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THE CONTRAST BETWEEN THE NATURES OF THE BINARY IN

SAmKHYA PHILOSOPHY: SOME OBSERVATIONS
SWAGATA GHOSH
|

The Samkhya philosophy is one of the most ancient traditions of the Indian
philosophical system. Like the other orthodox schools of philosophy in the Indian
tradition, the Sarhkhya system too considers liberation to be the highest goal of
human life. According to the Samkhya philosophers, liberation being identical to the
absolute cessation of sufferings, can only be attained through the discriminatory
knowledge (vivekajiiana) between the purusa and the prakrti. The main objective of
the present research paper is to study the contrast between the essential natures of the
transcendental consciousness and the insentient matter from the perspective of the
classical Samkhya tradition. In establishing the above stance of the Samkhya
philosophical system, numerous references from the authentic Sarnkhya tradition
have been referred to, as well as some aspects of contrast and debate with the other
philosophical traditions, both orthodox and heterodox systems, have been elucidated

in the present article.

We know that the Sarhkhya philosophical system being a dualistic, realist
school, admits the binary, namely, the purusa and the prakrti, indicative of the
consciousness and an insentient material agent respectively. Purusa has been
described as pure (Suddha), eternal (mitya), immutable (aparinami), unrelated
(asambaddha), not-bound (kiitastha) etc. Such unique nature of purusa as opposed to
prakrti, that has been admitted in Sarhkhya philosophy poses to be a matter of
intrigue, and demands in-depth discussion in the concern of Indian philosophical
academics.In that context, it may be cited that, in the eleventh Samkhyakarika, we
find that -
‘trigunamavivekivisayahsamanyamacetanamprasavadharmi/vyaktamtathapradhanam
, tadviparitastathd ca puman//’'. The above kdrika expresses the common properties
of vyakta and avyakta, that is, prakyti or insentient matter, and those in turn represent
the features which are absent in purusa, that is, the consciousness. The purusa can
never be attributed with the above properties, since it is radically different in
essence.Each of the properties and their significance are going to be discussedin

thepresent article with an effort to bring out the essence of purusa as opposed to that
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of the vyakta and avyakta, that is, prakrti in order to posit the unrelated, unbound,

unique nature of consciousness, as have been admitted in Sarhkhya philosophy.

Further from the nineteenth Samkhyakarika we find the knowledge of purusa
in its transcendental state. This helps in attaining the discriminatory cognition
(vivekajijana) between the purusa and the prakrti, requisite for liberation. This karika
establishes the purusa as radically different from prakrti. Analysing the terms
‘tasmat’ and ‘viparyasat’ in the above karika, we would find out how they refer to
the common properties of vyakt@vyakta in the eleventh karika, and at the same time
states the absence of those properties in purusa. The atrigunatva etc.of purusa, as
mentioned earlier, are indicative of its saksitva, kaivalya, madhyastha, drastrtva and
akartrbhava or akartrtva. It is important to note here that in Sarmkhya philosophy, the
nature and the definition of consciousness have throughout been provided in contrast
to that of prakrti. Hence, in order to cognize the essence of the transcendental
consciousness, as opposed to that of the material principle, as admitted in Sarkhya
philosophy, it is necessary that we first delve into the nature of prakrti. The following

discussion will be carried out in that manner.

1T

The third Samkhyakarika states that—
‘mulaprakrtiravikrtirmahadadyahprakrtivikrtayahsapta/
sodasakastuvikaronaprakrtirnavikytihpurusah// 2 The twenty-five principles (fattvas)
as admitted in Sarmkhya philosophy are divided into four broad categories based on
their characteristic features, and the divisions are such that they themselves are
distinguished from the others. In Vacaspati Misra’s words —‘samksepato hi
Sastrarthasyacatasro vidhah’’. The term ‘vidha’ here indicates that the divisions are
characterized by mutually exclusive properties. The four categories are - prakrti,
prakrti-vikrti, kevalavikrti and anubhaya (naprakrtihnavikrtih). Now let us discuss
each of these categories individually. To ascertain the nature of prakrti it is said that

