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ADVERTISEMENT.

—FTi

Tue present work, both in its Sanskrit portion and in its
English, is an amended reprint of three volumes,' pub-
lished in India, which have already become very scarce.
An abridged form of those volumes,’ which subsequently

! Their titles here follow :

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy of Kapila, with
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for
the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad :
Printed at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup't.
1852.”

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with
Tllustrative Extracts from the Commentary. Books II., ITIL., & IV.
In Sanskrit and English. Printed for the use of the Benares
College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. (lst Edition, 550 Copies :wm
Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed at the Presbyterian Mission
Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Superintendent. 1854.”

“The Aphorisms of the Sinkhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnéna-Bhikshu.
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. Translated by James
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt. College, Benares.
Printed for the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P.
(1st Edition, 550 Copies :—Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup’s. 1856.”

3 Occupying Fasciculi 32 and 81 of the New Series of the Biblio-
theca Indica, issued in 1862 and 1865. The proof-sheets of only
32 pages of the whole, from the beginning, were read by Dr. Bal-
lantyne; the rest, by Professor Cowell.

The title of the abridged form runs: *The Séankhya Aphorisms
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijndna Bhiks[hJu's Commentary,” &c.
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up
63 pages out of the total of 175. The expository matter in that
Book is derived, very largely, from other commentators than Vijnfna.
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appeared, contains nothing of the Sanskrit original but
the Aphorisms,

While, in the following pages, all the corrections
obtainable from the abridgment have been turnmed to
account, an immense number of improved readings have
been taken from another source. Three several times I
carefully read Dr. Ballantyne’s translation in as many
different copies of it ; entering suggestions, in the second
copy, without reference to those which had been entered
in the first, and similarly making independent sug-
gestions in my third copy. All these® were, on various
occasions, submitted to Dr. Ballantyne ; and such of them
as did not meet his approval were crossed through. The
residue, many more than a thousand, have been embodied

Vedanti Mahfdeva mainly supplies it at the outset, and, towards
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddha. Some share of it, however,
will not be traced ; it having been furnished by one of Dr. Ballantyne’s
pandits, whom I have repeatedly seen in the very act, as by his own
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations.

! Many of them, especially in Books IT.—VI., rest on readings
of the original preferable to those which had been accepted.

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnkkya-
pravachana-dbhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early
as 18563; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbi&arily
chosen words apart, his text, after Book I., is borrowed from it
throughout, but with no mention of the fact. My advice was unheeded,
that he should ‘profit by the copious emendations which I had amassed
and digested from better manuscripts than those to which I at first
had access. Greatly to his disservice, he would not be induced even
to look at them. It faring the same with my typographical cor.
rections, he has, here and there, reproduced errors, more or less gross,
which might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197,
288, 3567, 373, 374, 381, 390.
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in the ensuing sheets, but are not indicated,' as succes-
sively introduced. The renderings proposed in the foot-
notes are, for the most part, from among those which have
recently occurred to me as eligible.

That Dr. Ballantyne had any thought of reissuing, in
whatever form, the volumes mentioned at the beginning
of this Advertisement, I was unaware, till some years
after he had made over the abridgment of them to
Professor Cowell, for publication.” Otherwise, I should
have placed at his disposal the materials towards improve-
ment of his second edition, which, at the cost of no slight
drudgery, are here made available.

The Séinkhya Aphorisms, in all the known com-
mentaries on them, are exhibited word for word. The
variants, now given, of the Aphorisms, afforded by acces-
sible productions of that character, have been drawn from
the works, of which only one has yet been printed, about
to be specified :*

I. The Santhya-pravachana-bhdshya, by Vijnana Bhikshu.
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My oldest
MS. of it was transcribed in 1654.

b

—

. Nor has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of
idiom which have been removed; as, for example, by the substitution
of “unless’ for ‘without,’ of *in time’ for ¢ through time,” of ‘presently’
for ¢ just,” and of ‘ between the two ’ for ¢ between both.’

% ¢ At the time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sénkhya
Aphorisms.” “ Notice,” in the Bibliotheca Indica, New Series, No. 81,

8 For details respecting these commentaries and their authors, see
my Contribution towards an Index to the Bibliography of the
Indian Philosophical Systems, or my Preface to the Sénkhya-sdra.
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I1. The Kdpila - sinkhya - pravackana - sitra-vritti, by
Aniruddha. Of this I have consulted, besides a MS.
copied in 1818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne,
one which I procured to be copied, in 1855, from an old
MS. without date.!

III. The Laghu-sinkkya-sitra-vritti, by Nagesa. Of
this I have two MSS., both undated. One of them is
entire ; but the other is defective by the three first Books.

IV. The Sankhya-pravackana-sidra-vretti-sara, by Ve-
dinti Mahédeva. Here, again, only one of two MSS.
which I possess is complete. The other, which breaks off
in the midst of the comment on Book II., Aph. 15, is, in
places, freely interpolated from No. I. Neither of them
has a date.

Nearly all my longer annotations, and some of the
shorter; were scrutinized, while in the rough, by the
learned Professor Cowell, but for whose searching criti-
cisms, which cannot be valued too highly, they would, in
several instances, have been far less accurate than they
now are.

I 1L

MARLESFORD, SUFFOLK,
Aug. 28, 1884.

1 T once bad a second copy of this very rare work, bearing no date,
but most venerable in appearance. Like many of my manuscript
treasures, it was lent, and never found its way back to me.



PREFACE.

Tue great body of Hindu Philosophy is based upon six
sets of very concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary,
the Aphorisms are scarcely intelligible; they being
designed, not so much to communicate the doctrine of
the particular school, as to aid, by the briefest possible
suggestions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine
shall have been already communicated. To this end they
are admirably adapted ; and, this being their end, the
obscurity which must needs attach to them, in the eyes
of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a
fault.

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be
an accurate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much
of gloss as may be required to render them intelligible.
A class of pandits in the Benares Sanskrit College having
been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a
version of the Aphorisms, brought out in successive
portions, shall be submitted to the criticism of these men,
and, through them, of other learned Brihmans, so that
any errors in the version may have the best chance of
being discovered and rectified. The employment of such
a version as a class-book is designed to subserve, further,
the attempt to determine accurately the aspect of the
philosophical terminology of the East, as regards that of
the West.

These pages, now submitted to the criticism of the
pandits who read English, are to be regarded as proof-
sheets awaiting correction. They invite discussion.

J.R. B.

BenarEes COLLEGE,
oth January, 1852.






THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

OF

KAPILA.

BOOK I.

a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila !!

b. Well, the great sage, Kapila, desirous of raising the
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found it
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the excellence of
any fruit, through the desire [which this excites] for the
fruit, is a cause of people’s betaking themselves to the
means [adapted to the attainment of the fruit], declares
[as follows] the excellence of the fruit [which he would
urge our striving to obtain] :?

we fafugaefagfasgeara:iqu

Aph. 1. Well, the complete cessation
of pain [which is] of three kinds is the
complete end of man.

' wftsfusasa /w0
*'5q angﬁzﬁgngmﬁr mﬁza FHAHT-
TN FABTEI WUATIAT TS
QIIHA ATRAATE

The subject proposed.

B



2 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. The word ‘well’ serves as a benediction ;! [the
particle atha being regarded as an auspicious one].

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which
is of three kinds,—viz., (1) due to one’s self (ddhydtmika),
(2) due to products of the elements (ddhibhautika), and
(3) due to supernatural causes (ddhidaivika),—is the com-
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chief end
of man, among the four human aims, [viz., merit, wealth,
pleasure, and Lberation (see Sdhitya-darpana§2)];* because
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is no¢ transi-
tory : such is the state of the case.

1 ousstion 1t c. But then, let it be that the above-
A question whether the N .

end may not be attained  Tentioned cessation [of all the three
by ordinary means. kinds of pain] is the complete end of
man ; still, what reason is there for betaking one’s self to a
doctrinal system which is the cause of a knowledge of the
truth, in the shape of the knowledge of the difference
between Nature and Soul, when there are easy remedies
for bodily pains, viz., drugs, &c., and remedies for mental
pains, viz., beautiful women and delicate food, &c., and
‘remedies for pains due to products of the elements, viz.,
the residing in impregnable localities, &c., as is enjoined
in the institutes of polity, and remedies for pains due to
supernatural causes, viz., gems [such as possess marvellous
prophylactic properties], and spells, and herbs of mighty

' Y R AFATY: |

* fafqummaf@afistastufase-
R R SR SR RO
WYY AW A YRATY IARATT ‘gt
a'rﬁ?wqﬁxarﬁfa AT N



BOOK I., APH. 2. 3

power, &c.; and when [on the other hand], since it is hard
to get one to grapple with that very difficult knowledge
of truth which can be perfected only by the toil of many
successive births, it must be still more hard to get one to
betake himself to the doctrinal system [which treats of the
knowledge in question] ? Therefore [i.e., seeing that this
may be asked] he declares [as follows] :!

A gerNfmtEfARrag et |

g ¥ ol
Aph. 2. The g_ﬁ_:g,gumnnn.of this [com-

Tha end i not fo o plete cessation of pain] is not [to be
‘,Z,ZZZT v ordimary expected] by means of the visible [such
as wealth, &c.]; for we see [on the

loss of wealth, &c.,] the restoration [of the misery and

evil,] after [its temporary] cessation.

ki CAE G L SUIL SRUL R
TR AT AR AN TR I AT T
T IR wfradmETRTIEAT wE-
% gfradarat aEfremETRARTRT-
agwfradaai Aifan@rafeefagamr
ArsEarEATATiRfaag sfaadaEi w-
forewREmIEdRAT gROU FEATHETH-
TUUATHATE  aEsTAsfageR. pgIge-
VAT ATRNIRGTATETE E N

 Tnstead of fe{S?, the reading of Aniruddha, and of most
MSS., Vijuéna bas, to the same effect, To{® + Fd.



4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. ‘The visible,” in the shape of the drugs, &c., above-
mentioned! [§ 1. c.].

b. ¢ The effectuation of this,” i.e., the effectuation of the
complete cessation of pain.?

¢. Why is it not [to be thus effected]? Because, after
the cessation (the cessation of pain is understood), we see
its restoration, the springing up again of pain in general,®
[from whichever of its three sources (§ 1. 6.)].

d. The state of the matter is this: not by the expedients
above-mentioned is there such a removal of pain, that no
pain arises thereafter; for, when, by this or that expedient,
this or that pain has been destroyed, we see other pains
springing up. Therefore, though it be not easy [§1. c.],
the knowledge of truth [as a complete remedy] #s to be
desired.*

e. But then, grant that fufure pain is not debarred by
drugs, &c., [employed to remove present pain], still, by

' geTgmTaTieET 0

* aftafed aramfagfafats: |

*aaafa g1 fAgRgEfagaERR
fafs [Msafaetae: T -
AT |

i AR ATRETAG TRt

T afa'aﬁrﬁafa a'u'guﬁm qy wesafy
L RTRUEERATT | AWTEgaAs -
ANFRGqEtAfta



BOOK I., APH. 4. 5

again and again obviating it [as often as it presents itself],
there may be the cessation of future pain, also. This doubt
he states [as follows] :*

A e F AR AT A LA CATYE-
A 1 3 0 |

Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt]
WTf,qu;‘,fjt;oZoZ"Zﬁ%r that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
tained by the recurrent  pain. may result] from exertions for
use of ordinary meuans. Y . ;
the obviation [of pain], as is the case
with the obviation of daily hunger.

a. When pain shall arise [let us suppose one to argue],
then it is to be obviated ; and thus there is the soul’s
desire, the cessation of pain; just as one should eat, when
there is hunger; and thus there is the soul’s desire of the
eater, viz., the cessation of hunger. In regard to this
[doubt] he states the recognized decision :*

AR S{U FFTETIRE:” RATW-
sng

' A semuTfefnifag et faaan
fu ua. g=: ataaa q drfagafas
facfa mﬁfa wEa |

' ger g‘tmmﬁ a<r amfasa= aar
= gufagfa: gaardf aur a7 gae A-

w2 A @aaf'a' URaTY =i faara-
afa

3 The more ordinary reading of MSS,, and that of Aniruddha, is
HATO, ‘excellence,’ not FTA©’ with Vijndna. Ed,
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) ) Aph. 4. This [method of palliatives

,,-,,ZZIL_ s suggestion nega- (g 3)] is to be rejected by those who are

versed in evidence; because it is not

everywhere possible [to employ it at all], and because, even

if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as

regards [ensuring] the perfect fitness [of the agents
employed].

a. For there are not physicians, &c., in every place and
at all times ; and [to rely on physicians, &c., would not be
advisable], even if there were the possibility,—i.e., even if
these were [always at hand], since physicians are not per-
Jeet [in their art] ;—for pain cannot with certainty be got
rid of by means of physicians, &c., with their drugs, &e.
Moreover, when corporeal pain has departed, there may
still be that which is menfal, &c.; so that there is not
[under such circumstances], in every respect, liberation
from pain. For these reasons, suck a soul’s aim [as that
which contents itself with temporary palliatives] is to be
rejected by those who are versed in evidence,' [i.e,, whoare
acquainted with authoritative treatises].

6. He mentions another proof? [of his assertion] :

' #fy wafm=R gIferws Jaea:
af evasta gsdsfu et aamiraT
sfe Fenfefruamaanfen gw o
m%-i | f§ W TR ATERE

e Tfa | /I gEifEATE: | qEETm-
nmgwﬁﬂgfmgwﬁ’r ¥ =

" IHRCATE |
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SRR ATERT EATERAA: 0 Y

Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method
Scriptural evidencein  ought not to be adopted,] because of
JSavour of this view. . . .
the preeminence of ILiberation [as
proved] by the text [of Scripture declaratory] of its pre-
eminence above all else.

a. One ought not to endeavour after the removal of this
or that pain by these and those expedients [§ 1. ¢.] ; since
Liberation (moksha), by being eternal, is transcendent as
a remover of all pains. Moreover, one ought to endeavour
only after the knowledge of truth, which is the means
thereof [i.e., of Liberation] ; because the Scripture tells
its pre-eminence above all [other objects of endeavour], in
the text: ¢ There is nothing beyond the gaining of Soul,'
[with the utter exclusion of pain].’

b. But then [it may be suggested], when you say Zibera-
tion, we understand you to mean from bondage. And is
that bondage essential ? Or is it adventitious ? In the
former case, it is incapable of destruction ; if it come under
the latter head, it will perish of itself, [like any other
adventitious and, therefore, transitory thing]. What
have we to do with your ‘knowledge of truth,” then? To
this he replies [as follows] :2

' | ANRATARAG RIBR Afqqs AT
froma SAgRTSRINATREIG | NIH-
s A faga =fa aamaacta ar
ud AT T Afqa=a |

' A HTE T JTiefd wdtad | ® W
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NfauaT=paan o &

Apk. 6. And there is no difference

An objection met. between the two.

a. There is no difference in the applicability of libera-
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is
essential, and that it is adventitious, [supposing it were
either (see § 19.5)]. That is to say, we can tell both
how the bondage takes place, and how the liberation takes
place.!

b. Now, with the view of demonstrating [the real nature
of ] Bondage and Liberation, he declares, exclusively, in
the first place, the objections to Bondage’s being essential ®
[§ 5. 58.]:

q @WTAAT T ATEETHATIR N A ng 0

" Liberation must be Apk. 7. There would be no rule in
possible ; else the means s 2 e : -
teould. 5ot ave been en- tl.ae enjoining of means for the libera
Joined. tion of one bound essentially.

T f& grafas samgs | A A
TRATISA Ired T3 agqfa | fo q=agr-
AAgd =E |

' AR ETARITRI SRR A THTE-
Q[TgTeIRsFaR: | quT R TIufEAAT
T ATHW a9 F4 I TFA T

' §Y TYRTHARAUAGATRT qTAT-
Aifaa I [AOTE I
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a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage
is the junction of pain; and this is not essentia/ in man.
For, if that were the case, then there would be no rule,
i.e., no fitness, in the Scriptural or legal injunction of
means for liberation : such is what must be supplied, [to
complete the aphorism]. Because, to explain our mean-
ing [by an illustration], fire cannot be liberated from its
heat, which is essential to it; since that which is essential
exists as long as the substance exists.!

b. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the
Lswara-gita,] : “If the soul were essentially foul, or im-
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not take
place even through hundreds of successive births.”

c. [Since some one may be disposed to say] ¢ Grant that
there is no fitness [in the Seriptural and legal injunctions,
(§ 7. a.)], what have we to do with ¢4at?’ Therefore he
declares [as follows] :*

' FEIIRIARATRETENT WA &/
q usa q | arfas: | aar &fq Argra
AU Aae Wi 9 fafure=
A wed oy T | 7 @R @R
SETATY: @afa @wfaas aragar-
faarﬁfa T |

"I® AFCNAER | FATAT AT
saT faard wREAEa: | Afe s
IR AATITATATT 1

' ARAET fRATTIded e o
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TR AT AR TS UH AT-
ATEH I b

Aph. 8. Since an essential nature
Secripture would be . . . o e
nugatory, if pain were 18 imperishable, unauthoritativeness,
inevilable. betokened by impracticableness, [ would
be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential
to humanity].

a. That is to say : since the essential nature of anything
is imperishable, i. e., endures as long as the thing itself,
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential
to humanity], that, since Liberation is tmpossible, the
Scripture which enjoins the means for its attainment is a
false authority, inasmuch as it is impracticable! [in its
injunctions. And this is out of the question; Scripture
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems,
to be an exact measure of truth].

6. But then [some one may say], let it ¢ an injunction
[to use means for the attainment of an unattainable
object], on the mere strength of Secripture ;2 [and, since
Scripture is an unquestionable authority, we may be ex-
cused from asking or answering the question, why the
injunction is given]. To this he replies [as follows] :

AraRruenfafusafeesaauem: 1 e o

' AT AT R e AT
WIEAST ARTURTIR A A e AR UH-
AT |TfeEd:

* 79 glagmrdaaeE @
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An impracticable in- Aph. 9. There is no rule, where
Junction ts no rule. . . . . .
something impossible is enjoined :
though it e enjoined, it is no injunction.

a. There can be no fitness, or propriety, in an injunc-
tion with a view to an impossible fruit ; seeing that, though
something be enjoined, or ordered [to be effected] by
means that are impracticable, this is no injunction at all,
but only the semblance of an injunction; because it stands
to reason, that not even the Veda can make one see sense
in an absurdity : such is the meaning.!

6. Here he comes upon a doubt :*
LELLEEIEE:
o d ol

A doubt whether the Aph. 10. If [.some one says] as in
Zisleenlial te not remov- the case of white cloth, or of a seed,

) [something essential may be not irre-
movable, then he will find his answer in the next
aphorism].

a. But then [the doubter is supposed to argue], the
destruction even of what is essential [in spite of what is
stated under § 7] 4s seen; as, for example, the essential
whiteness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the
essential power of germination in a seed is removed by

' e gerEmene fafieer |
@rafq aq sufes fafedsawwrara-
yew vF 7 wafq f& qunnne v arfu-
ant Jsfu 71 Sruzdifa =marfead: o

' [{Y FA |



12 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

fire. Therefore, according to the analogy of the white
cloth and the seed, it is possible that there should be the
removal of the bondage of the soul, even though it were
essential. So, too, there may be [without any impropriety]
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, if [any one
argues thus], such is the meaning® [of the aphorism, to
which he proceeds to reply].

0. He declares?® [the real state of the case, with reference
to the doubt just raised] :

TRRATIRATT ATTRITTLT: 1 99

Decision that an s Aph. 11. Since both perceptibleness
sential property may. ge‘ and [subsequent] non-perceptlbl.enes.:s
’ may belong to some power [which is
indestructible], it is not something dmpracticable that is
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde-
structible power imperceptible].

a. In regard even to the two examples above-mentioned
[§ 10], people do not give an injunction for [the positive
destruction of ] something essential, which is indestructible
[§ 8]. Why [do we say this] ? Because, in these two

' A7 EMTARETaAUTAT g9Aa 99T TS
U WIS TR Wrarataa a9t =
fiva Ewunfaagafefaamdtad |
Wa: TFUeAstaw @retfasafa Tw-
W TS §9Fdifa | d9ed dEmAr-
gew: wfefa few: 0

P gHETE
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instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of
a power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of
germinating (see § 10. a.)], there are merely the manifes-
tation and [afterwards] the Aiding of the whiteness, &c.,
but not the removal of the whiteness, or of the power of
germination ; because, that is to say, the whiteness of the
dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted
seed can again be brought out by the processes of the
bleacher, &c., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the
will of the Yog7, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in
the case of the roasted seed], &c.'

6. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is
essential [to man], wishing to disprove also the notion
that it is the result of some [adherent] cause, he rejects
the [various supposable] causes, viz., Time, &ec.:?

‘ wgwwﬁrtwwm gnirfaaare-
e SrAl |7 wafa ) | wagwar-
ARANYT TETAEA mmﬁrﬁmf‘atmr-
FEAIATA A g ﬁmm&wwm. |
tam&mmnmfnamfafwm THUZE-
LIS CIH CE mwrgrwwﬁmmfzfa
HATF. N

| TF I wwifaad fauga /fafs-
Fanfu fausfoafafrata e A
asufa
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A FTEATTAT JIfuAT s g96-
TR N R 0

Time, which applies Aph. 12, Not from connexion with
o all, cannot be the cause  {ime [does bondage befall the soul];
o the bondage of a part. because this, all-pervading and eter-
nal, is [eternally] associated with a//, [and not with those
alone who are in bondage].

a. The bondage of man is not caused by ¢ime; because
[if that were the case,] there could be no such separation
as that of the liberated and unliberated ; because time, which
applies to everything, and is eternal, is at all times asso-
ciated with all men,' [and must, therefore, bring ai/ into
bondage, if any].

A ITTATSTEAT 0 93 |

. Apk. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
re:;ﬁ‘,‘:e’c{z;of b the from connexion with place, either, for
cause. the same [reason].

a. That is to say: bondage does not arise from con-
nexion with place. Why ? ‘ For the same reason,’i.e., for
that stated in the preceding aphorism, viz., that, since it
[viz., place] is connected with a// men, whether liberated

' A Fefafaes: gERsr Ty anfud
fraw wree @4 o8 avFmwTaSen
IR AR TATTITR: |
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or not liberated, bondage would [in ¢kat case] befall the
Uiberated, also.!

ATTATAT STUHRATIET: 1 98 0

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of

_ The soul is not kept the soul arise] from its being condi-

in bondage by dts bemg tioned [by its standing among circum-

stances that clog it by limiting it];

because that is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but]
the dody.

a. By ‘condition’ we mean the being in the shape of a
sort of association. The bondage [of the soul] does not
arise from that; because that is the property of the dody
[and not of the soul]; because, that is to say, bondage
might befall even the liberated [which is impossible], if
that which is the fact in regard to another could occasion
the bondage of one quite different.?

0. But then [some one might say], le¢ this conditioned
state belong to the soul. On this point [to prevent mis-
takes], he declares:®

' Imgrratsfa @ AR FHaA | WEwT-
NAGRINIE EIGENEL ISR I LIS IR
TJHTTRTE: 1

! W@ @UTAfANERAAr | adr |7 9-
W SRUARTCAUYRT  QIIEATRR
FeTfy srmuRffa v

' A TRRRATIRT FTIAE |
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wagTsd gEy Tfan qu

Aph. 15. Because this soul is
The soul is absolute.  [ynassociated with any conditions or
circumstances that could serve as its

bonds, it is] absolute.

a. The word 4/ here shows that it [i.e., the assertion
conveyed in the aphorism] is a reason; the construction
with the preceding aphorism being this, that, since the
soul is unassociated, it belongs only to the body to be
conditioned.!

q FAWTRUAATS ARERE I 9§ 1

Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of
soul arise] from any work; because
[works are] the property of another
[viz., the mind], and because it [the bondage] would be
eternal,® [if the case were as you imagine].

The firuit of works
belongs not to the soul.

e =

' IfdEd] URTRNAFECA™IAT  gAT-

Q =~
JyAmfafa gEgsw=a: |

¢ The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, . Ed.

8 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives ‘ uninterrupted
continuance’ as one of the definitions of atiprasamga; and that
definition, in all probability, suggested eternal’ to the translator,
who here had to do with atiprasakti. Near the end of @, in the
next page but one, atiprasanga is rendered ‘ undue result.’ For the
synonymous atiprasakti and atiprasanga, respectively, see Aph. 53,
with the comment on it, and the comment on Aph. 151, of this Book.

Colebrooke, on various occasions, represents one or other of these
terms by ¢ wrest,” ‘straining a rule,” ‘room for misconstruction,’ &c.
As technicalities, they generally signify ¢illegitimately extended
application ’ of a canon, notion, or the like, Zd.
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a. That is to say: moreover, the bondage of the soul
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid-
den ; because works are the property of another, i.e., not
the property of the soul [but of the mind]. And, if, through
a property of another, the bondage of one quite distinct
could take place, then bondage might befall even the libe-
rated , [through some acts of some one else].

b. But then [some one may say], this objection does not
apply, if we hold that bondage may arise from the acts of
the associate® [viz., the mental organ]: so, with allusion to
this, he states another reason, ‘and because it would be
eternal,’ i.e., because bondage, in the shape of connexion
with pain, would occur [where it does not,] even in such
cases as the universal dissolution® [of the phenomenal
universe, including the mental organ, but not¢ the soul].

c¢. But then [some one may say], if

A doubt whether the * :
bondage, also,belongsnot ~ that be the case, then let the bondage,
ij:ci,‘:l;”l‘:”““y cbe than 46, in the shape of connexion with
puin, belong [not to the sou/, but] to
the mind alone. in accordance with the principle that it
have the same locus as the works [to which it is due];

and, since it is an established point that pain is an affection

'« fafeafafessnwfa geem
FHUTSAUANRTEATHYAET L | Ta-
UHT HIEIRAR 99 o GHRATU F10=: |

2 Upddhi, for which see p. 63, 1, infra. Ed.

' 7q wWrmfusRw st w@rd
TTNIA TR famawafa swaer-
Ify gwIATTRETIITTRRI: |



18 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

of the mind, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain]
assumed of the sou/, also? With reference to this doubt,
he declares [as follows] :!

fafesarmrgaafar=ama 1 a9 0

Aph. 17. If it were the property of
Why it is to the soul
that the bondage muse DY other, t!len there could not be
helong. diverse experience.

a. If bondage, in the shape of connexion with pain, .
were the property of another, i.e., a property of the mind,
there could be no such thing as diverse experience ; there
could be no such different experience as one man’s ex-
periencing pain, and another man’s not: [for, it must be
remembered, it is not in point of mind, but of soul, that
men are held, by Kapila, to be numerically different].
Therefore, it must be admitted that pain is connected with
the soul, also. And this [pain that belongs to the soul]
1s in the shape merely of a reflevion of the pain [that at-
taches to its attendant organism]; and this reflexion is of
its own attendant [organism] only ; so that there is no undue
result® [deducible from our theory].

' AR PRATTRUISTY TR HRATATAT-
fratETie feeQag gew faaus-
aran: fawmre fewy geenfy sead aw
THTIFTATHATE |

' gFRATTRTINETYAR fanwea -
fasvrnaudfa: sfegs gt wfe-
Afq fafewirnaoufa: | w@:  geisfa
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is
directly the cause of bondage :!

wgfafIa~mTE=R awT W TR ot

Nature is ot tho Aph. 18. 'If [you say that the sou'l’s
immediate cause of the bondage arises] from Nature, as its
souls bondage. cause, [then Isay] ‘no;’ [because] that,
also, is a dependent thing.

a. But then [some one may say], let bondage result from
Nuture, as its cause. If you say so, I say ‘no;’ because
that, also, i.e., Nature, also, is dependent on the conjunction
which is to be mentioned in the next aphorism; because,
if it [ Nature] were to occasion bondage, even without that
[conjunction which is next to be mentioned], then bond-
age would occur even in such cases as the universal
dissolution,® [when soul is altogether disconnected from the
phenomenal].

