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The ‘Purapa’, Bulletin has been started by the Purana
Department of the All-India Kashiraj Trust with the aim of
organising the manifold studies relating to the Purapas. It
specially discusses the several aspects of text-reconstruction, of the
interpretation of the vast cultural and historical material, and
of the obscure esoteric symbolism of legends and- myths of the
Puranas. The editors invite contributions from all those scholars
who are interested in the culture of the Purina literature in.which
the religion and philosophy of the Vedas have found the fuliest
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ISKAPILA, THE FOUNDER OF THE SAMKHYA SYSTEM,
IDENTICAL WITH THE DESTROYER OF THE SONS OF
THE KING SAGARA ?

i by

RAM SHANKAR BHATTACHARYA

[afrery @mqeqn sfet mim qfn eadwar TaRfy
dafrer  sfafe: | sfes gisagasfr wwEd, WraeEd
N | Rgds wafed qUuAgAIRaIgERaT @ dud wak
grema: sy fedisd sfe ot 9 99 Yadam sfrakd
vt afifed o wEEAITAE @@ e
gieraRR #74q, AFaq Qg fafagrat ar, g aafid
T AT RN | sdAg-wie-dagia  u-Fre-frarfa-or-mai-
fft a4 giewawfk sfY dmf vafe—sfr duka e
safaraq |

Tet 4 g% Sfae frs-argRe-edw sfafa @, steraw
sfrensly fasnwEarcetn darfad dsrdkatgmifed:, adr sdg-
& oluw QT aieqaw sfuw sfa  sfefaato, ar doadvam-
frltarafiaar wrraasruggar | adgER: sffaatrdaaft
e sfed: (aega: wragsd:) 3g:

sfrordeafausfud i waq et sf@vafimr wwrag-
FIRW N, T raTIEIERTEgaTy | grerghiae: e
(‘e ~argRaratam) deeradq afggane HIGAT] T|WE—
g sraqEeR faaafe waask: Sewar sdawd e
gregasa Aq—egeafs wfag wdfa ofs daw afs et fergar
fageata qmfaon sgeraadTAdTRdEd S fd IR
w¥ gafafs F9T AeATHATIGN T e aadifa dewrar gfe:

Fraeana Sl -wfo-efred sifag giqnmar ver
e Sada 1]
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The Bhagavata, after stating the burning of the sons of the
king Sagara by a sage named Kapila in 9.8.10-12, remarks in the
following two verses (13-14)! that this Kapila is the same as the
founder of Sathkhya. These two verses suggest that it isnot the
wrath of the sage that burnt the sons of Sagara to ashes; in fact
it is their sinful acts that caused their death. The Devi-Bhagavata
(6.15.42),2 while giving incidentally examples of the ill-results of
lust, wrath, greed and egoism, categorically states that the sons of
Sagara were burnt by the Sarmkhya teacher Kapila on account of
daivayoga (the power of destiny).

This incident of burning was so widely known that a poet like
Bhavabhiiti has clearly referred to it in his Uttararamacarita (1.23).8
Though Kalidasa in his Raghuvarisa (13.3) spoke of the digging
of the earth by the sons of Sagara with a view to finding out the sa-
crificial horse and the carrying away of the horse by Kapila to the
nether region and was silent on the incident of the burning of the
sons of Sagara by the fire created by the wrath of Kapila, yet we
have no doubt that he was aware of this incident.

A careful study of the relevant Puranic’ passages would reveal
that the philosopher (i. e. founder of Sathkhya) Kapila was not the
destroyer of the sons of Sagara, We shall also try to show the causes
that gave rise to this wrong identification.

(A) The episode of the burning of the wicked sons of the king
Sagara by the wrathful sage Kapila isset out in the following

1. e ghaeafaar aeeq gfr acaamf
%4 qa quAd fawread srq-afaaraft @ s ga: 0
qeafeqr wierwdlt gdg AMAr ORI  gTaad |
wanid qeged faafmy: queyass 59 qusafa o

2. i gl 9 Qe g
dify deamfa  sevem  wwrEwEn: 0

3. qufaagsmrgdifez: area) sfongamsly o fige
frarmgr 1 (v. 1. fag: sfaEmge) |

4,  Afaed: $fd7 47 w@@e §9FR g
aeqgdfaaargfn: ¥ feord afafady 0
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Puranic works and the epics® :
Vayu-p. 88. 147-148; Brahmanda-p. 2.53.25-35 and 2,63.144
146; Visnu-p 4.4.11, 23 (in prose); Brahma-p. 8.52-56; Matsya-p.
12.42b-43a (The destroyer is called Vispu; there is no separate
mention of the name Kapila); Padma-p. 5.8.147; 6.21.37b-39a;
Lihga-p. 1.66.18; the printed reading quggmﬁu‘n is to be correc-
ted to fa‘ugm sy Agni-p. 273.28a-29a; Naradiya-p. 1.18.95-
109; Vispudharmottara-p. 1.18.14-16a; Siva-p. 5.38.51-53; Nara-
sihha-p. 26.7; Br. Dharma-p, 2.18:28-29 and 2.22.41; Br. Naradiya-p.
89.99-113; Ramayana 1.40.24-30; Mahabharata, Vana-p. 47.18-19
and 107.28-33; Udyoga-p. 109.17b-18a; Anusasana-p. 153.9 and
Harivamsa 1.14,24-25.6
5. Though Harivaméa (1.15.7) and Brahma-p. (8.68) inform
us that ‘the éruti says that the king Sagara bad two
wives’ yet no Vedic text is found to contain any infor-
mation about this king or his sons. This is why no
Vedic text is of any help to us in determining the identity
of the destroyer Kapila. It is quite reasonable to think

that the word éruti in the aforesaid Purdnic passage
simply means ‘tradition’ (aitikya).

