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PREFACE 

Many years ago when I met the great Gopinath Kaviraj for the first 
time in Varanasi, he inquired about my work. I commented that I was 
working on one of the ancient systems of Indian philosophy, namely, 
the Samkhya. He impatiently waved his hand to interrupt me. 
"Samkhya," he said, "is not one of the systems of Indian philosophy. 
Samkhya is the philosophy of India!" He was referring, of course, to 
the ancient period, but he also went on to stress the remarkable influ-
ence that Samkhya has had on almost every phase of Indian culture 
and learning. Philosophy, mythology, theology, law, medicine, art, 
and the various traditions of Yoga and Tantra have all been touched 
by the categories and basic notions of the Samkhya. This is not at all 
to claim that these various areas of learning and cultural practice have 
accepted the dualist metaphysics of Samkhya or its overall classical 
systematic formulation. To the contrary, there have been intense 
polemics over the centuries against the Samkhya position. What is 
striking, however, is the ubiquitous presence of the Samkhya network 
of notions, functioning almost as a kind of cultural "code" (to use a 
semiotics idiom) to which intellectuals in every phase of cultural life 
in India have felt a need to respond. 

The present volume of the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies attempts 
to trace the history and to interpret the meaning of Samkhya philoso-
phy from its beginnings in the ancient period to the present time, a 
period of some twenty-five hundred years. As might well be imagined, 
it has not been an easy task to accomplish this in one volume. Ram 
Shankar Bhattacharya and I have had to make some difficult editorial 
decisions by way of limiting the boundaries of our undertaking. One 
such decision concerned the manner in which we would treat ancient 
and/or "popular" (nontechnical) Samkhya passages. For a time we 
considered the possibility of including summaries of Samkhya passages 
in the Upanisads, the Mahabharata (including theBhagaOadgita), the 
Puranas, the medical literature, and so forth. As we proceeded in our 
work, however, it became clear that these passages could be best 
treated in the Introduction to the present volume. More than that, it 
became clear that these passages represent what could be called 
"Proto-Samkhya" and should be clearly distinguished from what we 
are calling in the present volume "Pre-Karika-Samkhya," "Karika-
Samkhya,'' '1 Patanjala-Samkhya,'' "Karika-KaumudI-Samkhya,'' 
"Samasa-Samkhya," and "Sutra-Samkhya" (and see Introduction). 

A second editorial decision concerned the manner in which we 
would deal with the extensive number of passages in Indian philoso-
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phical literature that criticize Samkhya from the perspective of other 
traditions, passages, for example, from Nyaya, Vaisesika, Buddhist, 
Jaina, Mimamsa, and Vedanta works. Again, for a time we considered 
the possibility of including at least some of these passages, but we 
ultimately determined that such passages appropriately belong in their 
own respective volumes in the Encyclopedia series and not in the 
Samkhya volume itself. 

A third editorial decision concerned the manner in which we would 
deal with the issue of the literature of Yoga. Our own view is that 
'Tatanjala-Samkhya" is an important type of Samkhya philosophy 
and deserves to be treated as such, but we encountered the practical 
difficulty of some seventy Sanskrit texts on Yoga that should be 
considered. The only sensible solution appeared to be, therefore, to 
prepare a separate volume of the Encyclopedia series for the Yoga 
materials with appropriate cross-references in both the Samkhya and 
Yoga volumes. Eventually, then, when both volumes are published, 
they can be used in tandem. 

Apart from such external editorial decisions, that is to say, what to 
exclude from the volume, we also had to make a number of decisions 
regarding the internal boundaries of the volume. It was obvious from 
the beginning, for example, that three of our texts required special 
treatment, namely, the Samkkyakarika, the Tattvasamasasutra, and the 
Samkhyasutra. These are the three fundamental and primary texts of 
the tradition upon which most other texts are based, and each pre-
sented a unique problem. Because the Samkhyakarika is the oldest 
systematic text available, we thought it appropriate to present an 
extensive treatment of it. Indeed, the so-called "summary" of the 
Samkhyakarika in the volume is considerably longer than the original 
text itself! In our view, however, since our task was not that of trans-
lation but, rather, that of presenting an overview of the systematic 
philosophical arguments in the text, we felt justified in taking some 
liberties in unpacking those arguments. Regarding the Tattvasamasa-
sutra, the problem was the reverse. The Tattvasamasa is not really a text 
in any sense. It is a checklist of topics upon which several commen-
taries have been written. We have, therefore, presented it in its 
entirety as a checklist. The SamkhyasUtra, as is well known, is a late 
compilation, and there is no authoritative tradition either for the 
sequence of sutras or their intepretation apart from the reading and 
interpretation offered, first, by Aniruddha, and then IaterbyVijnana-
bhiksu (who generally follows Aniruddha throughout). We have, 
therefore, presented the sutras themselves in a bare, outline form. We 
have, then, presented a full summary of Aniruddha's reading and 
interpretation followed by a shorter summary of Vijnanabhiksu's 
reading and interpretation (stressing only those views of Vijnanabhiksu 
that clearly differ from Aniruddha). 
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In three instances in the volume we have presented unusually 
detailed summaries, namely, those for the Samkhyavrtti, the Satnkhya-
saptativrtti, and the Tuktidipika. The former two texts are those recently 
edited by Esther A. Solomon, and because they have been unknown in 
Samkhya studies until now, we invited Professor Solomon to prepare 
full treatments of both. The latter text, the Tuktidipika, is undoubtedly 
the most important text for understanding the details of the Samkhya 
system, but until now no translation has been available. We thought 
it appropriate, therefore, to include as full a treatment of it as possible. 
The summary of the Tuktidipika in this volume is not by any means 
exhaustive, but it does provide a wealth of information that has until 
now been unavailable. 

Dr. Ram Shankar Bhattacharya and I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank all of those who helped to bring this volume to 
completion. First, of course, our thanks to the many contributors (see 
List of Contributors) who prepared the published summaries. Second, 
a special word of thanks and acknowledgment to those who prepared 
summaries of passages that could not be included in the final published 
version of the volume—passages, for example, from Jaina, Buddhist, or 
epic literature that, based on our final editorial decisions, finally fell 
outside of the boundaries of the volume, or summaries in which it 
became apparent that a particular text was simply repeating what had 
been said earlier in terms of philosophical interpretation. In this 
regard, we would like to thank and acknowledge the help of Dr. 
Biswanath Bhattacharya (Calcutta Sanskrit College), Dr. Sabhajit 
Misra (University of Gorakhpur), Dr. A. N. Pandey (Kashi Vidya-
pith), Dr. R. R. Pande (Banaras Hindu University), Dr. R. K. Tripathi 
(Banaras Hindu University), and Dr. S. P. Verma (Kuruksetra 
University). 

Several research assistants have helped us in our work along the 
way, and we would like to thank and acknowledge them as well : 
Dr. Jayandra Soni, formerly of Banaras Hindu University and 
currently at McMaster University in Ontario, Canada; Dr. Paul 
Muller-Ortega. Dr. Wade Dazey, Dr. Michiko Yusa, and Dr. James 
McNamara, former doctoral students in religious studies at the 
University of California, Santa Barbara. Also, a special word of 
thanks for the research assistance of Dr. Edeltraud Harzer, of the 
University of Washington, Seattle. Our thanks, furthermore, to the 
AmericanInstituteofIndian Studiesand the Indo-U.S. Subcommis-
sion for Education and Culture for financial assistance to our various 
contributors and to the coeditors, and, finally, our thanks and appre-
ciation to Karl H. Potter for his continuing patience, encourage-
ment, and help in his capacity as general editor of the Encyclopedia of 
Indian Philosophies. 

For the nonspecialist reader of the volume, it should be noted that 
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the Index provides brief definitions of many technical Samkhya terms 
before listing page numbers and may be used, therefore, as a glossary 
for those unfamiliar with the Sanskrit terminology of the Samkhya 
system. An additional glossary for classical Samkhya terminology may 
also be found in Gerald J. Larson, Classical Sdmkhya (2nd edition, Delhi: 
Motilal Banarsidass, 1979), pp. 237-247. 

Fulldiacriticalmarks are given only for all primary entries of texts 
and authors in the volume. In the case of modern Indian scholars, 
namely, authors of secondary works, summarizers, and other contri-
butors, names are cited without diacritical marks, in accordance with 
current convention in modern India, Likewise, the names of modern 
Indian cities are given without diacritical marks. 

January 1987 
GERALD JAMES LARSON 
Santa Barbara, California, USA 



PART ONE 
INTRODUCTION TO THE PHILOSOPHY 

OF SAMKHYA 





T H E  H I S T O R Y  A N D  L I T E R A T U R E  
O F  S A M K H Y A  

I. PROTO-SAMKHYA AND PRE-KARIKA-SAMKHYA 

The term "samkhya" means "relating to number, enumeration, or 
calculation." As an adjective, the term refers to any enumerated set 
or grouping and can presumably be used in any inquiry in which enu-
meration or calculation is a prominent feature (for example, mathe-
matics, grammar, prosody, psychology, medicine, and so forth). As a 
masculine noun, the term refers to someone who calculates, enumerates, 
or discriminates properly or correctly. As a neuter noun, the term 
comes to refer to a specific system of dualist philosophizing that pro-
ceeds by a method of enumerating the contents of experience and the 
world for the purpose of attaining radical liberation (moksa, kaivalya) 
from frustration and rebirth. 

These three dimensions of meaning in the word "samkhya" are not 
simply synchronic distinctions but indicate as well the diachronic or 
historical development of the word in the ancient period. That is to 
say, in the ancient history of South Asian culture there appear to be 
three identifiable phases of development of the term "samkhya" that 
roughly correspond to these three basic meaning dimensions.1 These 
can be briefly characterized as follows: 

( I )  I n t e l l e c t u a l  i n q u i r y  i n  t h e  o l d e s t  l e a r n e d  t r a d i t i o n s  o f  a n c i e n t  I n d i a  
(from the Vedic period, ca. 1500 before the Common Era [B.C.E. ], 
through the Mauryan period in the fourth and third centuries B.C.E. ) was 
frequently cast in the format of elaborate enumerations of the contents of 
a particular subject matter —- for example, the principles of statecraft as 
preserved in Kautilya's Arthascislray the principles of medicine as pre-
served in the Carakasamhita and Susrutasamhita, and so forth. The Vedic 
corpus itself exhibits this tendency as do traditions of law (nitisdstra) and 
politics (rajadharma), and it is in such environments that one finds some 
of the early references to samkhya. Kautilya, for example, refers to 
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sarjikhya as one of three traditions of anviksiki? The notion of anviksiki 
in these ancient contexts means something like the enumeration of the 
contents of a particular subject matter by means of systematic reason-
ing.3 The practice of anviksiki is not really "philosophy" in our usual 
senses of the term; it is, rather, a kind of general "scientific" inquiry by 
means of the systematic enumeration of basic principles.4 Such enu-
merations appeared in a variety of intellectual subject areas, including 
phonology, grammar, statecraft, medicine, law, cosmology, and icono-
graphy, and the compilations of these subject-area enumerations some-
times came to be called iHantras" (meaning a scientific work, and syno-
nymous with such terms as "sastra," "vidya", and so forth). Moreover, 
certain stylistic rules or "methodological devices" (yuktis) came to be 
accepted in composing scientific works — for example, a brief statement 
of a position (uddesa), a lengthy exposition of a position (nirdesa), an 
etymological explanation {niwacana), the proper order or sequence in 
enumerating a subject (vidhana). and so forth.6 Kautilya's ArthaSastra 
provides a list of such methodological devices, and the author illustrates 
how his work uses the various methodological devices, thereby estab-
lishing that his treatise is a scientific work. The medical texts (Caraka 
and Sutruta) are also scientific works in this sense and likewise provide 
lists of methodological devices. This may well explain why the later 
technical Samkhya philosophy is frequently referred to as a tantra, and 
it helps in understanding the reasons why the long introduction to the 
Tuktidipikd (the most important commentary on the Samkhyakarika), 
contains a detailed discussion of the methodological devices essential 
for any systematic inquiry. In this oldest period, however, it is un-
doubtedly an anachronism to interpret references to smnkhya, anviksiki, 
or tantra as themselves completed or distinct systems of thought, as some 
older scholars have suggested (Garbe, for example).6 Itismore plau-
sible to interpret these references in a much more general sense as the 
first and groping attempts at systematic thinking, which proceeded 
by determining and enumerating the components of anything (whether 
it be the components of the human body, the components of the sacri-
ficial ritual, the components of the heavens, or the components of 
grammar). 

(2) A second phase in the development of the term "samkhya" be-
gins from the period of the oldest, pre-Buddhistic Upanisads, ca. eighth 
or seventh centuries B.C.E., and can be traced through traditions of 
the early ascetic spirituality in South Asia, namely, the various mona-
stic (Sramana andyati) groups, the early Jain and Buddhist movements, 
and so forth, reaching a culmination in the sorts of speculative thinking 
one finds in the Moksadharma portion of the Mahabharata, in the Bhaga-
vadgita, and in the cosmological descriptions of the oldest Puranas (or, 
in other words, reaching into the first centuries of the Common Era). 
If in the oldest period the term "samkhya" could refer generally to any 



H I S T O R Y  A N D  L I T E R A T U R E  O F  S A M K H Y A  5 

enumerated set of principles (in an environment of anviksiki for the 
sake of constructing a scientific work), in this second period the notion 
becomes linked to a methodology of reasoning that results in spiritual 
knowledge (yidya, jrnna, viveka) that leads to liberation from the cycle 
of frustration and rebirth. It is possible, of course, perhaps even likely, 
that in the oldest period the term "samkhya" in its general sense of intel-
lectual enumeration was applied on occasion in contexts of meditation 
and religious cosmology — the enumerations in Rg Veda 1.164·, X.90, 
or X.129, or the enumerations of the parts of the body or the breaths 
in the Atharva Veda or in the Brahmana literature would suggest as 
much —· but there is little doubt that it is primarily in this second period 
that "samkhya" becomes a prominent notion in those environments in 
which meditation, spirititual exercises, and religious cosmology repre-
sent the crucial subject matters. 

The archaic ontology of Chandogva Upanisad VI.2-5, for example, 
with its emphasis on primordial Being (sat) in its tripartite manifesta-
tions as fire (red), water (white), and food (black), correlated with 
speech, breath, and mind, probably foreshadows the later Samkhya 
ontological notions of prakrti, the three gunas, and the preexistence of 
the effect. On one level, of course, this kind of reflection echoes older 
Vedic notions (for example, some of the number sequences and sym-
bolism of RV.X.164), but, on another level, it represents a transition 
to later formulations such as those in Svetasvatara Upanifad— for example, 
"The One unborn, red, white, and black... ." (Svet.Up. IV.5), and 
"Two birds, companions (who are) always united, cling to the self-
same tree..." [Svet.Up. IV.6-7)—a text in which the older Vedic 
symbolism is clearly present and yet a text in which the terms "samkhya" 
and "yoga" are actually used. Gosmological speculations such as 
these are combined with elaborate descriptions of yogic experience in 
such texts as Katha Upanisad, Moksadharma, Bhagavadgita, and Buddha-
carita. The same sorts of speculation are used in the medical litera-
ture (Carakasamhita and Susrutasamhita), and the hierarchical ordering 
of basic principles (tattva) is given a cosmological turn with respect to 
the periodic creation and dissolution of the manifest world in Manu-
smrti and in most of the oldest Puranas. Certain characteristic notions 
become associated with Samkhya, but throughout the period Samkhya 
is primarily a methodology for attaining liberation and appears to 
allow for a great variety of philosophical formulations. Edgerton has 
expressed the matter well: "Any formula of metaphysical truth, pro-
vided that knowledge thereof was conceived to tend towards salvation, 
might be called Samkhya.7 ... It appears, then, that Samkhya means 
in the Upanisads and the Epic simply the way of salvation by knowl-
edge, and does not imply any system of metaphysical truth whatever."8 

On one level, Samkhya as a methodology for attaining salvation by 
knowing carries further many of the older cosmological notions of the 
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oldest Upanisads as set forth in Chandogya Upanisad VI, and so forth. 
On another level, Samkhya as a methodology for attaining salvation 
by knowing carries further the various psychological analyses of expe-
rience that first appear in the oldest Upanisads and then become domi-
nant motifs in Jain and Buddhist meditation contexts and in such later 
Upanisads as Katha and Svetaivatara. The enumeration of basic prin-
ciples in a hierarchical order is a fundamental aspect of the methodo-
logy, but the precise number of enumerated items varies widely. In 
some passages seventeen basic principles are enumerated;9 in other 
passages twenty;10 or twenty-four;11 or the later, standard listing of 
twenty-five12 are enumerated. On occasion the highest principle is 
the old Upanisadic brahman or atman, or, again, the highest principle 
is God (Vsvara). In some contexts the Samkhya methodology implies 
a monistic perspective, in others a theistic or dualist perspective. 
Throughout the period, however, a characteristic terminology and a 
recurrent set of intellectual issues begin to develop around the metho-
dology : reflections about a primordial materiality (pradhana); enume-
rations of psychic states or conditions (bhavas, gunas) that can be cons-
trued psychologically and/or cosmologically ; analyses of the various 
aspects of intellectual experience in terms of intellect/will (hereafter 
translated simply as "intellect") (buddhi), egoity (ahamkara), and mind 
(manas); speculations about the nature of the inner self (purusa) in 
terms of a cosmic Self (atman) or the self in the body or in the manifest 
world (jiva, bh Utatman); elaborations of the five sense capacities 
[indriya) correlated with the five gross elements (bhiita), the five action 
capacities (kaimendriya), and the five contents or "objects" (Oisaya) 
of the senses; and a general polarity between subjectivity and objecti-
vity in terms of "the knower of the field" (ksetrajna) and "the field" 
(ksetra). Clearlythereisa system (or systems) in the process of deve-
loping, but the focus in this second period is rather on the process 
or methodology itself and not on the contents that result from the 
process. 

In contrast to methods of spiritual discipline (yoga) that emphasize 
posture, breathing, recitation, and ascetic practices (tapas), samkhya 
is the intellectual or reasoning method. The follower of samkhya is 
one who reasons or discriminates properly, one whose spiritual discip-
line is meditative reasoning. This is probably the sense of the term 
"samkhya" in the compound samkhya-yoga-adhigamya ("to be understood 
by proper reasoning and spiritual discipline") in Svetasvatara Upanifad 
VI. 13. It is probably also the sense meant in the twelfth chapter of 
Asvagho sa's Buddhacarita, in which reference is made to older spiritual 
methodologies studied by Gotama the Buddha prior to the discovery 
of his own unique method of meditation. Regarding the specific 
contents of this reasoning methodology, J.A.B. van Buitenen has offered 
the following comment: 
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There must have existed scores of more or less isolated little centres 
where parallel doctrines were being evolved out of a common source. 
Occasional meetings at pilgrimages and festivals, reports from other 
and remote asramas brought by wandering ascetics, polemic encoun-
ters with other preachers must have resulted in a laborious process 
of partial renovation and conservation, more precise definitions of 
doctrines and eclecticisms, readjustments of terminology, etc. At 
this stage to credit these little centres with the name "schools" is 
to do them too much or too little honor. . . . Most of the process 
must elude us necessarily, but we stand a better chance of recovering 
the little that is left by allowing for the greatest diversity, rather 
than the greatest uniformity of doctrine.13 

In the Moksadharma portion of the Mahabharata various names of 
ancient teachers are associated with these developing traditions, in-
cluding Kapila, Asuri, Bhrgu, Yajnavalkya, Sanatkumara, Vasistha, 
Suka, Asita Devala (or Asita and Devala), Vyasa, Janaka, and Panca-
sikha. Some of these names can be traced back to the older Upani-
sads, and many of them also appear in the later Puranic literature. 
Three of them are frequently referred to in the later technical philo-
sophical literature as important precursors of Samkhya philosophy, 
namely, Kapila, Asuri, and Pancasikha. The Samkhyakarika and its 
commentaries refer to Kapila and Asuri as the founders of the philo-
sophical system and to Pancasikha as a teacher who greatly expanded 
or revised the original teachings. Unfortunately, all three teachers 
are lost to antiquity. References to Kapila and Asuri are brief and 
largely eulogistic, and the situation is not much better with Pancasikha. 
Fragments here and there are attributed to a certain "Pancasikha," 
and Pancasikha on occasion is referred to as the author of a massive 
treatise in verse on Samkhya philosophy called Sasfitantra. The views 
attributed to Pancasikha in the Moksadharma, however, appear to be 
clearly different from the views that can be pieced together from the 
fragments, suggesting that there was more than one Pancasikha or 
that the name Pancasikha was a revered name in the tradition to which 
a variety of views were ascribed.14 Moreover, the claim that Panca-
sikha is the author of the ^astitantra is contradicted by other references 
that attribute authorship of Sastitantra to Kapila or to a certain Varsa-
ganya. It is reasonable to suppose, however, that Pancasikha was a 
revered teacher of samkhya in the sense that has been indicated in this 
second period, that is, samkhya not yet as a fixed philosophical system, 
but as a general methodology of salvation by knowing or reasoning. 
It is also reasonable to suppose that practitioners of samkhya in this 
sense represent various kinds of ancient lines of teachers (guruparampara) 
that traced their lineages to archaic figures such as Kapila and Asuri 
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(in much the same fashion as Jains and Buddhists claimed archaic 
precursors for their traditions). 

What is missing in all of these environments, however, is a critical 
appreciation for the need to argue for or establish an intellectual basis 
for these speculative intuitions. Reasoning, to be sure, is being used, 
but it is a reasoning not yet distinguished from the immediacy of per-
sonal experience and the accumulated heritage of ritual performance 
and priestly wisdom. There is, of course, some groping for indepen-
dence and a growing recognition that thinking itself may be a unique 
human activity that can exert its own identity against the established 
and received ordering of things. The very fact that much Upanisadic 
speculation appears to have been developed in princely (r&janya) or 
warrior (ksatriya) circles (as opposed to priestly groups) and that the 
early independent ascetic movements (Jains, Buddhists, and so forth) 
were especially successful among the newly emerging commercial 
classes in towns where commerce and a monied economy were develop-
ing, certainly suggest that thoughtful persons were in need of new and 
independent ways of thinking and behaving. Moreover, that the 
political consolidation achieved under the Mauryans appears to have 
been legitimized by a notion of dharma and a theory of the state that 
owed more to Jain and Buddhist paradigms than to older Vedic models 
is also symptomatic of changes that were occurring in other areas of 
intellectual life. Similarly, the rise of devotional and theistic move-
ments (the Krsna cult, and so forth) in the last centuries before the 
beginning of the Common Era is an additional symptom of a broadly 
based cultural need to develop new and different patterns of intellec-
tual formulation. Many of these tensions and changes come together 
intellectually in the Bhagavadgitd,, and it is surely no accident that the 
so-called "philosophy" of the Gita is little more than a potpourri of 
Upanisadic speculation, cosmological and psychological samkhya reason-
ing, Jain and Buddhist ascetic motifs, varmsramadharma as karmayoga, 
tied together with an apologia for early Vaisnava bhaktiyoga — a pot-
pourri that confuses a modern reader almost as much as it confused 
Arj una. 

In older German scholarship there was an interesting debate as to 
whether the kind of "philosophy" one finds in the epics (including 
the Gita) and the Puranas is pure syncretism (Mischphilosophie, as in 
Garbe) or transitional philosophy (Dbergangsphilosophie, as in Olden-
berg).15 The resolution of the debate is surely the correctness of both, 
or possibly neither, for the crucial point is that there is no evidence of 
serious independent philosophizing of any kind in these texts. Whether 
one wishes to call these traditions syncretistic religion (or what we 
usually mean when we use the terms "Hinduism" and "Buddhism") 
or prephilosophical speculation on the way to becoming philosophy 
(or what we usually mean when we use the expressions "the philosophy 
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of the Vedas and Upanisads" in regard to the Vedic corpus or "early 
Buddhist philosophy" in regard to the Buddhist canonical texts of the 
Tripitaka) makes little difference. They all have in common a predi-. 
lection for speculative intuition in an environment of received authority. 
Returning, however, to Samkhya, the point to be stressed is that in 
this ancient period there is only a Proto-Samkhya. There was, of 
course, an incipient philosophical Samkhya gradually distilling itself 
out of this diffuse and varied intellectual heritage, but the evidence 
suggests that it was not at first taken very seriously. Whenever it is 
referred to (in the Moksadharma or the Gitd, for example), it is simply 
discounted and characterized as not really being different from Yoga.1® 
Taken overall, then, it is heuristically permissible to refer to this second 
period of development of Samkhya as Kapila-Pancasikha-Samkhya, or 
to carry through the association of the term "samkhya" with the term 
"tantra" from the oldest period, to refer to this second period as Kapila-
Paficasikha-Tantra, or simply as Kapila-Tantra. 

(3) The third phase in the development of the term "samkhya" 
marks the beginning of the technical philosophical tradition and coin-
cides with the end of the second period, namely, from about the last 
century B.C.E. through the first several centuries C.E. Until recently 
this third phase was as shrouded in obscurity as the second phase, and 
Edgerton, for example, in 1924 claimed that Samkhya as a technical 
philosophical system was not really in existence prior to Isvarakr sna's 
SamkhyakarikaP Since then, however, three sources have become 
available that clearly indicate that Samkhya as a technical system exis-
ted prior to Isvarakrsna, and that Isvarakrsna's own formulation 
comes at the end of the normative period of formulation rather than at 
the beginning. These three sources are (A) the publication of a pre-
viously unknown commentary on the Samkhyakarika called Tuktidifiika 
(edited by P. Chakravarti in 1938, and edited a second time by R. G. 
Pandeya in 1967);18 (B) the reconstruction of a prt-Karika interpreta-
tion of Samkhya epistemology based on quotations from older Samkhya 
texts cited in Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi, Mallavadin, and Simhasuri 
by E. Frauwallner;19 and (C) the reconstruction of a Samkhya "ema-
nation text" or a "short instructional tract" from the earliest Puranas 
and the Moksadharma, which Puranic editors then brought into con-
formity with the normative view of an established Samkhya philoso-
phical system, by P. Hacker.20 

(A) From the Tuktidipika it becomes clear that there was a tradi-
tion of philosophical Samkhya in the early centuries of the Common 
Era that was more than a methodology of liberation by knowing (that 
is to say, more than the rather diffuse Samkhya-Yoga traditions charac-
teristic of the second period described above), and, specifically, that 
this tradition (1) attempted to establish certain instruments of knowl-
edge (pramanas) and to offer careful definitions of these instruments; 
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(2) developed a special interest in inference (anumana) and construc-
ted a sequence for making inferences made up of ten members (avaya-
vas); (3) attempted, after much debate, to fix the number of basic 
principles, together with the precise order of their enumeration, in-
cluding the technical term "subtle element" (tanmatra); (4) fully deve-
loped the related notions of prakrti, the three gums, the transformation 
of the gunas (gunaparimma), and the effect's preexistence in the cause 
(.satkarya); (5) finally accepted after much controversy one primordial 
prakrti but a plurality of purusas; (6) maintained a rich fabric of internal 
debate involving such teachers as Paurika, Pancadhikarana, Patanjali, 
Varsaganya, and various schools such as the "followers of Varsaganya," 
including Vindhyavasin and Isvarakrsna,21 and (7) maintained as 
well a vigorous polemic of external debate with certain Buddhist philo-
sophers and with the followers of early Vaisesika. (8) It also identi-
fied itself with a tradition known as sastitantra, which apparently refer-
red to a scheme of sixty topics made up of ten principal topics (muli-
kartha) and fifty subsidiary categories [padartha ) and which also appa-
rently referred to a text (or possibly texts, that is to say, more than one 
version) by the same name (Sastitantra); and (9) it received its final 
normative formulation in Isvarakrsna's Samkhyakarika, which, though 
a brief text, nevertheless encompassed all of the important issues of 
the system in a concise and cogent fashion. 

(B) From Frauwallner's reconstruction it becomes clear that Pre-
Karika philosophical Samkhya operated with a definition of perception 
("the functioning of the ear, etc.", srotradi-vrttih) and a definition of 
inference ("because of the perception of one aspect of an established 
relation, one is able to infer the other aspect of a relation," sambandhad 
ekasmat pratyaksat iesasiddhir anumanam, based on a scheme of seven 
established relations, or saptasambandha) that Isvarakrsna clearly built 
upon and improved. Frauwallner speculates that this older Samkhya 
epistemology derives from a revised version of Sastitantra composed 
by Varsaganya at the beginning of the fourth century of the Common 
Era. Such may or may not be the case, but the reconstructed passages 
do point to a pre-karika philosophical Samkhya epistemology.22 

(C) Finally, from Hacker's reconstruction it becomes clear that 
there was an older Samkhya oniology-cosmology that, again, formed 
the bases for Isvarakrsna's normative conceptualization in the Sam-
khyakarikaP' 

Apparently, this philosophical tradition of Samkhya developed 
some time between the sorts of speculation one finds in the Moksa-
dharma and the Bhagavadgita, on the one hand, and the sort of normative 
conceptualization one finds in the Samkhyakarika, on the other. More-
over, it appears to coincide with the development of comparable con-
ceptualizations within traditions of early Buddhist thought and early 
Vaisesika. It is tempting to suggest with Frauwallner that this 
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Samkhya philosophical tradition is the oldest of the technical schools 
of Indian philosophy (Hindu, Buddhist, or Jain) and that Buddhist 
ontology, Vaisesika atomism, and Nyaya epistemology may all have 
arisen out of an earlier Samkhya philosophical environment, but this 
is perhaps to claim too much. To be sure, all of the later technical 
systems undoubtedly derive from the sorts of fluid speculation one 
finds in the !!middle"-verse Upanisads (Katha, and so forth), the 
Moksadharma, and the Bhagavadglta, in which Samkhya is primarily a 
methodology for liberation by knowing. When the term "samkhya" 
becomes linked with a technical philosophical system, however, one 
has the impression that there has been a definite turn away from the 
older diffuse speculations and that philosophical Samkhya has become 
a parallel or sibling intellectual movement alongside Vaisesika and the 
early Buddhist schools, rather than a parental tradition to these schools. 

Unfortunately, although the Tuktidipika refers to a number of older 
Samkhya philosophical teachers, it is difficult to ascertain even rough 
approximations of their dates. Paurika, who evidently accepted a 
plurality of prakrtis along with a plurality of purusas, was probably an 
older teacher whose views were finally rejected during the final stages 
of normative consolidation. Similarly, Pancadhikarana, who accepted 
only ten organs instead of the normative thirteen, was also probably an 
older teacher. Moreover, Pancadhikarana appears to have had a 
somewhat eccentric view concerning the subtle body, which later 
teachers rejected. Also, Patanjali (not to be confused with the compiler 
of the TogasUtra and/or the grammarian) is apparently an older figure, 
for his views that there was a new subtle body for each rebirth and 
that egoity has no separate existence as a basic principle apart from 
the intellect were discounted in the final formulation of the Samkhya 
system. 

