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Agency in Samkhya and Yoga
THE UNCHANGEABILITY OF THE ETERNAL

Edwin F. Bryant

nasato vidyate bhavo
nabhavo vidyate satah
—BHAGAVAD GITA I1.16

WE BEGIN THE volume with Samkhya since it is likely the oldest speculétive
philosophical tradition in ancient India, with clear roots in the Upanisads
(e.g. Sverasvatara Upanisad V1.13). While, in places, the Upanigads exhort
their audience to seek the transcendent atman (e.g., Brhadaranyaka 11.4.5)
and extricate it from its embeddedness in the temporal, only the roots of
proto-speculations concerning the metaphysical composition of physical
reality within which the @tman is embedded are to be found there, and
only a couple of brief skeletal passages to a practical method of extrica-
tion called Yoga (e.g., Katha VI.u-18; Svetasvatara 11.8-15). Samkhya seems
to have been the first systematic philosophical tradition to have emerged
from that matrix to fill this metaphysical lacuna. Indeed, it has perme-
ated the dominant subsequent Hindu traditions such as Vedanta, Purana,
Vaignava, $aiva, Tantra and even the medicinal traditions such as ayurveda.
Larson goes so far as to say: “Buddhist philosophy and terminology, Yoga
philosophy, early Vedanta speculation, and the great regional» theolo-
gies of Saivism and Vaisnavism are all, in an important sense, footnotes

My thanks to Matthew Dasti and Satyanarayana Dasa for their valuable comments on earlier
drafts of this paper.

Some preliminary thoughts on this issue were expressed by the author in Bryant, 2009,
462-466.
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and/or reactions to a living “tradition text’ of Samkhya” (1999: 732). One
could, indeed, profitably explore the extent to which some of the other
subsequent systematized philosophical traditions were in some ways

- responses to the perceived shortcomings of Samkhya’s position on a vari-

ety of philosophical issues.

One such issue is that of agency and its location. In Samkhya, there are
two discrete and ultimately irreducible ontological entities underpinning
all reality: the copscious, etérnal, and changeless atman (also known as
the purusa) and prakrti, the unconscious matter underpinning the physi-
cal world of change. We will briefly note here that, unlike the Platonic
and Abrahamic notions of soul, there are no psychic functions inherent
in the atman in Samkhya. As will be discussed further below, the aiman
is covered by buddhi, intelligence; ahamkdra, ego; and manas, mind; but
these are distinct, separable, and inanimate coverings of subtle prakrii
(and to be ultimately and ideally uncoupled from atman, for the latter's
liberation from samsara, the cycle of birth and death, to take place). When
extricated from its coverings, the liberated atman/purusa itself, in its pure
autonomous state, has no intentionality (or, more precisely, is devoid of
any object of consciousness external to itself, indeed, devoid of any instru-
ment or faculty of cognition). Who (or what), then, in this type of dualistic
metaphysics foundational to Samkhya and Yoga, is the agent of action?

Sources

Although Samkhya and Yoga eventually emerged as two of the six schools
of Indian philosophy, they were not considered as distinct in the ear-
lier period.! The earliest doxographies do not identify Yoga as a separate
school (Nicholson 2011: 144); in fact, the first reference to Yoga itself as a
distinct school seems to be the writings of Sankara in the gth century cg
(Bronkhorst 1981).2 We thus utilize as source material for the first section

1. In the Mahabharaia epic, for example, none of the noo-odd total combined references
to the two approaches indicate any other difference between them than one of method in
attaining the same goal: Yoga seeks the vision of atman through practice and mental con-
centration; and Samkhya through knowledge and the inferential reasoning power of the
intellect (Edgerton 1924).

2. In fact, Yoga is much less a philosophical school than a meditative technique adopted
as a sort of generic meditative blueprint for all soteriological schools. Thus Nyaya has no
problem deferring to Yoga when it comes to praxis (Nydya Sitras IV.2.42) and directs its
philosophical rebuttals against Simkhya, which it considers its metaphysical opponent,
purvapaksa, from amongst the Vaidika (“orthodox”) traditions {see Dasti in this volume).
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of this chapter the primary extant sources for (what came in later times

to be known as) the Samkhya and Yoga traditions: the Yoga Suitras (ca.

2nd-3rd century cg) with some of its principle commentaries (Vyasa

4—5th century; Vacaspati Misra, g-toth century; Vijfiinabhiksu, 16th-
century); the Samkhya Karikas (4-5th century) and three of its commen-

taries (Gaudapada, 6-7th century; Vacaspati Miéra; and a text called the

Yuktidipika 7-8th century); and the Samkhya Sairas (15-16th century) and

two of its commentaries (Aniruddha, 15-16th century and Vijtianabhiksu).?

For convenience, and following the canonical Yoga Stiras commentator
Vyasa,* we will label all these traditions “Samkhya.”

For our specific purpose and delimited focus here, we do not require,
any chronological nuancing in presenting these sources, since there is
very little development in the later texts or commentaries to the essential
Samkhya notion of free will and agency, later sources simply providing
metaphors or elaborations on a long-established Samkhya position. We
must note that the Samkhya Karikas (henceforth, Karikds) becomes the
“primary” text of the Samkhya tradition in the darsana period by default: we
have no extant copies of earlier or other primary works, although we know
there were numerous early schools of Samkhya, some with significant
differences.’

The chapter also briefly considers the Samkhya sections of the
Bhagavad Gitd, which, though a text that becomes incorporated into the
prasthana trayl, “three sources of scriptural authority,” for the Vedanta
school, might just as well be considered a Samkhya text (as it more-or
less declares itself to be). Our task, here, is not to poach on the Vedanta
sections of this volume, but to briefly foreground the tensions that might
be inherited for the thinkers represented in those sections, who, given the
differences between Samkhya and Vedanta on agency, are obliged to come
up with ways to reconcile the Bhagavad Gitd’s prima facie Samkhya view

3. All dates from Larson and Bhattacharya (1987 & 2008).

4. Vyisa, whose commentary is historically an indispensible canonical extension
of Patafijali, explicitly concludes the chapters of his commentary with the colophon
patafijala-samkhya-pravacana-yoga-sasira, “Patafijalfs Yoga treatise, an exposition on
Samkhya.”

5. As with the cluster of Yoga traditions, there were numerous variants of Samkhya, amply
attested in the 12th book of the Mahabhdrata epic. The Chinese Buddhist pilgrim Hséen
Tsang’s disciple in the 7th century cE reports 18 schools, and the Bhagavata Purdna refers to
a plethora of competing taxonomies [X1.22.2]. Only fragments quoted by other authors have
survived from the works of the original teachers of the system.
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with that of the Vedanta Stitras, which is explicitly opposed. to it. The two
Sanskrit terms primarily engaged in this chapter are karir, the agent, and
kartrtva, agency.