6. §& | g qF: wrAAAE qifqa: | ARG JAEeTEdEaR
qgid || quifeges ¥4 gfk Fwi gamfey 1 faoy sfreed g6
Ao S | e ey ararer doreqq STATerd | @ gArEdwT
99 FearEaadiyar || (Vayu-p. 88.146-148). aat ghrdrarear
SRS Tafaa: 1Y) AET agmfaseeagd sfaewar | 999
garasT afvqeddaents 1§\, SFAoag aaTRd afgawansgfa
agTfeelt & T TSat LA NIRRT HIAS T AT FATE:
FOIAd | FIE qEq AATAT GFAT qrEAwiAT 1301 Ref:
@ WIS SqTTeaTafzaa<: |13 ol WAL A galq Aot
AwETsY WU (Brahmanda-p. 2.53.25-35). @ q 37 g @3
qaETE Mifgg: | adgE  aaEdfend @anaed wgela 1Qvy
qurfeqed 84 gk gt gamafig | fasy) sfresdn g6 wrmo
S QYY1 q€T o7 AETETY Qereaq STAGRIR | g9 qATEART €9
IEATTETIATSaT || (Brahmanda-p. 2.63.144-146), qaest darfa
Aaar frfeadingafiafada dada Aefan aadwagad afaar
TgaTr fadg: (Visnu-p. 4.4.11). JIEQ-TF-To7A qeafeor
Ff¥T dorar @y, (ibid 4.4.12). § & AT q€1 QF: FEAAE
qrfea: | IRGEY qFT TT GEAAT AR WKy quThaga & gfe
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- &% gorafad | sy sfreedn aand gad qar 1wy aer g
el Quia sfageaa: | qun: @9 ghrdererarceaadfyar: o
4% (Brahma-~p. 8.54-56). ¥ wfewganfir g3 aredt v
gaa: et Tvn faSET Asaanidt (Matsya-p. 12.42b-43a).

‘ga: Sfesgafr 13 awdr gwr) awe qfedt e
fasgar  downwi®t Il (Padma-p. 5.8.147). adwwifeqes
TR ufan 1 el Nyaradedfy she wrat sag)
aer ag Ayl afgar sfgsaa: uie) war: sfeagenf
FEATERSAAHET: 11 3%F (Padma-p. 6.21.37b-39a). qa: wfez-
agafor gu¥ arady w1 | @aea: gl @ Ry wroani: |
(Linga-p. 1.66.18). w1 afecagare gami a7t erqg 1341
gaeq: qfadt awr: FASAT e (Agni- p. 273.28a-29a).
qIq AErRAd  fegdanTan | wfust samfred aifad
aafra® NjU1 a9 @9 § deand gft 0w A | g aggE
qgY fagaea . auraaq KR [waaeas ‘g aoarfaegrasT agq;
Wit FSNEE] T sfe: g@ Favai qgdsten |
¥ afg: amraq gafy wemag @@ Q3 @og 1 Naradiya--p.
1.18.95-109). #fawex gdiaed agged qugaq | qigafkd
g1 sfiet & @afvan Uy gRedfisRearae swgddeaan
T IR I daa a7 w0 FEaT geewArTed
Wﬂ"lﬁﬂtﬁi g | (Vispudharmottara-p. 1. 18, 14-16a).
FEIASST QEALRATANNET | § § 3 qa1 3 @raarang
gda: || IAgER qqead @eaaty wgniy u awifzqey 39 St
faraefog 1 aw weagedd afgar sfageaa: | gwEn gfte-
ggenfit acareaadfvan 1 (Siva-p. 5.38 51-53). afgaga-
qar: sfrengfafrdana qea: amruear ws aadegser faar-
qfgar. (Narasithha-p. 26.7). I wwgaifas s am §
gfa: | sfaefaar aad oM ’ @ QRG] | gFIasgdgw-
Jgddaar Af: | qqAwiRg § WEW  9FIK g FAE: )
(Brhaddharma-p. 2.18.28-29). F71YEq WA Rfegd-
gagay | sfqe sarafatd afe 99 qefa® ukku suan ag-
frzan: @wra atfadfea: | @ & qgaTSd aft e gaaan ool
gaai gradma Fsaal asgaifafy (2o (... afcasanmifasg
qr gur fafeqaY aff: | Sa19 FEEN SNazamion: uge
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The burning incident has not been mentioned by the Garuda-
p. (1.138.29), the Karma-p. (1.21.5-7) and the Saura-p. (30.38)
though they speak of the king Sagara, his wives and his descendants.