Varsaganya, however, and the followers of Varsaganya, including 
Vindhyavasin, appear to have been closer to the time of Isvarakrsna. 
Indeed, it could well be the case that Isvarakrsna was himself in the 
lineage of Varsaganya. Frauwallner has suggested, basing his opinion 
primarily on citations of Varsaganya's views in the works of Vacaspati 
Misra, that Varsaganya was the author of a revised version of the Sasti-
tantra, older versions of which had been attributed to Kapila or Panca-
sikha. Vindhyavasin is said to have been a pupil of Varsaganya, to 
have revised the developing system further, and, according to Para-
martha's "Life of Vasubandhu," to have defeated Vasubandhu's 
teacher (Buddhamitra, according to Paramartha, or Manoratha, 
according to Hsuan Tsang's pupil, Kuei-chi) in a debate during the 
reign of Gandragupta II (ca. fourth century).24 Vasubandhu, 
according to Chinese sources, then composed a rejoinder to Vindhya-
vasin. Also, Hsuan-tsang (seventh century) refers to a later debate 
between Gunama*' and a certain Samkhya teacher, Madhava, by 
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name.25 It is interesting to observe, however, that the views of Vindhya-
vasin (as set forth in the Tuklidipika) and Madhava (as set forth in 
Dignaga) diverge considerably from the views of Isvarakrsna. Vin-
dhyavasin clearly preceded Isvarakrsna, for the author of the Tukti-
dipika indicates that Isvarakrsna refrained from discussing the tenfold 
inference, since it had already been discussed by Vindhyavasin. 
Moreover, the author of the Tuktidipika claims that Vindhyavasin 
rejected the notion of a subtle body (because the sense capacities are 
ubiquitous and do not, therefore, require a subtle vehicle for trans-
migration) ; and that he accepted neither the contention that the subtle 
elements emerge out of egoity (since they emerge, rather, along with 
egoity from the intellect) nor the notion of a thirteenfold instrument 
(;trayodasakarana) (since he argued instead that experience occurs in 
the mind, thus reducing intellect, egoity, and mind to one organ of 
internal experience, which, along with the ten sense capacities make 
a total of eleven organs instead of thirteen). Thesevariant views of 
Vindhyavasin are suspiciously similar to the views of Vyasa in his 
Togasutrabhasya, a similarity that has inclined both Chakravarti and 
Frauwallner to suggest that the Varsaganya-Vindhyavasin line of 
Samkhya is preserved in the Patanjala-Samkhya of classical Yoga 
philosophy.26 

Madhava, on the other hand, appears to have been later than Isvara-
krsna, for the reported debate with Gunamati occurred around the 
time of Dignaga (ca. 480-540) a period in which the normative view 
of Samkhya was already established. Moreoever, Dignaga refers to 
Madhava as a Samkhya heretic or "destroyer of Samkhya" (samkhya-
vainasika, samkhya-nasaka) because he interprets the notion of prakrti 
and the three gunas as a plurality of primordial materialities (thus 
taking prakrti in the direction of Vaisesika atomism). Then, too, 
Madhava appears to have believed that action (karman) resides in this 
plurality of kinds of stuff and that the cycle of rebirth (samsara) is begin-
ningless (thereby implicitly denying the Samkhya notion of emana-
tion). 

In all of this, it is quite clear that Samkhya was a vigorous and pole-
mical philosophical system, and one is tempted to believe the old Chinese 
claim that there were as many as eighteen schools of philosophical 
Samkhya (though the parallel with the eighteen Buddhist schools is 
probably no accident). This must have been intellectually a remark-
able stage in the development of Samkhya, and of Indian philosophy 
generally, for it was evidently in this creative and formative period in 
the first several centuries of the Common Era that the main issues of 
Indian philosophy were first formulated and polemically discussed: 
the number and definition of .the instruments of knowledge, theories 
of ontology and causation, the role and function of knowing and igno-
rance, the theory of error, the problem of selfhood, the problem of 
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action and rebirth, and the problem of freedom and bondage. All of 
these issues had been discussed earlier, but the crucial task in this first 
philosophical period was that of systematic formulation, overall intel-
lectual coherence, and persuasive presentation. Earlier diffuse tradi-
tions were brought together and codified in collections of sulras and 
karikas — one thinks, for example, not only of the Samkhyakarika but of 
Nagarjuna's, and, later, Gaudapada's karikas, and, of course, the early 
sutra collections of Vaisesika, Nyaya, Mimamsa, and Vedanta; patterns 
of training students were being established; commentaries were being 
composed explaining the emerging technical terminology; and rules 
for discussion and debate were being formulated. These developments 
in Indian philosophy mirrored similar developments in literature, art, 
law, medicine, and social reality generally. The older Mauryan poli-
tical hegemony had collapsed centuries earlier and the resulting decen-
tralized regionalism had generated a resurgence of local traditions 
that now found themselves in creative tension with one another as the 
Gupta political unification (beginning in the fourth century under 
Gandra Gupta [ca. 320]) reopened once again a broader cultural 
environment that transcended the older provincialism. 

Taking all of these disparate (and admittedly problematic) histori-
cal observations together, one might suggest a tentative chronology for 
early philosophical Samkhya: 

(1) Sastitantra, a tradition of "sixty topics" that was either a format 
for the treatment of philosophical Samkhya or the actual name 
of a text, an old form of which was attributed either to Kapila 
or Pancasikha—ca. 100 B.C.E.-200 C.E.27 

(2) Paurika, Pancadhikarana, Patanjali, and other early philo-
sophical acaryas—100-300 G.E. 

(3) Varsaganya, who composes a revision of the Sastitantra— 
ca. 100-300 C.E. 

(4) Followers of Varsaganya, including 
(a) Vindhyavasin, ca. 300-400, who further revises the 

Samkhya system and who carries on a vigorous polemic 
with the Buddhists, and 

(b) Isvarakrsna, ca. 350-450, who composes a definitive 
summary of the Samkhya position, the Samkhyakarika, 
based on Varsaganya's Sastitantra but corrected as a result 
of the Buddhist debates and the work of Vindhyavasin. 

(5) Madhava, the "destroyer of Samkhya," who goes even further 
in adjusting the views of Samkhya to Vaisesika and Buddhist 
thought—ca. 450-500. 

(6) Patanjali's Togasutra and Vyasa's Togasutrabhasya, which pos-
sibly preserve the older Varsaganya-Vindhyavasin inter-
pretation of Samkhya in the format of Patanjala-Samkhya— 
ca. 500-700. 
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This, then, brings us to the threshold of the beginning of technical 
philosophical Samkhya as set forth in the normative account of Isvara-
krsna's Samkhyakarika. Up to this point there has been no available 
Samkhya textual tradition, and the historical account has been based 
on reconstructions and occasional references in the ancient literature. 
Nevertheless, we have been able to identify (at least heuristically) 
three phases in the development of Samkhya that roughly parallel the 
three basic meanings of the term, namely, samkhya as any enumerated 
set or grouping (Tantra); samkhya as a method properly employed by 
a discriminating person (Kapila-Tantra); and samkhya as an early 
tradition of dualist philosophizing (Sasti-Tantra), which attained a 
normative formulation in the work of Isvarakrsna. 

From this point on there is an identifiable textual tradition, and the 
task of writing a history of Samkhya thought is on somewhat firmer 
ground.28 

I I .  T H E  S A M K H Y A  T E X T U A L  T R A D I T I O N  

Because we have now reached the beginning of the Samkhya textual 
tradition, summaries of the contents of which make up the main part 
of the volume, it may be useful, first of all, to present a Checklist of 
Texts and Authors of the Samkhya tradition as a whole and then to 
comment in some detail about the historical development of the textual 
tradition in its various parts. We are dealing, of course, with a sweep 
of intellectual history that covers nearly two thousand years (indeed, 
more than two thousand years if one includes the Proto-Samkhya and 
Pre-Karika traditions already briefly discussed), so it will only be 
possible to discuss the high points of Samkhya's intellectual history. 
It is important, however, to provide at least a rough outline of the 
history of the tradition so that the philosophical discussions in the sequel 
have an appropriate historical framework. 

CHECKLIST OF TEXTS AND AUTHORS 

TEXT AUTHOR DATE 

(PROTO-SAMKHYA) : 

Chandogya Upanisad ? ca. 800-600 B.C.E. 
Kafha Upanisad ? 400-200 
Svetasvatara Upanisad ? 400-200 
Arthasastra Kautilya 300 (core text) 
Moksadharma (MahabhSrata) ? ca. 200 B.C.E.-

200 G.E. 
Bhagavadgita (Mahabharata) ? 200 B.C.E.-

200 C.E. 
Manusmrti (and other ? 200 B.C.E.-

lawbooks) 200 C.E. 
Buddhacarita Asvaghosa ca. 100 C.E. 
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TEXT AUTHOR DATE 

Carakasamhita (Ayurveda) 
Susrutasamhita (Ayur-

veda) 
Purarias {Markaydeya, 

Vdyu, etc.) 

Garaka 
Sus'ruta 

100-200 G.E. 
200-300 C.E. 

300 G.E. and 
after 

(Kapila, Asuri, and 
Pancasikha are 
names frequently 
linked with the 
old Samkhya 
traditions men-
tioned in the 
above texts) 

(PRE-KARIKA-SAMKIIYA) : 

Sastitantra (either a text 
or systematic format 
for discussing Sam-
khya) 

•> 

? 

Sastitantra (possibly a 
revised version or for-
mat of an older tradi-
tion) 

Pancasikha (but 
also attributed to 
Kapila and Varsa-
ganya) 

Paurika 
Pancadhikarana 
Patanjali (other 

than the Patan-
jali of the Yoga 
tradition) 

Varsaganya 
(but also attri-

buted, as noted 
above, to 
Kapila and 
Paficasikha) 

Vindhyavasin 
Madhava (referred 

to as a Samkhya 
heretic by Dig-
naga) 

ca. 100 B.C.E.-
200 G.E. 

ca. 100-300 C.E. 

ca. 300-400 C.E. 
•? 

(but probably later 
than Isvarakrsria ) 

(KARIKA-SAMKHYA and PATANJALA-SAMKHYA) : 

Samkhyakarikd (SK) Is'varakrsna 
* (TogasiUra) (Patafijali) 
Suvarriasaptati (ss) ? 

(translated by 
Paramartha into 

Chinese) 
Samkhyavrtti (sv) ? 

ca. 350-450 C.E. 
(ca. 400-500 C.E.) 
translated into 
Chinese, 557-569C.E. 
composed ca. 500G.E. 

ca. 500-600 

*A few important Yoga texts are included in the resume for comparative pur-
poses. They are not dealt with in detail, however, since another volume in this series 
will be given over to the history of Yoga philosophy. 
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TEXT 

SaT(lkhyasaptativrtti (ssv) 
(OB) 

* (SaT(lkJryapravacana-
(on Yoga-

satra) 
Yuktidipika (YD) 
Jayamangala (J) 

* 
vivara(Za) 

Matharavrtti (M) 

AUTHOR 

Gau<;lapada 
(Vyasa) 

? 
? 

(Sarpkara or 
Sarp.kararya) 

(Sarp.karabhagavat) 

Mathara 

DATE 

ca. 500-600 
ca. 500-600 
(ca. 500-700) (?) 

ca. 600-700 
ca. 700 or later 

(ca. 700 or later) 

ca. 800 or later 

(K.\ruKA-KAUMUDi-SA¥KHYA; SAMAsA-SAl\!KHYA; and SUTRA-SAl\!KHYA): 

SaT(lkhyatattvakaumudi Vacaspati Misra ca. 850 or 975 C.E. 
(STK) 

* (Tattvavaisaradi) (Vacaspati Misra) (ca. 850 or 975 C.E.) 
* (Rajamartaw/a) (Bhojaraja) (ca. 1150) 
Tattvasamasas iUra ? ca. 1300-1400 
Kramadipika ca. 1300-1400 

(on Tattvasamasa) 
SaT(lkhyasiltra ? ca. 1400-1500 
SaT(lkhyas iltravrtti Aniruddha ca. 1400-1500 

ca. 1550-1600 
(on SaT(lkhyasiltra) 

* (Yogavarttika) ) (ca. 1550-1600) 
SaT(lkhyasara ca. 1550-1600 
* (YogasarasaT(lgraha) ) (ca. 1550-1600) 
Tattvayatharthyadipana Bhavagal}.esa ca. 1550-1600 

(on Tattvasamasa) 
Vrttisara Mahadeva ca. 1650-1700 

(on SdT(lkJryasiltra) Vedantin 
Gu(Zatrayaviveka Svayarp.prakasayati ca. 1650-1700 
SaT(lkhyacandrika Narayal}.atirtha ca. 1680-1720 

(on SaT(lkJryakarika as 
read by Gauc;lapada) 

SaT(lkhyasiltravrtti Nagoji Bhatta, or ca. 1700-1750 
(on SaT(lkhyasiltra) NageSa 

SaT(lkhyatattvavibhakara Varp.sidhara ca. 1750 
(on Tattvakaumudi) 

(KARIKA-KAUMUni-SAl\!KHYA; SAMASA-SAl\!KHYA; and SUTRA-SAl\!KHYA continued) 

SaT(lkJryatattvavivecana 
(on Tattvasamasa) 

Sarvopakari(Zitika 
(on Tattvasamasa) 

SaT(lkhyasiltravivara(Za 
(on Tattvasamasa) 

SaT(lkhyatattvapradipa 
SaT(lkJryataruvasanta 

(or 
? 

Kaviraja Yati 
Mudumba Nara-
sirphasvamin 

ca. 1700-1900 

ca. 1700-1900 

ca. 1700-1900 

ca. 1700-1900 
ca. 1700-1900 
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TEXT AUTHOR DATE 

(KARIK A-SAMKHYA ; SAMASA-SAMKHYA; and SUTRA-SAMKHYA continued): 

SamkhyatattvaOilasa. Raghunatha ca. 1800-1900 
(on Tattvasamasa) Tarkavagisa 

Sawkhyatarahga Devatirtha Svamin ca. 1850 
Upodghata Taranatha ca. 1865 

(on TattvakaumudlJ T arkavacaspati 
Tattvasamasabhasya Narendranatha ca. 1871 

Tattvanidhi 
Tattvakaumudwyakhya Bharati Yati ca. 1889 
Amala Pramathanatha *ca. 20th century 

(on Samkhyasiitravrtti) Tarkabhusana (published edi-

Avarapavdripi 
tion, 1900) 

Avarapavdripi Krsnanatha ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) Nyayapancanana (1902) 

Vrtti Hariprasada ca. 20th century 
(on Samkhyasutra,) (1905) 

Vidvattosirii Balarama Udasina ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) (1907) 

Piirriimd Pancanana Tarka- ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) ratna (1919) 

Tattvabodhini Kunjavihari ca. 20th century 
(on SamkhyasutraOrtti) T arkasiddhanta (1919) 

Kiranavali Krsnavallabhacarya ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) (1924) 

SamkhyakdrikabhSsya Krsijavallabhacarya ca. 20th century 
(1933) 

Tattvakaumudilikd Rajesvara Sastri ca. 20th century 
Dravida (1932) 

Guriamayi Ramescandra ca. 20th century 
TarkatIrtha (1935) 

Vivekapradipa Rames'candra ca. 20th century 
(on Sdmkhyasdra) TarkatIrtha 

Saraprabhd Kalipada Tarka- ca. 20th century 
(on Sdmkhyasdra) carya 

Samkhyatattvdloka Hariharananda ca. 20th century 
Aranya (1936) 

Susama Harirama Sukla ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) (1937) 

Sdrabodhini Sivanarayaija ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) Sastrin (1940) 

Samkhyavasanta Naraharinatha ca. 20th century 
(1946) 

Abhinavardjalaksmi Sitarama SastrI ca. 20th century 
(on Tattvakaumudi) (1953) 

Sdmkhyasutrabhdsya Brahmamuni ca. 20th century 
(1955) 

Samkhyatattvapradipikd Kesava ca. 20th century 
(1969) 

*Here and following are works of the twentieth century. Specific dates indicate 
available published editions in libraries and bookstores. 
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TEXT AUTHOR DATE 

TattvamimamsS Krsna Misra ca. 20th century 
(1969) 

ca. 20th century 
(1969) 

ca. 20th century 
(1972) 

ca. 20th century 

Simkhyaparibhasd 

Samkhyasiddhantaparamarsa M.V. Upadhyaya 

Sarrikhyarahasya SrI Rama Pandeya 

The Checklist begins with a sequence of texts that clearly are not 
Samkhya philosophical texts but represent, rather, the probable intel-
lectual environments from which the later Samkhya philosophy arose. 
These may be conveniently designated as Proto-Samkhya environ-
ments. Samkhya philosophy proper begins with what the Checklist 
calls Pre-Karika-Samkhya, including the tradition known as sastitantra, 
older teachers such as Paurika, Pancadhikarana5Varsaganya, Vindhya-
vasin, and so forth. As already suggested, this was undoubtedly an 
exciting and crucial period in the development of Samkhya philosophy. 
Unfortunately, however, the important details of this formative period 
escape us, for no texts remain and the interpreter is forced to recons-
truct what might have occurred from stray references and occasional 
quotations in the later literature. 

A. Karika-Sarrikhya and Patanjala-Samkhya 

What is available and what perforce must represent the beginning 
of the Samkhya textual tradition are two summary compilations, 
namely, Isvarakfsna's Samkhyakarikd and Patanjali's TogasUtra1 truly 
remarkable works by any measure, but nevertheless reflecting the end 
products of a process of intellectual formulation rather than the process 
itself. These are two victors, as it were, in an intellectual war whose 
memories of specific battles have become hazy, reflecting, on one level, 
the arrogance of victory that attracts fellow travellers who in many 
cases were not part of the original conflict (namely, copyists and com-
mentators) and, on another level, the security of peace that inevitably 
allows for endless scholastic recapitulation and a mindless defensive-
ness that can only finally be dislodged by yet another major conflict. 
Both of these summary compilations have many commentaries attached 
to them, but with the exception of the Tuktidipika and the Tattvakau-
mudi on the Samkhyakarika and Vyasa's Bhasya, Samkara's Vivarana, 
and Vacaspati's Tattvavaisaradi on the Togasutra, all of the commenta-
ries are less than satisfactory. To be sure, here and there each commen-
tary offers valuable explanations of basic terms or helpful illustrations 
on a particular issue, but the reader gains an unmistakable sense that 
somehow the commentator neglects to come to grips with the deeper 
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issues or fundamental rationality of the Samkhya system. One possible 
explanation is that the commentators are simply assuming a knowledge 
of the basic system itself and construing their task as one of providing 
notations on this or that point. Another possible explanation, perhaps 
more likely, is that there was a definite break in the tradition at an 
early point and that the commentators are themselves at a loss in under-
standing the deeper issues of the system. In any case, what comes 
through is that there is a basic and normative Samkhya philosophy, 
concisely yet completely set forth in Isvarakrsna's SamkhyakSrika and 
appropriated with a somewhat different inflection in Patanj ali's Yoga-
siitra for the sake of yogic praxis. The former can be called simply the 
tradition of Karika-Samkhya and the latter, Patanjala-Samkhya. 

From a historical point of view we know very little about this early 
textual period extending from the fourth to the eighth century. The 
precise date of Isvarakrsna's Samkhyakdrika is unknown, but the text 
together with a commentary was translated into Chinese by Para-
martha during the last phase of his literary activity, 557-569. Little is 
known about Isvarakrsna beyond the passing reference in the Chinese 
commentary to his being a Brahmin of the Kausika family and the 
reference in the Jayamangala that he was a parivr&jaka. If we assume 
with Frauwallner and others that a normative Samkhya philosophical 
system was known in the time of Dignaga (ca. 480-540) and that the 
views of a certain Samkhya teacher, Madhava, were judged to be 
heretical from the perspective of the normative system, this would 
suggest that a philosophical school of Samkhya must have been in 
existence well before the middle of the fifth century. Moreover, if we 
accept the evidence of the Tuktidipika that Varsaganya and Vindhya-
vasin preceded Isvarakrsna, and if we accept Frauwallner's view 
that Varsaganya worked probably at the beginning of the fourth 
century (ca. 300) or earlier, this would indicate that Isvarakrsna's 
Samkhyakarika may be reasonably placed in the middle of the fourth 
century (ca. 350). It must be admitted, however, that the date for a 
so-called "normative" Samkhya — the term "normative" referring to 
the Samkhya system as reflected in the Samkhyakarika — may be older 
than Isvarakrsna. The Samkhyakarika by its own admission is only a 
summary account of an older tradition or text called sastitantra, and it 
could well be the case that Isvarakrsna in his Samkhyakarika is summariz-
ing an old normative Samkhya system that predates both Varsaganya 
and Vindhyavasin. In other words, simply because Isvarakrsna post-
dates Varsaganya and Vindhyavasin (as suggested in the Tuktidipika), 
it does not at all follow that his account of the Samkhya is later than 
theirs conceptually. To the contrary, according to the Tuktidipika, 
Isvarakrsna appears to have disagreed with some of the views of Varsa-
ganya and Vindhyavasin and may have cast his summary account of 
the Samkhya system using an older model. In any case, it appears 
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likely that Isvarakrsna was familiar with the views of Varsaganya and 
Vindhyavasin and, more than that, was familiar with the various 
debates that were taking place in the first centuries of the Common Era 
with the Buddhist and early Vaisesika thinkers, and it is reasonable to 
assume that he was attempting a final definitive statement of the Sam-
khya position in his Samkhyakarika. Whether other Samkhya teachers 
of the time accepted Isvarakrsna's account or even considered it a 
faithful summary of the whole system is an open question, although 
there can be no doubt that in subsequent centuries the Samkhyakarika 

became the definitive and normative statement of the Samkhya position. 
To place the Karika account of Samkhya in the middle of the fourth 
century, therefore, or to link the normative views of Samkhya with the 
Karika is only to offer a reasonable interpretation of the extant evidence. 
The normative system may, in fact, be much older, and there must 
have surely been fuller accounts of the normative system than that 
found in the Karika. Current evidence, however, relegates such sugges-
tions to the realm of scholarly speculation. 

There are eight available commentaries on the Samkhyakarika from 
this early commentarial period, namely, (1) Suvarnasaptati (Para-
martha's Chinese translation), (2) Samkhyavrtti, (3) Samkhyasaptativrtti, 
(4) Gaudapada's Bhasya, (5) Yuktidipika ,{‚) JayamaAgala, (J) Mdthara-

vrtti, and (8) Vacaspati Misra's Samkhyatattvakaumudi. Reliable dates 
are only available for the first and last texts on the list. As already 
mentioned, Paramartha's Chinese translation of the Suvarnasoptati 

was completed by the middle of the sixth century (557-569). It is 
also known that the famous Vacaspati Misra did his work in the ninth 
or tenth century (either 841 or 976).29 Apartfrom these two approxi-
mations, unfortunately, there is little reliable evidence for dating the 
other commentaries, although there are suggestive hints here and 
there. The Yuktidipika for example, probably precedes Vacaspati 
Misra, for the latter quotes some verses regarding the makeup of the 
sasfitantra, verses that are also quoted in the opening section of the 
Yuktidipika. Moreover, the Yuktidipika quotes both Dignaga (ca., 
480-540) and Bhartrhari (ca., fifth to early sixth century) but does 
not seem to quote directly Dharmakirti (ca., 650), thus making it 
plausible to suggest that it is a work of the beginning of the seventh 
century (ca., 600). Regarding Gaudapada, if one accepts that the 
Gaudapada of the Bhasya on the Karika is the same as the early Vedan-
tin Gaudapada of the Mandukya-Karika, a sixth-century date for the 
Bhasya is not implausible. The problem, however, is that the views in 
the two texts attributed to Gaudapada diverge widely, although it 
must be conceded that Gaudapada may well have avoided expressing 
his own philosophical views when composing his elementary commen-
tary on the Samkhyakarika. There is insufficient evidence, unfortunately, 
to make a clear judgment either way. 
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Regarding the Matharavrtti, it was suggested long ago by Belvalkar 
that it is the original commentary on the Karika and the one on which 
the Chinese commentary (Suvarnasaptati) was based.30 Moreover, 
Belvalkar suggested that the Bhasya is simply a plagiarized version of 
the Matharavrtti. This would make the Matharavrtti the oldest com-
mentary on the Karika. Unfortunately, however, Belvalkar's claims 
have been challenged for a variety of reasons including (a) the Matha-
ravrtti quotes the Bhagavatapuram and the Visnupurana, both of which 
are later texts; (b) the Matharavrtti's discussion of Samkhya episte-
mology in verses 4 through 6 of the Karika presupposes a number of 
distinctions regarding the nature of inference that appear to come from 
later Nyaya technical discussions; and (c) perhaps most telling, in 
almost every instance in which the Matharavrtti has common content 
with other Karika commentaries, the discussion in the Matharavrtti 
is fuller and more systematic.31 These are not by any means conclusive 
arguments, but it is difficult to avoid the judgment that the Mathara-
vrtti is a very late commentary (possibly ninth century or later) and 
represents an explicit attempt to expand and systematize the older 
commentarial tradition. With the question whether there were one 
or two Gaudapadas, so also here the evidence is insufficient to warrant 
an unambiguous conclusion. 

The existence of the commentaries Samkhyavrtti and Sdmkhyasaptati-
vrtti, recently edited by E. A. Solomon (Ahmedabad, Gujarat Univer-
sity, 1973), only exacerbates the problem of dating the various Karika 
commentaries.32 Solomon argues that the Samkhyavrtti is the original 
commentary upon which the Suvarnasaptati, the Sdmkhyasaptativrtti, 
the Bhdsya, and the Matharavrtti are based, and she has based her con-
clusion on a painstaking and valuable comparative analysis of all the 
commentaries on the Karika.33 What Solomon has demonstrated, 
however, is a remarkable common core of content that appears in all 
five works. On the basis of this evidence one can plausibly argue for 
(a) the priority of the Samkhyavrtti, (b) the priority of the Suvarna-
saptati, or (c) some sort of original f/r-commentary upon which all 
five commentaries are based. Given the present state of the evidence, 
it is impossible to choose any one of these alternatives as being better 
than the other two, or, to put the matter somewhat differently, prob-
lems relating to the common content in the various Karika commen-
taries have not yet been satisfactorily solved. 

Finally, regarding the Jayamangald,, it has been argued that it pre-
cedes the Samkhyatattvakaumudi, for Vacaspati Misra refers to an alter-
native explanation of the siddhis in verse 51 of the Karika that is re-
markably similar to the explanation of the Jayamafigala. Moreover, the 
Jayamafigala is possibly somewhat later than the Yuktidipikd,, for the 
Jayamafigald refers to an interpretation of the expression "kdranakdrya-
vibhdgat" in Karika 15 that mirrors a similar view in the Yuktidipikafi 
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It may be noted, furthermore, that the JayamaAgala (in verse 5) ap-
pears to preserve the old Samkhya view of the "sevenfold inference" 
(.saptadhd, sambandha) (which is also found, by the way, in the Samkhya-
vrtti). This is hardly evidence for suggesting an early date, however, 
because the Jayamahgala may well be a late text that preserves some 
older views. Kaviraj has suggested, interestingly, that the author of 
the Jayamangala, a certain Samkara, or Samkararya, may be the same 
as a Hindu author of commentaries (one of which is called Jayamangala.) 
on the Kamandakanitisara and Kamasutra from the fourteenth century.35 

This suggestion is undercut, however, by the benedictory verse of the 
Jayamangala (" . . . lokottaravadinam pranamya munim"), which suggests 
that the author of the Jayamangala was a Buddhist. Clearly, then, the 
date and authorship of the Jayamangala remains something of a mystery 
in Samkhya studies, although its anteriority to the Samkhyatattvakaumudi 
and its posteriority to the Tuktidipika is perhaps not an unreasonable 
suggestion. 

Pulling together these various hints and suggestions, then, it can be 
reasonably asserted that the commentarial tradition on the Karika 
extends from about the beginning of the sixth century, assuming that 
the Suvarnasaptati that Paramartha translated had been known in the 
tradition for some time prior to his work, through the ninth or tenth 
century (the time of Vacaspati Misra's Samkhyatattvakaumudi). The 
Samkhyavrtti, Samkhyasaptativrtti, and Bhasya are probably contempo-
rary or slightly later than the »Suvarnasaptati. The Tuktidipika and 
Jayamangala are most likely products of the seventh century with the 
Jayamangala being slightly later than the Tuktidipika, Finally the 
Matharavrtti appears to be a late expansion of the Suvarnasaptati, 
Samkhyavrtti, Samkhyasaptativrtti, and Bhasya and may have been compos-
ed in the ninth century (or later). 

The situation regarding date and authorship for the early textual 
tradition of Patanjala-Samkhya is even murkier than that for the 
Karika tradition. The TogasUtra is obviously a compilation of older 
s Utra collections, and it is highly unlikely that the extant ordering of the 
sUtras is reliable. We know nothing about Patanjali, and attempts to 
link the Patanjali of the TogasUtras with the grammarian Patanjali of 
the MahSbhasya are generally unconvincing. Keith may well have been 
correct in suggesting that the appearance of the Samkhyakarika may 
have been the occasion for an attempt by the followers of Yoga to 
systematize their own older traditions. The so-called Bhasya of Vyasa 
is also a mystery. The name "Vyasa" is obviously incorrect, and the 
highly condensed and aphoristic Bhasya is hardly an exhaustive com-
mentary in the traditional sense. 

The Togas Ulrabhasyavivarana, attributed to the great Vedantin Sam-
kara, is, if authentic, a most important text on Yoga. Unfortunately, 
its authenticity is not yet established.36 It is only with Vacaspati 
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Misra's TattvavaiMradi in the ninth or tenth century that one reaches a 
historically identifiable text. As already mentioned, the views of 
Patanjala Samkhya appear to be similar to the views of Varsaganya 
and Vindhyavasin, and it may well be the case that the early textual 
tradition of Yoga philosophy represents their particular school of 
Samkhya philosophizing.37 

These early centuries of Samkhya textual tradition saw a series of 
external invasions (the Hunas) and internal rivalries in India that 
had, by the middle of the sixth century, resulted in the disappearance 
of the Gupta political consolidation and ushered in centuries of feudal 
regionalism. This decentralization of political power was accompanied 
by the progressive decline of Buddhist traditions (as described, for 
example, by Hsuan Tsang in the seventh century) and the progressive 
strengthening of Hindu orthodoxy and rigid social stratification (the 
caste system). This trend toward a narrow orthodoxy was, however, 
tempered by popular syncretistic religion (the Tantra, Saktism, and 
so forth) and exuberant bhakti spirituality (beginning in the south by 
the seventh century) that provided some personal relief from the pon-
derous presence that the established order was becoming. We know 
that other systems of Indian philosophy (Nyaya, Mlmamsa, early 
Vedanta, the philosophy of language of Bhartrhari, and so forth) were 
undergoing vigorous development, and one part of that development 
in each case involved polemical encounter with Samkhya philosophy, 
but little remains of the Samkhya response, if indeed there was a Sam-
khya response. 

Although Karika-Samkhya and Patanjala-Samkhya are available 
only through the summary compilations of Isvarakrsna and Patanjali 
(together with the commentaries already mentioned), there is suffi-
cient evidence to indicate that both were systematic philosophical 
systems. They may be summarized as follows: 

KARIKA-SAMKHYA: 

1. Ontology: A dualism of two all-pervasive ultimate principles, 
namely, pure consciousness (puru?a), construed pluralisti-
cally, and one primordial materiality [mulaprakrti). 
(A) Primordial materiality is made up of three constituent 

processes (guna), that is, intelligibility (sattva), activity 
(:rajas), and inertia (tamas). 

(B) Because of the all-pervasive copresence of the two ulti-
mate principles, the three constituent processes of pri-
mordial materiality undergo a continuing transformation 
(parinama) and combination {s am ghat a) for the sake of 
consciousness (purusartha). Viewed analytically, the 
various transformations and combinations of primordial 
materiality are simply parts of a totally functioning 
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whole. Viewed synthetically, primordial materiality 
(with its constituents) is construed as a basic unmanifest 
material cause (karana, avyakta) from which twenty-
three preexistent effects become manifest (vyakta); they 
are (1) intellect; (2) egoity; (3-7) a group of five subtle 
elements, all of which are described as being both crea-
tive {prakrti) and created (vikrti); (8-23) a group of 
sixteen additional emergents, including mind, the five 
sense capacities, the five action capacities, and the five 
gross elements described as being only created (vikrti). 
The five subtle elements, the five sense-capacities, the 
five action capacities and mind emerge from and make 
up the structure of egoity. Egoity emerges from intellect. 
Gross elements emerge from the five subtle elements 
and together constitute the natural body and the pheno-
menal world. 

