (vakyasesa),
yet the most commonly used methodology is the use of vyavahara or
vrddhavyavahara. This process invariably involves the use of inference during
the attainment of the cognition of the relation between a term and its referent
(Saktigraha), as explained above, and it is also admitted by the other schools
of philosophy, like that of the Prabhakara Mimarnhsakas. Even in cases of
Saktigraha through vyakarana or other means, a person who does not have any
idea of even the minimal usage of a language, cannot attain verbal cognition.
Hence, the efficacy of vyavahara in case of verbal cognition can never be

denied. Further, since the entire process of saktigraha, in case of verbal
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cognition through vyavahara involves anumana, hence sabda is to be

ascertained after the establishment of anumana.

Now we revert back to the definition of sabda as put forward by
ISvarakrsna - ‘aptasrutih aptavacanam tU’, as stated in the karika. Here the
term ‘aptavacanam’ indicates that which is being defined, that is the
laksyapada. The term ‘aptavacanam’ is synonymous to Sabdapramanam. The
definition is stated only by the term ‘aptasrutih’. The said term is
grammatically constituted of karmadharaya samasa, ‘aptascasausrutisceti’™.
The term ‘apta’ here means attained (prapta) that is, consisting of (yukta).
‘Yukta’ means possessing the capacity (yogyata). Here specifically ‘yogyara’
means abadhitatva, that is, ‘yukta’ here clearly means possessing the capacity
of being non-contradicted. It is important to note here that the term ‘sruti’
usually refers to the organ of hearing, the act of hearing and the Vedas.
However, here by means of implication (laksana), it should be thought of as a
verbal cognition (vakyarthabodha). Thus, sabdapramana is that kind of
cognition which arises out of sentences, is about the meaning of the sentences
and is non-contradicted. Such sentential cognition is self-evident, and hence,
yukta. Now since such cognition is due to impersonal or authorless
vedavakyas, thus it is always free from errors, and hence, yukta. The Samkhya
philosophers do not admit Isvara, so according to them the Vedas are
authorless. If the Vedas would have been created by some agent afflicted with
error, illusion etc., the uttered words as well as the cognition arising out of

these words would have been erroneous too. However, if there be no such
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individual whose uttered words be the Vedas, then the question of the Vedas
being afflicted with fallacies etc., does not arise at all. Thus, the Vedas are
authorless, there being no such being at all who has uttered it for its
origination. Hence, it is always non-contradicted. Moreover in case if there
would have been any possibility of any kind of challenge or refutation in case
of the Vedic sentences, even then that is nullified due to the self-evidence of
the Vedas. However, it is found that there is no possibility of any refutation at
all in case of the Vedas or of the cognition that arises out of it. Thus, the Vedas

are yukta and self-evident.>*

Further it might be apprehended that scriptural literatures like,
Manusmyti, Puranas, Mahabharata, historical accounts etc. being authored
texts, how can their authenticity or yuktatva be ascertained? In this context,
Vacaspati Misra states that literatures like the smytisastras, puranas, epics,
historical accounts etc. in spite of being authored, are to be considered as
veridical as the Vedas themselves, since the said texts uphold and establish the
tenets of the Vedas themselves. Hence, they are to be regarded as veridical,

that is, yukta, as the Vedas.

Here one might argue that sages like, Manu and others have studied
and realised the Vedas, and accordingly they have written their texts. Thus,
their works could be considered as veridical. But how can we consider the
sastras, as propounded by Kapila and others, to be veridical (yukta) too?
Kapila is regarded as adividvana. That is, his knowledge has not been imparted
to him from some other teacher, or from the Vedas themselves. Thus, his
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knowledge not directly pertaining to the Vedas, how can his words be
considered as veridical? In response to such objections, Vacaspati Misra cites
a verse from the Svetdsvatara Upanisad, - ‘rsim prasitam Kapilam yah tam
agre jijanaih bibhartti jayamanam ca pasyet’.>® It states that Kapila is
adividvana, and his knowledge has not been imparted to him from some
teacher of the Vedic tradition, yet he had attained the knowledge of the entire
Vedas. This is because Kapila had studied and had attained the knowledge of
the entire Vedas in his previous birth, which he could recall in its entirety and
with all its veracity in this birth of his from his awakened sarmskara at the
beginning of the creation. Thus, by virtue of his recollective knowledge of the
Vedas, Kapila has become the adividvana. Vacaspati Misra puts forward an
analogy in consonance with the above claim. He says that just as a person falls
asleep at night after the evnts of an entire day, and again on waking up the next
day s/he can recall all the events of the previous day, similarly, Kapila could
recollect all the knowledge of the Vedas as acquired by him in his previous
birth. Thus, the philosophical system or the Sarhkhya sastra, as propounded
by him, is inevitably certain (nizsandigdha), veridical (yukta) and non-

contradictory (abadhita).

Now it may further be argued that though one can recall all the events
of the previous day on waking up from sleep the following day, yet it is
possible for a person to remember and recall all the events encountered and
the entire knowledge attained in one’s previous life. Thus, again the veracity

of the Samkhya sastra becomes questionable. Here again Vacaspati Misra
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cites another instance from the Mahabharata which states that a sage named
Jaigisavya had perceived his own sarskaras, and accordingly, could recall ten
of his previous births in their entirety and with absolute veracity. In order to
verify it, another yogin named Avatya, who always used to exist in his subtle
body, had questioned Jaigisavya regarding his previous births. Jaigisavya had
gone through numerous births and in various forms including animals (pasu),
human beings (manava) and even as supra-humans (deva). Further, he being
liberated (jivanamukta), and there being no fluctuations in his guzas, namely,
the rajas and the tamas, no part of his supreme cognition has been hampered
or obliterated. Thus, Avatya asked Jaigisavya that considering all these births,
which one among pleasure (sukha) and pain (dukkha) has he experienced
more? In response, Jaigisavya narrated the events and experiences of his ten
previous births by stating that — ‘dasasu mahakalpesu viparivartamanena

mayd’ etc.%

The above anecdote depicts that though it might not be possible for
commoners to be able to recollect instances and cognitions of their past lives,
but yogins or individuals who have attained vivekakhyati can perfectly
recollect all the experiences and knowledge of the previous lives. Kapila too
being a yogin and having attained the knowledge of the entire Vedas, is also a
tattvajsjant, that is, one who has attained the sattvapurusanyatakhyati. Thus,

the Samkhya sastra, as propounded by him, is also in consonance with the

Vedas, and hence, veridical (yukta) and non-contradictory (abadhita).
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The term ‘apta’ in the definition of sabdapramana excludes the notion
of dgama pramana as admitted by the Sakyabhiksu of the Buddhist schools,
by the Jains, by the Kapalikas who have renounced the modes of migration
and also by some other philosophical schools. The pramanas which are
admitted by the above mentioned traditions as agama, are actually not so in
the true sense of the term. Rather those are agamabhasa, that is, those which
merely appear as agama. The viewsof the above traditions having disparity
with the Vedic tenets, or pertaining to such stances which are against the
Vedas, cannot be considered as veridical. This is due to the fact that they are
authored, and hence, tainted with inauthenticities, fallibilities and
uncertainties. That is, they are ayukta. Moreover, these traditions being bereft
of their roots in the Vedas, often establish such theses which are contradictory
to each other, since they are founded by human beings who are not enlightened
by the Vedic scriptures, that is, they are not vedajija. Hence, these sastras
cannot be considered as either authentic or reliable (apta), or veridical (yukta)
or non-contradictory (abadhita). Further, to emphasise on the inauthenticity
of the above sastras, it is stated that only the imprudent or uneducated people
consider these theses to be veridical. Hence, such heterodox apparently

philosophical traditions are to be rejected by the truly wise individuals.

Finally it may be said that I$varakrsna in the karika has used the term
‘tu” in the sentence ‘aptasrutih aptavacanam tu’ to refute the Vaisesika
position who do not admit the verbal testimony as a distinct pramana. They

consider it to be nothing but a form of the anumanapramana itself. According
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to the Samkhya standpoint, sabda can never be included in anumana. This is
because sabdapramana deals with the meaning of words or sentences. The
object (prameya) of sabdapramana is the meaning of the sentence. For
example, the meaning of the sentence ‘gau/ asti’ as obtained by
sabdapramana is ‘gauh astitavati’. Thus, on hearing the sentence, the
cognition of the form ‘astitavati gauh’ arises. If, however, sabda would have
been nothing but an anumana, then the cognition would have been of the form
‘gauk astitavati gauh asti iti vakyatr'®’. It is not a correct interpretation of the
sentence whatsoever, since, here the sentence is not at all the property of the
locus (paksa) gau/. In case of anumana, the hetu and the sadhya should be in
the same locus (samanadhikaranya), as well as the hetu should be in the locus
(paksavrttitva or paksadharmata). However, no such condition is present in
the above case. Hence, the application of inference is not possible in the above
case. Now it could be argued that the probans could reside in the locus
(paksavrttitva) by virtue of the the relation of potency (saktisambandha). Even
then that would not lead to an admissible position, as sakti is not admitted in
a sentence. Further it could be argued that by the accumulation of clouds one
infers that it is about to rain. This occurs by perceiving the probans along with
its properties (vyapyatvajijana), and not by cognising the locus-located
relationship (dharmadharmibhava). Then in the context of the instance in
question, there also being the absence of the cognition of
dharmadharmibhava, why would it not lead to a case of inferential cognition?
In response, it is clarified that in case of inferences like, ‘parvato banhiman

dhumat’, it is necessary to perceive the co-residence (sahacaradarsana) of the
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fire and the smoke at a number of places, like the kitchen etc. in order to attain
the cognition of invariable concomitance between the two objects. However,
in case of verbal cognition, it is not so. An individual on hearing a sentence
recognises the meaning of the terms by recalling its respective referents, and
accordingly attains the intended sentential cognition (vakyarthabodha). The
utterances of an efficient user of a particular language consist of terms or
sentences which might be previously unlearnt or unheard of, yet we attain the
intended meaning of the sentence by the various means of saktigraha. So there
is no scope of previously perceiving the co-residence (sahacaradarsana) of a
term and its referent each time or a number of times before the attainment of
the sentential cognition. Thus, it is evident that sabdapramana cannot be
regarded as anumana, rather it is a distinct pramana. Hence, we can claim that
according to the Sarmkhya philosophers, for empirical cognitions, three kinds
of pramana are to admitted, namely, - drsra, anumana and aptavacana, and
the three kinds of instrument of cognition have been discussed in this chapter
as far as practicable, keeping in mind not to digress from the focal issue of our
research thesis. The next chapter would deal mainly with the role of perception
in explaining the production and the attainment of the I-cognition as
experienced by our embodied consciousness in the phenomenal realm. Also
the issues contradicting with such empirical apprehensions in the context of
the transcendental consciousness are going to be discussed and analysed in

detail in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

Purusavabodha: The Genesis and Nature of I-Consciousness

Issues regarding the possibility, method of acquisition and the veracity
or validity of knowledge poses to be one of the most integral issues in any
systems of philosophy. It is noted in almost all the traditions of Indian
philosophy that epistemology acts as the foundation of the concerned
philosophical system. In Sarhkhya philosophy, we know that the very idea of
liberation, though it is a metaphysical concern, is based primarily on the
epistemological effort to attain the distinctive cognition between the matter
and the consciousness. Further, in the context of Sarmkhya philosophy,
cognitive usages of our daily lives too come under the purview of
epistemological analysis. This is because of the fact that according to Sarhkhya
philosophy, purusa being essentially unbound and immutable, any form of

relation with the various forms of cognition, requires incisive analysis.

Considering the study of epistemology as a prime concern of
philosophy we find innumerable debates among the classical and neo-
Samkhya traditions regarding the nature of knowledge and its method of
production. To be more precise, the contention extends to the fact that what at
all could be designated as knowledge. The Sammkhya philosophical system

seems to pose as one of the most intriguing schools in this context, as its very
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philosophy is founded on the fact that consciousness (purusa) is essentially
non-related (asambaddha), immutable (aparinami) and perpetually and
universally the same (kirastha). These attributes indicate the fact that the
consciousness can never be related to anything. So the question comes up that
if consciousness does not relate to anything at all, then how cognition could at
all be possible in case of Sarhkhya philosophy. Moreover, the notion of
liberation in the concerned system is purely epistemological. Liberation, here,
is nothing but the attainment of discriminatory cognition (vivekakhyati)
between consciousness (purusa) and prakrti. However, if the attainment of
knowledge itself is impossible for purusa then how can such a philosophical
position be accounted for? Thus, it becomes an imperative to study the nature
of cognition and its apparent connection to consciousness in order to

understand the intricacies of such a profound philosophical system.

The term ‘prama’ occupies a great significance in the epistemological
study of all the philosophical traditions. The same holds true for Sarmmkhya
philosophy too. The etymology of the term ‘pramd’ shows that it is composed
of the root ‘ma’ meaning knowledge with ‘pra’ prefix and with suffix ‘an’
added to the root and then another suffix ‘ta@p’ along with it. Thus, the meaning

[3

of the term ‘prama’ is valid or perfect cognition. The following example
would help to explain the concept of prama. Let us consider that there is a jar
in front of us. As soon as it comes in proximity of the eyes or any other sense

organ, the sense organ (jiianendriya) immediately takes up the form of that jar.

The manas or the internal sense organ helps in acquiring the form of the jar.
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When the complete form of the jar is acquired, the mind then transmits it to
the ahamkara. The ahamkara then provides the form of ahar: to the jar.
Consequently, the complex formed is of the form ‘ghatakara ahar’. This
complex then gets associated with the buddhivrtti, and the buddhivrtti acquires
the form of the jar. Now the property of jar-ness (ghasatva) in the jar (ghara)
is initially known as a universal property and then in relation to the individual
jar. Finally, the buddhivrtti associates the aham with the intermediary complex
thus formed, and the cognition of the jar is produced. Hence, the complete

form of the buddhivrtti is ‘I know that this is a jar’ (‘gharamaham janami’).

Now the above form of buddhivrtti is essentially unconscious.
However, the intellect or the buddhi partaking the form of the object, due to
its origination from trigunatmika prakrti, essentially consists of sattva gura
(sattvagunanvita), and hence it is extremely clear (svaccha) in nature.
According to Vacaspati Misra, such extremely clear buddhivrtti immediately
acquires the reflection of purusa. Now according to Sarnkhya philosophy,
purusa is non-related (kurastha) and immutable (aparinzami). As soon as the
reflection of purusa is received, due to its clarity (svacchata) the form of the
object is expressed. Such manifested form of the object is called ‘prama’, that
is, the perfect manifestation of the object through cognition. The instrument
behind this manifestation, however, does not get manifested and is called
pramana. According to Vacaspati, ‘asandigdhaviparitanadhigatavisaya

s 1

cittavrttik, bodhascapauruseyah phalam prama’. - That is, the expressed or

the illumined form of object, which is free from all kinds of uncertainty,
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fallacy or illusions and that which was not known before (anadhigata), such
expression of object is called ‘prama’, and the instrument (karana) of such
cognition is called ‘pramana’. However, we find that in Yuktidipika and also
Vacaspati Misra has stated that the unconscious buddhivrtti is pramana,
whereas the illumined vrtti of that buddhi itself is the prama. There is no causal
connection between the prama and the pramana. However, pramana is the

logical and necessary condition of prama.

It may further be stated that in Sarhkhya philosophy, the terms ‘prama’
and ‘pramapa’ have several meanings. There are differences in views
regarding the point that which is to be considered as the prama and
accordingly, what would be the pramana. I1f we admit the prama to be located
in purusa only, then buddhivrtti is the pramana. Again, if pramad is considered
to be located in the intellect (buddhi) only, then the relation between the object
and the sense organ (indriyarthasannikarsa) is the pramana. However, purusa
is merely the witness of prama and can never be the knower. Nevertheless, if
we admit prama to be both in purusa and in buddhivrtti, then the pramanas
would be buddhivrtti and indriyarthasannikarsa respectively.? That is,
‘purusastu pramdasaksyaiva na pramatd iti’. In Pataijjalasitrabhasya, Vyasa
refers to the illumined buddhivrtti reflected on purusa to be the prama, -
‘pataijjalabhasye tu Vyasaih purusanisthabodhai prametyuktaZ’. That is,
according to him, prama is located in purusa. Vyasa clarifies his position by
stating that since the instrument of the enjoyment of purusa is the buddhi then

the resulting cognition, that is, prama is to be considered in the purusa itself.
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The purusa in spite of being eternal and immutable, it has got the passive
functionality of expressing or manifesting the buddhivrtti qualified by the
form of the object. Such expression or manifestation of the buddhivrtti by the
purusa constitutes the cognition of an object. The phenomenon of cognition
of an object occurs as follows — the sense organ such as the eye etc. comes in
contact with the object through its respective outlet and acquires the form of
the object. It then transmits that form to the anta/karara, and the antaizkarana,
more precisely, the intellect (buddhi) too, due to such contact, acquires the
form of the object. Just as a person suffering from jaundice perceives
everything as tinged with the yellow colour, similarly the buddhivrtti
assuming the form of the sense organ then acquires the form of the object with
the help of the sense-object contact. It is interesting to note here that purusa,
though essentially inactive (niskriya) and immutable, is attributed with
functionality (arthakriyakaritva) in a certain sense. Purusa does not possess
an active functionality (arthakriyakaritva) like buddhivytti. However, when
the buddhivrtti that is transformed into the form of the object, is reflected on
the purusa and gets manifested, that itself constitutes the passive functionality
of purusa in terms of knowing the object (visayagrahanaripa
arthakriyakaritva). 1t should, nevertheless, be always kept in mind that the
functionality of purusa etc. are not so in the literal sense of the term, these are

mere usages.

To explicate the above position an analogy has been used as follows -

‘japasphatikayoriva noparagah kintvabhimanah’. That is, a crystal kept near

162



a red hibiscus flower reflects the colour of the flower on it. That does not mean
that the crystal has become red in colour, but merely appears to be so. Thus, it
may be claimed that the reflection is also a transformation of buddhi and the
reflection of the object on purusa is simply like the reflection of an object on
water or a crystal. In  Pataijjalayogasitra we  find  that,
‘Vrttisariipyamitaratra’ 2 That is, during the state of migration the purusa
attains identity or non-discrimination with the buddhivrtti. In this context, in
Yogavasistha Ramayana it has been stated that everything that is there, is
reflected on the pure, clear, mirror-like consciousness (svacchadarpanaripa
purusa), just as the trees etc. existing on the banks of a lake are reflected on

the clear and placid water of the lake.*

In Yogabhdsya we find that ‘buddhe/: pratisarivedi purusah’.® That is,
analogous to the transmission of the sound waves, the expression or
manifestation of the objects acquired by the buddhivrtti, gets reflected on
purusa. Thus, it is clear that the act of reflection is a mode or transformation
of the intellect, and the reception of such reflection on purusa is analogous to

the reflection of an object on a waterbody.

Further in Yogabhasya we find that the non-distinctive apprehension
between the perceiver and the perceived is to be rejected as it arises out of
ignorance, and hence, acts as the source of all sufferings. However, the relation
between the perceiver and the perceived is not that of a spatio-temporal
contact. Rather the relation between them is induced by their respective
properties of draszrtva and drsyatva. These two components of cognition get
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related in the modified form of the abhimana. This is because a part of the
abhimana consists of the drasra, while the other part of it is constituted of the
drsya or the jijeya. This, however, is not apprehended at the moment of

cognition, but on post-analysis in our thoughts.

Now Vacaspati Misra further states that when purusacaitanya is
reflected on the buddhivrtti which is the intellect transformed through the
attainment of the form of the object, the buddhivrtti does not get revealed, but
a cognition of the form of the object is produced. Now the question arises that
how at all the cognition of an object is produced? Even though the buddhivrtti
appears as conscious, but it is not capable of revealing any object. Again,
purusa is ubiquitous, but it also does not possess the capability of manifesting
an object on its own. For, if that would have been the case, then all the objects
of the world would have been manifested simultaneously. Thus, Vacaspati
Misra claims that the object itself is always non-perceivable. To refute such a
position, Vijiianabhiksu considers buddhivrtti to be instrumental in attaining
the form or the reflection of the object, and the subsequent manifestation of
the visayakarapraptabuddhivrtti could only be possible if the caitanya gets
reflected on the buddhivrtti and the entire compound thus produced, again gets
reflected on the bimbapurusa. Thus, the cognition of an object gets
manifested. However, on a deeper thinking it would be revealed that even in
such cases the object itself remains unattained or unmanifest. It is only the
form of the object that we can acquire and cognise through the various means

and methods discussed above.
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According to Vacaspati Misra, in this context, we need to distinuguish
between two forms of attaining the cognition of an object, that is, -
buddhivisayata and caitanyavisayata. Vacaspati Misra puts forward two
different forms of perceiving the reflection in this regard. One is about
perceiving a part of the locus of the reflection, whereas the other is concerned
with the perception of the reflection in its entirety. He has kept in mind both
the cases while expressing his views. The form of the object as attained by the
buddhivrtti is termed as buddhivisayata. Similarly, when the buddhivrtti is
being reflected on consciousness (caitanya), then the consciousness also
appears to be of the form of the buddhivrtti. Hence, the attainment of the form
of the reflected one is nothing but ‘visayata’. However, Vijianabhiksu here
argues that the admission of two types of visayata, namely, caitanyavisayata
and buddhivisayata, is futile, since, visayata is one. The attainment of the
specific forms of the respective objects by buddhi and caitanya respectively is

nothing but visayata.

From our discussion as carried out so far, it is evident that the idea of
‘arthagrahana’ is pivotal in understanding the Sarmkhya epistemology. There
is a controversy between Vacaspati Misra and Vijianabhiksu regarding the
nature of arthagrahaza. To explain the phenomenon of arthagrahana,
Vacaspati Misra and Vijhanabhiksu advocate two rival theories known as
ekaikapratibimbavada and anyonyapratibimbavada. Vijiianabhiksu explains
that ‘arthagrahapa’, that is, knowing the object can be on the part of the

buddhi or on the part of the purusa. In terms of the buddhi possessing the
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cognition of the object, arthagrahaza means a definite transformation of the
buddhi. Now naturally, apprehension arises that in case of arthagrahara of
purusa, then a transformation of purusa would have to be admitted. Purusa
being essentially immutable (aparizami), it is not possible for purusa to
possess the cognition of the object, if considered in the strict sense of the term.
Thus, Vijhanabhiksu talks of another way of knowing an object, and that is
through the reflection of the object on purusa. The objects while being
reflected retain their own form.°® Hence, it may be claimed that
‘visayagrahana’ or ‘arthagrahapa’, that is, knowing an object on the part of
the purusa is nothing but its reflection on purusa. It does not involve any
relation like contact etc. Here again it has been argued that if the above claim
is admitted, then purusa being ubiquitous, it would receive the reflection of all
entities simultaneously. Hence, the cognition of all the objects would be
produced at the same moment, but that is evidently inadmissible. However,
the refutation of the above objection is not quite found in the Sarmkhya system.
Thus, arthagrahara should indicate akaragrahana that is, acquiring the form
of the object both in case of buddhi and on the part of the purusa. This, in a
way, establishes the theory of mutual reflectivity (anyonyapratibimbavada) as

proposed by Vijiianabhiksu.

Next, the obvious objection that springs up at this point is that if purusa
is qualified (abhimani) with properties like, cognition, pleasure etc., which are
in essence the properties of antakzkarazna, then the true nature of purusa, that

is, non-relatedness, indifference etc. would be hampered. According to the
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Samkhya philosophers, such never happens. They cite an example in favour
of their position, as follows - if a person sees his reflection in a mirror which
has got dirty spots on it, and says ‘malinasz mukhas me’, then the actual face
does not acquire those spots in reality, it is only an apparent usage about the
reflected face. Analogously, the properties of the antazkarazna, namely, jiiana,
sukha etc. express themselves or relate themselves to the reflected
consciousness or purusa only, and not with the pure consciousness itself.
Thus, the essential nature of purusa is never hampered, rather it is well

retained.

In this context, Vacaspati Misra also provides an analogy in
consonance with the Samkhya view, which explains how the essence of
purusa is maintained in spite of its abhimanika cognition. He says that at night
the moonlight expresses all the objects, but the moon itself does not have any
light of its own. It does not have the capacity to reveal itself or other entities.
However, the moon reveals itself as well as all other objects with the help of
the reflected sunlight on it. Here, the material, unconscious anta/karazna is
analogous to the moon. It can neither reveal itself nor the objects like pot etc.
However, when the reflection of the self-luminous (prakdsasvabhava)
consciousness is received on it, it manifests itself as well as the cognition of
pot etc. that are related to it. Thus, the possibility of the cognitive usages and

the like in everyday life are properly explained.

Further, Vacaspati explains the reception of the reflection of purusa on
the antazkaraza from two aspects. First, the unconscious antazkarapa being
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the locus or the substratum of the reflection of consciousness, it appears to
behave as conscious, and its modification (vrtti), namely, the adhyavasaya too
becomes luminous (prakasasvabhava). Secondly, due to such reflection there
occurs non-apprehension of the difference between purusa and the
antazkarana. Consequently, the purusa appears to be related to the properties
like cognition, pleasure etc. which are actually there in the antaZkarara. This
position is further supported by the twentieth Samkhya karika — ‘tasmat tat
samyogat acetanam cetanavadiva lingam/gupakartytve ca tatha karteva
bhavatyudasinah//’" According to the said karika, when the purusa and the
antaskarana etc. come in proximity, the antazkarara behaves as a conscious
entity and properties like agency etc. appear to be that of the purusa. Hence,
by the reflection of purusa on antakkaranpa, the respective attributes are

mutually superimposed.

In this context, Vijiianabhiksu states that though the antaikarana
behaves as the conscious due to the reflection of consciousness on it, yet the
reflected consciousness located in the antazkaranza cannot lead to the I-usages
of purusa, in spite of the apprehension of non-discrimination between
consciousness and antaZzkarara and the subsequent superimpositions of the
properties of anta/zkarara on the reflected consciousness. Now according to
Vijiianabhiksu, to explain the I-usages of the properties of the citta, the
reflection of anta/zkarara on purusa is also to be admitted. This is referred to
as ‘pratyaksa prama’, that is, valid perception as discussed in detail in the

previous chapter. However, according to Vijiianabhiksu, such cognition is
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located in purusa (purusaniszha). Thus, Vijiianabhiksu explains perception by
admitting the mutual reflection between purusa and antakkarara, thereby

establishing the theory of mutual reflectivity (anyonyapratibimbavada).

In Samkhyasitrapravacanabhasya, Vijhanabhiksu cites the main
argument in favour of his position as follows - ‘antakkarapasya
tadujjvalitatvallohavadadhisthatrtvam’®. He states that when we talk of the
perception of the self, the object of that act of perceiving is the self itself. Then
naturally the question comes up that who would be the agent of that action?
Now the self alone can be the agent and nothing else. This, however, would
produce the difficulty of kartrkarmavirodha as the same entity, namely, the
self would have to be considered as the agent, that is the subject as well as the
object of the act of perception. When the buddhivrtti is reflected on
consciousness or the self, then the buddhivrtti itself as well as the form of the
object attained by the buddhivrtti, both are manifested by the self. However,
the question remains that while perceiving an object usages like, ‘I am
perceiving’ occurs. Then how does an I-cognition take place? The self cannot
reveal itself, since, the self being the object (karma) of this act, its self-
revealing character (svaprakasatva) would bring about the fallacy of
kartrkarmavirodha. Then how is the cognition of ‘I’ or the ahas: revealed? In
this context, we might refer to the view of the Prabhakara Mimarmsakas with
respect to the theory of self-revelation (svaprakasatva) of knowledge.
According to the Prabhakara Mimamsakas, knowledge expresses the object of

cognition (say, a jar), the locus or substratum of cognition (the self or atman)
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and the cognition itself simultaneously. This is called tripufi pratyaksa. That
IS, a cognition qualified by three attributes, namely, the object, the subject or
the knower and the cognition itself. This is further collectively referred to as
miti-matr-meya. The Prabhakara Mimarsakas also admit the validity
(pramanya) of a cognition to be self-evident (svatahpramana). Accordingly,
the structure of cognition as per their epistemological standpoint is —
‘gharamahar pramizomi’. That is, ‘I know correctly that it is a jar’. Such an
epistemological position entails the theory of akhyativada, that is, the theory
of error where an error or illusion encountered is not attributed to the
cognition, rather to the usage. That is, according to akhyativada, cognitions
can never be erroneous, rather, any sort of error that we are faced with in case
of communication etc. are actually there in our linguistic usage or any other
intermediary usage leading to the production of the cognition. Such erroneous
usage occurs due to our non-apprehension of the distinction between two
distinct entities, depending upon the context. The same holds true for Sarmkhya
epistemology too. Now reverting back to the objection of kartrkarmavirodha
as raised by the opponents of svatahpramanyavadins, we might refer to the
argument provided by the Prabhakara Mimarmsakas in favour of their position.
The Prabhakara Mimamsakas state that the fallacy of subject-object
contradiction (kartrkarmavirodha) is found only in case of causal relations.
According to Prabhakara Mimarsakas, unlike the Naiyayikas, the method of
production of knowledge is not a case of causality. Rather is it an instance of
the expressor and the expressed (jiapya-jijapakabhava). Hence, it cannot be a

case of kartrkarmavirodha. Similarly, in Sarmkhya philosophy too we find the
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prama and the pramana are not causally connected. So the argument put
forward by the Prabhakara Mimarnsakas in favour of their position, holds true
for the Samkhya position too. Futher in consonance with the view of the
Prabhakara Mimamsakas, the Sarhkhya philosophers also admit
svatahpramanavada, akhyativada and svaprakasatva of knowledge. Such a
position on the part of the Sarhkhya philosophers is impending as the pure
consciousness (purusa) as admitted in Samkhya system, is essentially of the
nature of supreme cognition (j7a) and is prakasasvabhava. Hence, the
cognition of I, as found in ‘I am perceiving’ etc. is revealed by the reflection
of the buddhivrtti on the self, as held by Vijiianabhiksu. This is because, the I-
cognition too being nothing but a modification of the antazkarara, or more
precisely, a state of the ahasmkara, that too gets reflected on the consciousness,
and hence gets revealed in association with the buddhivrtti modified in the
form of the object. Thus, Vijianabhiksu pertains to the theory of
anyonyapratibimbavada in explaining the l-usages in our cognition and

communication.

Now delving further into Vijiianabhiksu’s theory of mutual reflectivity
we find that Vijianabhiksu states that the reflection of consciousness that
occurs on the buddhivrtti, is revealed by the purusa. Hence, to establish the
object-hood (karmatva) of ‘I’ it is necessary to admit the theory of mutual
reflection, namely the reflection of consciousness on buddhivrtti and that of
the buddhivrtti assuming the form of consciousness (caitanyakaragrhita

buddhivrtti) on the purusa. Vacaspati refutes Vijiianabhiksu’s position by
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claiming that there is only one reflection, that is, the reflection of
consciousness on anta/zkarapa. He puts forward an example to explain this
phenomenon. We find the reflection of moon on the water of the lake, but not
vice versa. The reflected moon on the surface of the water consists of wavy
movements, some particles of dirt etc. These properties are actually there in
the water which get superimposed on the reflection of the moon. Similarly, the
luminosity of moon is also superimposed on the water surface, due to the same
reflection. Thus, ‘the moon is trembling’ or ‘the moon is dirty’ are only
apparent linguistic usages which in no way affect the actual moon and are due
to the attributes of the water itself. Thus, admission of mutual reflection
between water and moon is not required at all, since, only the reflection of
moon on water suffices to explain the superimposed attributes of trembling
and dirty appearance of the moon on the water as well as the manifesting
power (prakasatvadharma) of the water. Thus, Vacaspati Misra maintains that
just like the reflection of the moon on the water explains the superimposed
attributes of both the water and the reflected moon, similarly, the mere
admission of the reflection of consciousness on the antaZkarara explains the
superimposition of the attributes of the antaikaraza on the reflected
consciousness. For that we do not need to admit another reflection, namely
that of the antaikarama on purusa. Besides if another reflection on
purusacaitanya is admitted, then the unrelated, pure, unaffected nature of pure
consciousness would be hampered. Both the Samkhya-Yoga systems admit
the principle, “upadheh pratibimbapaksapatitvar’, which means that

whenever one entity is reflected on another, the qualities or impurities
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pertaining to the reflector vitiate only the reflection. The original entity which
is reflected is never vitiated by the qualities or the impurities of the reflector.
Just as the actual moon stays pure and unrelated, similarly pure consciousness
remains pure and unaffected by the changes occurring in the intellect. The
reflected moon gets attributed by the properties of the substratum of the
reflection. Analogously the reflected consciousness acquires the properties of
the locus of the reflection, that is, of the antazkararna itself, although in reality
it is not affected by any of those attributes. Thus, there is no need to admit
mutual reflectivity, since, the admission of only one reflection

(ekapratibimbavada), as stated above, is sufficient to explain the thesis.