TgFaT Five: @) el fagszar | @ afig: g sl
WERWIGFAY a0 | (Brhannaradiya 8.96.99-113). & g &
AIEAT: HTRIT AgraaT: 1Y 33 Fet a7 a1ge garqan |
RUF T g 3979 ot FASY AR 1 A3 wgArfaed gak
AHAY TR VIRRN FIRNGRAT FFADT AFeATT | wewRFAn:
¥d FIFET ST W0 (Ramayana 1.40.24-30). Asat
wfawa: s, fasydgfrgaa: | SR qra daisat sworamafaa
gfe Nea 3 qF Agre: @AATA LEEe | qdee fAgan:
et fadY 1191 (Mbh. Vana-p. 47.18-19). siaa=q
g4 a7 faa< atay | fard qraTewy d@.En SRS 1R
w8 d YT g4 U GITEEATEEN: | AT NERAA widet
Frodifear: | @mgr dygEdg aEuguEsfan | ga aa
wgras Fwiaer ghraeaa: 13 0 TgRdAf 7 sy wfie giggag)
¥ qufagd Fear Joedy agedstq H3R A AT vl
q g 1331 (Mbh. Vana-p. 107.28-33). &% wmaqata
gaty st wgrafy: | fagd sfet 9 damah awoewen: o
(Udyoga-p. 109,17b-18a). #gasgforar, a1 & gravaq wg)-
faw | gavraifon faegmagar fgsnfaar 0 (Mbh. Anusasana-
p. 153.9) : “mga: QURIAT, ATaw ST+, FaOafour araei
Frgoravieqea wifom g7t frenfaar ¥’ (Nilakantha’s
comment). The word #gW&f¥ in this verse may be taken
as the name of a particular ocean. ¥ & 2% a1 T @TaT-
arg qifaq: | ageEy qaea @egATy Agmid N afage
g gft o0 samafan | fasy] sfamedo aued ey 1Y

qeq g qYeAT qorar sfagsaq: | w1 @ F AGAT TRAREA-

qafgar: UK (Harivarnga 1.14.23-25).

Far a full account of the whole episode beginning with
Sagara’s performing the horse sacrifice and ending with
the burning of his sons to ashes by the fire created by the
wrathful sage Kapila, readers should read some verses
more preceding the verses referred to here. Thereis no
need to give an account of the episode as it is wellknown
to the readers of the Puranas.
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Since the genealogical accounts in these Puranas seem tobe brief, the
non-mention of the incident does not prove that it was not known
to the authors of these Puranas. The Brahmavaivarta, the Devi-p.
the Kalika-p., the Markandeya-p., the Skanda-p., the Vamana-p.,
and the Bhavisya-p. are silent on the king Sagara and his descenda-
nts. Though the Devi-Bhagavata, which contains a reference to this
incident, has chapters on the Solar race in the 7th book, yet it
furnishes us with no information of Sagara or his sons, as it abruptly
ends after giving an account of the life of the king Hariécandra
(27.42) - a remote ancestor of Sagara,

According to us this non-mention is of great importancc. It
cannot be explained away by saying that since the ‘mention of
Kapila’s promulgating Sarmkhya’ was of little significance, it had not
been stated in the Puranic works. Since most of the epithets used
in the aforesaid passages in the Puranas, Upapuranas and the epics
(some are found to use more than five epithets to describe Kapila
and some have more than three verses to describe him) are such as
are commonplace and do not bear any important significance, the
nonuse of such a significant epithetas‘the founder of Sarmkhya’ must
be due to some real (i. e. historical) cause. According to us this
cause is no other than the non-recognition by the authors of these
Puranic works of the fact of burning by the founder of the Sarkhya
system.

(B) That the philosopher Kapila was deemed as different from
the destroyer Kapila by the Puranic authors may be fairly ascerta-
ined if the period of their appearance as shown in the Puranas is
considered. While according to the Puranas the destroyer Kapila
appeared in the Vaivasvata manvantara (the 7th manvantara) since
Sagara belonged to the dynasty of Iksvaku, the son of Vaivasvata
manu (Sagara appeared a few generations before Rama Dagarathi),
the philosopher Kapila appeared in the Svayambhuva manvantara
(the 1st manvantara), for he is said to be the son of Devahiiti, the
daughter of Svayambhuva Manu.”

7. Regarding Devahiti and Kardama (the parents of the
philosopher Kapila)and Kapila’s teachings to his mother,
vide D. Bhag, 8.3.12-19; Bhagavata 3.24.6-19, Siva-p. 2.1.
16.15, 2.5.16.13, Br. Vaivarta-p. 4.22.47; 1.9.6. It is to
be noted that no older Purana contains any information
about the parentage of Kapila. The Skanda-p, is found
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Since this information is found neither in the epics, nor in the
older Puranas, nor does it occur in any ancient work on philosophy®
its authoritativeness may be doubted, but as here we are dealing
with the question of identity of the two Kapilas on the basis of the
Puranic views it is not necessary for us to examine the validity of
the Puranic statements.

The Visnu-purana, which is one of the older Puranas, also
places Kapila in the same period. From Visnu-purana 2.13-14 it
appears that Kapila, the philosopher, was contemporary with
Bharata (Jada-Bharata) of the Svayambhuva manvantara.® The
Kalika-p. also places him in this Manvantara (31.3-5).