The Problem: The Axiom of Changelessness in
Sam#khya Metaphysics

As with any human intellectual endeavor dedicated to probing the truths
of manifest reality by means of philosophy, religion, or science, one of the
main challenges confronting ancient Indian thinkers was how to infer
causal explanations to adequately account for the manifest ever-changing
world as perceivable effect. For our purposes here, a well-known axiom
central to much Indian philosophizing becomes pivotal in this regard:‘

If something is eternal, then that thing cannot change.

And by the principle of anvaya-vyatireka, the contrapositive holds true: if
something undergoes change, it cannot be eternal. This, then, for
Samkhya, requires that if an gtman be deemed an entity that is eternal, as
it is construed in the Upanisads and subsequently derived Hindu moksa
(soteriological) traditions, its essence or nature must also be eternal; they
can never change or “move”: “because of the unchanging-ness of that
which is the very nature of a thing” (Samkhya Sttras 1.8).5

The Location of Agency in Samkhya Sources

With these axiomatic presuppositions in place, then, free will and
agent-hood, in their basic sense as cause of action and thus, by defini-
tion, changeable catalyst triggering temporal action, could only belong to
prakrii’s sphere of reality for Samkhya. It could not belong to the eter-
nal, changeless purusa, the synonym for gtman preferred by the Samkhya
school (the terms will be used here interchangeably).

In the Samkhya Karikds (XIX), I§vara Krsna, the author, lists the
five attributes of the purusa: saksitva, witness; kaivalys, autonomous;
madhyasthya, indifferent; drastriva, seer; and akartrbhave, non-agent. To

6. Svabhavasya-anapdyitvas. All translations my own. Because of limitations of space, only
Sanskrit for select translations provided.
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be an agent, of course, can only transpire in a context of changeability and
responsiveness: agency presupposes the potential to make choices (and
change one’s choice if one so determines), some form of investment in
choice, and determinative or discriminative faculties with which to ade-
quately select the desirable choices between options. And all such poten-
tial change, as Vacaspati reminds us in his commentary to 1VI, “cannot be
brought about by brahman, because of the unchangability of citisakti (pure
consciousness).” Consequently, in the phraseology of the Samkhya Sutras,
unction is not a property of the purusa. . ..which cannot move” [1.48—52'.].8
In the Yuktidipika commentary to XIX a number of conceptualizations
of agency are rej ected as applicable to the purusa;® the common COncern
of all these inapplicable forms of agency is outlined in a further passaggé
in this section: ’

The nature of not being an agent (akartr) is non-production.” The
nature of production is change and movement. He is not an agent
because he is devoid of action; he is not an agent because he is not ,
productive.. .And also, [purusa is not an agent] because he has the
nature of being unmixed.

To be an agent means to be able to “produce” an action, and this either
entails the agentive entity undergoing some internal change or its “mixing”
with some other external entity and thereby also undergoing change. If
production is due to the entity’s latent inherent dynamic, its eternal nature
is compromised, as it will undergo change from a non-actualized pre-pro-
ductive state to an actualized productive (or post-productive) state—WOIse,
in fact, as, if production were its inherent nature, it would as a consequence

R
7. Citisakter gparindmat.
8. Nigkriyasya tad-[gati-lasambhavdt. .. .na karmandpy ataddharmatvat.

9. “Itdoes not directly ascertain objects it contacts through the external and internal sense
organs; it does not become a subordinate constituent of the gunas (the three ‘strands’ or
qualities that compose prakrti); it does not sustain the object produced by others (the gunas)
as a nurse does with a child; it does not engage others to activity, while situated in connec-
tion, like one who sets the chariot, car or machine in motion [and then sits inactively as a
passenget]; it does not create something from itself like a lump of clay, since unconscious
things cannot be produced from conscious things [due to dissimilarity between cause and
effect]; it does not do something with something else like a potter does; it does ot do some-
thing through its command, like a magician does; nor does it actively work jointly [with the

gunas] like a father and mother together.”

10. Aprasava-dharmi.
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always be producing, and thus always undergoing change. If that entity has
to conie in some sort of contact with an external entity or force to produce,
thereby becoming “mixed,” its unchanging nature is again compromised
(i.e., milk with a souring agent and with motion, which causes its produc-
tion of, but also transformation into, yogurt). By such reasonings, which
will be further extended in Samkhya’s rebuttal to Nyaya, action can only
occur in the world of mixture and change, not in any changeless entity like
purusa, which, having no internal parts and nothing mixed in with it, and
producing nothing from itself, can never change.

This raises the obvious question, which Gaudapada echoes from
the Vedanta Sutras (IL3.34—40): “if purusa is not an agent, then how
does it determine that ‘1 will perform dharma and not engage in
adharma?’ ”(Gaudapada to Samkhya Karika XIX). For some of the reasons
noted above, agency, in the Samkhya perspective, has to be consigned to
an entity other than purusa, which must be “unmixed” with such change-
able qualities as agency, and Samkhya assigns this function either to bud-
dhi, its covering of discrimination, or to the second evolute emanating
from prakrti, ahamkara, ego (literally: “I maker”), defined as the function
of conceit or ego (abhimana, Karika XXIV).M As noted, buddhi, ahamkara,
and manas cover the purusa like a multilayered lampshade covers a bulb:

“The ego is the agent, not the purusa.” (Samkhya Sutras VI1.54).

Aniruddha: Since there is the immediate cognition that ‘I do,’ the

doubt arises whether ahamkara (ego) is the agent, or whether, by

the word ahamkara, the self be denoted and it be the agent. In
regard to this the author says [the former]: “Because purusa is not
liable to transformation.”

Vijfiznabhiksu: The internal organ possessing the mental state of
abhimana (conceit) is ahamkara. It is that which possesses activity,
as exertion is generally seen to follow immediately after abhimana;
it is not purusa since he is not constituted for change.