Vijiianabhiksu further clarifies his own stance against Vacaspati’s
views, arguing from the Neo-Samkhya position. He says that desire (iccha) is
always on the same locus as that of the buddhi, that is, buddhi and iccha are
co-located (ekadhikaranastha). So cognition is also the property of buddhi.
Otherwise we would have to say that one person would be attributed with
buddhi while another with desire. That is, however, contradictory to our
experience. Thus, it is to be admitted that the reflected consciousness on
buddhivrtti manifests the object. However, such a standpoint goes against the
theory of mutual reflectivity. Vijiianabhiksu had apprehended such objections
beforehand and has provided several arguments to nullify the other positions

and thus establish his theory.

First, Vijianabhiksu says that if the above position is admitted, then

there appears clear inconsistency between the two Sarhkhya aphorisms
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‘cidavasanobhogah®® and ‘akarturapiphalabhoga nnadyavat’'®. Here, the
term ‘bhoga’ stands for an experience of the form ‘I am the knower of this
object’. Such cognition ends up in consciousness. It is a common occurrence
that the chef prepares the food and the master eats it. So if we overemphasize
on the fact of co-located-ness of agency (kartrtva) and enjoyership
(bhoktrtva), the above two aphorisms become meaningless. Thus, the
opponents’ view is refuted. It is, however, important to mention over here that
according to the classical Sarhkhya philosophy, agency and enjoyerhood both
are properties of the prakyti in its different modes (parizama), and can never
be located in purusa owing to its essential indifference (idasinatva) and
inactive (niskriya) nature. Even then there does not arise any inconsistency in
explaining the I-usages and I-cognitions with the help of the reflected
consciousness owing to the convincing explanation of Vacaspati Misra’s

ekapratibimbavada.

Secondly, if Vacaspati’s views are admitted then it would be
impossible to prove the existence of purusa. He says that if we try to establish
the existence of the actual pure consciousness (bimbacaitanya) with the help
of its reflection on buddhivrtti, then inevitably there would be the fallacy of
mutual dependency (anyonydsraya dosa). Vijiianabhiksu explains the fallacy
elaborately as follows - according to Vacaspati, the reflection of consciousness
is received on the buddhivrtti. Now if such a reflection is obtained, then there
must be the existence of the actual consciousness which is being reflected.

That is none but purusa. However, here an objection may be raised that if the

174



existence of bimba purusa is not established first, then how can its reflection
arise at all. Now if it is claimed that from the reflection itself, the existence of
bimbapurusa is established and vice versa, then it will be a clear case of the
fallacy of mutual dependency. Thus, admitting Vacaspati Misra’s views
makes it impossible to establish the existence of purusa. Vijiianabhiksu claims
that the admission of anyonyapratibimbavada saves us from such difficulties.
Since, the purusa is established as the knower, so to establish the existence of
purusa we need not admit a converse reflection of the reflected consciousness
in purusa. However, it is necessary to admit the reflection of the object of
knowledge in the buddhivrtti in purusa itself. We know that for the knowledge
of the self, the reflection of the consciousness on buddhivrtti is compulsory,
otherwise there would certainly be kartrkarmavirodha. Thus, Vijiianabhiksu
claims his position of anyonyapratibimbavada to be free from fallacies. That
1S, ‘na ca pratibimbanyathapapattya bimbabhiitah purusah syetsyatiti
vacyam//  anyo’nyasrayat  prthagbimbasiddhau ca  tatpratiyogitaya
bimbasiddhiriti/ asammate ca jjatrtaya purusasiddhyanantaram tasya
jfievatvanyathanupapattya pratibimbasiddhau nanyo nyasrayahll’ * It could,
however, be mentioned over here that the above fallacy of mutual dependency,
as proposed by Vijiianabhiksu, with regard to establishing the existence of
purusa, is not a tenable one as the existence of purusa has been logically and
consistently proved in the seventeenth Samkhyakarika'? independent of any
theory of mutual reflectivity. Thus, it is to be kept in mind that the reflection

of the consciousness on the buddhivrtti is held in order to explain the nature
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and the possibility of knowledge in the classical Samkhya tradition, and not to

establish the existence of purusa.

In the third argument critical analysis is carried out regarding the
method of the manifestation of an object. The reflected consciousness on
buddhivrtti helps to manifest the cognition of an object. This may be explained
by citing an example. If sunlight is reflected on water, that does not manifest
the plants and animals that are there in the water, but say if a fish enters into
that part of water which is illumined by the sunlight, then it being in contact
with the sunlight gets immediately manifested. Analogously, the reflected
consciousness in the buddhivrtti, though it may reveal the buddhivrtti itself,
but it cannot reveal the object of cognition. Just like the waves of water may
be illumined by the sunrays themselves but it is not certain whether the same
would happen in relation to the reflected sunlight. This is because, it is not that
well-established that the reflected sunlight has the capacity of revealing other
objects. This proves the fact that the reflection of consciousness is not the same
as the consciousness itself, rather it is an insentient entity.®* Here again,
another analogy might be put forward to show that the reflection of an
illumined object could possess the capacity of revealing other objects just as
the actual object itself. We know that the sunrays are capable of expressing
the objects in a room. Now if we keep a tub of water in that room and make
arrangements for receiving sunlight on the tub of water only, then also we

would find that the other objects of the room are revealed due to the reflected
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sunlight on the water. Similarly for the consciousness and its reflection on the

buddhivrtti.

The  fourth  argument of  Vijianabhiksu establishes
anyonyapratibimbavada. He says that when sand particles, water vapour etc.
come in contact with the sunrays, they are revealed in such a manner that we
experience a mirage. So it is evident that the admission of reflections of
buddhivrtti and the object (visaya) on consciousness (caitanya) for their
manifestation is necessary.** We, thus find, that the third argument, as stated
above, refutes caitanyapratibimbavada and the fourth argument establishes
anyonyapratibimbavada, as evident from the above example. However, such
contention of the Neo-Sarmkhya philosophers is not quite accepted by the
classical Sarmkhya philosophers due to their extreme concern to maintain the

non-related essence of the pure consciousness.

In the fifth and final argument, Vijhanabhiksu again cites the aphorism
‘akarturapiphalabhogo 'nnadyavat’® to argue against the co-located-ness
(samanadhikaranya) of knowledge and desire. He says that one can be the
enjoyer of the fruit of an action in spite of being not the agent of that action.
Like in case of cooking, the chef is the agent of the action, while the master is
the enjoyer of the fruit of that action. Thus, it is clear that even if there is non-
co-located-ness (vaiyadhikaranya) in case of knowledge and desire, no
inconsistency occurs. Again, in case of every individual it is equally
experienced by all that during an action the manas plays the role of
determination (sarmzkalpa) and the body directs the movement of its parts. The
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buddhi and the body are different from each other, and so one performs the
task of determination while the other performs the action. So here also we find
that the determination or ascertainment (sarikalpa) and action (kriya) are in
different loci. In this way, it is possible to explain one entity as the locus of
knowledge and another as that of the desire. Thus, Vijianabhiksu’s theory
apparently appears to be a more logical one. However, it is to be kept in mind
that if the phenomenon of cognition and specifically that of I-usage could be
clearly and convincingly accounted for by considering Vacaspati Misra’s
ekapratibimbavada, then keeping in view the principle of logical parsimony,
it is far better to admit that theory. Moreover, the admission of the reflection
of the qualified buddhivrtti (caitanyapratimbavisista antakkarapavritti) on the
bimbacaitanya itself leaves a room for considering the second-order reflection
to be one kind of transformation of purusa, which is in no way consistent with
the main tenets of the Sammkhya philosophical system. However, regarding the
immutability of purusa, if one considers a somewhat less rigid view, then the
mere reflection of the qualified antazkarapavrtti on the bimbapurusa itself
might not appear to be a transformation of purusa at all. An analogy might
help to clarify this point. Let us consider the case of a mirror where various
things are reflected at different points of time. Those reflections, however, do
not modify the nature of the mirror. It simply continues to exist as a mirror,
that is, as an object which has got the power of reflecting other entities.
Similarly, in case of the bimbacaitanya, if it is considered simply as the
reflector of the qualified buddhivrtti or in other terms as a mere witness of it

then, Vijfianabhiksu’s position could be considered without hampering the
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essence of the bimbapurusa. Thus, the theories of reflectivity as proposed by
Vacaspati Misra and Vijiianabhiksu in their own way try to resolve the
cognitive issues related to I-usages, provided the notions are applied in a very

cautious and articulate manner.

In the commentary (varttika) to the Vyasabhasya on Yogasitra, -
‘Vrttisaripyamitaratra’, Vijiianabhiksu uses the term ‘sajalaghasa’. By the
said term he intends to mean that water when kept in a jar, acquires the form
of the jar. Next, when it comes in contact with the sunrays it gets manifested.
Similarly, when the cittavrtti acquires the form of the object and comes in
contact with the consciousness, then the illumined cittavrtti is manifested.
Now it might be asked that why is it necessary to admit the reflection of the
cittavrtti qualified by the form of the object on the consciousness itself. In
Yogavarttika we find that, ‘nanu  svavisayavrttes  sphuranam
cetanasanyogadeva bhavatu yatha sajalaghatadiprakdasah siuryasambandhat,
atah kimarthe caitanye vritipratibimbarm Vrttau va
vaksyamanacaitanyapratibimbar kalpyate//>'®. Vijiianabhiksu puts forward
this question in order to clarify it in the further course of his discussion. In the
bhasya of the above Yogasitra it is stated that during the state of migration
(byuththana), the consciousness apprehends itself as non-distinct from the
various modes of the antakkarara, that is, buddhivrtti. In this context
Pafjcasikha mentions that this non-discriminatory apprehension is nothing but

an erroneous one. This is stated as — ‘ekameva darsanam, khyatireva
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darsanam’'’ Here, the term, ‘darsana’ means consciousness (caitanya) and

the term ‘khyati’ refers to buddhivrtti or the manifestation of buddhivrtti.

In the above context, Vijiianabhiksu cites an example that just as a
magnet helps in the attraction or extraction of iron nails from a place or by
inducing it with the magnetic power simply by being in proximity with it,
similarly, the citta brings about the objects of cognition and enjoyment to its
proximity by virtue of acquiring its form, and helps to fulfil the need of
experiential enjoyment (bhoga) of beings by producing the apprehension of
non-discrimination between the consciousness and the buddhivrtti through

apparent perception (drsyatva).

The notion of I-ness as expressed in utterances like, ‘I am perceiving’,
‘I am listening’, ‘I ascertain’, ‘I discern’ etc. is a universal form of cognition.
The fundamental cognitive being (j77a) in the above usages is nothing but the
drastrpurusa, that is, the pure consciousness. In other words, it is none other
than the mere witness-consciousness, and not the knower or the enjoyer in the
literal sense of the term. The buddhivrtti being in proximity of the
drassrpurusa manifests the form of the object with which it is qualified.
Whatever gets manifested, or is perceived, that is considered as drsya, that is,
obects of knowledge or perception, like form, colour etc. Objects like colour
etc. are externally visible. They are cognised by the citta. Thus, we find that
in case of perception of, say, a colour, the ‘I’ acts as the knower, the citta
associated with the sense organs acts as the instrument of cognition
(ijanakarana or darsanasakti) and the object acts as the knowable entity.
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Generally, it is admitted that our cognition of the citta or antaikarapa is
acquired through anuvyavasaya. Thus, during the production of the cognition
of the manas or citta, we experience it directly, and later on in case of memory,
we experience it through recollection. At times, however, it could be a matter
of direct perception too, say, in case of introspection. The primary component
of the citta is asmitakhya abhimana. The objects of cognition which qualify

the citta are nothing but modes or forms of the above abhimana.

It is to be noted that when the citta attains its placid state, the abhimana
or the ahamkara becomes the object of direct perception. When the ego attains
its purest form, then the transformations undergone by it in the course of
attaining knowledge of objects, are distinctly discernable. Then the
Visayakaraprapta cittavrtti poses to be the knowable (drsya) and the pure ego
(visuddha abhimana) acts as the instrument of cognition (darsanasakti).
Further when abhimana reverts to its pure form, namely, asmibiava,
mediating upon such helps us to attain the distinctive cognition between the
consciousness and the ego, thus leading to the sense of rejection of the ego.
Attainment of the said cognition situates the consciousness in its pure,
unrelated, immutable essence. This notion would be discussed in detail in the
seventh chapter of the present thesis. However, in the context of our current
discussion, it is to be mentioned that the distinctintive cognition between the
cittavrtti and the consciousness depends on the fact that the cittavrtti being
insentient does not have any capacity to express itself. Thus, it depends on the

other for its manifestation or knowability, whereas, the consciousness is self-
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revealing (svayamprakasa). Hence, it could be stated that in terms of draszrtva
and drsyatva, the self-revealing consciousness acts as the dras¢rpurusa and the
buddhivrtti acts as the drsya. The latter being in proximity of the

pauruseyacaitanya appears to be associated with consciousness.

Now again referring back to Vijfianabhiksu’s theory of mutual
reflectivity, we find that Vijiianabhiksu himself raises an objection against his
own contention apprehending the same from his opponents. He says that if
there is a tree at a distance and even if there is no light over there, yet we have
the cognition of the form ‘I am perceiving a tree’. Similarly in case of the
cognition of the form ‘I am happy’, ‘I am sad’, there being no distinctive
apprehension between the self (aham) and the happiness (sukham) or sadness
(dukkham), they are cognised to be identical with each other. So cognitions of
the form ‘I am happy’, ‘I am sad’ etc. occur. That is, ‘sukhyaham janamiti
buddhipurusayorekatabhramastu  parasparpratibimbam binapi dirastha
vanaspatyorivadosavasadeva sambhavati tatkatharm
buddhipurusayorvrttisaripyasiddhiriti//”*®. From the above position it could
be claimed that there is no need to admit anyonyapratibimbavada. In favour
of his own position, Vijiianabhiksu now argues that according to Sarnkhya
philosophy, consciousness is a substance and it is ubiquitous. Moreover,
consciousness being eternal, it is always in contact with all the entities
simultaneously. Here, it might be argued that just as the sunlight reveals all
the objects that are in contact with it, all that is in contact with the ubiquitous

consciousness should be simultaneously revealed too. As a matter of fact,
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however, all entities are not simultaneously revealed to a conscious purusa.
Thus, the issue somehow stands that how can then the buddhivrtti transformed
into the form of the object be manifested, and not the other things which are

in contact with the ubiquitous consciousness?

According to the Sarhkhya philosophers, objects are expressed from
time to time and not always, which Vijiianabhiksu terms as ‘kaddacitkatva’.
The verse § expressed as - ‘ato’arthabhanasya
kadacitkatvadyupapattaye’arthakataivarthagrahanam vacyam buddhau tatha
drstatvat, buddhavapi hi samyogamdtrasyarthagrahanatve
atindriyasydpyarthasya buddhigrahyatvaprasangat//”. *°* We know that it is
essential for buddhi to acquire the form of the object, for its cognition to be
produced. Similarly if purusa expresses the buddhivrtti, then it should also be
essential for the purusa too to acquire its form. But purusa, according to the
sastras, cannot really undergo any transformation. Yet for the sake of
explaining the methodology of cognition, purusa too must receive the
reflection of the buddhivrtti. In this context, there are proofs from smyti as
well, that establishes the fact of reception of reflection by purusa; and the
smrtivakya is as follows—*tasmirmsciddarpanesphare samasta vastudystayahl

imastah pratibimbanti sarasiva tatadrumahl/’*°

Whatever has been discussed so far, from that we find that the prime
concern lies in accounting for the I-usages in the empirical realm. Thus, in
order to explain the I-usages in our cognition, it is necessary to analyse how

actually cognitions of the form ‘I know the jar’ (‘ghatamahar janami’) are
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acquired. In response, Vijiianabhiksu states that the buddhivrtti acquires the
form, ‘gharamahari janami’ and that is then reflected on the purusa. Thus, the
illumined buddhivrtti gets manifested. However, if such a proposition is
admitted, then according to the classical Samkhya philosophers, the purusa
can no longer be regarded as immutable. Vijiianabhiksu here cites the views
of Pataijali in favour of his contention from the Yogasatra, -
‘drastrdrsyoparaktam cittar sarvartham’ ?* Vijiianabhiksu also refers to the
Samkhyakarika ‘tasmat tat samyogadacetanam cetanavadiva lingam/
gunakartrtve ca tatha karteva bhavatyudasinahll’ 2% In the said karika the term
‘iva’ appears twice and Vijianabhiksu holds that the usage of the term ‘iva’ in
both the places emphasises on the above fact that it is in consonance with his

view.

According to the above Yoga aphorism, it may be stated that the
consciousness being reflected on the intellect appears to partake the form of
the intellect. However, it is an apparent sense only. Whereas, in reality, the
reception of the reflection of the consciousness on the buddhivrtti is nothing
but a further transformation of the buddhi itself. Just as the buddhi gets
transformed by the form of the object, similarly, it gets modified by the
reflection of the consciousness too. That is why the buddhi is being referred
to as ‘sarvartha’, meaning that which can attain the cognition of both the drsya
and the drasza. The intellect can attain the cognition of the self in the form of
the knower, as well as in the form of the body. It can cognise that there is

consciousness, as well as there are objects, like, colour, taste, sound etc. which
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are absolutely different from the consciousness. Thus, the buddhi is referred

to as sarvartha.

The said aphorism could also be interpreted in the following manner.
According to the Vijiianavadins, there is nothing other than vijiiana. Not even
purusa. It is stated that - ‘nanyo’anubhavyo buddhyasti tasya
nanubhavo’paral/  grahyagrahakavaidhuryat — svayameva  prakasate//
avibhago’api buddhyatma
Viparyasitadarsanaih/grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavaniva laksyate/l ityartha
riparahitam samvinmatrar kiledamiti pasyan/ parihrtya
dukkhasariisrtimabhayasi:  nirvanamdapnoti//’* That is, according to the
Vijhianavadins, the intellect cannot cognise the other, and not even itself. The
buddhi itself acts as the knower and the knowable, and expresses itself in a
mechanical manner. Though the intellect and the consciousness are not distinct
from each other, yet being limited in our vision or understanding, we consider
the receiver, the received and the act of reception (sasmvit) to be different from
each other. Thus, perceing the world as only sarmvit, devoid of any other
qualities etc. leads to the cessation of our sufferings, and hence, the attainment
of nirvapna. Vyasa refutes the above stance by pointing out that if the said
position is admitted, then what would be the object (@lambana) of the intellect
(prajia)? The intellect itself cannot act as the object of the intellect. Thus, in
order to attain the perceptual cognition of purusa with the help of the intellect
attained through the course of samadhi, or to differentiate between the purusa

and the reflection of purusa on the buddhivrtti, there must be the existence of
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the actual purusa. The consciousness cannot act as the object of cognition in
a similar manner to the cow or the jar. But to realise the fact that the insentient
buddhivrtti gets manifested by the self-revealing consciousness is precisely
what is meant by pauruseyapratyaya in case of samadhi or vivekakhyati.
Finally, Vyasa establishes that those who perceive the distinctness between
the receiver, the received and the act of reception (samwvit), are the possessors
of perfect knowledge. It is due to such distinctive cognition that they can
realise the purusa as essentially different from all other principles, and hence,

attain vivekakhyati.

Furthermore we find that the process of the cognition of I-ness (ahar)
can be traced as follows - in case of an I-cognition the buddhivrtti acts as the
special cause (karaza). The reflection of the consciousness is being received
by the intellect (buddhi). The causal efficacy (karanata) of buddhi lies in the
fact of receiving the reflection of the consciousness. Now the buddhivrtti
which has attained the reflection of consciousness is the cause towards
ahamakara jiiana. Here, the cognition of the form of cognition (jiianakara
jiana), that is, cidabhasa is there in buddhi itself. The object of this cidabhasa

which is there in buddhi is ahas. Thus, buddhi gets associated with attributes

_____
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ahamakaravisayasrayatva, and due to such co-located-ness there occurs non-
discriminatory mode of cognition in buddhi between the visesya and visesana

of the cognition. Thus, the mode of buddhi that is produced is I-ness-
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associated-knower-ship (jaatrtvavisista aham) and accordingly the usage

produced is ‘I am the knower’ (‘aham jriata’).

The cognitions attained through perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumana) and verbal testimony (agama) are considered veridical. Vyasa, in
his commentary (bhasya) on Pataijalasitra, - ‘pratyaksanumana’agamah
pramanani’, uses the term ‘indriyapranalikya’®* in order to refer to the sense
organs (indriya) as the field of activity (sajcaranamarga) of the intellect
(buddhivrtti). That is, the buddhivrtti reaches the locus of the object through
the passage of the sense organs and acquires the shape or the form of the
object. Such modification of the cittavrtti is called pramana. However, at this
time the cittavrtti does not become a matter of cognition. That is, it remains
temporarily unknowm or unattained. Through the subsequent process of the
generation of cognition, as discussed earlier, it attains the form of
samkalpatmaka jijana, that is, ‘ayam gharah’ etc. Eventually, the compound
thus produced gets associated with ahamkara, and finally acquires the form -
‘gharamaham janami’. Cognitions of the said structure get manifested and
such expressions are only considered to be prama in Samkhya philosophy.
According to Nyaya epistemology, the above form of cognition is called
anuvyavasaya, Which is a state of cognition after the production of the
determinate cognition (vyavasayajijana). According to Vyasa, the modes of
the antazkarapa are the results of the qualification of the instruments of
cognition by the form of the objects. ‘phalamavisistah

pauruseyascittavrtiibodha/’® Cognitive usages like, ‘I know that this is a jar’
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IS an instance of pauruseyacittavrttibodha. Such cognitions can occur in two
ways. In case of perception, the structure of the cognition is ‘this is a jar’ or
‘there is a jar’. It is nothing nothing determinate cognition
(vyavasayatmakajijana). In the next moment, cognitions of the form ‘I know
that this is a jar’ occurs which is then associated with the sense of knowership
(i7atrtvabhava). The latter is post-determinate cognition (anuvyavasaya).

However, the former actually constitutes the perceptual cognition.

The perception of the form - ‘I am perceiving a jar’, consists of three
components, namely, drasta, darsana and drsya. However, during the act of
perceiving the jar, we cannot discern between the above three components.
Rather due to the apprehension of only the jar as the object of cognition, and
the non-apprehension of the ego as the perceiver in a distinct manner, there
arises  non-discriminatory  perception (avisistabhava) between the
drastrpurusa and the drsya ghara. This has already been discussed earlier in

this chapter in the context of the fourth Patasjjalasitra.

The above phenomenon of cognition could be explained in a different
manner. All cognitions are essentially modes of the abhimana. Among them
perception is the externally-influenced transformation of the ego. Thus,
perception of a jar is nothing but a mode of the externally-influenced
abhimana. 1t should, however, be kept in mind here that the abhimana includes
the drasza too. Thus, in case of the perception of a jar, the cognition of the jar
as a transformation of the ego and the notion of the perceiver native to the ego,
becomes indiscernable. But the two componetns of the cognition could be
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seggregated in case of anuvyavasaya. Though in case of the perception proper

(vyavasayajijana), the two remain non-distinct.

We know that ‘pauruseyacittavrttibodha’ refers to the manifestation
of the cognition in the form of the cittavrtti qualified by the consciousness or
illumined by the witness-consciousness. Now if the purusa helps in the
manifestation of various objects in the world through different modes of the
antaskarana, then it might be argued over here that the purusa itself is
associated with varied objects, and hence, mutable (parizami). However, that
IS not the case. Whatever variations are there, those are there only in the sense
organs and the anta/zkarapa. The purusa is in no way connected to such
transformations in actuality. Hence, the objection of its mutability does not
hold. When the objects of cognition undergo transformation in relation to the
antazkarana, the ego (ahamkara) too undergoes a momentary transformation.
The consciousness manifests that momentarily transformed ego as the knower

or the perceiver, thus accounting for the possibility of I-cognition.

The establishment of purusa as — ‘buddhe/ pratisamvedr purusa
ityuparistadupapadayisyamah’®® is particularly significant in the context of
our discussion. Just as in case of reflection we find that a light ray hits a surface
and deflects back on other surface, similarly, the term ‘pratisamvedana’
means the production of some sensibility or apprehension from some other
sensibility or apprehension. To reflect the light rays we need a mirror or a
mirror-like surface. Similarly, the sensibility produced from the intellect or the
empirical I-ness, is reproduced at the subsequent moment in the form of
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similar I-ness. The locus or substratum of such reproduction of sensibilities
(pratisamvedana) is regarded as the interface of the intellect which helps in
sustained I-cognition. It is to be noted that the very conception of the fact that

‘I exist’, is a result of the above phenomenon.

Our lower vital desires and functionalities are results of
pratisasmvedana in the buddhi, and the empirical senses of our financial or
material matters are results of pratisarivedana in the sense organs. However,
the reproduction of sensibilities (pratisarvedana) required for the realisation
of the pure consciousness in its essence, lies beyond the realm of the intellect.
It is through mediation (samadhi) that we can attain the distinctive cognition

between the buddhitattva and the purusa, and hence, attain vivekakhyati.

Further analysis on the above context of the nature of cognition has
been carried out in the subsequent commentaries as well, which are being
stated as follows - Visamasthiilatippani is a commentary on Vacaspati Misra’s
Tattvavaisaradi, which is again a commentary on Vyasabhasya, written on
Pataijjalayogasiitra. \n Visamasthiilatippani, Balarama Udasina carries out a
detailed  discussion on the notion of ‘pauruseyabodha’. In
Samkhyasitrapravacanabhasya, Vijhanabhiksu refutes the views of
Vacaspati Misra. Balarama Udasina, in his commentary, initially puts forward
the views of Vijhanabhiksu and also elaborates the arguments given by
Vijfianabhiksu to refute the views of Vacaspati Misra. However, eventually he
refutes the position of Vijianabhiksu and establishes the views of Vacaspati
Misra.
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With reference to that we are going to discuss in further detail about
the concept of prama in Samkhya epistemology. So far we have seen that
according to Sarmhkhya philosophy cognition is not a property of the self and it
cannot be considered to be so in the literal sense of the term even in case of
the theory of mutual reflectivity. Thus, cognition is essentially a property or a
mode of the prakrti. Further, deeper analysis into the notion shows that valid
cognition (prama) is not a property of buddhi at all. This is because, when
purusacaitanya is reflected on the pramanpa, that is, on the buddhivrtti,
consciousness and buddhivrtti are used indiscriminately. Such non-
apprehension of the distinction between the consciousness and the buddhivrtti
acts as the root cause of all the phenomenal experiences or usages on the part
of the being. That is, states of migration including cognitive usages,
experiences of existential or empirical aspects of various psychological states
etc. are all due to such non-apprehension of the distinction between the
consciousness and the buddhivrtti. According to Vijiianabhiksu, in case of
such erroneous usages, the properties of buddhi get superimposed on purusa
and consciousness is also superimposed on buddhi. Thus, the reflected
consciousness on buddhivrtti appears to be the knower. An analogy has been
put forward here to further clarify the notion. When the moon gets reflected
on the waves of the river water, the reflection of the moon quivers on the water
surface. Then ordinary usages like, ‘The moon is quivering’ (‘candraZ
kampate’) occurs, which shows the imposition of the properties of the
reflected moon on the actual moon. Similarly, usages like knower (j7iiata) or ‘1

know’ (‘aham janami’) are simply imposed on the pure consciousness. Such
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usages are referred to as the ‘pauruseyabodha’. However, such is not an actual
property of purusa, rather it is a mere imposition on consciouness. Balarama
Udasina and Pafjcasikha also maintain that pauruseyabodha is nothing but a
state of the consciousness where there is non-apprhension of the distinction
between the reflected consciousness and the buddhivrtti. Thus, Balarama
Udasina states that ‘buddhivrttyasaha avisistah’?’. It means that the apparent

pauruseyabodha is nothing but the buddhivrtti itself.

The very term ‘pauruseyabodha’ gives the impression that it is a form
of cognition and is direcly related to the purusa. We, however, know that in
Samkhya philosophy, that could never be an admissible position due to the
essential non-relatedness and immutable nature of the consciousness. Thus,
we might ask at this point that, if the pauruseyabodha is essentially the same
as the buddhivrtti then why is it being called pauruseyabodha at all? In this
context we find the following - ‘drastadrsimatrah suddho’api
pratyayanupasyah’. Balarama Udasina here refers to Pafjcasikha as follows -
‘praptacaitanyopagraharipayd buddhivrtteranukaramatrataya
buddhivrttyavisista hi jijanavrttiritya akhyayata® itill>.?® Further we find that
‘aparinamini  hi  bhoktrsaktirpratisamkrama  ca  parinaminyarthe
pratisamkranteva tadvrttimanupatati tasydsca praptacaitanyopagrahariipayd
buddhivrtteranukaramatrataya buddhivrttyavisista hi
jfianavrttirityakhydayate’.?® In the above sutra we find that the essential nature
of the draszrpiurusa is being elucidated. The witness consciousness in spite of

being pure and unrelated to the modes of the antaikarapa, acts as an
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indifferent onlooker of the states of the buddhivrtti. The term ‘drsimatra’
refers to the witnessing power that is not qualified by attributes which lead to
bondage or related-ness of any form. Such consciousness acts as the
pratisarvedi of the intellect. However, this consciousness is neither similar to
the intellect, nor completely different from it. This is beccause the intellect
gets transformed into the states of the known and the unknown. Sentient
entities like the cow etc. or insentient objects like the jar etc. get imposed on
the intellect by virtue of their form etc., and hence, becomes known through
the subsequent processes. Those which are not attained by the intellect remain
unknown. The intermittent modes of the intellect in the form of the known and
the unknown depicts the mutable nature of the buddhi. On the contrary, purusa
being of the nature of supreme cognition itself (ja), there is nothing as such
which is unknown to the purusa. Hence, there does not arise any question of
transformation of the purusa in the form of either the known or the unknown.
Whatever is there, remains ever-known to the purusa, and thus, in essence, the

aparinpamitva of purusa is established.

Further, we know that the intellect being a compound object itself
(sarhata) acts to serve the purpose of the others (parartha), as we have found
in our earlier discussions in the second chapter of the thesis. But the purusa is
of the opposite nature. Moreover, the intellect acts as the basis of determinate
cognition, and being constituted of the three guras, is insentient in nature. But

the purusa is only a detached observer observer of all these guras and their
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respective modes. Thus, the purusa can never be similar to the nature of the

intellect.

However, it is important to note here that the purusa cannot be
radically different from the intellect either. This is because purusa in spite of
being pure, acts as the onlooker of phenomena that are there or those which
occur in the intellect. Thus, the purusa, though in no way related to such
transformations in the literal sense of the term, yet seems to have an apparent
sense of identification with these. Thus, Pafjcasikha in his commentary states
that the purusa only appears to possess a directly proportional relation to the
modes of the intellect, and hence, there occurs an apparent sense of non-

discrimination between the buddhi and the purusa.

Now it is to be kept in mind that the indifferent onlooker (drasza) and
the knower (grahita) are not the same. The drasta consistently maintains its
state of an indifferent onlooker, whereas being a knower is a contingent state,
which is applicable only in relation to the process of knowing, and not always.

However, usages like, ‘I am the perceiver’ denotes the state of a knower.

In the above aphorism, the term ‘drsi’ refers to jia or cit or svabodha.
The sense or the state of cognition which does not require any instrument for
its production is called drsi. Cognitions like, ‘I exist’ require the instruments
of knowledge for its production, as, such usages are actually modes of the
intellect. But the deeper sense that we want to convey when we utter the term

‘I’ lies far beyond the realm of the intellect or its modes. It is precedent to any
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of our cognitive or emotive l-usages, and resides at the very core of our
fundamental being. Such innate sense of I-ness in us does not require the help
of any cognitive instrumentation. It is stated in the sruti that — “vijijataramare

99, ¢

kena vijaniyar’; “na hi vijijatu vijijaterviparilopo vidyate”,

Both the karara and the objects of karazpa are drsya. So the drasta can
never be the object of the karapa. Thus, the fundamental essence of the drasza

cannot be the object of the karara, and hence, it is svabodha.