3

‘mulaprakytihavikrtih’. Etymologically, prakrti can be defined as ‘prakarotiyasa
prakrtih’4 which means that, that which acts or creates in the perfect manner. Prakyti
is always the creator or the cause of creation, but it is itself uncaused. It consists of

agency (kartrtvavisista) and is not the object (karmatvavisista). It is also termed as
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the pradhana, meaning the primary or the primordial, original cause. The essential
nature of prakrti is ‘sattvarajastamasam samyavastha®. That is, the state of
equilibrium of the three gunas — sattva, rajas and tamas constitute the prakyti, and it
is due to their equilibrium that the state is referred to as avikrti or milaprakrti. 1t is
thus called because it acts as the root cause of the world which is an effect (karya) of
the heterogeneous transformation (viripaparinama) of the three gunas and is such
that it serves the purpose of the others (samghataripa). However, the milaprakrti is
itself uncaused, that is, it does not have any further root cause. It is uncreated (akrta).
Rather trying to determine the root of the root-cause itself, would only lead to an
infinite regress, and there are no supporting views to such stance either, that might
endorse such conceptual infinite regress. Hence, it is sufficient and logical to admit

the avikrti or the miilaprakyti as the uncreated primordial cause.

Moving on to the next category we find that seven principles are attributed
with the property called prakrti-vikrti. These are the mahattattva, ahamkaratattva and
the five tanmatras. These principles are such referred to, because they themselves are
created and they act as the causes of other principles as well. Thus, they are
sometimes regarded as the cause (prakrti) and sometimes as the effect (vikrti).
Mabhattattva is the effect of prakrti. It is its first product in the course of the
manifestation (abhivyakti) of the world. The mahattattva in turn acts as the cause of
ahamkaratattva. Again aharmkara being the effect of mahattattva, in turn acts as the
cause of the pafjcatanmatra and indriya. The paijcatanmatras again act as the causes
of the paijcabhiita, themselves being the effect of ahamkara. Thus, the seven
principles are referred to as prakrti-vikrti which means that, that which is the prakrti,

is itself the vikrti too.

The third category consists of the vikrti or the kevalavikrti which are sixteen
in number. These are the five sense organs, five motor organs, the internal sense
organ (manas) and the five gross elements (pafjcamahabhiita). These principles are
only the effects of their respective preceding principles and are never the causes of
any other principle. Thus, they are referred to as kevalavikara. Here one might argue
that how can we say that the gross elements like the earth etc. are simply effects, and
never the causes, as we find various other objects like the jar etc. to be produced from

the earthen elements? Hence, these principles should also be considered as prakrti,
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that is, causes of the subsequent products. Vacaspati Misra, in his commentary,
provides the answer to the above apprehension. It is true that the gross elements like
earth efc. undergo transformation in the form of jar etc., then milk into curd, a seed
into a tree and the like, yet these transformations cannot be termed as distinct
principles or as separate fattvas. Those principles which lead to the production of
other principles, only such principles could be considered as prakrti. Here the milk
from the cow, or the curd from the milk, or a jar from the clay are not separate
principles (natattvantara). So their respective causes cannot be regarded as prakrti.
Now the natural question which comes up at this point is that, why cannot the above
products be held as different principles? In response, Vacaspati Misra says that —
‘sarvesamgoghatadinamsthilatendrivagrahyata ca samditina tattvantaratvam’®. Here
we find the core essence of satkaryavada, which states that the cause is necessarily
more subtle (sitksma) and more extended in its existence (vyapaka), as compared to
the effect (vyapya). According to the Sarhkhya philosophy, the term ‘siksma’ does
not mean small, rather it is used in the sense of extension and subtlety. The subtlety is
again determined with respect to sense-perceptibility (indriyagrahyatd). Now it is
evident that there is no difference in subtlety and sense-perceptibility in case of the
paijcamahabhiita and the products like cow, jar, milk, tree efc. produced thereafter.
Thus, there being no difference in their subtlety (sizksmatva or sauksma), the above
objects cannot be considered as distinct principles from one another. Consequently,
their causes like earth etc. cannot be considered as prakrti. Thus, the afore-mentioned
sixteen principles can only be regarded as effects (vikrti), and in spite of their
transformations, leading to the emergence of new substances, they cannot be
considered as prakrti owing to their similar subtlety (sauksma) or grossness

(sthiilatva) with their products.