LRI StErd: | | ¥ gwnfafaaen v
ufafeaw @ wadifa Arfaneg
Hfau

| gt tatafARaERiG SRS -
ufan

2 Here and in the comment, I have corrected aEITﬁ:I. Ed.

* A7 ngfafafaemaai wafefq <= 7a-
wen it wgaTgEEI TEATTERIATT-
uRawd dv faarfa awme swargata
TRTEFTA N
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bs If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhand’® [in
the 1st case, and not in the 5th], then the construction will
be as follows: ‘If [you say that] the bondage is caused
by Nature,” &e.?

¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage,
only as depending on something else [i.e., on the conjunc-
tion to be mentioned in the next aphorism], through this
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is
reflexional, like the heat of water due to the conjunction of
fire;* [water being held to be essentially cold, and to seem
hot only while the heat continues in conjunction with it].

d. He establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this
point, in the very middle* [of his criticisms on erroneous
notions in regard to the matter; for there are more to
come]:

A fAATEIEAsEn e aaTEar

T W e |

1 This is the lection preferred by Aniruddha and his followers. Ed.

‘e Sfefa @@ ngfafaamn
asm 'Q'faf‘a I |

NAT IUTAAT naﬁfawamm HITEAT-

<F mmfwmamﬁrcﬂ ITStREITT-
ES S K AT

* @fagraAEAT TREFTRUS TATS-
yreafa

5 Here follows, in the first edition, the particle ?\L for which no

authority has been discovered. The word translating it I have re-
tained, but bracketed. JEd.
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con-
What really is the  junction thereof [i.e., of Nature] is
relation of its bondaye . .
to the soul. there the connexion of thet [i.e., of
pain] with that [viz, the soul,] which is
ever essentially a pure and free intelligence.

a. Therefore,! without the conjunction thereof, i.e., with-
out the conjunction of Nature, there is not, to the soul,
any connexion with that, i.e., any connexion with bond-
age; but, moreover, just through that [connexion with
Nature] does bondage take place.?

b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, either
essentially or adventitiously], he makes use of the indirect
expression with a double negative, [‘not without’]. For,
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul]
with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case
of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the baking],
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc-
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the jar, after
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whereas
the red colour occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-rose,
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the
removal thereof]. Hence, as bondage ceases, on the dis-
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 6. 4.] nor adventitious®

[§11. &.].

1 The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in
the first edition. Vijnéna here supplies the comment. FEd.

' aEATRITTIEA wgfasani faar | ue
T qAUUT FEeTsta | wfu g aq v
Y N

* qNRATITFRAMTY ASTAT TR |
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¢. In order that there may not be such an error as that
of the Vaiseshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso-
lutely real conjunction [of the soul] with pain, he says
‘which is ever,” &c. [§19]. That is to say: as the con-
nexion of colour with essentially pure crystal does not take
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue
of which, seen athwart the crystal, seems to belong to the
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever
essentially pure, &c., could not take place without the con-
junction of some accidental associate ; that is to say, pain,
&c., cannot arise sponfaneously,' [any more than a red
colour can arise spontancously in the crystal which is
essentially pure].

d. This has been declared, in the Swwra, as follows:
¢ As the pure crystal is regarded, by people, as red, in con-
sequence of the proximity of something [as a China-rose]

afe fe av: mraNRuIrHH EHATHA: |-
W1 A% afsaTIsATAqd | Wa: Hfa-
faamt armATaieraTius I 9w w g E -
arfaar afafasr afa

' ARfawranfag wrafaan gwarm wifq
AT A1 Jfedaey faganfe ! aar -
AT RS TAT | AqrawEt foom wed
aud framwrfeanaw geeRTmfiwan
famn gEEAT A 9ed WAt GRREAT-
fea:
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that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul! [is
regarded as being affected by pain].’

e. In that [aphorism, 19], the perpetual purity means
the being ever devoid of merit and demerit; the perpetual
intelligence means the consisting of uninterrupted thought;
and the perpetual liberatedness means the being ever dis-
sociated from real pain: that is to say, the connexion with
pain in the shape of a reflexion is not a real bondage,? [any
more thar the reflexion of the China-rose is a real stain
in the crystal].

/- And so the maker of the aphorism means, that the
cause of its bondage is just a particular conjunction [§ 19.c.].
And now enough as to that point.?

9. Now he rejects [§18.d.] certain causes of [the soul’s]
bondage, preferred by others :*

' q L 3t fr Faen o wwieat
WA 9| THARIIUAA AEAHIE
a

B ERECEC R MG ROEIRE S
gﬁmﬁﬂa IEEGE LRI CHLE
wY QT wA nfafamg QATTAATCATI-
F1 T Th AT 0

' QU ¥ ®AUHANY TATH qNRAAAl
@@{f“ﬂna A N
' AR TR faEta
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ATfAATATSAARAT FRAATTI U 0 0

The Veddntic tenet on Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too,
ths point disputed. [does the soul’s bondage arise]; be-
cause that which is not a reality is not adapted to binding.

a. The word ‘too’ is used with reference to the previously
mentioned ‘ Time,” &c.,' [§ 12, which had been rejected, as
causes of the bondage, antecedently to the statement, in
§19, of the received cause].

b. Neither, too, does [the soul’s] union with bondage
result directly from ¢ Ignorance,” as is the opinion of those
who assert non-duality [or the existence of no reality save
one (see Vedanta-sara, § 20.0.)]; because, since their ‘Ig-
norance’ is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind ; because,
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely
dreamt of was never witnessed.’

¢. But, if ‘Ignorance’ be a reality [as some assert], then
he declares [as follows] :*

ag~ fagmmta: 1 290

Aph. 21. If it [ Ignorance’] be [as-

The Veddnti t i
ewdg’the;;).zt:m:«:;z:ftz_ serted,. by you, to be] a reality, then
out stultifying limself. ~ there is an abandonment of the [Ve-
déntic] tenet, [by you who profess to

follow the Vedanta].

' ey gATERATATZAUEAT |

' gfagmasfa 7 wrgERETTSTAET-
femt auTRfEIT WUFEEA qqT FTURL-
fammfe @G a~F gefamg: o

* wfagran T = |
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a. That is to say: and, if you agree that ¢ Ignorance ’ is
a reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see
Nyéya Aphorisms I., § 31] of the unreality of ‘ Ignorance;’!
[and so you stultify yourself].

b. He states another objection :*

fasatasaTafas 1 2R 0

Aph. 22. And [if you assume ‘ Igno-

The Veddnti cannot  rance’ to be a reality, then] there would
evade the olyjection, with- . .

out conceding a duality. ~ be a duality, through [there being]

something of a different kind [from

soul; which you asserters of non-dualify cannot contem-

plate allowing].

a. That is to say: if ‘Ignorance’ is real and without a
beginning, then it is eternal, and coordinate with Soul: if
[therefore] it be nof soul, then there is a duality, through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul;
and this the Vedantis cannot intend to establish]; because
these followers of the Veddnta, asserting non-dwality, hold
that there is neither a duality through there being some-
thing of the same kind [with soul], nor through there
being something of a different kind.?

' afe afammar agE E@ifwad =
w|ngwTaETf T aae gifafa: o
" THWITAIE |
* gt FgpaTT R fAeTA g
St fasrdiasams | ] fe daf=an
f%amf&a: ATt AT AT A
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b. He ponders a doubt :!

faegmaem Iq 0 30

Aph. 23. If [the Vedénti alleges, re-
,.,I,Z_,',"f ,ﬁf‘i‘"};ﬂ’r‘ﬁnfﬁ garding ¢ Ignorance,’ that:,] it 1s in the
is at once real and un-  ghape of both these opposites, [then we
real.
shall say ‘no,” for the reason to be
assigned in the next aphorism].

a. The meaning is: if [the Vedanti says that] ‘Igno-
rance’ is not real,—else there would be a duality through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul,
which a follower of the Vedanta cannot allow],—and,
moreover, it is not unreal, because we experience its
effects ; but it is in the shape of something at once real
and unreal,® [like Plato’s ov xai un év: (see Vedinta-
sara, § 21)].

7 ATSHULTATHATA: 0 8 1

Aph. 24. [To the suggestion that

There is o such thing ¢ Jgnorance’ is at once real and unreal,
as a thing ut once real ¢ R . .

and unreal. we say] ‘no;’ because no such thing is

known [as is at once real and unreal. ]

a. That is to say: it is not right to say that ¢ Ignorance’
is at once real and unreal. The reason of this he states
in the words ¢ because no such thing,’ &c.; because any
such thing as is at once real and unreal is not known.

' wrgd

* ez # ®@dt 3 fasndrasarats-
AroEet AATTERTE  aeEgun |fe-
|q%: |
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For, in the case of a dispute, it is necessary that there
should be an ezample of the thing [i.e. (see Nydya Apho-
risms, 1., § 25), a case in which all parties are agreed that
the property in dispute is really present]; and, as regards
your opinion, such is not to be found ; [for, where is there
anything in regard to which both parties are agreed that
it is at once real and unreal, as they are agreed that fire
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ?]: such is the
impor*.!

b. Again he ponders a doubt :*

7 39 gggraATfeAt Infameaq v

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Vedanti may

A question whether the  remonstrate] ¢ We are not asserters of
Vedanti s bound to a- Y . . .. .
voud selfcontradiction.  any Six Categories, like the Vaiseshi-

kas and others.’

a. ‘ We are not asserters of a definite set of categories
[like the Vuiseshikas, who arrange all things under six
heads, and the Naiyayikas, who arrange them under six-
teen]. Therefore, we hold that there ds such a thing,
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ‘ Igno-
rance’ which is at once real and unreal, or [if you prefer
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see

' weEgmiazifa @ g&fAad: | av &q-
AR argfifa seague sw@faefa wera-
wwdta: | frareres fr agfa gers -
IIH: | F Wa=asutay fa wm=:
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Vedinta-sira, § 21] ; because this is established by proofs,’
[Secriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to us,
although they may not comply with all the technical requi-
sitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition
(see Nyaya Aphorisms, 1., § 35)].

4. By the expression [in the aphorism] ¢and others ’are
meant the Naiyayikas; for the Naiyiyika is an asserter
of sixteen categories® [see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 1].

¢. He confutes® [this pretence of evading the objection,
by disallowing the categories of the Nyaya]:

wfagaasfu araifws gusaar ar-
RrAACEARH 1 & )

Aph. 26. Even although this be not

The self-contradictory  compulsory [that the categories be
i3 altogether tnadmis- . . .

sible. six, or sixtecn], there is no acceptance

of the inconsistent; else we come to

the level of children, and madmen, and the like.

. Let there be [accepted] no system of categories [such
as that of the VaiSeshika, § 25]; still, since being and nof-
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to

"9 94 fAaquaraarfen: | WarsHdtar
sfa geaTRs: genfewear arfag o
AT AT |
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to
all fitness : otherwise, we might as well accept also the
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like:
such is the meaning.!

b. Certain heretics [deniers of the authority of the
Vedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen-
tary duration [individually; each being, however, replaced
by its facsimile the next instant, so that the uninterrupted
series of productions becomes something equivalent to
continuous duration], and that by the influence® of these
the bondage of the soul [is occasioned]. This he objects
to, [as follows] : *

1 < ha
werafagAr Ay awrfa wranrafa-
T faf:

TYATTRTE JTRIREH HIHHFY-
< - N » .
UL HURT WATIARTAIT AT 7 8-

a .
Ffq FRA IIEH T FRTGA  FS T:
[

wrfeaa: |

¢ Vidsand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has rendered variously, in
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewhere. It is well
defined, in Prof. Benfey’s Sanskrit-English Dictionary: ¢An
impression remaining unconsciously in the mind, from past actions,

etc.,, and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or

pain.” Ed.

* gfamfaw =g awf| awafawan
s araaar saw I 3fq ags-
Ifa
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Aafefauarauafafassrsasr’ 1 29 0

The heretical theory of @ Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof,

succession of momentary . .
ohjects from ull eternity, ~MOTeover, i8 mnot caused by any in-

he soul’s bon- . ]
3;;;‘:“;;‘;{,03;3” *7"  fluence of objects from all eternity.

a. ‘Thereof,” i.e., of the soul. An eternal influence of
objects, an influence of objects the effect of which, in the
shape of a continued stream, has had no commence-
ment,—not by ¢his, either, is it possible that the bondage
[of the soul] has been occasioned : such is the meaning.*

b. He states the reason of this [impossibility]:*

A ARG A TR G TH AT TSI S
FuTATgRE T fRgRmaTeE 0 e 0

1 Instead of -fﬂ'ﬁqiai:, Aniruddha has the substantially

equivalent -FYFRAR:. 2.

' TR | yafefauaTeeT: are-
saurAIfeaat fawaam@a afafaaasta
JAT A @IFAER:

P W AR

¢ Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un-
authorized FJTRI[*AL®, which I have corrected. The reading

JUILIYO, here followed, is, perbaps, that of Aniruddha. FY-

L3IY© is the form of the word recognized by Vijnina; and I know
of no manuscript warrant for the alteration of it scen in the following
page, 1,—an extract from his commentary. It is, further, a regular
derivative, which the other is not, if it is not even unjustified by
grammatical prescription. Ed.

¢ Aniruddba has -0, *division,” in place of ~SFTHO
‘separation.’ KEd.
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Aph. 28. Also [in my opinion, as

i fling canmot act  well as in yours, apparently], between

. the external and the internal there is

not the relation of influenced and influencer; because

there is a local separation ; as there is between him that
stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pataliputra.

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are
at present objecting to], the soul is circumscribed, residing
entirely within the body; and that which is thus edthin
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced and the
influencer, as regards an exfernal object. Why? Because
they are separated in regard to place; like two persons
the one of whom remains in Srughna and the other in
Pétaliputra: such is the meaning. Because the affection
which we call ‘influence’ (vdsand) is seen only when
there is conjunction, such as that of madder and the cloth
to which it gives its colour], or that of flowers and the
flower-basket! [to which they impart their odour.]

b. By the word €also’ the absence of conjunction
[between the soul and objects (see § 15)], &c., which he
himself holds, is connected* [with the matter of the pre- .
sent aphorism].

' aeAd affE=1 ET™ TATHT a=T-
M A JEAfaedu @IS -
wratsta gafa | @ | R
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¢. Srughna and Pétaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna] are
two several places far apart.

d. But then [these heretics may reply], ‘The influence
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there is
a contact with the object; inasmuch as the soul, according
to us, goes to the place of the object, just as the senses,

according to Your Worship.” Therefore he declares [as
follows] :

TUTTHTFAHTATITIR T Il €l

Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the

On the heretical view,  goul’s bondage should arise] from an
the free sonl would be . . .

equally lubte to bondage.  1Dfluence reccived in the same place

[where the object is; because, in that

case], there would be no distinction between the two, [the

bond and the free].

a. To complete the sense, we must supply as follows:
‘It is impossible that the bondage should arise from an
influence received in one and the same place with the
object.” Why? Because there would be no distinction
between the two, the soul bound and the soul free; because
bondage would [in that case] befall the liberated soul, also ;
[the free soul, according to this hypothesis, being just
as likely to come across objects as any other] : such is
the meaning.?

' gaurefaga fangednfamur
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Cewn
b. Here he ponders a doubt :
R

wEawTHa U 30 0

. Aph. 30. If [the heretic, wishing to
de;’:fw".m‘“" altempted  gave his theory, suggests that a differ-
ence between the two cases (see §29)

does exist] in virtue of the wunmseen, [i.e., of merit and
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism].

a. That is to say, [the heretic may argue]: ¢ But then,
granting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when
they become conjoined with them in one and the same
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely
from the force of the unseen, [i.e., from the merit and
demerit of this or that soul; the soul that is liberated
alike from merit and demerit being able to encounter, with
impunity, the object that would enchain one differently
circumstancedg’: if ? [¢4is be urged, then we look forward].

a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :

A FATHRHFTATAIEARTATARITH-
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in
, Fach back must bear  the relation of deserver and bestower
its own burden. .
since the two do not belong to one
and the same time.

a. Since, in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are
distinct, and do not belong to the same time [believing, as
thou heretically dost, not only that objects (see §26. b.)
momentarily perish and are replaced, but that the duration
of souls, also, is of a like description], there is positively
no such relation [between the soul at one time and its suc-
cessor at another] as that of deserver and bestower [or
transmitter of its merits or demerits]; because it is impos-
sible that there should be an influence of objects [§27]
taking effect on a patient [say, the soul of to-day], occa-
sioned by the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] belonging to
an agent [say, the soul of yesterday, which, on the hypo-
thesis in question, is a numerically different individual]:
such is the meaning.!

b. He ponders a doubt:? .

gaFRafefa Jq 0 320

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests
Whether merit may, o that] the case is like that of the cere-
may not, be imputed. " .
monies in regard to a son, [then he
will find his reply by looking forward].

a. But then [the heretic, admitting the principle that

'TA AA FGATRCTIRFRATHINTE
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the merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the
agent, may urge that], as the son is benefited by ceremonies
in regard to a son, such as that [ceremony (see Colebrooke’s
‘Hindt Law,” Vol. ITL., p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the father
[who performs the cercmonies, to propitiate the gods], in
like manner there may be an influence of objects on the
experiencer [say, the soul of to-day], through the ¢ unseen’
[merit or demerit] that belongs even to a different subject
[say, the soul of yesterday]: such is the meaning' [of the
heretic].

0. He refutes this, by showing that the illustration is
not a fact :*

wife fg as faT v AT 3 mirnETfe-
A afeRaa 1 33 0

Aph. 33. [Your illustration proves

nothing ;] for, in that case, there is no

one permanent soul which could be

c?nsegmted by the cercmonies in anticipation of concep-
tion, &ec.

This will not kelp the

hereta’s argument.

a. ‘In that case,” i.e., on thy theory, too, the benefit of

' 99 a9t fugfaes wirrarfear o=
AW gIRUHIT Hafa agmfuEtaAar-
Ted refawarg: wnfemy:

" zgrrtaen ufteda

» Aviruddba hes TTATYTATIEHHTWT ; and Dr. Ballan-

tyne’s rendering suits it. Hd.

4 A common reading, but inferior, is Eiﬁ’awa Ed.
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the son, by [means of the performance of ]* the ceremonies in
anticipation of conception, &c., could not take place; ¢for,’
i.e., because, on that theory, there is not one [self-identi-
cal] soul, continuing from the [time of] conception to
birth, which could be consecrated [by the ceremonies in
question], so as to be a fit subject for the duties that per-
tain to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture
with the sacred thread, for which the young Brahman
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation
of his conception had been omitted] : and thus your illus-
tration is not a real one,* [on your own theory: it is not a
thing that you can assert as a fact].

b. And, according to my theory, also, your illustration
is not a fact ; seeing that it ¢s possible that the benefit to
the son should arise from the ‘unseen’ [merit] deposited
in the son by means of the ceremony regarding the son:
for it is an implied tenet [of my school], that it [the soul]
is permanent [in its self-identity]; and there is the injunc-
tion® [of Manu, (Ch. IL., v. 26), with regard to the cere-
monies in question, which proceeds on the same grounds].

1 The brackets are of my inserting. Ed.
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¢. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,] * But then, since
bondage, also, [like everything else] is momentary, let
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, or
nothing at all for its cause,’! [which view of matters is
propounded in the next aphorism] :

feararaTfas: wfus=mn 38

Aph. 34. Since there is no such
Whether bondage may  thing as a permanent result [on the

not be momentary, and so . . .

require no cause. heretical view], the momentariness [of

bondage, also, is to be admitted].

a. Of bondage’: this must be supplied, [to complete
the aphorism}.?

b. And thus the point relied on is, that it [i.e., bondage]
have no cause at all. And so this is the application [of
the argument, viz.] :

(1) Bondage, &c., is momentary ;
(2) Because it exists,

(3) [Everything that exists is momentary,] as
the apex of the lamp-flame, or the like.?
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¢. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘exist-
ence ’] does not extend unduly ' [as you may object,] to the
case of a jar, or the like ; because ¢4at, also [in my opinion],
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary].
This [in fact] is precisely what is asserted in the ex-

pression, ‘since there is no such thing as a permanent
result’* |§34].

d. He objects® [to this heretical view]:

T AIIFIIIT 13U

Aph. 35. No, [things are nof mo-
_The fact of recogni- mentary in their duration]; for the
tion proves that things . ..
are not momentary. absurdity of this is proved by recog-

nition.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary; because the
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite
argument [to that under §34. 0.], taken from such facts
of recognition as, ‘what I saw, that same do I touch,
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. :

(1) Bondage, &c., is permanent ;
(2) Because it exists,

1 Vyabhichdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work
and others, the translator has given it many meanings; and so has
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various contexts, by ‘contradiction,’
¢ derogation,” ‘failure,” ¢impossibility,” ‘ unoperativeness, &c. As a
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle
term, unaccompanied by the major term. Ed.
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(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,] as a
jar, or the like.!

Afaerafatmre o 3% 0

That things are mo- Aph. 36. And [th1'ng_s are mot mo-
mentury is contraticed  mentary ;] because this is contradicted
by Scripture and rea- . .
soning. by Scripture and by reasoning.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary ; because the
general principle, that the whole world, consisting of
effects and causes, is momentary, is contradicted by such
texts as this, viz., ‘[All] this, O ingenuous one, was
antecedently existing,” and by such Scriptural and other
arguments as this, viz.,  How should what exists proceed
from the non-existent 7’2

ZeTfas= 1 39 1

Aph. 37. And [we reject the argu-

The heretic’s illustra- : The 1

tion o et o ool plent; of. this heretic;] because his
instance is not a fact.
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a. That is to say: the general principle of the momen-
tariness [of all things] is denied ; because this momentary
character does not [in fact] belong to the apex of the
lamp-flame, &c., the instance [on which thou, heretic,
dost ground thy generalization, (§ 34. b.)]. Moreover, thou
quite errest in regard to momentariness, in that instance,
from not taking account of the minute and numerous
instants [really included in a duration which seems to thee
momentary]: such is the import.!

b. Moreover, if the momentary dura-
If things were momen-  tion, &ec., [of things] be asserted, then
i‘:fg;zgf,"&”‘;zﬁ 2™ there can be no such thing as the re-
effect. lation of cause and effect, in the case
of the earth and the jar, and the like.
And you must not say that there 7s no such thing as that
[relation of cause and effect]; because it is proved to be a
reality by the fact that, otherwise, there would be no such
thing as the efforts of him who desires an effect, [and
who, therefore, sets in operation the causes adapted to its
production]. With reference to this, he declares [as
follows] :*

PIUSATTATAATA HTAHTWATE: I 36 W
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Aph. 38. It isnot between two things

The causal relation is  coming simultaneously into existence,
not between things that .

arise simullaneously. that the relation of cause and effect

exists.

a. Let us ask, does the relation of product and [material]
cause exist between the earth and the jar, as simultaneously
coming into [their supposed momentary] existence, or as
successive? Not the first; because there is nothing to
lead to such an inference, and because we should not [in
that case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with
earth, &c., [with a view to the jar’s subsequent production].
Neither is it the last; in regard to which he declares [as
follows] :!

- :
TATATA IECATTA 1 3 0
Aph. 39. Because, when the antece-

dent departs, the consequent is unfit
——— . . .
[to arise, and survive it].

A product cannot sur-
vive its substuntial cause.

a. The relation of cause and effect is, further, inconsis-
tent with the theory of the momentary duration of things;
because, at the time when the antecedent, i.e., “the cause,
departs, the consequent, i.e., the product, is unﬁt, i.e., is
not competent to arise; because, that is to say, a product
is ﬁ(_)_ggizﬂl\ only by its inhering in [and being substan-

tially identical with, however formally different from,] its

'S AEegnuSIAEan WA
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substantial cause,! [and is incapable, therefore, of sur-

viving 1t I

b. With reference to this same [topic, viz., the] substan-
tial cause, he mentions another [the converse] objection?
[to the theory of the momentary duration of things]:

awra qeanmeRaafraTela 7 1 go u

Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the

The coexistence of sub-  theory of the momentary duration of
17 * o Y . .
tumoss igg’d lf’.”t;:h’l‘;; 4 things, can there be such a relation as
momentary. that of cause and effect]; because, while
the one [the antecedent] exists, the
other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two
e et

keep always asunder.® -

a. To complete [the aphorism], we must say, ¢ moreover,
[on the theory objected to], there can be no such relation
as that of cause and effect ; because, at the time when the
antecedent exists, the consequent cannot coexist with it,
the two being mutually exclusive.’* The two suggesters
of the relation of cause and effect, in product and sub

' TR AT ST HAHT-
ArmgmATr ARy 7 wlusaare, -
Ffd MAFTCATT IUTTARATT AL
FrEaTRATE: |

? IUITARTUATIFAT HUIHTATE |

8 For vyabhichdra, the word used in the original, see 1, at p. 38,
supra. Ed. .

¢ Here again occurs, in the Sanskrit, the term vyabkickdra. Ed.
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stance,! are (1) this concomitancy of affirmatives, that,
while the product exists, the substance thereof exists, and
(2) this concomitancy of negatives,® that, when the sub-
stance no longer exists, the product no longer exists : and
these two [conditions, on your theory] cannot be; because,
since things [in your opinion,] are momentary in their
duration, the two [viz., the substance and the product],
inasmuch as they arc antecedent and consequent,® belong
to opposite times,* [and cannot, therefore, coexist; for the
product, according to you, does not come into existence
until its substance has perished, which is contrary to the
nature of the causal relation just defined].

b. But then, [the heretic may say, do not let the co-
existence of substance and product be insisted upon, as
indispensable to the causul relation between the two, but]
¢let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause,

! T have inserted the words ¢in product and substance.” Ed.

2 The original dual of ¢ concomitancy of affirmatives’ and con-
comitancy of negatives ’ is anwayavyatirekau. For other English
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see

Book VI., Aph. 15 and 63. Ed.

8 ¢ Antecedent and consequent ’ renders kramika, translated *suc-
cessive’ in Aph. 38, a, at p. 41, supra. Id.
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as it belongs to the insérumental cause, in respect merely of
its antecedence” To this he replies :!

uFaraAT | frga 1 8q 0

Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

Antecedencetothe pro-  tecedence, then there would be no deter-
duct does not distinguish : : : .

the Matter from the T YO1I0AtION [?f a sul.)stantlal or m'aterlal

strument. cause, a8 distinguished from an instru-

mental cause].

a. And it could not be determined that this was the
substance [of this or that product], on the granting of
nothing more than its antecedence [to the product]; because
antecedence constitutes no distinction between it and the
snstrumental causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind youl],
that there s a distinction between instrumental and sub-

stantial causes, the whole world is agreed: such is the
meaning.?

b. Other heretics say: ‘Since no-

The question wheth i - i
anymi”gw”:;';x whether thl.ng [really] exists, except Thought,
Thought. neither does Bondage; just as the

things of a dream [have no real exist-

' a9 fafaearraRETaTe e gEeT-
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ence]. Therefore it has no cause; for it is absolutely false.’
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics] :

= fagm=ar Irandta: 0 800

Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists ;
We have the evidence

of Intwtion for the Ez- ~because there is the intuition of the
ternal, as well as for the  oxternal.
Iuternal.

a. That is to say : the reality is not Thought alone; be-
cause external objects, also, are proved to exist, just as
Thought is, by intuition.?

b. But then [these heretics may rejoin], ¢ From the
example of intuitive perception in dreams [see Butler’s
‘Analogy,” Part I., Ch. L], we find this [your supposed
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence
of objects!” To this he replies:?®

AT qedTarg afe i 83 0

Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one

Tle denial of the ex-  does not exist, the other does not exist,
ternul amounts to Ni-

lalasm. there is a void, [i.e., nothing exists
at all].
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a. That is to say : if external things do not exist, then
a mere void offers itself. Why ? Because, if the external
does not exist, then #hought does not exist; for it is in-
tuition that proves the objective: and, if the intuition of
the external did not establish the objective, then the
intuition of thought, also, would not establish [the existence
of ] thought.!

b. ‘Then let the reality be a mere void ; and, therefore,
the searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just
because a void is all:’ with such a proposal [as recorded
in the next aphorism] does [some one who may claim the
title of ] the very crest-gem of the heretics rise up in
opposition : 2

T qed Wit famvafa aguAmte-
o I 88

The heretic gues the Ap/z'. 44. The reality isa v.01d 3 wbgt
length of asserting sheer 18 perishes ; becuuse to perish is the
Nihilism, . .

habit of things.

a. The void alone [says this prince of heretics, or the

fact that nothing cxists at all] is the reality, [or the only

'aft SmmE T neEsEd . Fa |
FramTa fagranramdifate fawaan-
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truth]. Since everything that exists perishes, and that
which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti-
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end-
ing], has merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal,
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by what?
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned
for the perishableness of whatever exists is, ‘ because to
perish is the habit of things;’ because to perish is the
very nature of things : but nothing continues, after quitting
its own nature ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceased
to perish]: such is the meaning.!

b. He rejects® [this heretical view] :

HNUFTSHTIATITATA N 84 |

Nikilism denied ; as Aph. 45. This is a mere counter-
the tndiscerptible is in- R . .
destructibie. assertion of unintelligent persons.

a. ¢ Of unintelligent persons,” i.e., of blockheads, this
is ‘a mere counter-assertion,” i.e., a mere idle counter-
assertion, that a thing must needs be perishable, because it

' AT qEAR | qq: |41 sfa srar fae-
wafq a7 faat | A @waeq: a3-
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exists ; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the
destruction of such things, cannot perish.!

b. [But] what need of many words? It is not the fact,
that even products perish; [for] just as, by the cognition
that “the jar is old’ [we mean that it has passed from the
condition of new to that of old], so, too, by such a cognition
as this, that ¢the jar has passed away,’ it is settled only
that the jar, or the like, is in the condition of having passed
away.?

c. He states another objection * [to the heretical view]:

SHATHEATARAATCIAT 1 8% 0

Nidion . Aph. 46. Moreover, this [nihilistic
the  same oljectims as theory is not a right one]; because it
both the Momentaryand  hag the same fortune as both the views
the Ideal theories. . X

[which were confuted just before].
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¢ Aniruddha, according to the MSS. which I have seen, reads

~%ATEC. Ei.