Now it might be argued that as long as there is creation, and
accordingly, objects of perception (drsya), the purusa might be referred to as
the drasza, but what about the designation of the consciousness when there
would not be any creation, that is, after mahapralaya? 1t is clarified that in
such a state the purusa would only be refrred to as the caitanya or the citisakti.
However, if we prefer to use the term ‘drasta@’ even in that state, then it would

refer to the purusa as the seer of the placid, primordial state of the citta.

Further, the term ‘matra’ in drsimatra in case of the above aphorism
refers to the absence of all sorts of attributes on the part of the purusa. This is
also endorsed by the Samikhyasitra — ‘nirqupatvanna ciddharma’ >t So it
might be argued that how come the consciousness is being attributed by the
terms ‘anantd, apratisamkrama’ etc.? The explanation could be provided in
the following manner. The term ‘ananta’ in reality does not refer to any
attribute, rather it indicates the absence of attributes. The same holds true for

the term “apratisamkrama’.® Thus, by stating that the purusa is devoid of all
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sorts of properties (sarvadharmabhava), such fundamental non-attributed

(nirgura) essence of purusa is established.

However, we know that in the state of migration, for the sake of
cognitive and emotive usages in the empirical realm, there occurs an apparent
non-discriminnation between the buddhi and the purusa, and hence, the
erroneous sense of being the knower, instead of the passive onlooker, occurs.
But that is nothing more than a mere usage, and has no significance with regard
to the transcendental nature of the consciousness. In this regard, we find a
verse from the Adityapurana which states that - ‘nityah sarvagatohyatma
buddhisannidhisattaya/ yatha yatha bhavedbuddhiratma tadvadihesyatel/’.
This has been mentioned by Balarama Udasina in his tippani on
Patanjalasitra 1/7. It means that even if for the sake of mere usage, the purusa

is referred to as the knower (pramata), yet it is essentially never the knower.

Now looking back at the theory of mutual reflectivity, from the above
stance of the analysis it is clear that Vijfianabhiksu’s position is not an
admissible one. It is evident that the knowledge (prama) is not a property of
purusa and the pure consciousness can never be the knower. The property of
knowership (pramatrtva) may be admitted in purusa in a merely figurative
sense for the sake of usage only, but could never be essentially admitted as an

attribute of pure consciousness.

Further we may delve into Balarama Udasina’s views which put

forward another argument against the view of Vijfianabhiksu by stating that
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there is inconsistency in some of his contentions. Initially Vijianabhiksu
admits that the purusa is the mere witness of prama and not the knower.3
Again, while refuting Vacaspati Misra’s position he held that if we admit the
purusa as a mere witness then the existence of purusa could not be established.
Thus, the two views are contradictory, and hence inacceptable. Balarama
emphasises that if Vacaspati would have admitted the actual purusa to be the
perceiver, then his view too would have been inadmissible. However,
Vacaspati admitted the reflected consciousness on the buddhivrtti to be the
knower and responsible for the expression of knowledge. However, if the
reflection of consciousness is to be admitted then the existence of actual
purusa is automatically established. Thus, Vijiianabhiksu’s objections are
quite naturally nullified. Some followers of Vijiianabhiksu have argued that
the sense of the cognition qualified by I-ness that is due to the cittavrtti,
appears to be there in the purusa. However, others hold that the cittavrtti is
located in the citta and the cognition is there in the purusa. Accordingly, there
is no co-located-ness between the cause and the effect. This explains the usage
of terms like, the sense of the cognition (cittavrtti bodha). However, Balarama,
in his fippani on Patanjalasitra 1/7, has strongly refuted such explanation too
by stating that ‘aparetu ‘purusavarti bodhah kKatham cittagataya vrtteh
phalam’ iti vyakhyatrsanka anusarepa Ccittavrtteriti sasthyantam parham
kalpayitva pauruseyobodhascittavrtteh phalamityevamarthapayanti/ parantu

na sa pathah kutra’ apyupalabhyata ityupeksito’asmabhiriti bodhyam//’ .
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Balarama Udasina further shows how the reflected consciousness on
the buddhivrtti could itself be considered as the expression of the cognition.
The reflected consciousness on the buddhivrtti is in the relation of
dharmadharmibhava with the buddhi, and the buddhivrtti itself is a property
of the buddhi. Thus, both the above are co-located; that is, it is clear that the
reflected consciousness is located in the buddhivrtti as well as in the buddhi.
This does not lead to any inconsistency, rather it establishes the sense of non-
differentiation between the citta and the citi (consciousness), and at the same
time essentially there remains a subtle distinction between them too. It is due
to the above position that we refer to such as ‘tadatmyapatti’ and not
abhedapatti. Thus, we find that the issues of causality between cognition and

its cause, their co-located-ness and the sense of cognition are clearly resolved.

Now Balarama analyses Vijfianabhiksu’s main argument against the
view of Vacaspati Misra. According to Vijiianabhiksu, the term
‘pauruseyabodha’ was introduced by Vyasa in his Yogasitrabhasya. So the
literal meaning of the term is to be accepted. The cognition located in the
purusa is to be admitted as pauruseyabodha. However, we know that the
purusa is devoid of any attributes. So the cognition cannot actually be located
in the purusa. Thus, we have to admit that the reflection of the buddhivrtti is
received on the purusa and thus, the cognition is considered to be there in the
purusa. This explains the usage of the term ‘pauruseyabodha’. However, if
according to Vacaspati Misra, we conceive of the idea of pauruseyabodha as

the compound that is obtained through the imposition of the properties of

198



buddhi on the reflected consciousness on it, then we arrive at an inconsistency.
The reflected consciousness is not the purusa itself. Rather it being insentient,
can never manifest the buddhivrtti. Thus, the reflected consciousness does not
have any manifesting capacity. Here Balarama Udasina cites various instances
from the views of Pafjcasikha and others, and argues that the issue of the
reflection of the consciousness on the buddhivrtti is an established fact, but we
do not find any evidence in favour of admitting the reflection of the buddhivrtti

on the consciousness. Hence, Vijiianabhiksu’s position is inadmissible.

In the above context, we may again refer to the Yoga aphorism, - ‘citer
pratisazivkramayastadakarapattau  svabuddhisarmvedanam//’*4, on which
Vyasa® states in his commentary that due to the non-apprehension of the
distinction between the caitanya and the pratibimbitacaitanya on the
buddhivrtti, we consider the buddhivrtti qualified by the pratibimbitacaitanya
to be the jjanavrtti manifesting the purusa. Furthermore, the insentient
buddhivrtti appears to be sentient due to the reflected consciousness on it, and
we fail to discern between the two. Thus, the buddhivrtti being apparently
associated with the consciousness appears to behave as the jjanavrtti or
cidvrtti. In this context, Paficasikha states that - ‘na patalam na ca vivaram
girinam naivandhakaram Kkuksayo nodadhinam// guhda yasyam nihitam
brahmasvasvatarm buddhivrttimavisistam kavayo vedayante//’®. That is, the
cave where the Supreme Brahman dwells, that is neither below the earth

(patala), nor in the mountains, nor in the depths of the sea. Rather the wise
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individuals consider the Brahman to reside in the non-discriminatory state

(avisistavastha) of the buddhivrtti or the intellect.

To explicate, it may be stated that the citisakti does not reach or does
not enter the intellect in actuality, rather it only appears to be so. For instance,
apprehensions like, ‘I am conscious’, are results of such erroneous usage. In
such cases, due to the non-apprehension of the distinction between the intellect
and the consciousness the insentient part of the antazkaraza, that is, the aham
as experienced in the empirical realm, appears to be conscious. That is why,
the citisakti appears to partake the form of the ahasm and seems to be identical
with the buddbhi. It is interesting to note here that if we analyse the aham or the
sense of I-ness we get two types of senses. One is the abhimana, like, ‘I am
the knower’, ‘I am the enjoyer’, ‘I am conscious’ etc. which is precisely the
state of indiscrimination between the buddhi and the purusacaitanya. It is also
referred to as svabuddhisarvedana. And the other is the realisation of the pure
consciousness as distinct from the aharikara and the buddhi. That is, the two
aspects of the I-ness are the drasta and the grahita. Thus, dichotomy involved
in the realisation of the consciousness in its true essence, and the sense of being
the knower due to the indiscrimination between the buddhi and the caitanya,

constitute the prime concern in Sarmkhya epistemology.

Vijiianabhiksu further defends his position by referring to the
smrtivakya, ‘tasmimsciddarpanesphare samasta vastudrstayah/ imdastah
pratibimbanti sarasiva tatadrumahll’. However, Balarama Udasina interprets

the above in a different manner consistent to the position of Vacaspati Misra.
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He states that when the consciousness is reflected on the buddhivrtti then there
occurs tadatmyapatti between the buddhivrtti and the consciousness. In such
a state the forms of the objects which qualify the buddhivrtti are imposed on
the reflected consciousness. Thus Balarama, in consonance with the views of
his predecessors, claims that it is inappropriate to interpret the above verse as
favouring the reflection of the buddhivrtti on purusa. Thus, Vacaspati Misra’s

position is to be admitted as the most acceptable one.

We know that the term ‘pauruseyabodha’ literally means the cognition
as an actual property of purusa. However, Vijianabhiksu, in accordance to the
Sarmmkhya metaphysics, can only admit an imposed relation between the purusa
and the cognition. Thus, he too has to admit an implicative sense of the term.
In the Patasjjalasitra, ‘drastadrsimatrah suddho api pratyayanupasyah’, too
it has been clearly stated that the purusa is not the knower, rather the witness
only; and the incorporation of the term ‘mdatra’ in the above aphorism
emphatically prevents the consideration of the property of knowership in

purusa.

Now we further know that Vijiianabhiksu maintains that the reflected
consciousness is not like the pure consciousness itself. It does not possess any
capacity to express objects. According to him, the expression of objects
constitutes functionality (arthakriyakaritva). This is his main contention. In
response to that Balarama Udasina says that the reflection of an insentient
object is necessarily insentient. However, can we refer to the reflection of
consciousness as insentient too? It is held that, though it can never be claimed
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that the reflection of consciousness is conscious, yet it can be claimed that the

reflection of the consciousness can have the capacity to express.

On the above issue, that is, whether the reflection of consciousness
could be regarded as conscious, or like that of an insentient object, we find
that Madhusiidana Sarasvati, in the fourteenth verse®’ of the seventh chapter
of his commentary (f7ka) on Srimadbhagavadgita states that the reflection of
the consciousness is not like that of an insentient object. According to him, the
reflected consciousness is qualified with the properties of the consciousness
(caitanyadhisthita or upahitacaitanyasrita). So it is not completely devoid of
the capacities of the consciousness. The commentator, however, does not
elucidate further on this point and simply states as much. In this context, we
can recall that Balarama Udasina too had stated that the reflection of the
consciousness is not a mere insentient reflection in nature. Vijiianabhiksu held
that such reflection of consciousness is actually a product of the transformation
of the intellect (vimbakarabuddhiparinamavisesa). Balarama Udasina had not

further analysed it whatsoever.

Now it is to be noted that if the reflection is a mere product of the
transformation of the intellect then it cannot have any manifesting capacity.
Again if the reflection is of the nature of the consciousness then it being
different from the consciousness itself, would certainly be reduced to nothing
but a mere insentient one. Further it might be said that the reflection of the
consciousness is partly insentient and partly of the nature of the consciousness.
However, even then the question would arise that which part of it is insentient
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and which part is conscious. Moreover, even if it is so then how would the
conscious and the insentient parts of the same consciousness be related?
Balarama Udasina does not refer to these issues any further. However, the
refutation of Vijiianabhiksu’s theory in his commentary, Vidvottosini ttka on
Tattvakaumudr is only a fragment of that carried out by him in his
commentary, Visamasthilatippani on Vyasabhasya of Pataijjalayogasiitra

and Tattvavaisaradr of Vacaspati Misra.

From this part, we enter into our final discussion on prama following
the neo-Samkhya philosophers namely, the followers of Vijiianabhiksu.
According to them, prama is of two types — the buddhivrtti in the form of
object (visayakara buddhivrtti) and the reflection of that buddhivrtti on
purusa.®® The instrumental or specific cause (karaza) towards the first kind of
prama is the eyes or other sense organs while that of the second part is the
antazkaranavrtti. In this context, it has been clarified by other commentators
like, Balarama Udasina, that the eyes etc. are the karana of prama. However,
it is important to keep in mind that here, karana is defined as ‘yena kriya
kriyate tat karazam’, meaning that which is responsible for the occurrence of
the action. Further, Balarama Udasina states that the buddhivrtti acts both as
the prama and the pramana. The reflected consciousness on buddhivrtti acts
as the knower (pramata) and the consciousness which has received the
reflection of the buddhivrtti on it, is then the witness of the prama only

(pramasaksimatra).
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Vacaspati Misra and other philosophers, however, have not admitted
two types of prama. According to them, when the sense organs get associated
with their specific objects, then the tamogura diminishes (abhibhava) and the
sattvagura becomes extremely intense (udbhava). Such a state of the
buddhivrtti associated with the intense sattvagura is called adhyavasaya.
Thus, the buddhivrtti in the form of the object constitutes the pramana. When
such buddhivrtti receives the reflection of consciousness on it, then that
buddhivrtti gets imposed on the reflected consciousness, and that is the prama.
Prama is due to pramana. Thus, it is evident that the superimposed properties
of the buddhivrtti on the reflected consciousness is referred to as the prama,

and not simply the properties of the buddhivrtti itself.

Paficanana Tarkaratna, in his commentary (f7k@) entitled ‘Purnima’,
has refuted the views of Vijianabhiksu with the help of various arguments. Of
those, one argument seems to be particularly novel. He says that if we keep
two mirrors facing one another, then each mirror would be reflected on the
other simultaneously. Similarly, the clear (svaccha) antazkaraza and the pure
(svaccha, visuddha) consciousness being in proximity to each other, would
keep on producing unending series of mutual reflections. Hence, accepting
Vijhianabhiksu’s anyonyapratibimbavada would compel us to admit the
infinite series of mutual reflections which is clearly inadmissible. However, in
this context Gangesopadhyaya states in his Tattvacintamani that even if we
have to admit the infinite series of mutual reflections, Vijfianabhiksu’s

position remains unhampered. This is because the said series of reflections do
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not serve any of our purpose nor does its existence affect the thesis in any way.
Hence, it is to be ignored.3® However, it could be observed over here that the
infinite series of mutual reflections do hamper the prime contention. That is
what would be determined as the pauruseyabodha? Vijianabhiksu had
admitted the reflection of the buddhivrtti on the consciousness to be the
pauruseyabodha. However, due to the multiple reflections of the buddhivytti
on the consciousness that continues incessantly, and hence, neither one could
be determined as the pauruseyabodha. If it is held that the first or the final
reflection of the buddhivytti on the consciousness would be regarded as the
pauruseyabodha, even then it would be inconsistent as in a continuous stream
of reflections it is never possible to identify the initial or the final reflection.
Hence, the objection raised by Pafjcanana Tarkaratna stands out to be a valid
one as it clearly shows that the admission of Vijfianabhiksu’s theory leads to

the non-determination of the pauruseyabodha forever.

On reaching the terminal part, let us compare the theory of mutual
reflection (anyonyapratibimbavada) from the perspective of modern physical
science and that of the classical philosophical position. According to the laws
of physics, the reflection of an object requires the help of light. The production
of the reflection of an object occurs due to the deflection of the light waves
from that object. According to Samkhya-Yoga philosophy the transmission of
light waves is due to the action-reaction between the reflector and the light
waves themselves. For instance, a mirror acts as a reflector. When the light

rays deflected from an object reach the surface of the mirror, the mirror acts
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as the reflector, and the rays immediately reach the eyes of the perceiver. As
a result the reflection of the object becomes perceptible on the mirror.
However, in the context of our discussion of anyonyapratibimbavada there is
no question of any functionality of light. The pure consciousness or its
reflection is received inside our body, where there is no light. So any theory
of reflection in the context of explaining the relation between a cognition and
the consciousness is rendered meaningless in the light of modern day science.
In this context Madhustidana Sarasvati states that the buddhivrtti delimits the
purusa or the supra-sensory consciousness, and superimposes its own
properties and attributes on it. Whatever is imposed on purusa, gets
manifested. This was, however, in a way endorsed by Vijiianabhiksu too in his
Pravacanabhasya through the analogy of the mirage in a desert. Now leaving
aside the theory of mutual reflection if we consider the view of Madhusiidana
Sarasvati along with the previously stated explanations of Vacaspati Misra
then we arrive at a comprehensive thesis on the issues of cognition and

consciousness that could be acceptable by the scientific outlook too.

From the detailed analysis carried out so far on the method, possibility
and the nature of cognition in Samkhya philosophy, it is evident that the
theories of reflectivity, be it as admitted by Vacaspati Misra or by
Vijhianabhiksu, are nothing but representations of the cognitive process.
However, they all emphasize somehow or the other on the fact that reflections
of the buddhivrtti should be received on the supra-sensory consciousness, and

not on the reflected consciousness which acts as its representative. It is this
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contention which poses the paradoxical difficulty in the entire discussion on
cognition and consciousness. It exhibits the concern that ekapratibimbavada
does not look upon the bimbapurusa as the locus of any I-cognition, for all
sorts of I-usages would be based on the mere reflection of the consciousness
and would not pertain to purusacaitanya. This is because however closely the
reflection might resemble the actual, yet it can never be the actual itself. Such
has been admitted by Vacaspati Misra too as we have found above. On the
other hand, the admission of anyonyapratibimbavada is not possible without
considering a restricted sense of the functionality (arthakriyakaritva) of
purusa as held by Vijhanabhiksu. In both the cases as stated and discussed
above, we must keep in mind that the I-usages in the empirical realm are
nothing but the modes of the ego, that is, the abhimana. But the ego being a
part of the insentient antakkaraza, its modes like the abhimana require the
contiguity of the luminous consciousness to be manifested. Thus, the
reflection of consciousness on the buddhivrtti or the second-order reflection
of the entire compound on the purusa again, it to be admitted to account for
the l-usages. Thus, a meticulous analysis of the issues involved in case of
cognitive usages in Sarhkhya philosophy, as carried out above, finally proves
that the views held by various philosophers regarding the nature and
possibility of knowledge in the Sarmkhya sytem are in consistence with the
epistemological and metaphysical stance regarding the essence of purusa, as
the perpetually and universally unaltered consciousness, as admitted in

Samkhya philosophy, and hence, convincingly accounts for the I-usages in
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terms of the reflected consciousness, be it one-sided or mutual, in a restricted

sense as stated above.

On that note we now proceed towards the third part of the thesis which
delves into the analysis of the relation between the purusa and the prakyti. The
issues related to the said relation account for the creation of the world as well
as for the liberation of the purusa. It is imperative to discuss and analyse such
issues meticulously in order to understand the stance of the Samkhya

philosophical system as a doctrine of soteriology.
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CHAPTER 6

The Relation between Purusa and Prakrti

We know that the Sarmkhya philosophy admits two fundamental
principles, namely — the purusa and the prakrti. We have found out that the
two principles referred to above are both eternal, uniquitous yet of the opposite
nature of each other. The purusa represents the embodied consciousness as
well as the eternally free, unbound, pure consciousness. On the other hand the
prakrti is primordial matter, which is extremely subtle in nature, and can never
be the object of perception. Rather it could only be known through inference.
The prakrti, through various stages and in a definite order, manifests itself as
numerous other principles, as discussed in the introduction of the thesis. Those
principles, namely, prakrti-vikrti and kevalavikrti, evolve from subtle forms
to gross forms and lead to the production of the world and its various
components, including objects and the bodies of the beings. These principles
in their final forms are perceptible. Further they constitute the matters of
cognition and experiences (bhoga) too. However, from the discussions in our
previous chapters we have seen that in case of cognition, enjoyment, agency
etc. in the empirical realm, that is, in case of the embodied cognition, there
appears to be a non-discriminatory apprehension between the purusa and the
prakrti. To be more precise, there appears to be non-apprehension of the

distinction between the consciousness and the modes of the anta/zkarana, that
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is, that of the buddhi. This happens due to the reception of the reflection of the
embodied consciousness on the buddhi, because of its predominantly sattvika
nature, which renders its functionality as a mirror. Due to such reflection of
the consciousness on the intellect, and thus the manifestation of the modes of
the intellect, there appears non-apprehension of the distinction between the
consciousness or the reflected consciousness, and the antazkaranavrtti. Thus,
whatever is there in the antakkarana, seems to be there or to be related to that
of the consciousness. These issues have been discussed in great detail in the
preceding chapter, and hence, the repetition of such is not required here.
However, the prime concern that arises from all the above notions is that how
can the purusa and the prakrti, in spite of being two fundamentally opposing
principles in essence, appear to be related to or to behave as one with each
other. The present chapter focusses on the above issue and aims at explaining
the notion of the relation between purusa and prakrti as admitted by the

Samkhya philosophers.

The purusa and prakrti being two essentially contradictory principles
it becomes a matter of philosophical concern that how at all the two principles
could be related, and if so what would be the nature of that relation? The
current chapter thus attempts at analysing the concept of the relation between
the purusa and the prakrti in accordance with the Samkhya metaphysics, but
there are certain aspects in this connection which needs to be dealt with from
a critical approach. The following discussion puts forward arguments that

essentially constitute of those as advanced by the Samkhya philosophers
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themselves in order to establish the said relation. An interesting aspect of the
methodology followed by the Samkhya philosophers in establishing their
philosophical stances is that, apart from their core argumentation by inferential
method, they resort to the method of argumentation by analogy in most of the
cases. This is perhaps due to their aim of making the theories involved in their
sastra more intelligible to the ordinary people, who are inclined to attain
liberation from the three-fold sufferings, and are yet deluded by the prevalent
or the readily available inauthentic, temporary and often contradictory
methods of the freedom from sufferings, as propagated by the other sastras.
Thus, they provide various analogies from our practical life in order to have a
greater outreach of their sastra among the commom people. In the above
context of explaining the relation between the purusa and the prakrti too, the
Samkhya philosophers provide numerous examples from daily life with an
effort to explain the transcendental yet empirically apparent nature of the said

relation more intelligible to us.

According to Samkhya philosophy purusa is conscious yet inactive,
and the prakrti is insentient but active. The purusa is attributed as eternal
(nitya), pure (suddha), conscious (buddha), free (mukta), unchangeable
(karastha) and capable of not being transformed (aparinzami). Further in the
nineteenth karika too it has been stated that the purusa is attributed with
saksitva, kaivalya, madhyastha, dras¢rtva and akartytva. That is, the purusa is

devoid of any form of actual bindings. It is never essentially related to any
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thing as such. That is why it is a mere indifferent observer or a passive

onlooker or things and events happening in the world.

The prakrti too, on the other hand, is eternal, but it is capable of being
transformed (parinami) and it is the primordial cause (adikarana) of the
creation of the world (jagat). Prakrti consists of three guras — sattva, rajas
and tamas. When the prakti is not in the state of creation, the three gupas
remain in the state of equilibrium, but each of the guras themselves keep on
transforming into itself. This is referred to as saripa parinama. That is, the
sattva gets transformed into sattva, the rajas into rajas and the tamas into
tamas itself. Thus, the adiprakrti, that is, even when the prakti is not in the
mode of its manifestation, is still in its state of activity. That is, even the
primordial matter, though not in a state of creation, yet remains in a continuous

state of flux.

Now the question arises that how does the malaprakrti get disturbed
from its state of equilibrium? In Samkhya philosophy, we find that due to the
proximity of the purusa and the prakrti, the equilibrium of the malaprakrti
gets disturbed, and the creation of the world commences. This is referred to as

the creative transformation (viripa parinama).

Here it is to be noted that though the concept of the relation between
the purusa and the prakrti seems to present before us a puzzling situation, yet
it is that very relation which acts as the basis of the entire Sarmkhya system as

a moksavadi school, that is, a philosophical system which essentially performs
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an esoteric study on the concept of liberation. However, as in case of any other
sytems, the Sarmkhya philosophy too is challenged with various objections and
apprehensions from the opponents regarding their basic metaphysical and
epistemological stances. It is evident from the elementary notion of Sarhkhya
philosophy, that purusa and prakrti are fundamentally different entities. So
the natural question arises that how can there be any relation between two such
entities at all? And if any relation is to be admitted, then what would be the
nature of that relation? Further, and most significantly, what could be the

significance of such a relation in the context of liberation?

In response to all the above apprehensions, we find that in the twentieth
Sarkhyakarika, I$varakrsna portrays the relation between the purusa and the
prakrti as follows, - ‘tasmat tat samyogadacetanam cetanavadivalingaml/

gunakartytve ca tathd karteva bhavatyudasinahll’!

According to Sarmmkhya philosophy, we know that though the prakrti
itself is subtle and independent, yet the manifested evolutes of prakrti are
dependent entities (sarmhata or sambhiyakari), that is, they depend on each
other for their manifestation or functionality. We already know that the purusa
is the non-agent (niskriya). Then quite evidently the property of agency is
being attributed to the prakrti. However, we further know that for a thing to
be an agent there must be some sort of sentient volition in it, which again quite
naturally cannot be there in the praksti. Thus, to consider prakrti as an
independent agent of an action appears contradictory to our general notion of
agency. We know that agency can only be the property of a conscious being
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and thus, it is said that ‘cetana/ aharm karomi’. An agent would first acquire
the direct knowledge of an object and its material causes; then s/he would
desire that and subsequently, s/he would have the volition to attain it. The
statement which expresses the intention of the agent is, ‘cetanai aham
cikirsan karomi’?. Here, the term ‘cikirsan’ means the ‘desire to act’. From
this it is evident that, the co-existence of knowledge (jjana), desire (iccha)
and volition (prayatna) in the same locus (samanadhikaranrya) constitutes the
agency (kartrtva) of that — ‘upadanagocaraparoksajiiana-cikirsa-krtimatvam
kartytvam’3. Here Vacaspati Misra points out that, the fact that the notion of
agency is constituted of the co-existence of knowledge (ji7ana), desire (iccha)
and volition (prayatna) in the same locus (samanadhikaranya) and evidently
in relation to consciousness, is known through experience. It is not a fact that
is endorsed by the scriptures. That is, it atattvika. Rather it is through our
empirical usage that we claim that the clear and distinct knowledge of an
object or event, the desire to act and the volition towards it, be it to attain (zpsa)
it or to reject (jihasa) it, together constitute the concept of agency. Hence, the
above idea of agency needs to be re-evaluated in the context of the Sarhkhya

theory of creation.

The Samkhya philosophers do not accept the above definition of
agency. It is because of the fact that their basic metaphysical presupposition is
that purusa is conscious, but it is inactive, and hence, it cannot be an agent.
The purusa is devoid of any desire or volition. Accordingly, it can never be

attributed with the property of agency, as that would lead to the hampering of
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the essence of purusa. Further prakrti is unconscious. It is essentially nothing
but insentient matter. Though it has desire and volition in the form of the
modes of the internal sense organ (antazkarapavrtti), yet it is devoid of
knowledge. That is, though knowledge too is a mode of the antakzkarana, yet
it cannot manifest or implement that knowledge on its own. So the Sammkhya
philosophers argue that how can there be co-located-ness among the trio,
namely, the knowledge, volition and the desire? Then we arrive at a crossroad,
where we either have to admit volition in purusa or the independent
implementation of knowledge by prakrti. Otherwise it would not be possible
to determine an agent of the vast creation called world (jagat). However, that

is evidently an inadmissible position.

Now it may further be argued that if we admit that there is knowledge
(jiiana) in prakrti, that is, in any of its mode, insentient prakrti is jjanavatt,
then we would also be compelled to admit that there would be knowledge in
all the evolutes of prakrti. Thus, starting from the entity of greater dimension
(mahat) to the five gross elements (paricabhiita) would all have to be
considered as consisting of knowledge (j7ianavan), and most significantly, it
would entail that they all are conscious. This again is clearly in contradiction
to our natural cognition of the worldly matter. It is important to note here that
the problem of samanadhikaranya of jjana, iccha and prayatna arises in
relation to consciousness because of the fact that in our daily life we find that
beings, that is, embodied consciousness apparently manifests all the above

properties. That is, the above attributes are found to be co-located in the
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beings. Thus, due to our ignorance, that is, non-apprehension of the distinction
between our bodily functions, which are material in nature, and the mere
presence of the pure ubiquitous consciousness in our bodies, we erroneously
consider the above functionalities to be either that of the purusa itself, or to be
effective in relation to the consciousness only. Thus, we refer to the erroneous
habitual usage of the attribution of agency to the purusa and not to the actual

creative material principle, that is, the prakyti.

Now to resolve the above issue, we find that in the twentieth karika,
ISvarakrsna claims that the essence of agency is not constituted of the
samandadhikaranya of volition (krti or prayatna) and consciousness
(caitanya). Rather, the Sarhkhya philosophers emphasise that the agency and
the knowledge or consciousness never co-exist. In fact, they essentially reside
in different loci. Agency and knowledge, as a mode of the intellect, is nothing
but prakrti in other terms of the matter, whereas consciousness is the purusa
itself. Such a claim is endorsed by the term ‘fasmat’ in the karika. Thus, usages
like ‘I, being conscious and desirous to do, am doing’ (‘cetanak ahasm cikirsan
karomi’) are erroneous because of the fact that there is non-apprehension of
the distinction between the purusa and the prakrti. This could well be
understood with reference to the discussion carried out on the cognition of |-

usages in the fifth chapter.

To emphasise on the above, the Samkhya philosophers reiterate the
fact that praksti or trigura is insentient, and yet it is to be considered as the
agent, whereas the purusa, in spite of being conscious, cannot be regarded as

224



the agent. The very idea of attributing purusa with agency is incorrect, because
if purusa is to be admitted as the agent, then we would have to accept
transformability (parinamitva or vikaritva) of purusa, which is not at all an
acceptable position in the Sarhkhya philosophical system. Hence, it is to be
admitted that knowledge (j77ana), desire (iccha) and volition (krti) are the
properties of prakrti only, and accordingly the property of agency could only

be attributed to the insentient yet creative prakrti.

Again one might argue that only the presence of volition, or even if we
consider knowledge and desire along with it, that does not lead to the idea of
agency. Consciousness is mandatory in order to account for the agency of an
action. Then how can unconscious prakrti be the agent? In response, the
Sarmkhya philosophers hold that ‘tat sasyogat acetanar: cetandavat iva’. That
is, the unconscious behaves like the conscious or the unconscious appears to
be conscious, due to its relation or its proximity with purusa. And thus, the
agency of the unconscious prakrti is accounted for. Though they admit that
knowledge or consciousness is a pre-condition of being an agent, but here,
admitting agency of the purusa becomes paradoxical due to its essential inert,
inactive nature. Hence, there being no other alternative, agency is to be
attributed to the unconscious prakrti. Thus, in the karika it is claimed that due
to the proximity of purusa with prakrti, the unconscious appears to be
conscious, or behaves as the conscious. It is as if due to the reflection of the

embodied consciousness on the antakkarara, the intellect reflects the
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properties of the consciousness, just like a mirror, and hence, appears to be

itself conscious.

At this point another matter that needs to be elucidated is that we have
found that according to the karika, due to the contact between the purusa and
the prakrti, the insentient matter or triguna appears to behave as the conscious.
However, Vacaspati Misra, in his fika, states that — ‘liagam -
mahadadisiksmaparyantaz vaksyati’.* That is, Vacaspati Misra refers to the
prakrti or the trigupa as ‘linga’. That is, starting from the mahattattva to the
subtle (szksma) pasicatanmatra, the principles are being referred to as the
linga. The principles, namely, mahat, ahamkara, manas, pasjcajijanendriya,
pasjcakarmendriya and pascatanmatra, are together referred to as the subtle
body (lingasarira or siuksmasarira). At the beginning of creation individual
subtle bodies are created for every being from the prakrti. The subtle bodies
are such that they can pervade any object on earth, including rocks and
boulders. However, the most significant aspect is that the individual subtle
bodies exist from the beginning of the creation till the end of that particular
creation, or until the individual attains liberation. In certain other texts,
lingasarira or sizksmasarira is considered to consist of seventeen constituent
parts (avayava). Namely, pajcajjanendriya or buddhendriya,
pasjcakarmendriya, pasicaprana, manas and buddhi. This is expressed as —
‘buddhikarmendriya-pranapascakairmanasa dhiyal/ sariram saptadasabhil
saksmasin tallizgamucyate//>.> Vacaspati Misra, however, admits another

avayava, that is, aharikara over and above the seventeen avayavas mentioned
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above. However, he does not include pasicaprana among the seventeen
avayavas, instead he considers the pascatanmatra. Thus, we find that there
are some diffrences in view regarding the constituent factors of the
suksmasarira. However, that is not too relevant in the context of our current
discussion, hence we would not delve into that further, but it is to be mentioned
here that when the siksmasarira enters the gross body (sthalasarira or
bahyasarira), it is referred to as the birth of the individual. Issues regarding
the birth, death etc. of purusa have already been discussed in the third chapter
of the thesis, hence, we would not digress further. However, it is interesting to
note here that when the purusa comes in contact with the siksmasarira, the
body is pervaded by consciousness, and hence, the idea of being emerges. The
being then acts as the locus of the mahat or buddhi, iccha and prayatna. When
the said complex comes in contact with the purusa, it appears to be conscious,
that is, it seems to be jjanavan; accordingly, it appears to be the agent of an
action. Though the intellect acts as the locus of the agency, yet it being
essentially insentient in nature, attributing it as the agent might appear to be
contradictory, as discussed earlier in the chapter. Thus, the reflection of the
embodied consciousness is admitted on the sattvapradhana buddhi in order to
account for its property of agency. Further it could be reiterated that such
reflection and accordingly, the sense of being the agent, occurs due to the

contact between the purusa and the buddhi, that is, prakzti.