Finally, we arrive at the fourth category — anubhaya. That is, purusa or that
‘other’ principle which is, ‘naprakrtihnavikrtih’. It means that the purusa is neither
the cause nor the effect. It is not included in the causal chain at all. It is radically
different from all the above categories. It is neither the producer nor itself produced.
Thus, it is the only entity which stands out of the entire system of causality in
Samkhya philosophy and is the only sentient principle admitted there. Hence, in a

nutshell we can refer to the specific characteristics of each of the categories as’ —
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prakrti: tattvantaropadanatve sati tattvantaranupadeyatvam

prakrti-vikrti: tattvantaropadanatve sati tattvantaropadeyatvam

kevalavikrti: tattvantaranupadanatve sati tattvantaropadeyatvam
naprakrtihnavikytihor purusa: tattvantaranupadanatve sati
tattvantaranupadeyatvam

11

From the third karika we have come to know that the purusa, and the prakrti
along with its evolutes, are characterized by mutually exclusive properties. We have
also found out that the purusa is radically different from prakrti. Thus, it becomes
imperative to discuss in detail about the essential features of purusa and that too in
contrast with the characteristics of both vyakta and avyakta. The above discussion is
going to be carried out, referring to the eleventh karika, as follows -
‘trigunamavivekivisayahsamanyamacetanamprasavadharmi/vyaktamtathapradhanam
, tadviparitastathda ca puman//’. The above karika expresses the common properties
of vyakta and avyakta and those in turn represent the features which are absent in
purusa. That is, purusa can never be attributed with the above properties. It is
radically different in essence. Each of the properties and their significance are being

discussed as follows:

The term ‘trigunam’ indicates both vyakta and avyakta. Here VacaspatiMisra
says that the term ‘trigunam’ should be interpreted as that which consists of pleasure,
pain and delusion (sukhaduhkhamohatmaka)® The twenty three principles as
mentioned before along with the mitlaprakyti are essentially of the nature of pleasure,
pain and delusion. That is why, the objects produced from them share the similar
essence, and accordingly, when the manas is related to the various objects, states of
pleasure, pain and delusion are experienced in the respective contexts. Here it is
important to note that in Sarmkhya philosophy; ‘guna’ always refers to sattva, rajas
andramas. The helper (upakaraka) or the one which is responsible for bondage
(bandhanakaraka) is referred to as guna. The sattva, rajas and tamas are the helpers
of purusa in the sense that they are responsible for the production of the mahat etc.
which act as the causes of bondage. Thus, the trio are called gunas.” However, such
definition of gupas are not applicable to pleasure, pain and delusion. Then the
question arises that why Vacaspati Misra admits pleasure efc. by the term ‘guna’ in

this context. The reply is that the above karika indicates the common features of both
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the vyakta and the avyakta. Now if we interpret guna in the above verse as sattva,
rajas andtamas, then it would indicate only the avyakta or the milaprakyti. That the
evolutes of prakrti too consist of sattva, rajas andtamaswould not be clearly indicated
then. Thus, on account of the fact that the properties of the effect are obtained from
those of the cause, following satkaryavada, we can claim that the evolutes (vyakta)
being of the nature of pleasure, pain and delusion, their root cause (milaprakyti or
avyakta) too is of that nature. Further, VacaspatiMisra states that by interpreting guna

as pleasure efc., the Nyaya position is refuted consequently.

According to the Naiyayikas, pleasure is a property of the self.
VacaspatiMisra here points out that by mentioning the vyakta and the avyakta as
triguna in the karika, Iévarakrsna has clearly shown that pleasure, pain and delusion
are the common properties of prakrti and its evolutes, and thus, they can never be the
property of the self.'” Moreover the Vedas unequivocally establish the thesis that the
self or consciousness is unrelated and not bound (‘asarga hi ayampurusah’)''. So
pleasure etc. cannot essentially be related to the self. Otherwise we would arrive at a
contradiction with the above Vedic tenet. Hence, pleasure etc. has to be admitted as

properties of the vyakta and the avyakta.