‘It would be wrong to hold that Kapila of the Svayambhuva
manvantara was alive in the Vaivasvata manvantara also, for he is
nowhere regarded in the Puranas asa longlived (d#rghajivin or
cirajivin) person. One Kapila (along with four others) is regarded
as ‘sukhafzyin’ (sleeping peacefully) in the Rkparisista (Khilasikta
1.10). Even if this expression is interpreted to mean ‘a longlived
person’ yet it serves no purpose, for there is no reason to take this
Kapila as identical with the philosopher Kapila. He may rightly
be regarded as the destroyer Kapila, who is often described (vide
Brahma-p, 8.55; Hariv. 1.14.24) as fawj sfqereto eqaq (mark the

to hold a slightly different view. It says that Devahiti
was the daughter of Trnabindu and that Jaya and Vijaya
were Kapila’s elder brothers (Karttika-masa-mahitmya
28.2-3). The Sattvata-tantra (a work of later times) says;
sfgerer Su. =Nagfaaaa:’ (2.10). It is noteworthy that
the Bhagavata refers to a work called Sattvata-tantra
in 1.3.8.

8. The Mathara-vrttionSam-ka(1) speaks of Kardama(a Pra-

. japati) and Devahiti (the daughter of Svayambhuva
Manu) as the parents of Kapila. This is evidently based
on the Bhagavata. (A verse from the Bhagavata is found
to have been quoted in this vrtti.)

9, One remarkable point deserves notice. The Visnu-p
(2.13.54) says that the king of the Sauvira country wanted
to know from Kapila of the nature of freyas. (This infor-
mation is found in other Puranas also). The Visnudharma
(an unpublished Upapurana) informs us that once Kapila
was asked by the gods and sages to expound the nature
of freyas (vide Yoga-cintamani by Sivananda, p. 58),
which shows that the nature of Sreyas was one of the topics
chiefly dealt with by the teachers of Samkhya; cp.

Samkhya-karika ‘a3-fraQia: o a sqsarsasanfamang (2)’.

jAN., 1982] ARE THE TWO KAPILAS IDENTICAL ? 19%-

use of the root ggq to recline, to rest, to lie down).}© It is quite
likely that this sage remained in the state of ‘suspended animation’
for a very long period.!?

Like the difference in manvantara, we find difference in yuga
also in connection with the appearance of these two Kapilas.
While the Puranas place the philosopher Kapila in the Satya or
Krta yuga (38 it a3 @ wfuerfeeasags, Vispu-p. 3.2,34), they
place Sagara in the Treta yuga (Pargiter : A. L H. T. p. 177).

(C) Moreover the Puranic declarations like ‘the philosopher
Kapila is the first incarnation of Visnu in human form’ (Visnu-
dharma, vide ‘Studies in the Upapuranas’, I, p. 146) place him to
such an earlier period as cannot be assigned to the destroyer
Kapila, who appeared some generations before Dasarathi Rama.
Harivaméa 3.14.4 and Matsya-p. 171.4 speak of the presence
of Kapila, the Samkhya-teacher and Hiranyagarbha (Brahma),
the yoga-teacher in the earliest period of creation—a statement
which shows that according to the Pauranikas the Samkhya-teacher
Kapila appeared long before the birth of the destroyer Kapila, In
some of the Puranas (vide Vayu-p. 65.53-54) Kardama, Kapila’s
father, is said to be a Prajapati (one of the 21 Prajapatis; Santi-
p. 334.36-37).

(D) Puranic statements about the parentage of the two
Kapilas do not seem to uphold the identity of the two Kapilas.

10, See the following verse of the Brahmanda-p. about the
destroyer Kapila saying that he remained in the state of
meditation for a period of one hundred divine years

(aeadiaafed feaadaarafe | sqraaRdsgAAEY TR a7
gafag 1 2:52.16)

11. I have used the word ‘suspended animation’ in the
Hathayogic sense of farira rodha, which has great simi-
larity with it. It is well-known that Haridasa yogin, who
was acquainted with the Sikh ruler Ranjit Singh, was
able to remain in this state for a considerable length of
time; oide W, G. Osborne : The Court and Camp of
Runjeet Singh (p. 47 ‘in the course of ten months he
remained under ground); Dr. J. M. Honigburger :
Physician to the Court of Lahore (pp. 126-130); Dr. Mc.
Greegar : History of the Sikhs. Interested readers may
profitably read the article ‘Studies on Shri Ramanand
Yogi during his stay in an air-tight box’ in Indian Jour-
nal of Medical Research, 49 (1961).
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While the Puranas inform us that the philosopher Kapila was the
son of Devahiti and Kardama, they never ascribe the same parent-
age to the destroyer Kapila. The only information in this respect
(which is mythical in character) is found in the Mbh. which says
that the destroyer Kapila was born of the sun (gafsy strat agryf,
fagd #f4e 2 dmral: gaeenet:, Vana-p. 109. 17-18). It has how-
ever no connection with real parentage. The assertion of the
Mahabharata that the Samkhya teacher Kapila is sifacges (remain-
ing in the sun, 339.68) cannot be taken as proving his identity with
this Kapila.