Now the next pivotal issues that need to be dealth with are that what is

meant by the ‘contact’ between the purusa and the prakrti? If the said contact
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(saryoga) is supposed to indicate some kind of relation between the two, then
what could be the nature of that relation? How at all the eternally free
(nityamukta), unrelated (asambaddha), indifferent (kiarastha or udasina)
purusa be in the relation of contact with the prakyti? Would it not lead to the

hampering of the essential nature of purusa?

We know that sarmyoga is defined as the attainment of an object or
some matter preceded by its non-attainment (apraptipirvika prapti).
Accordingly, three kinds of samyoga sambandha are admitted. Namely, -
anyatarakarmajanya  samyoga, ubhayakarmajanya samyoga  and
samyogajanya samyoga. When the contact between the objects or entities
occur due to the volition of either of the relata, it is called anyatarakarmajanya
samyoga. For instance, when a bird sits on a branch of a tree, the contact
between the bird and the branch of the tree is generated due to the activity of
the bird. Thus, it is an instance of anyatarakarmajanya sasyoga. Again when
the contact between the objects or entities occur due to the volition of both the
relata, it is called ubhayakarmajanya samyoga. For example, during the
monsoon season, we often find that dark clouds appear from different
directions towards each other, and then clash against each other causing
lightning, thunderbolts and subsequent rains. The clashing of the clouds with
each other coming forward from opposite directions is an instance of
ubhayakarmajanya saryoga. Finally, when a contact or series of contacts are
generated due to the preceding contact(s), it is called saryogajanya samyoga.

For instance, when we hold a book with our hands, the contact between the
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book and the hand is established. However, the hand being a part (avayava) of
the whole body (avayavi), the contact of the book with the hand also entails
the contact of the book with body, that is, avayavisarmyogajanya
avayavasamyoga. Thus, it is an instance of saryogajanya samyoga. In Nyaya
philosophy, this has been referred to as parampara sambandha. Though
parampara sambandha cannot exactly be translated as samyogajanya
samyoga, there are some more intricacies to it, yet there is an apparent
similarity between the two notions, and thus, the reference. However, there are
philosophical systems which do not admit the part-whole (avayava-avayavi)
dichotomy. Accordingly, they deny the contact of the form, sasmyogajanya

sariyoga.

Now reverting back to the issue of the contact between the purusa and
the prakrti, let us analyse whether at all any of the above forms of contact is
applicable in the present case or not. We know that the purusa and the prakrti
are both ubiquitous (vibhu), so the two entities being ubiquitous or all-
pervading, there cannot be non-attainment between the two. Hence, the
question of the generation of contact between them cannot be caused by the
activity of any of the relata. This is because the purusa being indifferent and
inactive, cannot have any functionality towards the attainment of any sort of
contact with the prakrti. On the other hand, there being no essential non-
attainment of the contact with the purusa on the part of the prakrti, since, they
both are ubiquitous, the prakyti too cannot have any volition towards the

establishment of such contact. Thus, there cannot be anyatarakarmajanya

229



samyoga between the purusa and the prakrti. Further the possibility of the
generation of the contact between the purusa and the prakyti by the volition of
both the principles is not possible either, because of the same reasons, as stated
above. Thus, ubhayakarmajanya sariyoga is not acceptable between the
purusa and the prakrti. Furthermore, it is to be kept in mind that the Sarhkhya
philosophers do not admit the part-whole (avayava-avayavi) dichotomy. Thus,
the admission of a contact generated due to other contact(s) is also not possible
in this case. Thus, the relation between the purusa and the prakrti cannot be a

case of saimyogajanya samyoga either.

At this juncture the question arises that, since the contact between the
purusa and the prakrti does not pertain to any of the forms of contact known
to us, then can we at all consider the term ‘samyoga’ in the literal sense of it?
Also, the question persists that in what sense then has the term ‘samyoga’ been
applied in the karika ‘tasmat tat samyogat’? Is it at all an indicator of any form
of relation? And if so, then what could be the nature of that relation? In this
context, the Sammkhya philosophers put forward certain instances of contact
relation from our empirical experiences in order to understand the probable

nature of the relation between the purusa and the prakyti.

It might be enquired that is the relation between the purusa and the
prakrti like that of the fire and the heat? Now if the relation between the purusa
and the prakyti be a natural relation like that between the fire and the heat, then
the purusa can never be liberated. We never find fire devoid of heat, so if the
relation be such in the present case, then the purusa can never differentiate
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between itself and the prakrti, thus leading to the impossibility of liberation of
purusa. Further it might be asked that is the relation in question like that
between the eyes and colour? It is not like that either. This is because the eyes
can perceive a color due to its own potency or power of vision, but we do not
find any such potency in either the purusa or the prakrti to establish such
relation between them. Admitting any such potency would again lead to the
question of non-liberation of purusa. Again, the question arises that is it like
the relation between a fish and the water? If the relation between the purusa
and the prakrti is to be described in the above manner, then we have to admit
a subject-object relationship (visayavisayibhava) between the two. The
relation between a fish and the water is not that of a mere contact (samyoga).
It is not the case that earlier the fish was unrelated to water and then later it
came in contact with the water. Rather the fish always resides in the
waterbody. So the subject-object relationship between a fish and the water
cannot be considered either in explaining the relation between the purusa and
the prakrti. The subjectivity (visayitva) of purusa is eternal and
undifferentiated (avyavrtta), and the objectivity (visayatva) of prakyti is also
such. Thus, admitting a subject-object relation between them would also lead
to the non-liberation of purusa. Hence, none of the instances of contact
discussed above could lead to the clarification of the relation between the

purusa and the prakrti.

Thus, the question persists that what does the term ‘saryoga’ in case

of the relation between the purusa and the prakyti stand for. In order to clarify,
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Vacaspati Misra here states that claims that the term ‘saryoga’ here has been
used in a metaphorical sense. We are erroneously considering the primary
sense of the term ‘Saryoga’, that is, contact. However, that is not the intended
sense at all. Rather term ‘samyoga’ here in the karika, that is, ‘tat samyogah’
indicates ‘fat sannidhanam’® the term ‘sannidhana’ means proximity or
contiguity. When two objects or individuals or events, remain side by side,
that is contiguous to one another, we consider the two to be in proximity to
each other, and accordingly apparently related. For instance, the proximity
between the bank of a river and the river water creates an apparent sense of
related-ness between the two objects. Essentially the bank is nothing but a part
of the land, whereas the water is a distinct element from it. But the two objects
being in close contiguity to one another, we get the sense of the two things
being related or to be in contact with one another. Though in times of floods
etc. there could be actual contact between the bank of the river and the river
water, yet the primary relation between the two is that of proximity. Similarly,
at the empirical level the purusa being embodied by the materialistic body
evolved out of the elements of prakti, there is the relation of proximity
between the embodied consciousness and the antakkarara. Further in the
transcendental realm too the purusa and the prakrti, both being ubiquitous and
eternal, are spatio-temporally forever contiguous, that is, in proximity to each
other. Thus, Vacaspati Misra’s explanation of the term ‘samyoga’ as
sannidhana holds true for both the phenomenal realm as well as the

transcendental plane.
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In the context of the above explanation, however, it might be argued
that since both the purusa and the prakyti are ubiquitous and eternal, then why
does the viripa parirama of the prakrti does not occur at all times? That is,
how can we account for the repeated creation (sriszi) and its destruction
(pralaya or mahapralaya) at regular intervals? It might be reasoned from the
standpoint of the Samkhya philosophers that the phenomena of creation and
its respective destruction is due to the adrsra of the beings constituting a
particular creation. The primordial prakrti, along with the association of the
individual or respective adrsta of beings, gets ready to be creative. Then the
reflection of the ever contiguous purusa is received on the prakyti which
disturbs its equilibrium, and accordingly the viripa parirama commences.
The same holds true for destruction of that particular creation as well. That is,
the adrsra of the beings determine the duration of the sustenance (sthiti) of

that particular creation, and hence, its destruction.

Reverting back to the issue of the relation between the purusa and the
prakrti, we find that in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it is stated that - ‘asanga
hi ayasiz purusah’’, that is, purusa is essentially indifferent and unrelated.
Thus, any sort of reference to its contact with any other object or principle,
fundamentally refers to their proximity only. For example, just as the akasa is
in proximity to a jar, similarly for the purusa and the prakrti. As discussed
above, due to the proximity between the purusa and the prakrti, the insentient
prakrti appears to be conscious, and the inactive purusa appears to be the agent

of an action. Thus, the attribution of purusa as an agent and the apparent
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sentience of prakrti are nothing but mere illusions. It is simply due to the
proximity (sannidhana) of the purusa and the prakrti that their properties
appear to be there in each other. Such appearance in turn, as we already know,
is due to the non-apprehension of the distinction (bhedagraha) between the
purusa and the prakrti. Due to such superimpositions or apparent
apprehensions, modes of the antakzkarana appear to be there in the purusa, and
accordingly, usages like, ‘aham sukhi’, ‘aham dukzkh?’, ‘maya krta’ etc. occur.
Such usages produce a sense of apparent related-ness to the modes of the
antaskarana. Hence, the purusa is conceived of as bound (baddha) or in the
state of migration (sarsari) in the empirical realm. However, it is clear that
essentially, the notions of agency, enjoyerhood, knowership etc. can never
reside in the same locus as that of the consciousness. Hence, consciousness or
purusa and the agent or the triguza are to be conceived of as clearly distinct
from each other. It is merely an apparent usage in our phenomenal existence
that we conceive of these two fundamentally distinct principles as attributed
with the properties of each other simply because of their proximity. It occurs
due to our ignorance, which is itself of the nature of the non-apprehension of

the discriminatory cognition between the matter and the consciousness.

In the twenty first karika, ISvarakrsna further states that there is a sense
of interdependence between the purusa and the prakyti. From the twentieth
karika we have found out that there is a relation between the purusa and the
prakrti, and that relation is of the nature of proximity. However, the question

remains that how can there be any relation between the purusa and the prakrti
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unless they both or either of them, depend on each other for some purpose?
From our experiential point of view, the inactive consciousness is in direct
contradiction with the agency of the insentient praksti. So the two realities
cannot be related to each other unless they depend one each other for some
purpose. Such interdependence between the purusa and the prakrti has been
termed as ‘apeksa’, which means ‘sva-sva-karyajanana-sahakaritva’, that is,
helping each other to achieve their respective ends. The purusa and the prakyti
both depend on each other to attain the accomplishment of their purposes.
Thus, according to the Sarmkhya philoosphers, the purusa and the prakrti could
be considered to be in the relation of the helper and the helped (upakarya-
upakarakabhdva). Isvarakrsna expresses that in his twenty first karika, in the
following manner - ‘purusasya darsanartham kaivalyartham tatha

pradhanasya/ pangvandhavadubhayorapi sariyogastatkrtas sargah//*®

The above karika states that the pradhana or the prakrti awaits to be
perceived by the purusa. The prakrti or the primordial cause (adikarana) of
the creation possesses the three guzas, and hence, is termed as guramayr. It is,
thus, the producer of all the objects of desire or need which lead to the
fulfilment of the purpose of the beings. It is further termed as
nikhilabhogyaprasavini and the bhogya, meaning that which gives birth to all
enjoyable entities, and that which is to be enjoyed respectively. However, the
enjoyable entities cannot be considered to be so unless there is an enjoyer
(bhokta). Hence the admission of the embodied purusa as the enjoyer (bhokta)

is inevitable. This has been discussed in detail in the second chapter of the
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thesis in the context of the establishment of the existence of purusa. The
property of being an enjoyer (bhoktrtva) of the purusa helps in the realization
of the property of being enjoyed (bhogyatva) of the prakrti. Thus, the prakrti
awaits its perception by the purusa in order to attain its fruitful end. Thus,
though the purusa is of the opposite nature of prakrti, yet the latter desires or

waits to be related to the purusa for the realization of its own end.

At this point another pivotal issue comes up. That is, the purusa has no
such need as the prakrti, then why would it want to be related to the prakrti?
The need only on the part of the prakyti would not propel the purusa to be
related to it. It must possess a desire or need of its own as well, as that could
only account for the mutual relationship between the two realities. In response
to the above apprehension, we find that in the karika, it has been stated that -
‘purusasya kaivalyarthani’. This phrase explains, though metaphorically, why
the purusa awaits or depends on the praksti as well. The purusa being
essentially unrelated and indifferent, cannot really have any dependence on
the prakrti, yet it possesses some apparent dependence on the material
principle in terms of the fulfilment of its purposes of migration and liberation,
in order to account for the relation between the two. Thus, both await each

other for the attainment of their respective ends.

Now Vacaspati Misra, in his commentary, clarifies why and how does
the purusa await the prakyti for the attainment of its ends in the state of
migration, as well as that of liberation. This is expressed as follows — ‘tathahi

bhogyena pradhanena sambhinnah purusastadgatam  duikhatrayam
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svatmanyabhimanyamanah kaivalyar prarthayate’®. It means that the purusa
awaits the prakrti or the pradhana for its own liberation. Liberation refers to
the absolute cessation of the three kinds of sufferings, namely, - adhibhautika,
adhidaivika and adhyatmika. Liberation indicates such form of cessation of
the sufferings that one does not have to go through those again, once they have
been eradiacted. The attainment of such cessation of sufferings is evidently
the ultimate purpose of one’s existence. The state of liberation is termed as
kaivalya here, and the attainment of such a state, that is, liberation is the
ultimate aim of purusa. It is interesting to note here that the Indian thinkers
have coined many terms to denote liberation like aparvarga, mukti, nirvana,
moksa, kaivalya etc. Each of the terms employed by the Indian thinkers in the
different philosophical systems have got specific import. In the context of
Samkhya philosophy, we find that the term originates from the word ‘kevala’,
which refers to the liberation in the sense of ‘non-related-ness’ or ‘isolation’
arising out of the knowledge of discrimination (vivekajiiana) between the
purusa and the prakrti. Thus, the term ‘kaivalya’ used to denote liberation in
the Samkhya system is perfectly consistent with the essential sense of isolation

of purusa, as admitted in the Sarmkhya metaphysics.

Now it may be further argued that purusa being eternally liberated
(nityamukta), that is, the most desired liberation being its true essence and it
being ever free from sufferings, why would it at all await prakrti for its
liberation again? The purusa is essentially of the opposite nature of du/kha,

and hence, ever bereft of any actual relation to the modes of the antazkarana,
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that is, with the prakyti. Accordingly the purusa is forever free. Thus, the
question remains that why and how come the purusa awaits the prakrti for its
liberation? In response, Vacaspati Misra states that the pradhana or the prakrti
serves as the object of need or desire to the purusa. From time unknown, the
purusa is unaware of the distinction between itself and the prakrti. Thus, due
to such ignorance, the being considers the sufferings actually located in the
prakrti or the antaszkarana to be its own. The purusa is essentially free from
all sufferings at all times, but due to its inability to distinguish between itself
and the pradhana, it appears to the being that the sufferings existing in prakrti
are its own. This happens because of the inherited or self-credited
(abhimanika) relation, due to which the embodied purusa or the being
considers itself to be the sufferer, and accordingly, usages like ‘aham duhkhi’
etc. occur. As long as such relation persists, the purusa is considered to be
bound (baddha or sarmsari). We know that the purusa is forever immutable,
indifferent and unrelated. Hence, it is essentially devoid of all kinds of
sufferings. It is only due to the inherited (@bhimanika) relation, that the purusa
is apparently unaware of its distinction with the prakrti, and hence remains
bound by the three kinds of sufferings. However, due to such apparent bound
state of the purusa, there appears the volition towards liberation from the said
state. Thus, the purusa tries to attain liberation, and hence, seeks the help of

the pradhana in that course.

We know that an object which is already attained, itself acts as an

impediment towards the desire for attaining that object. Thus, quite naturally
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it could be argued that, the purusa being essentially of the ever-libearted
nature, then why at all would it desire liberation again? This is because the
very essence of the purusa as liberated, would prevent the purusa from having
the volition towards liberation any further. Thus, the issue remains that how

can the purusa await the prakrti for its liberation.

From the standpoint of Sarmkhya metaphysics, it could be argued that
the being or the embodied purusa wants to achieve liberation from the
imposed three kinds of sufferings (trividha du/kha) which it experiences due
to its apparent sense of oneness with the prakyti. Due to the absence of the
discriminatory cognition between the purusa and the prakrti, the above sense
of non-discrimination produces the sense of being bound, though apparently,
on the part of the purusa. Thus, the desire for liberation, even from imposed
bondages, is what the embodied purusa or the being tries to attain. This
explains why and how the purusa in spite of being essentially free, possesses
the desire for liberation, and such volition is clearly meaningful in the course
of the realisation of the transcendental self, transgressing the phenomenal

existence.

Further it is argued that even if the desire for liberation on the part of
the purusa is meaningful, but why and how does it await prakyti for the
attainment of such? In response, Vacaspati Misra states that - ‘tacca
sattvapurusanyatakhyati-nivandhanam’°. The purusa tries to find the means
of attaining liberation from the three-fold sufferings, and from our discussion
so far, it is evident that the liberation could be achieved only by attaining the
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discriminatory knowledge between the purusa and the prakrti. In technical
terms, it is referred to as the sattvapurusanyatakhyati. The term ‘sattva’ refers
to the buddhi and the term ‘anyatakhyati’ means the knowledge of distinction.
Hence, the said notion of sattvapurusanyatakhyati refers to the attainment of
the distinctive cognition between the purusa and the prakyti, which in turn acts

as the instrument towards the attainment of kaivalya or liberation.

We know that the purusa and the prakrti are mutually exclusive
principles. However, due to the non-ascertainment of the distinction between
them, due to the inherited relation (@bhimanika sambandha) with the three
types of sufferings located in the antakkarazna, the embodied purusa, that is
the being, considers the sufferings to be its own. With the attainment of the
knowledge of distinction between the prakrti and the purusa (anyatakhyati),
the inherited relation gets destroyed. Consequently usages as ‘ahar dukzkhr
etc. lose their import. In Sarmkhya philosophy, the sattvapurusanyatakhyati is

also known as vivekakhyati or tattvajiiana.

We know that the j7iiana or the buddhi is the evolute of the antaZzkarara
or the mahattattva. When the mahattattva becomes pure and potent through
listening, concentration and contemplation (sravana-manana-nididhydsana)
over ages and through repeated births, then the mahattattva transforms into
tattvajiiana or vivekakhyati. Thus, the purusa, being desirous of liberation,
awaits such mahattattva, that is, the prakrti, for its attainment of the highest

purusartha, namely, liberation. This clarifies how and why the purusa awaits
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the mahattattva or the prakti for the attainment of liberation from its inherited

apparent bondages.

The mahattattva is the first evolute of prakrti. From that mahattattva,
vivekakhyati is produced, which instrumentally leads to the attainment of
liberation or kaivalya on the part of the baddhapurusa encountered in the
empirical realm. Thus, to acquire the bhedajiiana or the anyatakhyati, it is
essential for the purusa to depend on the prakrti and its evolutes. Hence, it is
evident that the purusa awaits prakrti, which acts as its prime helper in the
attainment of the highest purusartha. Accordingly, it is natural that no one
ignores such a helper, rather awaits it. Thus, Vacaspati mentions here, purusa
depends on the pradhana in order to attain its liberation. This is expressed in

his commentary as - ‘kaivalyarthar purusah pradhanam apeksate’ 1!

It may further be argued that, though we admit that the evolutes of the
prakrti act as instrumental in attaining the kaivalya of the purusa, but is
kaivalya the only purusartha for which the purusa awaits the prakyti? Just as
kaivalya is a purusartha, similarly enjoyment (bhoga) is another purusartha.
The purusa awaits the prakrti both for the liberation and the enjoyment
(bhoga) as well. The relation between purusa and prakrti is essential to

account for the enjoyment or sufferings (bhoga) of beings.

Now it may be argued that the purusa being eternal, its enjoyment
should also be eternal. Accordingly, the relation producing this enjoyment

must also be eternal. On the other hand, the prakrti too is eternal, and it
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evolutes constitute the objects of enjoyment. It, thus, reveals itself to the
purusa for its own purpose of attaining fulfillment. It is because of the
Samkhya thesis that the prakrti being the nikhilabhogyaprasavini as well as
the bhogya, as discussed earlier in this chapter, it attains its purposefulness by
serving the purpose of the purusa. Hence, the relation between the purusa and
the prakrti, apart from being the instrument towards liberation, acts as the

cause of bhoga too in the realmn of our empirical existence.

Here, however, one might argue that how can a relation, which is the
cause of enjoyment, again be the cause of liberation of the purusa? In response
to the above apprehension, Vacaspati Misra says that there is a series of
relations between the purusa and the prakrti. The purusa and the prakrti get
related to each other repeatedly. The relation which is instrumental for the
enjoyment of the purusa is not the cause of its liberation. Enjoyment and
liberation are fundamentally contradictory to each other. Thus, the same
relation cannot act as the cause of two such essentially contradictory purposes.
Hence, numerous relations are to be admitted for the attainment of the
respective ends, both on the part of the purusa as well as that on the part of the
prakrti. Now one might say that the prakyti and the purusa both being eternal
and ubiquitous, how can they get related to each other repeatedly? If at all any
relation is to be admitted between the two principles, then it has to be eternal,
and in that case, there could be only one relation. No question of repeated
relations from the spatio-temporal frame could be admitted in this context.

However, in Sarmkhya metaphysics, we find that though the purusa and the
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prakrti are eternally related, yet they get related to each other repeatedly for
the fulfilment of the purposes of bhoga and kaivalya. This could be explained
from the stance of purusabahutvavada. Though both the purusa and the
prakrti are eternal, yet the Sarhkhya philosophical system admits multiplicity
of consciousness. Accordingly, the diversity of beings are explained, as have
been done in the third chapter of the thesis. Now to account for the individual
enjoyment and/or sufferings as well as the liberation of the respective beings,
the prakrti gets repeatedly related to the multiple consciousness. Thus, in spite
of the fact that the primordial matter and the consciousness are both eternal,
yet the admission of multiple relationships between the two principles in the
phenomenal realm is perfectly consistent with the concerned philosophical
standpoint. This explains that how one instance of the relation between the
purusa and the prakyti could be considered as instrumental for bhoga of a
particular being, whereas another such relation would act as the cause of the
liberation for another being. Also for the same individual, at different points
of time, that is, at the state of migration and eventually at the time of liberation
after the attainment of tattvajsjana, the difference in the nature of the relation
between the purusa and the prakyti are to be considered. Hence, the admission
of multiple relations between the two principles is consistently valid in the

context of Sarhkhya metaphysics.

At this juncture two more issues could further be raised. First, if the
purusa and the prakrti gets related to one another repeatedly, how can it be

determined that which relation is the cause of enjoyment and which one is the
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cause of liberation? Secondly, the purusa and the prakti, both being eternal
and ubiquitous, they are never away from each other. Rather they are always
in contiguity. So how can the question of the two realities being repeatedly
related to one another arise at all? In this regard, the Sarmkhya philosophers
have remained silent. However, the probable responses from the stance of the
Sarmmkhya metaphysics have already been provided above. It is important to
note here, that two ubiquitous realities, can neither be away nor in proximity
to one another, since the very technicality of the term ‘vibhu’ suggests that
there cannot be any issue of spatial proximity or remoteness (daisika
paratvaparatva) in such cases, and also, both of them being eternal, there
cannot be any question of temporal proximity or remoteness (kalika
paratvaparatva) between them either. Hence, the issue of multiple relations
between the purusa and the prakrti have to be explained from the notion of

purusabahutvavada.

However, regarding the former question raised above, the Sarhkhya
philosophers reply that the prakrti reveals itself or gets transformed at every
moment, since it is essentially forever in a state of flux. Hence, at each point
of time, it is novel and different from its previous form. Thus, it could be
claimed that the purusa gets related to a novel form of the prakti each time.
Consequently, a series of relations between the purusa and the prakyti are
produced. Among those relations, some are the causes of the enjoyment, while

the others are that of the liberation with respect to the individual beings.
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Now I$varakrsna, in his karika puts forward another aspect of the
relation between the purusa and the prakrti. It has already been discussed that
there is a mutual relation of the helper and the helped between the two
principles. To explicate this he provides an analogy from our ordinary life,
which is expressed by the term ‘pangvandhavat’'? in the karika. The analogy
talks of a lame person, that is, an individual unable to walk or to move on his
own, and a blind person, that is, one who is unable to see. The lame person
can see and the blind person can walk. Now they decide to help each other in
reaching their desired destinations. Here, the lame person being able to see,
may metaphorically be regarded as one who possesses knowledge (jiianavan)
but is inactive (niskriya), whereas the blind person may be considered to be
active (kriyasila) but devoid of knowledge (jianahina). If the blind person
agress to carry the lame person on his shoulders, and the lame person directs
the blind one, then both of them can reach their desired destinations. Thus,
they could depend on each other for the attainment of their respective

purposes.

Here, quite evidently, the lame person represents the purusa and the
blind person indicates the prakrti. The jiana refers to consciousness and
activity refers to agency and transformability as well. Thus, by the above
analogy I$varakrsna tries to uphold that just as the lame and the blind persons
help each other to fulfill each other’s purpose, similarly, the purusa and the

prakrti complement each other in attaining their own realizations.
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However, certain objections come be raised here, which may show that
the analogy is not very appropriate. First, it is to be noted that in the above
analogy the lame and blind, both are conscious, whereas, in the context of our
discussion on the mutual dependence between the purusa and the prakrti, the
purusa is conscious, but prakrti is not. Secondly, the lame-ness and the blind-
ness refer to certain physical disabilities of a conscious being, but the inactivity
(niskriyatva) of purusa and the unconsciousness (nirjiianatva) of prakrti do
not express any such disability. Rather they are indicators of the essential
absence of action in purusa and that of knowledge or consciousness in prakyti.
So the given analogy may not be considered to be a very appropriate one, but
in spite of that it might be looked at as a crude analogy only, keeping in view
the contradiction in terms of metaphor and entities or objects metaphorised
(drstanta-darstantika virodha). For instance, when we compliment someone
by saying, ‘mukhachandrak’, it means that one’s face is so beautiful that it
resembles the glow of the moon on a full moon night. The moon, in reality,
consists of many spots on its surface due to the faintly visible craters on it.
However, when we compare someone’s beauty or glow with that of the moon,
we do not consider the flawed appearance of the moon, rather the softness of
its glow renders the meaningfulness to the intended metaphor. Furthermore it
may be argued in favour of the Sarmkhya philosophers that the charge of
contradiction between the metaphor and the objects metaphorised (drstanta-
darstantika virodha) does not hold on account of the fact that there can never
be absolute similarity between the two objects which are being compared,

rather only a partial one. When a face is metaphorised as moon, as stated
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above, there is no identity between them. There is no affinity in terms of shape,
size and other aspects of the moon, but only in terms of the glamour (lavanya)
between the moon and the face due to the respective glow and the freshness.
If this point is kept in view, the metaphor between purusa and prakrti and the
blind and the lame man does not face any contradiction. Thus, it is to be kept
in mind that in case of any sort of analogy, there would always be partial
similarity and some instances of dissimilarity. That is why, precisely, these are
cases of analogy, and not that of identity. Similarly, for the analogy provided
by I$varakrsna, in order to explain the relation between the purusa and the
prakrti as that of mutual dependence, there are instances of similarity with the
lame and the blind person in the context of the purusa and the prakrti, as well
as instances of dissimilarities between them. In spite of that the analogy helps
to explain the intended relation of mutual dependence between the purusa and
the prakrti for the attainment of their respective ends. This is essentially the
spirit of analogical argumentation, where the drstanta-darstantika virodha is
not disregarded, yet the comparison helps to put forward the intended sense of

the issue.

Now other analogies have also been given in this context. The potency
of fire to burn is pre-existent in fire, but it can only be manifested when the
fire comes in contact with inflammable objects, like, the branches of trees.
Similarly, the vivekakhyati is pre-existent in purusa, but the purusa becomes
aware of it only after its relation or proximity with prakti, due to which it

eventually attains the discriminatory cognition. Again it could be mentioned
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that the fruits of a tree have the potency to satiate hunger, similarly, water has
the potency to quench thirst, but their potentials can only be manifested in
relation to an enjoyer (bhokta). Likewise, the actions of praksti, being
instrumental to serve the purpose of purusa (purusaprayojanasadhakata), can
only be expressed due to its relation with the purusa. Hence, the purusa and
the prakrti await each other or depend on each other, like the blind and the
lame person, and the relation between them is aimed at their respective

realizations.

In the context of the above analogies, it may be interesting to note
notions of purusa and prakrti as presented above, may appear to be something
external or different from the worldly objects and individuals of our daily
lives. However, that is not the moot point out here. Rather speaking from the
point of Sarmkhya metaphysics, it can be claimed that the enjoyer (bhokta)
referred to above is none but the purusa, and the fruits, water etc. are nothing
but the evolutes of prakrti, that is, the prakrti itself. So the above analogies are
not metaphors in the real sense, rather they are speaking of the two
fundamental principles, that is, the purusa and the prakti, in finite terms, or

in other words, from the point of view of our phenomenal existence.

As we approach towards the terminal part of our discussion, we revert
back to a particular issue already discussed in order to emphasize on it. It has
been asked that, since the relation between the purusa and the prakrti has been
established as the mutual helper and the helped, and accordingly, they await
or depend on each other, then why is it necessary to admit the various evolutes
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of prakrti? Moreover, we have found that that the relation between the purusa
and the prakrti is the cause of the realization of enjoyability (bhogyatva) of
prakrti and the liberation (kaivalya) of purusa. Then the natural question
comes up that what constitutes the cause of the production of the mahat and
the subsequent forms of it? In response to the above, we can cite I$varakrsna
as he states in the karika — ‘tatkrtak sargak’®. This implies that the said
relation itself is the cause of the creation of mahat etc. The mere relation of
proximity between the purusa and the prakrti, which is ever present, cannot
act as the direct or the active cause of enjoyment or liberation. It can only be
so through the creation or the manifestation of the evolutes of the praketi,
namely, that of mahat etc. However, this does not mean that the same relation
once acts as the cause of mahat etc. and then again that of enjoyment and
liberation. It is not so. The relation of contiguity between the purusa and the
prakrti only helps in the production of mahat etc. which then leads to their
enjoyment by the purusa, and eventually to the liberation of the self. The entire
interpretation stated above is indicated by the phrase ‘tatkytak sargas’ in the
karika. 1t is to be noted that the various evolutes of the prakti serve the
purpose of the beings or the embodied purusa by fulfilling its needs and
desires according to the various existential demands. Further the attainment of
the sattvapurusanyatakhyati, that is, the distinctive cognition between the
purusa and the prakrti, also requires the assistance of the evolute of prakrti,
namely, the sattvapradhana buddhi. It is only when the purusa perceives itself
as distinct from the buddhi or the anta/karara, then it attains the vivekakhyati

and continues to exist in its indifferent, immutable essential state. The
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perception of purusa as itself distinct from the sattvika buddhi will be
discussed in detail in the following chapter of the thesis in accordance to the
latter Samkhyakarikas. Thus, we can claim that the manifestation of the
evolutes of prakrti, by virtue of virazpa parirama occurring in the prakrti, due
to the contiguous relation between itself and the purusa, is an utmost necessity
to account for the various facets of the Sarhkhya epistemology and
metaphysics, as have been discussed so far over the course of the various

chapters and also in this chapter of the current research thesis.