11. The ego is the faculty of abhimana, “false conceit” or “conception” (in this case an erro-
neous one regarding one’s self). In this regard, the Yoga Satra (11.6) defines its very close
synonymm, asmitd, as the confusing of the instruments and powers of sight with the seer, that
is, of one’s atman self as pure consciousness with the body/mind instrumentation through
which consciotisness cognizes and becomes aware of external objects (subtle or gross). The
“conceit” points to the illusion of thinking that it is one's self (atman) that is acting, when, in
facctt,i all)ac(ion is performed by pmk_rti (as the Gna will assert in verses quoted in the second
section).
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The Nydya view that consciousness and cognition must be co-locational,
hinted at by Aniruddha here, will be discussed below, but for Samkhya,
in conjunction with the ego noted in the verse above, it is buddhi (the
first evolute of prakrti enveloping the atman) that cognizes. Buddhi pro-
vides the faculty of determination or discrimination that governs choices
(adhyavasdya, its primary characteristic), and some Samkhya sources pre-
fer to associate buddhi with agency:

“Buddhi is determination [quoting Karika XXIII]”; this means that
there is no difference between the action [of determining] and the
active agent [that which determines]. It is known in the world that
anyone who is an agent of action, reflects, thinks, decides “I am
qualified in this matter,” determines that “this will be done by me,”
and then does it. Now “determination” consists in the decision that
“this should be done,” and it belongs to, and forms the characteristic
function of, buddhi, which obtains consciousness from its proxim-
ity'2 to consciousness. (Vacaspati MiSra on Samkhya Karika XXIII) .
Buddhi is also the locus of knowledge, jiana, and other behavior regu-
lating functions, called bhavas, with which to enact choice and free will
(XXIII).® But the point is that anything other than the function of inac-
tive awareness is prakrti-krta (LVI), an activity of prakrti (whether in its
manifestation of ahamkara or of buddhi) undertaken for the sake of
purusa. Since to be an agent is to effect activity, and thus undergo charnge,
the purusa/atman, if it is to be unchanging, can do nothing other than be
aware (“see”). As Gaudapada puts it: “just like a samnyasin is indifferent
toward the villagers engaged in tilling, so the purusa remains indifferent”
(commentary on Samkhya Karika XIX). It cannot be overstressed that
purusa is anupakdrin, “plays no part” (LX), other than being proximate to
the source of action.

12. We will return to Vacaspati’s comment about “proximity” shortly.

13. Buddhi is the receptacle for three additional bhavas “states,” in addition to jAdna,
knowledge, as well as their opposites, totaling eight possible states. These are the
behavior-governing functions of: dharma, virtue; viraga, non-attachment; and aifvarya, pos-
session of power (XXI1I). Manifesting its higher potential (sattva), leads to higher embod-
ied forms and, ultimately, through to the highest expression of jfigna, enlightenment. The
opposites of these (non-virtue, etc.) are buddhi's lower potential, which leads to lower forms

of embodiment (tamas).
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- Sam#khya Objections to a Nydya Purvapaksa

While Samkhya’s position on agency is taken to task by Vedanta and other
systems due to the moral implications it raises, it is Nyaya that primar-
ily engages and challenges the metaphysical axioms that seem to man-
date the intractability of the Samkhya position (Vedanta, after all, shares
Samkhya’s satkaryavada presuppositions™). Nydya seeks to ascribe agency
(and other psychological qualities) to the giman, while simultaneously
preserving its changelessness, by separating the categories of substance
and qualities. We will consider some responses from the later Samkhya
tradition to such proposals (since Indian philosophy rarely proceeds with-
out a rebuttal to the pirvapaksa).

We begin with the realist Nydya argument (outlined in Dasti, and
inherited by Mimamsa, as mentioned by Freschi in this volume), sand-
wiched in the quotation below, that consciousness and cognition must
be co-located in the same substratum, simply because common-sense
experience makes this appear to be true, and common sense should be
upheld in the absence of compelling contrary evidence. Vacaspati articu-
lates the Nydya view: “But from experience, after determining what is to
be done, we think: ‘1 am conscious, and, desiring something, I will act.” In
this way, it is established that the experience of consciousness and activity
occurs in the same locus. ... The seed of this error is the union (samyoga)”
(commentary to Karikd XIX—XX; we will take up the important notion of
“union” later). The Yuktidipika also takes up this theme in its comments
to the same verse:

[Samkhya view] Because there is the absence of [the qualities of]
happiness and unhappiness in the purusa, therefore it is the wit-
ness of their activities. ... It has the nature of being a seer, because
it is.devoid of qualities.

[Nyaya Piirvapalsa] ... This is incorrect, because if this were so then
there would be a difference of location in a unitary sentence involv-
ing the “I-maker (ahamkara).” But it is seen that it is the “I” that is
happy and the “I” that is unhappy....

4. Satkaryavada is the view that all effects in visible reality are present in one cause. Nyaya
is asatkaryavada: effects are new entities not present in their causes; reality is to be under-
stood as the product of seven distinct causes.
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[Samkhya response]. This is not conclusive. There is the differ-
ence of location involving the qualities of body and soul in single
sentences involving the use of “I,” such as in the case of the sen-
tence: “I am white” and “I am black.” Likewise would be the case
with pleasure, pain, etc.; those, too, would not be the qualities of the
same self. (XIX)

Nyaya (contra, e.g., the materialist Carvaka), does not accept “I-am”
bodily qualities (e.g., whiteness or blackness) as being co-located in the
atman, but as objects external to its awareness, so, by the same logic, for

Samkhya, I-am qualities of agency and feelings, too, are similarly objects

of consciousness. Nydya, at this point, would likely protest that it is only
apperceptive states of I-am-ness that pertain to the a@tman—the internal
states of agency, happiness, and distress, et cetera—not external percep-
tive states such as the bodily color of whiteness or blackness. Vacaspati
probes the fault-lines with this position:

There is a purusa because of the existence of experience. By “the
existence of experience” is intended the objects of experience, hap-
piness and distress. The objects of experience, happiness and dis-
tress, which are felt by everyone, are experienced as agreeable and
disagreeable. But there must be someone other than the feelings
themselves, for whom the feelings can be agreeable or disagreeable
or otherwise. They cannot be agreeable and disagreeable to bud- -
dhi etc. [i.e., ego, mind], as buddhi etc. are themselves composed of
pleasure and pain, and so [positing this] would violate the principle
of things acting on themselves. (Vacaspati to Karika XVII)

Vacaspati is here invoking the “anti-reflexivity” principle (svatmani vriti-
virodhat), which is widely accepted in Indian philosophy, namely, that a
thing cannot act on itself—cutting cannot cut itself or, in this case, there
cannot be a feeling of pleasure and pain by pleasure and pain, that is, the
atman cannot feel itself, Feelings are as much objects of experience as
bodily states and also require a distinct subject, or “experiencer.”