BOOK 1., APH. 46. 49

a. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good one;
because it has the same fortune as, i. e., is open to similar
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things
are momentary [§ 26. b.], and as the theory that nothing
exists besides Thought [§ 41. ). The reason for the
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35], the fact of recognition, &ec.,
[which is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex-
ternal, &c., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism]:
such is the import.!

b. Moreover, as for the opinion which is accepted by
these [heretics], viz., ¢ Let the mere void [of absolute
nonentity] be.the soul’s aim [and summum bonum], since
herein consist at once the cessation of pain [which cannot
continue, when there is absolutely nothing], and also the
means thereof [since there can be no further means re-
quired for the removal of anything, if it be settled that
the thing positively does not exist],” this, too, can hardly
be : 80 he declares [as follows] :

' wfassmuRw fagraATogw a8
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FURHTAFHATET I 89 I

Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as
The soul's aim is ot g means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
annillation. - . 5 e
hilation] the soul’s aim.

a. ¢ Let the void [of mere nonentity] be the soul’s aim,
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre-
senting the means for the cessation of pain,” [says the
heretic. And this cannot be; because the [whole] world
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &e.,
that shall abide in d¢; that is to say, because [tkey hold,
while] you do not hold, that there is a permanent soul,
[ (see § 83) in respect of which the liberation or beatifica-
tion would be possible, or even predicable].!

b. Now [certain] other things, also, entertained, as
causes of [the soul’s] bondage, by [imperfectly instructed]
believers, remaining over and above those [proposed by
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside :2

7 aifafasara 0 86 0

i Aph. 48. Not from any kind of
t : . .

thet 'f;,eym'ﬁ} 7;220":,6,;',, motion [such as its entrance into a

bondage. body, does the soul’s bondage result].
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a. ‘Bondage’ [required to complete the aphorism] is
understood from the topic?! [of discussion].

b. The meaning is, that the soul’s bondage, moreover,
does not result from any sort of motion, in the shape, for
instance, of its entrance into a body.2

¢. He states a reason for this :*

faftsam ae@taTq 1 8e

Aph. 49. Because this is impossible
for what is inactive, [or, in other words,
without motion].

What is all-pervading
does not ckanye place.

a. That is to say: because this is impossible, i.e., motion
is impossible, in the case of the soul, which is inactive,
[because] all-pervading, [and, therefore, incapable of
changing its place].*

b. But then [the objector may say], ‘Since, in the
books of Scripture and of law, we hear of its going and
coming into this world and the other world, let soul be
[not all-pervading, as you allege, but] merely limited [in
its extent] : and to this effect, also, is the text, < Of the size
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of the thumb is the soul, the inner spirit,” and the like:!
[but] this conjecture he repels :*

ARAATETICTRATAURTTRTIUTERT=: luol

Aph. 50. [ We cannot admit that the
Were the soul limited, . .
it might be perishable. . Soul is other than all-pervading ; be-
cause] by its being limited, since it
would come under the same conditions as jars, &c., there
would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable-
ness].

a. That is to say : and, if the soul were admitted to be,
like a jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumscribed [in di-
mension], then, since it would resemble a jar, or the like,
in being made up of parts, and [hence] in being perish-
able, &c., this would be contrary to our settled principle,?
[that the soul is imperishable].

b. He now justifies the text [see § 49. b.] referring to
the motion* [of the soul, by showing that the motion is
not really of the soul, but of an accessory]:

1 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iii., 13. Ed.

B R G L CUEGEIE LICIE T I G
AraugEsE ufifsaadawg auo =
wfagems:  qRNIsHUAT -
FIRUTHULA I

* afe v werfeagmras: ufife=: -
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nfagfargurf@umeramraad i ua o

Aph. 51. The text regarding the
Soul moves not, any . .
more than Space. motion [of the soul], moreover, is [ap-
plicable, only] because of the junction
of an attendant ;' as in the case of the Ether [or Space,
which moves not, though we talk of the space enclosed in
a jar, as moving with the jar].

a. Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimited-
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent,
permanent,’® the text® regarding its motion is to be explained
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to the
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, ‘As the
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed,
[in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the space;
and in like manner is the soul, which is like the sky,
[incapable of being moved]’;* and because we may con-
clude that the motion [erroneously supposed to belong to
the soul (49. 0.),] belongs to Nature[see Vedanta Aphorisms,
Part I., §4. /], from such maxims® as this, that ¢ Nature
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ;

1 Upddhi; often, below, ¢ investment’ and ¢ adjunct” Ed.

2 Bhagavad-gitd, ii., 24. Ed.

3 ‘Text’ and ‘maxim’ are here meant to represent &ruti and
smyriti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator
has, for the same terms, in wider acceptations, ¢ books of Scripture
and of law,” &c. The first is ‘revealed law,’ the Vedas; the second,
‘ memorial law,” or a code of such law, as the Mdnava, and also any
composition of a man reputed to be inspired. Both are held to have
originated from a superhuman source ; but only the former is regarded
as preserving the very words of revelation. Ed.

4 The anacoluthism observable in the translation follows that of
the original, with reference to which see the Indische Studien,
vol. ii., p. 61.
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and it is wilful Nature that, in the three worlds, reaps
these’: such is the import.’ 2

b. It has already been denied [§ 16] that the bondage [of
the soul] is occasioned by works, in the shape either of
enjoined or of forbidden actions. Now he declares that
the bondage, moreover, does not arise from the ¢ unseen’
[merit or demerit] resulting therefrom :*

q FAWGAFARTA N U 0

Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the

The bondage of the bondage of the soul result from the
soul is no result of any

merit or demerit. merit or demerit arising] from works;
because these belong not thereto.

a. That is to say: the bondage of the soul does not
arise directly from the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] occa-

' fam: w3 wrgfEnfen wwrEAT-
wAsafifam  nfagfatrafisnfaea
YTERAT | TCHIAATHH HGHTA ¥ q9T|
w1 Htad ATt qgwrar Adraa: | gfa
wad: | uFfa: FEA FH DITTATATHIA |
wgfaw aeanfa g Sy w0 W
fewgan ma: wgfafqearamaEfa wra:

2 For another rendering, see my translation of the .Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 57. Ed.
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sioned by works! Why? DBecause this is no property
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (see §16. a.)] is
no property of the soul.?

b. But then [some one may say], ¢ Let it be that the
bondage resulting from the €unseen,’ i.e., the merit [or
demerit] even of another, should attach to a different per-
son ;’ whereupon he declares [as follows] :*

NfamafwEreEms o us

Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise

Else, bondage might  [than as I say], then it [the bondage of
cling even to the emanci- b

pated. the soul] might extend unduly, [even

to the emancipated].

a. That is to say: if the case were otherwise, if bondage
and its cause were under other conditions [than we have
declared them to be], then there might be an undue exten-
sion ; bondage would befall even the emancipated,’® [for the
same reasons as those stated under §16. a.].

1 Dr, Ballantyne should have taken €unseen’ and ‘ works’ as in
apposition, and should have made the former explanatory of the latter.
Clearer than his original, and yielding substantially his sense, is the

gloss of Vedénti Mabideva: FAWT aa:q@%:nﬁ: o
UH: HTEIER: | 5

* FAWGEAT AT GRS SR |
T | WagATRIUARMTATREE: |

* AFAMYATTE AT T4 RTHAE

4 Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed.
' FRYHR TAERITUAAYAE Sfame-
fewenfa safefea: o
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b. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with
its essence [see § 6. 8.], and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture,'
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

frtafegfatatnrafa u wg u

Aph. 54. And this [opinion, that the
3 single text of Sorip. hondage of the soul arises from any of
ure upsets, equally, all . .
the heretical motions of  these causes alleged by the heretics,] is
the svul's relation to bon-
duge. contrary to such texts as the one that
declares it [the soul] to be without

qualities : and so much for that point.

a. And, if the bondage of the soul arose from any one
or other of those [supposed causes already treated of,]
among which its essential character [§6. b.]is the first,
this would be contradictory to such texts as, ¢ Witness,
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is
the soul:’? such is the meaning.®

b. The expression ‘and so much for that point’ means,

'R g | S rafeERRTaE qT
FHATfy URae gt wea fafatnr-
fefa qruTcd qruFHETE )

2 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 11. Ed.
' EATATIAAA TERER FRT AT At
[ar FaeT fAuaanfeafafainraag: o
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the
soul] here closes.!

¢. The case, then, stands thus: since [all] other [theories]
are overthrown by the declaratory aphorisms, ¢ There
would be no fitness in the enjoining’ [see § 7], &c., it is
ascertained that the immediate cause of the bondage
[of the soul] is just the conjunction of Nature and of the
soul.?

d. But then, in that case, [some one may say], this con-
junetion of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. ¢.], whether it be
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something
else [§ 5. b.], must occasion the bondage even of the eman-
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as
follows] :*

aaArsafaasHT ¢ GATAER 1 Uy

Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction

How the true cause of  thereof does not, through non-diserimi-
bondage affects not the . N

emunciputed. nation, take place [in the case of the

emancipated]; nor is there a parity,

' Zfaw=] INEGEAETERTNT |
* ged | WETIAT THEATCAT HEWRA-
aufaiya: WHfaTeTEart T HETEN-
zmm&a. I
'\ A wgfagEearnsta Ewate-
& mr&ﬁrﬁwm U ARG TN
qIeaH TATIE] GHTUR |

* ALY, tho reading which T find in MSS. of Aviruddha,
seems to be indefensible. Ed.
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[in this respect, between the emancipated and the uneman-
cipated].

a. ‘The conjunction thereof,” i.e., the conjunction of
Nature and of the soul; this conjunction, moreover, does
not take place again ‘through non-discrimination,” i.e.,
through the want of a discrimination [between Nature and
soul] in the emancipated, [who do discriminate, and who
thus avoid the conjunction which others, failing to dis-
criminate, incur, and thus fall into bondage]: such is the
meaning. And thus the emancipated and the bound are
not on a level, [under the circumstances stated at § 54. ¢.]:
such is the import.!

[faadargs:’ u g n

Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the
The true cause of bond- P . g . .
age, in other words, error [of not discriminating between

non-discrimination. Nature and soul].

a. Having thus declared the cause of that [bondage]

' AETT: WEfaUsREATT safg A w-
sfaaanirars O §@ATT WD | g
T T ARATHRAATTE:

2 These words, a bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Book III.,
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment
attached to them, no place here; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he re-
published the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted
them, Hence the brackets now iuserted, and my alteration of the
numbering of the Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book I.
Ed.
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting
rid of it :]

fagaargfafasdmag 1 ug

o Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be
Non-diserimination is )

removable by discrimi- effected by the necessary means, just
nation alone. like darkness.

a. The necessary means, established throughout the world,
in such cases as ‘shell-silver’ [i.e., a pearl-oyster-shell mis-
taken for silver], viz., the immediacy of discrimination, by
this alone is ¢its removal,’ i.e., the removal of the non-dis-
crimination [between Nature and soul], to be effected, and
not by works, or the like: such is the meaning: just as
darkness, the dark, is removed by light alone,? [and by no
other means].

b. ‘But then [some one may say], if merely the non-
discrimination of Nature and soul be, through the conjunc-
tion [of the two, consequent on the want of discrimination],
the cause of bondage, and if merely the discrimination of
the two be the cause of liberation, then there would be
liberation, even while there remained the conceit of [one’s
possessing] a body, &ec.; and this is contrary to Scripture,

[ vd jaeq whawg grAtard wfqar-
egfa ]
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.” To this
he replies :!

LR IENEELICRNEELIS kB L LT

Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina-

The discrimination of  tion of other things [from soul] results
Nature, as other than -diserimi 3

o, tavolves ol di from the non dlscnmmfitlon of J‘Vatu.re

crimination. [from soul], the cessation of this will

take place, on the cessation of that
[from which it results].

a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nature from
the soul, what non-discrimination of ofker things there s,
such as the non-discrimination of the understanding [as
something other than the soul], f4is necessarily ceases, on
the cessation of the non-discrimination of Nature ; because,
when the non-discrimination of the understanding, for
example, [as something other than soul,] does occur, it is
based on the non-discrimination [from soul] of that cause
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature]; since
the non-discrimination of an effect [and the ¢ under-
standing’ is an effect or product of Nature,] is, itself, an

effect,? [and will, of course, cease, with the cessation of its
cause].

' 79 wEfausmfads v S@rEQ
IR A das TT ATHRqE(E SETahi-
ATAEwsty Ary: wrew  HfawAfaara-
fasgfafa | a0
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b. The state of the case is this: as, when the soul has
been discriminated from the dody, it is impossible but that
it should be discriminated from the colour and other [pro-
perties], the effects of the body, [which is the substantial
cause of its own properties]; so, by parity of reasoning,
from the departure of the cause, when soul, in its charac-
ter of wunalterableness, &c., has been discriminated from
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain a conceit
of [the soul’s being any of] the products thereof [i.e.,
of Nature], such as the ‘understanding,” and the like,
which have the character of being modifications' [of primal

Nature, while the soul, on the other hand, is a thing un-
alterable].

¢. But then [some one may say], ¢ What proof is there
that there is a conceit [entertained by people in general,]
of a Nature [or primal principle] different from the conceit
of an ‘understanding,’ &c., [which, you tell us, are products
of this supposed first principle]? For all the various con-
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, ‘I am ignorant,’ and
so on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an
‘understanding,’ &ec., [ without postulating a primal Nature
which is to assume the shape of an ‘ understanding,’ &e.] :’

IFE FATATAICHCAT AT FAAFATIE
AT IFRTA I FrAfA=G: |
g wduedfa fafas vy
warfesafaaar 7 @rafa qur geew-
uH: nutEs fafaw aevdly afcarar-
feyray genfesafimEr 7 wngawed
SRIBIEIEE G R IE
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well, if any one says this, I reply, ‘no;’ because, unless
there were such a thing as Nature, we could not account
for such conceits as the following, viz., ‘ Having died,
having died, again, when there is a creation, let me be a
denizen of Paradise, and not of hell;’ because no products,
such as the ‘ understanding,” when they have perished, can
be created anew,! [any more than 'a gold-bracelet, melted
down, can be reproduced, though another like it may be
produced from the materials].

d. Moreover, it is inadmissible to
mg'ﬁf’;:.’;;z"j\,‘;l’;/;‘;“'g%{ say that men’s conceit of [the identity
gically antecedent to its  of themselves with their] ¢ understand-
f,‘;,';’;,’,'f:;':[fe_'mlf with ing,” &c., is [the primary cause of the

soul’s bondage, and is] not preceded by
anything; because ‘ understanding’ and the rest [as you
will not deny] are effects. Now, while it is to be expected
that there should be some predetermining agency to esta-
blish a conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity with,]
any effects, it is clear that it is a conceit of [ownership,
&ec.,] in respect of the cause, and nothing else, that must
be the predetermining agency : for we see this in ordinary
life; and our theories are bound to conform [deferentially]
to experience. For [to explain,] we see, in ordinary life,

that the conceit of [the ownership of ] the grain, &c., pro-

' 7 gEnafraTTfafe mrfe
f& nwTUHERY REfEETRRTETAT TE-
fefamamAamauafifa <= qar a1 o=
gt eff & w1 ¥ AansRmEfiarEr
murAfauaas faamuustdiaEt e
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duced by a field, results from the conceit of [the ownership
of ] the field ; and, from the conceit of [the ownership of ]
gold, the conceit of [the ownership of ] the bracelets, or
other things, formed of that gold ; and, by the removal of
these [i.e., the removal of the logically antecedent con-
ceits, that the field, or the gold, is one’s property], there
is the removal of those,! [i. e., the removal of the conceits
that the grain, &c , and that the bracclets, &ec., the corres-
ponding products or effects of the field and of the gold,
are one’s property : and so the soul will cease to confound
itself with the ¢ understanding,” when it ceases to confound
itself with Nature, of which the ‘understanding ’ is held
to be a product].

e. [And, if it be supposed that we thus lay ourselves
open to the charge of u regressus in infinitum, seeing that,
whatever we may assign as the first cause, we may, on our
own principles, be asked what was the ¢ predetermining
agency’ in regard to ¢¢; or if it be supposed that we are
chargeable with reasoning in a circle, when we hold that
the soul’s confounding itself with Nature is the cause of

' fd = genfey grurwwRfAATETSAT-
feds A wwad TENGAT FAATG | FHrdea-
frarmegamdl  fAamsEgEl sw-
fiyam v fAaAFaar fastfa s gemr-
"ReqETaTE qETgaEEaTa | ger fe @
v TRuEfesafaaa: g9
qummmaﬁzaﬁrﬁmﬁmaamﬁa -
1 ¥ qarfagfafifa
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its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing so to
confound itself is, reciprocally, the cause why it confounds
itself ; we reply, that] there is no occasion to look for any
other ¢ predetermining agency,” in the case of the conceit
of [the identity of the soul with] Nature, or in the case of
the self-continuance! thereof, [i.e., of that error of con-
founding one’s self with Nature]; because [these two are
alike] without antecedent, like seed and sprout,* [of which
it is needless to ask which is the first; the old puzzle,
¢ which was first, the acorn, or the oak ?’ being a frivolous
question].

/- But then [some one may say], if we admit the soul’s
bondage [at one time], and its freedom [at another], and
its discrimination [at one time], and its non-discrimination
[at another], then this is in contradiction to the assertion
[in § 19], that it is ‘ ever essentially a pure and free intelli-
gence;’ and it is in contradiction to such texts as this,
viz., ‘ The absolute truth is this, that neither is there
destruction [of the soul], nor production [of it]; nor is it
bound, nor is it an effecter [of any work], nor is it desirous
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, liberated ; [seeing that that
cannot desire or obtain liberation, which was never bound).”®
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels :*

1 To render vdsdna, on which see 2, at p. 29, supra. Ed.
' murA R q IR AT fATgEEr-
feram qefram fams=OURfa o

3 Amritabindu Upanishad, v. 10. See Dr. Albrecht Weber's
Indische Studien, vol. ii., p. 61, note 2. Kd,
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FFIH A awd faaf@mad: wus o

Aph. 58. Tt is merely verbal, and
e e . 1Ot & reality [this so-called bondage of
the soul]; since it [the bondage] resides

in the mind, [and not in the soul].

a. That is to say: since bondage, &c., all reside only in
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul,
is merely verbal, i.e., it is vor et praeterea nihil; be-
cause is is merely a rcflexion, like the redness of [pellucid]
crystal [when a China-rose is mnear it], but not a reality,
with no false imputation, like the redness of the China-
rose itself. Hence there is no contradiction to what had
been said before, [as the objector (under § 57, f) would
insinuate] : such is the state of the case.®

¥ 7 faQar 7 JrEafaq 991 9 9 /|
A HEEA 3 HF WA grANdErteyfa-
fatrwefa af ufedfa

1 Aniruddha has, instead of ¥ q, g w{. Hence: ‘But it

is merely verbal, not a reality, &c. Hd.
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b. But then, if bondage, &c., as re-

h‘/’:’;z’::: Testimony o gards the sou}, be mere!y verbal, le
ception, might not avail  them be set aside by Aearing [that they
;,fm,‘f;;fp ate the souls  gre merely verbal], or by argument
[establishing that they are so]. Why,

in the Scripture and the Law, is there enjoined, as the
cause of liberation, a discriminative knowledge [of Soul,
as distinguished from Non-soul], going the length of

immediate cognition 2 To this he replies :!

Ifwarsfu 7 arad fegaaruraTsd 1 vl

Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non.
The truth must be di-  discrimination of Soul from Nature,]
rectly discerned, and not
merely accepted on the 18 Mot to be removed by argument :
.. 1 ,
o }‘,:lf'er",’;c:’t'mo"y’ " as that of the person perplexed about
the points of the compass [is not to be

removed] without immediate cognition.

a. By ‘argument’ we mean thinking. The word
“moreover’ is intended to aggregate [or take in, along
with ‘argument’] ¢ testimony,’ ? [or verbal authority, which.
no more than ‘argument,’ or inference, can remove the
evil, which can be removed by nothing short of direct
intuitive perception of the real state of the case].

' A Fnfed SURY AT afE waws
T AT AR AT A fewd wfawan
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b. That is to say : the bondage, &c., of the soul though
[granted to be] merely verbal, are not to be removed by
merely hearing, or inferring, without immediate cognition,
without directly perceiving; just as the contrariety in
regard to the [proper] direction, though merely verbal [as
resulting from misdirection], in the case of! a person who
is mistaken as to the points of the compass [and hence as
to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony, or by
inference, without immediate cognition, i. e., without [his]
directly perceiving® [how the points of the compass really
lie, to which immediate perception ¢testimony,” or ‘in-
ference,” may conduce, but the necessity of which these
media, or instruments of knowledge, cannot supersede].

¢. Or it [Aph. 59] may be explained as follows, viz.:
But then, [seeing that] it is declared, by the assertion [in
Aph. 56], viz., that ‘The removal of it is to be effected by
the necessary means,’” that knowledge, in the shape of dis-
crimination [between Soul and Nature], is the remover of
non-discrimination [in regard to the matter in question],
tell us, is that knowledge of a like nature with the hearing

1 Here I have had to make several insertions and other alterations.
Dr. Ballantyne had : ¢ That is to say, the bondage, &e., [of the soul]
is not to be removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without
perceiving ; just as the contrariety in regard to the proper direction,
in the case,” &c. Fd.

' argrAfy gEww swifed wawwa
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[of Testimony], &c.? Or isit something peculiar? A reply
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [§ 59] :
‘* Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument,’ &ec.
That is to say : non-discrimination is not excluded, is not
cut off, by argument, or by testimony, unless there be
discrimination as an immediate perception ; just as is the
case with one who is bewildered in regard to [his] direction ;
becuuse the only thing to remove an immediate error is an
immediate individual perception' [of the truth. For
example, a man with the jaundice perceives white objects
as if they were yellow. He may infer that the piece of
chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he may believe
the testimony of a friend, that it és white ; but still nothing
will remove his erroneous perception of yellowness in the
chalk, except a direct perception of its whiteness].

d. Having thus, then, set forth the fact that Liberation
results from the immediate discrimination [of Soul from

' wuard FTEEd 7 feastuEgte-
faftgan fadsqmafaamseans a-
g f& wawfeanmaaarfa afafea
WFEAAR IfwarsdafeaTa | =-
faaa afwa: wawaw 7 araq Tifsd
fazsmmuy faan fegreafeaa: wremw-
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Nature], the next thing to be set forth is the ¢discrimina-
tion ’! [here referred to].

e. This being the topic, in the first place, since only if
Soul and Nature exist, liberation can result from the dis-
crimination of the one from the other, therefore that
‘instrument of right knowledge’ ( pramdna) which esta-
blishes the existence of these [two imperceptible realities]
is [first] to be set forth :*

ATGFAWATAA A4 yATfehrfca
ag i o1

Aph. 60. The knowledge of things
_ The evidence forthings  jmperceptible is by means of Inference ;
imperceptible. .
as that of fire [when not directly per-
ceptible,] is by means of smoke, &c.

a. That is to say: ‘of things imperceptible,’” i.e., of
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g., Nature and the
Soul, ¢ the knowledge,’ i. e., the fruit lodged in the soul, is
brought about by means of that instrument of right know-
ledge [which may be called] ‘ Inference’ (anumdna), [but
which (see Nydya Aphorisms, I.,§5) is, more correctly, ‘the
recognition of a Sign’]; as [the knowledge that there is]
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot directly

' ad faawmargraCATy Afqurara:
ot faam: wfquresta: o
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perceive it,] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign,’
occasioned by smoke, &c.'

b. Moreover, it is to be understood that that which is
[true, but yet is] not established by Inference,’ is esta-
blished by Revelation. But, since ‘ Inference’ is the chief
[among the instruments of knowledge], in this [the San-
khya] System, ¢Inference’ only is laid down [in the
aphorism,] as the ¢hief thing ; but Revelation is not disre-
garded® [in the Sankhya system; as will be seen from
Aph. 88 of this Book].

¢. He [next] exhibits the order of creation of those things
among which Nature is the first, and the relation of cause
and effect [among these, severally], preparatorily to the
argument that will be [afterwards] stated :*

' FAEETUANAETU] AF AR
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Aph. 61. Nature (prakriti) is the

tieﬁ; buentyfive Reali-  gtate of equipoise of Goodness (sattuwa),

Passion (rajas), and Darkness (tamas) :

from Nature [proceeds] Mind (mahat) ; from Mind, Self-

consciousness («hankdra) ; from Self-consciousness, the five

Subtile Elements (tun-mdira), and both sets [external and

internal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele-

ments, the Gross Elements (stht/a-blita). [Then there is]
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five.

a. ‘The state of cquipoise”’ of the [three] things called
“ Goodness,” &c., is their being neither less nor more
[one than another]; that is to say, the state of nof being
[developed into] an effect [in which one or other of
them predominates]. And thus ¢ Nature’ is the triad of
‘ Qualities’ (guna), distinct from the products [to which
this triad gives rise]: such is the complete meaning.? *

6. These things, viz., ¢ Goodness,” &c., [though spoken
of as the three Qualities], are not “ Qualities’ (guna) in the
Vaiseshika sense of the word ; because [the ¢ Qualities’ of

\
1 My MSS. of Aniruddha omit {*HTAN+. Ed

' gerfegmTai A1 ATRTIRATYATATG-
feErEmEara@a: | U9 ¥ Hrae
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8 For a translation of a slightly different text, see the Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 43. Ed.
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the Vaiseshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see
Kansda’s 16th Aph.); while] ¢hese have the qualities of
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force,! Weight, &c.?
In this [Sankhya] system, and in Scripture, &c., the word
‘ Quality’ (guna) is employed [as the name of the three
things in question],® because they are subservient to Soul
[and, therefore, hold a secondary rank in the scale of being],
and because they form the cords [which the word guma also
signifies], viz., * Mind,” &c., which consist of the three [so-
called] ¢ Qualities,” and which bind, as a [cow, or other]
brute-beast, the Soul.*

¢. Of this [Nature] the principle called ¢ the great one’
(mahat), viz., the principle of ¢ Understanding ’ (duddhi),
is the product. ¢ Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of sepa-
rate personality]. Of this there are two products, (1) the

1 Balavattwa ; for which I find the variant ckalatwa, ‘ mobility.’
" Ed.

2 Read: ‘Goodness and the rest are substances, not specific
qualities; for they [themselves] possess [qualities, viz., those of]
contact and separation, and also have the properties of levity, mobility,
gravity, &c.” Vaiseshikd gunalk is equivalent to the visesha-gundk
in the original of Book V., 25. a. For the  specific qualities,’ see the
Bhdshd-parickchheda, st. 90. HEd.