Finally, in order to summarize the entire content of our discussion,
carried out throughout the chapter, we may now reiterate certain points to put
forward a clear portrayal of the main contention of the current chapter, that is,
the relation between the purusa and the prakrti. We have found out that,
enjoyment and/or sufferings (bhoga) and liberation (kaivalya) are the two ends
of purusa (purusartha). The relation of proximity between the purusa and the
prakrti is admitted, but it cannot be the direct cause of the two purusarthas,
and accordingly, the manifestation of the various evolutes of the prakti is
necessary. Due to the transformation (viripa parinama) of prakrti, the world
is created starting from the production of the mahat etc. in definite order. This
leads to the enjoyment of the objects by the purusa, but it is to be kept in mind
that only those evolutes, like pleasure and pain (sukha and du/kha), which are
related to the antaikarapa, can be enjoyed. Now these principles being
subsequently produced from the mahat etc., the manifestation of each of the

evolutes are significant and necessary. Hence, mahat etc. are necessary to
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account for the bhoga of the purusa. Further, knowledge being a mode or
evolute (vrtti) of the antakkarana, and here, knowledge, specifically referring
to the rattvajiiana or vivekakhyati, which can only be instrumental to kaivalya,
is also nothing but dependent on the evolutes of the prakrti. Hence, for the
enjoyment as well as the liberation of purusa, the production of mahat etc. is
n absolute necessity. Such manifestations, in turn, being dependent on the
relation of proximity (sannidhi) between the purusa and the prakti, account
for the admission of the apparent related-ness between the two fundamentally
contradictory principles, that is, the purusa and the prakrti. Thus, we can
convincingly claim that there is the relation of proximity or contiguity between
the purusa and the prakrti, and hence, both the principles attain their

respective realizations.
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CHAPTER 7

The Concepts of Bondage and Liberation in the Sarmkhya System

In the preceding chapter we have found out that the relation of
contiguity between the purusa and the prakrti leads to the accomplishment of
the bhoga and the kaivalya of purusa. In the process the assistance of the
evolutes of the prakrti is required, and hence their manifestation. In the course
of our discussion throughout the thesis, we have found out that how the purusa
conceives the modes of the anta/zkarara to be its own, and accordingly the I-
usages of the embodied consciousness have been accounted for, as we have
discussed in our earlier chapters. However, the Samkhya sastra being
essentially an esoteric study of liberation, the focal issue lies in the
ascertainment of the nature and the possibility of liberation of purusa through
the attainment of the discriminatory cognition between itself and the prakyti.
We know that the purusa is essentially and eternally free (nityamukta). Then
quite evidently, the issue arises that how can we consider the possibility of
liberation of the ever-liberated purusa? Further, how at all can the question of
bondage arise in case of the unbound, immutable, unrelated purusa?
Moreover, if at all any such bondages are to be admitted due to the apparent
related-ness between the purusa and the prakyti due to their proximity, what
could be the nature of such bondages? This has been expressed by Vacaspati

Misra in his commentary as follows — ‘purusascedaguno’aparinamr,
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kathamasya moksah? mucerbandhanavislesarthatvat,
savasanaklesakarmasayananca bandhanasamakhyanam
puruse ‘aparinaminyasambhavatl ataevasya na samsarah
pretyabhavaparanama’asti niskriyatvatl tasmat ‘purusavimoksartham’ iti
riktasin vacak’.! These pivotal issues and the related concerns regarding the
emancipation from such bondages are the moot points of discussion and
analysis in the present chapter. We now enter into the detailed critical analysis
and exposition of the issues stated above following the respective
Samkhyakarikas. In this context various arguments from the position of the
Neo-Samkhya tradition have also been put forward wherever those have been

found to be relevant.

In the sixty-second karika, I$varakrsna explicates the notion of the
bondage and that of the liberation in the context of the essentially unbound
purusa. The karika is as follows — ‘tasmanna badhyate’addhd na mucyate
na’api Samsarati kascitl Samsarati badhyate mucyate ca nanasraya
prakrtis//>2. Here the main contention is, that the prakrti serves the purpose of
the enjoyment and the liberation of purusa, is not exactly an appropriate
manner of stating the essence of the Sarmkhya sastra. The term ‘moksa’ is only
applicable to those who are actually bound. The purusa, however, being
essentially unbound, immutable and devoid of the three guzas, - the question
of its bondage and that of its volition towards liberation does not hold at all.
Thus, the notions of bondage and liberation in Sarnkhya philosophy occupies

a unique character. In order to explicate the thesis that why at all the purusa
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cannot be bound, Vacaspati Misra states the nature of bondage as follows —
‘savasanaklesakarmasayanam bandhanasamdakhyanam’® etc. The term
‘vasan@’ means Samskara. ‘Klesa’ means avidya, asmita, raga, dvesa,
abhinivesa. ‘Karma’ refers to dharma and adharma. ‘4saya’ means the citta.
When klesa, karma, asaya etc. are associated with the previous impressions
(samskara) then bondage (bandhana) takes place. Now the issue arises that if
we consider the above sense of bondage, then the purusa can never be bound
at all. The purusa being immutable, non-related etc. it cannot have any sort of
association with klesa, karma, asaya or sarmskara. Thus, the purusa never
migrates nor is it ever bound. Migration (sarmsara) is also understood as the
cycle of birth, death and rebirth (pretyabhava). The purusa, however, does not
have any relation to birth or death. Thus, its question of migration does not
occur. Now the question arises that the purusa being essentially non-related,
indifferent, inactive, immutable, devoid of the guras etc. and accordingly
being unbound and non-migratory, then the very tendency of purusa towards
the attainment of liberation becomes meaningless. In apprehension of such
objections from the opponents, I$varakrsna puts forward the sixty-second
karika where he distinctly clarifies the notions of bondage, migration and

liberation with respect to the purusa and the prakrti.

The term ‘addha’ in the karika means in actuality or in reality. That is,
in actuality or in essence, ‘na kascit purusah badhyate’* — that is, no purusa is
bound in its true essence. So it does not migrate either. Consequently, it cannot

have any possibility of attaining liberation. However, so far we have seen that
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the prakrti becomes creative in order to serve the purpose of enjoyment and
liberation of purusa. Such a notion is only apparent from the phenomenal point
of view, which is not essentially or theoretically valid. Rather the actual thesis
is that the purusa being unbound and non-migratory, all such empirical
phenomena are located in prakrti. The praksti evolving in various forms in
relation to the different beings undergo migration, bondage and eventually
liberation. Thus, in essence bondage, migration and liberation are all none but
the modes of the prakrti itself. Bondage is the result of the transformation of
the three gurnas. Hence, that which is actually a mode of prakti appears to be
there in the purusa due to the non-discrimination between the consciousness
and the buddhi or prakrti. So bondage etc. appear to be that of the purusa.
However, such phenomenal bondage never touches or permeates the pure
consciousness. It is merely a linguistic and cognitive misusage of the attributes
of prakrti to be that of the purusa, due to the non-apprehension of the

discriminatory cognition between them.

This is further clarified by an analogy as follows — ‘jayaparajayau
bhrtyagatavapi  svaminyupacaryete, tadasrayena bhrtyanastadbhagitvat,
tatphalasya ca Sokalabhadeh svamini sambhavar’®. That is, in a battlefield it
is the soldiers who actually experience the victory or the defeat, yet it is the
king of the country who is attributed to be the victorious or the defeated one.
The soldiers being in the relation of the server and the served with the ruler,
though the result of the war actually belongs to them, yet it is imposed on or

attributed to the ruler himself. Accordingly, the king enjoys the victory or
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aggrieves the defeat. Similarly, in case of purusa and prakrti, though
migration, bondage and liberation are actually there in prakrti, yet due to its
proximity with purusa and due to the resulting non-apprehension of the
discrimination between them, all that is there in prakrti appears to be housed
in the purusa. The cognition and other modes of the anta/zkarara which act as
the causes of bondage are used as attributes of the purusa. Hence, empirically
purusa is referred to as bound or liberated. Thus, Vacaspati Misra, in his
commentary, states that - ‘bhogapavargoyasca prakrtigatayorapi
vivekagrahdt purusasambandha upapddita iti sarvam puskalam’®. The phrase
‘sarvar puskalam’ means that whatever has been established that is consistent
and there is no contradiction in it. Now referring to the original issue of
impossibility of the liberation of purusa due to its essential inert, unrelated
nature, it can be asserted that these issues are not actually contradictory to the
philosophical system concerned; rather they strengthen the position through
further clarification. The bondage, migration and liberation are not the
attributes of purusa, rather they are imposed on the consciousness at the
empirical level; and most strikingly, the prakrti becomes creative to serve the
purpose of such imposed tendencies of purusa at the phenomenal level. Thus,
the concept of liberation of purusa here means that the liberation of the
consciousness from the imposed bondages and the imposed migratory

qualities or attributes, while the prakrti attains fulfilment by serving the above.

Now the bondage, migration and liberation that are imposed or

reflected on the consciousness, is considered to be owned by the purusa,
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whereas in reality these are nothing but the modes of prakti. In this context,
the opponents might argue that — ‘prakrtigata bandhanasamsarapavargah
purusesu upacaryante’’. That is, though it is clear that the bondage etc. of the
prakrti is imposed on the purusa, yet the question arises that why or how the

prakrti experiences bondage etc.?

In response it is mentioned in the karika that — ‘ripaih saptabhireva tu
badhnatyatmanamatmana — prakrtihl  salva  ca  purusarthamprati
vimocayatyekarippena//’®. Dharma, adharma, jijana, ajijana, Vairdagya,
avairagya, aisvarya and anaisvarya are the eight modes of buddhi or
mahattattva. These modes act as instruments for the enjoyment and liberation
of purusa by controlling the subtle body (lingasarira). The eight modes of the
buddhi include upward movement, downward motion, bondage etc. which are
responsible for the enjoyment of purusa; then vivekakhyati leads to the
attainment of liberation. Thus, by serving the purpose of bondage and
liberation of the purusa, the eight modes of buddhi attain fulfilment. The
above karika states that among the eight modes of buddhi, apart from
tattvajjjana or vivekakhyati, the other seven forms of the intellect, namely,
dharma, adharma, ajijana, vairagya, avairagya, aisvarya and anaisvarya act
as instruments towards the bondage and migration of the prakrti itself.
However, the tattvajijana or the vivekakhyati is distinct from the other seven
modes of the buddhi, and hence, attributed as — ‘ekariipena’. On attainment of
such distinctive cognition, the prakrti eventually alleviates itself from both the

bondage and the liberation, that is, relieves itself from serving the purpose of
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purusa. Further, once the discriminatory cognition (vivekakhyati) is obtained,
the prakrti does not have the tendency of serving the purpose of purusa
anymore. Thus, the bondage etc. of the prakrti is due to dharma, adharma etc.
It is because of the non-apprehension of the discrimination (bhedagraha)
between the purusa and the prakrti that such bondage etc. are imposed on
purusa. Furthermore, due to the production of the vivekakhyati, purusa is
relieved of the imposed bondages. Thus, by the seven modes of buddhi, prakrti
finds itself in bondage to fulfil the imposed experience of bondage of purusa.
And on the other hand, with the help of jjana, that is, discriminatory cognition,
prakrti leads the purusa towards liberation by destroying the cognition of the

apparent non-discrimination between itself and purusa.

Here it is to be noted that the term ‘praksti’ refers to buddhi. This is
because the intellect (buddhi) being the first product of prakyti, dharma,
adharma etc. are all situated in buddhi. The sense of non-discrimination or
oneness actually occurs between the purusa and the intellect. Thus, here the
term ‘prakrti’ in the karika specifically refers to buddhi. Moreover, in
Samkhya philosophy, we do not differentiate between the cause and the effect
in essence. Thus, it is perfectly consistent to refer to buddhi as prakrti. Hence,
it is established that theoretically there cannot be any bondage, migration or
liberation of purusa. Rather all these are situated in and are modes of the

prakrti, that is, the buddhi itself.

Now one might ask that let us consider for argument’s sake that the
above form of the distinctive cognition is attained. But then how does that lead
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to the attainment of liberation? In response the following karika has been put
forward to clarify the above, as follows — ‘evam tattvabhyasanna’asmi na me
na’ahamityaparisesam/ aviparyayadvisuddham kaivalyamutpadyate
jfianam//°. The term ‘tattva’ in the above karika is indicative of the prime
contention of Sarhkhya philosophy. The main thesis of Sarmkhya sastra is the
ascertainment of the discriminatory cognition between the praksti and the
purusa. However, the mere distinction between prakyti and purusa
(prakrtipurusaviveka) cannot act as the means towards liberation. Hence, by
the admission of implication (laksanza) in the term ‘tattva’ the intended
meaning is to be understood. Here the term ‘tattva’ refers to ‘tattvajsjana’, that
is, the cognition of the distinction between prakrti and purusa. It is held that
when such discriminatory cognition is attained, then pure cognitions like ‘I am
conscious’, ‘I am not transmutable’, ‘I do not migrate’, ‘I am forever inactive’,
‘I do not possess agency of any action’, ‘I am not the possessor’, ‘I am not the
agent’ etc. are produced which are indicative of the essential solitary or non-
related nature of the purusa or consciousness. It is important to note here that
the above cognitions are indubitable and free from error. However, it is to be
kept in mind that the mere production of the above discriminatory cognition
(sattvanyatakhyati) between the prakrti and purusa, would not situate it as an
immediate and stable state of cognition. Rather the perfection of such
cognition as the absolute means towards emancipation is to be achieved
through practice. Further, if the practice is not performed with proper care and
devotion, and if it only continues for a short while, then the purpose of

liberation would not be served. Thus, even if the discriminatory cognition is
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attained, it has to be practised and meditated upon with utmost devotion over
ages and without any disruptions in-between. It is then that the cognition gets
situated in its purest and most perfect form and hence, produces immediate
perceptual cognition of the distinction between purusa and prakrti. Thus,
through practice one can truly attain the discriminatory cognition between

prakrti and purusa which is instrumental towards the ultimate liberation.

It has already been stated that the ‘tattva’ in case of tattvajijana, as
referred to above, indicates prakrtipurusavivekakhyati. The cognition of such
form which thus arises through devoted practice over ages is pure (visuddha).
In order to emphasise on the fact that such cognition is pure, that is, veridical,
the term ‘aviparyayat’ has been included in the karika. It is due to fallacies
(viparyaya) and uncertainties (samsaya) that a cognition becomes non-
veridical. Hence, the inclusion of the term ‘aviparyayat’ in the karika is
extremely significant in order to emphasise the veracity or the authenticity of
the tattvajjana. Tattvajjana is essentially free from fallacies and
uncertainties, and that establishes its purity or veracity (visuddhi). Iévarakrsna,
however, does not mention about samsaya in the karika, but Vacaspati Misra
clarifies the notion of the visuddhi of the tattvajjana by ruling out the
possibility of samsaya too apart from viparyaya. He states that — ‘niyatam
aniyatatayd grhnan samsayo ‘api viparyayah’ ° That is, though in the karika
it has only been mentioned that aviparyaya, which stands or infallibility or
authenticity, yet the same is to be understood as the indicator or certainty too.

In clearer terms, the term ‘aviparyaya’ refers to both certainty and infallibility.
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One might ask that how can the same term ‘aviparyaya’ refer to the absence
of uncertainty? To clarify that Vacaspati Misra states that — ‘niyatam
aniyatataya’. That is, though it is true that viparyaya stands for ‘tadabhavati
tatprakaraka niscaya’, yet the very phrase ‘niyatam aniyatataya’ indicates
that when an object is apprehended in a form or in a sense which does not
pertain to it and there is no certainty regarding that apprehension either, then
those cases represent the instances of dubious cognition. So if we interpret
viparyaya as ‘tadabhavati tatprakaraka jiana’ instead of ‘tadabhavati
tatprakaraka niscaya’, then the cases of dubious cognitions too could be
accounted for by the term ‘viparyaya’. Thus, here the term ‘aviparyaya’ in the
karika could be considered to stand for samsaya-viparyaya-sinyatva, that is,
a cognition which is free from fallacies and uncertainties. Tattvajijana being
such that it represents the object of cognition as it is, and hence, it is devoid of

any sort of errors or doubts. Accordingly, tattvajiana is pure and veridical.

Now a question might be raised that in spite of attaining the perfect
distinctive cognition by practising through ages, how could it be possible to
eradicate the empirical migratory state (samsara)? It is apprehended that false
cognitions (mithyajiana) produced out of illusory impressions (mithya
samskara) are beginning-less (anadi) and infinite in number. Hence, the false
impressions would continue to produce false cognitions and consequently,
migratory states (samsara), in an unending procession. Thus, as long as the
flow of illusory cognitions would continue, the transmigration of beings would

also be unimpeded. Now the illusory impressions are positive entities. We
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know that if a positive entity is beginning-less, then it is devoid of destruction
too. Now if the false cognitions arising out of beginning-less false impressions
become indestructible, then even if the discriminatory cognition is produced,
due to the prevalence of the illusory cognitions, transmigration will continue
in its course. This would render the hard-earned discriminatory cognition to
be inefficacious, and consequently, there would not be any volition towards
its attainment. Emancipation is nothing but the eradication of transmigration
forever. However, if the procession of transmigration due to false cognitions
continue to exist, then the attainment of liberation would be impossible. In
response to the above apprehension, I§varakrsna assures us that such a position
never arises. This is because even though the illusory perception are
beginning-less, yet when the pure and perfect discriminatory cognition, as
admitted by the Sarmkhya philosophers, is produced then the false perceptions
are rendered powerless. The Samkhya philosophical system does not admit
dhvamisabhava, that is, the absence of an object after its destruction. So it is
not possible for them to admit the destruction of the illusory cognitions.
However, with the production of the genuine isolatory cognition, the false
impressions cannot produce illusory cognitions any further. Moreover, it is
due to this reason that the absolute discriminatory cognition is held as solitary
(kevala) cognition at this stage, as it is devoid of any relation to fallacies,

uncertainties and falsities of cognition then.

At this point there might again be an apprehension that the false

impressions being beginning-less, they are strongly deep-rooted. However, it
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is to be kept in mind that the Sarhkhya philosophers being akhyativadins, do
not admit falsity of cognitions, they only consider falsity of usages
(mithyavyavahara). Now the discriminatory cognition attained through
devoted practice over ages may be extremely strong or powerful, but it might
not be deeply situated as it is produced through practice. To clarify it might be
said that whereas the false impressions or illusory usages having their impact
on beings are in a way innate, due to their beginning-less-ness, the attained
tattvajijana might not be that impactful on beings as it is learned through
practise or is something which is acquired. Thus, the question arises that how
or whether at all the discriminatory cognition would be able to eradicate the
false impressions. The false impressions are infinite in number and the
discriminatory cognition is one. So naturally the question arises that how will
the tattvajijana destroy the illusory perceptions and attain its solitary state.
Vacaspati Misra himself raises the above opposition and responds to it as
follows — ‘yadyapi anadih Visayavasana’' etc. That is, the state of
transmigration (samsara) is there from time unknown or in other words, it is
beginning-less. It is impossible to determine from when did the consciousness
start considering the pleasure, pain etc. as its own, which are actually there in
the intellect or are modes of the intellect. The consideration of pleasure, pain,
agency, enjoyer-ship etc. as one’s own is referred to by the term ‘samskara’.
However, it is never possible to determine the time period of such apparent
sense of identification between the consciousness and the intellect. This being
the root cause of transmigration, it is consequently, beginning-less. Further,

the imposition or ascription of one’s property on another is called incongruity
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(viparyaya). Though the ascription of the properties of prakrti on purusa is
incongruent and improper, yet such apparent imposition is to be admitted
which leads to the notion of migration. Now such false ascriptions and illusory
impressions are equivalent in Samkhya system. Here the Samkhya
philosophers hold that though the false perceptions or impositions are
beginning-less, yet the acquired discriminatory cognition is so powerful that
it can eradicate those completely. This is because the discriminatory cognition
is nothing but the purest and most perfect immediate perception of the
essential nature of reality. Thus, it is potent enough to overpower the effects
of the beginning-less imperfect cognitions. We know that if a cognition is
infiltrated with fallacies, however, deep-rooted that notion might be, it is
inevitably refutable (badhita), and that is only a matter of time. A couple of
instances would again help to explicate the matter more clearly. Say, there has
been impermeable darkness in a cave for thousands of years at a stretch, yet if
some day a person enters the cave with a lamp lit in her/his hand, immediately,
the cave is lit up and the age-old darkness is eradicated. Similarly, the effect
of the invincible tattvajijana uproots the illusory impressions produced due to
the endless stream of mithyasamskara. Further another instance could be
stated as follows — a person standing in her/his balcony perceives the bank of
a nearby river. However, due to the glitter of the bright sunlight, the sands on
the bank of the river appears to be shimmery. Hence, the person cannot discern
it to be the bank of the river, and considers it to be the river water itself. Now
such a notion might continue for days and months together. However, if one

day the person comes down to the river bank and perceives on one’s own that
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the shiny appearance is that of the sands of the bank of the river, and it is not
the river itself, then immediately, the previously held wrong notion is
eradicated. Thus, it is evident that whenever a cognition is inherently false,
irrespective of its source or duration, it is bound to be refuted by the correct
knowledge sooner or later. Accordingly, the impact of the tattvajjana
eradicates the erroneous cognitions or usages produced due to the innumerable

age-old mithyasamskara.

We know that the intellect or cognition is essentially transparent in
nature due to the predominance of sattva guza in it. The cognitions of the
principles are results of the specialised actions of the intellect, that is,
‘tattvavastupaksapdtohi dhiyam svabhavah’ 12 If the actual principle becomes
the subject matter of the cognition, then such cognition is never produced
further. The illusory perceptions and the false impressions do not possess the
actual principles as their subject matter, rather they acquire their contradictory
properties, and hence, even if such cognitions are extremely deep-rooted, they
cannot stand resilient before the perfect immediate perception of the actual
principles and their reality. Thus, once the absolute discriminatory cognition
is attained and is well-situated over practise, then one could eventually be
freed from migration. Hence, it is clear that the above apprehension of the
acquired absolute cognition not being able to eradicate the beginning-less

illusory impressions, does not hold anymore and it is aptly clarified.

Illusory perceptions are also referred to as fallacious, contradictory,
invalid cognitions etc. because such cognitions are deviant in nature
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(pracyutasvabhava). The reason for such deviations in cognition is the
presence of fallacies. When a cognition is free from fallacies, it expresses the
true nature of an object, that is, the object as it is. Once such correct cognition
is produced which expresses the object or reality as it is, then it is bound to
eradicate all sorts of false impressions. The above position is evidently
admitted by the orthodox schools of philosophy, since they hold that the
vedavakyas, be it unauthored (apauruseya) or created by ISvara, are of the
above unquestionably veridical nature. However, it is interesting to note here
that the above view point is not only admitted by the orthodox schools of
philosophy, rather it is also accepted by the externalists (bahyagana). Now in
response to the question that why the fallacious cognitions cannot impede the
correct cognition of reality, Dharmakirti in his text Pramanavarttika mentions
that — ‘nirupadravabhiitarthasvabhavasya viparyayaihl na
badhoyatnavattve api buddhestatpaksapatatahll’*®. Here the term ‘upadrava’
indicates fallacies. It is due to fallacies that a cognition loses its veracity or
authenticity. If a cognition is free from upadrava, that is, fallacies then it
represents the object as it is or in its true essence. Once such pure cognition is
produced, then the endless stream of age-old illusory impressions are ripped
off their functionality. Accordingly, the pure cognition can never be refuted.
The term ‘buddhestatpaksapatatah’ as stated above, puts forward the above

stand.

The cognition or the intellect is always capable of acquiring the actual

nature of object. Its tendency is to express the object as it is. Thus, fallacies
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cannot affect that potency of a cognition. To emphasise on this point
Dharmakirti has stated this view twice in his text, - once in the pramanasiddhi
prakaraza and again in the svarthanumana prakarana. This establishes the
fact that through utmost devotion and practice over ages, once the pure and
perfect immediate perception of the reality is attained, none of the fallacies or
false impressions could be functional anymore; they are removed forever.
Then the false impressions too are rendered dysfunctional and cannot lead to
the production of false cognitions or usages anymore. The discriminatory
cognition thus produced, is essentially non-related to any fallacies etc., and
hence, it is never the case that the stream of the tattvaj;jana and that of false
cognitions continue parallel to each other. Rather once the
sattvapurusanyatakhyati is produced, only that cognition and its flow exist;
this is why, the absolute cognition is referred to as solitary (kevala) cognition
in the karika and moreover because of its non-related-ness to any sort of

doubts or fallacies.

It is thus clear that the absolute discriminatory perception
(sattvapurusanyatasaksatkaratmakajijana) is such that it pertains to the actual
nature of the reality (tattvavisayaka), and is to be attained through devoted
practice over ages and births. It is devoid of all sorts of fallacies, doubts etc.
and hence, can never be refuted. Further it being of such pure nature, it leads
to the eradication of the endless procession of the illusory impressions and its
consequent erroneous usages. Thus, once such cognition is attained by an

individual, one can never be affected by the illusory or erroneous perceptions
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any further. The being then perceives the reality in its true essence. The actual
nature of the discriminatory perception thus attained is expressed in the karika
as ‘nasmi’, ‘na me’ and ‘ndaham’. The term ‘nasmi’ stands for the essential
inactive nature of the self. This further shows that in Sarmkhya philosophy,
activity could only be a property of the insentient. Let us now explain how
such a position is being proved. The term ‘asmi’ literally (as an avyaya) stands
for the self (aham). Again if the term ‘asmi’ is used as a verb, then it being
related with the root ‘as’, indicates an action. Now to explain how the phrase
‘na asmi’ refers to inactivity of the self, Vacaspati Misra refers to the
grammarians and states that the root verbs like, kr, bhu and as stand for
actions. Thus, the root ‘as’ as applied in case of ‘na asmi’ clearly indicates the
absence of any activity. Hence, the above phrase is to be interpreted as that
which prevents the admission of any sort of activity, - internal or external, in

connection to the self.

In Sarmkhya philosophy, we find that external activities like
communicating, receiving etc. and internal activities like adhyavasaya,
abhimana, samkalpa and alocana are the functions of the buddhi, ahamkara,
manas and indriya respectively. These transformations occurring inside the
body are referred to as internal. Though Vacaspati Misra has not clearly stated
what is being referred to by the external activities, yet it could be held that the
functions of the karmendriya could be considered as external. Now we know
that these transformations are non-related to the self. However, agency cannot

be accepted as devoid of all such relations. Thus, the self being devoid of all
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such relations can never be considered to be the agent. Hence, the structure of
such cognition is ‘naham’. The phrase is to be completed as ‘aham iti
kartypadam’4, because the term ‘aham’ does not stand for the subject
(kartrpada). Thus, we have to reformulate it as — ‘aham iti kartrbodhakar:
padam’. Now the term ‘aham’ clearly stands for the subject or the agent
(kartrbodhaka), as is evident from our frequent usages. For instance, everyday
parlances like, ‘aham janami’, ‘aham juhomi’, ‘aham dade’, meaning that ‘I
know’, ‘I perform sacrifices’, ‘I donate’ respectively, represent the above
sense of aham as the subject or the agent. It is thus evident that if the term
‘aham’ stands for subject-hood or agency, then clearly ‘naham’ means the
absence of agency. Further it follows that inactivity (niskriyatva) etc. being
the markers of non-agency (kartrtvabhava), the phrase ‘nasmi’ prevents any
sort of activity or functionality on the part of the self, and consequently the

non-agency of the self is established.

According to the above notion of non-agency of the self discussed
above, now the structure of the cognition that entails is of the form ‘na me’.
The assertion ‘na me’ indicates the non-related-ness and indifference
(nirlepatva or asangitva) of the self. However, it might be argued that in spite
of being the non-agent, the self could be related to the pleasure, pain etc. of
others. In such cases then though there is absence of agency, yet due to the
presence of enjoyer-ship (bhoktrtva), how would liberation be possible? It is
because of such apprehension, it has been stated that the cognition of non-

agency is not the ultimate; it should be followed by cognition of the form ‘na
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me’ or ‘matsambandhi na ki7cit’. That is, ‘due to the absence of agency,
nothing is related to me’ and ‘I am not related to anything’. Since, the sense
of ownership is due to the sense of agency, then in absence of any sort of
agency, one would be devoid of any sense of ownership too. An individual
who has attained the tattvajsana conceives of oneself as the non-agent. S/he
does not consider the pleasure, pain etc. located in the anta/zkarara to be one’s
own any further. The being then realises oneself to be indifferent and isolated,
that is, asasga and nirlipta. Thus, in the karika we find that ‘nasmi’ stands for
‘I am inactive’, ‘na me’ means that ‘there is nothing which is related to me’

and ‘naham’ states that ‘I am non-agent’.

Vacaspati Misra, however, explains the above cognition in a different
sequence because he holds that purusa initially considers itself as inactive.
Then due to its inactivity realises its non- agency, and finally attains the
cognition that due to its non-agency, it does not poses any ownership, that is,
there is no object which is related to it, because only the agent can be the
owner. He himself again provides another explanation to the above sequence
in his commentary, as follows — ‘athava “na’asmi” iti, “puruso’asmi, na
prasavadharma”/  aprasavadharmitvaccakartytvamaha — “naham” it/
akartrtvdacca na svamitetyaha — “na me” iti>.?> It may be argued that the
cognition of the form ‘nasmi’ does not only indicate inactivity on the part of
the purusa, rather it denotes non-agency too. Thus, the subsequent cognition
of the form ‘naham’ becomes futile, as it is a mere repetition of the sense of

non-agency of the purusa. Thus, Vacaspati Misra reinterprets the terms

272



through a different sort of terminological analysis. Earlier the term ‘nasmi’ has
been considered as ‘na + asmi’, but Vacaspati Misra analyses it as ‘na + asmi’.
The term ‘ny’ in the singular tense of the first case ending stands for ‘na’. On
attaining the tattvajsjana the self realises itself as ‘na asmi’, that is, ‘aham na-
purusak’® The phrase ‘ndsmi’ stands for ‘purusak asmi’. That is, the
cognition of the form, ‘I am purusa, but not creative’, arises. Here the intended
meaning is that once the self relaises itself as the purusa, then it immediately
it realises itself as the indifferent, isolatatory consciousness (kitastha
caitanya) too. Further the cognitions of the form, ‘since I am the purusa,
hence, | am neither immutable nor creative’, enatils from the former
realisation. The fact that an entity is immutable or non-creative entails the fact
that it is a non-agent too. Thus, the following cognition ‘naham’ establishes
such. Furthermore, the realisation of the non-agency of the self leads to the
consequent realisation of its non-relatedness (sambandhasinyata) with
anything as such, and accordingly, its sense of being the non-possessor
(asvamitva) arises. Thus, according to the above sequence, we find that the
self on attaining the tattvajfjana, that is, sattvapurusanyatasaksatkara, realises
itself as the inactive, non-agent, isolated consciousness. This is the
fundamental essence of purusa, and accordingly, the realisation of such is

nothing but the attainment of liberation.