The most common objection to the Nyaya view, predictably, is that
assigning changeable qualities to the atman compromises its eternality:

Itis not possible to say that the desire, et cetera, of the purusa should
be eternal, because they are found by perception to be producible;
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and if you admit a producible attribute in the case of purusa, it would
entail his liability to transformation. (Vijfidnabhiksu to Samkhya
Sutras 1.145)

As we know, the only qualities of the atman that Samkhya will entertain
are the eternal (i.e., not “producible”) ones of being-ness and conscious-
ness (sat and: cit); producible ones, that is, qualities that are everywhere
perceived as coming and going temporally, such as agential choice and
desire, cannot belong to an eternal entity. Apart from anything else, sote-
riological problems present themselves, from a Samkhya perspective, if
qualities are to be entertained as belonging to the gtman. In what may be
an ironic response to the charge directed against them (outlined in Dasti’s
chapter) that liberation would be impossible in their changeless-purusa
ontology, Samkhya retorts that this very corollary is endemic to the Nyaya
position, not theirs:

[if the qualities of agency and happiness and distress were in the
soul] there would arise the undesirable consequence that the purusa
would not attain moksa. Because a quality can never be separated
from its substance, if happiness and distress were the qualities of
the atman, there would be the undesirable consequence that the
atman could never attain liberation from them. Therefore their
being qualities of the soul is not correct...Therefore it is impos-
sible that the atman has the qualities of desire, aversion, endeavor,
dharma, knowledge, samskdra, which are of varied nature and
mutually contradictory. (Yuktidipika XIX)

Qualities such as agency and desire, then, must belong to a substratum
such as that proposed by Samkhya: an inanimate and changeable buddhi,
which can never attain liberation as it can never be free from its inherent
qualities, and so is distinct from (but animated by) the changeless atman,
which can free itself from that which is not inherent to it:

Liberation can never belong to buddhi, et cetera, ... since happiness
and suffering constitutes its nature, so how could it ever be sepa-
rated from its inherent nature (svabhava)? It is only when something
is distinct from buddhi and does not have such a nature, that libera-
tion is possible.... Therefore, for there to be liberation, the atman
must be something other than buddhi. (Vacaspati to Karika XVII)
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And again:

The knowledge of the self propounded by [those who ascribe agency
to the self] is misleading argumentation. The knowledge of the self
propounded by them is not reasonable, because of its contradic-
toriness to the §ruti, because the self does not possess agency of
itself, and because (on the basis of this theory) non-release would
be entailed, since there is the saying:

If the Gtman had the form of the agent, et cetera.

Then do not desire its liberation

For the inherent essence of entities cannot be separated from
them

Like heat from the sun.

(Aniruddha to Samkhya Sutra V1.34, verse untraced)

One is tempted to wonder whether the format of Aniruddha’s quotation
here is provocatively (mischievously?) turning on its head the following
verse, composed by the Naiyayika Udayana, situating agency in gtman:

An agent’s own merit fixes his place
Cognition is his alone

Else liberation would be a fancy

Or seeds of bondage never sown.
(Udayana, quoted in Dasti, in this volume)

Thus, where Nyaya sees the Samkhya view as incompatible with liberation,
Samkhya deems that it is Nyaya’'s view that is soteriologically incoherent: ‘it is
precisely because the atman is in reality “unmixed” by such‘qualities, as ?n a
samlhya metaphyics, that it can be extracted from them and attain liberation.

As touched on in Aniruddha’s quotation, above, the same soteriologi-
cal ifnpasse of the Nyaya position is pursued by Samkhya on the basis of

other epistemological means:

Moreover, with those logicians who desire the agency of the Self,
there can be no proof or possibility of release, since it is this modi-
fication of buddhi (the covering of intelligence), namely, “I am the
agent” that has been declared in the Gitd [111.27] as being the cause
of the production of adrsta, or merit and demerit [ie., karma and
bondage in samsara]. Again, as in their opinion, this particular
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modification of buddhi or idea does not constitute the nature of
false knowledge, it is not possible that it should be removed by
knowledge of Truth. Hence, seeing as how the release taught in the
Veda is not possible on any other theory, it is desired by us that the
self is not an agent. And from its not being the agent follows the
non-existence of pleasure, etc.,.... [in the dtman]. And thereafter
manas (mind) having to be conceived as the cause of deeds to be
done, etc.... It follows, therefore, that the self is devoid of attributes
(Vijiianabhiksu 1.145, Sinha translation).

This argument resorts to an appeal to scriptural  authority
(agama /Sabda/sruti); while this is not a reason-based (inferential) form
of epistemology, it was standard for the “orthodox” (Vedic) schools, which
included Nyaya, to accept the epistemological validity of the sacred texts
(even if only nominally). Vijfianabhiksu’s point is that the Bhagavad Gitd
(I11.2) explicitly states that considering agency to be in the atman occurs
in one who is deluded by ego. Since a Nyéya ontology explicitly postulates
such agency in atman, it opposes scripture and thus cannot be rectified
by knowledge of Truth in the form of the teachings of the Bhagavad Giia
(which will be examined in some detail below).

Objections (Plrvapaksa) fo the Samkhya Position

If purusa’s etemalify exempts it from any form of action, Samkhya is now
left with the problem of accounting for how an unconscious entity, prakrii,
acting purely mechanistically, can be an agent. In his preamble to the
Karika's response to this, Gaudapada lays out part of the problem: “how
can prakrii, which is non-conscious, act like the conscious purusa and
say: ‘I must provide the purusa with the objects of the senses in the three
worlds like sound, et cetera, and at the end liberation® ” Samkhya offers
in response a metaphor: “just as the non-conscious milk functions for the
nourishment of the calf, so does prakrti function for the sake of purusa.”
In other words, prakrti just acts spontaneously due, as will be discussed
further below, to the proximity of the purusa (Karika LVII).

This radical changeless non-involvement of puruss, then, leads
Samkhya inexorably to the famous climax of the Karikas: “no one, there-
fore, is bound, no one liberated: only prakrti in her various evolutes (a@sraya)
transmigrates, is bound, and is released” (LXII). Gaudapada spells this
out: “it is the practice in this world to say the purusa is bound or liberated,
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but it is neither. ... It is always liberated and all-pervading. It is only prakrti
that is bound or liberated” (commentary to LXII). :

Prakrti binds herself with her own bhavas'® (LXIII), and releases herself
througﬁ them (LXV). Vacaspati offers more metaphors: “this is justas vicfory
ot defeat, although actually occurring to his soldiers, are attributed to a king,
so the effects of sorrow or gain occur to the king” (commentary to LXII).‘

Aniruddha’s vriti commentarial preamble to Samkhya Sitra 1105 con-
siders a further concomitant problem: “if pradhana [prakrti] is the kartr, and
purusa the bhoktr, then one entity would be experiencing the. karmic conse-
quences of acts performed by someone else.” The text and its commentar-
ies do not engage the moral or judicial problem implicit in such a state of
affairs, but concern themselves with establishing its possibility by analogy:

“A non-agent (a-karr) can be the experiencer of results; just as is
the case with food et cetera.”