3 For ‘is employed,’ &c., read, ‘is applied to these (feshu),
[namely, goodness, passion, and darkness].” Fd.

' wETdfa gETfa | It T w3
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5 For a different translation, see the Rational Refutation, &c.,
pp. 43, 44. Ed.
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¢ Subtile Elements’ and (2) the two sets of ¢ Organs’ The
¢ Subtile Elements’ are [those of] Sound, Touch, Colour,
Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ‘Organs,’ through
their division into the external and the internal, are of
eleven kinds. The products of the ‘Subtile Elements’
are the five ‘Gross EKlements.” But ‘Soul’ is something
distinet from either product or cause. Such is the class of
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be-
sides these there is nothing.!

d. He [next], in [several] aphorisms, declares the order
of the inferring? [of the existence of these principles, the
one from the other:

TWATATAHITH 1| &R

Aph. 62. [The knowledge of the
The eristence of the  existence] of the five ¢ Subtile Ele-

¢ Subtile Elements’ is in- ) . A
ferred from that of the ments’ is [by inference,] from the

¢ G
ross. ‘Gross Elements.’
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a. ‘The knowledge, by inference,’ so much is supplied,’
[to complete the aphorism, from Apk. 60]."

b. Earth, &c., the ¢ Gross Elements,” are proved to exist,
by Perception ; [and] thereby [i.e., from that Perception ;
for Perception must precede Inference, as stated in Go-
tama’s 5th Aphorism,] are the ¢Subtile Elements’ in-
ferred, [the oToiyela oToryelwy of Empedocles]. And so the
application [of the process of inference to the case] is as
follows :

(1) The Gross Elements, or those which have not
reached the absolute limit [of simplification, or of the
atomic], consist of things [Subtile Elements, or Atoms,]
which have distinet qualities; [the earthy element having
the distinctive quality of Odour; and so of the others]:

(2) Because they are gross;

) [And everything that is gross is formed of some-
thing less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,] as jars,
webs, &ec.;? [the gross web being formed of the less gross
threads ; and so of the others].

FTANTTIT AITEHT 11 &3 1)

Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the

siind thenoe that of  existence] of Self-consciousness is [by
lf-comsciousness. . .

inference,] from the external and inter-

' WEATHA Y TEAAa
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$ In my MSS. of Aniruddha there is no ~ after %1 . Ed.
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nal [organs], and from these [ Subtile Elements,’ mentioned
in Aph. 62].

a. By inference from [the existence of] the external and
internal organs, and from [that of] these ‘ Subtile Ele-
ments,’ there is the knowledge of [the existence of such a
principle as] Self-consciousness.!

b. The application [of the process of inference to the
case] is in the following [somewhat circular] manner:

(1) The Subtile Elements and the Organs are made up
of things consisting of Self-consciousness:

(2) Because they are products of Self-consciousness :

(3) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is no? made out
of Self-consciousness] is not thus [i. e., is not a product of
Self-consciousness] ; as the Soul, [which, not being made
up thereof, is not a product of it].>

¢. But then, if it be thus [i. e., if it be, as the Sankhyas
declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up of
Self-consciousness, while Self-consciousness depends on
‘ Understanding,’ or ¢ Intellect,” or ¢ Mind,” the firs¢ pro-
duct of ¢ Nature’ (see Aph. 61)], then [some may object,
that], since it would be the case that the Self-conscious-
ness of the potter is the material of the jar, the jar made
by him would disappear, on the beatification of the potter,
whose internal organ [or ¢ Understanding’] then surceases.

' qrEmgafRfeanat dETRre-
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And this [the objector may go on to say,] is not the case;
because another man [after the beatification of the potter,]
recognizes that ‘ This is that same jar' [which, you may
remember, was fabricated by our deceased acquaintance].’

d. [In reply to this we say,] it is nof thus; because,
on one’s beatification, there is an end of only those modi-
fications of his internal organ [or ¢Intellect’] which
could be causes [as the jar no longer can be,] of the
emancipated soul’s experiencing [either good or ill], but not
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor
[an end] of intellect altogether:* [so that we might
spare ourselves the trouble of further argument, so far as
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that
the intellect of the potter surceases, on his beatification :
but we may go further, and admit, for the sake of argu-
ment, the surcease of the ‘intellect’ of the beatified potter,
without conceding any necessity for the surcease of his
pottery. This alternative theory of the case may be stated
as follows] :

e. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human
knowledge, Ch. vi.], let the Self-consciousness of the Deity
be the cause why jars and the like [continue to exist], and
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not the Self-consciousness of the potter, &c.,' [who may
lose their Self-consciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vedanta-$ara, §62), never
loses /s Self-consciousness, while aught living continues).

FATRCHTU 1 §8 1

Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex-
pnd thence that of jstence] of Intellect is [by inference,]
from that [Self-consciousness, § 63].

a. That is to say : by inference from [the existence of]
¢ that,” viz., Self-consciousness, which is a product, there
comes the knowledge of ¢ Intellect’ (buddhi), the great
¢ inner organ’ (antahkarana), [hence] called ‘ the great one’
(mahat), [the existence of which is recognized] under the

character of the cause of this* [product, viz., Self-con-
sclousness].

b. And so the application [again rather circular, of the
process of inference to the case,| is as follows :

(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of
tbe things that consist of the moods of judgment [or mind];

(2) Because it is a thing which is a product of judgment
[proceeding in the Cartesian order of cogito, ergo sum ; and]

' syuar gafesafu fermmiEst o3
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(8) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is nof made out
of judgment, or mental assurance], is not thus [i.e., is not
a product of mental assurance]; as the Soul, [which is not
made out of this or of anything antecedent], &c.'

¢. Here the following reasoning is to be understood :
Every one, having first determined anything under a con-
cept [i. e., under such a form of thought as is expressed by
a general term; for example, that this which presents
itself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ¢ This is
I, or ‘This ought to be done by me,” and so forth: so
much is quite settled; [and there is no dispute that the
fact is as here stated]. Now, having, in the present in-
stance, to look for some cause of the thing called ¢Self-
consciousness’ [which manifests itself in the various
judgments just referred to], since the relation of cause and
effect subsists between the two functions [the occasional
conception, and the subsequent occasional judgment, which
is a function of Self-consciousness], it is assumed, for sim-
plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exists
between the two substrata to which the [two sets of] func-
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the
effect must result from the occurrence of a function of the
cause;* [nothing, according to the Sankhya, being in any
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in
the cause of that product].

ga: na!_;ﬁ: Ny n

Aph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis-
NoAnd thence that of  tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from
that [‘ Intellect,” § 64].

a. By inference from [the existence of] ‘ that,’ viz., the
principle [of Intellect, termed], ¢ the Great one,” which is
a product, there comes the knowledge of [the existence of]
Nature, as [its] cause.!

b. The application [of the process of inference to the
case] is as follows:

(1) Intellect, the affections whereof are Pleasure, Pain,
and Dulness, is produced from something which has these
affections, [those of] Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness:

(2) Because, whilst it is a product [and must, therefore,
have arisen from something consisting of that which

itself now consists of], it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and
Dulness; [and]

AYE FAATAATICRUTTA arafE@s/d | a-
TEREHARTUTHIGIAT AT FARITC-
ATAT ASTHIART FTAFKITWATAT AT

AU HITUR AR FA A AT
mfitaafefa

' AT FREATMATHCAAT AFAT-
ATAF AT 0



80 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

(8) [Every product that has the affections of, or that
occasions, Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in some-
thing which consists of these]; as lovely women, &ec.!

¢. For an agreeable woman gives pleasure to her hus-
band, and, therefore, [is known to be mainly made up of,
or] partakes of the quality of ‘ Goodness;’ the indiscreet
one gives pain to him, and, therefore, partakes of the
quality of ¢ Foulness;’ and she who is separated [and per-
haps forgotten, ] occasions indifference, and so partakes of
the quality of ¢ Darkness.’ ?

d. And the appropriate refutation [of any objection], in
this case, is [the principle], that it is fitting that the quali-
ties of the effect should be [in every case,] in conformity
with the qualities of the cause.?

e¢ Now he states how, in a different way, we have [the
evidence of | inference for [the existence of] Soul, which is
void of the relation of cause and effect that has been men-
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tioned,' [in the four preceding aphorisms, as existing
between Nature and its various products]:

HEAUTIAT RS | & 1

Aph. 66. [The existence] of Soul [is
The argument for the  inferred] from the fact that the com-
existence of Soul. . R R
bination [of the principles of Nature
into their various effects] is for the sake of another [than
unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent
products].

a. ¢ Combination,’ i. e., conjunction, which is the cause
[of all products; these resulting from the conjunction of
their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality,
as Nature,® Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is no¢
made up of parts)], is for the sake of some other; for this
reason it is understood that Soul exists: such is the re-
mainder,® [required to complete the aphorism].

b. But the application [of the argument, in this particu-
lar case, is as follows] :

(1) The thing in question, viz., Nature the ¢ Great one,’
with the rest [of the aggregate of the unintelligent], has,
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the
[eventual] Liberation of some dther than itself :

' Y AYTRAARCATATAE TR0
R ATTATAATE |

? Here indicated by the adjective avyakta, ‘the indiscrete.” See
Aph. 136 of this Book. Ed.
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(2) Because it is a combination [or compages] ;

(3) [And every combination,] as a couch, or a seat, or the
like, [is for another’s use, not for its own ; and its several
component parts render no mutual service].!

¢. Now, in order to establish that it is the cause of all
[products], he establishes the efernity of Nature ( prakrits):*

HR ARNHATEHS FFA' 1 &9 1

Argument for the eter- Aph. 67. Sinc.e the root has no root,
nity of Nuture. the root [of all] is rootless.

a. Since ‘the root’ (mila),i.e., the cause of the twenty-
three principles, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make
up the twenty-five realitics recognized in the Sankhya,]
‘has no root,” i.e., has no cause, the ¢ root,” viz., Nature
(pradhdna), is  rootless,’ i.e., void of root. That is to say,
there is no other cause of Nature; because there would be

' navTy faarqad ngfanearfes Ga-
T AP  HEaRTSATEAI -
fafaun

* T GAMTWATIURA AFAfAIHH-
qureafa i

3 This seems to mean: ‘ There being no root to a root, the root
[or radical principle, in the Sinkhya,] is rootless.’

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange
reading : H\a 15“3“31333\3 "I\F{THTFI\ | “The
100t of roots, since it has no root, is rootless.” This is very like
saying that A=A. Ed.
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a regressus in infinitum,! [if we were to suppose another
cause, which, by parity of reasoning, would require
another cause ; and so on without end].

6. He states the argument [just mentioned]in regard
to this, [as follows] :

urerasaas aftfwefa dgrasa &b
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The source of the preceding exposition I have not ascertained.
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes-
The employment of the  gj re is a Lialt at some one point ;
o Pnzlamm é he  sion, there is a ha ome one point ;

Nature, is merely to de-  and so it is merely a name [that we
bur the regressus in infi-  orive to the point in question, when we

speak of the roof of things, under the
the name of ¢ Nature ’].

a. Since there would be the fault of regressus in infi-
nitum, if there were a succession of causes,—another cause
of Nature, and another [cause] of that one, again,—there
must be, at last, a halt, or conclusion, at some one point,
somewhere or other, at some one, uncaused, eternal thing.
Therefore, that at which we stop is the Primal Agency
(pra-kriti); for this [word prakriti, usually and conve-
niently rendered by the term Nature,]is nothing more
than a sign to denote the cause which is the roof: such is
the meaning.!

6. But then [some Veddnti may object, according to this
view of matters], the position that there are just twenty-
five realities is not made out; for, in addition to?® the
“ Indiscrete’ [or primal Nature], which [according to you,]
is the cause of Mind,® another unintelligent principle,
named ‘Ignorance’ [see Vedinta-sira, § 21], presents

' AR FETaRfeta -
mmﬁsmaamzmmsm THAH-
farmawfafaa ftfae unaam wfg-
iy | WAT a9 THAE 87 nafaffa
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2 Read ¢ in connexion with.” Ed.

3 Literally, instead of ¢ Mind,’ ‘the principle [termed] the Great
one.” KEd.



BOOK 1., APH. 69. &5

itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as
follows] :!

|AT: Wga=an i &e |

Nature and Soul alike Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature,

uncreated. and of both [Soul and Nature, is the
argument for the uncreated existence].?

a. In the discussion of the Primal Agent [Nature], the
cause which is the root [of all products], the same side is
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sénkhya doctrine)
and the opponent [Vedénti]. This may be thus stated:
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of
Nature, so, too, is there of that of Ignorance, in such texts
as this, viz.: ‘This Ignorance, which has five divisions,
was produced from the great Spirit.” Hence it must
needs be that a figurative production is intended to be
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the lteral pro-
duction of both ; else we should have no root at all]; and,
of the two, it is with Nafure only that a figurative pro-
duction, in the shape of a manifestation through conjunc-
tion with Soul, &c., is congruous. A production [such as
that metaphorical one here spoken of,] the characteristic
of which is conjunction s mentioned ; for there is mention

' 77 ymfenfaqearifa Auwad we-
TR H U AT EIATAT Y-
wftaTgE

2 This is Dr. Ballantyne’s revised translation, suggested by a
remark of Vijnéna, quoted and translated below, in b. The rendering
now replaced runs: ‘Alike [is the opinion] of both [of us], in respect
of Nature.” The side-note was formerly correspondent to a., viz.:
¢ He meets a Vedantic objection.’ Ed.
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a
passage of the Kaurma [ Purdna], beginning, ¢Of action
[or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul],’ and
so on. And, as there is no mention, in Scripture, of the
origin of Ignorance, as figurative, ¢ is no¢ from eternity.
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has
been declared, in an aphorism of the Yoga, to be [not a
separate entity, but] ‘an affection of the mind.” Hence
there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities,'
[in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled
Ignorance].

6. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter-
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the

argument is the same in support of both, i.e., of both Soul
and Nature: such is the meaning.!

¢. But then, there being [as has been shown,] a mode of
arriving, by inference, at [a knowledge of the saving truth
in regard to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflexion,
in the shape of discrimination [between Soul and Nature],
does not take place in the case of a/l [inen]? In regard to
this point, he states [as follows]:*

wfusmfEfaars faq: 1 9o 0

All do not_profit by Aph. 70. There is no rule [or neces-
the saving truth ; because

it is only the hest kind  Sity, that al/should arrive at the truth];
of people that are fully  hecause those who are privileged [to
amenable to reason.

engage in the inquiry] are of three
descriptions.

a. For those privileged [to engage in the inquiry] are
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those
who, in reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these,
by the dull the [Sankhya] arguments are frustrated [and
altogether set aside], by means of the sophisms that have
been uttered by the Bauddhas, &c. By the mediocre they
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,] are made to
appear as if there were equally strong arguments on the
other side, by means of arguments which really prove the
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by
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arguments which are not true : [see the section on Fallacies
in the Tarka-sangraha]. But it is only the best of those
privileged, that reflect in the manner that has been set
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature]: such is
the import. But there is no rule that a// must needs
reflect in the manner so set forth: such is the literal
meaning.!

6. He now, through two aphorisms, defines ‘ the Great
one’ and °Self-consciousness’;? [the reader being pre-
sumed to remember that Nature consists of the three
¢ Qualities ’ in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other
principles, such as the ‘ Subtile elements’ (see § 61)]:

ATEIATE FTH T/ U 99 1

‘ . Apk. 71. The first product [of the
mlzzt %ﬁf‘“t om¢’®*  Primal Agent, Nature], which is called
‘the Great one,” is Mind.

a. ‘Mind’ (manas). ‘Mind’ [is so called], because its
function is ‘ thinking ’ (manana). By ¢thinking’ is here
meant ‘ judging’ (niéchaya). That of which this is the func-
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tion is ‘intellect’ (buddhi); and ¢hat is the first product,
that called € the Great one”’ (mahat) : such is the meaning.!

TTATSTHIT I 9 I

The relation of Self- Apk. 72. ¢Self-consciousness’ is that
consciousness o Mind.  which is subsequent [to Mind. ]

a. ‘Self-consciousness,” the function of which is a con-
ceit [that I exist,” “ I do this, that, and the other thing ],
is that which is subsequent: that is to say, ¢ Self-conscious-
ness’ is the next after ¢ the Great one’® [§71].

b. Since ¢ Self-consciousness’ is that whose function is a
conceit [which brings out the Ego,in every case of cog-
nition, the matter of which cognition would, else, have lain
dormant in the bosom of Nature, the formless Objective],
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena
of mundane existence,] are effects of this [Self-conscious-
ness|; and so he declares [as follows]:*

‘w1 fa | AAwIfas ww | ARaEs
fagz: 1 agfem gfe | Treereawwd
Frafaag:

' st faE: gEraETaT Ae-
ATSAATISTHIT TAW: |

' garshmmfaaTsERsaRrRTaN-
waHITR AR )
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ArRTARHEETR ) 93 )

Aph. 73. To the others it belongs
Al products, save . \
Mind, result from Self-  to be products thereof, [i.e., of Self-
QONSCIVUSNESS. .
consciousness].

a. ‘ To be products thereof,’ i.e., to be products of Self-
consciousness : that is to say, the fact of being products
thereof belongs to the others,? the eleven ‘Organs’ (indriya),
the five ‘ Subtile elements,’ and, mediately, to the [gross]
Elements, also, the products of the Subtile elements.?

b. But then, if it be thus [some one may say], you relin-
quish your dogma, that Nature is the cause of the whole
world. Therefore he declares [as follows] :*

WHLIAT AE AT ESATAT 1 98 I

ha °
1 Instead of FJHALYT, which seems to be peculiar to Vijnina,
Aniruddha and others have the preferable lection mﬂi’. Ed.

N .
2 To render RYPIYT. Paragraph a is taken, with slight
alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha., Zd.

* FRTANAERCHRTAAAAATHATE R T T-
T U AW CTHAT FHITHETUAT-
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Aph. 74. Moreover, mediately,
Nature, immediately ~through that [i.e., the ¢ Great one’
ind
% df;‘;:;;,‘t’fk:nci’:“g, (§ 71)], the first [cause, viz., Nature,]
all other products. is the cause [of all products]; as is the
case with the Atoms, [the causes,

though not the immediate causes, of jars, &c.].

a. * Moreover, mediately,” i.e., moreover, not in the
character of the immediate cause, ¢ the first,” i.e., Nature,
is the cause of ‘Self-consciousness’and the rest, [mediately, |
through ‘the Great one’ and the rest; as, in the theory of
the Vaiseshikas, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the
like, only [mediately,] through combinations of two atoms,
and so on : such is the meaning.!

b. But then, since, also, both Nature and Soul are eternal,
which of them is [really] the cause of the creation’s com-
mencing ? In regard to this, he declares [as follows]:*

TR FAHATE TTASAATATT 19Ul

TG sty AreTERgRSaTATA uE-
deqareaicy ﬂgmf‘mrfa a7 %ﬁﬁ:
amasg\m 'a'afagaar TqFIfERITATY: I

' 99 uFfquswAR aRfa f:mamwa
F FUATAEA Sl

3 Slightly better, perhaps, than this reading is that of Aniruddhba :

TRAR TALFATAATAATIT | Aok
ruddhas explanation here follows. W u‘aqrfa‘ﬁﬂm
FTCUA 5 agafatanal Saay vee
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‘ Apk. 75. While both [Soul and Na-

o ky Nature is the  r6] are antecedent [to all products],

since the one [viz., Soul,] is devoid [of

this character of being a cause], it is applicable [only] to
the other of the two, [viz., Nature].

a. That is to say: ¢ while both,” viz., Soul and Nature,
are preexistent to every product, still, ‘ since the one,’ viz.,
Soul, from the fact of its not being modified [into any-
thing else, as clay is modified into a jar], must be ‘ devoid,’
or lack the nature of a cause, ‘it is applicable,’ i.e., the
nature of a cause must belong, to the ot/er of the two.!

b. But then [some one may say], let Atoms alone be
causes; since there is no dispute [that ¢/ese are causal].
In reply to this, he says:?®

ufifest 7 gatuer=a i o% i

LSS CCCEIEE IR E R TR G e
FATSTATR T FICURT: | 52
'gIRE  gugREREEEAa g aRsa-
FATH RERATURWARA TTH HAT-
TRATHIAATH YPT: WIWATHAT T 0
' AAFAAIATATGATR HITARAR-
&d W |

3 Aniruddha has, according to both my MSS., Q&Fm.
= )
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Why the theory of @ Aph. 76. What is limited cannot be
plastic Nature is yrefer-  the substance of all [things].

“lelvthat o dlms 4 That which is limited cannot bo
the substance of all [things]; as yarn cannot be the
[material] cause of a jar. Therefore it would [on the
theory suggested,] be necessary to mention separate causes
of [all] things severally; and it is simpler to assume a
single cause. Therefore Nature alone is the cause. Such
is the meaning.!

b. He alleges Scripture in support of this:?®

agufaga= 1 99 0

‘ _ Apk. 77, And [the proposition that
faf,f,:',” ;}’,;w“’,ﬁj;,’;’ " Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of Scripture, that the

origin [of the world] is therefrom, [i.e., from Nature].

a. An argument, in the first instance, has been set forth
[in § 76; for, till argument fails him, no one falls back
upon authority]. Scripture, moreover, declarcs that
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ¢ From
Nature the world arises,” &c.?

' gmfifEs 7 qEaaE 991 7 a9
2 FICTH | AEATIALATAT JAFITIRTTY
THRAAFHAAR ¥ ATIIH | AT
AT FLARERD:

" = Hfd ewafa

* gfweramra | gfadta maw -
HITWATATE UTATSETSAd Zfa |
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b. But then [some one may say], a jar which ante-
cedently did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let,
then, antecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product];
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, a cause ;
‘the invariable antecedent being denominated a cause,’
if Dr. Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to be trusted]. To
this he replies :!

ATAAT FFlatE: 1 ok

Aph. 78. A thing is not made out

Ex aihilo nikil fit. .
wihilo nilil i of nothing.

a. That is to say: it is not possible that out of nothing,
i.e., out of a nonentity, a thing should be made, i.e., an
entity should arise. If an entity were to arise out of a
nonentity, then, since the character of a cause is visible in
its product, the world, also, would be unreal: such is the
meaning.?

b. Let the world, too, be unreal : what harm is that to
us ? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [asfollows] :*

RATUTGEH TAAIATE AT | 92 |

' A WPTHAT 9T HAE gad | fRag-
TIFIRTAITTTR: HFRUHTEE™T WIE |

' WaRAISAIEgafeTaEteR -
FAY: | FEPTATRIATA(mfe FCaey
a1l guaa Ifq FaTsTaEN wfew: o

' qqq FRwa, W AT nifafaa W
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Apk.79. It [the world] is not unreal ;

_Reasons why the world  because there is no fact contradictory
is not to be supposed un- . . o .

real. [to its reality], and because it is not

the [false] result of depraved causes,

[leading to a belief in what ought not to be believed].

a. When there is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], that it
is silver, its being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent
and more correct] cognition, that this is nof silver. But,
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a
reality], no one ever has the cognition, ¢ This world is not
in the shape of an entity,” by which [cognition, if any one
ever really had such,] its being an entity might be op-
posed.!

6. And it is held that that is false which is the result
of a depraved cause ; e.g., some one’s cognition of a [white]
conch-shell as yellow, through such a fault as the jaundice,
[which depraves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in ques-
tion, [that of the world regarded as a reality], there is no
such [temporary or occasional] depravation [of the senses];
because all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality.
Therefore the world is not an unreality.?

' w1 wafafa 1R "¢ wafafa -
ATCHAATY: | | 91 | q1q%Y wafefq
FETfu 19 7 ATIRIATY: |

* ZRFN AN fAeAgaTd a9t @
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-¢. But then [some one may suggest], /¢ a nonentity be
the [substantial] cause of the world; still the world will
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unreal. In regard to this,
be declares [as follows]:!

A1A qErE afafeema aerTaTaEd
afafe: n o |

Aph. 80. If it [the substantial cause,]

The product of some-  he an entity, then this would be the
thing is something ; and ‘

that of nothing, nothing. ~ case, [that the product would be an

entity], from its union [or identity]

therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how

could it possibly be the case [that the product would be

real], since i¢ is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it

is united, in the relation of identity] ?

a. If an entity were the substantial cause [of the world],
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the cause
present themselves in the product, ¢this would be the
case,’ i.e., it would be the case that the product was real,
¢ because of union therewith,’ i.e., because of the union [of
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum].
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if a nonentity [were
the substantial cause], the world would be a nonentity,
then, by reason of its being a nonentity, i.e., by reason of
the world’s being [on that supposition,] necessarily a non-
entity, [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case,?
[that it would be real] ?

| AT AW, qUTGATEN 7 T
ar afaudifal av=
" AT IUTCTATICY HW@TT: 4 =fq
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b. But then [a follower of the Mimdrnsd may say], since
[it would appear that] nonentity can take no shape but
that of nonentity, let works alone be the cause of the
world. What need have we of the hypothesis of ‘Nature’?
To this he replies :!

A FHW IEAREETA” 1 69 1

Aph. 81. No; for works are not
aﬁiﬁz cannot serve as adapted to be the substantial cause [of
any product].

a. Granting that ¢ the unseen’ [merit or demerit arising
from actions] may be an instrumental cause, [in bringing
about the mundane condition of the agent], yet we never
see merit or demerit in the character of the substantial
cause [of any product] : and our theories ought to show
deference to our experience. ¢ Nature’ is to be accepted ;
because Liberation arises [see § 56,® and § 83,] from dis-
cerning the distinction between Nature and the Soul.*

TATA ATFATA afefs: FrEA agaia-
f&: | 13 FITATSHTAR ASATATSST-
EISIELERIE G T IS TR Gl

! R TAEMTAETATHRHT  SITARTRT-
Agg | fH mnesrAdEa s

2 gmﬁ]’ﬁ}rﬂﬁ\ is the lection accepted by Vij-

néna, and by him only. Ed.

3 It is the bracketed Aph. 56, at p. 58, supra, that is here re-
ferred to. Ed.

4 e << Q &~
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6. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can
be attuined by undertaking the things directed by the
Veda, what occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves
about] Nature ? To this he replies :!

argafaaefa afafs: araarafeamm-
TgRATRH I bR I

Aph. 82. The accomplishment there-

Sulration is mot to be  of [i.e., of Liberation,] is not, more-
ohtuined by rituul obser- . .

vances. over, through Scriptural rites: the

chief end of man does not consist in

this [which is gained through such means]; because, since

this consists of what is accomplished through acts, [and

is, therefore, a product, and not efernwl], there is [still left

impending over the ritualist,] the liability to repetition of

births.

. “Scriptural means,’ such as sacrifices, [are so called],
because they are heard from [the mouth of the instructor
in] Scripture. Not thereby, moreover, is ¢ the accomplish-
ment thereof,” i.e., the accomplishment of Liberation ;
‘ because one is liable to repetition of births, by reason of
the fact that it [the supposed Liberation,] was accom-
plished by means,” i.e., because the [thus far] liberated

AW A wfage Fegan fg gerar-
e Wafa | ngfauesfaasetarqfs-
fifa wgfasta |

e R L AL LG U
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[soul] is still liable to repetition of births,' inasmuch as
this [its-supposed Liberation,] is not efernal, [ just] becausc
it is [the result of] acts. For ¢his reason, the chief end of
man does not consist in this,2 [which is gained through
ritual observances].

b. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man :*
a= mfaasEAEfasfa: o e

p o Aph. 83. There is Scripture for it,
regard to the attain- . . ..
ment 03‘ the chief end or that he who has attained to discrimina-
man, the Serypture con- 3 1 . 1 . y
curs with the Sinkhya, tion, in regard to thesg.[Le., mem,
and Soul], has no repetition of births.

a. ‘In regard to these,” i.e., in regard to Naturc and
Soul, of him who has attained to discrimination, there 1s o
text declaring, that, in consequence of his knowledge of
the distinction, there will be no repetition of births; the
text, viz., ¢ Ile does not return again,’* &e.’