Now the second property is avivekitva, that is, both vyakta and avyakta are
aviveki. The term ‘viveka’ means distinction. So the above term in the karika means
that the vyaktaand the avyakta are devoid of distinctions from each other. The
mitlaprakyti retains its essence and its evolutes like the mahatetc. are also essentially
the same with their respective causes. Vacaspati Misra, however, clarifies the notion
of avivekitva in a different manner. He says that —sambhiiyakaritaatra avivekita’".
Both the vyakta and the avyakta require the assistance of others for the production of
their own effects. For instance, mahat requires the assistance of prakrti for the
production of ahamkara, ahamkara depends upon mahat for the production of
tanmatras and the like. Thus, none of these principles are efficient enough to produce
its own effect independently. All these principles have to depend upon their preceding
causes for manifesting their own effects. That is why, the principles are
sambhityakari. The term ‘sambhiiya’ means to be united, together or dependent upon
others. Thus, the category of vyakta includes all those principles which always act

together, or depend upon the other for their actions. It is interesting to note here that
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even the avyaktaor milaprakrtitoo, is sambhiiyakart, as it also requires the assistance
of adrsta for the production of its first evolute, mahat. Such sambhiiyakarita is

referred to as avivekita by Vacaspati Misra.

The third property common to both vyakta and avyakta is visayatva. Here,
visayatva or jiianavisayatva refers to the fact that these constitute the objects of
cognition. These are knowable objects. This further indicates that they are different
from knowledge itself (jjanabhinna). Vacaspati Misra here points out that such a
position refutes the Yogacara Buddhist view of vijijana. According to the Yogacara
Buddhists, who are idealists, vijijana is the only existent entity. It is internal, and all
the objects are nothing but forms of vijjjana. That is, even objects like pot, cloth efc.
are not different from their respective cognitions (jjanabhinna). It can be argued here

that if such be the case, then vijjana itself should also be the object of vijnana; but

"B that is, vijijanabhinnatva is visayatva. The distinction from vijjana

yavat
constitutes object-hood (karmatva). Hence, objects like jar, cloth etc. are not forms of
vijijana; rather they are completely different from vijijana itself, and thus constitute

the objects of vijjana.

The next commonality between the vyakta and the avyakta is sadharanatva.
Vacaspati  Misra states that —  “ataeva  ‘samanyam’  ‘sadharanam’
ghatadivadanekaihpurusairgrhitamityarthah”™. That is, vyakta and avyakta being
distinct from vijijana are knowable by many individuals, and hence, they are termed
as ‘sadharana’. Vijijana is specific to each and every individual. There is no such one
vijijana which is attained by all. Now if the objects like jar, cloth efc. would have
been identical to vijijana, then the same object could not have been known by many
individuals. Again, vijfjana is nothing but the reflection of the antahkarana
transformed in the form of the object (visayakarantahkaranavrtti-pratibimba). The
antahkarana 1is specific to each and every individual. Accordingly, their
modifications (vr#ti) and the subsequent reflections (tadvrttipratibimba) would be
different from one another. Such vijjana is known or perceived individually. The
individuality of the vijijana of an individual is expressed by Vacaspati Misra as

‘parabuddheh apratyaksatvat’”. So vijijana is always private and/or internal, and
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hence not accessible to other individuals as opposed to the public character of the

vyakta and the avyakta.

The final common property between the vyakta and the avyakta is
prasavadharmitva. The term ‘prasava’ here refers to the transformations undergone
by the vyakta and the avyakta. However, these principles are eternally in the state of
transformation. So the above term in the karik@ more explicitly claims that it is the
very essence or property of these principles to be continually in the state of
transformation in some form or the other. Thus, from the above karika, it is evident
that the said properties are the characteristic features of both vyakta and avyakta.
Moreover, they are markers of the fact that the consciousness or purusa is radically
different from all these principles. This is expressed by the latter portion of the verse
‘tadviparitahtathd ca puman’. However, the term ‘ca’ in the karika gives us another
important insight that in spite of certain commonalities between the purusa and the
vyaktavyakta, they are contradictory to each other in terms of the said properties. The
interesting commonalities are that both the purusa and the pradhana are uncaused
(ahetumat), they both are nitya as a result, and the vyakta and the purusa both are
many in number. The main features of contradiction between the purusa and the
vyaktavyakta are that the purusa is atriguna, viveki, avisaya, asadharana, cetana and
aprasavadharmt.'® On that note, we would next discuss about the specific essential
nature of purusa or consciousness as admitted in Sarmkhya philosophy, following the

nineteenth karika.