Aniruddha: Just as in the case where the nature of being an agent in
the cooking of food, et cetera [i.e., the cook], is not the [same as the]
agent in the form of the master who enjoys it, so is the case here
[with purusa and prakrti). (Samkhya Satras 1.10 5)

Additionally, to account for this, the notion that the results belong
to the agent is because of a lack of discrimination”

Aniruddha: The purusa is neither the agent nor the bhoktr (experi-
encer), but because of having the material nature [prakrii] reﬂect'ed
in it, it has the notion of being the agent. It is because of not attain-
ing the discrimination of the difference between prakrti and purusa
that the notion that it is the agent of the fruit of action comes about.

(Samkhya Sitras 1.106)

So when the Truth of reality is explained, there is neither [the agent
nor experiencer] (Samkhya Sitras 1.107)

The common Samkhya and Vedanta trope of “reflection” is invoked
here in Aniruddha’s commentary to L106. To accommodate the notion
of purusa’s changelessness and total unconnectedness with the world of
change, buddhi is typically analogized with a mirror. As the changes (such

15. See footnote 12.
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as warps) occurring in a mirror do not occur “in” the person gazing at
his reflection in the mirror, yet the person is nonetheless aware of his
distorted image, so buddhi “reflects” the world of change back to purusa,
who is aware of yet aloof from it. Thus, commenting on Samkhya Siitra
I11.56, which refers to the atman as “the knower of everything and the
agent of everything,” Aniruddha states: “such conceit (abhimana), of all-
knowingness and doing-ness arises through its being reflected in prakrti.”

This notion of reflection is then coupled with that of conjunction and proximity:

“Superintendence belongs to the antah-karana, which is illumi-
nated by purusa like an iron.” (Samkhya Sitras 1.99)

Vijiianabhiksu: The illumination of the antah-karana, psychic
body,” consists merely of a particular conjunction with conscious-
ness, which is eternally shining, that s, is nothing but the reflection
of consciousness produced through a particular conjunction.

Samkhya runs into various problems with this analogy: how can con-
sciousness, which is one kind of an entity, be “reflected” in a completely
different metaphysical entity with which it has no causal connection;
purusa and prakrii are ontologically completely distinct sorts of things with
diametrically opposed natures?” Conceptualizing how consciousness can
impact matter (and, in this case, be reflected back to its soutce), in other
words accounting for ignorance of the real nature of the self, avidyd, is
a famously recondite area of Indian philosophy (and philosophy in gen-
eral, although Indic dualism has arguably an advantage over Cartesian
dualism here®), so one cannot single out Samkhya on this score. But this
does lead to an exegetical scramble to construe “single reflection” theo-
ries (Vacaspati) that are later countered by “double reflection” theories
(Vijiianabhiksu) in Yoga ekegesis.”” Yoga's response to this metaphysical

16. The antah-karana consists of the buddhi, ahamkara, manas, and other subtle cognitive
elements.

17. The Samkhya Karika describes the various qualities of prakrti, and then simply states
that the purusa’s nature is the opposite of them all (XI).

18. The mind, in Samkhya, is simply a subtler form of matter than the body and sense
objects, and hence can effect them, being constituted of essentially the same stuff.
Consciousness, in thismodel, does not effect anything; it simply pervades the mind with its
consciousness, thus animating it. See Larson (1983) for brief discussion, here.

19. See, for discussion, Rukmani (1988).
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dilemma is that buddhi is made of the finest potential of prakrti, sattva,

which can attain a translucence equal (samyu) to that of consciousness

(Yoga Sitra 111.55). Leaving aside the philosophical vagueness of a qualifier
such as “equal to,” the fact is, even the highest state of saitva (i.€. satva
as free from the influence of rajos and tamas as possible), is, nonetheless,
unconscious matter, and the problem invites criticism from rival schools.

Also tricky, from a philosophical point of view, is using the language of
conjunction or proximity (sannidhi/samyoga), to account for the spontane-
ity of prakrt’s agentive evolutionary fecundity and purusa’s lack thereof.
The notion is hinted at in the K@
their proximity, the unconscious one (prakrti) g
of the agency of the gunas, while the neutral one (purusa) gppears as if it
were the agent (XX). The Samkhya Sutras expands on this: “[Al?pa'rent]
agency in purusa is from the influence [of prakrti] through proximity to
consciousness, through proximity to consciousness (sic, 1164).” On the
other side of the metaphysical divide, buddhi likewise appears as if con--
scious due to the same proximity. As always, analogies are offered:

appears conscious,? because

«Because of the conjunction (samyogat) between them, the uncon-
scious one appears as if (iva) characterized by consciousness, and
the indifferent one (purusa) appears as if the agent, when it is the
gunas that have agency.” (Karika XX)

Gaudapada: Just as in the world a jar becomes cold When. it comes
in contact with coolness, and becomes hot when it comes in contact
with heat, so the ... mahat et cetera [synonym of buddhi), by coming
in contact with purusa, becomes as if intelligent...And [from it's
side], though activity resides in the gunas [constituents of 'ptjak,rtz]
yet the indifferent purusa becomes as if an agent, although it is n?t
an actual agent. There is an illustration of this: as a personl who is
not a thief, when arrested along with thieves, becomes a thief. So
the [real] agent is the gunas, but the purusa, although indifferent,

e ceemsee e
blind man (prakrti) and the lame man (purusa), Karika XX1
20. In the famous analogy of the blin ® ) e e

imi how creation (

uses the term samyoga, proximity, to account for ; : 4
association of these two. The concept takes up several aphorisms in the Yoga Sutras (e.g.»
11.23).

21, Tasmat tat-samyogdd acetanant cetanavad iva. .. karteva bhavati uddasinah.

rikas,?® where it is stated that because of

Iy Sy ——————
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becomes active by coming in contact with them, by coming in con-
tact with the [actual] agent (on XX).

Atman is potentially omnipresent and infinite (see, e.g., Yoga Sitra
1.45; IV.23), and it has no spatial geography: how then, are notions such
as “nearness” or “conjunction” to be understood for something that poten-
tially at least has the ability to pervade everything? Vacaspati Misra, in
his commentary to Yoga Sitra 1.4, states: “the nearness of the purusa is
not in space, nor yet in time, on account of the absence of juxtaposition.
It is defined by suitability (yogyatd): the purusa possesses the potential
(§akti) of enjoying as subject, while the mind possesses the potential of
being enjoyed.” In using nebulous categories such as yogyatd, Vacaspati
is implicitly acknowledging the limits of philosophical thought in con-
ceptualizirig the perennially problematic relationship between conscious-
ness and matter (more famously expressed in terms such as anirvacaniya,
beyond the ability of words to convey [Sarikara), and acintya, inconceivable
[the Gaudiya school], both represented later in this volume).