! Literally, ¢ liable to return to mundane existence.” .

' qereEad At I &
wrefy 7 afeferrgfats: arasanfa-
ITTHRARAAIAFHRR U7 AT
faamm: | qERRURETIEH I

* gRuTaE Rt |

* Compare the Chhdndugya Upanishad, viii., xv. Ed.
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b. He states an objection to the opposite view :!
° ha hea¥ *
TEEE AAATHIR ATSAITATS: 0 &8

Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g.,

Pain oan lead only to to victims in sacrifice,| must come pain
pain, not to liberation . . .

Srom it. [to the sacrificer, and not liberation

from pain]; as there is not relief from

chilliness, by affusion of water.

a. If Liberation were to be effected by acts, [such as
sacrifices], then, since the acts involve a variety of pains,
Liberation itself [on the principle that every effect in-
cludes the qualities of its cause,] would include a variety of
pains ; and it would be a grief, from the fact that it must
eventually end : for, to one who is distressed by chilliness
the affusion of water does not bring liberation from his
chilliness, but, rather, [additional] chilliness.?

b. But then [some one may say], the fact that the act
is productive of pain is not the motive [to the performance
of sacrifice]; but the [real] reason is this, that the act is
productive of things desirable. And, in accordance with this,
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they
may partake of immortality,” &c. To this he replies :*

' fauey SreHTE N

* gfe FAQTAT ATHT HIHRAAT T HTE-
AArFATRIST gRATH: WEwa: qiaw-
aifu gE W{e ARG TR GAE
ATRTARIGA FRIAA 0
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FTRASHRISTY AreamTfaReTg o by o

Aph. 85. [Liberation cannot arise

The character of the  from acts]; because, whether the end
end contemplated makes . . .

no difference in regard  be something desirable, or undesirable,

ﬁz,,jj‘;g,i’;;;f;’;;"gj,,;f [and. we afdmit that the motive of the

sacrifice is not the giving pain to the

victim], this makes no difference in regard to its being

the result of acts, [and, therefore, not eternal, but tran-

sitory].

a. Grant that pain is not what is [intended] to be
accomplished by works done without desire, [on the part
of the virtuous sacrificer], still, though there s a difference
[as you contend,] between [an act done to secure] some-
thing enjoyable and an act done without reference to
enjoyment, this makes no difference with respect to the
fact of the Liberation’s being produced by acts, [which, I
repeat, permanent Liberation cannot be]: there must still
again be pain; for it [the Liberation supposed to have
been attained through works,] must be perishable, because
it is a production. The text which declares that works
done without desire are instruments of Liberation has
reference to knowledge, [ which, I grant, may be gained by
such means]; and Liberation comes through knowledge ;
so that these [works] are instruments of Liberation

TEAATEE &q: 1 @91 ¥ Al wAT
sHaRATARffa | a=re

1 The reading of Aniruddha, according to my MSS., is SR{=

wTHFASTY, B
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mediately :1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry
regards the immediate cause].

b. [But then, some one may say], supposing that
Liberation may take place [as you Sankhyas contend,]
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness [of the
Liberation effected by #4is means, as well as any other
means], mundane life may return, we are both on an
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sankhyas look upon
as transitory, and you Sénkhyas, whose Liberation we,
again, look upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much
the same predicament]. To this he replies:?

freawer TUEEAT O A AR

' A AfaemAeHETE W Ty S
fasmmaafavasty Arew sHarEEae-
fue mrumrafas gad gE w=rd !
fAsamaAT ArgaAEia: TIATE -
Are Aty Ifq areET AreETeEEE

' gfe vefauesfaamqrarAE J3w-
ifa gfgmgatfu @8 WraawgE=-
famaa W=

3 Dr. Ballantyne, on republishing the Sinkhya Aphorisms in the

Bibliotheca Indica, adopted the genuine reading, m:ﬂ'ﬂ",
instead of that given above, which I find, indeed, in the Serampore

edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya, but in no MS. He
ought, however, at the same time, to have altered his translation,



BOOK I., APH. 86, 103

Aph. 86, Of him who is essentially

Lirhe Jﬂ“m’l’fe‘}'fr dect  liberated, his bonds having absolutely

perished, it [i.e., the fruit of his saving

knowledge,] is absolute : there is no parity [between his

case and that of him who relies on works, and who may

thereby secure a temporary sojourn in Paradise, only to
return again to earth].

a. Of him ‘who is essentially liberated,” who, in his very
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The
bond [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [betwecen Nature
and Soul]. By the removal thercof there is the destruc-
tion, the annihilation, of Non-discrimination : and how is
it possible that there should again be a return of the mun-
dane state, when the destruction of Non-discrimination is
absolute? Thus there is no [such] similarity,” [between
the two cases, as is imagined, by the objector, under § 85.5.].

0. It has been asserted [in § 61,] that there is a class of
twenty-five [things which are realities]; and, since these
cannot be ascertained [or made out to be ¢rucj, except by

which, in conformity with the unadulterated text, might have run
somewhat as follows: *Of him who is, in himself, liberated all ex-
tinction of bondage is final,” &c. Such is the interpretation which,
on comparison of the various commentaries, seems to be the most

eligible. Ed.

1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Ed.

* fARaE BT TR 99
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proof, therefore he displays this ;' [i.e., he shows what he
means by proof] :

TARFACH AT AFeTAufafE: WA
qAETYHAR a9 I &9 U

Wiat is meant by ;vi_ Aph.87. The determination of some-

dence. thing not [previously] lodged in both

[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one

or other of them, is ‘right notion’ (pramda). What is, in

the highest degree, productive thereof [i.e., of any given

‘right notion ’], is that; [i.e., is what we mean by proof,
or evidence, (pramana)].

a. ‘Not lodged,” i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdtri); in short, not previously known.
The ¢determination,” i.e., the ascertainment [or right
apprehension] of such a thing, or reality, is ‘ right notion ’;
and, whether this be an affection € of doZh,’ i.e., of Intellect,
and also of Soul [as some hold that it is], or of only one or
other of the two, [as others hold,] either way, ¢ what is, in
the highest degree, productive ’ of this ‘right notion’ is
[what we term proof, or] evidence, (pramdna) : such is the
definition of evidence in general; [the definition of its
several species falling to be considered hereafter] : such is
the meaning.*

' gwfqnfaia g+ afwafes 7 -
a+ faafa agwafa o

* Négeéa has FTHO. Zd.

3 Some MSS. have the inferior reading -FTY[S, Fd.

‘ wfrge: wR@IRTRRTSAfwTa ¥
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b. It is with a view to the exclusion of Memory, Error,
and Doubt, in their order, that we employ [when speaking
of the result of evidence,} the expressions  not previously
known’ [which excludes things remembered], and ¢ reality’

[which excludes mistakes and fancies], and ¢ discrimina-
tion,’! [which excludes doubt].

¢. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources
of knowledge], if ‘right notion,’ is spoken of as located in
the Soul [see § 87. a.], then the [proof, or] evidence is an
affection of the Intellect. If [on the other hand, the ‘right
notion ’ is spoken of as] located in the Intellect, in the
shape of an affection [of that the affections of which are
mirrored by the Soul], then it [the proof, or evidence, or
whatever we may choose to call that from which  right
notion ’ results,] is just the conjunction of an organ [with
its appropriate object; such conjunction giving rise to
sense-perception], &c. But, if botk the Soul’s cognition
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [cases
of] ‘right notion,” then doth of these aforesaid [the affec-
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction
of an organ with its appropriate object, &c., in the other

J1Aq | THRIAENE g+ uifsfaa-
YW "AT A1 o aumﬁﬁmna YHT
WA o IFTTARENEAT T>T: AT
TRTYFAH qERTrA TATURTATA -
wfAgy: |

' WfamEwaSEETs FRurAeT |
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case, ] are [to receive the name of] proof (pramdna). You
are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &ec., are
spoken of as ‘evidence,’ it is only as being mediately® [the
sources of right knowledge].

d. How many [kinds of] proofs [then,] are there? To
this he replies :*

fafed yarw® afesr aafasaifusfa-
f&: 0tk

. Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinds:

vgﬁ‘;’:ﬂgg’” three kinds  there is no establishment' of more;

because, if these be established, then

all [that is true] can be established [by one or other of
these three proofs].

a. < Proof is of three kinds;’ that is to say, ‘ perception’

‘o afe AT e geafAeRd
aer Ifegfata waras | af aFgf:m
Ffewd aT Tt | afe a
TrsRgaT  Ifegfeamasty nﬁmwa
TRIERIIAT TATT e | TEiey -
QYR WU 1A |

? #fa TRTEIAAA N2

3 So reads Aniruddha; but Vijnina, Néigesa, and Vedénti
Mahédeva end the eighty-seventh Aphorism with these two words.
Hence : ‘ That which is, in the highest degree, productive thereof is
proof, of three kinds." Ed.
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(pratyaksha), ¢ the recognition of signs’ (anumdna), and
‘ testimony ’ ($abda), are the [three kinds of ] proofs.!

b. But then [some one may incline to say], let ‘com-
parison’ [which is reckoned, in the Nydya, a specifically
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as
¢ Conjecture,” &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in
the Miménsa], also be instruments of right knowledge, [as
well as these three], in [the matter of ] the discriminating
of Nature and Soul : he therefore says, ¢ because, if these
[three] be established,’ &c. And, since, if there be the
three kinds of proof established,” everything [that is really
true] can be established [by means of them], there is no
establishment of more;’ no addition to the proofs can be
fairly made out; because of the cumbrousness [that sins
against the philosophical maxim, that we are not to assume
more than is necessary to account for the case] : such is
the meaning.?

¢. For the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only
a triad of proofs, where he says [see the Institutes, Ch.
xil,, v. 105] : * By that man who seeks a distinct knowledge
of his duty, [these] three [sources of right knowledge]
must be well understood, viz., Perception, Inference, and
Scriptural authority in its various shapes [of legal institute,

' fafd awmafafa wemRET
THTUTHIRY: |

B SLIRIC LR TE (LR EL LIS
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&c.]’ And ¢ Comparison,’ and ¢ Tradition ’ (aitikya), and
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and
¢ Non-perception ’ (anupalabdhi) and the like are included
under Perception ;' [for the non-perception of an absent
jar on a particular spot of ground is nothing else than the
perception of that spot of ground without a jar on it].

d. He [next] states the definitions of the varieties? [of
proof, having already (§ 87) given the general definition]:

Ty’ wRETUEY fawd ame-
B/A 1l be |

Aph. 89. Perception (pratyaksha) is

that discernment which, being in con-
junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form
thereof.

Perception defined.

a. ‘Being in conjunction,’ [literally,] ¢ existing in con-

' Nq TF AFATTY THTAAIAT T |
NIAHATATH ¥ U = fafqumas | 79
gfafed wrd vAnfemfiwafa) sora-
faandiwt SrgRTAT=ET AR SuwEAT-
&t v weg waw =fq

* fauuwgwATR U

3 Aniruddba hes YRATATHE TETO, yielding * deter-

mined by,” &c., instead of ¢ being in,’ &e. Ed.
* Vedéuti Mahédeva has qR{AN] (). Ed.
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junction;’ ‘portrays the form thereof,” i.e., assumes the
form of the thing with which it is in conjunction [as water
assumes the form of the vessel into which it is poured] ;
what ¢ discernment,’ or affection of the Intellect, [does ¢4is],
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I.,
§5 and § 8. 5.)] is the evidence [called] Perception : such is
the meaning.!

b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definition of
Perception (§89)] does not extend [as we conceive it
ought, and presume it is intended, to do,] to the perception,
by adepts in the Yoga, of things past, future, or concealed
[by stone walls, or such intervening things as interrupt
ordinary perception]; because there is, here, no ¢ form of
the thing, in conjunction’ [with the mind of him who per-
ceives it, while absent]: having pondered this doubt, he
corrects it by [stating, as follows, ] the fact, that this [super-
natural sort of perception] is not what he intends to de-
fine :

ANATATTATIERTT 9: 1l Qo |

' S g WIREIaE g dawe-
wenft wafa afeqe gfegfae-
Y AHTUfAE: |

' A ATEdtaTATT A A R R
serTfw: HaETETERIWTEATETE T
STEIRA GATYR |
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he d Aph. 90. It is not a fault [in the
bo el ot % definition, that it does not apply to the
;’:‘;’;ﬁ;fh’;:i ,f;l’tf]’g 7;‘;’“’1": perceptions of adeptf; in the Yogal;
because that of the adepts in the Yoga

is not an ezfernal perception.

a. That is to say: it is only semse-perception that is
to be here defined ; and the adepts of the Yoga donot per-
ceive through the ezternal [organs of sense]. Therefore there
is no fault [in our definition]; i.e., there is no failure to
include the perceptions of these;' [because there is no
intention to include them].

b. [But, although this reply is as much as the objector
has any right to expect,] he states the real justification®
[of the definition in question]:

stAARwafaradraTEE:’ i eq |

Aph. 91.  Or, there is no fault

But the definition  [in the definition], because of the
does apply to the percep- . . . . ,
tions of the mystic. conjunction, with causal things, of
thut [mystical mind] which has at-

tained exaltation.t

' gfegauaRAEIY ' AT
UUIWET: | HAQT A AT A ArHARSHT H-
fraa: 0

* JTAS RHTUTAATE

3 Thus Vijndna and Veddnti Mahadeva. Aniruddba has -H.-
ITH aq The readmg of Néagefa is -Hm]‘ £ )
aqw:. Ea

4 For the term afisaya, again rendered, in the next page, by
¢ exaltation,’ vide infra, p. 115, note 4. Ed,
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the Yoy, also,
shall be the thing to be defined ; still there is no fault [in
our definition, § 89]; it does not fail to extend [to this,
also]; since the mind of the Yoy7, in the exaltation gained
from the habitude produced by concentration, does come
into conjunction with things [as existont] in their causes,!
[whether or not with the things as developed into products
perceptible by the external senses].

b. Ilere the word rendered ‘causal’ (/ina) denotes the
things, no¢ in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by
the objector [in §89.6.]; for we, who assert that effects
exist [from eternity, in their causes, before taking the shape
of effects, and, likewise, in these same causes, when again
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past,
&e., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunction
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos-
sible.?

Oiction. that e o ¢. But then, [some one may say,]
hjection, that the de- . . oy ¢
finitiom does not apply o St11L this [definition] does not extend to
the perceptions of ‘the  the Lord’s perceptions; because, since
Loid. ’

these are from everlasting, they can-

' 3w Arg ArfaeAfy wed qurfy =
AT AT AT STy FAAIAA-
rfawaw arffasw @9 g2d |

' I SwR; gt |
HIAATCAT AATEHRATY EEuATSHITa
g @vafefa
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not result from [emergent] conjunction. To this he re-

plies :*
Sorfas: 1 e2

’ Aph. 92. [This objection to the de-
cohat ”;’g,mjf‘”d finition of Perception has no force] ;
because it is not proved that there

18 & Lord (iSwara).

a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception],
because there is no proof that there is a Lord, is supplied 2
[from § 90].

b. And this demurring to there being any ‘Lord ’ is
merely in accordance with ® the arrogant dictum of [certain]
partisans [who hold an opinion not recognized by the ma-
jority]. 'Therefore, it is to be understood, the expression
employed 1is, ‘because it is not proved that there is a
Lord,” but not the expression, ‘ because there is no Lord.’

' 9 qudtstERsaTveE fraw-
ArEfARaTETg | q9IE |
? $T PRTUMTATELTY TaTaaa |

3 Rather, ¢ And this [mere] taking exception to a Lord is ex-
pressly owing to,” &c. The aphorist would not be confounded
with those who denied what he waited to see evidenced. The attitude
which he assumed is that of suspense of judgment on the point of
theism, as against thepositiveness of the professed atheist. Vijnana,here

followed, then goes on to say: RYAYT gﬁmfﬁ:{q
ﬁwa‘ | “For, otherwise [i.e., if the aphorist had been atheistic],
it would have been explicitly declared, Because of the non-existence of

a Lord.” Ed.

* sy Swenfauy TEefuat dreareAs
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¢. But, on the implication® that there ¢s a ¢ Lord,” what
we mean to speak of [in our definition of Perception, (§89),]
is merely the being of the [same] kind with what is pro-
duced by conjunction?® [of a sense-organ with its object;
and the perceptions of the ‘Lord’ may be of the same
kind with such perceptions, though they were not to come
from the same source].

d. Having pondered the doubt, ¢ How should the Lord
not be proved [to exist] by the Scripture and the Law,
[which declare his existence] ?’ he states a dilemma which
excludes [this]

HRASAAQUATAT afeafs: 0 e3 o

Aph. 93. [And, further,] it is not

A dilemma, to exclude N ¢ ’ (ists :
praef e e proved that he [thfa Lord,’] exists ;
¢ Lord.’ because [whoever exists must be either
free or bound; and], of free and

bound, he can be neither the one nor the other.

a. The ‘Lord’ whom you imagine, tell us,is he free
from troubles, &c. ? Or is he in bondage through these ?

fa | wa zawufasfas 7 daenarn-
fefa sraa

1 Rather, ‘the view being accepted’ (abhyupagame).

* TUUTAR q d@fqFesEd e AT
faafaas

* pfaeAfaat sadtw 71 feafeEmg
AR ATURATE |
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Since he is not, cannot be, either the one or the other, it
is not proved that there is a ¢ Lord :” such is the meaning.!

b. He explains this very point :*

wwwmqs el

The force of the Aph. 94. [Be.cause,] either way, he
dilemma. would be inefficient.

a. Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &ec.,
which [as compulsory motives,] would instigate him to
create ; and, if he were bound, he would be under delu-
sion; he must be [on either alternative,] unequal to the
creation, &c.* [of this world].

6. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case,
what becomes of the Scripture-texts which declare the
“Lord ? To this he replies :®

' Juqtrshirma: & sfefgmt arads
JT | FquRTgATIrRERTTRTfarefi-
Q9 0

" AR

3 The reading, in a later handwriting, of one of my MSS. of

Aniruddha is -aar.ial:[\ . Ed.

' AR GRANTAFRTTTIEEN ¥
gETR geATferasia=d: |

* eagH I fameRgdtat @1 Tifa: |
aae !
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HRTHA: ToET Surar fagsr’ 3mu ey

_ _ Aph.95. [The Scriptural texts which
uh?}f;ﬁﬂ',ﬁfff‘;’,‘fgﬁ’ff make mention of the ‘Lord’ are]
either glorifications of the liberated

Soul, or homages to the recognized® [deities of the Hindu

pantheon].*

a. That is to say : accordingly as the case may be, some
text [among those in which the term ‘ Lord ’ occurs,] is
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the
¢ Lord,” [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junction
[with Nature], to incite [to still deeper contemplation], to
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, i.e.,
absolute Soul in general ; and some other text, declaratory,
for example, of creatorship, &c., preceded by resolution
[to create, is intended] to extol [and to purify the mind of
the contemplator, by enabling him to take a part in ex-
tolling] the eternity, &c., of the familiarly known® Brahmi,

! Another reading, that of NAgesa and of Vedinti Mabddeva,

anH'QTo, makes this word of the singular number. Ed.

? Gmmﬁw, a compound, is the reading of Aniruddha,
followed by Vedénti Mahddeva. See 4, below. Ed.

3 In both places, siddha, ‘possessor of supernatural powers.” Ed.

4 Aniruddha’s exposition of this Aphorism is as follows: -
MFATAHRIHAA IX HRHA 7 q &
F O FRARAAATAT | artar -
faararawETg | SuraTfas | SuTRAAT
wanfawaw qifArsfumfefass avar-
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Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal  Lord ;> since these,
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality], &c., [and,
in so far, liable to perish], have immortality, &c., in a se-
condary sense ;' [seeing that the Soul, in every combina-
tion, is immortal, though the combination itself is not so].

b. But then, [some one may say], even if it were thus [as
alleged under §95], what is heard in Scripture, [viz.], the
fact that it | viz., Soul] is the governor of Nature, &c., would
not be the case; for, in the world, we speak of govern-
ment in reference only to modifications [preceded and
determined] by resolutions [that so and so shall take place],
&c. To this he replies :*

-
WTH\T%I'&\:[?{T‘Q‘FH |  According to this, the term #ware,

‘mighty one,” ‘lord,” is applied, by way of eulogy, either to a soul as
it were liberated, or to a person who, through devotion, has acquired
transcendent faculties, that is to say, the Yogé. Resolution, agent-
ship, and the like, are impredicable of one absolutely liberated ; and
such a one, being inert and impassive, cannot be intended by éswaras
“a power. Hence the expression, ‘as it were liberated.” Also see,
for atisuya,—tiranslated, above, ‘transcendent faculties,—DBook IV,
Apb. 21 Id. -

' gurant fesgfasiaT: saeTE-
AT gaarfaua  a@fafua=wdw
wiagw wtrgaTar wfaw HFyIFae-
arfenfaufest ofa: fagm safawew-
RarfaawrEiAAfenarsfu Mafa-
Ao aEEw: |

* 79 awfu ngafuergs gaarg |-
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qfrurATefirgTge wfwag 1 g

Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof,
Soul, like the lode- j e  of Soul over Nature] is from [its]
stome, acts not by resolve, .. .
but througk proximity.  proximity thereto, [not from its re-
solving to act thereon]; as is the case
with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iron].

a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul’s,] creativeness, or
[its] governorship, was through a resolve [to create, or to
govern], then this objection [brought forward under § 95.
b.] would apply. But [it is not so; for,] by us [Sankhyas,]
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of
creatorship, or the like, is merely from [its] prorimity
[to Nature]; ‘as is the case with the [lodestone] gem.”

b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron
merely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or
to be acted on}, &c., so, by the mere conjunction of the
primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle [called]
the ¢ Great one,” [or Mind, (see § 61. ¢.)]. And in this
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as ereator

towards that which is superadded to it: such is the mean-
ing.?

qugd «Ta HEQIfenAT aRunaaaify-
grAmagTafefa | aare

' gfe daeun gYAAfUeTqREwd qerd
W VI WeATRE TERe w@fAureear
fueige weaferufAwa Afwag

P qOAERAT AIfAEATET SR
S HaeatienT fam avarfouees dan



118 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. And thusit is declared, [in some one of the Puranas']:

¢ As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lodestone] stands
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deity
who is mere Existence. Thus it is, that there are, in the
Soul, both agency [seemingly,] and non-agency, [really].
It is mot an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition;
[and it ¢s] an agent, merely through approximation [to
Nature].”

d. In respect of worldly products, also, animal souls
overrule, merely through their approximation [to Nature]:
so he declares [as follows]:*

fanaagsafa’ sttarare 0 es

TRW AFAHTTAEIW vfiwswaa | ©-
R3 ¥ @OtuEeRfAEy: |

1 The Translator’s authority for this attribution has not been
discovered. Ed.

*auraren | fAfR d@femd @ awr
RE: TIdd | QAN 37 999 |-
s | = A wqeAsge 9 i
aq | faftgremanEn Td SfafmEa
i

* Aifswardsata SarAi Gfafuar-
FrfugrgafadTE |

+ Aniruddha has THNEFIASIY. Ea.
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podn like manner, em- Aph. 97. In the case of individual
adied souls do not ener-
gize. products, also, [the apparent agency]

of animal souls [is solely through proximity].

a. ‘ The agency is solely through proximity:’ so much
is supplied! [from § 96].

b. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par-
ticular productions,—the creation, &c.,of things individual
[as contradistinguished from that of all things in the
lump, (see Veddinta-sira, § 67)],—animal souls,i.e.,souls in
which the intellects [of individuals] reflect themselves [see
§99. a.], overrule, merely through proximity, but not
through any effort; seeing that these [animal souls] are
none other than the motionless Thought.?

¢. But then, [some one may say], if there were no eternal
and omniscient ‘Lord,’” through the doubt of a blind
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective
guardianship], the Vedus would cease to be an authority ;
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for
an instant]. To this he replies:*

' wfirgrgd efwurarcaETEsEa |

' fawwaray afegentfesata sfamr-
A~ HuHfafafaqaamat @fqauararn
figrqa & @ AWy FAERE FewfaAr-
SaTfead: 0

* A fARARE T SO TrTEAT &-
IATHTE |1 | N WL
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fessuargATRTRIGET 1 ek 0

Aph. 98. The declaration of the
How the Vedas need  texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahm4,
u"-‘;f:,ﬁ"t,lf;zfd toaulhen-  for example], since e knows the truth,

[#s authorative evidence].

a. To complete [the aphorism, we must say], ‘since
Hiranyagarbha [i.e., Brakma,] and others [viz., Vishnu
and Siva], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is
true, the declaration of the texts or sense of the Vedas,
where fthese are the speakers, is evidence! [altogether
indisputable].

b. But then, if Soul, by its simple proximity [to Nature
(§96)], is an overruler in a secondary sense [only of the
term,—as the magnet may be said, in a secondary sense, to
draw the iron, while the conviction is entertained, that,
actually and literally, the iron draws the magnet],—
who is the primary [or actual,] overruler ? In reference to
this, he says :®

' fermmirdlat faweew qurds St
FATITFAT  AITWIUTUT:  HHTU AT
T 0

‘A9 gEew SsfafuRtIw Taey-
e af aEmfuegd sawEgn-

A"
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TN WAL AT A TATEIE ITq-
|7 1 ee

Aph.99. The internal organ, through

Tt is in the shape of  its being enlightened thereby [i.e., by
the internal organm, that . . .

Nature affeots Soul, Soul], is the overruler; as is the iron,

[in respect of the magnet].

a. The internal organ, i.e., the understanding, is the
overruler, through its fancying itself to be Soul, [as it does
fancy,] by reason of its being enlightened by the Soul,
through its happening to reflect itself in [and contemplate -
itself in,] Soul; ¢just as the iron,” that is to say, as the
attracting iron, though inactive, draws [the magnet], in
consequence of [its] mere proximity,> [and so acquires
magnetism by magnetic induction].

b. He [now, having discussed the evidence that consists

in direct perception,| states the definition of inference®
(@numdna) :

1 Aniruddha has ﬂgﬁ'w RTWERY; prefixing to ‘the

internal organ’ the synonymous ‘ the Great One.” Ed.

' IR TR RIS a9
ELRU I IS REIERECUT I RIAR LG
sieafefa awadar «rar fafssasta
afafumEw F8difq o

! HAATASHTWHATE I
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nfagrgT: AfaISqrARATATR 1 900 0

Aph.100. The knowledge of the con-
nected [e.g., fire], through perception
of the connexion [e.g., of fire with smoke], is inference.

Inference defined.

a. That is to say : inference [or conviction of a general
truth,] is [a kind of] evidence consisting in a [mental]
modification, [which is none other than] the knowledge
of the connected, i.e., of the constant accompanier, through
the knowledge of the constant accompaniment: by ¢con-
nexion’ (pratibandha) here being meant °constant at-
tendedness ’ (vydpti) ; and through the perception thereof
[it being that the mind has possession of any general
principle].

b. But a conclusion (anumiti) is knowledge of the soul ;3
[whilst an Inference, so far forth as it is an instrument in
the establishment of knowledge deducible from it, is an
affection of the internal organ, or understanding (see

187. ¢.)]

¢. He [next] defines testimony * ($abda) :

! u’raagw: is the reading of Nagefa and of Vedénti

Mahadeva. FEd.

* fgaan anfwmgr afagrafa-
T ATUFE FTH J(ACUATATH HATT-
faza: 0

* sreyfafay aresdn S =fa

* o weafa
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HIRTGST: W N 909 |

Aph. 101. Testimony [such as is
entitled to the name of evidence,] is a
declaration by one worthy [to be believed].