v

The nineteenth karika states that -
‘tasmdccaviparyasatsiddhamsaksitvamasyapurusasya/
kaivalyarmmadhyasthyamdrastrtvamakartrbhavasca//’". It  provides such
knowledge of purusathat depicts its transcendental essence, and hence in turn
is efficacious in helping the individual to attain the much-sought-after
discriminatory cognition (vivekajijana) between the purusa and the
prakrti. The discussions found in the karika, help to establish the purusa as
radically different from the prakrti. The term ‘tasmat’ in the above karika

refers to the properties of vyaktavyakta in the eleventh karika, and the term
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‘viparyasat® states the absence of those properties in purusa. The atrigunatva
etc.of purusa, as mentioned in the earlier karika, helps to establish its saksitva,
kaivalya, madhyastha, drastrtva and akartrbhava or akartrtva. The vyakta and
the avyakta are insentient (jada or acetana). The purusa being opposite in
nature is sentient (cetana or caitanyasvaripa). The vyaktavyakta, as we have
already found out, are jijanavisaya, but the purusa is never the object of
cognition (avisaya). The cetanatva and the avisayatva of purusa help to
establish its saksitva and drastrtva. Grammatically speaking, sakst and drastd
both are synonymous as they each indicate the direct perceiver of an event.
We know that only a sentient entity can be a perceiver, and never an insentient
one. So the inference which establishes the purusaas the perceiver is —
‘purusahdrasta cetanatvar’'®. The above inference is based on the negative
concomitance — yatrayatradrastrtvabhavatatratatracetanatvabhava. However,
Vacaspati Misra points out that here the term ‘saksi” should not be considered
in the general grammatical sense, that is, as a direct perceiver of an event.
Rather a witness (saksi) is one who is being shown a particular event, or to say
that some phenomena is occurring in front of that individual. Here the prakrti,
more specifically, the mahat or the buddhi, exhibits the objects cognized by it
(svagrhitavisaya), to the consciousness (prativimbitapurusa) reflected on it. In
this manner, the prakrti serves the purusa; but in essence the purusa remains
unrelated and is not bound by prakrtior its evolutes. Thus, due to the essential

indifference (uddsinatva) of the purusas, they are considered to be the sakst.

The term ‘saksi” is ordinarily applied to an impartial, immediate seer
(udasimaaparoksadrasta). In Sanskrit, it is usually said that
‘saksatdrastarisanjiiayam’. That is, the term ‘saksi’ stands for the subject who
immediately apprehends the objects presented to him/her. In the Upanisads, the term
‘sakst is frequently used to denote pure consciousness. In this connection, one may
cite the statement of the Svetasvatara Upanisad, - ‘ekodevahsarvabhitesugudhah/
sarvavyapisarvabhitantaratma/ karmadhyaksahsarvabhutadhivasah/

saksicetakevalonirgunasca//’.""  When the term ‘saksi’ is applied to pure
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consciousness, it does not actually mean the subject or the knower. On such
occasions, it refers to the pure, illuminating principle of consciousness. This
consciousness becomes the knower or the subject, when an object is presented before
it. In fact, a sakst is never affected by any change, and is never related to anything.
For this reason, the ordinary sense of sakst, where a saksin is required to be impartial
and entirely unaffected by whatever phenomena is presented before it, is retained in
the Upanisadic use of this term. The Samkhya system considers purusacaitanyas as
essentially identical with pure consciousness which is eternal (nitya), pure (Suddha),
pure knowledge (buddha) and liberated (mukta). Since, the purusas are essentially
changeless, unrelated to anything, they are called saksz, following the Upanisadic

tradition.