If we read “nearness” neither spatially nor temporally but as a meta-
phoric indicator of consciousness “pervading” prakrii, other questions are
raised. How can this pervasion or “nearness” between purusa and prakrti
ever be terminated in the liberated state as Samkhya and Yoga requires it
to be (Karikas LIX & LXI; Yoga Sutras 11.22)? How can one all-pervading
consciousness, once regained, be autonomous and exclusively immune
from prakrti (Yoga Sutras 1.4, 1125, IIL.50, 1V.34) if the latter is also
all-pervasive (Karika X)? Although both entities are two radically distinct
kinds of things, they are both “reals,” eternal and omnipresent, so how can
purusa, which is inherently conscious, not be conscious of that with which
it is eternally and infinitely co-terminus and co-extensive, so to speak?!
Thus, as an aside, when we are informed by the Yoga Sutras that prakrti
is “destroyed” for one who has “seen” the truth (I.22), the metaphysical
gap between Samkhya and Advaita Vedanta, which resolves this dilemma
by simply accepting the reality of purusa and dispensing with prakrii alto-
gether, seems not so vast, even as Vedanta takes Samkhya to task more
than any other school® (Burley 2004). '

22. Section IV of chéptér 1 and section I of chapter I1. Samkhya heads the list of inadequate
piirvapaksas, significant in itself in Sanskrit hermeneutics by dint of beginning the list, and
takes up more aphorisms than any other school.
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Yet another obstacle to the Samkhya ‘view is represented in Aniruddha’s
commentary to Samkhya Sitra 1164, this time hermeneutical rather than

philosophical:

But some may say: “we hear of the agency of the Self from the scrip-
ture: how is this?” To this the author replies: “Agency” is the fancy
or assumption of agency from the influence of prakrti by means of

her proximity to consciousness.

Aniruddha here is referring to the Vedanta Satras (11.3.33-3 9) as the scrip-
ture in question (discussed in the Vedanta contributions to this volupe).
This leads to a different sort of problem fot the Vaidika exegetes of \jche
Karikds and Samkhya Sitras, who must not only accept the episte.mologl'cal
authority of the Upanisads/Vedania texts,” but, who, in several 1nstanc§s,
wrote commentaries on, them.* How to reconcile the clear statement in
the Vedanta Sutras that @iman must be an agent (I1.3.33), with the equa]ly
clear statements of the Karikds and Samkhya Sutras that it can certain}y
ot be so? Aniruddha here is reworking Karika XX quoted above (“’rhg
neutral one appears as if it were the agent,” because of prox:imity) into
a response to the Vedanta position in an attempt at an exege’ac.al resolu-
tion: the agency indicated in the Vedanta is not factual, but fanciful. .
In this regard, Vijiianabhiksu, noteworthy in his attempt to reconcile
the various darsana philosophical traditions (Nicholson 2om), offers the
following comments in his commentary to Samkhya Sttras 11.29:

Purusa, although itself immutable, through the instruments of. eye,
et cetera, becomes the seer, the speaker, the thinker, et cetera, in as
much as he incites them to action simply by his mere proximity
to them, which is called samyoga, as is the case with the magnet,
which moves iron by itself by mere proximity to it, without activF:ly
exerting any force. And here agency (kartrtva) consists in that which
sets in motion the wheel (karaka-cakra) of all that helps toward the

accomplishment of action.

23. The §ruti, “that which is heard,” consists of the four strata of thc? old Vedi‘c COrpus: Fhe
four Vedas, Brahmanas, Aranyakas, and Upanisads. These are highest epistemological
source for Vaidikas (those who accept the authority of these texts).

24. From the scholastics quoted here who wrote commentarles on Samkhya, Gaudapada,
Vacaspati, and Vijiianabhiksu also wrote on Vedanta texis.
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The magnet metaphor works less problematically than the “cow spontane-
ouslyproducing milk” metaphor of Karika LVII noted above—the Vedania
Sutra 11.2.3 and its commentaries point out that, in the cow example, it is
the sentient principle in the cow that causes the milk to flow, not inani-
mate matter, hence this analogy for a spontaneously productive but insen-
tient prakrti is defective. Introducing an inanimate magnet as an example
of something that can cause action in another entity without being a con-
scious agent sidesteps this particular objection. Thus, a reconciliatory
form of passive agency is allotted to purusa without requiring it to be an
agent in any sort of manner that is active (with its concomitant and unde-
sirable corollary, change). Vijfianabhiksu thus at least offers a coherent
harmonization of the Vedantic and Samkhya viewpoints.

Agency in the Samkkya of the Bhagavad
Gita: H. ermeneutz’c_a/ Dilemmas

This problematic of reconciling these Samkhya and Vedanta statements
on agency becomes even more conspicuous in what we might term a
Vedanto-Samkhyan text, the Bhagavad Gita. While the Gi#a is construed as ™
part of the prasthana tray? of the Vedanta tradition,” one might just as well
consider it a Samkhya text expressing the theism of the older Samkhya tradi-
tions® as well Vedanta. Two and a half of the Gitd’s 18 chapters are dedicated
to (and are one of the best sources for) the expressions of the three gunas of
Samkhya (XIV, XVII, and much of XVIII), another chapter to the Samkhya
binaries of purusa and prakrti¥’ (chapter XIII), and the text is pervaded with
Samkhya language and taxonomy. Indeed, the text not only explicitly accepts
Samkhya (V.4-s5; X111.24), but specifically claims to be transmitting (11.39;
XVIIL13), and indeed, of Krsna originally teaching Samkhya himself (III.3).
The text, in fact, is consciously appropriating and subsuming the dominant
intellectual currents of its time under a higher principle of bhakii to Krsna
as the Supreme Being, but, for our purposes here, we feel justified in claim-
ing it to be as much of a Samkhya as a Vedanta text.

25. The three sources are: the Upanisads themselves, the Vedanta Sitras, and the Giid.

2.'6‘. It is erroneous to generically label Samkhya non-theistic, as many, in fact most, sirains
of Samkhya were theistic, as evident in the Mahabhdrata epic and entire Purnic genre (for
the theism of Samkhya, see Bronkhorst 1981).

2. The synonyms of ksetra and ksetra-ia, the field and the knower of the field, are used for
prokrti and purusa in chapter XIII.
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'The Bhagavad Gitd appears to unequivocally adhere to the Samkhya
position: “In all instances, action is performed by the qualities of prakrti;
one who is deluded by ego thinks ‘T am the agent’” (I11.27); “One who
sees that all actions are petformed by prakrti only, and that the atman is
a non-agent, that person sees” (XIIL.29); “The Lord does not create either
the agency or the deeds of people, nor the connection with the resulting
fruits of work. It is spontaneous prakrti that produces this” (V.14).