Valid testimony defined.

a. Here ‘fitness’ means ‘suitableness;” and so the
evidence which is called ¢ Testimony ’ is the knowledge
arising from a suitable declaration: such is the meaning.
And [while this belongs to the understanding, or internal
organ (see § 100. b.)] the result is that [knowledge] in the
Soul, [which is called] ‘knowledge by hearing ' ($abda-
bodha).

b. He [next] volunteers to tell us what is the use of his
setting forth [the various divisions of] evidence :*

swafafs: mATErEgEET: 1 Q0 0

Apk. 102. Since the establishment

Why the kinds of Ewi-  of [the existence of] both [soul and
dence have been here set . .

Jorth, non-soul] 18 by means of evidence, the

declaration thereof [i.e., of the kinds of

evidence, has been here made].

a. It is only by means of evidence that both Soul and
non-soul are established as being distinct, [the one from the

' fis Ivaar a9 49U =RE-
WY qH T AATUAEY: | W 9
YTRET: WA Hq )

> TATUHTAAIEAR EWIRT HRATE |
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other] : therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de-
clared : such is the meaning.!

b. Among these [several kinds of proof], he[now] describes
that one by which, especially, viz., by a proof which is
one kind of inference, Nature and Soul are here to be
established discriminatively :2

|TATAAT gereiAfaig:’ 1 qoz

The existence of Soul Aph.103. The establishment of both

ZZZJ%Z{W argued from [Nature and Soul] is by analogy.

a. [Analogy (sdmdanyato drishta) is that kind of evidence
which is employed in the case] where, by the force [as an
argument, ]| which the residence of any property in the sub-
ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly
accompanied [by something which it may therefore be-
token], when we have had recourse to [as the means of
determining this constant accompaniment,] what is, for
instance, generically of a perceptible kind, [where, under
such circumstances, we repeat, | anythino of a different kind,
i.e., not cognizable by the senses, is established ; as when,

' IIATOATAIHEAT S aFA fafs: war-
WA HAfq | FAEE HHTTRTICT: Fa
{a‘ﬁ: l

‘qY JATgATAfATRT wATwR Ae-
arse na-nfauw fafamr wueaT Aet-
afa o

3 My MS. of Négeéa has g‘ETﬁHFE:. Ed.
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani-
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking
into consideration such instruments as axes, &c., which are
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper-
ceptible, instrument of knowledye, viz., [the instrument
named ] Sense, is estublished [or inferred to exist]; such is
what we mean by Analogy; and it is by this [species of
inference], that both, [viz.,] Nature and Soul, are proved [to
exist]: such is the meaning.!

6. Of these [viz., Nature and Soul,] the argument from
analogy for [the existence of] Nature is as follows: the
Great Principle [viz., Understanding (see §61.c.)] is
formed out of the things [called] Pleasure, Pain, and
Delusion, [to the aggregate of which three in equipoise
(see § 61) the name of Nature is given]; because, whilst it
is [undeniably,]a production, it has the characters of Plea-
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a bracelet, or the like,
formed of gold, or the like,? [has the characteristic pro-

' g AIATEA: AARIfCATATARTSIE HT-
faagTaeuARATIRT afg AT ATSHITT:
faufa aw ofadiarfearatd fErafes-
At arfd d@ar afssdtaadifsd
wrAstufafed araa =fq amAmar 78
aeRRan: wgfagewan fafefd:

2 s " HIRTAAT FERGATT A
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perties of the gold, or the like, and is thereby known to
have been formed out of gold, or the like].

c. But, [as regards the argument from analogy, in proof
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66,
to the following effect]: Nature is for the sake of another ;
because it is something that acts as a combination ; as a
house, for instance, [which is a combination of various
parts combined for the bencfit of the tenant]. In this
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &c., the
fact established on sense-perception, that they exist for the
sake of [organized] bodies, for example, something of a
different kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nature, viz.], Soul,
is inferred [by analogy,] as something other than Nature,
&c., [which, as being a compound thing, 1s not designed
for itself]: such is the meaning.!

d. But then [some one may say], since Nature is eternal,
and exertion is habitual to her, [and the result of her
action is the bondage of the Soul], there should constantly
be experience [ whether of pleasure or of pain], and, hence,
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he
replies :*

faga|TET AP : 1 908 0
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When it i that om Aph. 104. Experience .[whether of

perience ceases. pain or pleasure,] ends with [the dis-

cernment of]| Thought, [or Soul, as
contradistinguished from Nature].

a. By ‘Thought’ [we mean] Soul. Experience [whether
of pain or pleasure,] ceases, on the discerning thereof. As
‘antecedent non-existence,’ though devoid of a beginning,
[see Tarka-sangraha, § 92], surceases [when the thing
antecedently non-existent begins to be], so, eternal Nature
[eternal, as regards the absence of any beginning,] con-
tinues [no further than] till the discernment of the diffe-
rence [between Nature and Soul]: so that experience
whether of pain or pleasure,] does not at all times occur:
such is the state of the case.!

b. [But some one say], if Nature be agent, and Soul
experiencer, then it must follow [which seems unreason-
able,] that another is the experiencer of [the results of]
the acts done by one different. To this he replies :*

NHAUY FATIATISTZATA I 904 |

Aph. 105. The experience of the
. » :
i ,ﬁ’;ﬁ{ﬁ.’:,‘,jf{,fﬁ;;;"’;: fruit may belong even to another than
the agent; as in the cuse of food, &c.

' faTi@T | afedaaTat v q9r-
arferfa wparar Awafa qur fas
ngafdaaud=: ey ifq 7 w3 Ar-
mafafifa wra
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a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c.,
and to one who was not the agent, viz., the master, to

enjoy the fruit [thereof, i.e., the fruit of the cook’s actions],
so is the case here, also.!

b. Having stated an exoteric principle [which may serve,
in practice, to silence, by the argumentum ad hominem, him
on whose principles it may be valid], he [next] declares
his own doctrine,? [in regard to the doubt started under
§104. 6.]:

wfaamsr affs: Fid: w1 90k 0

Aph. 106. Or, [to give a better ac-

To suppose that Soul  count of the matter than that given in
acts and experiences is . . . « T

an error. § 105], since it is from non-discrimina-

tion that it is derived, the notion that

the agent [soul being mistaken for an agent,] has the fruit

[of the act is a wrong notion].

a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient ; but, from
the fact that the Great Principle [the actual agent (see
§ 97. b.)] is reflected in it, there arises the conceit of its
being an agent. ¢Or, since it is from non-discrimination ;'
that is to say, because it is from the failure to discriminate
between Nature and Soul, that this takes place, i.e., that
conceit takes place, that it is the agent that experiences
the fruit;® [whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasure].

' Y GUARTRTAT CHFIARRTAETS G-
RATOATHS q@=Tdifa
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6. The opposite of this [wrong view, referred to in § 106,]
he states [as follows] :!

AN | qEATEETH U 909 )

_ _ Aph. 107. And, when the truth is
ayg’,"fl;: ::;ilryw;f;’r}‘" Fold,there is[seen to be] neither[agency,
in Soul, nor experience].

a. ‘When the truth is told’ [and discerned], i.e., when,
by means of evidence, Nature and Soul are perceived [in
their entire distinctness, one from the other], ¢ there is
neither,” i.e., neither the condition [as regards soul,] of an
agent nor that of a patient.”

6. Having discussed [the topic of] evidence, he [now]
states the distribution of the subject-matter of evidence :?

fauarsfawasafaguegmmae=mar-
fafeaw 1 aot 0

fafafaammqeartiar: | sfaasefa o-
Ffageuarfaamagrai@s: wq: wR1wAT-
mfarrafasda

' wamfatsHmE |
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What is perceptile, . Aph. 108. .[A‘thing may be] an ob-
under certamn crcum-  ject [perceptible], and also [at another
oplibl, may be imper- time,| not an object, through there

being, in consequence of great distance,
&e., a want of [conjunction of the sense with the thing],
or [on the other hand,] an appliance of the sense [to the
thing]. :

a. An object [is a perceived object], through the
proximity, or conjunction, of the sense [with the object].
[A thing may be] not an object [perccived], through the
want -of the sense, i.e., through the want of conjunction
[between the sense and what would otherwise be its object].
And [this] want of conjunction [may result] from the
junction’s being prevented by great distance, &c.!

b. [To explain the ‘ &c.,’ and to ex-
emplify the causes that may prevent
the conjunction, required in order to
perception, between the thing and the sense, we may
remark, that] it is in consequence of great distance, that
a bird [flying very high up] in the sky is not perceived ;
[then again,] in consequence of extreme proximity, the
collyrium located in the eye [is not perceived by the eye
itself] ; a thing placed in [the inside of, or on the opposite
side of,] a wall [is not perceived], in consequence of the
obstruction ; from distraction of mind, the unhappy, or
other [agitated person], does not perceive the thing that is
at his side [or under his very nose]; through its snbtilty,

What may prevent
perception.

' IfcmRTaerEETfEeg: | ifeaw
FrATEINETIR S | sEarrETfaga-
TETIETA |
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an atom [is not perceived]; nor is a very small sound,
when overpowered by the sound of a drum ; and so on.'

¢. How [or, for which of the possible reasons just
enumecrated, ] comes the imperceptibleness of Nuture? In
regard to this, he declares :®

ATEATIEAUATH I qoe 1

Aph. 109. Her imperceptibleness

The sublilty of Nature. . .
o sublilly of Nalure- 1 ises from [her] subtilty.

a. ‘Her, i.e.,, Nature’s, imperceptibleness is from
subtilty. DBy subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult
to investigate ; not [as a Naiydyika might, perhaps, here
prefer understanding the term,] the consisting of atoms;
for Nature is [not atomic, in the opinion of the Sankhyas,
but] all-pervasive.t

' wfagufsafa et Arusnaa | =fa-
AHIATRATITRTSEA | AT
| AAISAIRATB IR (AT UTH-
JEEIATAH | HIEHTEAn | SAaraes-
yfear E=ayAfanf

" ugd: FuRgaRfaiEd s

3 Aniruddha, according to the MSS. seen by me, has fﬁ'm'[.
gAuAfan. m
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b. How, then, [it may be asked,] is [the existence of]
Nature determined ? To this he replies :!

HALRATIGUAA: | 990 |

Nature inforred from Aph. .110. [N.ature exists ;]. because
the exutence of produc- her existence is gathered from the
twons. . .

beholding of productions.

a. As the knowledge of [there being such things as]
atoms comes from the beholding of jars, &c.,[which are ag-
glomerations], so the knowledge of Nature comes from the
beholding of products which have the three Qualities ;2
[(see § 62. a.) and the existence of which implies a
cause, to which the name of Nature is given, in which
these constituents exist from eternity].

b. Some [the Vedéntis,] say that the world has Brakma as
its cause; others [the Naiyayikas], that it has atoms as its
cause ; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sdnkhya
doctrine], that it has Nafure as its cause. So he sets forth
a doubt [which might naturally found itself] thercon :*

arfefanfauaaefafeftfa <a 1 933

&4 afg wfaTa@ad W |
' ot SREAATHATAN a9
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A doubt i ) Aph. 111, If [you throw out the
existen(:'e o}'_ L’}f\)":?ugz tl,l_; doubt that] it [viz_’ the existence of
the conlradiction of dis- Nature,] is not established, because of

the contradiction of asserters [of other

views, then you will find an answer in the next aphorism].

a. ‘Because of the contradiction of asserters [of the
'Vedanta or Nyaya], it is not established,” i. e., Nature [as
asserted by the Sankhyas,] is not established.’

b. But then, [to set forth the objection of these counter-
asserters], if a product existed antecedently to its produc-
tion [as that product], tken an eternal Nature [such as you
Sankhyas contend for,] would be proved to exist as the
[necessary] substratum thereof; since you will declare
that a cause is inferred only as the [invariable] accom-
panier of an effect ; but it is denied, by us asserters [of the
Vedanta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently to
its production ; well,] if [this doubt be thrown out] : such
1s the meaning ® [of the aphorism].

c. He states [his] doctrine [on this point]:®

AUAFATC A RATAFATASIG: | 99 N

" ' aifeat faufquswefafs: wuanfa-
]l
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Mutual denials settle Aph. 112. Still, since! each [doctrine]
nothing. is established in the opinion of each,
a [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive].

a. If one side were disproved merely by the dissent of
the opponent, then [look you,] there is dissent against the
other side, too: so how could i be established ? If the
one side is established by there being inevitably attendant
the recognition of the constant accompanier, on the re-
cognition of that which is constantly accompanied [by it],
it is the same with my [side], also : therefore [my] infe-
rence from effect [to cause] is not to be denied® [in this
peremptory fashion].

4. Well, then, [the opponent may say], let [the infe-
rence of] cause from effect be granted ; how is it that this
[cause] is Nafure, and nothing else, [such as Atoms, for
instance] ? To this he replies: ®

1 T have corrected the translators ‘But, since thus,” which
rendered the unwarranted readmo aqaqr a‘, now replaced by

Tﬁ:[, tho correlative of '-E[H at the end of the preceding
Aphorism. Ed.
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fafaufatmumaa:’ 1 aq3 u

Nature te only Tgpo- . Aph. 118. Because [if we were to
thesis consisteni with infer any other cause than Nature,] we
what appears. should have a contradiction to the
threefold [aspect which things really exhibit].

a. Quality is threefold [see § 61. a.], viz., Goodness,
Passion, and Darkness : there would be a contradiction to
these : such is the meaning.*

6. The drift here is as follows: If the character of
cause [of all things around us] belonged to Atoms, or the
like, then there would be a contradiction to the fact of
being an aggregate of pleasure, pain, and delusion, which
is recognizable in the world ;* [because nothing, we hold,
can exist in the effect, which did not exist in the cause
and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of Atoms].

c. He now repels the doubt as to whether the produc-

tion of an effect is that of what existed [antecedently], or
of what did not exist:*

1 Vedanti Mah#deva ends this Aphorism with the word g ; and
so does Vijnéna, according to some MSS. Xd.

‘fafawr w wwEEwifa afstw
TG |
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TGS TUFIA_N 998

Aph. 114. The production of what is
no entity, as a man’s horn, does not
take place.

a. Of that which, like the horn of a man, is not an en-
tity, even the production is impossible: such is the mean-
ing. And so the import is, that that effect alone which
[antecedently] exists is [at any time] produced.?

What never existed
will never exist.

b. He states an argument why an effect must be some
[previously existent] entity :2

IurrAfAFATa 0 99u 0

Aphk. 115, Because of the rule, that
there must be some material [of which
the product may consist].

A product cannot be
of nothing.

a. And only when both are extant is there, from the
presence of the cause, the presence of the effect. Other-
wise, everywhere and always, every [effect] might be
produced ; [the presence of the cause being, on the suppo-
sition, superfluous]. This he insists upon [as follows]:?

' AFqEEa IuRisfa |7 @it
aﬁ | 99T ¥ G FEFTAT TN |
* geRTA ATAATE |
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|qIX qATT FIEAATA N 9% |

Aph. 116. Because everything is not

Else, anything might  possible everywhere and always, [which
occur at any time, any- . . .

where, might be the case, if materials could be

dispensed with].

a. That is to say: because, in the world, we see that
everything is nof possible, i.e., that everything is not
produced ; ¢ everywhere,’ i. e., in every place; ‘always,’
1. e, at all times.!

b. For the following reason, also, he declares, there
is no production of what existed not* [antecedently]:

TR TRHTWIT 11 99 1l

Effects _precaist, po- Aph. 117. Because it is that which is
tentially, in their causes.  competent [to the making of anything]
that makes what is possible, [as a product of it].

a. Because the being the material [of any future pro-
duct] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, potentially,
i. e., of] having the competency to be the product; and
[this] competency is nothing else than the product’s
condition as that of what has not yet come to pass: there-
fore, since ‘that which is competent,’” viz., the cause,
makes the product which is ¢ possible’ [to be made out of
it], it is not of any mnonentity that the production takes

' g3w waAfm=w wiw gIftaaws &
EAA T AT A (R T AT |
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place, [but of an entity, whose esse, antecedently, was
possibility] : such is the meaning.!

b. He states another argument :®

HITTATIATH I 998 I

Aph. 118, And because it [the pro-
dseT:‘,fa{;'f,:i"ﬁfl;’sZ”m"lg d}lct,] is [nothing else than] the cause,
[in the shape of the product].

a. It is declared, in Scripture, that, previously to pro-
duction, moreover, there is no difference between the
cause and its effect ; and, since it is thereby settled that a
product is an entity, production is not of what [previously ]
existed not : such is the meaning.?

b. He ponders a doubt :*
| WA AraarTRd N oq9e

A doubt whether that Aph'. 119. If" [lt be alleged that]
which is can be said o there is no possibility of that’s decom-
become. ing which already s, [then the answer
will be found in the next aphorism].
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a. That is to say: but then, if it be thus [that every
effect exists antecedently to its production], since the
effect [every effect,] must be eternal [without beginning],
there is no possibility of [or room for] the adjunction of
becoming, the adjunction of arising, in the case of a product
which is [already, by hypothesis,] in the shape of an
entity ; because the employment of [the term] ¢ arising’
[or the fact of being produced] has reference solely to
what did not exist [previously]; if this be urged: such is
the meaning.!

b. He declares the doctrine [in regard to this point] :?

ArftafwfAa~@AT aErU=aEy 1o |

Aph. 120. No; [do not argue that

Production is only  what is cannot become; for] the em-
manifestation ; and so of

the opposite. ployment and the non-employment [of

the term ‘production’] are occasioned

by the manifestation [and the non-manifestation of what

is spoken of as produced, or not].
a. ‘No;’ the view stated [in § 119]is not the right one:
such is the meaning.®

b. As the whiteness of white cloth [which has become]
dirty is brought manifestly out by means of washing, &c.,

' 739 afq sraw fAgs afa wEen
FIY ATIATT SHIAYET |7 AT TAT-
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80, by the operation of the potter, is the pot brought into
manifestness ; [whereas], on the blow of a mallet, it becomes
hidden,' [and no longer appears as a pot].

¢. And manifestation [is no fiction of ours; for it]is
seen; for example, that of oil, from sesamum-seeds, by
pressure ; of milk, from the cow, by milking ; of the statue,
which resided in the midst of the stone, by the operation of
the sculptor ; of husked rice, from rice in the husk, by
threshing ; &c.?

d. Therefore, the employment and the non-employment
of the [term] ¢ the production of an effect > are dependent on
manifestation, dependent on the manifestation of the effect:
that is to say, the employment of [the term] ¢ production’
is in consequence of the manifestation [of what is spoken
of as produced]; and the non-employment of [the term]
¢ production ’ is in consequence of there being no manifes-
tation [of that which is, therefore, not spoken of as pro-
duced]; but [the employment of the term ¢ production ’ is]
not in consequence of that’s becoming an entity which was
not an entity.?

‘gqur wEueR Afeee eresrfeA
TFAAMIEA qAT FATAE  ATATTE!
strarsaa gruftarateaingaa
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e. But if [the employment of the term] ¢ production ’ is
occasioned by [the fact of] manifestation, by what is occa-

sioned [the employment of the term] destruction ' To this
he replies :*

AT HTTUSG: | 99 1)

Aph. 121. Destruction [of anything]
s hat is meant byde- - ig the resolution [of the thing spoken
of as destroyed,] into the causc [from

which it was produced].

a. The resolution, by the blow of a mallet, of a jar into
its cause [i.e., into the particles of clay which constituted
the jar], to this are due both [the employment of] the term
¢ destruction,” and the kind of action [or behaviour] be-
longing to anything * [which is termed its destruction].*

foa sufsEgrusfrEawpiaEET-
FZITOATIT AR BIAIE: |

1 ¢If production is occasioned by manifestation, by what is de-
struction occasioned?’ Aniruddha, here quoted, has, in my MSS, :

strafsfAanaafa:. w

* wivafafaavagafs fafraaa
fa=Tw T™a JT=

* grufiraTaTges FW AT /A qfE
FAT AT =fq wrafFanier

4 «From the blow of a mallet [results] the resolution of a jar into
its material cause: by this the destruction [of it]is occasioned. Such is the
meaning of the word [ndéa], and [such is] the particular action [which]
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b. [But some one may say], if there were [only] a reso-
lution [of a product into that from which it arose], a re-
surrection [or ma\uyyevesia] of it might be seen; and this
is not seen: well [we reply], it is not seen by blockheads ;
but it ¢s seen by those who can discriminate. For ex-
ample, when thread is destroyed, it is changed into the
shape of earth [as when burned to ashes]; and the earth
is changed into the shape of a cotton-trce; and this [suc-
cessively] changes into the shape of flower, fruit, and thread
[spun again from the fruit ot the cotton-plant]. So is it
with all entities.!

¢. Pray [some one may ask], is [this] manifestation [that
you speak of under § 120] something real, or something
not real ? If it be something real [and which, therefore,
never anywhere ceases to be], then [all] effects [during
this constant manifestation] ought constantly to be per-
ceived ; and, if it be not real, then there would be the
absence of [all] products, [in the absence of all manifes-
tation. Manifestation, therefore, must be something real;
and] therc must be [in order to give rise to it,] another
manifestation of it, und of this another ; [secing that a mani-
Jestation can be the result of nothing else than a manifes-

it expresses.” This is from Aniruddha, who, in the MSS. to which 1
have access, has no ﬂ before o . IHd.
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tation, on the principle that an effeet consists of neither

more nor less than its cause]; and thus we have a regressus
in nfinitum. To this he replies:'

T IATSFATUEATELAA I R |

s

How manifestation Aph. 122. Because they seek each
may occur without being  other remprocally,"‘ as is the case with
an enlity.

seed and plant, [manifestation may
generate manifestation, from eternity to eternity].

a. Be it so, that there are thousands of manifestations ;
still there is no fault; for there is no starting-point; asis
the case with seed and plant,* [which people may suppose
to have served, from eternity, as sources, one to another,

reciprocally ].

' fmfaafs: aaadt ar | adt Sfqg-
FTATTRIH: VT | FEA Jeqrapragiie-
1 KA a1 AISgTaEad
Rl !

'q'&'a'qmra the reading here given, is that of Ani-
ruddba and Vedanti Mahadeva. Vijnéna has T’qﬂm‘[ Ed.

3 Translating the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica,
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection anveskand, inconsiderately ren-
dered : ¢ You are to understand, that, successively,’ instead of ¢ There
is a continual following of one after the other.” Vijnina explains
anveshand by anudhdvana ; and Vedinti Mabadeva has, in defini-
tion of it, the synonymous anusarana. Ed.

Cqamfrafeasd aufu &7 Sersarfe-
SILIELERCIHEN
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b. He states another argument :!

IYTTIFIRIN: I 923 1)

The objections to the Aph. 123. Qr, [u? all. events, our
theory of mamfestation  theory of ‘manifestation’ is as] blame-
retorted. ¢ 3 »

less as [your theory of ] ¢ production.

a. Pray [let us ask], is production produced, or is it not P
If it is produced, then of this [production of production]
there must be production ; so that there is a regressus in
infinitum, [such as you allege against our theory, under
§ 121. ¢.]. If it be not produced, then, pray, is this
because it is unreal, or because it is eternal P If because it
is unreal, then production never is at all ; so that it would
never be perceived, [as you allege that it is]. Again, if
[production is not something produced,] because it is eferna,
then there would be at, all times, the production of [all
possible] effects, [which you will scarcely pretend is the
case]. Again, if you say, since ‘ production ’ itself consists
of production, what need of supposing an ulterior produc-
tion [of production] ? then, in like manner, [ ask,] since
¢ manifestation’ itself consists of manifestation, what need
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation]?
The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ;* [and

' gEATAE N
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thus every objection stated or hinted under §121. ¢, is
capable of being retorted].

6. He [now] states the community of properties [that
exists] among the products of Nature, mutually :'

gaAewaRaTfa’ afsarasAtad
faga 1 80

The characters come- Ap/). 124:. [A product Of Natux‘e iS]
mon to all products. caused, uneternal, not all-pervading,
mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent.

a. ¢ Caused,” i.e., having a cause. ‘Uneternal,’ i.e., de-
structible. ‘Not all-pervading,’ ie., not present every-
where. ¢ Mutable,’ i.e., distinguished by the acts of leaving
[one form], and assuming [another form], &c. It [the
soul,] leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as is
notorious]. ¢ Multitudinous,” i.e., in consequence of the
distinction of souls; [every man, e.g., having a separate
body]. ¢Dependent,’ [i.e.,]| on its cause. ‘Mergent,’ that
is to say, it [i.e., every product, in due time,] is resolved
into that from which it originated.®

Frfa: &g | FUTER: WARATEERy-
A UwRTafa  qafaERean-
feermifrmfirawraagaafa g
a= a@d fasT=: rseRrEAfg

' AT GEATE |

2 Aniruddha omits ATIY. Ed.
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b. [But, some one may say], if realities be the twenty-
five [which the Sinkhyas enumerate (see § 61), and no
more], pray, are such common operations as knowing, en-
joying, &c., absolutely nothing ; you accordingly giving up
what you see, [in order to save an hypothesis with which
what you see is irreconcilable]? To this he replies :!

WISRATAT 91 ITUETATATCE e
TUTAYTHTET Il 924 0

Aph. 125. There is the establish-

NZZI;u flzgjitf;fplz; e ment of these [twenty-four  Qualities’

ithe term Nature. of the Nydya, which you fancy that we

do not recognize, because we do not

explicitly enumerate them], either by reason that these

ordinary qualities [as contradistinguished from the ¢/iree

Qualities of the Sénkhya], &c., are, in reality, nothing

different ; or [to put it in another point of view,] because

they are hinted by [the term] Nature, [in which, like our
own three Qualities, they are implied].

waae | afwg FrEtetRafafa-
TR | IUTHeE Awfd TqUTE W |
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a. Either from their being nothing different from the
twenty-four principles, in reality,” truly, quite evidently,
—since the character of these [twenty-four] fits the ordi-
nary qualities, &c., [which you fancy are neglected in our
enumeration of things,]— there is the establishment of
these,” i.e., there is their establishment [as realities,]
through their being implied just in those! [twenty-four
principles which are explicitly specified in the Sankhya].

b. The word or’ shows that there is another alternative
[reply, in the aphorism, to the objection in question]. ‘Or
because they are hinted by [the term] Nature;’ that is to
say, the qualities, &c. [such as Knowledge], are established
[as realities], just because they are hinted by [the term]
Nature, by reason that [these] qualities are, mediately,
products of Nature; for there is no difference between pro-
duct and cause. DBut the omission to mention them [ex-
plicitly] is not by reason of their not being at all.?

c¢. Ile [next] mentions the points in which Nature and
[her] products agree :*
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frrr=aAEtfe T3 0 a0

The characters com- Aph. 126. Of both [Nature an(.l her
mom fo Nature and her products] the fact that they consist of
produes: the three Qualities [§ 61. a.], and that
they are irrational, &e., [is the common property].

a. Consisting of the three qualities, and being irrational,
[such in the meaning of the compound term with which
the aphorism commences]. By the expression ¢&c.’ is
meant [their] being intended for another, [see § 66]. ¢Of
both,” i.e., of the cause [viz.,, Nature], and of the effects
[viz., all natural products]. Such is the meaning.!

b. He [next] states the mutual differences of character
among the three Qualities which [see § 61] are the [consti-
tuent] parts of Nature :*

madifafama@riummas Ju-
WA 1 aR9 |

Aph. 127. The Qualities [§ 62] differ
Qw{;‘iﬁe’:’(’l‘f‘ e three in character, mutually, by pleasantness,
unpleasantness, lassitude, &c., [in which

forms, severally, the Qualities present themselves].

a. ‘ Pleasantness,’ i.e., Pleasure. By the expression
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¢ &c.’ ismeant Goodness (satfwa), which is light [i. e., not
heavy,] and illuminating. ¢ Unpleasantness,’” i. e., Pain.
By the expression ‘&c.” [in reference to this,] is meant
Passion (rajas), which is urgent and restless. ¢ Lassitude,’
i. e., stupefaction. By the expression ‘&c.” is meant
Darkness (famas), which is heavy and enveloping. It is
by these habits that the Qualities, viz., Goodness, Passion,
and Darkness, differ: such is the remainder,' [required to
complete the aphorism].

b. At the time of telling their differences, he tells in
what respects they agree :

agr&anwm annd T -
AT’ 1 AR 0

) ' Aph. 128. Through Lightness and
Qu{»,zizﬁ;aig:zzwgswt;ﬁ other habits the Qualities mutually
as differ. agree and differ.

a. The meaning is as follows: the enunciation [in the
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shape of the term Jaghu, ‘light,” is not one intended to call
attention to the concrete, viz., what things are light, but]
is one where the abstract [the nature of light things, viz.,
‘lightness’ (laghutwa)] is the prominent thing. ¢Through
Lightness and other habits,’ i. e., through the characters
of Lightness, Restlessness, and Heaviness, the Qualities
differ. Their agreement is through what is hinted by the
expression ‘and other.’” And this consists in their mu-
tually predominating [one over another, from time to
time], producing one another, consorting together, and
being reciprocally present, [one in another], for the sake
of Soul.!

b. By [the expressions, in § 124,] ¢ caused,” &c., it is
declared tbat the ¢ Great one’ [or Mind], &c., are products.
He states the proof of this: 2,

PRGN AGTIRuETead I Re |

_ Aph. 129. Since they are other than
&c{) roof p}fﬁclsf”’"‘l both [Soul and Nature, the only two
uncaused entities], Mind and the rest

are products ; as is the case with a jar, or the like.

a. That is to say: like a jar, or the like, Mind and the
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rest are products ; because they are something other than
the two which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul.!

b. He states another reason :?

aftATag 1930

Aph.130. Because of [their] measure,

A second proof. [Which is a limited one].

a. That is to say : [Mind and the rest are products]; be-
cause they ave limited in measure;® [whereas the only two
that are uncaused, viz., Nature and Soul, are unlimited].

b. He states another argument :*

TR N 934 |

Aph. 131. Because they conform [to
Nature].

a. [Mind and the rest are products]; because they well
[follow and] correspond with Nature; 1. e., because the
Qualities of Nature [§ 61] are seen in all things :° [and it

A third proof
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is a maxim, that what is in the effect was derived from
the cause and implies the cause.

b. He states the same thing,! [in the next aphorism]:

ufswagfa 1 a3 0

Aph. 132. And, finally, because it is
A Jourth proof- through the power [of the cause alone,
that the product can do aught].

a. It is by the power of its cause, that a product ener-
gizes, [as a chain restrains an elephant, only by the force
of the iron which it is made of]; so that Mind and the rest,
being [except through the strength of Nature,] powerless,
produce their products in subservience to Nature. Other-
wise, since it is their habit to energize, they would at all
times produce their products,® [which it will not be alleged
that they do].