\%

It is evident by now that the purusa being of the opposite nature of triguna,
the essential nature of the transcendental consciousness, as kaivalya, is established.
Kaivalya refers to the absolute absence of the threefold sufferings. Such absence of
sufferings in purusa is its inherent essence or in other words, its true nature (sva-
svaripa). Thus, the purusa is eternally free, and devoid of any relation to any kind of
sufferings. Sufferings are nothing but modes of transformation of the rajas. Thus, if
purusa had consisted of the three gunas, sufferings would have been a part of its
essential nature. Consequently, liberation would have been impossible. However,
purusa being contradictory in nature to the three gunas, it is essentially devoid of
sufferings. The term ‘atraigunya’ as applied to indicate purusa, which refers to the
absence of pleasure, pain and delusion (sukhaduhkhamohardhitya) in pure
consciousness. Whatever pleasure, pain efc. are experienced by the purusa are due to
mere impositions on it. Those are nothing more than mere apprehensions (ababodha)
of the being. In case of a being, the antahkarana and the caitanya being contiguous to
one another, the transformations (vrtti) of theantahkarana, appear to be that of the
purusaitself. Just like the moon reflected on the wavy waters of a lake, appears to be
wavering as well, whereas in reality the moon remains static, similarly for the purusa.
Due to the reflected consciousness in antahkarana, whatever pleasure efc. is there in
it, also appear to be there in the consciousness. Thus, the apparent sense of the

respective experiences occurs in the individuals. However, this does not hamper the
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kaivalya or the eternally free existence (nityamuktavastha) of purusa, as the pure
consciousness (bimbacaitanya), just like the moon in the analogy, remains ever

unaltered and unaffected.

Further, the purusa is referred to as the madhyastha. The term ‘madhyastha’
refers to a mediator who is indifferent (udasina). This is also due to the atraigunya of
purusa. The non-attachment of purusa towards either pleasure or pain is natural, as
any relation to such is simply apparent (abhimanika) on the part of the purusa. Thus,
in Sarmkhya philosophy, purusa is essentially indifferent. Finally, the purusa is never
the agent (akarta). Knowledge, volition and desire are all modes of the antahkarana.
These are the conditions which constitute agency. Then evidently, purusa can never
be the agent of an action. Moreover, the purusa being viveki and aprasavadharmi, it
is always devoid of agency. The purusa is viveki because it is radically different from
prakrti, and also, it does not depend upon other principles for its function, as it is
devoid of any functionality as such. This is further endorsed by the fact that it is
aprasavadharmi, which indicates its essential immutability (aparinamitva). These

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

V1

On reaching upon the terminal point of the discussion in question, it is
important to look into some of the objections raised by the opponents, namely the
AdvaitaVedanta tradition of philosophy regarding the nature of consciousness, as
admitted by the Samkhya philosophers, and also the account of the creation of the
world, considering such nature of consciousness. We know that the
AdvaitaVedantinsbeing the stakeholders of a monist and idealist school, pose to be
the severest critics of the Sarmkhya system. They consider the Sarmkhya philosophical
system to be their main opponent (pradhanamalla). The Advaitins have tried to refute
the Sarmkhya position on various grounds. The Samkhya philosophers too have put
forward a number of objections against the AdvaitaVedanta thesis, and that is why
they are considered as the main opponents of the Advaita system. This is evident
from the amount of effort employed by Sarhkara to refute the Sarhkhya position
which is not observed in such proportions in case of refutation of the other

philosophical schools.
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This is primarily because of the fact that many of the tenets regarding the
nature of consciousness as admitted by the Samkhya philosophers are of immense
significance. Moreover, both the Samkhya philosophers and the Advaita Vedantins
admit satkaryavada as their causal theory. That is why there are quite a few aspects
where the views of the Sarnkhyatradition are admitted by the AdvaitaVedantins too.
For instance, both the systems admit the modification of the internal sense organ in
the form of the object (antahkaranavisayakaravrtti). They admit that the sense organ
reaches out to the external object and takes up its form, and accordingly, the internal
sense organs undergo transformation through subsequent steps which lead to the

production of cognition.