In the above context, in the Yogasitra we find that — ‘tada drastuh
svariipe avasthanam’” The term ‘drastu’ refers to the immutable passive

onlooker or seer within the being, that is the pure consciousness. According to
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Patafjali, the realisation of the true essence of the core consciousness as
distinct from the citta is the ultimate aim of our existence. It is then that we
attain enlightenment, and consequently liberation. It is because of this reason
that the sattvapurusanyatasaksatkara is considered to be the pivotal cause of
the liberation. According to Patafjjali, each of our perceptions being veiled by
the modes of the citta, we cannot attain the perfect cognition of the true nature
of the consciousness in the course of our empirical existence. For instance, if
we wear a glass with a spot on it, then whatever we perceive would be tainted
with that spot. However, at the same time just as we need the pair of glasses
for seeing the objects of the world, similarly, we need the assistance of the
citta to perceive the draszu in its true essence. Just as the spot on our glasses
disturbs our vision of the empirical objects, the modes (vrtti) of the citta too
distorts our perception of the draszu, but in spite of that the assistance of the
cittavrtti is necessary for the perception of the pure indifferent consciousness.
In this regard, Patafjjali puts forward a beautiful metaphor to explain the
function of the citta in attaining the perfect cognition of the draszu. He states
that the cittavrtti is like the waves in the water of an ocean, whereas the draszu
is like the ocean-bed. Just as one has to move through the waves of the water
in an ocean to reach the ocean bed and see the aquatic life underneath,
similarly the being has to go through the various forms of the cittavrtti in order
to eventually attain the clear and distinct perception of the core consciousness,

that is, the draszu.
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Such form of the pure perception is held by the Sarhkhya philosophers
as sattvapurusanyatasaksatkara, and it is this form of realisation that lends
instrumentality to the attainment of liberation on the part of the being. In
Samkhya philosophy this has been referred to as the direct perception of the
discrimination between the purusa and the prakrti
(sattvapurusanyatasaksatkara). This ultimate cognition has been attributed
with three qualifiers in the karika — ‘visuddham’, ‘kevalam’ and ‘aparisesam’.
The first two qualifiers have already been discussed. Now let us look at the
third one. In order to bring out the significance of the third qualifier
‘aparisesam’, Vacaspati Misra raises an objection, - ‘nanu etavatsu jijatesvapi
kascit kadacidajijato visayo asti, tadjijanar jantun bandhayisyati’.!® That is,
one might argue that even after attaining the cognition of almost all the objects
by practising the ultimate cognition, there might be some object which remains
unknown. So there might remain ignorance about at least one object, and until
and unless all the objects are known and the respective ignorances are
destroyed how could liberation be possible? In response to such possible
objections, the term ‘aparisesam’ has been added as a mark of the ultimate
cognition. It is held that once such absolute cognition is attained, nothing
remains unknown. The root cause of all the products that constitute the world,
- the prakrti, and the one contradictory in essence to it, - the purusa, when
known in their original essences and their absolute contradiction is perceived,
everything that is there naturally falls under the purview of such overpowering
cognition, and hence, nothing remains unknown, which could further create

any sort of bondage. In this context, it has been mentioned in Sarikhyasiitra —
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‘tattvabhyasanneti netiti tyagadivivekasiddhih’*®. In the commentary (vrtti) to
the said satra, Aniruddha states that — ‘vivekasca katham syadityatraha —
tattvabhyasa/ aspastam/ srutisca “sa esa neti netyatma’agrhyo nahi grhyate,
asiryo nahi stryate”?. Further in the commentary (vrttisara) to the above
vrtti, Vedanti Mahadeva states that — ‘vivekah katham syatyatraha —
tattvabhyasaditi/ netinetiti tattvabhyasaddehendriyadivailaksanyainatmanah
punal punascintandt tyagat samnyasacca vivekasiddhih vivekasaksatkarahl
921 e

tatha ca srutih - “athata adeso neti netiti tyagenaike amytatvamanasuh 22

iti ca”.®®

Now it might be asked that, - ‘kim punak idrsena saksatkarena
sidhyati?’?* That is, how does the absolute discriminatory cognition, eulogized
so far, help to serve the purpose of the purusa? In response I§varakrsna states
that — ‘tena nivrttaprasavamarthavasat saptaripavinivyttaml prakrtim pasyati
purusal preksakavadavasthitas svacchak//’®. The trigunatmika prakrti is
continually in the process of transformation (niyata parinamasila). It
constitutes the very essence of the prakrti. The transformation is of two types
— saripa parinama and virapa parinama. Here the term ‘prasava’ stands for
viriipa parinama. The transformation (prasava) of prakrti serves the purpose
of enjoyment and liberation of purusa which finally leads to the
vivekasaksatkara. From time immemorial, the prakyti has evolved as the
mahat etc. till the gross elements are produced in a definite sequence. These
products help to serve the enjoyment of purusa. Now that prakrti itself leads

to the production of the discriminatory cognition between itself and the purusa
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(sattvapurusanyatakhyati or vivekasaksatkara) when such cognition is
meditated upon and practised with great care over ages. Thus, the prakrti
serves the purpose of liberation of purusa. The prakyti does not have any more
functionality other than these two, that is, serving the purpose of enjoyment
(bhoga) and liberation (apavarga) of purusa. The term ‘prasava’ denotes the
creativity (karya) of prakrti. The prakyti maintains its creativity over ages in
the course of the evolutionary manifestation of the world, and thus serves the
purpose of enjoyment of purusa from time immemorial. Now with the
attainment of the sattvapurusanyatakhyati or vivekasaksatkara, the purusa
realises its freedom from any necessity of enjoyment, and continues to exist in
its isolatory (kevala) essence. Thus, the prakrti then helps in accomplishing
the second purpose of the purusa, that is, its liberation. We know that the
prakrti has two major purposes, - one is to produce the evolutes in order to
serve the purpose of enjoyment of purusa, and the other is to help in the
production of tattvajjana in order to help the purusa attain vivekasaksatkara
that would eventually lead to its liberation. With the attainment of the
tattvasaksatkara both the functions of the prakrti are fulfilled. Thus, the
prakrti too is freed from its incessant functionalities. It then reverts to its
primordial state, that is, its state of saripa parinama, and does not become
creative anymore, since its purposeful functions have been fulfilled, and

accordingly there remains nothing for it to create any further.

It is to be noted that as long as the discriminatory cognition is not

attained, the praksti does not cease to transform. The attainment of the
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immediate perception which ceases the transformations of the prakrti is of the
form — ‘tena tattvasaksdatkarena prakrtih nivrttaprasava bhavati’®. The
discriminatory cognition leads to the cessation of the seven modifications of
prakrti, namely, dharma, adharma, ajijana, vairagya, avairagya, aisvarya and
anaisvarya. These seven transformations being prior to tattvajijana, continue
to be modified until and unless tattvajijana is produced. However, with the
production of the discriminatory cognition (tattvajjana), modifications of the
prakrti into the above seven forms cease. Thus, the ultimate cognition, that is,
sattvapurusanyatakhyati or vivekasaksatkara, acts as the cause of cessation of
the seven other transformations of prakrti. This is precisely expressed by the
term ‘arthavasat’ in the karika, that is, due to the power of the ultimate

cognition the prakrti ceases to transform into any other forms further.

Here an objection might be raised that among the above-mentioned
seven forms of prakrti, vairagya acts as the cause of tattvajiana. Hence, it is
inappropriate to say that vairagya acts as a cause of bondage or an impediment
towards liberation. However, the vairagya admitted by the Taustikas is
considered as atattvajijanapiirvaka. The schools which admit either of the
primordial prakrti, aharmkara, indriya or mahabhiita as the self (atman) are
referred to as the Taustikas. Tattvajijana helps to destroy all that is against its
nature, and hence, due to the eradication of the modes of praksti that are
counter to tattvajjana by the overpowering effect of the tattvajijana, the
prakrti ceases to transform into dharma etc. Thus, owing to the cessation of

the cause, the effect is no longer produced.

278



When the purusa attains sattvapurusanyatakhyati, prakrti no longer
evolves as the mahat etc. and consequently, transformations into the form of
dharma etc. also cease. It is at this moment, the inactive, pure purusa perceives
the prakrti in its almost primordial form as a mere witness or a detached
observer. The term ‘svaccha’ in the karika significantly denotes the detached
perception of purusa, which is free from all sorts of non-discriminatory
cognition (abhedabhimanasinya). When we refer to the purusa as svaccha, it
denotes the unrelated-ness of the purusa with the three guras. The term
‘svaccha’ means the non-relatedness of the purusa with those states of the
buddhi which are permeated by the modes of the raja and the tama gurnas.
Thus, at this moment the purusa perceives the buddhi in its essence, that is, in
its predominantly sartvika form. Accordingly, the prakrti is perceived as
devoid of all modes of transformation of the raja and tama guzra, and hence,
there does not remain any sense of non-discrimination between the buddhi and
the caitanya. Thus, the purusa attains its essentially pure (svaccha) existence.
However, it is interesting to note here that though the term ‘svaccha’ indicates
the non-relation or the attainment of the discrimination between the
consciousness and the intellect, yet there remains an identity of the purusa
with the transformation of sattva gura for a momentary period (manak). Most
importantly, it is due to this non-discrimination between the purusa and the
sattvagupavrtti that the purusa can perceive the prakti as devoid of or free
from its seven other modes of transformation. That is why, the ultimate
cognition is called sattvapurusanyatakhyati, that is, the final discriminatory

cognition between the self and the sattvaguravrtti. The term ‘manak’ in the
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statement ‘manak sambheda/ asti eva’?’ has got two senses. That is, the sense
of non-discrimination between the purusa and the sattvikibuddhi is existent
only for a very short while, and such non-discrimination does not give rise to
any further samskara. Thus, the said non-discriminatory state is characterized
by the above two features. Such non-discrimination between the purusa and
the sartvikt buddhi is instrumental for the perception of the discrimination
(bhedasaksatkara) between purusa and prakrti. Liberation is attained by
purusa on attaining the discriminatory perception, and hence, the above non-

discriminatory state dissolves, and does not give rise to any samskara either.

In the following karika, I$varakrsna further states that — ‘drsza
mayetyupeksaka eko drsta’ahamityuparamatyanyal sati saryoge’api tayoh
prayojanas: nasti sargasya//’*®. In introducing the commentary to the above
karika, Vacaspati Misra shows some inconsistency in the previous
contentions. In the previous karika, it has been mentioned that prakrti is
always in the state of transformation in order to serve the purpose of enjoyment
and liberation of purusa. Once the purusa attains the discriminatory cognition,
the prakrti ceases to transform. However, it cannot be claimed that the prakrti
ceases to transform immediately on the attainment of the tattvajjana by the
purusa, that is, ‘nivrttaprasavam iti na mrsyamahe’ *° \f vivekakhyati would
have been the preventive towards the cause of transformation, then the above
claim could have been accepted. However, in reality it is not so. Vivekakhyati
cannot act as an impediment towards the cause of transformation. This is

because the cause of the evolution of prakrti is the contact or the proximity
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relation between purusa and prakyti. This has been discussed in detail in the
sixth chapter of the thesis in the course of our discussion of the twenty first

karika.

It is clear so far that the said contact between the purusa and the
prakrti, and the vivekakhyati are not opposed to each other. Then naturally the
question arises that the proximity of the purusa and the prakti being eternal,
the cause of the transformation of prakrti is also eternal, then how can the
prakrti cease to transform at all? Such transformation, further, is the natural
potential of prakrti, so it cannot be prevented by vivekakhyati. Moreover, the
relation of contact or proximity is there in both the purusa and the prakrti.
Consequently, the enjoyer-ship of purusa and the enjoyable-ness of prakrti are
also retained, as these are the natural potentials of the consciousness and that
of the matter respectively. Now even if the tattvajijana is meditated upon and
practised continuously with utmost sincerity, yet the properties of enjoyer-ship
and that of enjoyable-ness can never be eradicated, as they are eternal in
purusa and prakrti respectively. So the relation between these capabilities
being retained, there cannot be any reason for the praksti to cease
transforming. Furthermore, if it is claimed that generating the objects of
enjoyment and the ultimate discriminatory cognition being the two tasks of
prakrti, once these are accomplished, the prakrti having no other purpose,
ceases to evolve, even then that is not a very strong argument to establish the
reason behind the cessation of the transformation of praksti. This is because

there is no such claim that the task once performed by prakrti could not be
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repeated by itself again. The intended claim is that whatever has been
accomplished once, similar instances could be accomplished time and again.
Thus, the question remains that, since the relation between the natural
potentials of purusa and prakrti remains intact, and that relation being
considered as the instrumental cause of the evolution of prakrti, why will there
not be the production of other enjoyable commodities (bhogantara) and even
more strikingly, can it not produce other discriminatory cognitions

(bhedasaksatkarantara) similar to the initial one?

To explicate it could further be stated that even on attainment of the
vivekakhyati and its foundation through devoted practice, the innate potency
of bhoktrtva of purusa and that of the bhogyatva of the praksti cannot be
denied. Moreover, both the principles being eternal, their potencies are eternal
too. Hence, simply stating that since the purposes of fulfilling the enjoyment
and liberation of purusa have been accomplished by the prakrti, the latter rests
from its creativity, is not suuficient to explain the issue. It is true that fulfilling
the purposes of enjoyment and liberation of the purusa are the two objectives
of prakrti, and nothing else, yet it does not sanction the fact that the prakrti
cannot perform the repetitive acts of creation in future. An action which has
been performed once, can always be performed again, or at least actions
similar to it. For instance, in our daily lives we find that after a pot has been
produced, thousands of pots similar to it are repeatedly produced. Also, human
beings after enjoying a particular piece of beauty or anything as such, enjoys

things alike it repeatedly. Hence, there cannot be any definite sanction that the
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creativity of the prakyti cannot be staged again after the attainment of the
vivekakhyati. Since the innate potencies of enjoyership and being the
enjoyable on the part of the consciousness and the matter respectively continue
to exist, so by virtue of their relation of contiguity, it is only natural that the

stream of bhoga and bhedasaksatkara would continue till eternity.

In response to the above stances and apprehensions, I$varakrsna
maintains that ‘drst@ maya’ etc. That prakrti which has not yet produced
vivekakhyati, can produce enjoyable commodities again and again, and it is
perfectly acceptable. However, once the prakrti has produced vivekakhyati, it
can no longer produce the enjoyable commaodities nor can it be in the state of
migration experiencing the enjoyable commodities. Thus, as the non-
discriminatory cognition acts as the cause of the enjoyment, in the absence of
such cognition, there cannot be any reason to propel enjoyment. Just as in the
absence of a seed, the sapling cannot be grown, similarly in the absence of
non-discriminatory cognition, there cannot be any question of enjoyment.
Enjoyable commodities like, sound etc. are essentially of the nature of
pleasure, pain and delusion, as these are nothing but the products of prakrti.
Due to the sense of non-discrimination with the prakrti, the purusa considers
these enjoyable commodities as its own objects of enjoyment, - ‘iyam
madartha@’. Such enjoyer-ship continues due to the prevalent sense of non-
discrimination, and as long as such cognition persists, the prakrti continues to
evolve as the enjoyable. Now as apprehended above, it is important to note

over here that, the discriminatory cognition (vivekakhyati or bhedasaksatkara)
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too could be generated time and again, if due to persisting sense of non-
discrimination, the purusa considers the prakrti as related to it or the
vivekakhyati thus generated to be of its own use or to be serving its own
purpose. Then it is to be understood that the discriminatory cognition is not
perfectly attained. However, in essence once vivekakhyati is produced, all sorts
of ignorance in the form of apparent non-discrimination etc. are eradicated.
The self perceives the prakrti as absolutely non-related to it, and hence, the
tendency to experience the enjoyable commodities dissolve. The self,
perceiving itself as absolutely distinct from the prakyti, cannot consider the

cognition of discrimination as its own either.

It is true that the enjoyable commodities and the discriminatory
cognition, both are the products of prakrti. However, that does not mean that
the prakrti would continue to produce them forever. The praksti becomes and
remains creative as long as it serves the purpose (purusarthas) of purusa. The
purusarthas in turn remain or are sought for, as long as there exists the sense
of non-discrimination (aviveka). Once the aviveka is destroyed due to the
discriminatory cognition, neither enjoyment nor liberation is considered to be
an end (purusarthas). Thus, the prakrti is no more induced to be creative. This
has been expressed by I§varakrsna in the previous karikas too, where he states
that ‘prayojanam nasti sargasya’. Here the term ‘prayojana’ indicates the
volition of prakrti to be creative. Enjoyment and liberation both constitute the
purpose (prayojana). However, when the purusa attains vivekakhyati, neither

enjoyment nor liberation poses to be its end any more, and accordingly, the
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prakrti too does not have any volition to be creative, as it is no longer required.
Attaining the cognition of the form, ‘I am perceiving the prakrti as absolutely
distinct from myself’, the purusa realises its essential indifferent (udasina)
state of existence. This is further endorsed by the term ‘eka’ in the karika
which stands for purusa. On the other hand, ‘anya’, that is, the prakrti ceases
to be creative due to its transformation in the form, ‘I have been perceived by
the spirit (purusa)’. Consequently, in spite of the existence of the contact or
the relation of proximity between the purusa and the praksti no further
creation takes place, due to the absence of the cause, that is, the sense of non-

discrimination (aviveka).

In the karika ‘tena nivrttaprasavam’, etc. it has been stated that the
pure, inactive purusa perceives the prakrti devoid of its seven modes of
transformation (saptariiparahita). However, the question arises that how does
the purusa perceive the prakrti at that time? This is because the purusa then
has already attained its end by attaining the discriminatory cognition. Now one
who attains such cognition and perceives itself as distinct from praksti and
also perceives the prakrti as absolutely distinct from itself, immediately attains
absolute liberation. Further, when one is liberated that purusa is devoid of a
body. So the question comes up that how can the purusa perceive the prakrti
without possessing a body. Perception is dependent on the sense organs, and
thus, in turn, it requires a body. Liberated purusas are devoid of bodies.
However, the purusa who has attained the tattvajjana is not liberated yet,

since there might be residual sufferings in the form of prarabdha karma which
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have to be waned away through one’s empirical existence and experiences, for
it to be it destroyed forever. This necessarily presupposes the sustenance of a
body even in case of a tattvajjani. However, once the vivekakhyati is obtained,
the indiscernibility between the purusa and the prakrti is eradicated. Hence,
the ignorance (avidya) or the aviveka is destroyed. Creation takes place due to
the contiguity of the purusa and the prakyti associated with the avidya and its
subsequent illusory impressions. Now once the vivekakhyati is obtained, the
ignorance of the form of aviveka along with its subsequent illusory
impressions are eradicated. Accordingly, neither creation, nor all that is
created can exist. On that logic, the body too being an object created out of the
material principle can no longer exist. We know that ‘nimittapaye
naimittikasyapi apayal’, that is, the absence of the instrumental cause leads to
the absence of the effect. That is, due to the eradication of the ignorance
(aviveka), the objects created due to the assistance of the ignorance cannot
exist either. So the absence of bodies in case of the liberated purusas continues
to be an issue, and hence, the entire contention discussed so far comes to a
question mark, as in neither of the cases, it is possible for the purusa to

perceive the prakrti.

In the above context it might be argued that ‘tattvajjane api na
mucyate’*°, that is, even after the attainment of tattvajijana, purusa would not
be completely liberated since, it has not yet experienced the results of all its
previous actions. Though tattvajiana acts as the instrumental and final cause

of liberation, yet the existing results of actions (prarabdha karmaphala) act as
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impediments towards liberation. Thus, an individual does not become
liberated the moment after attaining tattvajjana. Liberation is actually attained
after the waning away of the results of the previous actions through
experiences. The tattvajjana cannot destroy all actions. So the natural
question is that then how would the waning away of actions and their results
be possible. Actions and their results could only be destroyed through
sufferings and enjoyment, that is, through experiences (bhoga) only. Thus,
even after attainment of vivekaj7jana, if the results of previous actions await to
be experienced, then one can attain liberation only after the destruction of
those fruits of actions through experiences. In view of the above, the
opponents might claim that the tattvaj;ana then cannot be considered to be
the instrument of liberation at all. It is mentioned in the sastras that,
‘nabhuktam Ksiyate karma kalpakotisatairapi’®*. That is, even if one acquires
thousands of bodies over repeated births, the fruits of the actions that are
already in store cannot be destroyed, until and unless they are waned away
through sufferings and enjoyment. Now if such a view is admitted, then it is
to be accepted that ‘tattvajijanam na moksasadhanam’®?. Further such
admission would lead to the falsification of the claim previously made by the
Samkhya philosophers that the distinctive cognition of the products of prakrti
(vyakta), primordial prakrti (avyakta) and consciousness (ja) act as the

instrument of liberation.

An individual acquires the cognitions of vyakta, avyakta and j7a, and

with tremendous effort and practise also acquires the distinctive knowledge
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between them. Even then, however, the person cannot attain liberation, since
her/his previous actions and their results are still in store for the person to go
through that and experience those. When all the stored actions (karma) and its
results (phala) are waned away through experience, then only one can attain
liberation. Now such a state-of-affairs reduces the idea of attainment of
liberation to nothing but a utopia. The amount of actions and their impressions
(karmasaya) that have accumulated over ages, are impossible to be determined
and eradicated. The term ‘asaya’ means impressions (Samskara). The
impressions acquired due to actions are dharma and adharma. It is also
impossible to determine when those actions would yield their fruits. So if it is
held that after the destruction of such insurmountable amount of actions and
impressions only one can attain liberation, then the attainment of such end
appears to be practically impossible. Moreover, which impression
(karmasaya) would fructify at what time, that is, whether in the present life or
in the next life or in some other life after hundreds of years, there is no
regulation to that. Thus, considering the above scenario, liberation not only
seems to be an indefinitely far off end, rather it is reduced to a fiction. The
individual would continue to perform actions and accordingly, there would not
be any end to the impressions gathered due to the current actions along with
the previously acquired ones. Hence, the stream of impressions being
unending, liberation would never be attainable. An even more significant point
is that there is no definite time-frame to determine which karmasaya would
produce the intended state of existence. Certain impressions might start

bearing fruits from the current birth itself, whereas the other impressions might
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start fruition from the next birth, while others may even remain dormant for
ages at a stretch and then be ready to produce the intended results of the actions
performed perhaps hundreds of births ago. Thus, a person would be
undergoing numerous rebirths to experience the fruits of the previous actions
and along with that continue to perform further actions which in turn would
again produce the respective impressions. Thus, along with the heap of
impressions previously acquired, enormous amount of impressions would
continue to add up to those. Consequently, the waning away of the entire
impressions would never be possible and the hard-earned discriminatory

cognition (tattvajijana) would be rendered meaningless.

In response to the above criticisms, ISvarakrsna puts forward the
following karika - ‘samyagjijanadhigamat dharmadinamakaranapraptaul
tiszhati samskaravasat cakrabhramivaddhrtasarirah//’®. He states that one
must have a clear knowledge of the nature of tattvajjana first, before
proceeding to raise objections. If one actually realises the nature and the power
of tattvajijana, the objections raised would simply dissolve. It is true that there
are innumerable actions and their impressions stored over ages, and there is
no definite regulation regarding their fructification, yet the power of the
discriminatory cognition (tattvajjana) is such that after its production it
renders all the past impressions ineffective. They cannot further lead to
fructification. Due to the strength of the ultimate cognition, the previous
impressions are reduced to dysfunctional states just like a burnt seed which

can never produce a sapling. The sense of non-discrimination or ignorance is
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the root cause of the fructification of the impressions. However, with the
production of the perfect cognition (vivekakhyati), all sorts of ignorance are
eradicated. Consequently, no new impressions are produced, the actions that
are performed then are free from ignorance and hence, does not further add to
the impressions, and accordingly, the previously acquired impressions of
actions start to wane away. Due to the effect of tattvajijana, the age-old
impressions of actions are burnt out, which then lose their capacity to produce
further impressions or to fructify into results. Thus, the tremendous power of
the perfect knowledge renders all the impressions, generated due to ignorance,

ineffective, however immense and deep-rooted they might be.

In the above context Vacaspati Misra refers to the analogy of the burnt
seed and explicates how the discriminatory cognition eradicates the
beginning-less and unending stream of ignorant impressions. We know that
seeds are sown on the ground after the ground is drenched by water. If the seed
is intact, then on sowing it produces a sapling after some time. Now if the seed
is burnt, then even sowing it on a fertile ground would not lead to the
production of the sapling. Here the impressions (karmdasaya) are equivalent to
the seeds. The intellect (buddhi) or the internal sense organ (antakzkarana) as
such is equivalent to the ground or the field. The pajjcaklesa namely, avidya,
asmita, raga, dvesa and abhinivesa are like the water that is used to drench the
ground. The intellect becomes active in the presence of these five klesas,
which in turn help the impressions to fructify. Those five modes (klesa) being

intact in the intellect from time immemorial, the impressions have continued
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to produce the fruits of enjoyment and sufferings in the intellect. However,
when the tattvajijana is produced, the intellect no longer remains active due to
the eradication or burning down of the five klesas by the perfect cognition.
The intellect then exists as an infertile ground and the impressions can longer

produce the fruits of actions leading to bondages of the individual.

Now in the first part of the karika it has been stated that due to the
effect of the ultimate perfect cognition, the impressions no longer remain the
causes of sufferings and enjoyment. The term ‘karmasaya’ stands for
dharmadharma. Such karmasaya has been compared to the seeds. When the
tattvajsjana reduces the karmasaya to a state like that of a burnt seed, it can no
longer lead to fructification. Again Vacaspati Misra holds that the tattvajijana
makes the intellect turn into a barren ground by burning out the pasjcaklesa
and hence, the intellect being free from ignorance, dharmadharma cannot
fructify further. Apparently there seems to be an inconsistency in the above
two explanations held by Vacaspati Misra in the context of the analogy of the
burnt seed. Initially, it has been mentioned that the impressions become
ineffective like the burnt seed, and hence, cannot fructify anymore. Again it
has been stated that the intellect is reduced to an infertile ground by the
tattvajijana, and hence, the impressions cannot fructify any further. Now if the
first explanation is admitted, then it is to be understood that in spite of the
presence of the fertile or active intellect due to the pajcaklesa, the impressions
themselves being like the burnt seeds, cannot fructify anymore and if the

second interpretation is considered, then it is to be noted that the impressions
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in spite of remaining intact, cannot fructify. This is because the tattvajjana
turns the intellect into a dry land which is devoid of the pasjcaklesa and hence,
cannot remain active anymore. However, both the above positions have been
admitted by Vacaspati Misra himself. Thus, in order to remove the apparent
inconsistency it could be said that we have to clearly understand the
phenomenon of the impressions being reduced to a state like that of a burnt
seed. The term ‘daha’, which generally means burning, here refers to the act
of eradication of all that is associated with ignorance. Thus, when it is referred
to as burnt impressions etc., it actually means that though the impressions are
capable of fructification, yet due to the eradication of the associates of
ignorance, which help in fructification, the impressions are rendered
dysfunctional forever. Thus, the admission of the above interpretation of the
analogy frees it from the apparent inconsistency referred to above. Hence, it
can be claimed that due to the attainment of the perfect discriminatory
cognition the impressions in the form of dharmadharma lose their
functionality and thus, the attainment of liberation of the knowledgeable

individual (tattvajsjani) becomes possible.

In the present context, it is important to mention the views of
Vijfianabhiksu in Samkhyasitra and the commentary (vrtti) of Aniruddha on
the sutra. Vijfjanabhiksu states that  — ‘niyatakaranat
taducchittirdhvantavat//’**. Aniruddha states in his vrtti to the above sitra —
‘bhavatvavivekad bandhah/ tathapyavivekanasartham dharmangokaranat

tulyatvam/  anyatha sarvada bandhah syat, ityat aha — niyata/
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anvayavyatirekabhyam yasya tat karapnabhavagatam tadvyabhicare
sarvato’anasvasah/  yatha  dhvantandasaya — prakasah, tathatrapi
vivekadavivekanasahl’. Thus, they both hold that ignorance (aviveka) itself is
the bondage, that is, sufferings. To eradicate such ignorance, dharma etc. have
been referred to. Otherwise the bondage would have continued to exist forever.
The destruction of ignorance and its consequent bondage is considered to be
causally connected. Any sort of causal connection is established by the
positive and negative concomitance (anvayavyatireka). In the above case too,
that is to be done. For example, just as the rays of light destroy the darkness
immediately, vivekajjjana too annihilates the ignorance immediately on its

production.

Further, in the next Samkhyasiitra too, -
‘pradhanavivekadanyavivekasya taddhane hanam//®, it has been mentioned
that due to the non-discrimination (aviveka) between purusa and prakrti there
arises the sense of bondage (bandha). If the ignorance (aviveka) is destroyed,
then all sorts of bondage due to the ignorance would also be destroyed. Since,
prakrti or pradhana is the primordial cause, if the discriminatory cognition
with that is attained, then the distinctive cognition with all other products of
prakrti will automatically be produced. This is because if there be no non-
discrimination with the cause, then obviously there would not be any non-
discrimination with its effects either. In the vrtti to the above satra Aniruddha
states that — ‘vivekanmuktirityuktam/ ghatapatadinam

viveko ‘asmadadinamapyastiti sarvamuktiprasanga ityatraha — pradhana/
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sarvesam milam pradhanam, tasyavivekadanyavivekasya sambhavahl
padarthanamanyo anyam bhavatvaviveko viveko va, na tena bandhamoksau,
kintu  pradhanavivekavivekabhyam/ atastaddhane pradhanavivekahane

sarvavivekahanam//’.

Now an important thing is to be kept in mind that liberation is not
attained immediately on attaining the tattvajjana, because due to the
remaining impressions of the prarabdha karma, that is, the fruits of actions
which are already being experienced, the individual qualified with the
tattvajijana continues to exist with the given body. In the current context, it
may be mentioned that there are three types of actions (karma) - sascita,
kriyamana and prarabdha. The actions which have already been performed at
time immemorial are termed as sasjcita karma, meaning those which are in
store or which have already been accumulated. The actions that are being
performed now while experiencing the fruits of the prarabdha karma, are
called kriyamana karma, that is, actions which are in the act of being
performed. However, if the current actions (kriyamana karma) be something
outstanding or something incredulously harmful, then its results might be
experienced along with the results of the prarabdha karma; otherwise they are
stored along with the other sasjcita karma. Among the sascita karma those
actions which are ready to fructify are considered as prarabdha karma and to
enjoy or suffer the results of those actions, the current body of the individual
is created and acquired. Now with the attainment of the tattvajijana, the

kriyamana karma are not produced. Though the knowledgeable individual
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(tattvajfani) continues to perform her/his own actions, yet those actions do not
lead to the production of impressions or the consequent bondages anymore.
This is because the actions of the tattvaj7jani are no longer associated with the
ignorance or its elements anymore. Thus, those activities are not really actions
(karma) at all. More importantly, the previously accumulated actions (anadi
sazjcita karma) though capable of yielding results, will not do so ever again
because the tattvajjjana have rendered all of them dysfunctional like a burnt
seed. However, there is no way of avoiding the results of the prarabdha karma
from being enjoyed or suffered. It is held that, ‘prarabdha karmanam bhogad
eva ksayah’%®, that is, prarabdha karma or the action which have already
started fruition, cannot be waned away other than by enjoying or suffering the
fruits. Thus, the tattvaj7janis too have to maintain their bodies for a certain
period until and unless all the fruits of their prarabdha karma are waned away

through experience (bhoga).

The above notion has been explicated by I$varakrsna with the help of
an analogy of the potter’s wheel, as stated in the karika as — ‘tisthati
samskaravasat cakrabhramivaddhrtasarirah’. A potter in order to create a jar
turns the wheel with the help of a stick by means of her/his own volition and
effort. This produces the spinning of the wheel, but even after the potter stops
turning the wheel, it continues to spin for a while on its own due to the inertia
of motion. Eventually when the inertia recedes, the spinning drops and finally

the wheel stops. Similarly, in case of the tattvajijant, due to the remnants of

the impressions in the form of dharmadharma, the fruits of the prarabdha
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karma have to be experienced till their waning, with the help of the current
body. Thus, even on attaining tattvaj;jana the embodied self has to exist for a
while till all the prarabdha karma are destroyed. This is because, once the
actions have started their fruition, they cannot be stopped any more until they
get completely spent up through experiences. Such contention is proved by the
Brahmasiitras and Chandogya Upanisad. The Brahmasiitra, ‘bhogenatu itare
Ksapayitva atha sampadyate’®’, states that all those dharmadharma and the
respective sufferings (papa) and enjoyment (punya) which have already
started to fruition, can only be eradicated through experiences (bhoga) and
then only the tattvajsjant can attain liberation. Again the Chandogyamantra
states that ‘tasya tavat eva ciram yavat na vimoksye artha sampatsye’3. That
is, the attainment of liberation for a tattvajsjani is only that much distant as
much time as s/he requires to wane away her/his prarabdha karmaphala.
When the impressions and fruitions of all such actions are destroyed, the
individual is freed from the body and attains absolute liberation
(videhakaivalya). The sascita and kriyamana karma of the individual
qualified with absolute knowledge (tattvaj7ani) have already been destroyed
by the effect of the absolute discriminatory cognition, and the remaining
prarabdha karma is spent up by the experiences (bhoga) of sufferings and
enjoyment. Thus, all sorts of karma and its impressions being destroyed or
spent up, there remains no necessity of the body, and hence, the absolute
knower (tattvajsjani) is freed from the body too. However, during the period
of maintaining the body and experiencing the fruits of the prarabdha, the

absolute knower becomes capable of perceiving the prakrti in its almost
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primordial essence, that is, devoid of the modes of transformation, and thus
the spirit or the consciousness exists as a mere detached witness. In this context
Vedanti Mahadeva in his vrttisara of the Samkhyasitra 1/57 states that —
‘nanu prakrtipurusaviveka eva cet prakrtisamyogadvarabandhahetuh,
tayorviveka eva cenmoksahetustarhi dehadyabhimanasattve 'api moksah syat,
sa ca Srutyadiviruddhastatraha —pradhaneti/ puruse pradhanavivekat
karanadyo’anyaviveko  buddhidehadyaviveko  jayate  karyavivekasya
karyataya  anadikaranavivekamiilakatvat  tasya  pradhanavivekahdane
satyavasyamityarthahl®

In order to clarify all sorts of objections and inconsistencies raised so
far, and to conclude his contention of the entire Samkhya sastra in an
organised manner, I$varakrsna asserts that - ‘prapte Sarirabhede
caritarthatvat pradhanavinivrttau/ aikantikamatyantikamubhayam
kaivalyamapnoti//’*°. The apprehension was that if the absolute knower has to
maintain his bodily existence in order to experience the remnants of the
previous impressions then how would the individual attain absolute liberation?
That is, kada tasya moksa bhavisyati? One cannot be considered as liberated
in the actual sense of the term, as long as the self is embodied. The final
freedom from the body (videhamukti) is termed as absolute liberation. The
absolute knower may be referred to as the jivanamukta, as long as s/he

maintains the body for the experience of the prarabdha.