[voL. xxrv., No. 1

(E) In connection with the incident of burning we find the
Mahabharata to declare that this sage was called Vasudeva by people
(armaafa 4 a1g: w99 aftgFaq, Vana-p. 107.32). That the dest-
royer Kapila was actually called by this name (or appellation) in
ancient India is borne out by the following passage of the $ariraka-
bhasya on Br. st. 2.1.1, “ar § =fw: sfrew... sfrafafy girammeamms-
@I | AYET T HfYoer qUITAT TAHITGRIAFA 7O, (Mark the
word qrgRFATF: ). This shows that in the Ramayana passage
‘agq: =fqF a7 argRT aAm@an’ (1.40.25) we are to take Vasudeva as
another name of Kapila and not as denoting the sense of ‘a divine
being in which all reside’.12 This however is a significant name
(i. e. based on some gupa or karman of the person concerned) as will
be discussed in the sequel.

The philosopher Kapila is never said to have another name
as Vasudeva, though in a very few passages of the Puranas he is
regarded as an incarnation or form of Visnu. Such expressions
simply show excellence, glory or divinity in the sage and they can-
not be taken as proving real identity in the two Kapilas.

In the Udyoga-p of the Mbh, we find the statement that the
sons of Sagara were destroyed by a great sage named Cakradhanu
(109.17-18). The philosopher Kapila has never been called by this
name. (Vide infra for a discussion on this name).

12. gaffor ax warf fraafa aamft u se
H3Y 7 @ Fafear argaead: w |
JAY g8 AFadaraT T I ag 0 &R 0

F1aT faemar saai argRaeaa: g 1 ve 1l
(Brahma-p. 233.68-70).
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(F) A consideration of the places associated with the two
Kapilas reveals that one has no connection with the other. The
philosopher Kapila is connected with the river Sarasvatil3,
Bindusaras'4 (being the places where his father Kardama resided),
Pulaha-aérama,15 and the river Iksumati,2® [[tis not necessary
to identify these here.] None of these has been mentioned
in the Epic-Puranic passages that refer to the destroyer Kapila.
Similarly the places mentioned in connection with the destroyer
Kapila!" have never been mentioned in connection with the philo-
sopher Kapila.

There is no need to deal here with the aforesaid Puranic
passages in order to solve any contradiction or problem that may arise
from them. We simply assert that none of the places referred to

13, agendwrAqd qeeran afifaan |
ey argfafaddemtafrermng
Bhag. 3.24.9; Kardama is the father of Kapila.
14, 99 gafeqd @3 N AT |
arey & favgafe § 19 sfaa@ag o
(Bhag. 3.21.35)
15. Raged o¥ W waifagifradEe ) Lo
gqfzex wgrAlt @ @Y gagrEaq 1R
(D. Bhag. 8.3.17, 19). Mahayogin refers to Kapila. If
D. Bhag. 9.21.16-18 are taken as referring to the philo-
sopher Kapila, then the place (situated somewhere in
South India) as described here is also to be accepted as
connected with him. The name of the place is not given.
16, TAEEA@L Fow dswy (Visnup. 2. 13. 48).
17. The places mentioned are: ¥ZIIF (Brhaddharma-p.
2.22.41); Wﬂiﬁ'\’[ (north-eastern direction, Bhag. 9.8.10);
qafade (Mbh. Vana-p. 107.28); sgiafa (Anusasana-p.
153.9); qeafiquragx (south-east ocean, Harivatsa 1.14.22;
Brahmanda-p. 2.63.143; Brahma-p. 8. 53; Padma-p. 6
21. 35). According to Udyoga-parvan 109.17-18 the des-
troyer Kapila resides in the southern direction. The
statement of Visnudharma (5fq@ géqm-‘(, Studies in the
Upapuranas I, p. 123) may also be considered in this
connection,

R TTOR SRR/ A AL SRS PO SO PSR RS S 85
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in connection with the destroyer Kapila has any connection with
the philosopher Kapila—a fact which tends to disprove the identity
of the two Kapilas.

(G) We find that some significant expressions, which are used
as the epithets of the philosopher Kapila in the philosophical and
Puranic works, have never been used in connection with the destro-
yer Kapila—a fact which undoubtdly shows that the authors of these
works were aware of the difference between these two Kapilas.

The first epithet of this sort is #dividvas, which is used in
connection with the philosopher Kapila in an aphoristic statement
of Paficasikha quoted in the Vyasabhasya on Yogasitra 1.25. We
find the Puranas to declare that Kapila promulgated the science of
the self. The destroyer Kapila has never been described in a
similar way.

The second epithet is siddhesvara or words having a similar
sense. These are found in Gita 10.26, Brahma-vaivarta-p. 4.22.47,
Bhagavata-p. 3.24.19, Padma-p. 6.212.42-43 etc. (It is used in
Satvata-tantra 2.10 also.) None of these epithets is found in the
Puranic passages describing the destroyer Kapila.

The third is paramarsi, which is found in the aforesaid apho-
rism of Paficasikha, in Sathkhya-karika 69 and in Sz‘mti-p. 217. 1,
349.65, Vana-p. 220.21. Only once it has been used (in Visnu-p. 4.
4.23) in connection with the destroyer Kapila.?®

The epithet moksadharmajfia is applied to the philosopher
Kapila in Visnu-p. 2.13.49 etc., which is highly significant, as
Satkhya is regarded as the philosophy of liberation (gied q Merggaq
Santi p. 300.5). It has not been used in connection with the destro-
yer Kapila.