~ b. And the word #, in this place, is intended to notify
" the completion of the set of [positive] reasons® [why Mind
and the others should be regarded as products].

¢. He [next] states [in support of the same assertion,]
the argument from negatives,* [i.e., the argument drawn
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from the consideration as to what becomes of Mind and
the others, when they are no¢ products] :

aETR weEfd: TEET AT 933 0

Aph. 133. On the quitting thereof

rabnverseproof of the  [quitting the condition of product],
there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or

other of which the product must needs have resolved

itself].

a. Product and non-product; such is the pair of alter-
natives. ‘On the quitting thereof;’ i.e., when Mind and
the rest quit the condition of product, Mind and the rest
[of necessity] enter into Nature, or Soul ;' [these two alone
being non-products].

b. [But perhaps some one may say, that] Mind and the
rest may exist quite independently of the pair of alterna-
tives [just mentioned]. In regard to this, he declares
[as follows] :2
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Mind and the rest Aph. 134. If they were other than
;‘;‘;;‘,ffr';‘;‘o be at all, if  these two, the‘ay Would. be void ; [geeing
product. that there is nothing self-existent,

besides Soul and Nature].

a. If Mind and the rest were ‘other than these two,’
i. e., than product or non-product [§ 133], they would be
in the shape of what is ‘void,’ i.e., in the shape of
nonentity.!

6. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be
under the character of a product, that Mind and the rest
are a sign of [there being such a principle as] Nature ?
They may be [more properly said to be] a sign, merely in
virtue of their not occurring apart from it. To this he
replies :

HATRTCUTAAT deTiesra I 93y |

' Aph. 135. The cause is inferred from

s hat f%r%”}';;f; the effect, [in the case of. Nature and

their gffects. her products]; because it accompa-
nies it.

a. That [other relation, other than that of material and

product, which you would make out to exist between

Nature and Mind,] exists, indeed, where the nature [or
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essence| of the cause is not seen in the effect; as [is the
case with] the inference, from the rising of the moon, that
the sea is swollen [into full tide; rising, with maternal
affection, towards her son who was produced from her
bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not occur
apart from the rising of the moon, yet here the cause,
moon-rise, is not seen in the effect, tide ; and, consequently,
though we infer the effect from the cause, the cause could
not have been inferred from the effect]. But, in the
present case, since we see, in Mind and the rest, the cha-
racters of Nature, the cause ¢s inferred from the effect.
¢ Because it accompanies it,” i. e., because, in Mind and
the rest, we see the properties of Nature,' [i. e., Nature
herself actually present ; as we see the clay which is the
cause of a jar, actually present in the jar].

b. [But it may still be objected,] if it be thus, then let
that principle itself, the ¢ Great one’ [or Mind], be the
cause of the world: what need of Nuture? To this he
replies : 2
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Aph. 136. The indiscrete, [Nature,
must be inferred] from its [discrete and
resolvable] effect, [Mind], in which are
the three Qualities, [which constitute Nature].

a. ‘It is resolved ; such is the import of [the term]
linga, [here rendered] ‘effect.” From that [resolvable
effect], viz., the ‘ Great principle ’ [or Mind], in which are
the three Qualities, Nature must be inferred. And that
the ¢Great principle,” in the shape of ascertainment [or
distinct intellection], is discrete [or limited] and perish-
able, is established by direct observation. Therefore [i.e.,
since Mind, being perishable, must be resolvable into
something else,| we infer that into which it is resolvable,’
[in other words, its ¢ cause,” here analogously termed Zin-
gin, since ‘effect ’ has been termed linga).

How Mind must have
an antecedent.

b. But then, [some one may say], still something quite
different may be the cause [of all things]: what need of
[this] Nature [of yours]? In regard to this, he remarks [as
follows] : 2
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Wiy Nature, and no- Ap{z. 137. Thert.a s no denyu.lg
ihing else, must be the that it [Nature,] is; because of its
root of al. effects, [which will be in vain attri-
buted to any other source].

a. Is the cause of this [world] a product, or not a pro-
duct? If it were a product, then, the same being [with
equal propriety to be assumed to be] the case with s
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effects be
from any roof [to which there is nothing antecedent],
then #his is that [to which we give the name of Nature].
¢ Because of its effects,” that is to say, because of the effects
of Nature. There is no denying ‘that it i, i. e., that
Nature 1s.!

6. Be it so, [let us grant, | that Nature ¢s; yet [the oppo-
nent may contend,] Soul positively cannot be; for [if the
existence of causes is to be inferred from their products,
Soul cannot be thus demonstrated to exist, seeing that]
it has no products. In regard to this, he remarks [as

follows] : 2
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It s not from any Aph. 138. [The relation of cause
};rect that Soul is - and effect is] not [alleged as] the means
erred. of establishing [the existence of Soul];
because, as is the case with [the disputed term] ¢ merit,’
there is no dispute about there being such a kind of
thing ; [though what kind of thing is matter of dispute].

a. There is no dispute about ‘there being such a kind of
thing,’ i.e., a8 to there being Soul, simply ; [since every-
body who does not talk stark nonsense must admit a Soul,
or self, of some kind]; for the dispute is [not as to its
being, but] as to its peculiarity [of being], as [whether it
be] multitudinous, or sole, all-pervading, or ot all-per-
vading, and so forth; just as, in every [philosophical
system, or| theory, there is no dispute as to [there being
something to which may be applied the term] ¢ merit’
(dharma) ; for the difference of opinion has regard to the
particular kind of [thing,—such as sacrifices, according
to the Miménsi creed, or good works, according to the
Nyaya,—which shall be held to involve] ¢ merit.”!

b. ‘Not the means of establishing’ that [viz., the exis-
tence of sonl]; 1i.e., the relation of cause and effect is
not the means of establishing it. This intends, ‘I will
mention another means of establishing it.”
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6. [But some one may say,] Souls are nothing else than
the body, and its organs, &c.: what need of imagining
anything else ? To this he replies '

wdufefafcs: @™ 0 a3e

Aph. 139. Soul is something else
than the body, &ec.

a. [The meaning of the aphorism is] plain.?

Matercalism scouted.

6. He propounds an argument in support of this : 3

HEAUTIIATA I 980 1

Aph. 140. Because that which is

The discerptible is  combined [and is, therefore, discerp-
subservient Go the indis- . .

cerptilie. tible,] is for the sake of some other,

[not discerptible].

a. That which is discerptible is intended for something
else that is indiscerptible. If it were intended for some-
thing else that is discerptible, there would be a regressus
in infinitum b

b. And combinedness [involving (see § 67) discerptible-
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ness,] consists in the Qualities’ making some product by
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other-
wise,| combinedness is the state of the soft and the hard,
[which distinguishes matter from spirit]. And this exists
occultly in Nature, as well as the rest; because, other-
wise, discerptibleness would not prove discoverable in the
products thereof, viz., the ‘Great one,” &c.!

¢. He elucidates this same point :?

frrfefaugara v a8 o

Aph. 141. [And Soul is something

Soul presents no  else than the body, &c.] ; because there

indication of beingma-js [in Soul,] the reverse of the three
Qualities, &c.

a. Because there is, in Soul, ‘the reverse of the three
Qualities,” &c., i. e., because they are not seen [in it]. By
the expression ‘&c.’ is meant, because the ofher characters
of Nature, also, are not seen® [in Soul].

6. He states another argument :*
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wfugraTafa 1 ag 0

Apk. 142. And [Soul is not ma-
Another proof that . . .
Soul is not material. terial ;] because of [its] superinten-
dence [over Nature].

a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being; and
Nuture is unintelligent : such is the meaning.!

6. He states another argument : *

ATFATITA 1 983

Aph. 143. [And Soul is not ma-
Another proof. terial ;] because of [lts] being the ex-
periencer.

a. It is Nature that is experienced ; the experiencer is
Soul. Although Soul, from its being unchangeably the
same, is not [really] an experiencer, still the assertion
[in the aphorism,] is made, because of the fact that the
reflexion of the Intellect befalls it,® [and thus makes it
seem as if it experienced (see § 58. a.)].

b. Efforts are engaged in for the sake of Liberation.
Pray, is this [for the benefit] of the Soul, or of Nature;
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[since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it seems, the ex-
periencer]? To this he replies :!

FA=ATY 7R 1 988

Aphk. 144. [It is for Soul, and not
for Nature;] because the exertions are
with a view to isolation [from all
qualities ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but
Nature is not).

For Soul, not Nature,
i1s Liberation wanled.

a. The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it
[so as to leave it in the state of absolute, solitary isolation
contemplated] ; because the three Qualities are its very
essence, [the departure of which from it would leave no-
thing behind], and because it would thus prove to be not
eternal, [whereas, in reality, it is eternal]. The isolation
(katvalya) of that alone is possible of which the qualities
are reflexional, [and not constitutive (see § 58. a.)]; and
that is Soul.?

¢. Of what nature is this [Soul] ? To this he replies:*

' Arery wafa: | w1 fRATHA: BFAS-
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2 This lection is that of Aniruddha alone. Vijnina, Nagesa, and
Vedanti Mahédeva end the Aphorism with ~, necessitating ‘and
because,” &e. Ed.

' e TR ST sta-
IEAOEETE | TR UESE  $9
Fafaq | @A 0

‘g fagd T@a [



BOOK 1., APH. 145, 163

WASHFTNTATITTEHRTE: 0 98y I

Aph. 145. Since light does not per-
tain to the unintelligent, light, [which
must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the
Soul, which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is
manifest].

a. It is a settled point, that the unintelligent is not
light; [it is not self-manifesting]. If Soul, also, were
unintelligent [as the Naiydyikas hold it to be, in sué-
stance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its
essence or substratum, but as one of its gualities], then
there would need to be another light for ¢¢; and, us
the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, essentially, of
light.!

The nature of the Soul.

6. And there is Scripture [in support of this view ; for
example, the two following texts from the Brikadirunyaka
Upanishad*]: < Wherewith shall one distinguish that
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world]?’ ¢ Where-
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer ?’*

¢. [But the Naiyayika may urge,] lef Soul be unintelli-
gent [in its substance], but have Intelligence as its

' 31 A nawa =fq fagR | a@mEnfu
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2 11., 4, 14; or Satapat/la-brdhmana, xiv., 9, 4,16. The two
sentences quoted are continuous. Ed.
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attribute. Theredy it manifests all things; but it is not,
essentiully, Intelligence. To this he replies:*

fariumam faesT 1 98% |

Apk. 146. It [Soul,] has not Intel-
Soul has no quality.  ligence as its attribute ; because it is
without quality.

a. If soul were associated with attributes, it would be
[as we hold everything to be, that is associated with
attributes,] liable to alteration; and, therefore, there would
be no Liberation ;* [its attributes, or susceptibilities,
always keeping it liable to be affected by something or
other; or, the absolutely simple being the omly un-
alterable].

6. He declares that there is a contradiction to Scripture
in this,® [i. e., in the view which he is contending against]:

T fae® ATaSTUR AR 0 890

Seripture s ligher Aph. 147. There ‘is no denial [to be
evidence than supposed allowed] of what is established by
ututtion Scripture ; because the [supposed]
evidence of intuition for this [i.e., for the existence of
qualities in the Soul,] is confuted [by the Scriptural de-
claration of the contrary].
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a. The text, * For this Soul is uncompanioned,’* &c.,
would be confuted, if there were any annexation of
qualities® [to Soul : and the notion of confuting Scripture
is not to be entertained for a moment].

6. But the literal meaning [of the aphorism] is this,
that the fact, established by Scripture, of its [i. e., soul’s,]
being devoid of qualities, &c., cannot be denied ; because
the Scripture itself confutes the [supposed] intuitive
perception thereof, i. e., the [supposed] intuitive perception
of qualities, &c.,* [in the soul].

gewaraTtEEa’ 1 gk o

Aph. 148. [If soul were unintelli-
Argument inst th : o 3
snu[.:-/“b:‘.f,';g"{:’;;‘;wu'f gent,] it woulfl not be witness [of its
gent. own comfort,] in profound [and dream-
less] sleep, &e.

a. If soul were unintelligent, then, in deep sleep, &e.,
it would not be a witness, a knower. But that this is not

1 Brikaddranyaka Upaniskad, iv., 3, 16; or Satapatlza-brd}z-
mana, xiv., 7, 1, 17. Ed.
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the case [may be inferred] from the phenomenon, that ‘1
slept pleasantly.” By the expression ¢ &c.” [in the aphorism, ]
dreaming is included.'

4. The Vedantis say that ‘soul is one only’; and so,
again, ‘ For Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeless, void
of blemish :’ ‘Being one [only], it is divided [into a
seeming multitude] by Nature (saktz), i.e., Illusion (mdyd),
but not through its own essence, [to which there does not
belong multiplicity].” In regard to this, he says [as
follows] :*

TR I@TA: GRIIEHH I a8e i

Aph. 149. From the several allot-
ment of birth, &c., a multiplicity of
souls [is to be inferred].

There is a multiplicity
of souls.

a. ¢ Birth, &.” By the ‘&ec.,” growth, death, &c., are
included. ¢ From the several allotment’ of these, i.e.,
from their being appointed; [birth to one, death to another,
and so on]. ‘A multiplicity of souls ;’ that is to say, souls
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are many. If soul were one only, then, when one is born,
al{ must be born, &ec.!

b. He ponders, as a doubt, the opinion of the others,’
[viz., of the Veddntis]:

IYTFAR SEF FATHIAWT HTIRIWET TT-
fefix: 1 quo

Aph. 150. [The Vedantis say, that,]
there being a difference in its invest-
ments, moreover, multiplicity attaches
[seemingly,] to the one [Soul]; as is the case with Space,
by reason of jars, &c., [which mark out the spaces that they
occupy .

a. As Space is one,—[and yet], in consequence of the
difference of adjuncts, [as]jars, &c., when a jar is destroyed,
it is [familiarly] said, ‘the jar’s space is destroyed’ [for
then there no longer exists a space marked out by the jar];®
—s0, also, on the hypothesis of there being but one Soul,
since there is a difference of corporeal limitation, on the
destruction thereof, [i.e., of the limitation occasioned by
any particular human body], it is merely a way of talking
[to say], ‘The soul has perished.” [This, indeed, is so
far true, that there is really no perishing of Soul; but

The view of the Ve-
dénta on this point.

' s | mfeRtaeaaTante e |
TR RAATT | TEATEH aga -
W T | THF  CATR ST
w4 snadtafa

* qTHAATIEA |

3 Vide supra, p. 53, Aph. 51, &c. Ed.
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then it is true,] also on the hypothesis that there are many
souls. [And it must be true:] otherwise, since Soul is
eternal, [without beginning or end, as both parties agree],
how could there be the appointment of birth and death ?*

b. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt?
[as to the point in question]:

Surfufiard =g aer 1 aua n

_ Aph. 151. The investment is differ-

g utation 1(:{'% Ve ent, [according to the Vedintis], but
not that to which this belongs; [and

the absurd consequences of such an opinion will be seen].

a.  The investment is different,” [there are diverse bodies
of John, Thomas, &c.]; *that to which this belongs,” i. e.
that [Soul] to which this investment [of body, in all its
multiplicity,] belongs, is nof different, [but is one only]:
such is the meaning. And, [now consider], in consequence
of the destruction of one thing, we are not to speak as if
there were the destruction of something else ; because this
[if it were evidence of a thing’s being destroyed,] would
present itself where it ought not ; * [the destruction of De-

' TAFATRY HZRATFUNETES FE HLT-
s "efafa wufesad ausHIRSTT
LWADB AT NTHT Y Ifq uw-
WA | ArTAuRsta | st fAe-
AT STFHATTA AT |

? GATYTAATE

3 Vide supra, p. 16, note 3. Ed.
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vadatta, e. g., presenting itself, as a fact, when we are con-
sidering the case of Yajnadatta, who is not, for t4a¢ rea-
son, to be assumed to be dead]: and, on the hypothesis
that Soul is one, the [fact that the Vedanta makes an] im-
putation of inconsistent conditions is quite evident; since
Bondage and Liberation do not [and cannot,] belong
[simultaneously] to one. But the conjunction and [simul-
taneous| non-conjunction of the sky [or space] with smoke,
&c., [of which the Vedanti may seek to avail himself, as an
illustration,] are nof contradictory ; for Conjunction is not
pervasion ;' [whereas, on the other hand, it would be non-
sense to speak of Bondage as affecting one portion of a
monad, and Liberation as affecting another portion; as a
monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree,
without being in conjunction with the stem].

b. What may be [proved] by this? To this he
replies :*

THAFAA giaqamad A fasguar-
oI 0 quR

The Stnbhya is froe Aph. 152. Thus, [i. e., by taking the

from the charge of ab-  Sankhya view,] there is no imputation
surdity to which the Ve- . o
ddnta is open. of contradictory conditions to [a Soul

' Sufufierd aemurfuars fMaa =-
W | A AT AT I RIsfana-
FIATHIR ° AH T (AeguATHE THeA
FRATHMTAT | TR d yATfeem-
IrTafast SEArTETI AT

* gaw & wnfefa | wa sz
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supposed to be] everywhere present as one [infinitely
extended monad].

a. ‘Thus,’ i.e., [if you regard the matter rightly,] ac-
cording to the manner here set forth, there is no ‘ imputa-
tion,” or attribution, ¢ of incompatible conditions,” Bondage,
Liberation, &c., to a soul ‘existing everywhere,” through-
out all, as one,! [i. e., as a monad].

b. [But, the Vedanti may contend,] we see the condition
of another attributed even to one quite different ; as, e.g.,
Nature’s character as an agent [is attributed] to Soul,
which is another [than Nature]. To this he replies:?

wuHERsty ArarafEfatamaT 1 aus

Aph. 153. Even though there be
[imputed to Soul] the possession of the
condition of another, this [i.e., that it
really possesses such,] is not established by the imputa-
tion ; because it [Soul,] is one [absolutely simple, unquali-
fied entity].

Imputation 1is not
proof.

a. [The notion] that Soul is an agent is a mistake ; be-
cause, that Soul is nof an agent is true, and the imputa-
tion [of agency to Soul] is nof true, and the combination of
the true and the untrue is not real. Neither birth nor

' gaRwAEEn afiq: #9491 IqAT-
w|TeAAT FuArgfefasgurRta@aE =
AT A AJAG: 0

* WAUARTARANIUGT 38T A9 WFa:
g TEASANTA | WA
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death or the like is compatible with Soul; because it is

uncompanioned,’ [i. ., unattended either by qualities or by
actions].

b. [But the Veddnti may say:] and thus there will be
an opposition to the Seripture. For, according to that,
¢ Brahma is one without a second :'* “ There is nothing here
diverse ; death after death does he [deluded man,] obtain,
who here sees, as it were, a multiplicity.”® To this he
replies : ¢

Atgagfatatrr rfautara 1 aug o

Aph. 154. There is no opposition to

Scripture, speaking of  the Scriptures [declaratory] of the
Soul as one, is speaking h

of 1t generically. non-duality [of Soul]; because the

reference [in such texts,] is to the

genus, [or to Soul in general].

a. But there is no opposition [in our Sénkhya view of
the matter,] to the Scriptures [which speak] of the oneness
of Soul ; because those [Scriptural texts] refer to the genus.

' gREEGE MTH JENTRQES TE-
TRTEAETS 9 GETadan @it
wafa | sEfgae@ar | TRAwfe
gafa o

2 Chhdndogya Upaniskad, vi., 1. But the word S{®q does not
occur there. Ed.

3 Katha Upaniskad, iv.,11. Instead of S,qﬁfa‘ , however,
the correct reading is T[ﬁf\'a‘ Ed.

‘ga = fafatw: & | qur [IwEar
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By genus we mean sameness, the fact of being of the same
nature : and it is to this alone that the texts about the
non-duality [of Soul] have reference. It is not the indi-
visibleness [of Soul,—meaning, by its indivisibleness, the
impossibility that there should be more souls than one,—
that is meant in such texts]; because there is no motive

[for viewing Soul as thus indivisible]: such is the mean-
ing.!

b. But then, [the Vedanti may rejoin,] Bondage and
Liberation are just as incompatible in any single soul, on
the theory of him who asserts that souls are many, [and
that each is at once bound and free]. To this he replies :*

fafeqamaram e agaa’ 1 auu

featd s wg et fo == {@: @ 77
AW ¥ I8 AR g3afq | [=E

' wrATAAT fatvg wf| i
Wfautarg | Wifa: HATHAFETE q-
FRAAAT AT | ATEEH HATHAL-
araifeag:

* AR CATSTAFRTHAT THAT-
&1 fasgfafa | w==

3 th tators but Aniruddh d X
All the commentators but Aniruddha rea mqn\,
and they differ widely from him, as they often do, in their elucidations

of the Aphorism. Nagesa’s explamation of it is as follows: ﬁfaa

nfag TERTAlfgaE a9 aRETATYE
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Aph. 155. Of him [i. e., of that soul,]
Buﬁig‘;"ﬁ‘ﬁ’}’i;i‘:go ¢ by whom the cause of Bondage is

known, there is that condition [of iso-
lation, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact,
that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he, really, was
not bound, even when he seemed to be so].

a. By whom is known ¢ the cause of bondage,’ viz., the
non-perception that Nature and soul are distinct, of him,
‘by the perception’ [of it], i.e., by cognizing the distinc-
tion, there is ¢ that condition,’ viz., the condition of isola-
tion, [the condition (see § 144) after which the soul aspires.
The soul in Bondage which is no real bondage may be
typified by Don Quixote, hanging, in the dark, from the
ledge of a supposed enormous precipice, and holding on
for life, as he thought, from not knowing that his toes
were within six inches of the ground].!

TWHA YRESAAUN ATATRYW qeTaa-
ﬁﬁf H‘]’a: | The substance of this is, that, only in the eyes

of the mistaken man who is influenced by the notorious cause of
bondage, or in other words, who is unable to discriminate, is the
essential condition of souls multeity, a condition the reverse of the
one before referred to, unity ; and that is inconclusive. The Aphorism,
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vedantic disputant
against the SAnkhya, Whether as read by Aniruddha, or as read by
others, it is susceptible, with reference to the previous context, of a
variety of renderings. FEd.

' fafed st wafageafaaaes=
7 a@ e faaagma agd -
&R |
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6. [Well, rejoins the Vedanti,] Bondage [as you justly
observe,] is dependent on non-perception [of the truth],
and is not real. It is a maxim, that non-perception is
removed by perception ; and, on this showmg, we Trecog-
nize as correct the theory that Soul is one, but not that
of Soul’s being multitudinous. To this he replies:!

AT TEHATATARR: 1 UG |

Aph. 156. No: because the blind do
He jeers the Veddnti. ot see, can those who have their eye-
sight not perceive ?

a. What! because a blind man does not see, does also
one who has his eyesight not perceive ? There are many
arguments [in support of the view] of those who assert
that souls are many, [though you do not see them]: such
is the meaning.?

6. He declares, for the following reason, also, that Souls
are many :*

Fﬁmaﬁrﬁwm INqT A HTfTar‘éﬁ |
TRATeER+ faada fa afw: | Td I
HUY T AT YIATAT | ATATHS =fd |
HARN

* s A weadifa wepsATAfa f& Ao
qa | AFTHIAMCTAAS ATAT: GIAG: |

* garsfa ATATHTA TR
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ATALATRIGRT ATZAA I QU9 |

) Apk. 157. Vamadeva, as well as

so‘s,"f,’:,’:?:mgmf that others, has been liberated, [if we are

to believe the Scriptures; therefore]

non-duality is not [asserted, in the same Scriptures, in the
Vedantic sense].

a. In the Purinas, &c., we hear, ¢ Vamadeva has been
liberated,” “ Suka has been liberated,” and so on. If Soul
were one, since the liberation of all would take place, on
the liberation of one, the Scriptural mention of a diversity
fof separate and successive liberations] would be self-
contradictory.?

6. [But the Vedanti may rejoin :] on the theory that
Souls are many, since the world has been from eternity,
and from time to time some one or other is liberated, so,
by degrees, 2/l having been liberated, there would be a
universal void. But, on the theory that Soul is one,
Liberation is merely the departure of an adjunct, [which,
the Vedanti flatters himself, does not involve the incon-
sistency which he objects to the Sankhya]. To this he
replies : ®

1 Aniruddha perhaps has aTn.ian‘{g%ﬁT%an\ |

Ed.

QUi WA ATAAT AR AH AR
e | ATF TATHAFART HALRAEA -
Ty |1 |

' ATATHIRSART HE #erfy avsfa
A9q Ifa FAQ FFGHRT FITIAT DA |
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FATIR ATTATATRIAATETH Il b 1

_ dpk. 158. Though it [the world,]

s it has been, 20 “ill " has been from eternity, since, up to
this day, there has not been [an entire

emptying of the world], the future, also, [may be infe-
rentially expected to be] thus [as it has been heretofore].

a. Though the world Zas deen from eternity, since, up
to this day, we have not seen it become a void, there is no
proof [in support] of the view that there will be Libera-
tion! [of all Souls, so as to leave a void].

b. He states another solution [of the difficulty] :2

TEIFTAT €A AR | que |

Aph. 159. As now [things are, so],
The stream of mun- . .
dane things will flow on ~ everywhere [will they continue to go
Jor ever. on: hence there will be] no absolute
cutting short [of the course of mundane things].

a. Since souls are [in number,] without end, though
Liberation successively take place, there will not be [as a
necessary consequence.] a cutting short of the world. As
now, so everywhere,—i.e., in time to come, also,—there

AUy quifufem w3 Arg wfa
F/ER N

' JWATE WERSW ATTFIATAT HER-
Arafaufa Afsfdfa o wife wamas |
* FATYTATRITATE |
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will be Liberation, but not, therefore, an absolute cutting
ghort [of the world]; since of this the on-flowing is
eternal.®

6. On the theory, also, that Liberation is the departure
of an adjunct [§ 157. 4.], we should find a universal void ;
so that the doubt? is alike, [in its application to either
view]. Just as there might be an end of all things, on
the successive liberation of many souls, so, since all ad-
juncts would cease, when [the fruit of] works [this fruit
being in the shape of Soul’s association with body, as its
adjunct,] came to an end, the world would become void,*
[on the Vedanta theory, as well as on the Saukhya].