Here the obvious question that comes up is that when will the absolute

knower attain the absolute liberation. In response, I§varakrsna states that
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‘prapte Sarirabhede’ etc. in the karika. The impressions of the previously
accumulated actions (anadi sajcita karma) which have not yet fructified in
this birth, have all been rendered ineffective like a burnt seed due to the effect
of the absolute discriminatory cognition. The actions which had started to
fructify, that is the prarabdha, are being experienced, that is, suffered or
enjoyed through. Hence, they all are being spent up. Once all of that is
destroyed through experiences, the body attains distinction from that. That is,
the body too gets destroyed. The body gets destroyed immediately after the
moment the prarabdha is completely spent up. Thus, the two purposes of
prakrti, namely, enjoyment or suffering, that is, bhoga and discriminatory
cognition (vivekakhyati) both are fulfilled. The distinctive cognition between
prakrti and purusa has been attained and the residual experiences of
prarabdha have been spent up, thus, there remains nothing else for the prakyti
to serve. Hence, it attains its fulfillment. All purposes being achieved, there
remains no further volition in the prakrti to serve the purusa. Thus, the prakrti
ceases to evolve, that is, it becomes nivretaprasava. Consequently, the purusa
attains the absolute (aikantika) and irreversible (atyantika) freedom (kaivalya)
from the trifold sufferings. Also in  Samkhyasitra - ‘tatra
praptavivekasyanavrttisrutihl’*t, it has been stated that due to the
discriminatory cognition, inevitable and absolute cessation of sufferings is
obtained. In the wvrtti of the above sarra Aniruddha states that —
‘purusarthatvam darsayati — tatral tatra - prakrtipurusayoh praptavivekasya

vivekajijanadanavrtti Srutih “na sa punaravarttate”*? itill’.
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Finally it may be stated that in Samkhyatattvavivecana of Ksemendra,
we find that the Samkhya philosophers are abhavamoksavadins. That is,
liberation for them is not qualified by any other state of feelings like pleasure
etc. The absolute cessation of sufferings is considered as liberation to the
Samkhya philosophers. There are some philosophical schools who consider
liberation to be not only the cessation of sufferings, but the state of realisation
(upalabdhi) of eternal pleasure (nityasukha). They are known as the
sukhamoksavadins. However, according to Sarmkhya philosophy, the
realisation of pleasure, be it eternal (nitya) or fleeting (anitya), the realisation
(upalabdhi) itself is always non-eternal (anitya). Hence, liberation is not a
state of realisation of eternal pleasure, rather it is the state of absolute cessation
of the trifold sufferings. This has been expressed as —darsanasaktirahitasya
kriyasaktimatah pradhanasyapi purusena Samyogah moksartha purusasya
bhinnatvena vyaktavyaktapurusajijane jate pradhanasya mokso bhavati/
nityasukhopalabdhirmoksa iti cedupalabdherapi nityanitya
vivekagrastatvadasaram/ na ca
nityasukhagocarasyavidyadiyatkifjcidavaranabharnga eva purusarthe/ vacyah
sukhanubhavasyaiva purusarthatvdccaitanyanityatvenavaranasyapi
asambhavacca/ mokse paramanandasrutismyrtayastu -
moksasastraparibhasamatra/  duhkhamevasti  na  sukham  yasmat
tadupalabhyate/ dukkhartasya pratikare sukhamsajia vidhivate// duhkham
kamasukhapeksa sukhamduhkhatyayah smrtah/

ityadismrtibhirduikhanivrttireva sukhatvena paribhasita/ *®
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After providing detailed analytic and critical expositions on the various
aspects of Sammkhya philosophy, with respect to the study of consciousness and
its related issues, throughout the course of our thesis, it is now imperative to
delve into the discussions of the objections and arguments put forward by the
Advaita Vedantins, who are considered to be the severest critics of the
Samkhya philosophical tradition. The Advaitins have tried to refute the
Sarhkhya position from quite a few stances. Again the Samkhya philosophers
too have put forward a number of objections against the Advaita Vedanta
thesis, and that is why they are considered as the main opponents
(pradhanamalla) of the Advaita tradition. Thus, in the following fourth part
of the thesis we put forward the eighth and the final chapter of the research
work, where we engage into the study and a critical analysis of the debate
between the Samkhya and the Advaita Vedanta philosophers regarding moot

iSsues on consciousness from various perspectives.
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CHAPTER 8

The Advaita Critique of the Sarmkhya Theory of Consciousness

The Advaita Vedantins are the severest critics of the Samkhya system
as they consider the Sarhkhya philosophical system to be their main opponent
(pradhanamalla). The Advaitins have tried to refute the Samkhya position on
various grounds. The Samkhya philosophers too have put forward a number
of objections against the Advaita Vedanta thesis, and that is why they are
considered as the main opponents of the Advaita sysrem. This is evident from
the amount of effort employed by Sariikara to refute the Sarhkhya position
which is not observed in such proportions in case of refutation of the other
philosophical schools. However, this is because many of the tenets regarding
the nature of consciousness as admitted by the Sammkhya philosophers are of
immense significance. Moreover, both the Sarmkhya philosophers and the
Advaita Vedantins admit satkaryavada as their causal theory. That is why
there are quite a few aspects where the views of the Sammkhya school are
admitted by the Advaita Vedantins too. For instance, both the systems admit
the modification of the internal sense organ in the form of the object
(antakkarapavisayakaravrtti). They admit that the sense organ reaches out to
the external object and takes up its form, and accordingly, the internal sense
organs undergo transformation through subsequent steps which lead to the

production of cognition, as have been discussed earlier. Further both the
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schools admit cognition and emotions like, pleasure, pain etc. as
transformations (parinama) of the antakzkarana. Hence, it is very significant
on the part of the Advaita Vedantins to pay utmost attention to the Sarmhkhya
views and establish their own distinctness from the Sarmkhya school through

detailed analysis and its refutations.

The primary refutation by the Advaita Vedantins is about the nature of
purusa as admitted by the Sammkhya philosophers. The Advaitins hold that if
the nature of purusa essentially be eternal (nitya), pure (suddha), enlightened
(buddha), free or unbound (mukta), as admitted by the Sarhkhya philosophers,
then it is not tenable to admit the plurality of consciousness (purusabahutva).
This is because the kinds of distinctive properties that are being advanced to
establish the multiplicity of purusa, are all fundamentally related to prakrti
only, and none of them could be considered in relation to consciousness. This

is the first objection.

The second argument objects that if the nature of consciousness
(caitanya) is such that it is completely devoid of any relation to prakrti
(cetananadhisthitajada) and is distinct from it (svatantrapradhana), then such
an essence of purusa, can never be responsible for any sort of creation. This is
because any material cause (upadana karana) which is not presided over by a
sentient agent is not capable of production. Such arguments have been put
forward in ‘Smytipada’and ‘Tarkapada’ of Brahmasiitra, for instance, in the

aphorism ‘drsyate tu’t.
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Further, the Advaita Vedantins argue that if the purusa is essentially
of the nature of anubhaya, that is, na prakrtiz na vikrtiz, and moreover, if
akhyativada is to be admitted, that is, if any cognition is essentially valid, and
whatever illusion is apprehended occurs only in respect of usage, and not in
respect of cognitions, then actually there cannot be any bondage in case of

purusa at all.

This, however, has been admitted by the Samkhya philosophers
themselves in the sixty second karika as follows, - ‘tasmanna badhyate’ addha
na mucyate na’api samsarati kascit/ samsarati badhyate mucyate ca
nanasraya prakrtih//’. That is, the purusa being essentially unbound,
immutable and devoid of the three guras, - sattva, rajas and tamas, the
question of its bondage and that of its volition towards liberation does not arise
at all. The purusa being devoid of any relation to birth or death, any question
of its migration does not occur at all, and accordingly, the propensity of purusa
to attain liberation becomes meaningless. Thus, all sorts of phenomenal
activities like, birth, death, migration and tendency to be liberated are not there
in purusa, rather they all are located in the prakrti. They are only imposed on
the consciousness in case of empirical experiences. Hence, here the idea of
liberation of purusa refers to its liberation from the imposed bondages, while
the praksti attains fulfilment by serving the purpose of the purusa. The
Advaitins, however, hold that the Sarhkhya philosophers have not been able

to resolve the issues satisfactorily related to bondage and liberation.
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The Sammkhya philosophers, on the contrary, argue against the Advaita
Vedantins’ theory regarding the genesis of the world, namely,
brahmakaranavada. According to the Samkhya philosophers, the world
(Jagat) and consciousness (caitanya) being intrinsically different or essentially
opposed in nature, - atyantavilaksanasvabhava, the admission of the creation
of the world from pure consciousness cannot be a tenable position. Hence,
brahmakaranavada cannot be an admissible position at all. This is expressed

in the sutra - ‘na vilaksanatvadasya tathatvamca sabdat’®.

The first section (pada) of the second chapter (adhyaya) of
Brahmasiitra is known as Smrtipada. The first verse (adhikarapa) of
Smrtipada states  that, - ‘smrtyanavakasadosaprasanga it

cennanyasmrtyanavakasadosaprasangat’

The first pada deals with the Samkhya and theYoga smytis which
provide arguments against Brahmakaranatavada. So the main contention of
this section is to establish the Advaita Vedanta thesis as veridical and free from

all such objections.

According to the Sarkhya philosophers, the entire Sarmkhya smyti
discusses the nature and the relation of purusa and prakyti. It does not discuss
about dharma or Vedic rituals at any point. However, the Vedas or sruti
establish both Brahman and dharma. So it is evident that the Vedas are of
wider scope (savakdsa) and the Samkhya smyti is of a narrower scope

(niravakasa). Now wusing the Mimamsa technique of savakasa-
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niravakasanyaya, as discussed earlier, the Sarmkhya philosophers argue that
whenever there is a contradiction between two savakasa and the niravakasa
theories, the niravakasa theory turns out to be the stronger claim and
consequently, the savakasa theory has to be modified in conformity with the
stronger niravakasa thesis. Thus, the Sarmkhya philosophers argue that the
scriptures cannot be interpreted as establishing the thesis that Brahman is the
material cause of the world. Vyasa has refuted this objection of the Sarhkhya

philosophers in the first aphorism of Smytipada.

The first volume of the Brahmasitra states that the omnipotent,
omniscient Isvara is the cause of the production, existence and destruction of
the world, just as the clay is the material cause of a pot or gold that of a
necklace. Isvara, however, not only is the material cause towards the
production of the world, rather being the absolute controlling power of the
entire existence, He is responsible for its sustenance (sthiti) too. Sarikara, in
his exposition of vivartavada initially states that just as a magician is
responsible for the durability of the spell cast by him/her, similarly Isvara
bears the responsibility of the sustenance of the world produced from His own
being and its dissolution into His own self or consciousness, just as the various
life forms, namely, svedaja, antaja, jarayuja and udvijja, eventually dissolve

into the earth (Kksiti or avani).

In the first chapter of the Brahmasiitra, with help of the statements of
the Upanisads, it has been shown that how the different categories of life
forms, as mentioned above, are nothing but forms of the self or consciousness.

310



They are not something distinct from the consciousness itself. Rather the
schools which admit the production of the world from an insentient material
principle like pradhana (pradhanakaranavadins) are actually pertaining to a
view that is counter to the sruti, that is, it is asabda and hence, it is to be

refuted.

Further, both Vyasa and Sarikara have pointed out respectively in the
first aphorism of the Smytipada and in its commentary that if the scriptural
statements following the Samkhya school, then the validity of many smyti-s
like Manusmyti which establish the theory of the evolution of the world from
a conscious cause (cetanakaranavada) will have to be denied and hence, it is
not possible to accept the interpretation of the Vedavakyas in favour of the

pradhanakaranavadin Sarmkhya thesis.

The Sarmkhya philosophers, however, consider their own thesis to be
of narrower scope (niravakasa) than the other sastras like Manusmyti and
others, and hence, consider it to be a stronger position, following the Mimamsa
technique of savakasa-niravakasanyaya. Now it might be questioned that on
what basis, the Sarhkhya philosophers consider their theory to be niravakasa
and the Manusmrti and others to be savakasa. In response the Samkhya
philosophers state that the sastras like Manusmyti and others not only talk
about Brahmakaranavada or cetanakaranavada, they carry out discussions on
dharma too. For instance, dictates regarding when and how a particular caste
(varpa) is to carry out a certain ritual, or how the Vedas are to be studied, how
marriages are to be carried out and the like. Moreover, in case of Manusmyti,
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definite prescriptions have been laid down regarding the various sorts of
purusarthas. Also the specific (visesa) and generic (sadharana) duties of the
different castes (varra) and stations (asrama) of an individual’s life have been
discussed by these smytis. The Sarnkhya sastra, however, does not address any
issue related to dharma. Rather its sole concern is the attainment of that
cognition which would lead to liberation. Thus, there being discussions on
both Brahmakaranavada and dharma in the Manusmrti, and the discussion on
pradhanakaranavada only in the Samkhya smyti, it is evident that the
Sarmkhya smyti is narrower in scope (riravakasa) than Manusmyti and other

similar texts.

Furthermore, it has been argued that if brahmakaranavada has already
been established by sruti, then there is no need to further analyse and refute it
with the help of other smrtisastras. In reply to this argument the Sarmkhya
philosophers state that it is only the wise men (prajsa or vedajia) who can
discern the meaning of the sruti on their own, whereas the common people
have to rely upon the words of wise men to understand the meaning of the
Vedas. Manu and others being very learned, common people out of veneration
for these learned authors might choose to follow the interpretation of the Vedic
tenets as done by them. However, the Sarmkhya philosophers point out that the
sruti itself considers the words of the sages like, Kapila and others to be
veridical as they have attained perfect veridical cognition (arsajijana or
apratihatajsjana). Hence, there is no scope for doubting or refuting the views

expressed by Kapila in the Samkhya sastra. This is expressed in the following
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statement from the Svetasvatara Upanisad, - ‘rsim prasitam Kapilarm

yastamagre jijanairbibharti jayamanan ca pasyet’ *

Moreover, the Samkhya philosophers hold that the veracity of the
Samkhya sastra cannot be questioned since it establishes its thesis not only on
the basis of the vedavakyas, but they are perceived by the great sage Kapila
himself. Thus, the entire sastra is not only srutimiila but it is pratyaksamaila,
and hence, veridical. Here the opponents argue that the subject matters of the
Samkhya philosophy are extra-sensory (atindriya). So it is not possible for any
being to perceive or know such matters other than the sruti. In response the
Samkhya philosophers say that Kapila is the possessor of the final knowledge
of reality (siddha), that is, the possessor of arsajijana or apratihatajijana, it is
possible for him to attain immediate or perceptual cognition of extra-sensory
matters too. However, the opponents here further argue that even the cognition
of a siddha depends on the performance of dharma, which are again in turn
dependent on the Vedas (codanavakyas). Thus, the authority of Kapila who
has attained his perfection (siddhi) by performing dharma as prescribed by the

Vedas cannot override the authority of the sruti itself.

Furthermore, Kapila has not only admitted pradhanakaranavada as
opposed to Brahmakaranavada, but has also admitted realistic dualism and
plurality of self. Hence, it becomes questionable that how at all Kapila can be
considered as a siddha, since all the above tenets are contradictory to the
Vedas. So the srutivakya as referred to, by the Sarmkhya philosophers, to
establish Kapila as the siddha and hence, his words as veridical, needs to be
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interpreted in conformity with the main tenets propounded by the Upanisads.
In this context, through much debate it is claimed that the verse from the
Svetasvatara Upanisad, as cited above, do not refer to Kapila, the propounder
of Sarmkhya sastra, at all. Rather the usage of the term ‘kapila’ in the scriptural
statement “rsim prasitam” refers to Hiranyagarbha or Brahma who created

the universe.

Further Sarikara has shown that in the Mahabharata as well the monist
position has been advocated by referring to the theory of one, undivided self
(advaitatattva). It has been asked in the Mahabharata that ‘vahavah purusah
Brahman’ and again, ‘eka/ eva tu’, that is, whether the self (purusa) is one or
many. In response to such a dilemma, initially the views of the Sarmkhya and
Yoga have been put forward as, - ‘vahavak purusah rajan samkhyayoga
vicarinam’, and then it has been refuted as, - ‘vahunam purusanam hi yathaika
yonirucyate/ tatha tam purusam visvamakhyasyamigunadhikam//’. That is,
just as the earth is considered to be the common ingredient of all forms of
being and their bodies, similarly one purusa, qualified by the attributes like
omniscience etc. has been admitted as the constituent of the entire existence,

thus establishing the monist theory (advaitatattva) of consciousness.

Now to further endorse the first sutra of the Smytipada discussed so
far, the second siitra states that, - ‘itaresar: canupalabdheh’. It is argued that
the principles such as mahat etc. as admitted by the Samkhya philosophers as
the first product of pradhana, are neither admitted in the Vedas nor are they
knowable to the common people. However, the gross elements (paijcabhiita)
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and the sense organs (indriya) are referred to in the Vedas and hence, they may
be discussed about in the smytis. However, principles like mahat, aharmkara
and paijcatanmatra, as admitted in Samkhya philosophy, not being approved
by the Vedas and also not being the subject matter of ordinary cognition, are

not acceptable at all.

Here the Samkhya philosophers refer to the following verses from the
Karhasruti to show that principles like mahat etc. have been admitted in the
Vedas, - c‘indriyebhyah para hyarthah/ arthebhyasca param manah/
manasastu  pard  buddhirbuddherdtma mahan  parahll®;, mahatah
paramavyaktamavyaktat purusah parahl purusanna param Kijjcit sa kastha sa

para gatihll’’.

Vyasa in the aphorism ‘@numanikam’ and Sarhkara both have shown
that though the term ‘mahat’ has been used in certain cases yet they do not
stand for the first product of pradhana as held by the Sarmkhya philosophers.
Rather it denotes either the cosmic intellect (which in a way might be
considered closest to the Sarnkhya thesis) or Hiranyagarbha. It might still be
argued that due to the absence of suitable proofs for the admission of certain
principles like mahat etc. one cannot claim that the entire Sarmkhya Sastra
becomes non-veridical. In reply, Samkara states that if the parts of the smti
establishing mahat etc. as products of pradhana become non-veridical, then

the parts establishing pradhanakaranavada also should be rejected.

315



The Samkhya philosophers further argue that independent arguments
can also be advocated to show that the Vedas do not establish

Brahmakaranavada.

The above mentioned Sarnkhya objection is discussed in the fourth
aphorism of the concerned adhikaraza and runs as follows, - ‘na
vilaksanatvadasya tathatvam ca sabdat’. According to the opponents (here,
Samkhya philosophers), Brahman cannot be the cause of the world as the
world is completely of a different nature from that of the Brahman, and such
radical difference in the nature of the world and that of the Brahman is known
from the scriptures. The Samkhya philosophers put forward an inference to
show the impossibility of brahmakaranavada, - ‘jagat na cetanaprakytikam
vilaksanatvat yat yasmat vilaksanam, tat tasmat na jayate yatha go mahisah’®,
In the said inference, jagat is the locus (paksa), the property of not being
caused by Brahman (Brahmaprakrtikatvabhava) is the probandum (sadhya)
and the difference between the world and Brahman (vilaksazatva) is the
probans (hetu). The positive concomitance (anvaya vyapti) is of the form, -
‘yat yasmat vilaksanam, tat tasmat na jayate’. However, it might be objected
to that the above inference is fallacious due to the uncertainty of the presence
of the probans in the locus and hence, is afflicted by the fallacy of sadhyasama
(according to the Classical Naiyayikas) or svaripasiddhi (according to the
Neo-Naiyayikas). The Samkhya philosophers, in response, state that the
difference between the world and Brahman is mentioned in the Vedas itself

and in favour of their position they cite the sruti, - ‘vijjjanam ca avijijanam
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ca’®, that is, that which is insentient can never be produced out of the sentient.
The Brahman is pure consciousness, whereas the world is insentient and
material in nature. Both the Sarhkhya and the Advaita Vedanta schools pertain
to the theory of satkaryavada with regard to the nature of the causal
connection. So they hold that the cause and the effect are of similar nature.
Keeping that in mind the Sarhkhya philosophers argue that the world and the
Brahman being of radically different natures, the world cannot be the effect of

the Brahman. Hence, Brahmakaranavada cannot be an admissible position.

The proponents of Brahmakaranavada now argue that Brahman has
been admitted as the material and efficient cause of the world by sruti itself.
So there cannot be any question of refuting it by another pramana, namely,
anumana, since, compared to the sruti or agama, any other pramana is weaker
in nature. Here the Sarmkhya philosophers argue that when there is a
contradiction between two srutivakyas, another sruti is brought forward to
resolve the issue. Similarly, when there is a controversy between a pramana
and the sruti itself, then again referring to the savakasa-niravakasanyaya we
can try to resolve the matter. Any pramana, here say, anumana will be
niravakasa since, it can establish its intended object only in the way it does.
However, the sruti being liable to be interpreted in various manners has to be
considered as savakasa. We know that whenever there is a conflict between a
savakasapramana and a niravakasapramana, the niravakasa one is
considered to be the stronger among the two. Hence, in case of the above

disagreement between the sruti and the anumana, the latter is considered to be
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the more powerful, and hence, the interpretation of the srutivakyas as admitted

by the Advaita Vedantins is to be rejected.

It is further pointed out against the Sarmkhya position that according to
the sruti, - ‘naisatarkena matirapaneya/ prokta anyenaiva sujijanaya presthal
yam tvamapah satyadhrtirbatdasi/ tvadrano bhityannaciketah prasta’’®,
Brahman cannot be known or established through the method of
argumentation (tarka). So it is not admissible to refute the Vedanta position
on the basis of such tarka. In response to the above objection, the Sarhkhya
philosophers too cite the sruti in favour of their position as, — ‘atma va’are
drastavya Srotavya mantavya nididhyasitavya’*. That is, the self is to be
perceived, heard about, thought over and contemplated on. Thus, an equally
strong sruti, as provided by the Vedantins, proves that the self is to be

pondered over, that is, it is a matter of analysis and can be established in terms

of logical reasoning.

The Sarmkhya philosophers maintain that the conscious Brahman
cannot be considered as the efficient and the material cause of the world as the
world is of a completely different nature (vilaksaza) than that of the Brahman.
This is because the Brahman is conscious (cetana) and pure (visuddha),
whereas the world is unconscious (acetana) and impure (asuddha). Due to
such difference (vilaksaratva) it is not possible to admit the causal relation,
that is, prakrtivikarabhava or upadana-upadeyabhava among the Brahman
and the world. This is because in our empirical experience, too, we find that a
gold ornament is made out of gold and not of clay, and similarly earthen pots
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and pans are made out of clay and not of gold. This depicts that the effect

shares the essence of the cause.

Now it might be questioned that why is it that the world is being
considered as impure (asuddha). In reply, it is stated that the world being
contaminated by pleasure (sukha), pain (duzkha) and delusion (moha), it is
necessarily impure. The feelings of pleasure, pain etc. lead to the sense of
attachment, hatred, frustration etc. and accordingly delusional senses of
heaven (svarga) and hell (naraka) occur. Further, since the world is
unconscious it undergoes transformation in the form of both the cause and the
effect, like, the body (sarira) and the sense organs (indriya) act as the causes

of various effects.

Again it may be asked that can two conscious entities serve the purpose
of each other, that is, can they be in the relation of the server and the served,
just as the unconscious pradhana is considered to serve the purpose of the
conscious being or the purusa? In response Sarnkara states that, - ‘na hi samye
sati upakaryopakarakabhavah bhavati/ nahi pradipau parasparasya
upakurutak//’'2. That is, whenever there is sameness between two entities,
they cannot be in the relation of the server and the served with each other, just
as a lamp cannot be responsible for the manifestation of another lamp. Here,
however, the opponents might argue that two conscious individuals can be in
the relation of the server and the served just as in case of a master and a servant.
This has been refuted by stating that in such cases, it is not the self of the
servant that is serving the master, rather the physical attributes of the servant
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like his body, sense organs etc. are performing the tasks and hence, serving
the purpose of his master. One consciousness cannot serve the purpose of
another consciousness because consciousness does not admit of any
betterment or degradation (utkarsa-apakarsabhavasinya or niratisaya), 1S
devoid of any increase or decrease (hrasavrddhirahita) and is not an agent
(akarta). By virtue of being a non-agent, conscious beings cannot complement
one another. Thus, that which is the cause of an effect, or that which is

conducive towards the production of an effect, is necessarily unconscious.

It may further be argued that the body and the sense organs being
related to the self, due to superimposition (adhyasa) they might appear to be
conscious too. The Sarhkhya philosophers clearly state that there is no
evidence in favour of admitting the Advaita thesis that material objects like a
piece of wood is conscious. So it is not appropriate to consider everything as
conscious. Even in our ordinary experience the stark divide between the
conscious and the insentient is evidently admitted. Hence, it is impossible to
deny the distinction between consciousness and the unconscious entities.
Accordingly, the creation of the unconscious world from the radically different
conscious Brahman cannot be an admissible position at all. Moreover, both
the Samkhya philosophers and the Advaita Vedantins being satkaryavadins
hold that the cause and the effect are essentially the same. So if the world is
produced out of the conscious Brahman, then the world itself and all its
components, like a jar etc. must be conscious too. That is, however, evidently

contradictory to our experience. In response, some advocates of
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Brahmakaranavada hold that just as in case of deep slumber (susupti), there
IS no manifestation of sentience even in conscious beings, similarly the piece
of wood or the pot possesses no sign of sentience. Moreover, there is no
contradiction in admitting that a conscious entity serves the purpose of
another, just as the body and the sense organs serve the purpose of the self, or
food products like, rice, meat etc. serve the purpose of the body by providing
it nutrition. Hence, all these are instances of the relation of the server and the
served (upakaryopakarakabhava), in spite of all of them being essentially

CONscious.

Here the Sarmkhya philosophers again question that if we consider all
sorts of entities to be conscious, then how could it be possible to account for
the conscious-unconscious dichotomy as known through experience. The
Advaitins might argue that the above dichotomy is based on the manifestation
of consciousness in certain beings and the absence of such manifestation in
others. Such phenomena account for the distinction between the sentient and
the insentient in case of ordinary experience. The Sarmnkhya philosophers,
however, argue that the manifestation of consciousness in certain beings and
its absence in others cannot appropriately account for the conscious-
unconscious divide in the world; and even if for argument’s sake, such a
principle is admitted, yet the stark divide between the world and the Brahman
in terms of the respective impurity and purity in them, can never be denied.
That constitutes the prime factor of distinction (vailaksanya) between the two

and it is undeniable. Moreover, the sruti itself admits of the dual category of
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existence, - the conscious (vijjanasvaripa or cetana) and the insentient
(avijjanasvaripa or acetana) by virtue of the statement ‘vijijanam ca
avijijanam ca’, which clearly indicates the conscious-unconscious dichotomy.
Thus, the Samkhya philosophers maintain that there cannot be any possibility
of admitting the production of the world from the radically different
(atyantavilaksanasvabhava) Brahman, and hence, Brahmakaranavada is to be

rejected.

The following sitra put forward by the Advaita Vedantins refutes the
previous arguments provided by the Samkhya philosophers against
Brahmakaranavada. It is as follows, - ‘drsyate tu’. The term ‘tu’ here is used
to refute the opponent’s position. We have seen that according to the Sarmkhya
philosophers the insentient material world cannot be the product of the
conscious Brahman due to their stark difference in nature. To this the Advaita
Vedantins react that such an objection is unfounded because we often find the
production of insentient hairs, nails etc. from the body of a conscious being,
and we also find the birth of conscious beings like a scorpion from
unconscious cow dung. In both the cases it is true that the cause and the effect
are of contradictory nature and these are known through our daily experiences.
Hence, there is no inconsistency in admitting the production of the
unconscious world from Brahman though they are of completely different

nature.

One might object that the body of an individual is the cause of the
growth of the hair and nails, and not the consciousness in the person
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concerned, and also in the latter instance, the cow dung is the cause of the
body of the scorpion but not the consciousness in it. However, even then it is
to be admitted that there is difference in the nature of the cause and the effect,
namely, the cow dung and the body of the scorpion respectively. This is
because the body of the scorpion being insentient matter houses the
consciousness of the scorpion in it, but the unconscious cow dung also being
material in nature is devoid of any such feature in it. So even if we consider
that a material object can only be produced from another material object, then
also there is difference in their nature. Thus, the relation of cause and effect
presupposes certain distinctions between the former and the latter; there
cannot absolute similarity between the two. In fact, if such would have been

the case, there would not have been anything as the cause and the effect.

Further the Advaita Vedantins argue that the inference provided by the
Samkhya philosophers to refute Brahmakaranavada is itself fallacious. They
claim that the probans vilaksapatva is vitiated by the fallacy of savyabhicara.
Now vyabhicara could be of two types, - anvaya and vyatireka. Anvaya
vyabhicara is traditionally defined as ‘tadatirikta yavatkaranasamagrisattve
tatsattve tadasattvam’ and vyatireka vyabhicara is defined as
‘tadatiriktaydvatkaranasamagrisattve tadasattve tatsattvam’. The proponents
of Brahmakaranavada hold that the objection that the Sarhkhya philosophers
brought about regarding the impossibility of the production of an effect from
a cause which is very different in nature from it, can be refuted by showing

that the probans applied to prove such an inference is afflicted by both the
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anvaya and vyatireka vyabhicara dosa. For instance, the genesis of
unconscious hair, nails etc. from a conscious being is actually a case of
anvayavyabhicara. Again the genesis of a conscious scorpion from
unconscious clay or dung is an instance of vyatirekavyabhicara. Thus,
Sarmkara claims that the probans vilaksapatva consists of the fallacy of
sadharana anaikantika. The Samkhya philosophers might argue that ‘vrscikah
na gomayaprakrtika gomayavilaksanarvar*®, but Samkara emphasises that
the said probans commits the fallacy of sadharana anaikantika or
savyabhicara, because though there is difference in nature (vilaksaratva)
between the cow dung and the scorpion, yet the cow dung
(gomayaprakrtikatva) is the cause of the scorpion. So the probans is present
in cases where there is absence of the probandum. Hence, it is a case of

savyabhicara.

The Samkhya philosophers, in response, claim that the unconscious
hair, nails etc. are produced from the unconscious body of the sentient purusa,
and similarly the unconscious body of the scorpion is produced from the
insentient dung. These are all instances of the origination of an unconscious
object from another unconscious thing. That is, there is no question of
difference in nature (vilaksanatva) between the cause and the effect. Hence,
there is no counter-instance which can disprove the positive concomitance

admitted by them.

The Vedantins here further point out that even though if it is admitted
that unconscious hair, nails etc. are produced from the unconscious body of
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the sentient individual, yet certain unconscious objects acquire the apparent
form of consciousness. However, that is not the case with all sorts of insentient
objects. So there is a distinction (vilaksapatva) between body, hair, nails etc.
and objects like cow dung, clay etc. by virtue of the former being the parts of
a living being (prant) and hence possessing the property of prapitva in it and
the latter being devoid of that. Among all the insentient objects only the bodies
of living beings can apparently act as sentient by being the locus of life,
enjoyment, sufferings etc. So it is to be admitted that the scorpion’s body as
the locus of its life is produced from the cow dung and the unconscious hairs,
nails etc. are produced from the body of the living beings which is qualified

with an apparent sentience (pranitva).