(H) As to the time and cause of the wrong identification, our
views are as follows :

18. The word paramarsi has a technical meaning also as stated
in Vayu-p. 59-80 (frgfaqa®is’ g ggamawyfy: eqag 1 a3t
fg = aeArq qenfyead: €9a: U ; the  printed reading
seems to be slightly corrupt) and in the Yuktidipika
comm. on Sath-kd 15 (€7 FEATHIH FIAH g IIAM:).
It appears that the Visnu-purana has used the word in its

usually accepted sense of ‘a great sage’ (THzTaY %fTm).

JAN, 1982] ARE THE TwO KAPILAS IDENTICAL ? 201

(i) Since the Puranic works (except the Bhagavata) in their
chapters on vamfanucarita do not state that the destroyer Kapila
was also the founder of Sathkhya and since these chapters are rightly
regarded as forming the older parts of the Puranic works, it is quite
justified to hold that the wrong idea of identity of the two Kapilas
arose long after the composition of these chapters and one or two
centuries before the composition of the two Bhagavatas. We have
already said that the chapter on vam{anucarita in the Devibhagavata
are silent on the king Sagara and his descendants and the D. Bhag.
speaks of the two Kapilas (in a separate section) while mentioning
the bad effects of lust, wrath, etc.

(ii) The destroyer Kapila, on account of his burning the
wicked sons of the king Sagara, came to be regarded by the Vaisn-
ava sects as an incarnation of Visnu,2® who is always conceived as
the protector of the jivas even by destroying the wicked. Since the
teachings of the philosopher Kapila are found to have been incor-
porated in the authoritative treatises of some of the ancient Vais-
nava sects (as may be proved by the 12th chapter of the Ahirbudh-
nya-sathhita dealing with the contents of the Sastitantra), it may
be rightly presumed that the philosopher Kapila was glso regarded
as anincarnation of Visnu by the ancient sects of Vaisnavadharma?®.
Since both the Kapilas were deemed as the forms of Vispu there
arose the idea in later times that the destroyer Kapila was the same
as the philosopher Kapila.

(iii) It appears that the use of the word ‘kapila’ as the ‘name’
alsoplayed an important part in creating the wrong idea of identity.
The word kapila (adj.) means ‘brown, tawny, reddish’, and in this
sense the word seems to have been used in connection with the
destroyer sage (known by the name Cakradhanu or Visudeva) who
had been described as having fire-like colour.2?® It may also be

19. So far as the Satmkhya tradition is concerned Kapila is
regarded as #iffagi, qwafa, wgwaadadrdEd and
freamas.

20. Ffud awtat ARA........ (FBHT0 8,123); Nfegdaamm
(ggTTAT 0 8.99, AT 0 18.95); ANifarmgan deardrea-
ar g Sareifafka s (7999 107.27); sarwm fam-
o9 (Fqmgo 2.53.21);

26
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surmised that since the colour kapila has a great resemblance to fire,
the person who created fire from his body or eyes came to be called
Kapila, [It may be noted in this connection that the act of creating
fire from the body depends upon the supernormal power known as
samana-jaya and this power renders the body effulgent—Yogasiitra
3.40]. In connection with the philosopher, the word Kapila must
be taken as his personal name.

There is however some difficulty in determining the proper
name of the destroyer sage. We have already said that Sankaracar-
ya tells us that the name of this sage is Vasudeva (arm;)
which is in consonance witn the Vanaparvan-passage quoted above.
Since the Mbh. in another parvan uses the word Cakradhanu as
the name of this sage (7 aa;qﬁq’fq) a doubt arises about the actual
personal (proper) name of the sage. It would be too much to
assume that there were two different traditions regarding the inci-
dent of burning the sons of Sagara, It is quite reasonable to think
that Cakradhanu was the name given by the parents of the sage in
the ‘ceremony of naming’ and afterwards the sage came to be called
Vasudeva on account of his similarity with Visnu as stated above,
It may also be surmised that since the Mbh. does not say ggegatrar
(i. e. naman in the third case-ending),?! the word Cakradhanu may
be taken as an epithet. We are however in favour of taking Cakra-
dhanu as the personal name, for the word as an epithet has no
obvious fitness in its context and as far as I know the word is not
found as a name of any other sage.

(iv) We have already said that the statement showing identity
of the two Kapilas is found in the Bhagavata and the Devi-
bhagavata only. As to which of these two Purinas spoke of the
identity at first we think it more reasonable to hold that the mis-
taken idea arose at first in the author of the Bhagavata and this is
why he, being aware of the divine nature of the philosopher Kapila,

21. If the word naman is not used in the third case-ending
it may signify simply gfgfgand not a ‘proper name’; cp.
T afgeY | Amazer @AdA gFearfavr SodeTan s
qa”tzmr msqf‘qaqqéqq (Comm. by Rucipati Upadhyaya
on Anargharaghava 1.3). This is why sometimes we
find the use of both qrq and qyvAy in the same sentence :

aifear @ et (Visnu-p. 1.15.8).
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tried to exonerate him from the fault of violence—the greatest fault
for a yogin—by offering the explanation embodied in verses
9.8.13-14. As these Bhagavata verses put the explanation ina
highly philosophical way and as they do not point to the real
cause directly, while the Devibhagavata verse (6.15.42) does not say
anything philosophically but directly mentions a popular cause (viz.
daivayoga) it follows that the author of the D. Bhag. came to know
of this explanation from the Bhagavata. That the explanation of
the D. Bhag. is nothing but a popular version of what the Bhaga-
vata says in a philosophical way may be readily accepted.