Epistemology: A critical realism based upon three distinct instru-
ments of knowledge (pramana), that is, perception (drsfa), 
inference [anumana), and reliable verbal testimony [aptavacana). 
(A) Awareness (Jnana) is a fundamental predisposition 

(bhava) characteristic of intellect whereby the intellect 
assumes the form of that which is to be known (termed 
buddhivrtti, or intellectual operations) assisted by the self-
awareness (abhim&na) of egoity, the intentionality (in 
the sense of purposive intellectual activity [samkalpa] ) 
of the mind, and the various mere sensings (alocanamatra) 
by the sense capacities in immediate perception. These 
mere sensings arise from present or immediate intellec-
tual operations, but the intentionality of mind, the self-
awareness of egoity and the basic determinations of 
intellect encompass the operations of past, present, and 
future (including, for example, memory, imagination, 
fantasy, dreaming, and so forth). 

(B) Awareness by means of the three instruments of knowl-
edge issues in reflective discerning (adhyavasaya) by the 
intellect, which is possible because of the presence of 
consciousness, which, though distinct from the intellect, 
is nevertheless an essential catalyst in the process of the 
occurrence of awareness. 

(G) Although inferences are in some sense always related to 
perception, it is nevertheless possible to make valid in-
ferences regarding matters that are imperceptible in 
principle. Such inferences are called sam&nyatodrsta and 
make possible the inference of the two ultimate unmani-
fest principles of purusa and prakrti. The inference of 
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primordial materiality is based upon (1) the presence 
of the three constituents in both the unmanifest and 
manifest transformations of primordial materiality; and 
(2) a corollary observation that the transformations 
and combinations of the constituents, whether constru-
ed analytically or synthetically, must be in a rela-
tion of preexistent identity with an original "material 
cause." The inference of purusa is based upon the need 
for a catalytic consciousness, itself distinct from intellect 
and primordial materiality, but the presence of which 
is essential for the occurrence of the awareness function 
of intellect and the transformations of primordial mate-
riality. The former inference (namely, the inference to 
primordial materiality) provides the realism in Samkhya 
epistemology. The latter inference (namely, the infer-
ence to purusa) provides a critical basis for Samkhya 
epistemology in the absence of which Samkhya would 
be a reductive materialism unable to account for its own 
rationality. 

3. PsychologyJPhysiology. An organic psycho-physiology in which 
the polarity of mind-body or thought-extension is interpreted 
as a polarity between, on the one hand, a detachable "subtle 
body" capable of transmigration and rebirth, and on the other 
hand, a one-time-only "gross body" born of father and mother. 
(A) There is a subtle, material "internal organ" (antahkarana) 

made up of intellect, egoity, and mind. 
(B) The internal organ is within a larger framework of a 

thirteenfold instrument made up of the threefold internal 
organ together with the five sense capacities and the five 
action capacities. 

(C) The thirteenfold instrument together with the five subtle 
elements make up the eighteenfold subtle body {lihga-
sarira), which transmigrates and undergoes a sequence 
of rebirths impelled by the effects of varying predisposi-
tions that reside in the intellect and that represent the 
karmic heritage of the organism. 

(D) The eighteenfold subtle body is reborn sequentially in 
one-time-only "gross bodies" (sthulafarira) produced 
genetically by father and mother. 

(E) Common to the organism as a whole is a sequence of 
five vital breaths (pancavayu), namely, prnna, apana, udana, 
samana, and vyana, which regulate such varied functions 
as respiration, swallowing, speaking, digestion, excre-
tion, sexual activity, circulation of bodily fluids, and 
the general homeostasis of the organism. 
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Phenomenology (meant here only in the sense of the apparent 
everyday world of ordinary experience): A dynamic, projec-
tive phenomenalism based upon a network of fundamental 
predispositions that generate the everyday, phenomenal world 
of ordinary experience (upabhoga) made up of fifty categories 
(padarthas) and referred to as the "intellectual creation" (pratyaya-
sarga). 
(A) Thereareeightfundamentalpredispositions (bhavas), four 

of which are sattvika: meritorious behavior (dharma), 
knowledge (jndna), nonattachment (vaimgya), and power 
(iaisvarya); and four of which are tcimasa, the opposites of 
the above four: adharma, ajnana, avaimgya, and anaisvarya. 
All these eight predispositions reside in intellect. The 
projective force of these fundamental predispositions is 
determined by the activities of the organism in past lives 
and determines in turn the trajectory of the organism in 
present and future lives. 

(B) In any given rebirth the projective force of the funda-
mental predispositions results in a particular constellation 
of categories that provides a sort of grid through which 
an organism experiences its world. The particular constel-
lation of categories for a given organism is made up of 
five kinds of misconception (viparyaya), twenty-eight kinds 
of dysfunction (asakti), nine kinds of contentment (tusti), 
and eight kinds of perfection (siddhi). 

(G) The projective force of the fundamental predispositions, 
together with the subtle body, generates not only the hu-
man realm but also an eightfold divine or cosmic realm 
and a fivefold animal and plant realm. Taken together, 
the projected realms are referred to as the external world 
(bh.autikasa.rga), with sattva predominating in the divine 
realm, rajas in the human realm, and tarnas in the animal 
and plant realm. 

Ethics: A rational renunciation of ordinary experience based 
upon a psychological hedonism that generates an awareness that 
the entire pleasure-pain continuum must finally be overcome. 
(A) The experience of frustration (duhkha) is threefold: inter-

nal or personal (whether mental or physical) (adhyatmika), 
external (whether from other persons, animals, objects 
in the world, and so forth) [adhibhautika), and celestial 
(whether from supernatural beings, astrological pheno-
mena, cosmic forces, and so forth) (adhidaivika). 

(B) Such frustration is inescapable in ordinary experience and 
generates the desire to know (jijnasa) the means for over-
coming it. 
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Frustration is an experience of discomfort and may be 
contrasted with two other typical feelings that occur in 
ordinary experience, that is, satisfaction (sukha) and con-
fusion (moha). Satisfaction is an experience of restful 
tranquillity (Mnta), and confusion is an experience of 
bewilderment or alienation (miidha). Allthree experiences 
occur in the specific (vtiesa) contexts of ordinary life, 
but it is the experience of frustration that arouses the 
faculty of awareness (the intellect) to discriminate the 
reasons for frustration and to pursue the means for over-
coming it. 
Reflection reveals that the satisfaction-frustration-confu-
sion continuum refers to three constituent dimensions 
that permeate the manifest world, namely, reflective 
intelligibility (prakhya, prakasa), externalizing activity 
(pravrtti, cala), and reifying inertia (sthiti, mar ana), or, 
in other words, sattva, rajas, and tamas. 
Further reflection (by means of perception, inference, and 
reliable authority) reveals that the three constituents 
together make up primordial materiality in its manifest 
and unmanifest aspects. 
To overcome frustration, therefore, it is necessary to 
transcend the transformations and combinations of pri-
mordial materiality altogether (including even reflective 
intelligibility or sattva). 
The ethical goal of Samkhya, then, is to discriminate the 
presence of a transcendent consciousness, distinct from 
primordial materiality and its three constituents, and 
thereby to attain a radical isolation (kaivalya) or liberation 
from ordinary human experience. 

PATANJALA-SAMKHYA 

1. Ontology. Basically the same as Karika-Samkhya with three 
important exceptions, namely: 
(A) Intellect, egoity, and mind are brought together into a 

single all-pervasive cognitive faculty called awareness 
(citta). 

(B) The notions of transformation and combination are inter-
preted in terms of momentary manifestations or aspects 
of primordial materiality that exhibit changes in external 
property iiharma), present functioning (Iaksana), and state 
of development (avasthd).38 

(G)  The  ex i s t ence  o f  God  i s  admi t t ed ,  a l t hough  the  Lord  i s  no t  
considered to be an additional principle of the system. 
Rather, He is a particular kind of purusa. 

(D) 

(E) 

(F) 

(G) 
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2. Epistemology: Basically the same as Karika-Samkhya, although 
the process of awareness is called cittavrtti instead of buddhivrtti 
or antahkaranavrtti. 

3. Psychology!Physiology. Basically the same as Karika-Samkhya 
with the important exception that there is no subtle, transmig-
rating body. Because the citta is all-pervasive, a subtle body is 
unnecessary. 

4. Phenomenology. Similar in intent to Karika-Samkhya, but the 
explanatory mode is dramatically different. Whereas Karika-
Samkhya develops its phenomenology using the notion of the 
eight predispositions and the fifty categories (misconceptions, 
incapacities, contentments, and perfections), Patanjala-Samkhya 
develops its phenomenology around the notion of the five cogni-
tive conditions (vrtti) of awareness, namely, knowledge (pramana) 
error (viparyaya), conceptual construction (vikalpa), sleep (nidra), 
a n d  m e m o r y  ( s m r i i ) .  T h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  m a y  b e  a f f l i c t e d  ( k i t s  f a )  
or unafllicted (aklista). The former conditions generate latent 
dispositions (vasana, samskara) and karmic residues (karmaSaya) 
that exacerbate "ignorance" (avidya) and progressively lead to 
further frustration, rebirth, and transmigration. The latter condi-
tions generate latent dispositions that counteract the afflicted 
dispositions, gradually destroy the residues that exacerbate igno-
rance, and progressively lead to the discriminative realization 
(:vivekakhyaii) of the distinction between saltva and purusa. Fin-
ally, all cognitive conditions (both afflicted and unafllicted) 
must be stopped, for Patanjala-Samkhya defines the term "yoga" 
as "the cessation of the cognitive conditions of awareness" (citta-
vrttinirodha). 

5. Ethics: Basically the same ethical goal as Karika-Samkhya, 
although the methodology for attaining the goal is different. 
Whereas Karika-Samkhya appears to recommend a progressive 
sequence of reflective discriminations that naturally or sponta-
neously leads to the desired goal of liberation, Patanjala-Samkhya 
stresses a systematic and rigorous meditative praxis that is a 
prerequisite for reflective discrimination. To some extent the 
difference is only one of perspective, with Karika-Samkhya focus-
ing on the final stages of reflective discrimination and Patanjala-
Samkhya focusing on the requisite preparatory discipline. On 
another level, however, the difference appears to relate to diver-
gent interpretations with respect to the role and function of the 
intellect and the cognitive faculty. Whereas Karika-Samkhya 
focuses primarily on the "intellect" dimension of buddhi Patanjala 
Samkhya focuses primarily on the "will" dimension of citta. In 
Patanjala-Samkhya the yogin practices personal austerities [tapas), 
recitation and study (svadhyaya), and devotion to God (isvaraprani-
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dhana) in order to discipline body and mind (kriy&yoga). The 
yogin also pursues a systematic eightfold program of discipline 
(yogangas) made up of external and internal cleansing (yama 
and niyama), controlled posture (asana), controlled breathing 
(pran&yama), the restraint of capacities (pratyahara), focused 
concentration (dharana), continuous meditation (dhyana), and 
the cultivation of altered states of awareness (samadhi). Patan-
jala-Samkhya provides detailed accounts of the various levels 
of altered states of awareness (including savitarka, savicara, 
sananda, and sasmita), referred to as "altered states of awareness 
that have content or support" (samprajMtasamadhi), and Patan-
jala-Samkhya also provides an account of a final samadhi that 
transcends all content or support (asamprajnatasamadhi). Accord-
ing to Patanjala-Samkhya, the attainment of the advanced levels 
of awareness requires continuous and rigorous effort (abhyasa) 
and the total nonattachment (vair&gya) to ordinary experience. 
Also, devotion to God is strongly recommended, since the object 
of devotion (namely, the transcendent consciousness of the Lord) 
is the perfect model or exemplar of what the yogin is seeking to 
achieve in his own discipline. 

B. Karika-Kaumudi- Samkhya 

By the eighth and ninth centuries a crucial development had occurred 
that paradoxically both salvaged and destroyed the old Samkhya philo-
sophy, namely, the emergence of Advaita Vedanta in the work of Sam-
kara and his successors.39 Vedanta salvaged and destroyed Samkhya 
philosophy in much the same manner as Christian theology in the medi-
eval period both salvaged and destroyed Plato and Aristotle. That is 
to say, while polemically regretting the errors of the older tradition, the 
newly emerging tradition unashamedly stole many of the essential fea-
tures of the conceptual structure of the heretics. Vedanta, stripped of 
its scripture-based monistic brahman-atman, is in many ways a warmed-
over Samkhya ontology and epistemology spooned up with the philo-
sophical methodology of the old negative dialectic of the Madhyamika 
Buddhists. What Samkara could not intellectually tolerate, however, 
was the Samkhya notion of an independent material (pradhana or pra-
krti) apart from consciousness (purusa), and even more difficult to 
accept was the crucial role for inference apart from scriptural authority 
that the Samkhya notion of materiality permitted. Samkhya had never 
denied reliable verbal testimony (aptavacana or sruti) as a legitimate and 
important means of knowing, but Samkhya clearly gave pride of place 
in knowing to independent reasoning, even in the area of samyagdartana 
and adhyatmavidya (that is to say, in the area of ultimate truth and the 
science of liberation). 
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One has the impression in reading Samkara's BrahmasUtrabhasya that 
the author is not especially vexed by the naive realism and the neat, 
logical distinctions of Nyaya, or by the quaint atomism of Vaisesika, 
or by the action-orientation of Mimamsa, or by the harmless devotion 
of the theological bhakti enthusiasts. The genuine enemy is the pradhana-
karanavada (namely, the Samkhya), because Samkhya offers an alter-
native account of the role and function of philosophy on precisely the 
same ground and for precisely the same purpose (liberation) as does 
Vedanta.40 To allow Samkhya to stand is to threaten the entire edifice 
of the received tradition. Moreover, as Samkara himself points out, 
to demolish Samkhya is to demolish by implication the other systems 
of Indian thought that harbor the pretence of the adequacy of inde-
pendent reasoning. 

. . . we have taken special trouble to refute the pradhana doctrine, 
without paying much attention to the atomic and other theories. 
These latter theories, however, must likewise be refuted, as they also 
are opposed to the doctrine of Brahman being the general cause. . . . 
Hence the Sutrakara formally extends, in the above Sutra, the refu-
tation already accomplished of the pradhana doctrine to all similar 
doctrines which need not be demolished in detail after their protago-
nist, the pradhana doctrine, has been so completely disposed of.41 

Apart from this crucial disagreement, however, Vedanta adopts many 
of the Samkhya conceptualizations (with, of course, numerous varia-
tions in nuance): the theory of causation (which becomes vivartavada 
with the collapse of the Samkhya dualism), the notion of the three gunas, 
the importance of the science of liberation and nondiscrimination 
(aviveka), the notion of a subtle body, technical terms such as "buddhi," 

"ahamkara," "manas," and so forth. 
This tendency of Vedanta to absorb the conceptual structure of 

Samkhya had the double effect of, on one level, decisively destroying 
the old Samkhya dualism (through the refutation of the Samkhya 
notion of primordial materiality on the basis of independent reasoning), 
but, on another level, of reviving and refurbishing many of the old 
Samkhya notions. This latter effect helps to explain why an important 
thinker such as Vacaspati Misra, composed a major commentary on 
the Samkhyakarika (the SamkhyatattOakaumudi) in the ninth or tenth 
century. Vacaspati, of course, composed a variety of commentaries on 
many of the older schools of Indian philosophy (including Nyaya, 
Mimamsa, Yoga, and Vedanta), but his work on Samkhya is especially 
significant in the sense that it triggered a subsequent commentarial 
Samkhya tradition that reaches down to the present day and that pro-
bably would otherwise not have existed. In other words, whereas his 
work on Nyaya, Mimamsa, and Vedanta represents an important con-
tribution to each of these systems, his work on Samkhya actually inau-
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gurated an independent tradition. As the Checklist clearly shows, many 
of the Samkhya texts after the tenth century are based on Vacaspati's 
reading of the Samkhyakarika. This is true everywhere in India in recent 
centuries but especially so in Bengal, where many pandits refuse to 
take the Samkhyasutra or Vijnanabhiksu's work as serious Samkhya texts. 
Vamsidhara's Tattvavibhakara, Kaviraja Yati's Tattvafiradipa, Sri 
Bharati Yati's Tattvakaumudivyakhya, Nyayapancanana's Avaranavarini1 

Balarama Udasina's Vidvattosini, Pancanana Tarkaratna's Pvxnimd., 
Krsnavallabhacarya's Kiranavali, Ramescandra Tarkatirtha's Gunamayi, 
Harirama Sukla's Susama, Sivanarayana Sastri's Sarabodhini, and Sita-
rama Sastri's Abhinavarajalaksmi, works ranging from the 17th to the 
20th centuries, are all important later texts that interpret the Samkhya 
system through Vacaspati Misra's Tattvakaumudi. 

What must be noted, however, is that Vacaspati's reading of Samkhya 
is more than a little influenced by the emerging Advaita Vedanta and 
its characteristic network of intellectual issues, and in this sense it should 
be distinguished from Pre-Karika-Samkhya, Karika-Samkhya and 
Patanjala-Samkhya. For convenience it can be designated simply as 
Karika-Kaumudi-Samkhya, that is to say, the Samkhyakarika as read 
through Vacaspati's Tattvakaumudi. 

Some of the characteristic emphases in Vacaspati Misra's inter-
pretation may be outlined as follows (using the same format that was 
used earlier in the outlines of Karika-Samkhya and Patanjala-Sam-
khya) : 

KARIKA-KAUMUDI-SAMKHYA: 
1. Ontology: Whereas Vacaspati closely follows Karika-Samkhya, he 

is much more concerned with discussing the problem of the rela-
tion between intellect (as a manifestation of primordial materia-
lity) and consciousness. According to Vacaspati, a theory of 
reflection (pratibimba) is required in order to explain how intel-
lect is able to have experience. Consciousness becomes reflected 
in the intellect, thus making it appear as if the intellect were 
conscious. Experience actually occurs only in intellect, but it 
appears as if consciousness experiences, because its image (chaya) 
has become reflected in the intellect (see summary of Tattva-
kaumudi under Karikas 5 and 37). Such a theory of reflection is 
only hinted at in the Karika itself (and the other early commen-
taries), and it is undoubtedly the Vedanta preoccupation with 
the problem of consciousness and its reflection that explains 
Vacaspati's concern about the issue. 

2. Epistemology: Again, Vacaspati closely follows Karika-Samkhya, 
but there are at least two important extensions beyond what is 
found in the Karika itself (and the other early commentaries). 
First, regarding the problem of inference, Vacaspati discusses 
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the threefold inference in terms of positive {vita) and exclusion-
ary (avita) types, placing both pUrvavat and samanyatodrsta 
under vita, and Sesavat under avita. Vacaspati's discussion shows 
a familiarity with logical problems and technical logical issues 
that arose considerably later than the time of the Kdrika itself, 
problems and issues that were especially prominent in Nyaya 
philosophy and were becoming prominent as well in the various 
traditions of Vedanta philosophy after Samkara. Second, re-
garding the problem of perception, Vacaspati argues that the 
sense capacities are only capable of mere sensing (alocanamatra), 
for they apprehend sense objects without any mental order-
ing or verbal characterization (nirvikalpa), whereas the mind 
performs the task of ordering and verbalizing (savikalpa) the 
impressions of the senses. Such a distinction had perhaps been 
hinted at in the earlier texts, but it was Vacaspati who spelled 
out this important distinction. 

3. Psychology I Physiology: Vacaspati accepts the basic psychology/ 
physiology of the Karika and indicates specifically that the subtle 
body is made up of the five subtle elements, which accompany 
the thirteenfold instrument in the cycle of transmigration. 

4. Phenomenology. Vacaspati provides no new explanations of the 
predispositions or the intellectual creation, although he indicates 
that the five misconceptions, (tamas, moha, rnahamoha, tamisra, 
and andhatamisra) of the intellectual creation are equivalent to 
the five afflictions (kleSas) (avidya, asmita, raga, dvesa, and abhi-
nives'a) of Patanjala-Samkhya. 

5. Ethics: Again, Vacaspati closely follows the presentation of 
Karika-Samkhya, but throughout he appears to be casting Sam-
khya notions into a Vedanta idiom. Vacaspati begins his com-
mentary with a clear allusion to the Svetasvatara Upanisad, indi-
cating thereby that the Samkhya concern for overcoming frustra-
tion has a firm Upanisadic base. Moreover, in his interpreta-
tion of the Samkhya rejection of Vedic means for the allevia-
tion of frustration (under Karika 2), Vacaspati is quick to point 
out that only the ritual portion of the Veda is intended, and in 
his discussion of the perfections (under Karika 51) he correlates 
Samkhya meditational techniques with the Vedanta triad hear-
ing (Sravana), considering (manana), and meditating (nididhya-
sana). 

G. Samasa-Samkhya 

Yet another independent tradition of Samkhya philosophy is that 
found in a cryptic little text entitled SamkhyatattvasamSsa.42 Because it 
is not mentioned in Madhava's SarvadarSanasamgraha (from the four-
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teenth century) and because none of its commentaries appears to be 
much earlier than the medieval period, it is usually assigned a late date 
(that is to say, some time after the fourteenth century). Max Muller, 
however, suspected that it may well be much earlier, and more recently 
Frauwallner has described the Samkhya of Varsaganya as having close 
parallels with the Tattvasamasa. Some of the notions of the Tattvasamasa 
(for example, the five sources of action and the presentation of mate-
riality in terms of eight generative principles) are either not mentioned 
in the Samkhyakarika or are explained in a different manner, whereas 
the presentation of Samkhya as found in the Yufctidipika, an authenti-
cally older Samkhya text, does mirror to some extent the Tattvasamasa.43 

Possibly, then, the Tattvasamasa may represent an older formulation. 
In any case, the Tattvasamasa does have a modern (largely Vedantin) 
commentarial tradition reaching from the fourteenth or fifteenth cen-
tury down to the present day, including such texts as the Kramadipika 
(possibly of the fourteenth century or even earlier), the Tattvayatharth-
yadipana of Bhavaganesa (sixteenth century), the Sarvopakarinitika 
(eighteenth or nineteenth century), the Samkhyasutravivarana (eight-
eenth or nineteenth century), the Sdmkhyatattvavivecana (eighteenth 
or nineteenth century), and the SamkhyatattOavildsa (nineteenth 
century). 

According to Max Muller, the Tattvasamasa has been especially popu-
lar among the pan ditas of Varanasi and presents Samkhya philosophy 
in a manner notably different from the traditions of Karika-Samkhya, 
Patanjala-Samkhya, and Karika-KaumudI-Samkhya. The important 
differences may be outlined as follows: 

SAMASA-SAMKHYA: 

1. Ontology. There is a distinct difference in emphasis. Whereas 
the Karika begins by calling attention to the three kinds of frus-
tration and then moves on to discuss the instruments of knowl-
edge and the various inferences for establishing primordial 
materiality and consciousness, the sutras of the Tattvasamasa begin 
with the ontology and cosmology of Samkhya (sutras 1-6). Ins-
tead of discussing primordial materiality and its seven basic 
emergents (intellect, etc.), which are described in the Karika 
as being both creative (prakrti) and created (vikrti), the Tattva-
samasa refers to "eight prakrtis" (siitra 1), "sixteen emergents" 
(.sutra 2), and "consciousness" (purusa) (sutra 3). The presen-
tation of the Tattvasamasa calls to mind older nonphilosophical 
or popular accounts of Samkhya such as those found in the Maha-
bharata (the Gita and the Moksadharma) and the Puranas. More-
over, in sutras 5 and 6 reference is made to the creation or emer-
gence of the manifest world (sancara) and its periodic dissolution 
(pratisancara), again calling to mind older, cosmological account 
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of Samkhya common to popular texts such as the Puranas and 
the Manavadharmasastra. 
Epistemology: Except for one brief reference [siitra 23) to the 
three instruments of knowledge, epistemological notions are not 
enumerated in the Tattvasamasa. This may simply mean, of 
course, that the compiler of the sutras is presupposing the fully 
developed Samkhya epistemology, but it may also mean that 
the Tattvasamasa form of Samkhya represents an older, cosmo-
logical form of Samkhya that did not concern itself with episte-
mological issues. 
Psychology !Physiology: The Tattvasamasa mentions none of the 
characteristic psychological notions of Karika-Samkhya apart 
from a reference to the five "breaths" [vayus or prams'). Instead, 
it introduces a set of distinctively new notions that are not men-
tioned at all in the Karika account of Samkhya, namely, the 
"five functions of the buddhi" (ab'nibuddhi, i.e., vyavasaya, abhimana, 
iccha, kartavyata, and kriya), the "five sources of action" ('karma-
yoni, i.e., dhrti, sraddha, sukha, vividisa, and avividisa), and the "five 
essences of action" (karmatman, i.e., vaikarika, taijasa, bhutadi, 
sanumana, and niranumana). 
Phenomenology. The Tallvasamasa refers to the "five miscon-
ceptions" (avidya), the "twenty-eight dysfunctions" (aSakti), 
the "nine contentments" ('tusti), and the "eight perfections" 
[siddhi)together with the "ten principal topics" (dasamulikar-
thas), thus making a total of sixty topics, which evidently repre-
sent the enumerated components of the Samkhyasastitantra ("the 
system of sixty topics"). The Tattvasamasa then introduces the 
expression "anugrahasarga" (sutra 19), which means something 
like "the supporting creation" and is probably synonomous with 
the more common expression "pratyayasarga" (or "intellectual 
creation"). Interestingly, the expression "anugrahasarga" is found 
in a number of Puranic texts, again suggesting that the Tattva-
samasa may represent an old cosmological form of Samkhya. 
Ethics: Unlike Karika-Samkhya, which apparently refers only 
to one kind of bondage and one kind of release, the Tattvasamasa 
refers to a "threefold bondage" (trividho bandah) and a "three-
fold liberation" (trividho moksah). Presumably these tripartite 
notions relate to the "threefold instrument of knowledge" (sutra 
23) and the "threefold frustration" (sutra 24), but the commen-
taries on the Taltvasamasa do not elucidate any correlation. This 
may be because the notions are archaic formulations that the 
later commentators failed to understand, or it may possibly be 
because these enumerations are heuristic learning devices that 
have no particular conceptual significance for the system as a 
whole. The former explanation is probably correct, since there 



H I S T O R Y  A N D  L I T E R A T U R E  O F  S A M K H Y A  35 

are references in some of the commentaries on the Karika, in 
some Puranas, and in other older literature to a "threefold bon-
dage" and a "threefold liberation," suggesting that these were 
older formulations that were simplified or eliminated in later 
accounts of the system. 

D. Sutra-Samkhya 

Finally, there is one additional independent tradition of philosophical 
Samkhya, that of the Samkhyasutra and its attendant commentaries. 
As is the case with the Tattvasamas a, possibly many or at least some of 
the sutras may be very early, perhaps reaching back to the formative 
period. Unfortunately, however, there is no old commentarial tradi-
tion that would enable us to sort out the earlier from the later sutras. 
We have only a series of modern commentaries and subcommentaries 
composed mainly by various Vedantins, the chief among whom is 
Vijnanabhiksu. Commentaries on the Samkhyasutra include the 
following: the SamkhyasUtravrlti of Aniruddha (fifteenth century), the 
Samkhyapravacanabhasya of Vijnanabhiksu (sixteenth century), the 
Vrttisara of Mahadeva Vedantin (seventeenth century), the Samkhya-
siitravrlti of Nagoji Bhatta or Nagesa (eighteenth century), the Amala 
of Pramathanatha Tarkabhusana (early twentieth century), the Vrtti 
of Hariprasada (twentieth century), the Tattvabodhini of Kunjavihari 
Tarkasiddhanta (twentieth century), and the Samkhyasutrabhasya of 
Brahmamuni (twentieth century). 

In this tradition the process of what might be called the Vedantini-
zation of Samkhya is carried much further than it had been by Vacas-
pati. Vijnanabhiksu construes Samkhya in terms of a grand metaphy-
sical cosmology on analogy with Vedanta, with a highest self (paramat-
man), a creative God (isvara), and gradations of reality in terms of 
the old Samkhya basic principles. Moreover, he documents his inter-
pretation of Samkhya with extensive quotations from the theistic por-
tion of the Moksadharma, the Gita and the Puranas (that is to say, largely 
from Proto-Samkhya references). FIe freely offers his own views on a 
variety of Samkhya notions (for example, the three gunas, the relation 
between purusa and prakrti, and so forth), and he argues at length that 
the atheistic orientation of philosophical Samkhya can really be read 
in terms of Vedanta theism. Samkhya becomes, in other words, a 
variation on a theme of Vijnanabhiksu's own Vedanta, and he deals 
with all of the older schools of Indian philosophy (Nyaya, Vaisesika, 
and Mimamsa) in much the same manner. The differences between 
the older schools of Indian philosophy are transcended in the direction 
of a grand Vedanta synthesis, and Samkhya is assigned its rung (but 
interestingly, a very high rung) on a ladder of Indian philosophical 
truth, the highest rung of which is the Vedanta philosophy.44 Some of 
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the more distinctive features of this late form of Samkhya may be out-
lined as follows: 

SUTRA-SAMKHY A : 

1. Ontology: 
(A) As was noted earlier in the discussion of Karika-Kaumudi-

Samkhya, so also for the SQtra-Samkhya of Vijnanabhiksu 
(and the other commentators on the Samkhyasutra), the 
problem of the relation between intellect (as a manifesta-
tion of primordial materiality) and pure consciousness is 
a dominant theme in ontological discussions. Vijnana-
bhiksu argues, however, that Vacaspati's theory of reflec-
tion is not a sufficient explanation of the problem. Vacas-
pati had argued that pure consciousness and intellect are 
not in contact and that pure consciousness becomes reflec-
ted in the intellect, thus making the latter appear as if it 
were conscious. According to Vijnanabhiksu, this expla-
nation deprives pure consciousness of experience and does 
not adequately elucidate the subtlety of the Samkhya 
dualism. Instead of Vacaspati's simple theory of reflec-
tion, therefore, Vijnanabhiksu introduces his own theory 
of "mutual reflection" (anyonyapratibimba, mainly in his 
discussion under sUlra 1.99 but passim as well), in which 
pure consciousness becomes reflected in intellect (whereby 
the buddhi becomes "intelligized," as it were) but in which 
buddhi's transactions (including satisfaction, frustration, 
confusion, awareness, etc.) in turn become reflected back 
in pure consciousness as limiting adjuncts (upadhi)— 
thus making it possible for pure consciousness to "have" 
experience (albeit a mistaken or distorted experience). 
There is, therefore, a mutual contact (through this double 
reflection) between pure consciousness and intellect, but 
such contact does not in any way involve any change or 
activity in pure consciousness. 

(B) In addition, in Sutra-Samkhya the problem of the plura-
lity of pure consciousness is taken further. Karika-
Samkhya and Karika-Kaumudi-Samkhya had simply 
asserted the classical Samkhya notion of plurality. The 
Vedanta discussions of one ultimate Self, however, in the 
later centuries had obviously posed a challenge to the old 
Samkhya view. In Siitra-Samkhya the problem is hand-
led by arguing (primarily under 1.154 but passim as well) 
that Vedic references to nonduality (advaita) imply only 
a simple, generic essence (jati) of self hood and need not 
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be taken to mean that there is only one undivided Self. 
In other words, there is a plurality of selves, but they all 
have one, simple, generic essence. Uncovering or discri-
minating the limiting adjuncts that distort this simple, 
generic essence of selfhood is the goal both of Samkhya 
philosophy and the Vedic scripture. 

(G) Also, in the Sutra-Samkhya of Vijnanabhiksu, there is an 
inclination to make room for the notion of a God (Uvara). 
Although the sulras themselves (see 1.92-99 and V. 1-12) 
appear to be clearly non-theistic, Vijnanabhiksu goes to 
great length to show that God is not really a problem for 
Samkhya. The apparently nontheistic arguments only 
show that the notion of God is not really essential for estab-
lishing the rationality of Samkhya. This does not at 
all mean, according to Vijnanabhiksu, that God need be 
denied, and Vijnanabhiksu proceeds to quote extensively 
from pre-Karika epic and Puranic passages to document 
that God has a useful role to play in the Samkhya tradi-
tion. 