Here it is to be noted that an effect is the transformation of its cause.
So, there are various differences in nature between the cause and the effect.
Accordingly the material cause (upadana) and the effect (upadeya) cannot be
considered to be entirely similar to one another. Sarhkara states that, -
‘atyantasaripye ca prakrtivikarabhavah eva praliveta’** Here Sarikara
questions the Sarmkhya philosophers that while talking about the sameness in
nature between the cause and the effect, do they admit complete sameness or
partial similarity between the two? It is evident that there cannot be absolute
similarity between the cause and the effect because then there would not be
anything as the cause and the effect; because the cause and the effect are
functionally different. For instance, if a pot is identical in nature to its material

cause clay, then functions like bringing or storing water in a pot would not be
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possible. Again if the second alternative is accepted by the Samkhya
philosophers, that is, if they say that only partial similarity is sufficient enough
between a cause and its effect, then it can easily be claimed that certain
material properties of the purusa is entailed in the hair, nails etc. of the
individual concerned and similarly some material characteristics of the cow
dung is observed in the scorpion too. On that same note, it can thus be claimed
that certain properties of Brahman, too, like existence (satta) are evident in
the world. Thus, the advocates of Brahmakaranavada ask the
pradhanakaranavadins that on what basis Brahman is said to be different from
the world? Is it on the basis of some particular properties, or all properties? Or
IS it on the basis of the fact that there is a difference in nature between the

world and the Brahman in respect of consciousness?

The pradhanakaranavadin Samkhya philosophers cannot pertain to
the view that there should be similarity between the cause and the effect in all
respects because that would lead to the eradication of the relation of causality
(karyakaranabhava or prakrtivikarabhava) altogether. The second alternative
too cannot be admissible by the Sarhkhya philosophers because it involves a
fallacious inference. The inference is of the form - ‘jagat na
brahmaprakrtikazi: taddharmananuvartanat’ *® The Advaita Vedantins show
that the above inference consists of the fallacy of svaripdasiddhi. This is
because the property of existence (satta) is common between Brahman and

the world. Now the probans Brahmadharmananuvartanattva is absent both in
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the locus jagat and in the parts of the world like, akasa etc. Hence, it is a case

of svarapasiddhi hetvabhasa.

Again if the third alternative is admitted by the Sarmkhya philosophers,
then also the Advaita Vedantins would show that it would be an instance of
anupasarihari hetvabhasa. \When there is an absence of both positive and
negative instances of concomitance it is a case of anupasamhari hetvabhasa.
The inference in question is as follows, - ‘viyadadikaryarm na
brahmaprakrtikazi acetanatvar®. According to the Advaita Vedantins all
objects are produced out of the Brahman, so there cannot be any object which
IS not of the same essence as that of the Brahman. Hence, no instance could
be cited which is unconscious in nature, and consequently, the relation of

concomitance (vyapti) cannot be established.

Further the Samkhya philosophers might argue that nescience (avidya)
is not a product of Brahman and is unconscious in nature. In reply the Advaita
Vedantins point out that in the above inference, again there would be the
fallacy of vyapyatvasiddhi hetvabhasa as the probans would be qualified by
an upadhi of the form beginningless-ness (anaditva). When an attribute is
wider in scope than the probandum and narrower in scope than the probans, it
is called upadhi. Any probans qualified by an upadhi (sopadhika hetu) is not
fit for establishing a concomitance relation. Here, anaditva is the qualifier
(upadhi) and Brahmaprakrtikatvabhava is the probandum (sadhya). The
positive concomitance of the form ‘yatra yatra Brahmaprakytikatvabhavatva

tatra tatra anaditva, yatha avidya’ can easily be established in avidya.
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However, the qualifier anaditva is narrower than the probans acetanatva; for
instance, in case of a jar there is acetanatva but absence of anaditva. So the

qualifier is narrower in scope than the probans, and hence, it is an upadhi.

Furthermore the three alternatives discussed so far are all inconsistent
with the scriptures (agamaviruddha) because that conscious Brahman is the
material and the efficient cause of the world, - such interpretation of sruti has
been elaborately established by the Advaita Vedantins. Moreover, they state
that Brahman being an established (parnispanna or siddha) entity, any sort of
pramana could be employed to know it, as held by the Sarmkhya philosophers,
- such a position is not tenable at all. This is because Brahman is devoid of
form, colour etc. So it can never be the object of perception (pratyaksa). There
being no ground (hetu or lizga) in Brahman, it cannot be a matter of inference
either. Thus, just like dharma, Brahman too is only knowable through sruti
(agamamatrasamadhigamya). Even if it is argued that the sruti itself
encourages that apart from verbal testimony one must also contemplate on
Brahman, to that Sarhkara asserts that the intended meaning of such srutis are
that there cannot be any self-realisation (atmajijana) independent of the sruti.
It is with the help of the sruti that the realisation of oneness between the self

and the Brahman may be attained.

Earlier we have found that some philosophers of the Vedantic tradition
(ekadest) have tried to establish the entire world as sentient. However, the
issue crept up regarding the interpretation of the sruti — ‘vijjanam ca
avijjanarm ca’. In response Sarikara states that the above sruti can be
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interpreted as a denotation of the manifestation (abhivyakti) and non-
manifestation (anabhivyakti) of consciousness. However, it is not possible for
the Sarmkhya philosophers to interpret it in that manner. This is because it has
been mentioned in the sruti that Brahman Itself acquired the conscious and the
unconscious forms, but the Sarmkhya philosophers cannot admit that the
unconscious prakrti or pradhana can ever be conscious. It is directly against
their ontological dualistic stance. However, if for argument’s sake it is held
that just as the conscious Brahman expresses Itself as the unconscious,
similarly the insentient pradhana too can express itself as a conscious entity,
even then such a position cannot be tenable because of the inadmissibility of
the probans vilaksapatva as a valid reason due to the various difficulties and
fallacies discussed above. Hence, it is to be admitted that the conscious
Brahman is the material and the efficient cause of the world, thus, establishing

the Advaita Vedanta thesis of Brahmakaranata.
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CONCLUSION

Like most of the orthodox schools of Indian philosophy, Samkhya
philosophy too is a philosophical school which aims at attaining liberation
(moksa) as its ultimate end (paramapurusartha). The most common definition
of purusartha as admitted by most of the schools of Indian philosophy is ‘yena
prayukta/ purusah pravartate sa purusarthah’. According to this definition,
that which motivates or compels an individual to perform tasks is to be
considered as the goal of that individual (purusartha). The most commonly
admitted categorisation of these desired ends (purusarthas) classifies them
into four kinds, namely, dharma, artha, kama and moksa. Among these
dharma and artha being the means (upaya) of attaining the primary ends, are
considered to be secondary ends. On the other hand, kama and moksa are not
the means, rather ends-in-themselves (upeya). It is evident that both the upaya
and the upeya would be the sought after goals of human lives in order to
accomplish a meaningful living. Earned or acquired wealth is referred to as
artha. In order to define dharma, the Mimamsakas state that
‘balavadanistananubandhistasadhanatvam dharmatvam’. The definition
states that any means to a desired end (isza) which is not related to undesirable
things (anisra) that are stronger than the desired end is called dharma. The
Vedic rites and rituals being of the above nature are considered to be dharma.

Kama is defined as ‘visayendriyasannikarsajanitasukhavisesah kamah’ —
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according to which the pleasure produced due to the contact between the sense
organ and the object is termed as kama. The absolute and irreversible cessation
of all forms of sufferings is called moksa. It involves such cessation of
sufferings after which no further suffering occurs. Except for the Carvakas and
the Karmavadin Mimamsakas, all the orthodox and the heterodox schools of
Indian philosophy consider liberation to be the ultimate end of human life.
According to the Carvakas, kama constitutes the ultimate end of human
existence; whereas, the Karmavadin Mimarmsakas consider the attainment of
heavenly pleasure (svargaprapti) to be the ultimate goal of human actions.

This has been as discussed in the introduction of the thesis.

Now one might ask that what could be the reason for considering
moksa to be the ultimate end. Or, in other words, what constitutes the
paramatva of moksa? In response, the orthodox schools state that the eternity
(nityatva) of moksa constitutes its paramatva. According to the Chandogya
Sruti, - ‘na ca punaravartate’*, one who has attained the absolute cessation of
sufferings, that is, moksa, never goes through rebirth, and is forever released
from the cycle of birth and death. However, among the other three
purusarthas, artha is only a means of attaining some other desired end, and
never an end-in-itself. The pleasure attained through the contact between the
sense organs and the object is transient in nature. This holds true for the
heavenly pleasures too attained through the practise of dharma in the form of

Vedic sacrifices. However, there are debates concerning the eternity and non-
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eternity of svarga, but we are refraining from the discussion of this issue

because it is not relevant to the present context.

In the course of the entire thesis, we have seen that according to the
Samkhya system, it is only through the attainment of sattvapurusanyatakhyati,
we can attain liberation or the state of absolute cessation of sufferings. Every
individual in this world experiences three kinds of sufferings — adhyatmika,
adhidaivika and adhibhautika, as discussed in detail in the introduction of the
thesis. Human beings adopt various means of relief from the trifold sufferings.
However, none of these methods can provide absolute emancipation from the
sufferings. According to the Sarmkhya philosophy, vyaktavyaktajijavijijana is
the only means to attaining such liberation. Here, as we know, vyakta stands
for the gross evolutes of the prakrti, avyakta refers to the primordial state of
prakrti or milaprakrti and jia indicates the purusa. It is held that the non-
apprehension of the distinction between these three categories acts as the root
cause of all our sufferings. Hence, the attainment of the discriminatory
cognition between the prakrti, purusa and the evolutes of prakrti is the only
means to attain the absolute cessation of sufferings, that is, niksreyasa. Thus,
in spite of the availability of the Vedic means and the empirical methods of
alleviation of sufferings, those are not sanguin or are not potent enough to
ensure the absolute cessation of sufferings. We often find that to get relief from
some illness, we might take the appropriate medicine, or undergo surgery in
many a cases, yet that does not guarantee that we would not be affected by the

same illness or similar kinds of illnesses in future. Further, even the
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performance of prescribed Vedic sacrifices, as held by the Karmavadin
Mimarmsakas, in order to achieve certain desired ends, say, accumulation of
wealth, destruction of enemies of a state, or increasing the territory of the land
of a ruler, or sacrifices performed in prayer of rainfall to combat droughts etc.
by carrying out sacrifices like the vayaviya homa, syena yaga, asvamedha
yajija, kariri yaga etc. respectively are all efficacious means, yet they are not
permanent measures of relief from the sufferings associated to the said desires.
Moreover, according to the Vedic tradition, sacrifices like syena yaga and the
like are considered to be abhicarakarma. That is, actions which help to fulfil
the purpose of the individual, but the acts themselves being associated with
sin (pratyavaya) bring about more sufferings on the part of the performer of
the sacrifices as a consequence along with the intended results. Furthermore,
sacrifices are usually performed with the chanting of specified hymns
(mantra) and also involve numerous steps (ariga ydaga) and ingredients
(dravya) required for the accomplishment of the main sacrifice (pradhana
yaga). If the mantras are uttered incorrectly or the anga yaga are not carried
out appropriately, then it not only leads to the non-attainment of the intended
result, but may also bring about adverse effects, thus producing prolonged and
intensified sufferings on the part of the performer of the sacrifice. Hence, it is
evident that neither the empirical means nor the Vedic rituals can sanction the
most sought after goal and the highest end of human life, that is, the attainment
of the absolute cessation of sufferings. It is, thus, imperative to admit that the

only means of attaining liberation is the realisation of the distinctive cognition
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between the purusa and the prakyti, that is, the attainment of

sattvapurusanyatakhyati, or in other words, vyaktavyaktajijavijijana.

We know that the Sarmkhya philosophy represents a dualist tradition in
Indian philosophy as it admits both praksti and purusa as the fundamental
realities. Further they admit twenty three principles as the evolutes of prakrti,
namely, mahat, ahamkara, manas, paicajjanendriya, pascakarmendriya,
parjcatanmatra and paijcamahabhiita. These have been discussed in detail and
referred to as have been necessary respectively in the introduction and in the

concerned chapters of the thesis.

Unlike the idealistic schools of philosophy, who do not admit the
independent existence of the world apart from being an object of our
knowledge, the Sarnkhya philosophers consider the world as ontologically real
(sat), that is, not merely as a matter of cognition.The prakrti is the primordial
cause of this creation, and it is real. However, the prakrti itself is uncaused. If
we consider a cause for the production of prakrti as well, then there would be
the fallacy of infinite regress. The state of equilibrium of the three gunas —
sattva, rajas and tamas, is called prakrti or milaprakrti. When there occurs
disturbance in the equilibrium of the three gunas, creation of the world
commences. Again after the final destruction (mahapralaya), the prakrti
returns to its original state of equilibrium of the guras. Due to the fruition of
the results of the respective action of the beings and their consequent adrsza,
after a certain period there occurs some disturbance in the magnitude of the
gunas, and accordingly, a new creation starts. The order of creation is as

336



follows - prakyti to mahat, mahat or buddhitattva to ahamkara, ahamkara to
pasjcajijanendriya, pasjcakarmendriya, manas and pasjcatanmatra, and finally
pasjcatanmatra to pajjcamahabhiita. This is the sequence of production of the
elements of the world, referred to as the anulomakrama. However,
pasjcaprana is not a distinct category, rather it is a product of the combined
effect of the manas, buddhi and aharikara. After the creation, the world exists
(stithi), and then eventually the destruction starts. It is interesting to note that
the destruction occurs exactly in the opposite sequence (pratilomakrama) of
the manifestation of the evolutes of prakrti, thus eventually attaining the state
of equilibrium of the primordial prakrti. Each effect gets dissolved in its
preceding cause as follows —the paijcamahabhiita into the pasjcatanmatra,
pazjcatanmatra into its cause ahamkara, ahamkara into mahattattva and
finally mahattattva into mailaprakrti. The said cycle of creation and
destruction continues to occur repeatedly after certain periods of lull in
creation. According to the Sarmkhya philosophy, in order to fulfil the needs of
enjoyment and liberation of purusa, the praksti becomes creative.

Consequently, the prakrti undergoes transformation and the world is created.

Further, according to Sarmkhya philosophy, we know that the purusa
is eternal, pure consciousness, immutable, indifferent, non-related and
essentially free. It is devoid of the three guras, and is unrelated to pleasure,
pain, merits, demerits etc. Thus, there is no actual relation between the purusa
and the components of physical, vital and mental or emotional existence. Just

as a crystal placed near a red hibiscus flower acquires the red colour of the
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flower by virtue of reflection, similarly, the embodied consciousness or purusa
being in proximity with the evolutes of the prakti like, buddhi, ahamikara,
pleasure, pain etc. is used as qualified by these evolutes, whereas in reality
such usages (vvavahara) are only superimposed. Hence, there is no actual
relation between the purusa on the one hand and dharma, adharma, pleasure,
pain etc. on the other. Fundamentally both belong to mutually exclusive
categories, but their apparent related-ness is only a consequential perception
of our non-discriminatory cognition between the two. We have seen that in
case of a being there remains an actual relation between the intellect (buddhi)
and the cognitions of pleasure, pain etc., as emotions like, pleasure, pain etc.
are nothing but transformations of the intellect (buddhivrtti). The intellect is
primarily constituted of clear, mirror-like sattvagura and the pure
consciousness gets reflected on it. Consequently, the components like
pleasure, pain etc. which are there in the intellect appear to be there in the
purusa. Accordingly, an apparent relation (abhimana) is formed between the
ego, the intellect and the consciousness, and usages like, ‘I am happy’, ‘I am
sad’ etc. occur. Eventually with the apprehension of the distinction between
the purusa and the prakrti, all such apparent and imposed apprehensions of
pleasure, pain, delusion etc. get dissolved. The purusa perceives itself as
distinct from the praksti and thus, with the attainment of vivekakhyati,
eventually attains its ultimate end of liberation. Hence, the pure consciousness
continues to exist in its own essence, devoid of any apparent apprehensions

and consequently, free from all sorts of sufferings.
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The nature of pure consciousness, how pure consciousness manifests
itself through ordinary cognitions, the relation between the consciousness and
the world, the way eventually the discriminatory cognition is attained and the
pure consciousness exists in its own essentially liberated state, - all such issues
have been addressed and analysed in detail in the relevant chapters of the

thesis.

However, certain issues continue to perplex the mind of the critical
thinker regarding the stances of the Sarmkhya philosophy in relation to the
creation of the world. The most subtle and ubiquitous malapraketi is
considered to be the root cause of the entire creation. We know that the world
consists of both sentient and insentient entities. Now even if we admit prakrti
to be the cause of the material world, but we encounter the impending
difficulty of explaining the origination of conscious beings from unconscious
prakrti. It is precisely at this point that the Advaita Vedantins refute the
Samkhya philosophers regarding their prakrtikaranatavada and argue in
favour of Brahmakaranatavada. The debate has been presented in the last

chapter of the thesis.

Now the Sarhkhya philosophers themselves admit that the purusa and
the prakrti are essentially of contradictory nature. Hence, the admission of any
sort of relationship between these two principles leads to further difficulties,
which have been discussed earlier. Moreover, according to the Brhadaranyaka
Sruti, - ‘asanga hi ayasm purusak’®, we know that pure consciousness is
essentially unrelated, and can never be actually related to anything. Hence, to
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consider any relation between the purusa and the prakrti in the literal sense of
the term, is an inadmissible position. However, to explain the creation and the
function of the world, that is, to account for the experiences of knowledge,
enjoyment, sufferings and agency of the beingsin the empirical realm, the
Samkhya philosophers admit the relation of proximity (sarnidhya) between
the two principles. This is referred to as the purusa-prakrti-vilaksarnasamyoga.
That is, the relation of reflectivity between the purusa and the prakrti is to be
interpreted as only the relation of proximity between them. However, we know
that both the purusa and the prakyti are eternal principles. Hence, the relation
between them should also be eternal. That further entails that the world, which
is a consequence of the above relation, should also be eternal. This again,
however, is an inadmissible position, because if we admit the world to be
eternal, then its destruction (pralaya) would be impossible to account for. The
Samkhya philosophers too themselves admit pralaya. These issues and further
concerns arising thereby from the admission of the relation of contiguity
between the purusa and the prakrti, thus putting the possibility of liberation
of beings in a questionable position, have been discussed and critically
analysed in the sixth chapter of the thesis. Further it is also important to note
that the Sarmmkhya school of philosophy cannot account for the fact that the
relation between the purusa and the prakrti is sometimes there and sometimes
not there. It is counter-intuitive to consider intermittent relations between two
eternal principles. Any satisfactory response to the above could not be

observed in the Sarhkhya texts. However, some plausible responses have been
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provided in conformity with the Sarmkhya philosophical position in the context

of the analysis of the above issue in the sixth chapter of the thesis.

According to the Sarhkhya philosophers the cognitions about jar, cloth
etc.being nothing but transformations of the internal sense organs (cittavrtti),
are essentially products of the prakrti. So the question arises that how does the
vritijfjana appear to be conscious, in spite of being a product of the insentient
prakrti? In response, the Sarmkhya philosophers claim that such cognitive
transformations being predominantly constituted of sattvagura, are capable of
receiving the reflection of consciousness. Such reflections produce an
apparent sense of being the knower (j7jatrtva) and the Sarmkhya philosophers
refer to it as purusavabodha. However, it is to be kept in mind that unlike other
schools of Indian philosophy, the Sarmkhya philosophers do not consider
cognitive transformations to be located in the consciousness or self, rather in

the prakrti itself.

The Sarmkhya philosophers explain the concepts of bondage and
liberation of consciousness too based on the above principle of reflection. In
Samkhya philosophy, the antazkarapa and its transformations are considered
as apparent attributes (upadhi). This is because the transformations of the
antaszkarana are imposed on the consciousness which gets reflected on the
antazkarana itself. However, attributions through reflection and the like are
merely apparent and can affect the reflected consciousness
(pratibimbitacaitanya) only, but can never be related to pure consciousness
(bimbacaitanya). The actual consciousness remains pure and unaffected as
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ever. However, due to non-apprehension of the distinction between the
reflected consciousness and the pure consciousness, the attributes of the
reflected consciousness are mistakenly used as that of the actual
consciousness. That is why, the bimbacaitanya in spite of being eternally free
(nityamukta), we often make usages of it as a bound one. However, it is to be
noted here that the Sarhkhya philosophers, being akhyativadins, do not admit
any false cognition, rather they claim that falsity occurs only in usages. So
according to the Samkhya philosophers, the purusa never cognises itself as
bound, but is used as bound. Moreover, the purusa being essentially free, it
can never undergo bondage and liberation in the literal sense of the terms.
Thus, it is the prakrti which undergoes transformation, experiences migration
and eventually gets liberated. This has been discussed in detail in the seventh
chapter of the thesis. Moreover, the thesis that these tendencies of prakrti are
aimed at fulfilling the apparent purposes of enjoyment and liberation of
purusa, is also not to be taken in its literal sense. These issues have been
analysed in detail in the seventh chapter of the thesis. VVarious pertinent critical
remarks in the above context as well as their responses from the Samkhya

philosophical school have been provided as far as practicable.

Further we have observed that the Sarmkhya philosophers admit the
plurality of consciousness. However, the arguments that have been provided
in favour of the above position encounter lots of criticisms and refutations by
the opponents. The regularity of the cycle of birth and death, the varying

propensities of the sense organs etc. all being located in the prakrti, cannot be
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efficacious in establishing the plurality of consciousness (purusabahutva).
Now delving into the method of ascertaining the plurality of consciousness,
some Samkhya philosophers claim that when the transformations of one
antajkarana is presented before a particular consciousness, the
transformations of the other antakkarapas are not presented before that
consciousness. Thus, owing to the specificity of the relationship between the
antazkaranavrtti and the pratibimbitacaitanya, the plurality of consciousness

can be established.

Another very interesting aspect of the Sarmkhya philosophy is that how
it uses the term ‘viparyaya’ in the different karikas. The term ‘viparyaya’
primarily refers to the absence of or the contradictory of. Accordingly, its
inclusion in the respective karikas helps to determine the distinction between
the purusa and the prakrti at the cosmic level as well as the distinction between
the various individuals at the empirical level. From the eleventh, seventeenth,
eighteenth and nineteenth karikas, we find that the term ‘viparyaya’ appears
in various contexts and bears different connotations, though there is a subtle
note of similarity as well in their varied usages. It is, thus, necessary to analyse
that in what senses the term ‘viparyaya’ has been used on the different

occasions in the respective karikas.

In the  seventeenth  karika, - ‘samghatapararthatvat
trigupadiviparyayadadhisthanatl puruso’asti bhoktybhavat kaivalyartham
pravrttescal/’®, as we have discussed earlier, the term ‘trigunddiviparyaya’
signifies that which is of the contradictory nature of prakyti. To be more
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precise, it signifies an entity which is devoid of the attributes of prakrti and its
evolutes. Being of a compound nature (saszhata or samghatasvabhava) is the
unique characteristic of the evolutes of prakrti and that of the prakti itself.
Thus, to establish the purusa as the conscious principle which is devoid of the
above compound nature (asamhata), trigunadiviparyayatva is mentioned in
the karika as an identifying feature of purusa as opposed to prakrti. However,
it is to be noted here that the inference which establishes the existence of
purusa as distinct from the evolutes of prakyti (samghatavyatirikta) or as the
‘other’ (para), and as the one who receives the servitude of the material
objects, is based on the negative concomitance ‘yatra yatra samhatatvabhava
tatra tatra trigupatvadyabhava’. Thus, the purusa is to be identified as a
principle which is fundamentally of the opposite nature of prakrti. This is
clearly established by the qualifier trigunabhavavattva in the form of the
probans trigupdadiviparyayatva in the karika. So it may be claimed that the
term ‘viparyaya’ in the seventeenth karika establishes the distinction between
the purusa and the prakrti along with all its evolutes. It is referring to the
fundamental divide between the two basic principles (tattva) as admitted in
Samkhya philosophy from a wider perspective, that is, from the cosmological
frame, as had been done in the third karika, that s,
‘mitlaprakrtiravikrtirmahadadyah prakrtivikyetayah sapta/ sodasakastu vikaro
na prakrtir na vikgtiz purusak//>*, while stating the different categories or

principles of the concerned philosophical system.
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Further in the eleventh karika, that is, - ‘trigunamaviveki visayah
samanyamacetanam  prasavadharmi/  vyaktam  tatha  pradhanam,
tadviparitastatha ca puman//’® and in the nineteenth karika, - ‘tasmdcca
viparyasat siddham saksitvamasya purusasya/ kaivalyam madhyasthyam
drasgrtvamakartybhavascal/’® too, we find that the phrases ‘tadviparitastatha
ca puman’ and ‘tasmacca viparyasat’ respectively. These terms on deeper
analysis, as done earlier in the concerned chapters, reveal that the conscious
principle, purusa and the material principle, prakrti are radically different
from each other in terms of their attributes and their identifying features. The
eleventh karika states that how and why the purusa can ever act as the
producer of the objects of the world nor can it be the object of knowledge.
These issues have been discussed in great detail in the respective chapter of
the thesis. Thus, it is clear that the purusa is essentially of the opposite nature
of prakrti and its evolutes. Again in the nineteenth karika, the phrase
mentioned above, that is, ‘tasmdcca viparydasat’ is employed to portray the
essential nature of purusa as pure consciousness, who is eternally and
essentially unbound (asanga, kevala) and is merely a detached observer
(sakst). This too establishes the characteristic feature of purusa as radically
opposed to that of prakrti, and hence, the terms ‘viparyaya’, ‘viparita’ or
“viparyasa’ in either of the cases. However, the interesting point is that in all
the above instances the difference between the purusa and the prakrti along
with all its evolutes have been stated and established from an over-arching
fundamental transcendental plane yet remaining rooted to the phenomenal

realm in case of argumentation.
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Furthermore in the second half of the eighteenth karika, -
‘jJananamaranakarananam pratiniyamadayugapat pravrttescal
purusabahutvaz: siddhasi traigunyaviparyayat caiva//’’, we find the term
‘traigunyaviparyayat’. While analysing the karika we find that instead of
signifying the distinction between the purusa and the prakrti, here the notion
of viparyayatva depicts a shift in the paradigm from the cosmological or the
transcendental to the lived-empirical, that is, in case of differentiating between
beings. Intriguingly enough, the term ‘traigunyaviparyaya’ here does not
stand for the basic distinction between the purusa and the prakrti, as have
usually been found in the earlier karikas. Rather here it signifies the
stratification of beings in terms of the magnitude of the qualities, namely,
sattva, rajas and tamas, namely, in case of the individuals, or the categories
of beings of the world. This shift in the frame of perception, that is, from the
cosmological to the empirical, or from the cosmic to the individualistic plane,
introduces a more existentialist flavour to the concerns of the Samkhya sastra,
as the different categories of beings, their tendencies, their potentials and their
characteristic features are taken into account and are explained in terms of the
magnitude of their constituent qualities, that is, sattva, rajas and tamas,
present in them. This is ascertained by the inference, - ‘purusak pratisariram
bhinnas ayugapat pravretimattvar’® which is further endorsed by the
admission of the principle of ‘pratiniyama’ in the karika. The said principle
of ‘pratipurusar niyamalh vyavastha’ takes care of the individual cases of
cognition, agency of actions, enjoyment of results of actions

(karmaphalabhoga) as well as individualistic experiences of pleasure, pain
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and delusion related to contradictory phenomena like, birth, death etc. Thus,
as we have already discussed, that here the term ‘traigupyaviparyaya’ is not
to be considered in the literal sense of the term, but rather as signifying
diversity by virtue of the sense anyathatva or vaicitra. This accounts for the
categorisation of beings, like, deva, manusya and pasu in the world, and in an
implicit manner it also takes into consideration the individualistic differences
among the beings of the same category, like the differences in individual
human beings, be it from any perspective whatsoever, which precisely infuses

the Sarmkhya philosophical system with vivid existentialist concerns.

Thus, finally it could be stated that the term ‘viparyaya’ in the various
contexts poses to be of immense significance considering the fact that it is
being used to denote some sort of distinction among categories or the other, -
be it among the purusa and the prakrti, or be it among the beings themselves.
Such is the common thread that justifies the usage of the same word
‘viparyaya’ or its synonyms in the various karikas. However, the distinctive
part or the uniqueness of the usages of the term and its equivalent lies in the
fact that in most of the karikas the distinction between the purusa and the
prakrti is portrayed from the cosmological plane, whereas in the eighteenth
karika, the distinction runs deeper and is more incisive as it depicts the
diversification among the beings themselves from the lived-empirical

perspective.

An important methodological aspect of the Sarmkhya philosophical
system is that it uses numerous examples and analogies from our daily lives in
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order to explicate various significant and critical issues involved in their
theories. It may thus be claimed that the Samkhya philosophers, apart from
providing strong inferential arguments to establish various tenets of their
philosophical theses, make frequent use of the method of argumentation by
analogy in order to make the study of the sastra more comprehensible to the
eager learners. Thus, it is to be noted that the entire sastra represents the idea
of the matter and the consciousness, and that of the creation of the world in a
subtle form of analogy where one may depict the prakrti as the feminine
principle and the purusa as the masculine one. That is why the creation of the
world is also explained in terms of the above metaphor where the relation of
contiguity between the purusa and the prakrti is considered to be instrumental
for the creation. However, as students of Sarmkhya philosophy we all know
that such usages are merely metaphorical, and does not pertain to the reality
in the actual senses of the terms. Also, various metaphors and analogical
instances from our daily lives have been provided in the context of explaining
the relation between the purusa and the prakrti. Thus, it is evident that the
Samkhya philosophers rely to quite an extent on the method of argumentation
by analogy in order to establish their theses, and also to clarify their viewpoints
regarding various critical and pertinent concerns. This method in fact makes
the study of the Sarhkhya sastra more enjoyable as well as clearly intelligible.
It is true that whenever we employ analogies to explicate our position, there
remains a gap between the original tenet and the metaphorised one. However,
keeping in mind the drstanta-darstantika virodha, if one engages into the

study of the Sarhkhya sastra, then the extremely esoteric study of soteriology
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as discussed throughout the sastra, becomes much more intelligible and
enjoyable too. Thus, the use of analogies and metaphors in establishing the
theories of Sarmkhya philosophy occupy a significant position in the course of

understanding the spirit of the Sarhkhya philosophy.

Finally, we can state that the Advaita Vedantins who pose to be the
severest critics of the Sarhkhya philosophical tradition advance some very
crucial criticisms against the Sarhkhya philosophical position. The Advaitins
have tried to refute the Sarhkhya position from quite a few perspectives. The
primary refutation by the Advaita Vedantins is about the nature of purusa as
admitted by the Sarmkhya philosophers. The Advaitins hold that if the nature
of purusa essentially be eternal (nitya), pure (suddha), enlightened (buddha),
free or unbound (mukta), as admitted by the Sarhkhya philosophers, then it is
not tenable to admit the plurality of consciousness (purusabahutva). This is
because the kinds of distinctive properties that are being advanced to establish
the multiplicity of purusa, are all fundamentally related to prakyti only, and
none of them pertains to pure consciousness. This is the first objection. The
second argument objects that if the nature of consciousness (caitanya) is such
that it is completely devoid of any relation to prakrti (cetananadhisthitajada)
and is distinct from it (svatantrapradhana), then such an essence of purusa,
can never be responsible for any sort of creation. This is because any material
cause (upadana karana) which is not presided over by a sentient agent is not
capable of production. Such arguments have been put forward in the

Smrtipada of the Brahmasiitra in the sutra, - ‘drsyate tu’® and others. Such

349



objections along with other arguments have been discussed elaborately in the
final chapter of the present thesis, and responses from the Sarmkhya

philosophical position have been provided as appropriately as possible.

In the context of the above mentioned issues, the present research work
focuses mainly on classical Sammkhya tradition, but occasionally references
have been made to the Sarkhyapravacana sitra and bhasya of Vijianabhiksu
belonging to the neo-Sarhkhya tradition. The differences between the two
traditions have been highlighted and discussed as and when necessary. One
such difference is highlighted while discussing the two opposite theories of
ekaikapratibimbavada and anonyapratibimbavada. Further various issues,
concerns and responses of criticisms which overlap with the Yoga school of
philosophy regarding the nature of consciousness, non-apprehension of the
distinction between the citta and the caitanya, cognitive methodologies and
the like have been discussed in detail following the Pataijjalayogasiitras and
their respective commentaries, in order to provide an exhaustive and
comprehensive study of consciousness and its varied aspects as per the main

contention of our research thesis.

In conclusion, it may be said that the Samkhya system emphasises on
the irreducible difference between the material and the conscious principles
and the impossibility of the emergence of one from the other. In answer to the
counterexamples offered by the Advaita Vedantins, the Sarmkhya philosophers
would say that life and consciousness, even in its most rudimentary form,
cannot arise from insentient matter. Even a bacteria or an insect is born out of
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similar living organisms. Modern science, too, admits that no bacteria or living
being comes into being in a sterilized environment. So, if the fundamental
principles of satkaryavada are to be retained, there cannot be any causal
interaction between matter and consciousness. Thus, all causal
transformations pertain to the domain of the material principle, thereby

implying the Sammkhya thesis of pradhanakaranavada.
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