(I) As the author of the Bhagavata®? is sometimes found to
deal with the tales and incidents of ancient times independently?8

22. According to us the Bhagavata is later than the older
parts of all the earlier Puranas. Our study of the Bhaga-
vata reveals that the Bhagavata was composed by a single
person who was highly learned and was a follower of
Vaisnava éastra, especially the Paficaratra Agama. By
utilizing the Puranic materials he composed a kzuya
giving it a Puranic character. This is why the nature of
the composition of the Bhagavata is not similar to that
of the other Purdnic works which have been composed
by different persons (belonging to different or even rival
sects) at different times. The original forms of these
Purinas have been revised in various ways from time to
time by using the process of incorporation, augmenta-
tion and rejection. This is why all of these Puranas have,
unlike the Bhagavata, more than one version or recension.
Only a few verses seem to have been interpolated in the
Bhagavata, In a forthcoming paper we shall demons-
trate our view in detail.

23. A remarkable example of this tendency of the author of
the Bhagavata is his assertion that Suka, the son of
Vyasa, narrated the Bhagavata-purana to the king
Pariksit (1.3.41-42), who has born just after the Bharata
war (Asévamedha-p. 66.8). But according to the Maha-
bharata (which was known to the author of the Bhagavata
as it has been referred to in Bhagavata 1.4.25) Suka left
his mortal coil before the Bharata war (Santi-p. 333).
Since Suka was highly praised in the Mahabharata the
author of the Bhagavata delibaretely connected him with

- the Bhagavata with aview to proving theexalted character
of the Bhagavata dharma. Curiously enough though the
last days of the king Pariksit have been described in the
gllahibharata beginning with the curse uttered by thesage

amika and ending with the biting of the Taksaka naga
with great detail (Adiparvan 40-43), yet there is no
mention of his hearing the Bhagavata from Suka.
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(i.e. he doesnot follow the accounts as given in the older works) it is
more plausible to presume that he deliberately identified the philo-
sopher Kapila with the destroyer Kapila to serve some purpose,
The purpose seems to show that Visnu (Kapila is regarded as
an incarnation of Visnu in 1.3.10) protects the world even by caus-
ing destruction directly or indirectly, Since the Vaisnava author
of the Bhagavata took the sage Kapila as an expounder of @tmajfiana
or a promulgator of moksafastra he thought it illogical to conceive
that Kapila created fire in order to burn some persons to ashes
(even though they were wicked). This is why he declared that the
sons of Sagara were burnt by the fire of their own bodies
(emadrufmar wenargwaq 9.8.12)—a statement  which suggests that
they were burnt as a result of their own sinful acts?¢ and that there
was no agency or volition of Kapila in the act of burning.

The Bhagavata words ‘gyegqar mfrmtgufea: sfr 7 qigan:
clearly indicate that the incident of burning of the wicked sons of
Sagara by Kapila was regarded as an established fact in the Puranic
tradition and that from older Puranas the author of the Bhagavata
knew that the wicked sons of the king Sagara were really consumed
by the fire created by the sage. As he connected the act of burning
with the philosopher Kapila (either ignorantly or delibarately) he
tried to justify the act in his own way.

24. Like the Bhagavata, Visnu-p. 4.4.11 also says A WA

sifmar ggwiar faag:. Though all Purdpic works except
these two expressly state that fire was created by Kapila
from his eyes or his body (i.e. Kapila’s volition was active
in producing the fire) which burnt the sons of Sagara into
ashes, the author of the Vispu-p. (who was a Vaisnava)
tried to minimize the agency of Kapila in the act of
burning. That there was some connection between
Kapila and the act of burning is admitted by this
Purana as is proved from the words sfysdsar waq

stated just after the above passage. In this respect the
author of the Bhagavata seems to follow the Visnu-p.
(which however does not regard the destroyer Kapila
as the founder of Samkhya of whom it speaks in connec-
tion with the life of Jada Bharata in sec II,) but he went
one step further and declared that there was no rise of
wrath in Kapila. Since the author of the Bhagavata
took this Kapila as identical with the philosopher Kapila
he was compelled to express the above view.
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There are, however, strong grounds to believe that the author
of the Bhagavata changed the incident in the aforesaid manner
deliberately. Though the Bhagavata says that the sons of Sagara
were burnt by the fire born of their own bodies, yet it mentions
‘Kapila’s opening the eyes’ (3frwaw qar af: 9.8.11). What was the
use of opening the eyes by Kapila possessing an absolutely pacified
mind if the fire was born of the bodies of the persons (who were
burnt) without having any connection with Kapila’s volition or
activity ? Does it not indicate that the author of the Bhagavata
was personally aware of the incident as described in the older
Puranas and that he described the incident changing it slightly in
order to serve some purpose ? 25

The reason afforded by the Bhagavata (9.8.13-14) with a view
to exonerating the sage from the sin of violence was deemed so
justified that in later times it was reiterated (in a popular form) by
the author of the Brahmandapurana in 2.52.29-3128 (the chapter
is however not on vazfanucarita) in connection with the destroyer
Kapila, who is not regarded by this Puriana as the founder of
Samkhya.