(D) Perhaps the most significant innovation of Vijnanabhi-
ksu's Sutra-Samkhya, however, is his interpretation of the 
gunas. Unlike the earlier Samkhya traditions, which des-
cribe the gunas as constituent processes and affective states, 
Vijnanabhiksu interprets the gunas as subtle substances 
(dravyas) that are originally in a condition of homogene-
ous equilibrium {samyavastha) and then combine in various 
heterogeneous collocations of manifest principles (tattva) 
when the equilibrium is disrupted by the presence of pure 
consciousness (see 1.61, VI.39 and passim). In other 
words, Vijnanabhiksu develops an elaborate metaphysical 
ontology/cosmology of periodic manifestation and dis-
solution, more reminiscent of epic and Puranic cosmologies 
than of the older Samkhya traditions as found in Karika-
Samkhya, Pataiijala-Samkhya or Karika-Kaumudi-
Samkhya. Whereas the older Samkhya traditions had 
focused largely on epistemology, psychology/physiology, 
and ethics, the Sutra-Samkhya of Vijnanabhiksu focuses 
on a metaphysical cosmology centering on the interaction 
of gunas as substances. One may well argue (as, for exam-
ple, S. Dasgupta argues) that Vijnanabhiksu's meta-
physical guna substances were implicit even in the earlier 
traditions, but there is little or no support for such an 
argument in the earlier Samkhya texts themselves. The 
only support for such an argument is to be found in pre-
philosophical epic and Puranic passages, which is pro-
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bably the primary reason why Vijnanabhiksu quotes so 
extensively from the old cosmological literature. 

(E) One further innovation of Vijnanabhiksu's Sutra-Sam-
khya relates to the threefold structure of egoity {vaikrta, 
taijasa, and bhutadi, from Samkhyakarika 25). Older inter-
pretations had suggested that vaikrta is sattva and encom-
passes the elevenfold cognitive apparatus (the five sense 
capacities, the five action capacities, and mind); bhUtadi 
is tamas and encompasses the five subtle elements; and 
taijasa is rajas, which pertains both to vaikrta and bhutadi 
(thereby assisting both in cognition and material deve-
lopment). AccordingtoVijnanabhiksu (see under 11.18), 
however, this is not correct. Rather, vaikrta as sattva per-
tains only to manas or mind; taijasa as rajas pertains to the 
five sense capacities and the five action capacities; and 
bhutadi as tamas pertains to the five subtle elements. The 
reference in the Karika verse to taijasa or rajas pertaining 
to "both" means simply that the sense capacities and ac-
tion capacities mediate between sattva (mind) and tamas 
(matter). Vijnanabhiksu quotes some verses from the 
Bhagavata Purana in support of his view, but it should be 
noted that this interpretation is not to be found in any of 
the older, extant Samkhya philosophical traditions. 

Epistemology: 
(A) The only innovative epistemological argument of impor-

tance in Vijnanabhiksu's Sutra-Sarnkhya relates to the 
role and function of the sense capacities in perception. 
Karika-Samkhya and Patanjala-Samkhya refer respec-
tively to buddhivrtti and cittavrtti but do not spell out 
the specific functions in the cognitive process. Vacaspati 
Misra carried the discussion further by attributing bare 
awareness without mental elaboration (nirvikalpa) to the 
sense capacities and mental elaboration (savikalpa) to 
mind. Vijnanabhiksu disagrees with Vacaspati (under 
11.32), arguing that the sense capacities are capable of 
both nirvikalpa and savikalpa perception. Mind only plays 
a role of focusing attention (samkalpa) and initiating con-
ceptual constructions (vikalpa). Perception, then, accord-
ing to Vijnanabhiksu, is primarily a result of the inter-
action of intellect/ will and the sense capacities. Mind, as 
a result, plays a very minor role in Sutra-Samkhya. 

(B) Althoughthereare few other epistemological innovations 
by Vijnanabhiksu, it should be noted that there are 
elaborate polemical discussions against other schools of 
Indian philosophy. There is much of interest in these 
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discussions, but it is difficult to know if the Samkhya views 
expressed are those of the earlier tradition or simply possi-
ble interpretations that Vijnanabhiksu himself favored. 
One has the strong sense that the latter is the case rather 
than the former. At V.51ff., for example, there are elabo-
rate discussions of the validity of knowledge, sphota theory, 
and the theory of error. According to Vijnanabhiksu, 
Samkhya philosophy accepts (V.51) the theory that 
knowledge is intrinsically valid (svatah pramanya), rejects 
the theory of sphota (V. 57), and accepts a theory of error 
known as sadasatkhyati (V. 56) (wherein the basic tattvas 
are existent, or sat, but certain relations superimposed on 
the tattvas are nonexistent, or asat). All of these views are 
reasonable implications regarding the Samkhya philo-
sophical position, and Vacaspati Misra in earlier times 
had strongly suggested the intrinsic validity argument. 
Overall, however, one has the sense that these discussions 
reflect a later philosophical period long after Samkhya 
had attained its normative formulation. 

3. Psychology I Physiology: Sutra-Samkhya extends the old Samkhya 
psychology/physiology in a cosmological direction. Intellect/ 
will becomes a cosmic entity (hiranyagarbha, Brahma, and so forth), 
and the various cognitive principles (sense organs, and so forth) 
are linked up with various deities on analogy with the old epic 
and Puranic cosmologies. 

4. Phenomenology: Sutra-Samkhya conflates the old Karika-Sam-
khya and Patanjala-Samkhya. Whereas Karika-Sarnkhya des-
cribes ordinary experience in terms of the eight predispositions 
and fifty categories (misconceptions, dysfunctions content-
ments and perfections) and Patanjala-Samkhya describes ordi-
nary experience in terms of cittavrttis, samskaras, and vasanas, 
Vijnanabhiksu's Sutra-Samkhya uses both explanatory approa-
ches and does not distinguish one from the other. Moreover, the 
Siitra-Samkhya of Vijnanabhiksu presents the various explana-
tions in an apparently haphazard manner, which has led most 
interpreters to conclude that the sutras either are not in proper 
order or represent a compilation of a variety of old Samkhya 
traditions. 

5. Ethics: The ethical thrust of Vijnanabhiksu's Sutra-Samkhya is 
akin to the other Samkhya traditions already outlined, although 
Vijnanabhiksu's tendency to emphasize Samkhya as a meta-
physical cosmology and his predilection for quoting older, non-
philosophical theistic passages from the epics and Puranas gives 
a characteristic flavor or tone to his presentation that is clearly 
different from the older Samkhya philosophical texts. More-
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over, Vijnanabhiksu's synthetic perspective in which Samkhya 
and Yoga (along with the other orthodox schools) represent a 
preparatio evangelium for Vedanta strikes a distinctively different 
posture from the older Samkhya literature. 

Samkara's encounter with Samkhya had been intense and polemical, 
even bitter. Vacaspati's had been more dispassionate and descriptive, 
an obvious effort to lay out those dimensions of Samkhya philosophy 
that could be appropriated with respect to the set of philosophical 
issues that had become pressing in his time. Vijnanabhiksu's encounter 
with Samkhya was generous and clearly synthetic, symptomatic pro-
bably of Vedanta philosophy's having emerged as the most favored 
variety of systematic reflection. There were, of course, numerous varie-
ties of Vedanta, just as there were numerous varieties of theology 
among Christian groups in medieval Europe, but intellectual athletics 
had largely become intramural. The task now was to place the various 
older traditions in an appropriate hierarchical network that reflected 
the new intellectual environment. Vijnanabhiksu was an expert in this 
task, and much of the tone and flavor of Indian philosophy in modern 
times is traceable to the kind of intellectual synthesizing that Vijnana-
bhiksu represents. It is apparent in most of the Sanskrit philosophical 
texts of the modern period, and it is noticeable even in the Western-
style scholarly treatments of Indian philosophy of Dasgupta, Radha-
krishnan, Simha, and others. It has had a profound impact not only 
on the way Indian intellectuals think of their tradition but also on the 
entire tradition of the European scholarly treatment of Indian thought. 
The Vedanta bias is almost everywhere in modern Indian thought. 
There is no use in regretting this, however (except perhaps for the 
occasional old soul who wonders what Samkhya was before the Vedan-
tins got their hands on it), because, for better or worse, India has allow-
ed Samkhya to subsist as an appendage to its modern Vedanta bias 
in much the same way as Christian thought has been characterized 
as a "Platonism for the masses" (Nietzsche) for generations of Euro-
pean and American believers. 

To summarize this overview, then, it is useful to distinguish the 
following types of Samkhya in India's intellectual heritage: 

(1) Proto-Sainkhya: 800 B.C.E.—100 C.E. 
(2) Pre-Karika Samkhya: 100-500 C.E. 
(3) Karika-Samkhya: 350-850 C.E. 
(4) Patanjala-Samkhya: 400-850 C.E. 
(5) Karika-KaumudI-Samkhya: 850 (or 975)-present 
(6) Samasa-Samkhya: 1300-present 
(7) Sutra-Samkhya: 1400-present 
The original philosophical formulation occurs with the emergence 

of Pre-Karika Samkhya, and the normative formulations in summary 
form appear in Karika-Samkhya and Patanjala-Samkhya. Somewhere 
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in these ancient traditions there appears to have been a clear break 
with the original genius and vitality of the system, and the later tradi-
tions of Karika-Kaumudi-Samkhya, Samasa-Samkhya, and Sutra-
Samkhya present the system through a Vedanta prism, a prism, to be 
sure, that frequently irritates the Samkhya interpreter, but neverthe-
less a prism without which one of the truly remarkable traditions of 
ancient philosophizing would possibly have vanished from India's 
intellectual heritage and from the general history of cross-cultural 
philosophy. 





THE PHILOSOPHY OF SAMKHYA 

Preliminary Remarks 

Although the main outlines of the history and literature of Samkhya 
are reasonably clear, the same cannot be said about the details of the 
system qua philosophical system. As was mentioned in the last chapter, 
there appears to have been a break in the Samkhya textual tradition 
at an early date. Beginning with I svarakrsna's Samkhyakarika and there-
after, there are only summaries and digests of the system, and many 
of the commentators are almost as much at a loss to explain the full 
system as is a modern interpreter. This is unfortunate, for in many 
ways the evidence suggests that Samkhya philosophy stands at the 
fountainhead of systematic Indian reflection, somewhat on analogy 
with Pythagoreanism and other pre-Socratic systems in ancient Greece. 
As is well known, the influence of Samkhya is ubiquitous in South 
Asian cultural life, not only in philosophy but in medicine, law, state-
craft, mythology, cosmology, theology, and devotional literature. 
Samkhya was evidently a direct descendent of older and unsystematic 
Upanisadic speculation, a precursor of much of India's scientific lite-
rature and an older sibling of the first philosophical efforts in South 
Asia (including Jain, Buddhist, Vaisesika, Mimamsa, and Yoga tradi-
tions ). 

To be sure, certain characteristic philosophical notions are conti-
nually attributed to Samkhya in the history of Indian philosophy— 
for example, the dualism of consciousness and materiality (purusa and 
prakrti), the guna theory, the theory that the effect preexists in the cause 
in a potential state (satkaryavada), the plurality of puruxas, and so forth— 
but there is a notable absence of the larger conceptual and specula-
tive framework from which these characteristic Samkhya notions are 
derived, and more than that, an absence of any firm sense that these 
so-called characteristic notions were, in fact, central within the Sam-
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khya tradition itself. Regarding this latter point, one has the impression 
that many of the characteristic notions of Samkhya were central 
largely to the later issues in Indian philosophy and were probably much 
less prominent within the original Samkhya speculative environ-
ment. In other words, later commentators were interrogating 
Samkhya philosophy from the perspective of their own philosophical 
agendas—for example, Nyaya argumentation, Buddhist logic, Vedanta 
metaphysics, and so forth—and were simply uninterested in, or un-
aware of, Samkhya's own speculative agenda. K. G. Bhattacharya has 
expressed the matter well: 

Much of Samkhya literature appears to have been lost, and there 
seems to be no continuity of tradition from ancient times up to the 
age of the commentators. In such systematic works as we have, one 
seems to have a hazy view of a grand system of speculative meta-
physics.... The interpretation of all ancient systems requires a 
constructive effort; but while in the case of some systems where we 
have a large volume of literature and a continuity of tradition, the 
construction is mainly of the nature of translation of ideas in to 
modern concepts, here in Samkhya the construction at many places 
involves supplying of missing links from one's imagination. It is 
risky work, but unless one does it one cannot be said to understand 
Samkhya as a philosophy. It is a task that one is obliged to under-
take. It is a fascinating task because Samkhya is a bold, construc-
tive philosophy.1 

The Samkhya system qua system, then, is an interesting lacuna in our 
understanding of ancient India's first systematic philosophizing, an 
intriguing intellectual puzzle that requires a "constructive effort" 
(to use K. C. Bhattacharya's idiom) in order to piece it together, but 
a puzzle that if even partly unscrambled could provide many valuable 
perspectives for the cultural historian, the historian of philosophy, and 
the pure philosopher. For the cultural historian, a fuller grasp of 
Samkhya could possibly provide improved interpretive perspectives 
for understanding the complex symbol systems that underlie so much 
of Indian religion, art, law, mythology, and medical theorizing. 
For the historian of Indian philosophy, a fuller grasp of the Samkhya 
system could possibly provide a sharper awareness of the network of 
archaic notions and values that launched many of the first systematic 
reflections in Indian philosophy. For the pure philosopher, a fuller 
grasp of the Samkhya system could possibly provide a better grasp 
of that set of primordial intuitions by means of which South Asians 
first addressed questions about being, nonbeing, change, causation, 
and so forth, in a systematic way—a SouthAsian surrogate, as it were, 
for a context of primordial philosophizing that thinkers such as Heideg-
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ger have pursued among the pre-Socratic traditions of the Western 
philosophical tradition. 

In any case, the task of discussing Samkhya as a philosophical system 
involves a good deal more than historical research, philological investi-
gation, and comparison and contrast with the agenda items of classical 
Indian philosophy, though, of course, such conventional approaches 
are a prerequisite for reaching the threshold of the system. Historical re-
search provides some helpful bits and pieces of the puzzle, glimpses, and 
hints of how the Samkhya methodology of enumeration slowly emerged 
into a conceptual system, even though the final system qua system 
is nowhere fully exposed in an extant text in other than a summary 
fashion. Philological work takes one a bit further, helping to determine 
the relevant set of technical terms and providing some sense of which 
lists and enumerations are more important than others. The Samkhya 
texts, however, are largely laconic lists, and the later commentators 
are remarkably unhelpful in explaining the relevance or meaning of 
the various lists (and, in this sense, notably unlike the later commen-
tators on the other systems of classical Indian philosophy). Further 
progress can be made by examining the manner in which Samkhya 
is criticized in laterphilosophical traditions—for example, byDignaga, 
Jinendrabuddhi, Mallavadin, Simhasuri, Samkara, Ramanuja, and 
so forth — but as was mentioned earlier this later agenda of Indian 
philosophy has moved considerably beyond the older Samkhya specu-
lative environment. Moreover, there remains not a single Samkhya 
rejoinder to these ripostes by Samkhya's opponents — with the possible 
exception of the Yuktidipika, which is clearly a Samkhya polemic 
vis-a-vis Buddhist and Naiyayika critiques of Samkhya. Samkhya's 
role in the history of classical Indian philosophy is comparable, mutatis 
mutandis, to that of Garvaka materialism, that is to say, a sort of philo-
sophical "whipping boy" abused by all but never allowed to respond — 
or to shift metaphors, an intellectual "paper tiger" seldom taken 
seriously but providing a convenient point of departure for doing other 
things. 

In discussing Samkhya philosophy, then, after one has pursued his-
torical work as far as possible, after one has read all of the extant texts, 
and after one has studied all of the criticisms of Samkhya in the larger 
classical philosophical literature, one has only attained what K. C. 
Bhattacharya has aptly called "... a hazy view of a grand system of 
speculative metaphysics." To sharpen the view, the interpreter must 
engage in " . . . supplying of missing links from one's imagination." 
This cannot mean, of course, inventing notions or projecting a favored 
perspective on the evidence that is unwarranted. The "supplying of 
missing links from one's imagination" means, rather, searching for 
relations, bundles of relations, and possible interpretive perspectives 
that may not be directly expressed in the texts but that bring together 
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the various Samkhya enumerations into more coherent patterns. 
To some extent, of course, the textual tradition itself offers some halt-

ing steps in this direction. The Tuktidipika, for example, offers several 
intriguing interpretations that provide a larger view of the Samkhya 
system as a whole, certainly more so than the Karika itself and all of its 
other commentaries. Similarly, Bhavaganesa in his TattvayathSrthya-
dipana (on the Tattvasamasa) provides a "constructive effort" in Bhatta-
charya's sense, as does Vijnanabhiksu in his Samkhyapravacanabhasya, 
although both of them, unfortunately, Vedanticize Samkhya more 
than would seem warranted. Such efforts are important, however, in 
providing helpful clues about the manner in which the indigenous 
philosophical tradition interpreted the old Samkhya system, as well 
as in warning against the dangers of bias, excessive polemic, and ana-
chronism in any constructive undertaking. 

Among modern scholarly "constructive efforts" (apart, of course, 
from the standard summaries of Samkhya that one finds in numerous 
textbooks), one can identify four distinct approaches to reconstructing 
the Samkhya system, namely, those of Richard Garbe, Surendranath 
Dasgupta, Erich Frauwallner, and K. C. Bhattacharya.2 Garbe cons-
trues the old Samkhya system as primarily an ancient philosophy of 
nature, a unique system that must have been the product of a single 
mind (either Kapila or Pancasikha) in ancient times. There is, there-
fore, neither a "preclassical Samkhya" nor a postclassical Samkhya. 
There is one ancient system, and one can range freely throughout the 
entire scope of Samkhya literature in reconstructing that system.3 

Surendranath Dasgupta approaches his construction from the oppo-
site direction. The old Samkhya-Yoga texts are notoriously difficult 
to interpret, and it is only with Vijnanabhiksu in his Samkhyapravacana-
bhasya (in the medieval period) that one reaches a firm basis for piecing 
together the contours of the Samkhya system as a whole. The key 
notions of the system, therefore, are presented through the interpretive 
perspective of Vijnanabhiksu's Vedantin metaphysics.4 Erich Frau-
wallner (following the anti-Garbe polemic of Hermann Oldenberg) 
focuses primarily on Samkhya as an important position in the history 
of epistemological discussions within Indian philosophy. Frauwallner 
construes Samkhya's philosophy of nature as deriving largely from 
Pancasikha with its epistemological giounding given by Varsaganya 
and Vindhyavasin. Isvarakrsna's Karika is only a later summary of the 
system and fails to provide an adequate account of the old Samkhya 
epistemology, which, therefore, must be reconstructed from other 
sources. Frauwallner relies heavily on the Tuktidipika in his construc-
tion of the final Samkhya system and reconstructs Samkhya cosmology 
from the old Puranas.5 Finally, K. G. Bhattacharya construes the 
Samkhya system as a bold "philosophy of the subject" that is ". . . 
based on speculative insight" and that "... demands imaginative-
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introspective effort at every stage on the part of the interpreter." 
Like Dasgupta, Bhattacharya relies heavily on Vijnanabhiksu, al-
though Bhattacharya is much more critical in his use of Vijnanabhiksu 
than is Dasgupta.6 

Each approach is clearly a "constructive effort" and has offered 
important new insights in understanding the system as a whole. Strik-
ing, however, is the divergence in perspective that each approach 
represents. There is usually, in the history of scholarship, an overall 
convergence of scholarly views, but in the case of Samkhya philosophy 
a scholarly consensus has not obtained. Garbe and Frauwallner can-
not both be correct. K. G. Bhattacharya's ". . . grand system of 
speculative metaphysics" bears little resemblance to Garbe's ancient 
philosophy of nature or Frauwallner's view of Samkhya as an elemen-
tary and simplistic, though nevertheless important, epistemology. 
Dasgupta and Bhattacharya come close to convergence in their 
common use of Vijnanabhiksu, but, whereas Dasgupta sees the genius 
of Samkhya in the explanatory power of its guna theory (as interpreted 
by Vijnanabhiksu and given an updated scientific explanation by 
¬. N. Seal), K. C. Bhattacharya identifies the genius of Samkhya in 
its emphasis on "reflection as spiritual function" and on its being a 
philosophy of spontaneous freedom. 

In the present chapter, rather than following any one of these an-
cient or modern approaches, the Samkhya system is constructed in a 
somewhat different manner. While, of course, benefiting from, and 
using where appropriate the approaches already mentioned, the 
"constructive effort" in the present context seeks to present Samkhya 
philosophy as a total functioning system, on analogy with what Witt-
genstein calls a "complete system of human communication." or a 
"form of life," or a "system of thought and action" for purposes of 
communicating a way of life.7 The focus, in other words, is on grasping 
Samkhya philosophy as a systemic, synchronic, and paradigmatic 
network of notions in which the various transactions within the larger 
system come to be exhibited in a more coherent intrasystemic way. 
Admittedly, such an interpretive approach is not as useful for compar-
ing and contrasting Samkhya with other kinds of modeling systems in 
Indian philosophy (for example, Vaisesika, Buddhist, or Vedanta 
models), nor is it an especially useful approach if one is attempting 
a historical treatment of Samkhya. It is to be noted, however, that 
these latter shortcomings are notoriously typical of Samkhya litera-
ture itself. That is to say, the usual intersystemic polemics of Indian 
philosophy are glaringly absent in most Samkhya literature, and more 
than that, there is no concern whatever in the Samkhya literature for 
dealing with the history of the tradition. In other words, a systemic, 
synchronic, and paradigmatic approach may, in fact, more accurately 
reflect an original and authentic Samkhya method of philosophizing. 
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At the same time, of course, it is clear enough that the Samkhya 
system did not emerge fully grown, like Athena from the head of Zeus, 
even though the Samkhya texts make precisely such claims for the 
founder of the system, Kapila.8 Samkhya philosophy was hardly the 
product of a single mind in ancient times, pace Garbe, nor was it a 
blurred set of intuitions that finally got its house in order through the 
genius of Vijnanabhiksu, pace Dasgupta. The history of the tradition 
has already been surveyed in the last chapter and need not be repeated 
here, but it may be useful to summarize briefly the diachronic, 
locations for the synchronic system that is to be presented in the sequel, 
namely: 

(1) There was a coherent Samkhya conceptual system, often refer-
red to as the sastitantra ("the system or science of sixty topics"), 
that was widely known by the year 400 of the Common Era 
(that is to say, the interim period that is post-Isvarakrsna and 
pre-Dignaga). 

(2) The conceptual system had been in existence for some centu-
ries earlier and had been undergoing considerable modifica-
tion through the work of Pancasikha, Varsaganya, Vindhya-
vasin, and so on. 

(3) There were probably a variety of attempts in this early period 
to summarize the basic contours of the system, but one sum-
mary came to be accepted as a standard presentation, namely, 
that summary as set forth in Isvarakrsna's Samkhyakarika. 

(4) This system, modified in some important respects (along the 
lines of Varsaganya's and Vindhyavasin's views) is the basis 
of Patanjali's TogasUtra and its commentaries. 

(5) The commentaries on the Karika come considerably later, and 
apart from the Tuktidipika1 appear to lack a firsthand grasp 
of the system qua system, and even the Tuktidipika presupposes 
the full content of the system instead of presenting that con-
tent. 

(6) The Tattvasamasa and the SamkhyasUtra together with their 
commentaries, though undoubtedly preserving much old 
material, are nevertheless late texts (post-1000) that tend to 
interpret the old Samkhya system with a notable Vedanta 
bias. 

I. SAMKHYA AS ENUMERATION 

Because the term 'iSamkhya" means "enumeration" or "relating to 
number," one reasonable point of departure for presenting the Sam-
khya philosophical system as a "complete system of human communi-
cation" is to outline the more prominent sets of enumerations. 
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(A) Enumerations relating to the basic principles (tattvas) 

The set of 25. First and foremost, of course, is the set of 25 that 
encompasses the basic principles of the system, namely: 

(1 pure consciousness (purusa), 

(2 primordial materiality (mulaprakrti), 

(3 intellect (buddhi or mahat), 
(4 egoity (ahamkara), and 
(5 mind (manas)—both a sense capacity and an action capacity; 

(6 hearing (Srotra), 
(7 touching (tvac), 
(8 seeing (caksus), - the five sense capacities 
(9 tasting (rasana), and (buddhindriyas) 

(10 smelling (ghrana); 

(– speaking (vac), 

(12 grasping/prehending (pani), 
(13 walking/motion (pada), > the five action capacities 
(14 excreting (payu), and (karmendriyas) 
(15 procreating (upastha); 

(16 sound (sabda), 

(17 contact (sparsa), 

(18 form (rupa), ' the five subtle elements 
(19 taste (rasa), and (;tanmatras) 
(20 smell (gandha); 

(21 "space"/ether (akasa), 

(22 wind/air (vayu), 

(23 fire (tejas), • the five gross elements 
(24 water (ap), and (.mahabhutas) 
(25 earth (prthivi). 

According to Samkhya philosophy, among these twenty-five princi-
ples, only the first two are independent existents, namely, pure con-
sciousness (purusa) and primordial materiality (mulaprakrti). Inother 
words, only items (1) and (2) exist in some sense as "distinct" or 
"separate" from one another. The two are described in Samkhya 
philosophy as being ungenerated, outside of ordinary space and time, 
stable, simple, unsupported, nonmergent (or nondissolvable), without 
parts, and independent (SK IO).9 The relation between them is one 
of simple copresence (SK 19). Pure consciousness is inherently inac-
tive, but primordial materiality is inherently generative in the sense 
that it is capable of generating a set of discrete or manifest subdivisions 
when activated by the catalytic presence of pure consciousness. Items 
(3) through (25) make up the various subdivisions of primordial mate-
riality and are, thus, internal to primordial materiality or represent 
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"parts" of a totally functioning "whole," which is primordial materia-
lity. These twenty-three subdivisions are described as being generated, 
temporal, spatial, unstable, composite, supported, mergent (or dissolv-
able), made up of parts, and contingent (SK 10). Seven of the sub-
divisions of primordial materiality, namely, intellect, egoity, and the 
five subtle elements are described as being both generated, that is to say, 
emergents from primordial materiality, and generative, that is to say, 
capable of generating subsequent subdivisions. The remaining sixteen 
subdivisions, namely, the mind, the five sense capacities, the five action 
capacities, and the five gross elements are only generated, that is 
to say, incapable of generating additional subdivisions. Intellect is 
generated out of primordial materiality but also generates egoity. 
Egoity is generated out of intellect but also generates the mind, the 
five sense capacities, the five action capacities, and the five subtle 
elements. The five subtle elements are generated out of egoity but also 
generate the five gross elements. Subtle elements are so called because 
they are the generic (avisesa) material essences for all specific (visesa) 
elements. They are imperceptible to ordinary persons, whereas gross 
elements can be perceived by ordinary persons. 

The subtle elements are the generic presuppositions for the experi-
ence of all specific objectivity. Plve kinds of specific sensations may be 
experienced, namely, specific vibrations via the ear (speaking, music, 
sounds, and so forth), specific contacts via the skin (hot, cold, and so 
forth), specific forms via the eyes (colors, shapes), specific tastes via the 
tongue (bitter, sweet), and specific smells via the nose. According to 
Samkhya, the apprehension of a specific vibration is only possible if 
there is an undifferentiated generic receptivity for sound, or put differ-
ently, if the experiencer is in some sense actually constituted by the 
generic, material essence of sound, that is, actually made up of a subtle 
sound element. The subtle sound element itself is not any particular 
sound. It is the generic essence of sound, the presupposition for all 
particular sounds, the universal possibility of sound-as-such. Simi-
larly, the apprehension of a specific contact is only possible if there is 
an undifferentiated generic receptivity for touch, the universal possi-
bility of touch-as-such, namely, the subtle touch element, and so forth. 
The subtle elements, therefore, are not functions or capacities (as are, 
for example, the five senses or the motor capacities of an organism) nor 
are they the actual sense organs (eye, ear, and so forth) which, of 
course, are aggregates of gross elements. They are, rather, subtle, 
material essences or presuppositions with which perceptual and motor 
functioning correlate and through which certain aspects of the mate-
rial world become differentiated. If such subtle, material essences or 
presuppositions were not present, no specific objects could possibly be 
experienced or become manifest, and in this sense the subtle elements 
correlate with and may be said to "generate" the gross elements. In 
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the absence of subtle elements, in other words, there would only be an 
unmanifest mass of primordial materiality. Some have suggested that 
the subtle elements might be usefully compared to Platonic ideas or 
universals, but it must be kept in mind that for Samkhya all such ideas 
or universals have some sort of subtle, material basis (requiring, in 
other words, a reconceptualization of idealism in terms of reductive 
materialism, as will be discussed further in the sequel).10 

Regarding the manner in which gross elements are derived from 
subtle elements, the important Samkhya texts differ, suggesting that 
the manner of derivation was an open issue even in the classical period. 
The Karika itself simply asserts that the five gross elements are derived 
from the five subtle elements (SK 22 and 28). Some commentaries 
{The Tattvakaumudi, Mdtharavrtli, Jayamangala, and so forth) argue for 
a so-called "accumulation theory" of derivation, according to which 
each successive subtle element combines with the preceding ones in 
order to generate a gross element.11 The subtle sound element gene-
rates the space/ether gross element (akasa); the subtle touch element 
and the subtle sound element generate the gross air/wind element 
(vayu); the subtle form element with the subtle sound and touch ele-
ments generate the gross fire element (tejas); the subtle taste element 
with subtle sound, touch, and form elements generate the gross water 
element (ap); and the subtle smell element with the subtle sound, 
touch, form, and taste elements generate the gross earth element (prthivi). 
According to the Tuktidipika (Pandeya edition, p. 91 and pp. 117-118, 
and hereafter all page references are to the Pandeya edition), this 
"accumulation theory" is attributed to Varsaganya. The commentary 
of Gaudapada argues, however, that each subtle element is capable 
of generating each gross element singly. The Chinese commentary on 
the Karika offers yet another interpretation.12 According to it, each 
subtle element generates not only a respective gross element but a 
respective sense capacity as well. Thus, the subtle sound element 
generates not only akasa but also the sense capacity of hearing (srotra), 
and so forth. Although an attractive idea, it tends to confuse the actual 
physical sense organ with an actual sense capacity. This may well 
be an old notion, but it is hard to imagine that the final philosophical 
system would have settled for such a view. Still other East Asian com-
mentaries offer further interpretations, according to one of which the 
five subtle elements generate not only gross elements (in an accumu-
lation manner) but the entire set of eleven sense and action capacities 
as well.13 For Isvarakrsna and the classical tradition, however, it is 
clear enough that the five subtle elements are only generative of the 
five gross elements (and not the various sense and action capacities), 
although the manner of derivation was evidently a continuing matter of 
debate. All specific objects (visaya) in the phenomenal empirical world 
of ordinary experience are collocations or aggregations of the various 
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gross elements and are never themselves numbered as basic principles. 
Given these various distinctions regarding their derivation, the initial 

listing of 25 principles may now be more precisely exhibited in a chart. 

(1) consciousness / (2) primordial materiality 
I  
+  

(3) intellect 

÷ 
(4) egoity 

\ 

(5) mind 
(6) hearing (11) speaking 
(7) touching 
(8) seeing 
(9) tasting 

(12) grasping 
(13) walking 
(14) excreting 

(16) sound 
(17) touch 
–8) form 
(19) taste 

(10) smelling (15) procreating (20) smell 

(the elevenfold capacities: sens- (the five subtle 
ing, motor functioning, and mind) elements) 

(21) space 
(22) wind 
(23) fire 
(24) water 
(25) earth 

(the five gross 
elements) 

Principles (5) through (15), and (21) through (25) are generated 
products (vikara, SK 3).14 Principles (3), (4), and (16) through 
(20) are both generative and generated (prakrti-vikrti, SK 3). Princi-
ple (2) is generative but ungenerated (avikfti), and (1) is neither gene-
rative nor generated (na prakrtir na vikrtih purufah, SK 3). 