Further both the schools admit cognition and emotions like, pleasure, pain
etc. as transformations (parinama) of the antahkarana. Hence, it is very significant
on the part of the AdvaitaVedantins to pay utmost attention to the Sarhkhya views
and establish their own distinctness from the Sarkhyaschool through detailed
analysis and its refutations. The primary refutation by the Advaita Vedantins is
about the nature of purusa as admitted by the Sarhkhya philosophers. The Advaitins
hold that if the nature of purusa essentially be eternal (nitya), pure (Suddha),
enlightened (buddha), free or unbound (mukta), as admitted by the Sarhkhya
philosophers, then it is not tenable to admit the plurality of consciousness
(purusabahutva). This is because the distinctive properties that are advanced by the
Sarmmkhya philosophers to establish the multiplicity of purusa, namely, the
experiences of birth, death and individual inclinations etc., are all fundamentally
related to prakrtionly, and none of them could be considered in relation to

consciousness. This is the first objection.

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

AdvaitaVedantins argue that if the purusa is essentially of the nature of anubhaya,
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that is, naprakrtihnavikrtih, and moreover, if akhyativada is to be admitted, that is, if
any cognition is essentially valid, and whatever illusion is apprehended occurs only in
respect of usage, and not in respect of cognitions, as per the Sarmkhyaposition, then

actually there cannot be any bondage in case of purusa at all.

The third objection, however, has been raised and clarified by the Sarmkhya
philosophers themselves in the sixty second karika as follows, -
‘tasmannabadhyate’ addhanamucyatena’ apisamsaratikascit/samsaratibadhyatemucya
te ca nandsrayaprakrtih//’*' That is, the purusa being essentially unbound, immutable
and devoid of the three gunas, - sattva, rajas and tamas, the question of its bondage
and that of its volition towards liberation does not arise at all. The purusa being
devoid of any relation to birth or death, any question of its migration does not occur
at all, and accordingly, the propensity of purusa to attain liberation becomes
meaningless. Thus, all sorts of phenomenal activities like, birth, death, migration and
tendency to be liberated are not there in purusa, rather they all are located in the
prakrti. They are only imposed on the consciousness in case of empirical experiences.
Hence, here the idea of liberation of purusa refers to its liberation from the imposed
bondages, while the prakrti attains fulfilment by serving the purpose of the purusa.
The Advaitins, however, hold that the Sarhkhya philosophers have not been able to
resolve the issues satisfactorily related to bondage and liberation. The Sarhkhya
philosophers, on the contrary, argue against the AdvaitaVedantins’ theory regarding
the genesis of the world, namely, brahmakaranavada. According to the Samkhya
philosophers, the world (jagaf) and consciousness (caitanya) being intrinsically
different or essentially opposed in nature, - atyantavilaksanasvabhava,admission of
the creation of the world from pure consciousness cannot be a tenable position.Hence,
brahmakaranavada cannot be an admissible position at all. This is expressed in the

sutra - ‘navilaksanatvadasyatathatvarca Sabdar®.

However, the focus of the paper in question, being primarily on the contrast
between the natures of the purusaand the prakrti, further discussions on the debate
between the Sarhkhya philosophers and the AdvaitaVedantins regarding the nature of
consciousness, and its role in creation, would only lead to digression. Hence,
pertaining to the focal point of our concerned paper we refrain from delving further

into the above issues in this context. Thus, in conclusion, it could be said that the
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Samkhya system emphasizeson the irreducible difference between the material and
the conscious principles, and the impossibility of the emergence of one from the
other. In response to the objections put forward by the AdvaitaVedantins, the
Samkhya philosophers state that life and consciousness, even in its most rudimentary
form, cannot arise from insentient matter. Modern science, too, admits that no living
being, even ultra-microscopic ones, can come into being in a sterilized environment.
Thus, if the fundamental principles of satkaryavada are to be retained, there cannot
be any causal interaction between matter and consciousness. Hence, all causal
transformations pertain to the domain of the material principle, thereby implying the
Sarhkhya thesis of pradhanakaranavada. This further emphasizes the necessity of the
admission of the binary in the Sarhkhya philosophical system, and their contrasting
natures could actually be considered to be essential pre-requisites for the account of

being in the world.
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