Elsewhere, Krsna teaches the five Samlkhya causes of action, one of which
is the agent, along with the body as seat, instruments, efforts, and the pre-
siding deities (of the senses). All action, he states, stems from these five
(XVIIL.13-15). Indeed, “one who sees the dtman as the sole agent, has imper-
fect intelligence; such a person isa fool and does not see” (XVIIL1G). Rather,
«He whose state of mind is that ‘T am not the agent,’ his intelligence is not
tainted...” (XVIIL1y). The text then proceeds to discuss the agent, action, and
the instruments of knowledge according to the three gunas (XVII1.20-36),
with the agent, in all instances, construed as a product of prakrti.”

While purusa is not here rendered an agentive cause in any sort of
an active way, it is a cause in so far as purusa’s presence is causal in the
phenomenology of “being the experiencer,” (bhoktrive): “prakrti is said to
be the cause in the matter of agency (kartrive), the act to be done, and the
instrument of action; putusa is gaid to be the cause in the experiencing
of happiness and distress” (X111.20). Experience requites consciousness,
and this, of course, purusa provides (in fact it is all it can provide, consti-
tutionally, for Samkhya). But this is a very passive type of causality and
is not assigned the term kartr, agent, which implies the performer of an
action. The section concludes that: “the one who truly sees, is the one who
sees that all actions are being done by prakrti and that the purusa is not
the agent” (akartaram, XI11.29); “purusa does not act’ (na karoti, X111.31).

Again, we do not wish to trespass on the Vedanta contributiens to
this volume, but we must note that all the Vedanta schools accommodate
some variant of the Samkhya schema into their metaphysics, in addition
to approptiating the Bhagavad Giid into their primary canon. We will thus
simply state here that, at least in their commentaries on these Gitd verses,

28. After listing the threefold impulses to action (knowledge, object of knowledge, and the
knower, XVIIL18), Krsna lists the three constituents of action: the agent, action, and 11\1e
instruments of action (XVIIL19). Merging these latter two lists, he selects knowledge, action,
and the agent for analysis according to the three gunas (XVIIL19~26). The kartr inﬂuenced
by sattva has such qualities as detachment from the fruits; the one by rajas, qualities such as
attachment to the fruit; and the one by tamas, such qualities as disregard for other, etc.
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some commentators follow the Samkhya position on agency-in-prakrti
(e.g., Sankara, Jianesvara, Sridhara, Viévanatha Cakravarti), and some the
Vedanta position of agency-in-purusa (e.g. Ramanuja, Madhva, Baladeva),
with a clear but not quite exact divide between the advaita exegetes and
the Vaisnava ones? (but note the differences here between Baladeva and
Viévanatha, who share the same Gaudiya Vedanta lineage). To illustrate this
exegetical dilemma, we will content ourselves with one example (but see
Dasa and Edelmann in this volume) the later 18th-century Gaudiya com-
mentator Baladeva Vidyabhtisana, who is well aware of some of the sources
we have quoted.

While, in places, Baladeva seems to follow the Samkhya view explicitin
the Gita,® elsewhere, he assigns a more robust sense of agency to purusa,
most notably in XIII.22:

The followers of Samkhya, taking isolated meanings from such
statements [viz., some of the various Gid verses noted above], state
that prakrti alone is the agent. That is an over-hasty claim, because it
is not possible for prakrti, which is unconscious, to be an agent, just
as it is not possible for metal or wood. Agency means having direct
perception of the means [to accomplish an act], the desire to act,
and volition, and this occurs only in a conscious entity. Therefore
the sacred texts state.... “the purusa is the seer, toucher, hearer,
taster, smeller, thinker, knower, and agent” [Prasna Upanisad
IV.9].... Some [Samkhya followers] say that prakrti has this nature
[of agency] because of the nearness of purusa, and because of the

29. While this is problematic, we use this term for succinctness of phraseology only. It is
difficult to succinctly categorize the Vedanta commentators in a non-cumbersome manner
for reasons that would take us too far afield to consider here in depth (but, e.g, rubrics of
“non-dualists” vs. “dualists” would be contested by most opponents of nondualisin, all of
who other than Madhva promote some expression of nondualism; and rubrics of “nondual-
ists” vs. “Vaisnavas” that we have adopted here are unsatisfactory for different reasons: most
nondualist commentators of the text including $ankara were, conventionally at least,
Vaisnavas). '

30. “The jiva does not become an agent.... Then who or what acts or makes others act?
Svabhava (nature). This word indicates the impressions of matter that function without
beginning. The jiva possessing a material body becomes the doer and the cause of others
acting. The jiva as isolated entity is not the doer. Even when it is pure, there is some degree
of agency in the jiva, since it was previously stated [V.13] that he is an agent in the state of
happiness. However, this agency should be understood like the agency in light and the like,
for being the primary element in an action, which is the meaning of a verbal root, is called
being an agent” [commentary o Va4). .
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superimposition of consciousness [upon it]. This is not the case.
For it is well said that the agency that [ostensibly] belongs to that
[prakrti] because of the consciousness imposed on it from nearby,
really belongs only to that nearby entity—it is seen that the ability of
hot iron to burn is not due to iron, but to fire...[Therefore] agency
belongs to the jiva. When it is said “agency belongs to prakrti,” this
is because of the abundance of her transformations. This is just like
when a person carries something in his hand: it is said in common
parlance that “the hand is carrying”; similarly, when a purusa acts
through prakrti, [it can be said that] “prakrti acts.” Thus some say
that he [the jiva] should be [understood as the agent)].

Thus, following R&manuja,* Baladeva here assigns to the dtman not only
agency, but what can be argued to be its indispensable corolla}'y,‘ desire.
Later, in XVIIL.13-14 (the five SAmkhya causes of action cited previously),
Baladeva accommodates the two scriptural traditions by suggesting that
“here, Samkhya means the Vedanta.” He then glosses “agent” w1th jiva
(quoting the aforementioned statements from both the Vedanta Sttras and
the Prasna Upanisad as justification) and concludes that “the jiva rules over
his mind and body by his desires alone, for accomplishing his actions.”