The set of 3. Principles (3), (4), and (5), namely, intellect, egoity, 
and mind, taken together are referred to as the "internal organ" (antah-
karana, SK 33), and their three respective functions are "reflective 
discerning" (adhyavasaya), "self-awareness" (abhimatia), and "inten-
tionality" [samkalpaka). Together they perform the task of intellec-
tual awareness, which functions not only in immediate experience but 
encompasses the past and future as well (SK 33). 

The set of 10. Items (6) through (10), and (11) through (15), 
namely, the five sense capacities and the five motor functions, taken 
together are referred to as the "external organ" (bdhyakarana, SK 33), 
and their respective activities provide mere sensings (alocanamatra, 
SK 28), namely, hearing, touching, and so forth; and basic motor 
skills, namely, speaking, grasping, and so forth (SK 28). These ope-
rate only in immediate or present experience (SK 33). 

The set of 13. Items (3) through (15), namely, intellect, egoity, 
mind, the five sense capacities, and the five motor functions, taken 
together are referred to as the "thirteenfold instrument" (trayodasa-
karana, SK32), or what is often called simply the "essential core" 
(linga, SK 40), which is the presupposition for all experience. The 
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"thirteenfold instrument" or lifiga functions as a whole by "seizing" 
(aharana) (presumably through the motor capacities), "holding" 
(dharand) (presumably through the sense capacities), and "illuminat-
ing" (prakaia) (presumably through the "internal organ") (SK 32).15 

The tenfold "external" divisions of the linga are referred to as the 
"doors" (dvara) of awareness, and the three divisions of the "internal 
organ" are referred to as the "door-keepers" (dvarins) (SK 35). 

The set of 17. Items (4) through (20) represent the structure of 
egoity (ahamkara), and it should be noted, therefore, that "self-aware-
ness," according to Samkhya philosophy, is a complex phenomenon 
encompassing mental states (mind, sense capacities, and motor func-
tioning) and physical components (the subtle elements).16 

The set of 18. Items (3) through (20), namely, intellect, egoity, 
mind, the five sense capacities, the five motor functions, and the five 
subtle elements, taken together are referred to as the "subtle body" 
(,lirigaiarira or sUksmaiarira), which is detachable from any particular 
gross body and is, therefore, capable of transmigration in a continuing 
series of gross embodiments.17 Gross bodies (sthulasarira) are one-
time-only aggregations of gross elements. In the case of human gross 
bodies, these are genetically derived from mother and father (with 
hair, blood, and flesh from the maternal line, and bone, tendon, and 
marrow from the paternal line). Such human gross bodies are "womb 
born" (jarayuja) and become enlivened when linked with a transmigrat-
ing "subtle body." There are also "egg born" (antfaja), "seed born" 
(udbhijja) and "moisture born" (svedaja) gross bodies for other sorts 
of sentient beings (and see Tuktidifiika, p. 120 on SK 39). 

(B) Enumerations relating to the fundamental predispositions (bhava). 

The set of 8. Inherent to the intellect, in addition to its basic tattva 
nature of reflective discerning, is a set of 8 fundamental predispositions 
(bhava) or instinctual tendencies that guide the life-trajectory of a 
sentient being, namely: 

(1) the predisposition toward meritorious behavior (dharma), 
(2) the predisposition toward knowledge (jndna), 
(3) the predisposition toward nonattachment (vairagya), 
(4) the predisposition toward power (aiivarya), 
(5) the predisposition toward demeritorious behavior (adharma), 
(6) the predisposition toward ignorance (ajnana), 
(7) the predisposition toward attachment (avairagya), and 
(8) the predisposition toward impotence (anaisvarya) (SK 23). 

Whereas reflective discerning represents the material dimension of 
buddhi, the fundamental predispositions represent the "efficient" possi-
bilities of the buddhi. The fundamental predispositions, therefore, are 
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called "efficient causes" (nimittas) and are correlated with eight result-
ing (naimitlika) trajectories, namely: 

(1) the tendency to move upward in the cycle of transmigration 
(Urdhva), 

(2) the tendency to move toward final release (afiavarga), 
(3) the tendency to move toward merger in primal materiality 

(prakrtilaya), 
(4) the tendency to move toward increasing control over life 

(.avighata), 
(5) the tendency to move downward in the cycle of transmigration 

(adhastat), 
(6) the tendency to move toward increasing attachment and bond-

age (bandha), 
(7) the tendency to move toward further involvement in transmi-

gration (samsara), 
(8) the tendency to move toward declining control over life (vighata) 

(SK 42-45). 
The fundamental predispositions are innate or inherent (samsiddhika 
or prakrtika), but they can be modified (vaikrta) in terms of intensity 
or dominance of one (or more) over another (or others) through the 
cycle of continuing transmigration (SK 43). The "essential core" 
(Iinga) or the subtle body carries a particular constellation of these 
predispositions as it proceeds in the process of rebirth, and a parti-
cular sentient being, which becomes enlivened by the coalescence of a 
linga with a gross body, is, as it were, "coded" or "programmed" 
at birth by these tendencies and, hence, predisposed to a certain life 
trajectory. 

Comparing this set of 8 predispositions with the earlier set of 25 
basic principles, it is perhaps helpful to use a computer or a linguistic 
metaphor. Regarding a computer metaphor, it might be suggested 
that the set of 25 basic principles is the "hardware" of the Samkhya 
system, whereas the set of 8 predispositions with the resultant trajec-
tories represents the "software" of the Samkhya system. Or, using a 
metaphor from linguistics, it might be suggested that the set of 25 basic 
principles represents the deep structural "syntactic" component of 
the Samkhya system, whereas the set of 8 predispositions with the re-
sultant trajectories represents the deep structural "semantic" compo-
nent of the Samkhya system. In any case, the Samkhya system asserts 
that these two sets are fundamental and presuppose one another. 

The liriga (namely the realm of tattvas) cannot function without the 
bhavas. The bhavas cannot function without the lifiga. Therefore, a 
two fold creation (sarga) operates (or functions) called litiga and 
bhava. (SK 52). 
The set of 5 life breaths (vdyu prana). In addition to the set of 8 funda-

mental predispositions that determine the life trajectory of an organism, 
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a particular life-support system is also necessary for the maintenance 
of a given life. According to Samkhya philosophy, this support 
system is provided by a network of five "winds" or "breaths," namely: 

(1) "respiration" or "breathing" (prana), located in the heart 
primarily, but also circulating in the mouth, nose, and lungs, 

(2) "excretion" or "disposing breath" (apana), located in the navel 
and lower portions of the body, 

(3) "digestion" or "nutrient breath" (samana), located primarily 
in the region between the navel and the heart, but carrying 
nutrients equally to all parts of the body, 

(4) "cognition" or "up breath" (udana), located primarily in the 
nose and brain and enabling an organism to utter intelligible 
sounds (communication, language, and so forth), and 

(5) "homeostasis" or "diffused breath" (vyana), pervading the 
entire body and presumably maintaining the general physical 
and emotional balancc of an organism (SK 29). 

The author of the Yuktidipika, interestingly, further relates these biolo-
gical "winds" or "breaths" to certain external or social tendencies as 
well, with prana being related to social obedience, apana being related 
to striving for a higher or lower social status, samana being associated 
with social cooperation, udana being related to a sense of social superio-
rity, and vyana being linked with a strong sense of devotion or any deep 
bond of love (Tuktidipika, p. 106 on SK 29). 

Theset of 5 sources of action (karmayoni). Altlioughthe IxariLa does 
not mention the set of 5 karmayonis, the author of the Yuktidipika indi-
cates that the set of sources of action is related to the set of 5 "winds" 
or "breaths" just enumerated (Yuktidipika, pp. 107-108). The set 
explains the basic motivations for the maintenance of life, namely: 

(1) "perseverance" (dhrti), an organism's innate urge to follow 
through over a given period of time on a particular trajectory, 

(2) "faith" (Sraddka), an organism's innate urge to maintain a tra-
jectory on the basis of belief or trust in the validity of a social or 
religious heritage, 

(3) "the desire for satisfaction" (sukha or iccha,) an organism's innate 
urge to seek its own self-gratification, 

(4) "the desire to know" (vividisa), an organism's innate urge to 
be curious and critical, and 

(5) "the desire not to know" (avividisa), an organism's innate urge 
to be insufficiently discriminating. 

The sources of action are also mentioned in the Tattvasamasa (sutra 9) 
and appear just before the five "breaths" or "winds," lending perhaps 
some support to the Yuktidipika's claim that the sources of action should 
be construed together with the breaths. The commentaries vary widely 
in their interpretations of the sources of action, possibly suggesting that 
they are very old notions that eventually became less important as the 
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system developed. In any case, the sources of action appear to be rela-
ted to the same sorts of concerns that find expression in the set of 8 
predispositions, that is to say, basic attitudes and dispositions that propel 
an organism in a given direction. Unlike the predispositions, however, 
which are quite unconscious and represent the inherited karmic pro-
pensities of an organism, the sources of action appear to be conscious 
and could presumably represent the dispositional possibilities available 
to an organism in any given life. Furthermore, it would appear that 
these sources of action can be construed either positively or negatively.18 

Positively, they would suggest that an organism can be disciplined, 
faithful, pleasant, thoughful, and circumspect in avoiding matters that 
cannot be known. Negatively, they would suggest that an organism 
can be stubborn, gullible, pleasure seeking, overly critical, or skeptical, 
and insensitive or thick headed regarding obvious truths. 

(C) Enumerations relating to the phenomenal, empirical world of ordinary 
life (pratyayasarga) (bhautikasarga). 

The set of 50 "categories" (padarthas). The set of 25 basic principles 
interacting with the set of 8 predispositions within the intellect 
generate what the Samkhya system calls the "phenomenal creation" 
(pratyayasarga), made up of the set of 5 fundamental "misconceptions" 
(viparyayas), the set of 28 "dysfunctions" (asaktis), the set of 9 "content-
ments" (tustis) and the set of 8 "spiritual attainments" (siddhis). Taken 
together, they are referred to as the set of 50 "categories," namely: 

(1-5) the five categories of fundamental misconception (viparyaya) 
with the ancient technical names tamas, moha, mahamoha, 
tamisra, and andhatamisra (or, according to Patanjala-Samkhya, 
called the five "afflictions" or klesas, namely, avidya, asmita, 
raga, dvesa, and abhinivesa) :19 

(1) "darkness" (tamas) or "ignorance" (avidya), described 
as having 8 subdivisions in the sense that there is a failure to 
discriminate (aviveka) pure consciousness (purusa) from the 
eight generative principles (or, in other words, the failure 
to distinguish purusa from primordial materiality, intellect, 
egoity, and the five subtle elements) (SK 48), 
(2) "confusion" (moha) or preoccupation with one's own iden-
tity (asmita), also described as having 8 subdivisions in the 
sense that finite beings seek to overcome their finitude by 
pursuing the eight well-known omnipotent or supernatural 
powers (siddhis) (including becoming atomic in size, becom-
ing exceedingly large in size, becoming light or buoyant, 
becoming heavy, becoming all-pervasive, attaining all desires, 
gaining lordship over elemental forces and immediate grati-
fication) (SK.48), 
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(3) "extreme confusion" (mahamoha) or passionate attach-
ment (raga), described as having 10 subdivisions either (a) 
in the sense that one becomes attached to the five subtle ele-
ments and the five gross elements (according to most of the 
Karika commentaries) or (b) in the sense that one becomes 
attached to the 10 basic social relationships (including father, 
mother, son, brother, sister, wife, daughter, teacher, friend, 
or colleague) (according to the Yuktidipika under SK 48), 
(4)"gloom" {tamisra) or aversion (dvesa), described as having 
18 subdivisions in the sense that one becomes frustrated and 
cynical because of the failure to attain the eight conventional 
siddhis or supernatural attainments and one becomes angry 
or hateful toward the tenfold material existence (subtle and 
gross) or the 10 basic social relationships (SK 48), and 
(5) "utter darkness" (andhatamisra) or the instinctive fear of 
death (abhiniveia), described also as having 18 subdivisions in 
the sense that although one has become cynical about material 
and social life one nevertheless clings to it tenaciously (SK 48). 
These five fundamental "misconceptions" with their 62 sub-
divisions are characteristic of most conventional sentient life 
and represent the core afflictions of ordinary finite existence; 

(6-33) the twenty-eight categories of perceptual, motor, and mental 
dysfunction (aiakti), 11 of which are correlated with dis-
orders of the five sense capacities (for example, deafness, 
blindness, and so forth), the five motor capacities, and the 
mind, and 17 of which are correlated with disorders of the 
intellect (the number 17 representing the negation of the 9 
tustis and 8 siddhis next to be described) (SK 49); 

(34-42) the nine categories for a reasonably balanced and conven-
tional mendicant life, the contentments (tusti), described as 
referring to certain more advanced forms of sentient life who 
have not yet overcome the first of the fundamental miscon-
ceptions but who have made considerable progress in under-
standing sentient existence, both internally (in terms of a 
proper conception of primordial materiality, a proper con-
ception of the appropriate means for living a conventional 
mendicant existence, a proper conception of delayed grati-
fication, and the ability to withstand the vicissitudes of ordi-
nary existence) and externally (in terms of not being exces-
sively attached to the fivefold structure of material existence 
and thereby not being involved in the acquisition, preserva-
tion, waste, enjoyment, or injury of ordinary worldly life) 
(SK49); 

(43-50) the eight categories that represent the authentic attain-
ments (siddhi) (in contrast to the conventional supernatural 
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attainments as already described above under "confusion") 
that are conducive to final discrimination and release, namely: 

(4-3) rational reflection and reasoning (iiha), 
(44) appropriate verbal instruction from a qualified teacher (sabda), 
(45) careful study (adhyayana), 
(46) thoughtful discussion with appropriate peers (suhrtpr&pti), 
(47) an open yet disciplined temperament (d&na), 
(48) a progressive overcoming of the frustrations of body and mind, 
(49) a progressive overcoming of the frustrations of material and 

social existence, and 
(50) a progressive overcoming of the frustrations related to the 

cycle of rebirth and transmigration (the three being cons-
trued together and referring to overcoming the three kinds of 
frustration or duhkhatraya) (SK 51).20 

The author of the Yuktidlpika correlates this set of 50 categories 
with the set of the 8 predispositions in the following fashion: 
the primacy of the predisposition toward ignorance (ajn&na) 
accompanied by nonmerit (adharma), passionate attach-
ment (avairagya), and impotence (anaisvarya) generates the 
fundamental misconceptions (viparyaya) that are at the core of 
most ordinary sentient life; the primacy of the predisposition 
toward impotence (anaisvarya), accompanied by adharma, 
ajndna, and avairagya generates the disorders of perceptual, 
motor, and mental functioning (asakti): the primacy of the 
predisposition toward non-attachment (oair&gya), accompa-
nied by dharma and aisvarya, generates conventional mendicant 
life (tusti); and the predisposition toward knowledge (jnana) 
generates the spiritual attainments (siddhi) conducive to final 
discrimination and release (Tuktidipika, pp. 124-136). The 
author of the Yuktidipika also relates the set of 50 categories to 
an old creation myth, thereby linking the pratyayasarga or 
"phenomenal creation" to what is apparently an archaic 
cosmogony reminiscent of the old Upanisads. According to 
the myth, at the beginning of the world cycle, the Great Be-
ing (mahatmyasarira, presumably Brahma or Hiranyagarbha), 
though endowed with all the requisite organs, was neverthe-
less alone and needed offspring to perform his work (karman). 
Meditating, he first created from his mind a set of 5 "funda-
mental streams" (mukhyasrotas), but he found them insuffi-
cient for satisfying his needs. He next created a set of 28 
"horizontal streams" (tiryaksrotas) but again was dissatisfied. 
He then created a set of 9 "upward moving streams" (Urdhva-
srotas), but his work still could not be accomplished. Finally, 
he created a set of 8 "downward streams" (arvaksrotas), which 
did fulfil his needs. These streams (srotas), of course, are the 
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The eightfold celestial 
realms (daiva) 

5 viparyayas, the 28 asaktis, the 9 tustis and the 8 siddhis. The 
fundamental streams are characteristic of the plant realm (or 
the simplest forms of life). The twenty-eight horizontal 
streams are characteristic of the realm of animals, birds, and 
insects. The nine upward streams are characteristic of the divine 
realm, and the eight downward streams are characteristic of 
the human realm (Yuktidipika on SK 46, p. 127). 

Thesetof 14 types (caturdasavidha) of sentient life [bhautikasarga). There 
are fourteen levels or realms of sentient creatures "from Brahma down 
to a blade of grass" (SK 53-54): 

(1) the realm of Brahma, 
(2) the realm of Prajapati, 
(3) the realm of Indra, 
(4) the realm of the Pitrs, 
(5) the realm of the Gandharvas, 
(6) the realm of the Yaksas or Nagas, j 
(7) the realm of the Raksases, and | 
(8) the realm of the Pisacas. J 
(9) the human realm (manusaka) 

(10) the realm of (domestic) animals (pasu), 
(11) the realm of (wild) animals (rnrga) 
(12) the realm of birds and flying insects (paksin), 
(13) the realm of crawling creatures (sarisrpa), and 
(14) the realm of plants and immovables (sthavara). 

The set is obviously a hierarchical cosmology or cosmogony encompass-
ing the divine or celcstial realm (adhidaiva), the external natural world 
[adhibhuta) apart from the human condition, and the human realm 
(adhyatma), and it is within these realms that one encounters the three 
kinds of frustration (dulhkh a tray a) SK 55 and SK 1). The human realm 
and the animal/plant realm arc relatively easy to understand. The divine 
or celestial realm, however, is not as clear, but there are some passages in 
the Tuktidipika that oiler some clarification. From one point of view, the 
divine realm is the realm of the mahalmyasariras, Brahma, Hiranya-
garbha, Prajapati, and so forth, who perform specific tasks (adhikara) in 
the cosmos and who arc able to generate their own bodies by a simple 
act of will. From another point of view, the divine realm is the realm 
of the great Samkhya precursors, especially Kapila who emerges at the 
beginning of the world cycle fully endowed with the positive funda-
mental predispositions of meritorious behavior, knowledge, renuncia-
tion, and power. Kapila passes on his knowledge to six other great 
Samkhya sadhus, namely, Sanaka, Sanandana, Sanatana, Asuri, Vodhu, 
and Pancasikha, and an old verse refers to the group together as the 
"seven great seers" (saptamaharsis) (quoted by Gaudapada under 
SK. 1). From still another point of view, the divine realm is clearly 

fivefold animal 
and plant 
realms 
(tairyagyona) 
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linked up with the process of transmigration through the heavenly 
spheres. The author of the Tuktidipika, in explaining the adjectives 
"samsiddhika," "prakrta," and "vaihrta" as modifiers of the term "bhava" 
in verse 43 of the Karika (Tuktidipika, p. 124) comments that those 
beings endowed with "modified" (vaikrta) predispositions transmigrate 
in the usual fashion through a continuing process of rebirth, (b) those 
beings endowed with "inherently powerful" (prakrta) predispositions 
(namely, the mahatmya'sariras, or Great Beings) can generate whatever 
bodies they wish; and (c) those beings endowed with "innate" (sam-
siddhika) or perfect predispositions have subtle bodies that transmigrate 
among "the planets, the lunar mansions, and the stars" (grahanaksatra-
taradi). Furthermore, the author of the Tuktidipika introduces a mythi-
cal scheme of "six ways of reproduction" (satsiddhi) that was presum-
ably an ancient way of explaining the manner in which divine realm 
reproduction differs from natural reproduction. According to the 
myth (Tuktidipika, pp. 120-121), in the time prior to creaton, spiritual 
entities simply willed or desired themselves into existence. Such is the 
manahsiddhi or the "spiritual power of simple willing or desire." When 
this capacity became weakened, entities reproduced themselves with the 
"spiritual power of amorous glances" (caksuhsiddhi). Whenthis became 
weakened, reproduction occurred by the "spiritual power of speaking 
with one another" (vdksiddhi). When this weakened, reproduction 
took place by the "spiritual power of touching" (hastasiddhi). When 
this weakened, reproduction occurred through the "spiritual power of 
embracing" (aslesasiddhi). Finally, when even this weakened, repro-
duction required the "spiritual power of sexual intercourse" (dvandva-
siddhi), and from then onward the ordinary process of transmigration 
was in operation.21 

The daiua realm is given a further explication in the late text, Krama-
dipika, and although it is difficult to be sure if the interpretation therein 
is aij authentic reading of the old Sarnkhya philosophy, it nevertheless 
provides an interesting set of correlations. In explaining sutra 7 of the 
Tattvasamasa (namely, "adhyatmam adhibhutam adhidaivatam ca") the 
author of the Kramadipika offers the following correlations:22 

adhyatma 

(1) intellect (buddhi) 

(2) egoity (ahamkara) 

(3) mind (manas) 

adhibhUta adhidawa 

Brahma what can be 
ascertained 
(boddhavya) 
what can be Rudra 
thought (mantavya) 
what can be Gandra 
intended 
(samkalpitavya) 
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(4) hearing what can be 
heard 

Dis 

(5) touching what can be 
touched 

Vayu 

(6) seeing what can be 
seen 

Aditya 

(7) tasting what can be 
tasted 

Varuna 

(8) smelling what can be 
smelled 

Prthivi 

(9) speaking what can be 
spoken 

Agni 

(10) grasping what can be 
grasped 

Indra 

( – )  walking what can be 
gone to 

Visnu 

(12) excreting what can be 
expelled 

Mitra 

(13) procreating what can be 
sexually enjoyed 

Prajapati 

The scheme in. the Kramadipika is clearly different from the scheme of 
Isvarakrsna in Karika 53, but both schemes may well have in common a 
tendency to make the divine realm recapitulate the human realm (or 
vice versa, of course). In this regard one wonders if Isvarakrsna's 
scheme in Karika 53 might be a recapitulation, for example, of the old 
eightfold prakrti,23 namely: 

(1) primordial materiality (1) Brahma 
(avyakta or prakrti) 

(1) 

(2) intellect (buddhi) (2) Prajapati 

(3) egoity (3) Indra 
(ahamkara) 

(3) 

(4) sound-tanmatra or (4) Pitrs 
space/ether (bhuta) 

(4) 

(5) touch-tanmatra or (5) Gandharvas (5) 
wind (bhuta) 

(5) 

(6) form-tanmatra or (6) Yaksas or Nagas (6) 
fire (bhuta) 

(6) 

(7) taste-tanmatra or ( 7 )  Raksases (7) 
water (bhuta) 

( 7 )  

(8) smell-tanmatra or earth (bhuta) ( 8 )  Pisacas 

Or possibly the first three levels of the divine realm may be a recapitu-
lation of the threefold "internal organ" in the following fashion:24 
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(1) intellect 
(2) egoity 
(3) mind 
(4) sound or space/ether 
(5) touch or wind 
(6) form or fire 
(7) taste or water 
(8) smell or earth 

(1) Brahma 
(2) Prajapati 
(3) Indra 
(4) Pitrs 
(5) Gandharvas 
(6) Yaksas or Nagas 
(7) Raksases 
(8) Pisacas 

One also wonders if a similar recapitulation may be operating with 
respect to the action capacities in relation to the mythical notion of 
"the six ways of reproduction" in the following fashion:25 

Such reconstructions are admittedly risky and may well be wrong, but 
there is ample evidence in the texts that the old Samkhya teachers did 
make methodological use of correlations and recapitulations in their 
speculative attempts to synthesize an overall view of the world. 

Thus far, three kinds of Samkhya enumerations have been presented, 
and it may be useful to pause at this point to summarize in outline form 
the material that has been covered. 

(A) Enumerations relating to the basic principles: 
(1) The set of 25 principles; 

(a) The set of 2 principles that are actually distinct or 
separate, namely, pure consciousness and primordial 
materiality; 

(b) The set of 23 subdivisions of primordial materiality; 
(i) The set of 7 that are generated and also generative, 

including intellect, egoity, and the five subtle elements; 
(ii) The set of 16 products that are generated but not 

generative, including mind, the five senses, the five 
motor capacities, and the five gross elements; 

(2) The set of 3 making up the "internal organ," including 
intellect, egoity, and mind; 

(3) The set of 10 making up the "external organ," including 
the five senses and the five motor capacities; 

(4) The set of 13 making up the "essential core" that is a pre-
requisite for experience, a combination of the threefold 
internal organ and the tenfold external organ; 

(5) The set of 17 representing the complex mental and physical 
structure of egoity; 

( 1 )  b u d d h i  /  a h a m k a r a  j m a t i a s  ( 1 )  m a n a h s i d d h i  
( 2 )  v a k s i d d h i  (2) speaking 

(3) grasping 
(4) walking 
(5) expelling 

(3) hastasiddhi 
( 4 )  c a k s u h s i d d k i  
( 5 )  a s l e s a s i d d h i  
( 6 )  d v a n d v a s i d d h i  (6) procreating 
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(6) The set of 18 making up the "subtle body" that transmi-
grates through successive rebirths, including the thirteenfold 
IiAga together with the five subtle elements;26 

(7) Collocations of gross elements that generate one-time-only 
gross bodies that are womb-born, egg-born, seed-born, and 
moisture-born. 

(B) Enumerations relating to the fundamental predispositions: 
(1) The set of 8 predispositions inherent in the intellect, 

carried by the essential core in the course of transmigra-
tion, "coding" or "programming" a particular life tra-
jectory in successive rebirths, including meritorious be-
havior, knowledge, nonattachment, power, demeritorious 
behavior, ignorance, attachment, and impotence—called 
also "efficient causes"; 

(2) The set of 8 resultant life trajectories, including moving 
upward, final release, dissolution in primordial materiality, 
nonrestraint, moving downward, bondage, transmigration, 
and declining control; 

(3) The set of 5 "winds" or "breaths" that support the embodied 
condition; 

(4) The set of 5 sources of action that enable an organism to 
persevere through an embodiment; 

(G) Enumerationsrelatingtothe phenomenal, empirical world of 
ordinary life: 

(1) The set of 50 categories or the phenomenal creation; 
(a) The set of 5 fundamental misconceptions; G2 subdivisions; 
(b) The set of 28 dysfunctions; 
(c) The set of 9 contentments; 
(d) The set of 8 spiritual attainments; 

(2) The set of 50 "streams," which cosmologically recapitulate 
the 50 padarlhas; 

(a) The set of 5 mukhyasrotas (plant and other simple life 
forms); 

(b) The set of 28 liryaksrotas (animal life); 
(c) The set of 9 Urdhvasrotas (divine or celestial realms); 
(d) The set of 8 arvaksrotas (human realm); 

(3) The set of 14 levels of sentient life, including the eightfold 
celestial realm, the one human realm, and the fivefold 
animal and plant realm, or, in other words, adhidaiva, 
adhyalma, and adhibhutaf7 

(4) The set of 6 "spiritual powers, of reproduction" (satsiddhis) 
(in descending order from mind-only, amorous glances, speak-
ing, touching, embracing and, finally, sexual intercourse). 

When one inquires into the manner in which these three kinds of enu-
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raerations are related to one another, a crucial clue is available from the 
Tuktidipika. In referring to the various levels of creation in the Samkhya 
system {Tuktidipika, p. 21, on SK 2), the author of the Tuktidipika offers 
the following observation concerning the manifest world (vyakta): 

The manifest world has three dimensions: (1) a "form (riipa) 
dimension, (b) a "projective" (pravrtti) dimension, and (c) a 
"consequent" (phala) dimension. To be specific, the "form" dimen-
sion is made up of intellect, egoity, the five subtle elements, the 
eleven sense and motor capacities, and the five gross elements. 
The "projective" dimension, generally speaking, is twofold: gett-
ing what is advantageous (hitakamaprayojana) and avoiding what 
is disadvantageous (ahitakamaprayojana). Specifically, it involves 
the various functions of the "sources of action" and the 
maintenance of life (prdna, and so forth) in terms of the five 
"winds." The "consequent" dimension is (likewise) twofold, 
namely, the perceptible, manifest, or apparent (drsta) and the 
imperceptible or latent (adrsta). The perceptible or manifest 
relates to the attainments, contentments, dysfunctions, and funda-
mental misconceptions. The imperceptible or latent relates to the 
acquisition of a particular body in the cycle of rebirth (samsara) 
within the hierarchy of manifest life from the realm of the gods 
(Brahma, and so forth) to simple plant life.28 

Elsewhere, the author of the Tuktidipika refers to the three dimensions of 
the manifest world with a slightly different terminology, namely, under 
SK 56 (p. 140): 

(There is a dimension) called tattva, made up of intellect and so 
forth; (a dimension) called bhava, made up of meritorious behavior, 
and so forth; (and a dimension) called bhuta, made up of the at-
mosphere, and so forth.29 

Bringing together, then, the three kinds of enumerations presented thus 
far with these references from the Tuktidipika, there would appear to 
be three distinct yet related dimensions in the full Samkhya system: 

(A) The "constitutive" dimension, referred to as the "form" 
(rupa), the "principle" (tattva) or the "essential core" (Iinga) 
realm; 

( B )  T h e  " p r o j e c t i v e "  d i m e n s i o n ,  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  " p r o j e c t i n g "  o r  
the "intentional" (pravrtti), the "predispositional" (bhava), or 
the "efficient cause and effect" (nimittanaimittika) realm; and 

( C )  T h e  " c o n s e q u e n t "  d i m e n s i o n ,  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  " r e s u l t a n t "  
(phala), the "creaturely" or "what has become" (bhuta), or 
the "phenomenal creation" (pratyayasarga) realm, or, in other 
words, the phenomenal, empirical world of ordinary experi-
ence (bhautikasarga). 

Dimensions (A) and (B) interact or combine with one another in gene-
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rating dimension (C). Referring once again to the computer and lin-
guistic metaphors mentioned earlier, if (A) is the "hardware" of the 
Samkhya system and (B) the "software," then dimension (G) is, as it 
were, the "printout" of the functioning system. Or, again, if dimension 
(A) is the deep-structural "syntactic" component of the Samkhya 
system, and dimension (B) the deep-structural "semantic" component 
of the system, then dimension (G) is, as it were, the surface-structural 
phonological component. Such metaphors, of course, are only rough 
approximations, but they have at least a heuristic value in directing 
attention to the systemic aspects of the old Samkhya philosophy. 

II. SAMKHYA AS PROCESS MATERIALISM 

At the outset of the discussion of Samkhya enumerations, primordial 
materiality was described as being inherently generative, but attention 
was thereafter focused on the various principles, predispositions, and 
categories of the Samkhya world view, or what the Yuktidipika calls the 
"constitutive" or "form" (rupa) realm, the "projective" or "inten-
tional" (pravrtti) realm, and the "consequent" or "resultant" (phaia) 
realm. As a result, the basic components and core structures of the 
Samkhya world have been exhibited, but little has been said about the 
Samkhya conceptualization of the inner essence or the underlying 
reality of primordial materiality itself. Regarding this latter issue, 
Samkhya philosophy makes use of a formulation that is unique in the 
history of Indian philosophy (and unique, for that matter, in the general 
history of philosophy as well), namely, the notion of triguna or traigunya, 
which may be translated in this context as "tripartite constituent pro-
cess." 

The word "guna" in Sanskrit usually means a "cord," "string," or 
"thread." The term can refer to a "rope" or to the various "strands" 
that make up a rope. Moreover, the word can be used in the sense of 
"secondary" or "subordinate," and in much of Indian philosophical 
discussion (for example, especially in Nyaya-Vaisesika) the term is 
used to refer to the notion of a "quality" or "attribute" of a "substance" 
(dravya) or thing. The term also comes to be employed in moral dis-
course, so that "guna" may refer to "outstanding merit" or "moral excel-
lence." 