(J) The present writer is of opinion that if the act of burning
the sons of Sagara is judged in accordance with the principles of
adhyatmavidya, it cannot be attributed to the philosopher Kapila.
We find the historical statement of Paficasikha (quoted in the
Vyasabhasya on Yogasutra 1.25) that Kapila instructed Asuri in
Sarhkhya by assuming a nirmaga-citta. Since this citta is caused by
dhyana it is bereft of all latent impressions (Vide Yogasitra 4.6). It
is inconceivable that a yogin possessing such a high stage gets so
highly enraged that he becomes compelled to create fire to kill

25. Some Agamic works are found to speak of the Sarmkhya
teacher Kapila. It may be surmized that the author of
an Agama work identified the philosopher Kapila with the
destroyer Kapila and the author of the Bhagavata, who
was a follower of Vaisnava Agamas, simply re-stated the
view of his tradition with his own observations.

26. ewdtta fadvan:  sfaggfa @ Uk w1 TR} g
geatfa: @ qraq qfkareaany | &g g w1 dui fasrama gae-
ag Wioll  wirsmifa  gedwr waamdfagd | (Fgmeee
AYRIR’F—14T.), Here FIW is the same as the ffagam
in the Gita (11,33).
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some persons however wicked they are. It is well known that these

yogins are so powerful that even evil thoughts of wicked persons
get restricted if they happen to come near them.?”

fvoL. xx1y;, No. |

The destroyer Kapila seems to be a yogin of a lower stage
though he possessed certain supernormal powers, It may be easily
accepted that this Kapila (who appeared at the time of the king
Sagara) cannot be regarded as @dividvas,cannot be recalled in the act
of manusya-tarpaga (vide the Grhya-siitras ete.), cannot be described
as iy qgd wfae geaws (Svetasvatara-up.4.5) and cannot be regard.-
ed as a mind-born son of Brahma appearing at the earliest period
of creation. All these show that the ancient Indian tradition did
not recognize the two Kapilas as one.

(K) We want to conclude this discussion by presenting a pro-
blem regarding the time of the Samkhya teacher Kapila.

We have already said that there are Puranic statements that
place Kapila in the Svayambhuva manvantara or in the Satya

yuga or in the earlier period of creation. Such statements must be
regarded as of mythical character and they simply mean that
Kapila was a man of hoary past.

But in the Mahabharata we find such statements of non-
mythical character as seem to place Kapila at a much later period,
thus giving rise to a grave contradiction.

It is said in the Santi-p, that Paficasikha (the disciple of Asuri,
the disciple of Kapila) taught Dharmadhvaja Janaka, king of
the Videha country, in Sathkhya (320.4,24).28 We find no mention

27. The Kalika-p., which has no chapter on varhéanucarita and

which does not say even incidentally anything about the
killing of the sons of Sagara by Kapila, describes in chap.
32 an incident which shows vehement wrath of the Satmkhya
teacher Kapila (as may be inferred from verses 12-13) to
Svayambhuva Manu. This must be due to the confusion
that the philosopher Kapila is identical with the
destroyer Kapila. '

28. The Santi-p. says that the king Janadeva Janaka was also
taught by Paficasikha (218-219). This king has not been
mentioned in the Puranic lists of the Janaka dynasty and
the Mahabharata does not say anything about his time,
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of Dharmadhvaja Janaka in the genealogical lists in the Puranas?®
except in the list in the Bhagavata. According to this Purdna
Dharmadhvaja appeared one generation after Siradhvaja, the father-
in-law of Dasarathi Rama(9.13.18-20) who was born some generations
after the king Sagara. Accepting the Bhagavata genealogy as vaild
a question presents itself—if the grand-disciple of the philosopher
Kapila taught a person who appeared one generation after the
father-in-law of Rama, how can Kapila be held as appearing in the
Krta yuga or in the Sviyambhuva manvantara as stated before so
far as the Puranic view is concerned ?

It should be noted here that this Kapila (i. e. the teacher of
Paficasikha who instructed Dharmadhvaja) cannot be regarded as
the destroyer Kapila, for there is a period covering more than 20
generations betweeh Sagara and Dagaratha, a contemporary of
Siradhvaja. We have already shown that (i) no Puranic work (except
the two Bhagavatas) says that the destroyer Kapila was the founder
of Sarhkhya and that(ii) the ancient Indian tradition never seems to
have ascribed those activities and characteristics to the destroyer

Kapila that exclusively or especially belong to the philosopher
Kapila,

The aforesaid problem seems to be highly perplexing and 1
plead my inability to solve it.

29. Brahmanda-p. 3.64.1-24; Vayu-p. 89.1-23: Visnu-p, 4.5.
11-14; Garuda-p. 1.138.44-48; Bhagavata 9.13.1-27;
Ramidyana 1.71.3-20. Though the Visnu-p. does not
mention Dharmadhvaja in the genealogy of the Janaka
dynasty yet it mentions him in connection with the
Kesidhvaja-Khandikya dialogue (6.6). That this Dharma-
dhvaja is identical with Dharmadhvaja in the dynastical
list in the Bhagavata is beyond doubt,