There are, in fact, grounds to suppose certain Upanisadic. think-
ers did assign agency and desire to the gtman—we can add, here, to the
Prasna Upanisad verse Baladeva quotes, a further example of Chandogya
(VIL7.1): “the self has real desires and real intentions.”* But again, as with
Ramanuja, in Baladeva’s commentary to these sections of the Bhagavad
Gitd, at least, there seems to be more concern with honoring the Vedanta/
Upanisadic position on agency than with addressing the underlying con-
cern of Samkhya pertaining to eternality and change. Additionally (and
curiously), there is no attempt to reconcile this assignment of desire by
these commentators to the agtman with the GItd’s location of desire and
all its synonyms to the prakrtic mind and senses (I11.34—40; XII1.6), nor a
nod of possible acknowledgment to Nyaya in this move, even as some of
Nyaya's atmoan-related qualities seem to have been adopted.®

31. See Ramanuja’s commentary to, e.g., Gita XVIII.is.
32. satya-kamah satya-samkalpah.

33. For example, see R&manuja’s assignment of prayatna (volition, will, effort) to the atman
in XII1.20, one of the primary qualities of the gtman in Nyaya.
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We leave a fuller discussion of these Vedantins for the later chapters,
our task here being to set the stage for this tension, but we can again draw
attention to the difference in the construal of agency, kartrtva, at least in
their Bhagavad Gita commentaries, between the advaita (nondualist) com-
mentators of the text and those defending some ultimate reality to the
individuality of the d@tman and of eternal devotion to Visnu/Krsna in the
liberated state (in addition to the fact that these later Vaisnava Vedantins
opted to assign primary agency to I§vara). Whereas for the advaitins, when
liberated, the Gtman experiences an eternal but completely passive state
of sat-cit-Gnanda, for the Vaisnava traditions, the highest state is an eter-
nal but active state of blissful service to I§vara. While there are a number
of different types of liberated states in Vaisnavism,* they mostly involve
the atman attaining a brahman pyscho-physical, body mind mechanism,
the form with which the atman engages in devotion to Visnu/Krsna in
the divine realms of Vaikuntha/Goloka. Thus, these more robust notions
of atman noticed in the Vaisnava commentaries seem to be precursory
to the far more active notions of liberation posited by these traditions.
Indeed, Baladeva, in XVIII.14, raises the piirvapaksa: “but then at least the
liberated soul should not be the agent because he no longer has a body,
senses, and life airs.” He responds: “No, that is not so, because the liber-
ated souls have spiritual senses and body, which are established according
to their desires.” While he is in line here with the Vaisnava reading of the
Vedanta Suira’s IV.4th pada, clearly, we have come a very long way from
the content-less awareness in the liberated state of Samkhya.

Conclusion

In conclusion, then, Samkhya's non-negotiable commitment to an axiom
of unchangeability in the form of an eternal, and therefore, ex hypothesi,
unchanging gtman leaves it with various corollaries, which expose it to
criticism from the rival schools. We might add as an aside, here, that the
school has no problem accepting prakrti herself as eternal (Karika 1. 3; Yoga
Sutras I1.22), yet nonetheless capable of, and indeed, inherently bound to,

34. The Bhdgavata Purana, for example, speaks of five types of liberation (overlapping with
options expressed in the 4th pada of the Vedanta Stras): living in the same realm as Visnu
(salokya); having equal powers as Visnu (sarsti); staying close to Visnu (s@mipya); having a
similar form to Visnu (sariipya); and becoming one with Visnu (ekatva) (IIL.29.13).
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constant change, so the presupposition of the eternal equals non-changing
equation does not seem to apply to prakrti.® Samkhya’s insistence is on
the unchanging dtman. But this leaves it with the corollary of an dtman
that is not responsible for the specifics of its material embeddedness, for
it possesses 1o agency or means to effect it: all decisions are made by the
prakrtic covering of mind. While the problem may be waved away by stat-
ing that purusa has always been free and never bound, purusa is nonethe-
less “the spectator,” and its awareness is absorbed in the “performance”.
put on by prakrti (Karika LIXLXI) rather than absorbed in its own nature
(Yoga Sutras 1.3—4). Why one atman is, if not bound, then surely associ-
ated with a mind that opts to pursue worldly experiences, while another
with a mind that pursues the path to liberation, is not due to. any merits
or choices ensuing from either atman: it is the prakrtic mind that makes
these choices: yet the dtman is, in some very real sense at least, bound by
the choices made by a completely distinct metaphysical entity. :
Why one mind makes a particular set of choices is, according to
Samkhya, due to the memory imprints (samskaras fvasands®®) dominantin,
the mind, which in turn are the product of previous samskaras, and so on,
in a never ending vicious concatenation of samskara-influenced decisions
that, in turn, flavor, and to a great extent determine, subsequent decisions
(with no initial causality, as all Indic traditions construe samsaric existence

as an-adi, “beginningless”). While one must always keep in mind the fact -

that much earlier Samkhya material is lost, it is nonetheless curious to
find very little discussion, if any at all, with any moral or justice-related
questions that could be raised here pertaining to why one aiman is bound
by (associated with?) one citta, and thus by the consequences of that citta’s
choices, rather than by another more enlightened citta (other than by stat-
ing that it is not really bound at all). In short, there are no grounds inher-
ent in the atman as to why one atman is liberated and not another.

Thus, to a great extent, the unwelcome corollaries of Samkhya's
hard-line position on such issues act as a trigger for much subsequent
development in Indian philosophy. Unhappy with the Samkhya position,

Nyaya seeks to couple an eternal unchanging atman as substance with

35. The gunas are the very form of prakpti, not its qualities in a Ny#iya sense (Samkhya Sutras
VI139).

36. All sensual and mental activity, in Samkhya, leaves a memoxy imprint embedded
on the mind. These are transferred from life to life, and thus formative of personality,
disposition, etc.
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separable changing qualities such as agency; Buddhism to jettison notions
of any eternal entities in the first place, and Advaita Vedanta of non-eternal
ones; and the theists to conclude that unresolvable philosophical problems
of this sort mandate the existence of an Tévara who is beyond comprehen-
sion. All run into philosophical difficulties of their own.¥ We are thus left
with the choice of, on the one hand, an ongoing chronological history of
philosophical debate between the various schools that seek to improve on
the weaknesses perceived by them in other schools—but always at the cost
of creating further corollary philosophical problems from the perspective
of how laghutva (Occam’s razor) gets applied by their opponents——or, on
the other hand, of accepting the will of an inconceivable T§vara beyond the
boundaries of philosophical resolution. Samkhya, as the earliest expres-
sion of systematic philosophy evidenced in Sanskrit texts, has, in many
ways, set the stage for both options.
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37. Thus, for example, from a theological point of view, Krsna may very well say that he is
not responsible for anyone’s pious or impious behavior, since living entities are enveloped
in ignorance (Vas). But given that this very ignorance is his own power (V. 11.14), and that the
intelligence, ego, mind, and senses with which to formulate and enact choices are his own
prakrti (VI1.4) and given a1l the verses from the text on prakrii being the agent and not the
atman, quoted above, it is not so easy fo respond to the old nirivara-vadin (non-theistic)
charge that any postulated supreme being is cruel and partial, other than by resorting to a
position of God’s inconceivability (a position with extensive precedents in the Upanisads;
see Dasa in this volume for later expressions of this).