In Samkhya philosophy, however, the term takes on a peculiar techni-
cal sense, which combines many of the above meanings but goes much 
further as well. On one level in Samkhya, guna is a "cord" or "thread," 
a constituent "strand" of primordial materiality. On another level, 
guna is "secondary" or "subordinate" in the sense that it is secondary 
to what is primary or principal (pradhana). On still another level, 
guna implies moral distinctions in that it refers to the activity of prakrti 
as the basis of satisfaction, frustration, and confusion, or moral excel-
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Ience, moral decadence, and amoral indifference. On yet other levels, 
guna refers to aesthetic and intellectual matters and is said to pervade 
the entire sphere of ordinary experience. The term "guna," in other 
words, comes to encompass, according to Samkhya, the entire range of 
subjective and objective reality, whether manifest (vyakta) orunmani-
fest (avyakta). It becomes the "thread" that runs through all of ordi-
nary experience and throughout the natural world, tying together, as it 
were, the tattva realm, the bhava realm, and the bhula realm. 

In attempting to understand the Samkhya notion of guna, it is impor-
tant to recognize at the outset that guna is never enumerated or counted 
as a tattva, a bhava, or a bhuta (that is to say, guna is never included within 
the list of 25 tattvas). It is not an "entity," a "predisposition," or a 
phenomenal "structure," nor is it any combination of these, although, 
to be sure, it is presupposed in the formulation of all entities, predisposi-
tions, and structures. Moreover, although three gunas are mentioned, 
namely, sattva, rajas, and tamas, the basic Samkhya conceptualization 
is that of one, continuous and unique process with three discernible 
"moments" or "constituents." There is one continuous process of 
transformation (parinama), which is the inherent generativity of pri-
mordial materiality, but this one continuous process manifests itself in 
three inextricably related "constituents" that intensionally define the 
unique, continuous process itself. Rather than referring to "three" 
gunas, therefore, it is perhaps more accurate to refer to a "tripartite 
process," which the Sanskrit language permits with such expressions 
as "triguna" or another word meaning the same thing, "traigunya" 
(meaning "possessed of three constituents" or "the state or condition 
of being made up of three constituents"). 

This tripartite process, which is primordial materiality, may be des-
cribed either with reference to objectivity or with reference to subjecti-
vity, because, according to Samkhya philosophy, the tripartite process 
underlies both sorts of descriptions. From an objective perspective, 
Samkhya describes the tripartite process as a continuing flow of primal 
material energy that is capable of spontaneous activity (rajas), rational 
ordering (sattva), and determinate formulation or objectivation (tamas). 
Primal material energy can activate or externalize (pravjtti, cala) itself 
in a manner that is transparent or intelligible (laghu, prakiiaka) and 
substantial or determinate (guru, niyama), and all manifestations of 
primary material energy are, therefore, purposeful, coherent, and ob-
jective. From a subjective perspective, Samkhya describes the tripar-
tite process as a continuing flow of experience that is capable of pre-
reflective spontaneous desiring or longing (rajas), reflective discerning 
or discriminating (sattva), and continuing awareness of an opaque, 
enveloping world (tamas). The continuing flow of experience actively 
seeks continuing gratification (cala, upastambhaka), reflectively discerns 
the intelligible dimensions within the flow of experience (prakhya, 
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prakasa), and continually encounters contents within experience that 
are opaque (varanaka) and oppressive (visada). Moreover, the quest for 
gratification is frequently frustrated (duftkha), and, although there are 
occasional times of reflective discernment that bring satisfaction (sukha), 
there are also moments when experience is completely overwhelmed 
by the sheer plenitude of the world (moha). In everyday, ordinary 
life, therefore, experience tends to vacilate between the discomforting 
failure (ghora) to attain gratification, occasional moments of reflective 
comprehension that bring a sense of comfort (Jdnta), and moments of 
confused (mudha) uncertainty. 

Philosophy (jijnasa) begins, according to Samkhya, as a result of the 
experience of failure and frustration and represents a desire to overcome 
that frustration. Reflection reveals, however, what might be called a 
double-bind problem. There is, first of all, the recognition of tripartite 
process within the flow of experience itself, that is to say, the realiza-
tion that frustration (ghora, duhkha) is but a moment or modality in-
extricably linked with occasional other moments of comfort (sanla, 
sukha) and confused uncertainty (mudha, moha). There is no possibi-
lity, in other words, of permanently overcoming frustration without also 
relinquishing the other constituents of the tripartite process that are 
inextricably allied with it. The constituents of the tripartite process 
presuppose one another in a dialectical fashion. There can be no grati-
fication unless there is something external to be appropriated; there 
can be no reflective discerning in the absence of discernibles; and there 
can be no confused uncertainty in the absence of someone seeking dis-
cernment. Thus, the constituents of the tripartite process are described 
as being "mutually dominant over, dependent upon, generative of, 
and cooperative with, one another" (anyonyafrayajananamithunavrttayai 
ca gunah, SK 12). Although apparently distinct and contradictory in 
function to one another, the constituents of tripartite process neverthe-
less operate together as the wick, oil, and flame of a lamp operate 
together in producing light (SKI 3). More than this, however, there is, 
secondly, the recognition that the subjective dilemma of the flow of 
experience is the obverse side of the inherent objective dilemma of 
primordial materiality itself. That is to say, according to Samkhya 
philosophy, there is no polarity or bifurcation of subjective and objec-
tive within tripartite process, no ontological distinction between "mind" 
and "matter" or "thought" and "extension." The subjective flow of 
experience is simply another way of describing the objective primal 
material energy that unfolds in a continuing tripartite process of spon-
taneous activity, rational ordering, and determinate formulation. Put 
another way, the subjective flow of experience that is at one and an-
other time frustrating, pleasurably discernible, and overwhelmingly 
encompassing is nondifferent from the primal material energy that is 
at one and another time purposeful, coherent, and objective. The 
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tripartite process of mUlaprakrti is, in other words, a sort of philosophical 
Klein bottle or Mobius strip in which the usual distinctions of subjec-
tive/objective, mind/body, thought/extension simply do not apply. 
Therefore, the subjective dilemma of frustration is aninherent dilemma 
of the world itself, or as the refrain in the Gita puts it, " ...guni gunesu 
vartanta iti" or "...the constituents (primordial materiality) flow on 
(endlessly)."30 

From the perspective of the analysis of the inner essence or under-
lying reality of primordial materiality itself, therefore, the notion of 
tripartite progess in Samkhya philosophy is clearly tending in the direc-
tion of a reductive materialism in the sense that it "reduces" our usual 
notions of mind, thinking, ideas, sensations, feelings, and so forth, to 
constituents of primal material energy.31 Intellect, egoity, or mind are 
as much manifestations of tripartite process as are trees, stones, or other 
manifestations of gross matter. Ordinary awareness or thinking (antah-
karanavrtti, cittavrtti, buddhi) is but a "moment," or constituent, of conti-
nuous tripartite process that is inextricably linked with spontaneous 
activity and determinate formulation. 

The constituents of tripartite process (sattva, rajas, tamas, gunapari-
ndrna, triguna, traigunya) encompass manifest and unmanifest reality 
from "Brahma down to a blade of grass" (brahmadistambaparyanta, 
SK 54). Therefore, the three realms described in the previous section 
on Samkhya enumerations (namely, the "constitutive," the "projec-
tive," and the "consequent") have tripartite process as their underlying 
reality or essence, but, according to Samkhya, actual transformation 
(parinama) only occurs in the first realm (the rUpa or tattva realm). 
In the other two realms, that is to say, in the "projective" and "conse-
quent" realms, there is apparently only simple "continuing activity" 
(praspanda). 

The transactions in the first or tattva realm represent what K. C. 
Bhattacharya has aptly called actual "causal" or "noumenal" trans-
formations.32 That is to say, the tattvas (buddhi, and so forth) that 
emerge from mUlaprakrti (because of the catalytic presence of purusa) 
are actual material transformations of primordial materiality made up 
of the constituents of tripartite process. The set of 23 "evolutes" or 
emergents are called material effects (karya) of a primary material 
cause (karana), which is mUlaprakrti or pradhana. These 23 effects pre-
exist (satkarya) in the material cause in the sense, described earlier, that 
they are specifications of the inherent generativity of primordial mate-
riality. Put another way, they are actual manifestations (vyakta) of the 
unmanifest (avyakta) potencies that reside inherently in primordial 
materiality. Moreover, because materiality itself is construed primarily 
in terms of tripartite process, it follows that the emegence of the various 
effects together with the causal matrix from which they derive is charac-
terized in terms of continuing dynamic transformation. Because 



P H I L O S O P H Y  O F  S A M K H Y A  69 

tripartite process encompasses both "subjective" and "objective" (or 
"mind" and "matter" or "thought" and "extension"), dynamic trans-
formation is both analytic and synthetic (or both a priori and a poste-
riori ). Analytically, each manifest component is a "part" of the "whole" 
that is primordial materiality. Synthetically, each emergent is the 
manifestation of an actual "effect" that preexists in the unmanifest 
potentiality of the primary material "cause." The tripartite process of 
emergence is, thus, both "logical" and "natural."33 

From the perspective of the "logic" of tripartite process, it would 
appear that Samkhya wishes to argue that prereflective spontaneous 
activity (rajas) implies an inherent, though latent, rational ordering 
(sattva) and determinate formulation (tamas), for an awareness of 
spontaneous activity could not arise in the absence of reflective discern-
ing vis-a-vis some kind of formulation. Reflective discerning [saliva) 
implies an inherent, though latent, determinate formulation (tamas) 
and spontaneous activity (rajas), for reflective discerning could not 
occur in the absence of a content discernible through some kind of 
process of appropriation. Determinate formulation (tamas) implies 
an inherent, though latent, reflective discerning (sattva) and sponta-
neous activity (rajas), for a determinate formulation could not arise in 
the absence of a spontaneous process that allows for reflective discern-
ing. All three constituents of tripartite process are always present to, 
or presuppose, one another. If one refrains from attempting to formu-
late an interpretation of tripartite process, then the process is simply 
"unmanifest" (avyakta). When, however, any attempt at formulation 
takes place, a logical sequence manifests (vyakta) itself in which each 
constituent implies or presupposes the other two.84 

From the perspective of the "nature" of tripartite process, it would 
appear that Samkhya wishes to argue that, although it must be con-
ceded that prereflective spontaneous activity (rajas) is a prerequisite 
for all process (whether logical or natural), reflective discerning (sattva) 
is nevertheless first in the emergence of manifest "effects" insofar as 
tripartite process only begins to be aware of itself in that constituent. 
Thus, intellect as a principle or an effect is said to be the first mani-
festation of primordial materiality. Its unique function is reflective 
discerning, ascertainment, or determination (adhyavasaya, SK 23), 
largely derivative, in other words, of sattva as reflective discerning or 
rational ordering but presupposing the latent possibilities of spontane-
ous activity (rajas) and determinate formulation (tamas). It reflects, 
therefore, or encompasses the complete content of tripartite process, at 
least implicitly, so that the entire order of manifest being is present in it 
as the reflective constituent of primordial materiality. It is presubject-
ive (or intersubjective) and preobjective in the sense that it is at one 
and the same time the inherent reflective discerning and the inherent 
rationality of tripartite process. Moreover, to the extent that its 
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discerning reveals the necessity for prereflective spontaneous activity 
(rajas) as preceding (at least logically) its inherent discerning, the buddhi 
also becomes the locus for what might be called prereflective "willing," 
not in the sense of egoistic willing (which comes "later" with the emer-
gence of egoity), but in the sense of being predisposed to certain kinds 
of activity, and in the sense of being capable of initiating or creating 
new courses of action and various transformations within experience. 
The buddhi, in other words, is also the locus of the fundamental predis-
positions and is capable of generating the pratyayasarga or "phenomenal 
creation." Reflective discerning by the intellect, therefore, is both 
passive and active, passive in the sense that it reflectively discerns 
the ongoing transactions of tripartite process and active in the sense 
that it is able to project its own destiny and its own formulation of 
itself. 

Egoity is implicit in intellect as reflective discerning becoming aware 
that it functions as only one constituent of tripartite process, which 
also implies spontaneous activity and determinate formulation or objec-
tivation. Reflective discerning loses its innocence, as it were, as it recog-
nizes that its pure reflecting function cannot be disembodied from that 
which it reflects. Egoity, therefore, is "self-awareness" (abhimana, SK 
24), not in the sense of free-floating and creative discerning, but, rather, 
in the sense that creative discerning is dependent upon and derivative 
of embodiment. The pleasure or joy of reflective discerning gives way 
to the emergence of a sense of flnitude or, as K. C. Bhattacharya puts 
it, egoity is ".. .the mind as active I becoming the standing me." Egoity, 
in other words, is ordinary subjectivity in which reflective discerning 
is always revealed as being inextricably involved with spontaneous 
activity (rajas) and determinate formulation (tamas), that is to say, 
the "...I becoming the standing me." As a result, egoity is the locus of 
frustration and is largely derivative of rajas, for it is on this level that 
tripartite process begins to reveal itself as the embodied specifications 
upon which both reflective discerning (sattva) and determinate for-
mulation (tamas) are dependent. Egoity generates (taijasad ubhayam, 
SK 25) a "twofold creation" (dvividhasarga, SK 24), the "specified" 
or "modified" (vaikrta, SK 25) presuppositions for all reflective dis-
cerning (sattva), namely, the functions of conceptualizing or "explicat-
ing" (samkalpaka, SK 27) or thinking (manas) together with sensing 
(the five buddhindriyas) and motor functioning (the five karmendriyas), 
and the first (bhutadi, SK 25) determinate formulation (tamas) or 
objectivation, namely, the five subtle elements (tanmatras). Finally, the 
five subtle elements, generated out of egoity in its tamas modality as 
determinate formulation, generate the further tamas specifications of 
the gross elements (mahabhutas). 

That the five subtle elements as tamas or determinate formulation are 
derived from egoity and in turn generate gross material existence under-
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scores in the most radical fashion the Samkhya claim that tripartite 
process is overall a closed, causal system of reductive or process material-
ism in which the most pleasurable reflective discerning (sattva, sukha, 
buddhi) differs neither in essence nor in kind from the most painful 
transactions of frustrated gratification (rajas, duhkha, ahamkara) nor 
from the most oppressive presence of opaque formulation (tamas, 
moha, tanmcUrajbhUta). Ordinary thinking, willing, and feeling are but 
the "subjective" obverse side of the "objective" ongoing transactions 
of tripartite process in its constituent unfoldings as sattva, rajas, and 
tamas. It has been said that the intention of Hegelian philosophy is to 
show that, finally, substance is subject. The Samkhya conceptualiza-
tion of the tripartite process appears to intend precisely the opposite. 
For Samkhya the apparent subject (namely, internal awareness in 
terms of buddhi, ahamkara, manas, and so forth) is really substance 
(:mulaprakrti as triguna)?h 

Such, then, is the underlying nature of the "causal" or "noumenal" 
tattva (or rUpa) realm with its transactions as the tripartite process. 
The transactions in the second and third realms (that is to say, the 
bhava and bhuta realms) are also related to tripartite process but pre-
sumably not in terms of the "causal" tripartite process. The bhava 
and bhuta realms are secondary or derivative constructions that can be 
generated or projected by the ongoing simple "continuing activity" 
(praspanda) of the tripartite process. Again, to use K. C. Bhattacharya's 
idiom, if the tattva realm is the realm of "causal" or "noumenal" trans-
formations, then the bhava and bhuta realms are the realms of "non-
causal" or "phenomenal" transactions.38 Residing in the buddhi, in 
other words, in addition to its constitutive tattva identity as reflective 
discerning or ascertainment is a special projective capacity (the bhavas) 
capable of generating a derivative, secondary set of manifestations, 
constituted to be sure by sattva, rajas, and tamas, (as are all manifesta-
tions), but not unfolding in terms of the tripartite process. This deri-
vative, secondary set of manifestations unfolds, presumably, by simple 
continuing activity, and its components are related to one another as 
nimittanaimittika (efficient causes and effects), or, in other words, the 
karmic transactions of ordinary life and experience (bhoga, upabhoga). 
The Tuktidipika provides some documentation for such an interpreta-
tion in its discussion of the inherent activity of triguna: 

...activity or change can be construed in two ways, namely (a) 
fundamental transformation and (b) simple continuing activity. 
When there emerges a new state or condition of manifestation that 
has distinctly different characteristics, there is a fundamental trans-
formation. The maintenance of ordinary life and its ongoing activi-
ties, like speaking, and so forth, may be referred to as simple conti-
nuing activity.37 
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Fundamental transformation is chiefly characteristic of the rupa or 
tattva realm. Simple continuous activity is characteristic of the pravrtti 
(bhava) and phala (bhUta) realms. Or, putting the matter in terms of 
causation, the rupa or tattva realm is that realm in which material 
(.karanakarya) causation operates, the pravrtti and phala realms are those 
realms in which efficient (nimittanaimittika) causation operates. 

Within the predispositional or projective realm (bhava or pravrtti), 
those predispositions of the intellect that evoke the inherent reflective 
discerning of the buddhi principle are referred to as its sattvika predis-
positions (namely, meritorious behavior, knowledge, nonattachment, 
and power, SK 23). Those predispositions of the buddhi which evoke 
the objectifying or reifying tendencies of the buddhi principle are refer-
red to as its tamasa predispositions (namely, demeritorious behavior, 
ignorance, attachment, and impotence). Presumably, as mentioned 
earlier, the predispositions themselves, as the active or creative capacity 
of intellect in contrast to its passive tattvic constitution as reflective 
discerning, are derivative of the spontaneous externalizing activity of 
prereflective rajasa tendencies within primordial materiality, though 
this is nowhere directly stated in the extant Samkhya texts. In any 
case, the constellation of predispositions residing in the buddhi principle 
in any particular rebirth predisposes the transmigrating linga to 
project a resultant phenomenal creation with its fifty categories of 
ordinary experience, with sattva tendencies dominant in the divine or 
celestial regions, rajas tendencies dominant on the human level and 
tamas tendencies dominant in the external gross world.38 

Whereas the progression of fundamental principles in terms of the 
tripartite process and material causality cannot be changed inasmuch 
as they constitute the "causal" or "noumenal" reality of everything that 
is, the transactions of the projective (bhava) and consequent (phala) 
realms inasmuch as they are "noncausal" (in a material, constitutive 
sense) or "phenomenal" tendencies in terms of gunapraspanda and effi-
cient causality, are subject to change. In other words, one cannot 
change what is, but one can change one's perspective or one's predis-
position toward what is. Thus, knowledge or knowing (jnana) and 
insufficient discriminating or ignorance (ajndna), according to Sam-
khya philosophy, pertain only to the projective and consequent realms. 
Knowledge and ignorance are only predispositions. They are never 
principles. Put another way, knowing can never change or reconsti-
tute being; it can only change our predisposition toward what is and 
the manner in which we pursue our life trajectories. 

Before proceeding to discuss the Samkhya notion of purusa and the 
Samkhya epistemology, it may be useful to offer a chart, which brings 
together the material presented thus far. 
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(1) consciousness I 

(pUTUja) 
(2) primordial materiality =the u:lmanifest (avyakta) 

(m illaprakrti) = traigullya (sattva, rajas, 
tamas) 

"the manifest world" (vyakta) =tTigut;la 

/ 1 
"The constitutive realm 
(A) Tapa-realm 

tattva realm 
linga realm 

huddhi 
ahaT!lkiira 
11 indrryas 
5 tanmatras 
5 mahiibhutas 

L-:';GA) + 
trigutla / paTilliima 
kiiratla/kiirya, satkii1)'a 
nirupabhoga (devoid of 
ordinary experience) 

avileia (with the ex-
ception of the bhiitas) 

"causal" or "nou-
menal" 

The projective realm 
(B) pravrtti-realm 

bhava realm 
nimittanaimittika 

buddhibhiivas 
dharma/ adharma 
pi<lna/ajiliina 
vairiigyafavairiigya 
aifvarya/anailvarya 

l BHiIvA 

trigZltla/praspanda 
nimittanaimittika 

The consequent realm 
(C) pllala-rcalm 

bliuta realm 
pratyayasarga 

50 padiirtllas 
5 viparyayas 
28 alaktis 
9 
8 siddhis 

BHAUTIKASARGA) 

upabhoga, apavarga (ordinary experience and the 
experience of release) 
visefa 

"noncausal" or "phenomenal" 
pratyakfa, anumiina, tiptavacana 
karman and sal!lsiira 
duMha and/or kaivalya 

III. SA¥KHY A AS CONTENTLESS CONSCIOUSNESS 

The discussion of the Sarpkhya system has thus far focused almost 
exclusively on the notion of primordial materiality, its underlying 
essence as tripartite process, its "causal" or "noumenal" transforma-
tion into the manifest tattva realm, and its "noncausal" or "pheno-
menal" projections and permutations in terms of the fundamental 
predispositions, the intellectual creation, and the spheres of rebirth 
and transmigration. Thus, although twenty-four of the twenty-five 
basic principles have been discussed, in reality, according to Sarpkhya, 
only one "thing" or "entity" or "existent" has been described, name-
ly, primordial materiality. The twenty-three fundamental principles 
(intellect, and so forth) that "manifest" (vyakta) themselves from 
"unmanifest" (avyakta) primordial materiality are all "parts" of a 
totally functioning "whole," which is primordial materiality, or mate-
rial "effects" (kiirya) of a primal material "cause" (kiiraIJa). The 
"thread" that ties the "whole" together is tripartite process. 

The Sarpkhya notion of tripartite process was an attractive and 
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powerful solution to many of the older speculative problems in South 
Asian thought, attractive and powerful because it pulled together so 
many loose ends from the older speculative potpourri of random theori-
zing, but attractive and powerful also because it provided an indepen-
dent rational basis for serious reflection quite apart from received reve-
lation, but nevertheless very much in harmony with the received heri-
tage. There had been a variety of speculations in the ancient brahma-
nical and heterodox periods regarding the notion of selfhood, ranging 
from the cosmic atman of the oldest Upanisads through such notions as 
ksetrajna, bhutatman, mahan atman the Jain notion of jiva, and, of course, 
archaic Buddhist notions of no-self (anatman).39 Similarly, there had 
been a variety of speculations concerning the cosmos, the process of 
rebirth and transmigration, and the manner in which the physical 
world had come into existence — including archaic element lists in the 
Upanisads, the atomism of the early Vaisesika, the pratityasamutpada 
of the Buddhists, theories about a creative "Lord" or Uvara among 
early bhakti followers, and even "arguments" about random chance 
among materialists.40 Moreover, the issue of the relation between self-
hood, on the one hand, and the phenomenal, empirical world, on the 
other, was a pressing issue even in the earliest phases of speculation. 
What Samkhya philosophy accomplished with its conceptualization of 
the tripartite process was an intuitively cogent intellectual synthesis of 
many of these older strands of speculation. The transactions of intellect, 
egoity, and mind were now construed as rational manifestations of an 
intelligible, uniform, and real world "from Brahma down to a blade 
of grass," and the process of rebirth and transmigration was given a 
meaningful interpretation. More than this, however, as already indi-
cated, this was accomplished largely on the basis of independent reason-
ing, aided to be sure by the "reliable testimony" of the rsis and the 
pronouncements of scripture, but independently derived nevertheless. 
It is perhaps hardly surprising, therefore, that Samkhya philosophy 
should have been so influential in ancient Indian culture. Its concep-
tualization of the tripartite process became a kind of intellectual charter 
for many aspects of scientific and rational endeavour, widely used both 
in its technical sense and as a useful heuristic device in such divergent 
fields as medicine, law, ethics, philosophy, and cosmology. 

In addition to the twenty-four principles that make up the one 
"entity" or "existent" that is primordial materiality as tripartite, how-
ever, the Samkhya system also asserts that there is a second kind of 
"existent," distinct from primordial materiality and uninvolved in its 
transactions, yet nevertheless a crucial component for the manifest 
functioning of that materiality. The Samkhya system refers to this 
second kind of "existent" as "purusa." The term "purusa," though in 
origin meaning "man" or "person" and used synonymously in pre-
philosophical contexts with the old Upanisadic notion of atman or Self, 
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came to have a peculiar technical meaning in philosophical Samkhya 
in much the same way as the old word "guna" was reinterpreted and 
given a new sense by the Samkhya teachers.41 It is quite likely, in fact, 
that the two technical notions of the constituent process and conscious-
ness developed in tandem, for it is clear enough that the precision and 
comprehensiveness of the notion of triguna would require a fundamental 
rethinking of the old Upanisadic "ghost in the machine".42 To be sure, 
one might anticipate that the notion of the constituent process with its 
tendency toward a "reductive materialism" might well have rendered 
the older Upanisadic notions of selfhood superfluous. In other words, 
one might anticipate that Samkhya would have moved in the direction 
of some sort of no-self theory on analogy with comparable develop-
ments within archaic Buddhist traditions or in the direction of a 
thoroughgoing materialism. This did not happen, however. Instead, 
the Samkhya teachers worked out an eccentric form of dualism with pri-
mordial materiality or the tripartite constituent process (encompassing 
twenty-four fundamental principles) as one kind of "existent," and 
pure consciousness (purusa, a twenty-fifth tattva) as a second kind of 
"existent." 

The term "eccentric" is meant to indicate simply that the Samkhya 
dualism does not fit the usual or conventional notions of dualism. If 
one looks, for example, at the classic expression of the dualist position 
in Western thought, namely, that of Descartes, one realizes immedia-
tely that the Samkhya somehow misses the mark. In his Principles of 
Philosophy Descartes comments as follows about the dualist position: 

Thus extension in length, breadth and depth, constitutes the nature 
of corporeal substance; and thought constitutes the nature of think-
ing substance. For all else that may be attributed to body presup-
poses extension, and is but a mode of this extended thing; as every-
thing that we find in mind is but so many diverse forms of thinking.43 

In his Meditations Descartes sets forth the essence of the dualist pers-
pective as follows: 

...because, on the one side, I have a clear and distinct idea of myself 
inasmuch as I am only a thinking and unextended thing, and as, 
on the other, I possess a distinct idea of body, inasmuch as it is only 
an extended and unthinking thing, it is certain that this I (that is 
to say, my soul by which I am what I am), is entirely and abso-
lutely distinct from my body and can exist without it.44 

A modern statement of the conventional dualist position is that of the 
analytic philosopher Kai Nielsen, who puts the matter as follows: 

The core of the dualist claim...could...be put in this way: There 
are at least two radically different kinds of reality, existence or 
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phenomena: the physical and the mental... . Physical phenomena 
or realities are extended in space and time and are perceptually 
public, or, like electrons and photons, are constituents of things 
that are perceptually public .... Mental phenomena or realities, 
by contrast, are unextended, not in space, and are inherently private.45 

Whether one considers the Cartesian position or the modern, analytic 
restatement of it, according to Kai Nielsen, the interpreter of Samkhya 
must admit that the Samkhya is not a dualism in these senses. Simi-
larly, if one considers the theological or ethical dualism of Christian 
thought — in the manner of Pauline theology or later treatments such 
as those of Augustine, and so forth — again, the Samkhya is not a dual-
ism in these senses. Similarly, if one considers the dualistic analyses 
in Plato or Aristotle, or the Kantian dualism of noumenon and pheno-
mena, or a phenomenological dualism of noesis and noema, the Samkhya 
is not really dualist in any of these senses. Even within the framework 
of Indian philosophy, the garden-variety dualisms of the later Vedanta 
schools or the older archaic jwa-ajiva dualism of the Jains do not ade-
quately fit the Samkhya case. Regarding all of these positions, Sam-
khya philosophy with its notion of tripartite process would be a critique 
of the traditional or conventional dualist position and approaches, 
rather, as has been shown in the preceding section, the opposite 
position or what modern Western philosophy of mind would call 
"reductive materialism," that is to say, a philosophical view that 
"reduces" "mind" talk, or "mentalistic" talk to "brain-process" talk, 
or, in other words, construes mind, thought, ideas, sensations, and so 
forth, in terms of some sort of material stuff, or energy, or force (as has 
been argued, for example, by such thinkers as H. Feigl, J.J. C. Smart, 
Kai Nielsen, and others).46 For, according to Samkhya philosophy, 
the experiences of intellect, egoity, and mind, and the "raw feels" 
such as frustration or satisfaction — or, in other words, what conven-
tional dualists would consider to be "inherently private"— are simply 
subtle reflections of a primordial materiality, a primordial materiality 
undergoing continuous transformation by means of its constituent 
unfolding as spontaneous activity, reflective discerning, and determi-
nate formulation. Thus, the modern reductive materialists' claim 
that "sensations are identical with certain brain processes" would 
have a peculiar counterpart in the Samkhya claim that "awarenesses" 
(antahkaranavrtti or cittavrtti) are identical with certain guna modalities. 
Or again, the modern reductive materialists' claim that the conven-
tional notions of the "inherently private" or the "mental" are only 
linguistic fictions that inhibit a more correct understanding of the 
human situation would find its peculiar counterpart in the Samkhya 
claim that the notion of the discreet "individual" or the "individual 
ego" seriously inhibits a more correct understanding of an organism 
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as a composite constellation of a subtle material transmigrating linga 
(made up of intellect, egoity, mind, and so forth) periodically being 
reborn in gross physical bodies. Both positions, in other words, appear 
to criticize the notion of an inherently private, mentalistic "ghost 
in the machine" as being a product of verbal carelessness (vikalpa) 
brought about by the failure to make relevant distinctions (aviveka, 
avidya). 

At this point, however, the comparison of Samkhya philosophy with 
reductive materialism breaks down, for instead of expelling the tradi-
tional or conventional "ghost in the machine" and getting on with the 
task of describing the world and experience without "ghost talk," 
Samkhya as it were refurbishes the "ghost," stripping it of its conven-
tional attributes and reintroducing it in the framework of an "eccen-
tric" dualism in the sense that the "ghost" no longer has to do with 
"mind talk, "mentalist" talk, or "ego" talk, all of which latter are fully 
reducible to guna talk in good reductive materialist fashion. Samkhya 
designates its eccentric ghost as "consciousness" (cetana, purusa), thus 
introducing a fundamental distinction between "awareness" (antah-
karanavrtti, cittavrtti) and "consciousness" (cetana, purusa) and requiring 
a radically different kind of dualism, namely, a dualism between a 
closed, causal system of reductive materialism (encompassing "aware-
ness" or the "private" life of the mind), on the one hand, and a non-
intentional and contentless consciousness, on the other. Whereas aware-
ness (antahkaranavrtti) (namely, intellect, egoity and mind) is active, 
intentional, engaged and at every moment a reflection of subtle mate-
riality; consciousness (purusa) cannot think or act and is not ontologi-
cally involved or intentionally related in any sense to primordial mate-
riality other than being passively present. Consciousness, in other 
words, is sheer contentless presence (saksitva). Samkhya philosophy 
thereby rejects idealism without giving up an ultimately transcendent 
"consciousness." It also rejects conventional dualism by reducing 
"mentalist" talk to one or another transformation of material "aware-
ness" ; and it modifies reductive materialism by introducing a unique 
notion of "consciousness" that is nonintentional and has nothing to do 
with ordinary mental awareness. 

This eccentric Samkhya dualism is set forth in verses 3, 10, and 11 of 
the Sarrikhyakarikd,. The dualism is introduced in the following fashion: 
Primordial materiality is ungenerated; the seven — intellect, and so 
forth — are both generated and generative. The sixteen are generated. 
Consciousness is neither generated nor generative. (SK 3) 

The four hemistichs of the verse may be exhibited as follows: 
(I) Primordial materiality is ungenerated {mulaprakrtir avikrtir); 

(II) The seven—-intellect, and so forth—are both generated and 
generative (mahadadyah prakrtivikrtayah sapta); 

(III) The sixteen are generated (sodaiakas tu vikaro); 
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(IV) Consciousness is neither generated nor generative (na prakrtir 
na vikrtih purusah).11 

The purusa is clearly distinguished from all other fundamental princi-
ples in the sense of not being implicated in what is generating or gene-
rated. Moreover, the first hemistich is a negation of the third hemistich, 
and the fourth hemistich is a negation of the second hemistich. It 
follows, then, that whatever is predicated of the second part will provide 
a negative description of the fourth part, and whatever is predicated 
of the third part will provide negative descriptions of both the first 
part and the fourth part (inasmuch as the fourth part is similar to the 
first part to the extent that it too is ungenerated). The sequences of 
predications are then presented in verses 10-11 and may be exhibited 
in the accompanying chart. 

Consciousness 
(purusa) 

(jna or purusa) 
Unmanifest 
(,avyakta) J 

Primordial Materiality 
(mulaprakrti) 

Manifest 
(vyakta) 

(Predications 
of the third 
part that 
provide a 
negative 
description 
of the first 
and fourth 
parts) 

V""" 

uncaused (ahetumat) 
nontemporal (nitya) 
nonspatial (oyapin) 
stable (akriya) 
simple (eka) 
unsupported (anaSrita) 
nonmergent (alinga) 
without parts (anavayava) 
independent (aparatantra) 

{jna or purusa) ^ (avyakta) 

caused (hetumat) 
temporal (anitya) 
spatial (avyapin) 
unstable (sakriya) 
complex (aneka) 
supported (asrita) 
mergent (IiAga) 
having parts (avayava) 
contingent (paratantra) 

(vyakta) J 

(Predications 
of the second 
part that 
provide a 
negative 
description 
of the fourth 
part) 

without tripartite process 
(atrigupa) 

differentiated (vivekin) 
non-content (avisaya) 
uncharacterizable (asamdnya) 
conscious (cetana) 

tripartite process (trigupa) 

undifferentiated (avivekin) 
content (vifaya) 
characterizable (samdnya) 
nonconscious (acetana) 

unproductive (aprasavadharmin) productive (prasavadharmin) 

The first sequence establishes the manner in which the manifest world 
differs both from unmanifest materiality and consciousness. Both 
unmanifest materiality and consciousness, in other words, are alike in 
the sense of being uncaused, nontemporal, nonspatial, and so forth.48 

The second sequence establishes the manner in which unmanifest and 
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manifest taken together differ from consciousness, the crucial difference 
having to do with the tripartite process. Because both the unmanifest 
and manifest dimensions of primordial materiality are inherently tri-
partite process, it follows, according to Samkhya, that primordial 
materiality is uniform overall (avivekin) in the sense that it is one 
"existent" in which "parts" and "whole" or "effects" and "cause" 
make up one undifferentiated entity; that it is, therefore, a content of 
consciousness (Otsaya); that it can be rationally or relationally charac-
terized (samanya); that it is not conscious (acetana); and that it is in-
herently productive (prasavadharmin) .49 Consciousness, therefore, accord-
ing to Samkhya, refers to an "existent" that is distinct from tripartite 
process and thus differentiated from all of the transactions of awareness 
(intellect and so forth), transcending all objectivity whether specific 
or unspecific, utterly unique or uncharacterizable, sentient or intelli-
gent, and incapable of producing anything. 

According to Samkhya philosophy, such a notion of contentless con-
sciousness is essential for several important reasons (SK 17). First, 
because the combinations (samghata) of tripartite process appear to be 
purposeful (pararthatva) overall and because these transactions are 
themselves finally only objective or manifestations of primal material 
energy, there must be some ultimate grounding for such purposeful-
ness that is itself not objective, or, in other words, not implicated in 
tripartite process. This ultimate grounding is pure consciousness and 
it is that for which primordial materiality functions. Second, although 
pure consciousness is nonintentional and incapable of producing any-
thing, nevertheless, there must be a sentient principle that by its mere 
presence exercises a function of passive overseeing (adhisthana). Third, 
there must be a substratum that is the recipient or beneficiary (bhoktr-
bhava) of the various awarenesses of primordial materiality. Finally, 
because the quest or urge for liberation is such a crucial component in 
all experience, there must be a principle of sentience apart from the 
closed causal system of reductive materialism that renders such a quest 
intelligible. All of these arguments amount to one basic claim, namely, 
that the very notion of tripartite process itself becomes unintelligible in 
the absence of a distinct principle of sentience. In other words, tripar-
tite process, although a powerful intellectual synthesis or conceptuali-
zation, cannot stand alone in and of itself, for even the awareness of the 
concept presupposes a ground or basis, or perhaps better, a "medium" 
through which and for which the concept becomes meaningful. Other-
wise what appeared to be a uniform, rational, and meaningful world 
"from Brahma down to a blade of grass" would finally show itself as 
an endless mechanical process in which the transactions of ordinary 
experience would amount to little more than occasional pleasurable 
respites from an endlessly unfolding tragedy. Or, putting the matter 
another way, one would come upon the remarkable paradox that an 
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apparently uniform, rational, and meaningful world is finally point-
less. 

Moreover, according to Samkhya philosophy, the notion of content-
less consciousness requires that it be construed pluralistically (bahutva). 
That is to say, because consciousness is a contentless, nonintentional 
presence incapable of performing any activity, it, therefore, cannot 
know or intuit itself. The presence of contentless consciousness can only 
be intuited by the intellect in its reflective discerning (sattva) and in an 
intuition by the intellect that in itself is not consciousness. The presence 
of consciousness, thus, is an awareness that occurs within intellect, an 
awareness that the intellect itself is not consciousness. According to 
the Yuktidipikd,, this realization of the presence of consciousness emerges 
as an awareness of the difference between tripartite process and con-
sciousness (jri&nam gunapurusantaraupalabdhilaksamm). Because there 
is a plurality of intellects engaging in reflective discernment; because 
these intellects are following various life trajectories; and because they 
are functioning, therefore, at various times and under varying circum-
stances in accordance with the varied manifestations of tripartite pro-
cess, contentless consciousness can only be disclosed pluralistically (SK 
18), or, putting the matter somewhat differently, there may be as 
many disclosures of contentless consciousness as there are intellects 
capable of reflective discernment. Samkhya philosophy, therefore, 
rejects the old cosmic atman of the Upanisads and argues instead that 
contentless consciousness accompanies every intellect, stressing thereby 
that the awareness of consciousness is an achievement of the intellect 
and is a negative discernment of what the intellect is not. The Samkhya 
arguments for a plurality of pure consciousnesses, in other words, 
appear to be directed at epistemological concerns rather than ontologi-
cal matters. Because contentless consciousness can never be a content 
and cannot be characterized as are materiality or the tripartite process, 
it is hardly likely that the Samkhya teachers were thinking of the plura-
lity of consciousnesses as a set of knowable entities to be counted.60 

They were thinking, rather, of a plurality of intellects through which 
the disclosure of contentless consciousness occurs. Vijnanabhiksu (in 
his commentary on Samkhyasutra 1.154) makes a somewhat comparable 
point when he suggests that the Samkhya plurality of consciousnesses 
does not contradict the evidence of the Veda that there is only one Self 
or subject. In the Veda, according to Vijnanabhiksu, oneness or uni-
formity refers to the essential nature (svarupa) of selfhood in terms only 
of genus (jati). Vedic references to oneness need not be construed as 
implying entirety or undividedness. There are numerous passages in 
the Veda that show that selfhood shows itself under limiting adjuncts 
(;upadhi), and, hence, there is no contradiction between Vedic testimony 
and the Samkhya notion of the plurality of consciousnesses. Whether 
in fact Vedic references can be so construed, of course, is a matter for 
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debate and textual interpretation. (Generally speaking, it would 
appear that Vijnanabhiksu is wrong. Vedic references to selfhood do 
seem to imply entirety or undividedness.) Vijnanabhiksu is probably 
correct, however, in suggesting that Samkhya's intention with its notion 
of a plurality of consciousnesses was largely epistemological. 

Putting all of this together, contentless consciousness, according to 
Samkhya philosophy, is (a) pure passive presence (saksitva); (b) dis-
tinct from the tripartite process (kaivalya); (c) uninvolved in the tran-
sactions of the three gunas except for its passive presence (madhyasthya); 
(d) the foundation for subjectivity or pure consciousness (drastrtva); 
and (e) incapable of activity (akartrbhma) (SK 19). 

It is outside the realm of causality, outside space and time, completely 
inactive, utterly simple, unrelated apart from its sheer presence, un-
involved in emergence or transformation, without parts, completely 
independent, transcendent yet always immanent by reason of its pre-
sence, the presupposition for all apparent discrimination or differen-
tiation, neither an object nor a subject (in any conventional sense), 
verbally uncharacterizable, a pure witness whose only relation to pri-
mordial materiality is sheer presence, utterly isolated, completely 
indifferent, the presupposition for apprehending unmanifest or mani-
fest being, a nonagent, and potentially present in the awareness of all 
intellects as not being that awareness. 

Samkhya philosophy strips consciousness of most of the usual attri-
butes of a mutable subject. Even the discrimination (viveka) of its very 
presence is delegated to the intellect as a negative apprehension that 
intellect is not contentless consciousness (n&smi, na me, naham ity apari-
Sesam, SK 64). As the Samkhyasutra (111.75) puts it, "The attainment 
of the discrimination (of purusa) occurs as a result of the meditative 
analysis (abhyasa) of the fundamental principles through which one 
progressively abandons (tyaga) all contents, saying tIt is not this,' 
'It is not that.'" 

Such an unusual notion of consciousness entails, of course, some 
equally unusual corollaries. First of all, if consciousness is inactive and 
distinct from the tripartite process, then consciousness is neither the 
material nor the efficient cause of the transactions of primordial mate-
riality, and yet all causal transactions occur in the presence of conscious-
ness and are illuminated by consciousness. Second, if consciousness is 
only a contentless passive presence, it can only appear as what it is not, 
passively taking on all content (whether subjective or objective) as a 
transparent witness. Third, tripartite process appears to be conscious 
until such time as it is realized that consciousness is the radical absence 
of content (whether subjective or objective). A double negation occurs, 
in other words, whereby contentlessness appears to have content 
{gunakartrtve 'pi tatha karte 'va bhavaty udasinah, SK 20) and content 
appears to be conscious (acetanam cetandvad iva lingam, SK 20).' Fourth, 
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when contentless consciousness is present to primordial materiality, 
this double negation occurs quite spontaneously or naturally and be-
comes the occasion for the manifest world and experience to occur. 
Hence, because consciousness and primordial materiality (in any 
given world cycle) are all-pervasive "existents" it can be said that this 
spontaneous double negation is beginningless. Fifth, the manifest 
world and experience, therefore, though fully real, are nevertheless 
distorted appearances in which pure consciousness appears to be bound 
up in the transactions of tripartite process (and hence caught in the clo-
sed causal system) and tripartite process appears to be conscious (and 
hence lacking any basis outside of the closed causal system for the 
possibility of freedom or release). Whether this double negation is 
construed with a simple theory of reflection (pratibimba), whereby con-
sciousness becomes reflected in intellect (thereby occasioning experi-
ence)— as in Vacaspati Misra — or with a double theory of reflection 
(anyonyapratibimba), whereby consciousness becomes reflected in intellect 
and intellect in turn is reflected back on consciousness — as in Vijnana-
bhiksu — makes little difference in terms of the basic thrust of the 
Samkhya position, which is that there is a basic epistemological distor-
tion at the root of experience.61 Vacaspati Misra's interpretation is 
perhaps cleaner in the sense that all transactions of experience occur 
only in intellect after it has been "intelligized" by consciousness. Vijna-
nabhiksu's interpretation has the merit of ascribing experience to con-
sciousness (because the contents of intellect awareness are reflected 
back on consciousness). In either case, however, the crucial point is 
that intellect is only a surrogate for contentless consciousness, and only 
proper discrimination (viveka) by the intellect is sufficient finally to 
eliminate the beginningless distortion (aviveka). Finally, and most 
important, bondage and release, according to Samkhya philosophy, 
are never ontological problems. The two ultimate "existents" (pure 
consciousness and primordial materiality) in fact both exist, and their 
presence to one another cannot be changed. What can change is the 
fundamental epistemological distortion that is the occasion for the 
appearance of the manifest world and experience. The intellect is 
capable finally of discriminating the presence of contentless conscious-
ness, thereby intuiting a radical foundation for liberation that dissi-
pates the pain or frustration of ordinary experience. Both bondage and 
freedom, in other words, pertain to intellect, the former being the case 
when beginningless nondiscrimination, occasioned by the natural co-
presence of consciousness and materiality, obtains and the intellect is 
on a trajectory toward ordinary experience (upabhoga), the latter being 
the case when discrimination {viveka) arises — occasioned by the intel-
lect's sufficiently distinguishing itself from consciousness — and the intel-
lect is predisposed toward liberation and/or isolation. As Isvarakrsna 
puts the matter in verse 62 !"Therefore, it is surely the case that (purusa) 
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is never bound, nor released nor subject to transmigration. Only 
prakrti in its various forms transmigrates, is bound and is released." 
Primordial materiality, therefore, provides both ordinary experience 
and the extraordinary knowledge that consciousness exists. 

Ultimately, of course, contentless consciousness and primordial 
materiality go beyond what can be reasonably described in ordinary 
discourse. Both the notions of consciousness and materiality (or the 
tripartite process) are like certain ultimate notions in Plato's thought 
for which Plato turned to the language of myth, metaphor, and simile. 
It is hardly surprising, then, that Samkhya philosophy should also 
make use of metaphor and simile regarding its ultimate conceptions. 
To some extent, of course, such metaphors and similes were often used 
in Indian philosophy as "illustrations" (drstanta) in framing the so-
called Indian syllogism, but metaphors and similes were also used as 
vivid images for evoking a brief intuitive glimpse of an idea that did not 
easily lend itself to rational formulation.52 Thus, the relation between 
contentless consciousness and primordial materiality is like that between 
a lame man and a blind man, whereby each functions for the other in 
accomplishing a common goal. Or again, consciousness is the crystal; 
materiality the China rose that distorts the clarity of the crystal and 
makes it appear as what it is not. Consciousness is the spectator; 
materiality is the dancer performing for him until such time as the 
aesthetic performance has been completed. Consciousness is the young 
calf; materiality the nourishing milk. Consciousness is the young lover; 
materiality is the shy virgin who withdraws from his sight having been 
seen by him in her nakedness. Consciousness is the master; materiality 
is the obedient servant. (See SK 13, 21, 36, 41, 42, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 
65, 66, and 67; see also Book IV of the Samkhyasutra, which is given 
over to reciting various narratives, metaphors, and similes about the 
basic Samkhya conceptions.) 

I V .  S A M K H Y A  A S  R A T I O N A L  R E F L E C T I O N  

Now that the basic components and overall contours of the Samkhya 
system have been presented, attention can be directed, finally, to the 
manner in which the Samkhya teachers argued their case. That is to 
say, it is appropriate now to address such issues as the philosophical 
methodology, logic, and epistemology of the Samkhya. To some extent, 
of course, such matters have been implicit throughout the preceding 
sections, for it has become clear enough that the genius of the Sam-
khya in the ancient Indian context was its success in formulating a 
tight set of conceptualizations that pulled together a great variety of 
speculative loose ends from the older heritage. The notions of triguna, 
buddhi, ahamkara, manas, mulaprakrti, purusa, and so forth, set forth in a 
systematic pattern that rendered the world and human experience 
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intelligible was a remarkable intellectual achievement by any measure, 
and it is no accident, therefore, that Samkhya exercised an enormous 
influence in so many areas of ancient Indian intellectual life. To be 
sure, Samkhya was vigorously criticized by later and more sophistica-
ted philosophical traditions, but that in itself is a measure of its stature 
in the formative phase of Indian intellectual history. As Frauwallner 
and others have eloquently argued, Samkhya's contribution to Indian 
philosophy was evidently fundamental and basic, perhaps even semi-
nal.53 That its later opponents were quick to pounce on the obvious 
weaknesses of the system should not deflect our attention from an appre-
ciation for Samkhya's crucial contribution in its own time. Only 
Vaisesika, early Nyaya, and early Buddhist thought came even close to 
exercising a comparable influence in terms of Indian systematic philo-
sophizing. Yoga, Vedanta, and Mimamsa in these early centuries 
had not yet (and perhaps really never did) adequately differentiate 
themselves from their religious roots. Moreover, even when these latter 
traditions did finally emerge as philosophical (cum religious) move-
ments, the influence of Samkhya in them was extensive (to the extent 
that "Yoga philosophy" can really only be taken as itself a theme and 
variation on Samkhya). As was mentioned in Chapter One, later 
Vedanta is really only a warmed over Samkhya, upgraded somewhat 
with the sophisticated dialectic of Madhyamika and Nyaya but in 
most rcspects a regression to prephilosophical religious intuition and 
scriptural authority. 

Be that as it may, the task now is to piece together in as systematic a 
way as possible Samkhya's contribution in such areas as philosophical 
methodology, logic, and epistemology. In many ways, unfortunately, 
this is the most difficult dimension of Samkhya to uncover, for the ex-
tant Samkhya textual evidence contains very little information. Unlike 
the other systems of classical Indian philosophy, there is no lengthy 
ancient Samkhya suira collection, which would be the normal source 
for uncovering such issues (if not in the sutras themselves, certainly in 
the detailed commentaries that accompany such collections). There 
is, of course, a Sdmkhyanitra, commented on by Aniruddha, Vijnana-
bhiksu, and others, but this is a medieval tradition (fifteenth or six-
teenth century) that is largely useless for purposes of studying the old 
Samkhya system. Whether Samkhya, in fact, ever had a set of ancient 
sutras is difficult to know. There are fragments quoted here and there 
in the general philosophical literature of India (attributed to Panca-
sikha, Varsaganya, and so on) that suggest there may have been sutra 
collections that were subsequently lost or discarded. There is also the 
little Tatlvasamasamtra, which may well be very old, but its laconic 
presentation makes it impossible to decipher without commentaries; 
and the extant commentaries on the text are very late (with the possible 
exception Ô¿ the Kramadipika). In any case, the Tattuasamdsa offers little 
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of importance about matters of methodology, logic, or epistemology. 
What evidence is available tends to indicate that Sainkhya probably 

did not have an ancient sutra collection. Instead, there are numerous 
references to a so-called sastitantra or "system or science of sixty topics," 
which, as suggested earlier, may refer to an extensive literature or to a 
tradition of presenting Samkhya in terms of sixty topics. Authorship 
of the sastitantra has been attributed variously to Kapila, Pancasikha, 
or Varsaganya, suggesting, according to Frauwallner, that there were 
several editions or reworkings of an original sastitantra. Possibly the 
sastitantra was originally a collection of verses (on analogy perhaps 
with a sutra collection), later greatly expanded in verse and prose by 
Pancasikha and Varsaganya as the system developed. Another possi-
bility, of course, as has already been mentioned, is that Samkhya in 
ancient times was simply known as sastitantra ("the system of sixty 
topics") and that, therefore, there may have been a variety of texts 
with that appellation.64 

What presumably happened was that Isvarakrsna's Samkhyakarika, 
which is purportedly a summary of the sastitantra tradition, supplanted 
the older material in classical times (namely, after the fifth and sixth 
centuries) and came to be accepted as an adequate account of the old 
Samkhya philosophy, which by classical times had already had its day 
and was being superseded by newer philosophical developments. Un-
fortunately, however, whereas Isvarakrsna neatly summarized the 
components of the system as a whole, he dealt with the philosophical 
methodology, logic, and epistemology of the system only in the most 
cursory fashion in the first twenty-one verses of his text. According to 
the author of the Tuktidipika, Isvarakrsna dealt only briefly with these 
matters, because they had been exhaustively dealt with by other Sam-
khya ScSryas (Varsaganya, Vindhyavasin, and others.) and, hence, 
did not require extensive treatment in his summary compilation. In 
other words, the reason for his cursory treatment was not thai metho-
dology, logic, and epistemology were unimportant. Quite the contrary, 
they had been dealt with extensively in the tradition of sastitantra and 
were so well known as not to require further elucidation. Thus, there 
appears to have occurred a most unfortunate historical anomaly, 
namely, that one of the crucial aspects of Samkhya philosophy became 
lost because the summarizer of the system in later times, whose work 
has come down to us, had simply assumed that everyone knew this 
dimension of the system. 

Whether the methodology, logic, and epistemology of Samkhya can 
ever be adequately recovered is still an open question in Samkhya 
studies. Frauwallner and Oberhammer have devoted much attention 
to the problem, and in more recent times Nakada and Wezler have 
addressed these issues.65 The Tuktidipika has been an important new 
source of information, and some progress has been made in recons-
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tructing the old Samkhya epistemology from occasional references to 
Samkhya views in the classical philosophical literature (for example, 
in the work of Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi, Candramati, Kumarila, 
Jayanta Bhatta, Kamalasila, Mallavadin, Simhasuri, and others). 
It is clear enough, especially as a result of the research of Frauwallner 
with respect to crtitiques of Samkhya in Dignaga and Gandramati 
(and related commentaries), that Samkhya philosophy as set forth in 
the sastitantra tradition made some important contributions to the for-
mulation of the "instruments of knowledge" (pramana), the definitions 
of these means, the theory of inference, and the manner in which infer-
ences are to be framed.56 These contributions are usually linked to the 
names Varsaganya and Vindhyavasin, but the relation of these latter 
names to the work of Isvarakrsna remains obscure. Presumably Isvara-
krsna knew about these contributions, but, as indicated above, passed 
over them in a cursory manner because they had been written about 
extensively and were generally well known. 

In reconstructing the methodology, logic, and epistemology of 
Samkhya in what follows, therefore, it is important to keep in mind that 
these matters are far from clear and may require considerable revision 
or refinement as further research proceeds. 

Philosophical methodology: dyads, triads and pentads. In examining the 
extant texts of the Samkhya tradition, one is impressed, first of all, 
with the predilection for enumeration (from which predilection, of 
course, the term "samkhya" itself derives). Although the method of 
enumeration is common in Indian philosophy (primarily for mnemo-
nic reasons relating to the aphoristic style of Indian scientific writing), 
and although Samkhya enumerations encompass a variety of what 
appear to be random sequences, it is notable that the preponderance 
of enumeration tends to be dyadic, triadic, and pentadic.67 

Some of the more common dyadic analyses include the following: 

Consciousness 
(purusa) 
Unmanifest 
(<avyakta) 
(Material 
Cause) 
(karapa) 
Generative 
(prakrti) 
"Causal" 
(IiAga) 
Subtle 
(suksma) 
Nonspecific 
(aviSesa) 
Noumenal 
(nirupabhoga) 

I Materiality 
(prakrti) 

I Manifest 
(vyakta) 

I (Material 
Effect) 
(karya) 

I Generated 
(vikrti) 

I "Projective" 
(bh&va) 

/ Gross 
(sthula) 

I Specific 
(vifrsa) 

J Phenomenal 
(;upabhoga} 
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Internal Organ I External Organ 
(antal;karar;a) (biihyakarar;a) 
(Efficient (Efficient 
Cause) Effect} 
(nimitta) (naimittika) 
Merit Demerit 
(dharma) (adharma) 
Knowledge Ignorance 
(jfiilna) (ajfiilna) 
Nonattachment Attachment 
(vairagya) (avairagya) 
Power Impotence 
(aisvarya) (anaisvarya) 
Upward Going Downward Going 
(urdhva) (adhastat) 
Liberation Bondage 
(apavarga) (bandha) 
Dissolution in Transmigration 

prakrti 
(prakrtilaya) / (sa7!lsara ) 
Nonrestraint / Restraint 
(avighiita) (vighiita) 

Moreover, the sequence of predications for establishing the basic 
Sarpkhya dualism, which was presented in the preceding section on 
purula, is also dyadic in structure. 

Some of the triadic analyses include the following: 

Intelligibility 
(or reflective 
discerning) 
(sattva) 
Illuminating 
(prakiiSa) 
Intellect/will 
(buddhi) 
Divine/Celestial 
(daiva) 
Generated 
(vaikrta) 
Satisfaction 
(sukha) 
Agreeable 
(prfti) 
Peaceful 
(Santa) 

Activity 
(or spontaneous 
unfolding) 
(rajas) 
Externalizing 
(pravrtti ) 
Egoity 
(aha7!lkara) 
Human 

Fiery 
(taijasa) 
Frustration 
(dul;kha) 
Disagreeable 
(apriti) 
Uncomfortable 
(ghora) 

I 

Inertia 
(or determinate 
formulation) 
(tamas) 
Objectifying 
(niyama) 
Subtle Elements 
(tanmatra) 
Animal/Plant 
(tairyagyona) 
Elemental 
(bh IttMi) 
Confusion 
(moha) 
Depressing 

) 
Confusion 
(mi1r!ha) 

Furthermore, most of the ethical and epistemological notions of the 
Sarpkhya system appear to be discussed in triadic analyses: 

Internal 
Frustration 
(Mhyiitmika) 

External 
Frustration 
(iidhibhautika) 

Celestial 
Frustration 
(adhi daivika ) 
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Natural Generated Sacrificial or Celestial 
Bondage Bondage Bondage 
(pralqtibandha) (r!aikarikabandha) / ) 
Final Liberation Release from / Release as Total 

Passion Destruction 
or jiWna) ) ) 

Perception Inference Reliable Authority 
(drJta, pratyak,w) (anumana) (aptavacana) 
Inference from Inference from Inference based on 
cause to effect effect to cause general correlation 
(purvavat) (siimanyatod" fa) 
Reflective discerning Self-awareness Intentionality 
(adhyavasaya) (abhimana) (sa1flkalpa) 

Finally, some of the common pentadic analyses include the following: 

Sound Touch Form Taste Smell 
(Sabda) (sparsa) (rupa) (rasa) (gandha) 
Space-Ether Wind Fire Water Earth 
(akasa) (vayu) (tejas) (ap) (Prthivi) 
Hearing Touching / Seeing Tasting Smelling 
(Srotra ) (tvac) ) (rasana) (ghralJa) 
Speaking Grasping Walking Procrcat- Expelling 

ing 
(vac) (palJi ) (piida) (llpastha) (payu) 
Life Breath Up Diffuse Digestive Down 

Breath Breath Breath Breath 
(pralJa) (udana) (vyana) (samana) (apana) 
Steadfastness Faith Pleasure Desire to Desire not 

Know to Know 
(dhrti) (Sraddha) (sukha) (vividi,<a) ) 

In addition, the arguments presented for proving the basic Sarp.khya 
conceptualizations are presented in the format of pentads. There are 
five arguments for the notion of the "preexisting" effect (satkarya) 
(SK 9); five arguments for proving that the "unmanifest" (avyakta) 
is the cause (karalJa) (SK 15); five arguments for the existence of puruJa 
(SK 17) ; five arguments for establishing the plurality of purufas (puru!a-
bahutva) (SK 18); five predications of trigulJa (SK 11); and five basic 
predications of (SK 19). 

Dyadic, triadic, and pentadic analyses are, of course, common in the 
older Indian religious literature (Brahmanical, Buddhist, andJain), 
and in this sense Sarp.khya is clearly a descendent from those older 
speculative contexts. Whereas those older analyses represent what 
Edgerton once aptly called an archaic "logic of identification," how-
ever, the Siirp.khya analyses appear to represent something more sophis-
ticated. The dyadic analyses in Sarp.khya appear to be concerned with 
ontology and with the logic of basic relations. The triadic analyses in 
Sarp.khya are clearly concerned with tripartite process, ethics, and 
epistemology. The pentadic analyses in Sa.rp.khya appear to be concern-
ed primarily with the natural world and the psychophysiology of 
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biological life or what might be called the phenomenal, empirical world 
of ordinary life. This is also true for the various pentadic arguments 
given for establishing the basic Samkhya conceptualizations, for in each 
instance the arguments are derived from ordinary empirical experi-
ence. 

Taken together, the dyads, triads, and pentads appear to provide a 
mechanism of mediation. The goal of Samkhya is to intuit or discri-
minate certain basic relations, the primary one of which is the onto-
logical distinction between consciousness and materiality. Experience 
occurs, however, within the fivefold realm of ordinary awareness and 
life (through the senses, motor capacities, and an organism's encounter 
with the external world). That which mediates between the ordinary 
(pentadic) phenomenal realm and the extraordinary (dyadic) onto-
logical realm is the epistemological (triadic) mediating realm. This 
latter mediating realm encompasses tripartite process, thereby posi-
tively defining materiality and negatively defining consciousness and 
serving as the locus both for (a) the awareness of satisfaction, frustra-
tion, and confusion characteristic of all ordinary life and (b) the aware-
ness of liberation. The basic ontic dyad (consciousness and materia-
lity) activates the basic epistemic triad (sattva, rajas, tamas or sukha, 
duhkha, moha as the internal structure of materiality), and the dyad 
and triad together generate the basic phenomenal pentad (tanmatra, 
bhuta, buddhindriya, karmendriya). In such fashion is the realm of ordi-
nary experience generated, but the very process of generation cloaks 
or hides the basic ontic dyad (or, in other words, makes it appear as an 
epistemic triad). From the other side, ordinary (pentadic) experience 
generates the epistemological triad of frustration, which issues in the 
desire to know (jijnasa) or discriminate, which in turn may finally 
reveal the basic ontic dyad but which also reveals that the structure of 
frustration itself is only epistemic. Samkhya philosophy, then, would 
not deny the existence of consciousness or the natural world; but it 
would argue that our epistemic perspectives concerning what is real 
are seriously distorted or insufficiently discriminating and that the 
task of philosophy is to clarify the nature of what is (namely, purusa 
and prakrti) and thereby to eliminate epistemological distortions that 
generate frustration. 

Samkhya numbers.The numbers 2, 3, and 5 (presupposed in the dyads, 
triads and pentads) are, of course, the first three prime numbers, 3 
being the arithmetic mean between 1 and 2, and 5 being the arithmetic 
mean between 2 and 3. When one combines this observation with the 
further observation that other prime numbers are prominent among 
the 25 Samkhyafundamentalprinciples — for example, 7 as the prin-
ciples that are both generative and generated; 11 as the principles 
that make up the set of capacities; 13 as the number of principles that 
make up the lihga; 17 as the number of principles relating to egoity; 
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and 23 the total number of principles that are subdivisions or compo-
nents of primordial materiality — it is difficult to avoid the suspicion 
that Samkhya philosophy was making use of some sort of archaic mathe-
matical methodology perhaps not unlike the mathematical theorizing 
characteristic of Pythagoreanism in the ancient Greek tradition.58 

Unfortunately, there is at the present time insufficient evidence for 
making any strong claims along these lines one way or the other. The 
predilection for prime numbers on the principles level may have had 
some deeper meaning that the ancient Samkhya teachers were con-
sciously using in building their system (on analogy with Pythagorean 
attempts to link "numbers" with "things"). On the other hand, such 
numbers may have been well known in learned religious circles as 
having some sort of religious or mystical significance that could natu-
rally be employed for speculative purposes. In other words, the use 
of such numbers may not have had any rational purpose whatever. 

One suspects, however, that the former, rather than the latter, is 
the case, not only because the predilection for primes suggests a rational 
motivation rather than a purely religious motivation but also because 
other Samkhya numbers also appear to be more than random mnemo-
nic sequences. It appears to be hardly accidental, for example, that 
the intellectual creation and its 50 categories, which the Tuktidipika 
characterizes as the "consequent" (phala) creation, is a doubling or 
replication of the 25 fundamental principles. Moreover, just as there 
are 1+7 principles that generate the form or "causal" (rupa) level, so 
there are 1+7 predispositions (namely, knowledge and the other 7 
predispositions) that generate the "noncausal" or phenomenal world. 
Furthermore, the numbers within the 50 "categories" appear to be 
more than random lists. There are 62 subvarieties of the 5 misconcep-
tions, 28 varieties of dysfunction, and 9 varieties of contentment, all 
of which numbers have astronomical significance.69 Twelve lunar 
months make only 354 days, and the conflict between the lunar year 
and the solar year was dealt with in ancient India by inserting an 
extra month every thirty months. Sixty-two lunar months are approxi-
mately equivalent to 60 solar months, and so by inserting an extra 
month every 30 months, the problem was solved. Twenty-eight (speci-
fically, 27 days plus 8 hours) is, of course, the approximate number 
of solar days needed for the moon to pass through its cycle of rela-
tions to the fixed stars, and the heavens were divided into 27 or 28 
portions (naksatra) to mark this cyclic progression. The number 9 is 
likewise common in ancient India as the number of "planets" (sun, 
moon, the five basic planets, plus Rahu and Ketu). The numbers 62, 
28, and 9, in other words, appear to be largely nocturnal and/or lunar 
variants of diurnal and/or solar numbers such as 30 and 60. In ancient 
India there were 360 days in the solar year, 30 days in the month and 
7 days in the week. Seasons were determined by combining months 
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in dyads (of 60 days each), making a total of 6 seasons for one year 
(or, in other words, 360 days).60 The ancient Indians, of course, learn-
ed most of their astronomy from the Greeks and from ancient Near 
Eastern sources, and one important system of calculation for astrono-
mical purposes was the sexagesimal system (as opposed to the decimal 
system) in which 1 = 60 (and which comes down even to modern times 
in our 60-minute hour and 60-second minute).61 One cannot help 
but wonder if the Samkhya use of the number 60 (sastitantra) ("the 
system or science of 60 topics") may be somehow related to archaic 
astronomical traditions such as this. 

Some further hints about the possible significance of Samkhya 
numbers may also be found in the apparently unlikely context of 
ancient acoustical theory. Ernest McGlain in his Myth of Invariance 
has shown that the ancient Greek-Hindu diatonic scale with two similar 
tetrachords encompasses D eb f G A b1· (b) c D (when rising) and 
D c#b A Gf# (f) e D (when falling).62 Theoctave increment is a 
ratio of 1:2, and if one wishes to give expression to the ratios between the 
7 tones of the scale in the smallest possible whole numbers, the sequence 
is 30, 32, 36, 40, 45, 48, (50), 54, 60 or the ratio 30:60. Moreover, 
if one wishes to reduce this sequence to its smallest integers in a 
formulaic manner, one has the formula 2p.3a.5r.^60.63 That is to 
say, all of the tones in the basic scale can be reduced to 2, 3, and 5 
in the following manner: 30 = 2-3-5; 32 = 26; 36 = 22-3a; 40 = 23-5; 
45 = 32-5; 48 = 24-3; 50 = 2-52 ; 54 = 2-3s and 60 = 22-3-5.®4 

Similarly, if one wishes to give expression to the 11 semitones of the 
chromatic scale, one needs a multiple of 60, namely, 360, and the result-
ing set of smallest whole numbers to express the ratios would be 360, 
384, 400,432, 450,480, 540, 576, 600, 648, 675, and 720, and a revised 
formula 2p-3q-5rfi720.65 McGlain argues that both formulas were 
widely known in the ancient world, and that the Rg Vedic poets knew 
of these sequences (as can be seen in the number sequences of such 
hymns as RV 1.164). McGlain also argues that many of the large cos-
mological numbers in the epics and Puranas reflect these ancient acous-
tical or "tonal" formulas.66 The former formula (2p-3q-5r^ 60) 
is basic to ancient Greek and Indian tonal theory. The latter formula 
2p-3q-5r^720) was the "tonal basis" for astronomical extensions based 
on the 360-day solar year. 

Returning, however, to Samkhya philosophy, the only thing that 
can be said with certainty is that the system is built largely on dyads, 
triads, and pentads with other prime numbers playing an important 
role on the principles level, and the system overall is referred as "the 
system or science of 60 topics." The formula 2—·34·5√5Œ60, in other 
words, does appear to fit the Samkhya case in an intriguing and provo-
cative way, and one wonders if such ancient traditions of mathema-
tical (and astronomical/musical) theorizing represent the intellectual 
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environment in which the ancient Samkhya teachers first began their 
philosophical work. Moreover, we know that Samkhya philosophy 
did involve cosmology and/or astronomy and that some of the Sam-
khya numbers reflect possible astronomical phenomena. We know, 
furthermore, that Samkhya philosophy (along with other traditions 
of ancient Indian speculation) sought to correlate macrocosmic and 
microcosmic phenomena so that each appears to recapitulate the other. 
Then, too, from the evidence of Yoga and Tantric materials, which 
frequently make use of Samkhya notions, we know that there were ela-
borate speculations about the role and function of certain "tones," 
mantras, and patterns of recitation. In this connection, it might be 
briefly noted, one wonders if the Samkhya conceptualization of "subtle 
element" (tanmd.tra) may be related to older phonetic speculation in 
which attempts were made to measure the length of sounds in terms of 
matras.67 The term "matra" is, of course, also well known in Yoga 
traditions, in which the Yogin's breathing discipline is measured in 
matras. 

It could be the case, therefore, that the Samkhya enumerations over-
all are far from being arbitrary or random. There may have been 
operating some sort of archaic, but nevertheless rational, mathematical 
theorizing in which prime numbers, archaic acoustical theory (in 
music and sacred recitation), and cosmological/astronomical observa-
tion were crucial concerns. Again, of course, the possible parallel with 
Pythagoreanism in the ancient Greek tradition is obvious, for the 
Pythagoreans were likewise keen on relating number theory, musical 
acoustics, and astronomy to philosophy.68 

It must be stressed once more that all of this is highly speculative and 
that further research is essential for building a plausible case. As 
Frauwallner, Hacker, and others have noted, however, the origins 
of Samkhya appear to be very different from many of the other tradi-
tions of Indian philosophy.69 Whereas much of Indian philosophy 
appears to have emerged from religious meditation and dialectical 
disputation, Satnkhya may well have derived from older "scientific" 
traditions. That Samkhya does not appear to have a set of ancient 
sutras, that it refers to itself as a tantra (specifically, ^astitantra) and 
makes use (according to the Yuktidipikd.) of tantrayuktis or systematic 
"methodological devices," that it has affinities with cosmology/astro-
nomy and medical theorizing, and that it unfolds seemingly endless 
patterns of enumeration may all suggest that the point of origin for 
Samkhya is to be found in early scientific theorizing (in such subject 
areas as mathematics, astronomy, acoustics, and medicine). If such 
is the case, then a basic philosophical methodology focusing on ration-
al enumeration would not at all be surprising. 

Logic and epistemology. In attempting to piece together Samkhya's 
logic and epistemology, a convenient point of departure is to refer to 
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what the Samkhya teachers themselves considered to be the ten 
"fundamental matters" (mUlikartha) requiring rational elucidation. 
These matters are as follows (using the formulations set forth in the 
Jayamangald, the TattOakaumudi, and the Yuktidipika): 

(1) The existence of materiality and consciousness (astitva); 
(2) The uniformity or oneness of materiality (ekatva); 
(3) Theobjectivityofmateriality {arthavattva); 
(4) The purposefulness or inherent teleology of materiality 

(pararthya); 
(5) The ontological distinction of consciousness (from materia-

lity) (anyatva); 
(6) The nonagency or nonactivity of consciousness (akartrbhava); 
(7) The transactions that occur when materiality and conscious-

ness are not distinguished from one another (yoga); 
(8) The transactions that occur when materiality and conscious-

ness are distinguished from one another (viyoga); 
(9) The plurality of consciousnesses (purusabahutva) ; 
(10) The continuous functioning of gross and subtle things even 

after consciousness and materiality have been distinguished 
(sthitih sarirasya.. Aesavrttih).70 

These matters evidently pertain both to the "basic principle" realm 
and to the "predispositional" or "projective" realm (or, in other words, 
the "twofold creation" mentioned in SK 52). They also obviously 
refer to Samkhya's two fundamental existents, consciousness and mate-
riality. Items (2), (3), and (4), according to. most commentators, 
deal with materiality in and of itself. Items (5), (6), and (9) deal 
with consciousness. Items (1), (7), (8), and (10 ) deal with the rela-
tion between consciousness and materiality. Commentaries inform us, 
further, that item (2) refers to preexistence of the effect and material 
causality or, in other words, the twenty-three inherent subdivisions of 
materiality; item (3) refers to the tripartite process; item (4) refers to 
the predispositions; items (5) and (6) refer to the absence of the tri-
partite process in consciousness; and items (7), (8), and (10) refer to 
the experience of frustration or liberation when materiality and con-
sciousness are in relation to one another.71 

These ten "fundamental matters" (mUlikartha), making up the 
"form" realm and the "projective" realm (tattva and bh&va), when 
combined with the fifty "categories" (padarlha) of the "consequent" 
(phala) or "intellectual creation" (pratyayasarga), made up of the five 
misconceptions, the twenty-eight dysfunctions, the nine contentments, 
and the eight attainments, represent the "system or science of sixty 
topics" (sastitantra). Tlie sastitantra, in other words, appears to be a 
shorthand way of referring to the three realms (tattva, bhava, and 
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bhuta) that have been referred to throughout this exposition, the tattva 
realm being the ontological dyad, the bhava realm being the epistemo-
logieal triad, and the bhuta realm being the phenomenal, empirical 
pentad. Referring again to the computer and linguistic metaphors 
mentioned earlier, the tattva and bhava realms represent as it were the 
hardware and software of the Samkhya system, and the bhuta realm, 
the resulting printout; or, the tattva and bhava realms represent as 
it were the deep-structural syntactic and semantic components 
of the Samkhya system, and the bhuta realm the level of surface 
structure. 

From an epistemological standpoint, the bhuta realm would obvi-
ously be the sphere of perception (pratyaksa, drsta) for this is the realm 
of ordinary experience. The tattva and bhava realms, however, tran-
scend ordinary experience (or are nirupabhoga) and can only be estab-
lished on the basis of inferential reasoning (anumana). Inference, 
therefore, must have had pride of place among the "instruments of 
knowledge" to the early Samkhya teachers, for the ten "fundamental 
matters" could not persuasively be established in any other way. 
Moreover, if the sequence of inferences establishes that frustration itself 
is epistemic, then it certainly would follow that release from frustration 
is only possible by means of the path of inferential reasoning pursued 
in an appropriate meditative context. As Isvarakrsna puts the matter 
in Karika 2. 

The revealed (or scriptural, means of removing frustration) are 
like the perceptible (that is to say, ultimately inadequate), for 
they are connected with impurity, destruction, and excess (or, in 
other words, are bound up with finite relations); a superior means, 
different from both, is the (discriminative) knowledge of the mani-
fest, the unmanifest and the knower (jna or fiurusa). 

It is reasonable to conclude, therefore, that a significant portion of 
the so-called sastitantra would involve careful consideration of the logic 
of inference, and Frauwallner has provocatively shown that this was 
probably the case.72 Piecing together quotations of Samkhya authors 
from the work of Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi, Mallavadin, and Simha-
sflri, Frauwallner was able to reconstruct portions of an older Sam-
khya discussion regarding the logic of inference. Frauwallner argues 
that his reconstructed text is a portion of Varsaganya's Sastitantra 
and can be dated about the beginning of the fourth-century of the 
Common Era.73 Whether or not one agrees with Frauwallner's con-
clusions regarding authorship and date of the reconstructed material, 
the content of the discussion is interesting and provides useful insights 
into early Samkhya discussions of epistemology. 

According to the reconstructed material, Sarnkhya philosophy assig-
ned primary status to inference among the instruments of knowledge 
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but also accepted perception and reliable testimony.74 With respect to 
inference, the task is one of identifying what sort of relation (sambandha) 
is relevant in a given instance and then to infer an appropriate imper-
ceptible or unknown relatum on the basis of a given perceptible rela-
tum (sambandhad ekasmat pratyaksac chesasiddhir anumanam). In Samkhya 
philosophy, according to the reconstructed material, seven types or 
kinds of relation (saptasambandha) were basic and fundamental, namely: 

(1) "The relation between possession and possessor" (svasvami-
bhavasambandha)—for example, a king and his servant; 

(2) "The relation between primary and derivative" or "principal 
and secondary" (prakrtivikarasambandha) — for example, sweet 
milk and sour milk; 

(3) "The relation between material effect and cause" (karyakarana-
sambandha)—for example, a wagon and its parts; 

(4) "The relation between efficient cause and effect" (nimitta-
naimiltikasambandha)—for example, a potter and a pot; 

(5) "The relation between source and offspring" (matramalrika-
sambandha)—for example, a tree and its branch; 

(6) "The relation of cooperation or association" (sahacarisam-
bandha)—for example, two Cakravaka birds; 

(7) "The relation of opposition or hostility" (vadhyaghalakasam-
bandha)—for example, a snake and an ichneumon. 

Regarding the application of these relations to the fundamental prin-
ciples of Samkhya, the following would appear to be the case, accord-
ing to Frauwallner's reconstruction: 

(1) Possessionandpossessor—the relation between consciousness 
and materiality; 

(2) Principal and secondary—the relation between materiality 
and its twenty-three subdivisions; 

(3) Material effect and cause—the relation between sattva, rajas, 
and tamas; 

(4) Efficient cause and effect—the relation between saltva, rajas, 
and iamas in their predispositional projections; 

(5) Source and offspring—the relation between the subtle ele-
ments and the gross elements; 

(6) Cooperation or association—the cooperating modality of the 
tripartite process; and 

( 7 )  O p p o s i t i o n  o r  h o s t i l i t y  - t h e  n e g a t i n g  m o d a l i t y  o f  t h e  t r i p a r t i t e  
process.75 

Furthermore, according to the reconstructed discussion, various 
types of inference can be framed. Basically, there are two fundamental 
types, namely, inferences based on a specific perception in one situation 
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(.viSesato drsta) and inferences based on a specific perception in more 
than one situation (samanyato drsta). The former would be the infer-
ence of fire because of the presence of smoke in a sepecific location so 
that each time one perceives the same smoke in that location, one in-
fers the presence of fire. The latter would be the more general inference 
of the relation between fire and smoke so that whenever one perceives 
smoke, one infers the presence of fire. This more general inference, 
that is to say, inference based on general correlation (samanyato drsta) 
in turn, is twofold, namely, purvavat and Sesavat. The former is infe-
rence-from-cause-to-effect : the imminent occurrence of rain may be 
inferred from the perception of gathering storm clouds. The latter 
is inference-from-effect-to-cause: when one perceives the rising level 
of water in a river, one infers that it has rained upstream. Moreover, 
it is also possible to infer what is in principle imperceptible (atindriya) by 
means of inference based on general correlation, and such inferences 
may be framed directly (vita) or through exclusion (avita). The direct 
samanyato drsta inference is when an argument for a specific conclusion 
is set forth in its own form without reference to its opposing thesis. 
Such an inference follows a fivefold format of (a) an assertion to be 
proved (s&dhya); (b) an appropriate reason (sadhana); (c) a concrete 
example (nidarsana); (d) an explanation relating the example to the 
assertion (upasamhara); and (e) a drawing of the appropriate conclu-
sion (nigamana). An exclusionary (avita) samanyato drsta inference 
establishes a conclusion as a definite possibility or a distinct remaining 
possibility. One proceeds by refuting an opposing thesis and establish-
ing one's own as a distinct remaining possibility. A vita inference in 
Samkhya philosophy, for example, might argue that sensations (hearing, 
touching, and so forth) give rise to experiences of pleasure, pain, 
and indifference. An avita inference, for example, might seek to refute 
those who argue that the manifest world arises out of nonbeing and to 
seek to establish the existence of a primordial undifferentiated mate-
riality as a distinct remaining possibility.70 

Unfortunately, Isvarakrstia's Samkhyakarika and the subsequent 
commentarial tradition add little if anything to the Samkhya treatment 
of the discussion of inference. Is'varakrsna simply asserts that there 
are three varieties of inference (anumana) (SK 5) and that inference is 
based on a relation between a "characteristic mark"(Hnga) and that 
which possesses or bears such a mark (Iifigin). He mentions only saman-
yato drsta as one of the three types, and he indicates that samanyato 
drsfa can be used for establishing matters that are in principle 
imperceptible (atindriya) (SK 6). He also comments that primordial 
materiality is imperceptible in principle because of its subtlety but that 
its existence can be inferred on the basis of its effects (SK 8). The 
various commentaries on the Karika suggest that the three types of 
inference Isvarakrsna had in mind were purvavat, Sesavati and samanyato 
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drsta, but, generally speaking, the commentators seem to be following 
later Nyaya accounts of inference. Overall it must be admitted that 
the various discussions of inference in the Samkhya literature proper 
are less than satisfactory and are not as informative as the reconstruc-
ted material that Frauwallner has put together from citations in the 
work of Samkhya's opponents. Gauciapada suggests that p Urvaoat is 
inference-from-cause-to-effect, ksavat is inference from a part to a 
whole (as when one infers that sea water is salty because a drop of it 
tastes salty), and samanyato drsta is inference based on analogy (Gau-
dapada under SK 5). The Jayamahgala (under SK 5) suggests that 
pUrvavat is inference-from-cause-to-effect and has to do with the future; 
ksavat is inference-from-effect-to-cause and has to do with the past; 
and samanyato drsta is inference by analogy that has to do with the pre-
sent. The Matharavrtti (under SK 5) follows Gaudapada. Vacaspati 
Misra's, Tattvakaumudi (under SK 5) appears to be following yet 
another approach when it is suggested that p Rrvavat and samanyato 
drsta inferences are of the vita type and ksavat is only avita or exclu-
sionary. The Yuktidipika suggests that p Urvavat is inference-from-cause-
to-effect (for example, rain from gathering storm clouds), ksavat is 
inference-from-effect-to-cause (for example, seeing a child one infers 
a prior parental act of intercourse), and samanyato drsta is inference 
related to generalities (jati) that pertain at various times and places 
(for example, the general observation that where there is smoke, there 
is fire) (p. 38). 

Regarding the manner in which inferences are to be framed, the 
discussions in the various Samkhya texts are also less than satisfactory. 
Isvarakrsnahimself says nothing about the issue. The Matharavrtti 
(SK 4-5) suggests that inferences may be framed with three members 
(namely, the assertion to be proved, or pratijna, the reason, or hetu, and 
an appropriate illustration, or udaharana) or with the standard five mem-
bers (pratijna, hetu, udahararia, plus application, or upasamhara, and con-
clusion, or nigamana). The latter more elaborate format is for convinc-
ing others (parartham anumanam). The Tuktidipika suggests interestingly 
that older Samkhya teachers used a ten-membered inferential format, 
the first five members of which provide a preliminary explication of a 
problem (vyakhyahgabhuta) in terms of (1) the desire to know (jijMsa), 
(2) the occasion for doubt (samsaya), (3) the purpose for the under-
taking (prayojana), (4) the likelihood of a solution (sakyaprapti), and 
(5) the elimination of extraneous doubts (samiayavyudasa), and the 
last five members of which constitute a persuasive demonstration or 
proof [parapratipadanaAgabhuta), namely (6) the basic assertion to be 
proved (pratijna), (7) the reason (hetu), (8) an appropriate illustra-
tion (drstanta), (9) an appropriate application (upasamhara) and (10) 
the drawing of a final conclusion (nigamana) .77 

As is well known, later classical Indian philosophy pursues the logic 
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of inference in a much more sophisticated and detailed manner, but very 
little remains of any important Samkhya contribution to these discus-
sions. It is perhaps clear enough, however, that Samkhya's early con-
cern for defining certain precise and important relations (sapta sam-
bandha) and its concern for giving pride of place to inference (anu-
matia) and the proper formulation of the types of inference, all repre-
sent important bits of evidence for suggesting that Samkhya philosophy 
played an important role in the formative stages of the history of epis-
temological and logical reflection in India. 

Epistemology, of course, is not simply philosophical methodology, 
the logic of relations, and the framing of persuasive inferences, impor-
tant as these matters were to the early Samkhya teachers. Equally 
important were such issues as the number and definition of the instru-
ments of knowledge, the functioning of the senses, mind, egoity, and 
intellect/will in the process of experience, the actual content of the 
arguments for such key notions as satkarya, karanakarya, and triguna, 
the manner in which nondiscrimination occurs, the status of the ex-
ternal world, the manner in which knowing affects being, the rela-
tion between awareness (the transactions of intellect, egoity, and 
mind) and consciousness, and most important, the function of 
knowing with respect to ordinary experience and the ultimate ex-
perience of liberation from frustration. Most of these matters have 
been discussed in passing throughout this essay on the philosophy of 
Samkhya, and the only remaining task is to bring them together in 
a systematic manner so that the Samkhya epistemology is shown to 
be an integral part of the system as a whole. 

Regarding the instruments of knowledge, Samkhya philosophy 
accepts a threefold classification, namely, perception, inference, and 
reliable authority. Because knowing as reflective discerning is a 
constituent of tripartite process, there is a basic uniformity in the 
knowing process "from Brahma down to a blade of grass," and it 
would be a mistake, therefore, to interpret the threefold classification 
as suggesting separate kinds of knowing. The process of knowing is 
uniform, according to the author of the Tuktidipika (p. 29), but 
because of limiting conditions certain methodological variations can 
be described. Reflective discerning occurs through ascertainment or 
determination by the intellect, assisted by the self-awareness of egoity, 
the explication or intellectual elaboration of mind, and the function-
ing of the various sense and action capacities. Specific awarenesses 
(vrtti), whether derivative from external objects or internal states, 
are processed through contacts with the sense capacities, mind, and 
egoity, and a determinate judgment is accomplished by the intellect. 
To the extent that reflective discerning occurs in immediate experi-
ence (SK 33) as a result of the contact of a sense capacity with an 
object (or a mind with an internal feeling), such reflective discern-
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ing is known as perception. For ordinary persons such perceptions 
are limited to "specific" (viiesa) awarenesses related to the gross 
aspects of experience, but Yogins and other higher beings (for exam-
ples, gods) are also able to perceive "nonspecific" (aviiesa) matters 
such as the subtle elements (Tuktidipika, p. 35). To the extent 
that reflective discerning occurs as a result of reasoning from 
ordinary experience to the more general principles or relations in-
variably associated with ordinary experience and required in order 
to have ordinary experience, such reflective discerning is known as 
inference. There are three varieties of inference, as already des-
cribed, and inferences, though dependent on perception, may ex-
tend, if properly framed, to matters that are imperceptible in princi-
ple (for example, establishing the existence of such matters as materi-
ality and consciousness). To the extent that reflective discerning 
occurs as a result of the trustworthy verbal testimony of the Veda 
and smrti teachings, or from the rsis or holy men, who are free from 
personal biases, such reflective discerning is known as reliable autho-
rity and concerns matters that transcend perception and cannot be 
framed in a proper inference (for example, the precise sequence and 
ordering of the fundamental principles and matters relating to 
higher beings like the mahStmyaiariras, and so forth). 

All knowing transactions, however, whether from perception, 
inference, or reliable authority are for the sake of the consciousness 
(purusartha) (SK, 31, 37, and 57).78 That is to say, reflective discern-
ing as the sattva constituent of tripartite process is but a part of its 
total functioning as a teleological but unconscious (acetana) material 
process, in much the same way, says Isvarakrsna in Karika 57, as 
unconscious milk nourishes a young calf. The results of all knowing 
transactions, therefore, together with the total functioning of pri-
mordial materiality, are ascribed or belong finally to consciousness 
{purusartha). 

Moreover, because reflective discerning (sattva) is a constituent 
of a continuous tripartite process, Samkhya describes the knowing 
process in terms of intellect, egoity, mind, and the various sense 
capacities actually assuming or becoming the various forms or mani-
festations that appear. Hearing assumes or becomes the vibration 
or sound heard; seeing becomes the color or form seen, and so forth. 
So, likewise, mind becomes the idea elaborated; egoity is the assimi-
lation of the contents of experience to oneself (so that egoity, as it 
were, "makes" or "forms" itself, ahamkara, aham karomi)·, and in-
tellect becomes the final, total configuration insofar as it can be 
reflectively discerned in a pure sattva transparency.79 Put another 
way, the process of knowing is simply a subtle material process in 
which reflective discerning (through intellect, egoity, mind, and the 
capacities) is inextricably allied with spontaneous activity (rajas) 
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and determinate formulation (tamas, tanmatra, bhiita). Hence, accor-
ding to Samkhya, all experience deriving from the pentadic or five-
fold realm (indriya, tanmatra, bhiita) manifests itself initially as speci-
fic (visesa) comfortable (santa), uncomfortable (ghora), or bewilder-
ing (mttdha) experiences, which upon reflection will finally reveal 
themselves as one or another constituent of tripartite process. The 
apparent subject-object dichotomy of ordinary experience will pro-
gressively show itself through the process of reflective discerning as 
not being a dichotomy. That is to say, ordinary or apparent sub-
jectivity (intellect, egoity, mind, and the other internal capacities) 
will show itself as a modality of objectivity (triguna as visaya). Per-
ception, inference, and reliable authority, then, represent one conti-
nuous process of reflective discerning (sattva) that progressively re-
veals the absence of consciousness, or perhaps better, that reveals 
the process of knowing as a material process "for the sake of another" 
(parartha, purusartha). As mentioned earlier, Samkhya philosophy is, 
therefore, the antithesis of Hegelian philosophy. For Hegel, know-
ing is the progressive revelation of substance as subject. For Sam-
khya, knowing is the progressive revelation of the ordinary or appa-
rent subject (antahkarana, citta, buddhi, ahamkara, manas) as subs-
tance !80 

Primordial materiality as tripartite process is, according to Sam-
khya, (a) undifferentiated (avivekin), (b) a content (visaya) (c) 
general (samanya) and, hence, intelligible in principle, (d) uncon-
scious (acetana), and (e) inherently productive (prasavadharmin) 
(SK 11). 

Moreover, primordial materiality can be shown to exist as the 
ultimate material cause, 

(a) because that which is manifest is perceived to be limited 
(parimana) (and no limited thing can itself serve as an ulti-
mate cause without getting into an infinite regress), 

(b) because all manifest things, insofar as their characteristics 
are uniform and/or homogeneous (samanvaya), require a 
single, ultimate cause as their causal source, 

(c) because the emergence and/or process of that which is mani-
fest presupposes a causal capacity (Sakti) that enables emer-
gence or process to occur, 

(d) because that which is manifest is just a transformation and, 
hence, presupposes an ultimate cause different from it 
which is not a transformation, and 

(e) because that which is manifest and, hence, defined in terms 
of ordinary space and time, presupposes an ultimate cause 
that is not so defined, and, hence, in which the manifest 
can reside prior to manifestation (SK 15-16). 

Furthermore, according to Samkhya, all manifest material effects 



P H I L O S O P H Y  O F  S A 1 V I K H Y A  101 

(.karya) already exist (satkarya) in the primal material cause in a 
potential state or condition prior to manifestation, because (a) some-
thing (namely, any material effect) cannot arise from nothing, 
(b) any material effect must have a common material basis (namely, 
a real relation) with its cause, (c) anything (namely, any manifest 
effect) cannot arise from just everything, (d) something (namely, 
an ultimate cause) can only produce what it is capable of producing, 
and (e) the very nature or essence of the cause is nondifferent from 
the effect (as, for example, a cloth and its threads) (SK 9). 

The manifest world, then, is a series of material effects from a pri-
mal material cause. The effects preexist potentially in the cause 
and, thus, are only manifest transformations of one basic "existent" 
(viz, primordial materiality). That which links material effect to 
material cause is tripartite process, which first shows itself as specific 
satisfying, frustrating, and confusing experiences but is finally re-
flectively discerned as a closed causal system of reductive material-
ism in which consciousness is absent. 

As mentioned earlier in the section on contentless consciousness, 
Samkhya presumably could have settled with the elimination of the 
old Upanisadic "ghost in the machine" and developed itself as a 
pure materialism or as a variant of Buddhist no-self theorizing. Such 
moves, however, would have required a rejection of the Vedic heri-
tage or a rejection of any significant notion of freedom or release. 
More than that, however, it would have required reducing its epis-
temology to some sort of epiphenomenal status within an overall 
materialist position. Samkhya philosophy rejected such moves and 
introduced, instead, its "eccentric" dualism and its anomalous no-
tion of contentless or nonintentional consciousness, which has al-
ready been described. 

Epistemologically, the introduction of consciousness means a shift 
from reductive materialism to critical realism.81 Knowing and the 
content of knowing are separated from an uncharacterizable (asa-
manya) "presupposition for knowing" (jna, purusa) that is neither 
the material nor efficient cause of the manifest world and can only 
be pointed to as being "not this, not that" (neti, neti). Moreover, 
the "presupposition of knowing" cannot really know, because the 
process of knowing resides finally in intellect as the focus of reflective 
discerning (sattva). Consciousness is only a mysterious, transcendent, 
yet immanent, presence (saksitva) that enables knowing to function but 
finally reveals that knowing itself falls outside of consciousness or, 
put another way, that knowing itself is only a dimension of manifest 
being. Thus, finally, for Samkhya, the manifest external world is fully 
real, as is the mysterious presence of transcendent consciousness, 
and the final discrimination (viveka) of the intellect is the realiza-
tion that the two "existents" are distinct (gunapurusantraopalabdhi, 
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as the Tuktidipika characterizes it), with knowing itself being reduced 
to the guna side of the dualism. 

What shows itself as being unreal for Samkhya are the miscons-
trued relations (anyathakhyati, sadasatkhyati) projected on what is real 
prior to the discrimination of the triparite process from conscious-
ness. Because consciousness is contentless and nonintentional, it 
appears to take on the content of the tripartite process, and that 
process appears as if possessing consciousness. There is a beginning-
less predisposition towards nondiscrimination, which leads naturally 
towards the experiences of bondage and frustration (SK 55), and this 
beginningless predisposition towards nondiscrimination functions in 
Samkhya almost like a Kantian a priori form of intuition—in the 
sense that ordinary experience always shows itself under this limi-
tation or condition. This basic nondiscrimination is a fundmental 
predisposition of the intellect and generates along with the other 
predispositions the "intellectual creation" and the phenomenal, 
empirical world of ordinary space, time, and causality (the phala 
realm or the bhuta realm). Also inherent in the intellect, however, 
is a natural tendency towards discrimination that reflects the true 
or real tattva dimension of what is. Seven of the predispositions, in 
other words, foster the primal nondiscrimination and predispose the 
transmigrating intellect to become further involved in the experiences 
of bondage and frustration; only one predisposition (namely, knowl-
edge) fosters a predisposition towards a correct apprehension of 
what truly is, namely, the tripartite process and pure consciousness 
(SK 63), in which ordinary space, time, and causality show them-
selves as the ongoing transformations (parindma) and combinations 
(samghata) of an undifferentiated (avivekin) or uniform primordial 
materiality (miilaprakrti as triguna, satkarya, and karanakarya) in which 
consciousness is absent and to which consciousness is indifferent 
(udasina, madhyasthya). Samkhya, in other words, wants to make a 
clear distinction between "phenomenal" and "noumenal," almost 
in a Kantian sense, but with the important difference, of course, 
that the Kantian "noumenal" is knowable.82 For Samkhya what 
is finally truly "noumenal" is consciousness, but unlike Kant, 
Saxnkhya dissociates "consciousness" from "awareness" ontologically, 
thereby making a claim that Kantian philosophy or Western philos-
ophy in general does not address.83 

Finally, however, both frustration and liberation are shown to be 
related to the epistemological transactions of the intellect in its on-
going functioning. In other words, bondage and release pertain only 
to the tripartite process, never to consciousness, although the pre-
sence (saksitva) of consciousness allows all transactions to become 
manifest. Knowing, therefore, cannot change what is; it can only 
create interpretive perspectives that either perpetuate conventional 
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views about the world that are insufficiently discriminating, or that 
reflect the true nature of things. Knowing, then, when insufficiently 
pursued, is at the root of our bondage to frustration and rebirth 
(duhkha, samsara, bandha), but it may also become the occasion, 
when properly cultivated, for a glimpse of the true nature of things, 
one aspect of which is an intelligible, coherent, and determinate world 
(triguna, mulaprakrti) and the other aspect of which is the presence 
of nonintentional consciousness (purusa) for which the world exists. 