¢. Now, [if the Vedénti says,] there will not be a void,
because adjuncts are [in number,] endless, then it is the
same, on the theory that Souls are many. And thus [it
has been declared] :* ¢ For this very reason, indeed, though
those who are knowing [in regard to the fact that Nature

' aEEEat e gfecu Q-
arRersfy | @ | wHifra gaw
wfauemasta afwifaadtfa s
s& wATEfAETd !

2 Anuyoga, here rendered ‘doubt,” rather signifies difficulty
raised,” ¢ question.” Ed.

' gurfufamdt Arg 3fq wegstu aaT=-
QT ?Fa JRATSTATT: | JAT ATATHAT
FAT :r;m a'«:namm FATDHE qATATIY-
mmm'q\w =

4 The source of the stanza here translated I have not ascer-
tained. Ed.
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and Soul are different], are continually being liberated,
there will not be a void, inasmuch as there is no end of
multitudes of souls in the universe.’!

d. Pray, [some one may ask,] is Soul [essentially] bound ?
Or free? If [essentially] bound, then, since its essence
cannot depart, there is no Liberation ; for, if it [the es-
sence,] departed, then it [Soul,] would [cease, with the
cessation of its essence, and] not be eternal. If [on the
other hand, you reply that it is essentially| free, then
meditation and the like [which you prescribe for the attain-
ment of liberation,] are unmeaning. To this he replies ; *

TR FTEY: | Q%0 I

! FUUTATARRET A ATATH-

t{aa@ﬁn | 991 9| 'wauafg fa=m
HIATAY HAdH | amm’iaﬁmmm—
ramawwar I

* fHRATEAT 9T GRT AT | 91 WEIHT-
AT AHTEY: TAsTAaas | g&a AT
wrarfeftfa | sa =

3 This reading I find nowhere, but, instead of it, m—

HY®U:, ‘Clear of both conditions [i.e., that of being bound and
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].’

Messrs. Bohtlingk and Roth call Dr. Ballantyne's m‘q:
¢« Fehlerhaft fiir “@Eﬂi .. Their substitute is, so far as I know,

conjectural.

According to most interpreters, however, the preceding Aphorism
has reference to the question whether it be only after Soul is
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Soul s everfree Aph. 160. It [Soul,] is altogether
thouyh it may seem 1 1

bt i " e free, [but.seemlngly] multiform, [or
ways. different, in appearance, from a free

thing, through a delusive semblance of being bound].

a. It is not bound ; nor is it liberated ; but it is ever
free, [see §19]. DBut the destruction of ignorance [as to
its actual freedom,] is effected by meditation, &e.,' [which
are, therefore, not unmeaning, as alleged in §159. d.].

b. It has been declared that Soul is a witness.> Since it
is a witness [some one may object], even when it has at-
tained to discriminating [between Nature and Soul], there

liberated, or, on the other hand, at all times, that simplicity, or un-
changing fixedness, of essential condition (ekaripatwa) is predi-
cable of it.

Introductions to the Aphorism, with exposmons of it, here follow.

Vedinti Mabideva : TRGE 'ﬂQEﬁEUﬁ afs #Aw-
H1H I aaaauram’mmrgl Nigis: UERHT-
T AHEIAH fﬁmwa’{ LG H“@l{&ﬂgl Vedint
Mabideva : wfamfamm\iﬁ RICERESIEER
SIIEY A &9 &UAE I ATTEATIT |
Nigés: TRE] WA fAFATTH HARTA]
Wﬁﬁaﬁ: | Also sec the commentaries on the Sdnk7ya-

kdrikd, st. 19; and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra. Ed.
‘A A3 \guad 9 g e
weATHE wrfe fRaa =faq

2 Vide supra, p. 66, § 54. a., and p. 165, § 148. L.
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is no Liberation; [Soul, ou this showing, being not an
absolutely simple entity, but something combined with the
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies:!

"EETTRTEEA N %9 1

Aph. 161. It [Soul,] is a witness,
through its connexion with sense-
organs, [which quit it, on liberation].

How Soul is a spec-
alor,

a. A sense-organ is an organ of sense. Through its
connexion therewith, it [Soul,] is a witness. And where
is [its] connexion with sense-organs, [these products of
Nature (see § 61)], when discrimination [between Nature
and Soul] has taken place?®

b. [Well, some one may ask], at all times of w/a? nature
is Soul? To this he replies:*

fammsaa’ 1 AR 0

' T arfaEawd | Arfassenfa
arfeRsfrarg =fa | ==

2 Only Aniruddha recognizes this reading. Vijnina, Nigeda,
and Vedénti Mahédeva have E{TEJIRC. Ed.

' wefafeaw | amsmfaeT ) fa-
I% 9 afgada™ ¥fq o
‘ gAer feey WRfa | a g

5 Vijnana says that this Aphorism and that next following specify
notes of Soul which establish that its essential condition is neither
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The real condition of Aph. 162. [The nature of Soul is]
Soul. constant freedom.

a. ‘ Constant freedom :” that is to say ; Soul is, positively,
always devoid of the Bondage called Pain [sce §§ 1 and 19];
because Pain and the rest are modifications of Under-
standing,' [which (see § 61) is a modification of Nature,
from which Soul is really distinct].

Hrerar =fa n a3 n

Aph. 163. And, finally, [the nature
Soul’s indifference, of Soul is] indifference [to Pain and
Pleasure, alike].

a. By ‘indifference’ is meant non-agency. The word iz:

[rendered ‘finally,’] implies that the exposition of the
Nature of Soul is completed.?

b. [Some one may say, the fact of] Soul’s being an
agent is declared in Scripture. How is this, [if, as you
say, it be nof an agent] ? To this he replies:®

of those alluded to in Aph. 160 : JWYRARNITATHEA
TRIRTQ fAETaIE §ENATH | 5
'frameE HdT YRR G-
e gRRIfgaftuaETeay: |
T -?m;ﬁmmﬁaw | Sfan=; gEauHs-
faumaaﬂm I

' WIHA: Fqd A | qewatafa |
=N



182 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

SRt L CIRE IR IEL R
N 9838 I

Iotw Sont, which is Apk..164. [Soul’s fancy.of'] being an
not an agent, is yet agent is, through the influence [of
spoken of us such. Nature],' from the proximity of Intel-
lect, from the proximity of Intellect.

a. [Its] ‘being an agent,’ i.e., Soul’s fancy of being an
agent, is ‘from the proximity of Intellect,” ¢ through the
influence > of Nature,® [(see § 19,) of which Intellect
(see § 61) is a modification].

b. The repetition of the expression ‘from the proximity
of Intellect’ is meant to show that we have reached the
conclusion : for thus do we see [practised] in the Secrip-
tures,® [e. g., where 1t 1s said, in the Veda: ‘Soul is to be
known ; it is to be discriminated from Nature: thus it does
not come again, it docs not come again’*].

1 The translator inadvertently omitted the words through,” &ec.
Ed

' farmrfaae  AFPUUTHA: FqE
HARTHAT: 1

 famnfarenfefa fran afwmarmr Har
qar FeaTefd |

¢ These words are taken from Colebrooke : see his Miscellancous
Essays (Prof. Cowell’s edition), vol. i., p. 249. The original is found,
as a quotation, &c., in Véchaspati Misra’s Tattwa-kaumudi, near
the beginning of the comment on st. 2 of the Sdnkiya-kdrikd :

HIHT AT N (AW | A qar faawe |
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¢. So much, in this Commentary! on the illustrious
Kapila’s Aphorisms declaratory of the Sankhya, for the
First Book, that on the [topics or] subject-matter? [of the
Sankhya system].

7 ® gAUAdd 7 8 gAUaaa | of i
there is a variant, g’g‘m:, in one of my MSS. The words

Heo Fao are obviously a gloss; and I have punctuated ac-

cordingly. They are preceded, I take it, by one text, and are followed
by another. The source of the first has not been discovered. For
what is very similar to the second, see the conclusion of the Chhdn-
doyya Upanishad. Colebrooke’s ¢thus’ is unrepresented in the
Sanskrit as I find it. Zd.

1 Aniruddha's is intended, though many passages in the preceding
pages are from other commentaries. Ed.

9 D
fa =fwfommgraargaaat fau-
U WU |

END OF BOOK I.
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BOOK 1II.

———

«. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth
[in Book I.]. Now, in order to prove that it is not the Sou/
that undergoes the alterations [observable in the course of
things], he will tell, very diffusely, in the Second Book, how
the creation is formed out of the Primal Principle. There,
too, the nature of the products of Nature is to be declared
fully, with a view to the very clear discrimination of Soul
from these. Therefore, according to [the verses],!

b. ¢ Whoso rightly knows its changes, and the Primal
Agent [Nature], and Soul, the eternal, he, thirsting no
more, is emancipated,’

c. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &c.,
of Emancipation, all the three [things mentioned in
these verses] require to be known. And here, in the first
place, with advertence to the consideration, that, if Nature,
which is unintelligent, were to create without a motive, we
should find even the emancipated one bound, he states the
motive for the creation of the world :*

1 Here add, ‘in the Moksha-dharma, &c.’; and read, instead
of ¢ we remark . . . . Emancipation,’ ¢ there is the declaration that.’
The verses quoted are from the Makdbhdrata, xii., 7879, and occur
in Chap. cexvi., in the Section entitled Mokska-dharma. Ed.

" wree fawan faefaa: | wmmd gee-
wafrafasTuRAE wefaa: genfs
Rfafaaia fedtarem qeafa | ava
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faasaTETS ST AT TR 0 9 0

Aph. 1. Of Nature [the agency, or
the being a maker, is] for the
emancipation of what is [really, though not apparently,]
emancipated, or else for [the removal of] itself.

The motive for creation.

a. The expression ‘the being a maker’ is borrowed
from the last aphorism of the preceding Book. Nature
makes the world for the sake of removing the pain, which
is [really] a shadow [Book I., § 58], belonging to the Soul,
which is, in its very nature, free from the bonds of pain ; or
[to explain it otherwise,] for the sake of removing pain
[connected] by means of but a shadowy link; or [on the
other hand,] it is ‘ for the sake of itself,” that is to say, for
the sake of removing the actually real pain [which consists]
of itself.!

TUTAFTATA E&Y fq@atar I ansfy
geaetfaegefaasa | swa

fawrd wgfa 97 gedt ¥ @ @"H |
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6. Although experience [of good and ill], also, as well as
Emancipation, is a motive for creation, yet Emancipation
alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the principal one.?

c. But then, if creation were for the sake of Emancipa-
tion, then, since Emancipation might take place through
creation once for all, there would not be creation again
and again ; to which he replies:?3

famw afes: 1 20

Aph. 2. Because this [Emancipation ]

S ive creation why. . . : 1 ]
uecessive creation Wiy 1 [only] of him that is void of passion.

a. Emancipation does not take place through creation
once for all ; but it is [the lot only] of him that has been
extremely tormented many times by the various pain of
birth, death, sickness, &c.; and, therefore, [successive
creation goes on] because Emancipation actually occurs in
the case only of him in whom complete dispassion has

TUGEATEY nfafaaaa™A ¢ EATEY
T AUTAN TRQEAY 91 S T -
AT EATEAAI: |

' ggfu ArmasEnsia g€ WA -
urfa FEETRTE TIATH: |

' A9 ATy St aFed Are-
@13 g g gfew wfefa awm

3 For another rendering of the original of a., d., and c., see my
translation of the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 62. Ed.
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arisen through the knowledge of the distinctness of Nature
and Soul : such is the meaning.!

b. He tells the reason why dispassion does not take place
through creation once for all :*

7 wauaREfEfsEcamaEr awa-
AT N30

. Aph. 3. It is not effected by the
, Foree of the foregoing  rere hearing ; because of the forcible-
ness of the impressions’ from eternity-

a. Even the hearing [of Seripture, in which the distinct-
ness of Nature from Soul is enounced,] comes [not to all
alike, but only] through the mecrit of acts done in many
births, [or successive lives]. Even then dispassion is not
cstablished through the mere hearing, but through direct
cognition ; and direct cognition does not take place sud-
denly, because of the forcibleness of false impressions that

' AEer geHTe: R g qgRr RETw-
rfﬁaﬁag SERLY AR qa” nHfd-

mnﬁaaﬁ(ummqtamm ATET-
ferfes ford: o

2 D N D
| AQIATRST FFATE N
3 This reading is peculiar to Vijnina, but seems to have some
countenance from NageSa. Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahéideva have

-ATRATUEHTA Ee.

* Vdsand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.
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have existed from eternity, but [the required direct cogni-
tion takes place] through the completion of Concentration ;
and there is an abundance of obstacles to Concentration
[see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II]: therefore, only after
many births do dispassion and Emancipation take place at
any time of any one at all : such is the meaning.?

b. He states another reason for the continuous flow of
creation :2

IEIIATT TIGFA Il 8

Another reason for Aph. 4. Or as people have, severally,
conlinuous creation. many dependants

a. As householders have, severally, many who are depen-
dent upon them, according to the distinctions of wife,
children, &c., s0, also, the Qualities, viz., Goodness, &c.,
[Book I., § 61. b.] have to emancipate innumerable Souls,
severally. Therefore, however many Souls may have been
emancipated, the onflow of creation takes place for the
emancipation of other Souls; for Souls are [in number,]
without end: such is the meaning. And so the Yoga
aphorism [Book II., § 22] says: ‘Though it have ceased

' wauAft FEARFaI@A wafa | a-
wifa s Torafate: q |-
TR Wwiefa = AT
JIEATAT IHAAH ¢, FrTfrear I 9
nfaaIg=arAfa | WA FgTAhia *

WY ATEE Fefameiaey fawdiad: o

* gfewarg IwTATR |
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to be, in respect of him that has done the work, it has not
[absolutely] ceased to be ; because it is common to others
besides him.’!

b. But then why is it asserted that Nature alone creates,
when, by the text, ¢ From that or this Soul proceeded the

Ether,’? &c., it is proved that Sou/, also, creates? To this
he replies :*

LEIRELSER | gmmmafafs: R

Aph. 5. And, since it [the character

Nature, mot Soul, of creator,] belongs, really, to Nature,
creates. . o s o .
it follows that it is fictitiously attributed
to Soul.

' AT R AAS qEAT At Jafa
wigaifareRd menforuamia oawa-
geurw faRmadtar wafa . s faae-
TRYATESfT gRET AT  glenarRt
TZd GRATUIATAAICED: | a9 ¥ I0T-
¥ Fard ufqd TeRTAe qeEETITTuEl-

fefan

* Taittiriya Upanishad, ii., 1. But read : ‘ From this, from
this same self,” &e. Ed.

‘A WFALd WYR FUAUI AEATE
TAEHIEIHA WTHTW: S fq =AT I8
i ggRfasffa a=e |
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«. And, since Nature’s character of creator is decided
to be real, there is, really, in the Scriptures, only a fictitious
[or figurative] attribution of creativeness to Soul.!

b. But then, if it be thus, how is it laid down that Nature’s
creativeness, moreover, is real; since we are told [in
Scripture,] that creation, moreover, is on a level with a
dream ? To this he replies:?

FTaa@fEs: 1 § 0

The realily of Na- Aph. 6. Since it is proved from the
ture's creativeness. products,

a. That is to say: because the real creative character
of Nature is established just ¢ from the products,’ viz., by
that evidence [see Book I., § 110,] which acquaints us with
the subject [in which the creative character inheres] ; for
products are real, inasmuch as they produce impressions
and exhibit acts.* [The reality of eternal things is
established here, just asit is by Locke, who says: ‘1 think

nan'm CEE S| IS fas TR
Hgmwm va wfay fereafiy o

* Ay nasaraﬁx qye Areafafa sar-
ST ge: Emrfa'a@mw ==y vaamrfafa

g i
<
$ Apiruddha alone has mqam: , which reading

Dr. Ballantyne at first accepted. Ed.

* FIATATAGTHATHITAT IR Fl-
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God has given me assurance enough as to the existence of
things without me ; since, by their different application, I
can produce, in myself, both pleasure and pain (artha),
which is one great concernment of my present state.’
These existing products being admitted, the Sankhya
argues that they must have a cause; and, as this cause
means neither more nor less than something creative,
whatever proves the existence of the cause proves, at the
same time, its creative character.]

b. But then [it may be said], on the alternative [see § 1]
that Nature works for /Zerself, she must energize with
reference to the emancipated Soul, also. To this he replies :?

Jaaremfaan: FEFATRAT 1 9 |

Aph. 7. The rule is with reference
Who escape nature.  to one knowing ; just as escape from
a thorn.

a. The word cke/ana herc means ¢ one knowing;’ because
the derivation is from ckit, ‘to be conscious’. As one and
the same thorn is not a cause of pain to him who, being
‘one knowing,’ i.c., aware of it, escapes from that same, but
actually is so in respecet of otkers; so Nature, also, is escaped
by ¢ one knowing,” one aware, one who has accomplished
the matter: to 2im it does not consist of pain ; but to others,
who are not knowing, it actually is a cause of pain : such is

Iq T UFATTEFIHIOA HFaATaagEe-
fasfa: o

' 79 Ua: EUEUR HRYRS HA(9 a1
wadd | avIE o
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the ¢ rule, meaning, the distribution. Hence, also, of
Nature, which is, by its own nature, bound [inasmuch as it
consists of bonds], the self-emancipation is possible ; so

that it does not energize with reference to the emancipated
Soul ! [§ 6. &.].

b. But then [suggests some one], what was said [at § 5],
that, in respect of Soul, the creative character is only
fictitiously attributed, this is not proper; because it is
fitting, that, by the conjunction of Nature, Sou/, also, should
be modified into Mind, &c.; for a modification of wood,
&c., resembling earth, &c., through the conjunction of
earth, &c., is seen : to which he replies :*

' fadt dxma =fq goen sqasTifiE
IUFHA FEH TAAASHIERRT Hoa
@ ONE GETHS 7 At q Taea
awr uasfatﬁ: aaaxaﬁqmma HIq
& wa T RIfHET 7 Wmﬂﬂﬁﬁrﬂﬁ?
g gutfora wadafa frasr aramw
vaw @ETaaT FETE S wEd: ERTET

wea Tfa| WA W WWOEd ufq wadd
zfa I

* A7 RN HEAHEEHIN AfG 5w a=
T nﬁfaamﬁﬁ geeEfa ngm&nftm
mf'aangm fe ufwenfearm s gfe-
Frfeag: ofcurA = | A
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Saguista afefeareamareaa b

Soul not creative, though . A]’)/l - 8. Even thOl.lgh there be cc.)n-
associated withwhatisso. junction [of Soul] with the other [viz.,

Nature], this [power of giving rise to
products] does not exist in it immediately ; just like the
burning action of iron.

a. Even though there be conjunction with Nature, there
belongs to Soul no creativeness, ‘immediately,’ i. e., directly.
An illustration of this is, ‘like the burning action of
iron:’ as iron does not possess, directly, a burning power;
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through
the fire conjoined with it : such is the meaning. But, in
the example just mentioned, itis admitted that there isan
alteration of both ; for this is proved by sense-evidence :
but, in the instance under doubt, since the case is accounted
for by the modification of one only, there is cumbrousness
in postulating the modification of both; becuuse, otherwise,
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held
that the colour of the crystal was changed.!

naffaimsﬁ: TENE W gyNfafgu-
A |qregrd | aw gemrsiimgaan
TUTIRT 7 TUE wrEReiE & q qHTHT-
fATERIERIEY: | SRR A
uftus: newfagafeud @foums 8
ﬁa uftwrAdTaTRTEaT  uftarAsa

rnm | AT AUTEAPTRGTIHE TITU-
thrmﬁﬁfa i
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b. It has already been stated [§ 1] that the fruit of crea-
tion is emancipation. Now he states the principal occasional
cause of creation :’

= .00
T ETTaTET: qﬁe: e
Aph. 9. When there is passion, or

dispassion, there is concentration, [in
the latter case, and] creation, [in the former].

Creation when.

a. When there is passion, there is creation ; and, when
there is dispassion, there is concentration,” i.e., the
abiding [of Soul] in its own nature [see Yoga Aphorisms,
Book I., § 3%]; in short, emancipation, or the hindering of
the modifications of the thinking principle [Yoga Apho-
risms, Book I., § 2*]: such is the meaning. And so the
import is, that Passion is the cause of creation ; because of
their being® simultaneously present or absent.*

b. After this he begins to state the manner of creation : ®

»”

'ge: wel Ay ¥fq worew | T
geawd fafreacaae
2 Vide infra, p. 211, note 6. Ed.

3 ¢Simultaneously,’ &c., is to render anwayavyatirekau, on which
vide supra, p- 43, note 2. Ed.

‘gA gfedord ¥ I wRusTR
afwffa raew a1 fawgfafn T |
U7 wraTEfalEnal gfemrcufa-
qTog: 0

* ga: i glenfiwat agATo@ o
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ARIFCHRAT "T=hIATATH 1 90

Aph. 10. In the order [see § 12. b.]
of Mind, &c., [is the creation] of the
five elements, [or of the material world].

Order of creation.

a. ‘Creation’ is supplied from the preceding aphorism.’

b. He mentions a distinction® [between these successively
creative energies and the primal one J:

NHATIRTE A GTATHTS TR 0 99 |

Nature's products not Aph. 11. Since creation is for the
JSor themselves. sake of Soul, the origination of these

[products of Nature] is not for their own sake.

a. ¢ Of these,’ i.e., of Mind, &c., since the creativeness is
“ for the suke of Soul,’ i.e., for the sake of the emancipation
of Soul, the ¢ origination,’ i. e., the creativeness, is not for
the sake of themselves; since, inasmuch as they are
perishable, they [unlike Nature, (see § 1)] are not
susceptible of emancipation : such is the meaning.*

6. He declares the creation of limited space and time :*

1 Nigeba has, instead of QSO, . Ed.
" gfeftfa gageegada »
RERL
‘uni AR FYEETHTART RS-
ATHTIRTS &Y W gy famrfasa
AregrarTfed:
' gsfearsan: gfewe
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femrmraraofoa: 1 a0
Relativs tims  and /.Ip}z. 12. [Relative] Space and Time
spuce whence. [arise] from the Ether, &e.

a. The Space and Time which are efernal [and absolute],
being the source of the Ether, are, really, sorts of qualities
of Nature: therefore it is consistent that Space and Time
should be all-pervading. But the Space and Time which
are limited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction
of this or that limiting object: such is the meaning.
By the expression ¢ &c.,” [in the aphorism,] is meant ¢ from
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.”

b. Now he exhibits, in their order, through their nature
and their habits, the things mentioned [in § 10] as ‘in the
order of Mind, &ec.’ :2

-
TFETAT e 0 a3 0
Aph. 13. Intellect is judgment.
Mind or Intellect de-

fined. a. ‘Intellect’ is a synonym of ‘the
Great Principle’ [or Mind (see Book L.,
§ 71)]; and ‘judgment,’ called [also] ascertainment, is its

‘e @ feman ATt
HFF AR | T f@mﬁum-
ufe: | A qa lwzﬁman ¥ FEgT-
aummmmgaaa WY | JWifeT=RAT-
arfumganfefa

'EEl ArgfoRugwRrEwal ua-
a9 AT TNAfT |
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peculiar modification : such is the meaning. But they are
set forth as identical, because a property and that of which
it 18 the property are indivisible.! And it is to be under-
stood, that this Intellect is ¢ Great,” because it pervades all
effects other than itself, and because it is of great power.?

b. He mentions other propertles, also, of the Great
Principle :*

ammTd warfe: 0 ag

Aph. 14. Merit, &c., are products
of it.

Products of intellect.

a. The meaning 1is, that Merit, Knowledge, Dispassion,
and Supernatural Power, moreover, are formed out of
intellect, not formed of self-consciousness (ahankdra), &e.;
because intellect alone [and not self-consciousness,] is a
product of superlative Purity,’ [without admixture of
Passion and Darkness].

! See, for a different rendering, the Rational Refutation, &c,
p- 46. Ed.

* Arwaw warar giefdfal woraamae
famaeameranTT Jfafd: | swe
fadmyg wRYEHTq | W qeATH
AR A FAALATT AT

' ATEEETUUATY WRTATE |

¢ From copying a typographical error, Dr. Ballantyne had, in
<
both his editions, WT& Ed.
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6. But then, if it be thus, how can the prevalence of
demerit, in the portions of intellect lodged in men, cattle,
&c., be accounted for ? To this he replies:?

AR AR 1y

Opposite products of  APh. 15. The Great one [intellect,]
mielect. becomes reversed through tincture.?

a. That same ¢ Great one,’ i.e., the Great Principle [or
intellect], through being tinged with Passion and Dark-
ness, also becomes ‘ reversed ’ [see § 14. a.], i. e., vile, with
the properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and
want of Supernatural Power : such is the meaning.®

4. Having characterized the Great Principle, he defines
its product, Self-consciousness:*

AEEuTerAw e g8t fadfanaea-
FTaATeg:

' Aad Y ATefETaT JRiNTATE-
WRATTAHAUZATH | q1g |

3 I.e, ‘influence.” Ed.

' g3 ATHIEE TAEANATHUT -
T ERAVATRTIAC T AR ARG
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NRATAISERT 0 ag 0

Self-consciousness. Ap{z. 16. Self-consciousness is a
conceit,

a. ‘Self-consciousness’ is what makes the Ego, as a
potter [makes a pot]; the thing [called] the internal
instrument (antak-karana) : and this, inasmuch as a pro-
perty and that of which it is the property are indivisible,
is spoken of as ‘a conceit,” [viz., of personality], in order
to acquaint us that this is its peculiar modification. Only
when a thing has been determined by intellect [i.e., by an
act of judgment (see §13. @.)], do the making of an Ego
and the making of a Meum take place.?

b. He mentions the product of Self-consciousness, which
has arrived in order :*

THCTTHAATL THRIAA 1 99 |

Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of
,c.'f,,',:i,"ﬁt of Selfcon- Self-consciousness,] is the eleven [or-

gans], and the five Subtile Elements.

a. The meaning is, that the eleven organs, with the

1 For another version, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 45.
Ed.

' TR FAIIERTC TR -
3™ § 9 YAYRNTEMATT SRS
wyfaargera | gen fafaa vardséa-
THAFRY T84 N

' FATTTRERTCH HIAATE I
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five Subtile Elements, viz., Sound, &c., are the product
of Self-consciousness.!

6. Among these, moreover, he mentions a distinction :*

FIFAFASETS Hada IFaTeEaTa Ik

Aph. 18. The eleventh, consisting of
[the principle of] Purity, proceeds
from modified Self-consciousness.

The Mind whence.

a. The ¢eleventh,’ i.e., the completer of the eleven, viz.,
Mind, [or the ‘internal organ,’—which is not to be con-
founded with ‘the Great one,’ called also Intellect and
Mind,—alone,] among the set consisting of sixteen [§ 17],
consists of Purity ; therefore it is produced from Self-
consciousness ‘ modified,’ i.e., pure : such is the meaning.
And bence, too, it is to be reckoned that the ten organs
are from the Passionate Self-consciousness; and the Sub-
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.’

b. He exhibits the eleven organs :*

' garewfearfa a=ifeustaws wmE-
FICH FTAAIG: |
* wwify fageaAE |
' UHENTAT QUUANCTS AA: NIV
RS mﬁawaaﬁmmgm-
UAd TG | HAT UNARHIUER -
@ ARETERTE AR ATHITALA

* gErenfeaTfu TRafa



BOOK 1I., APH. 20. 201

FHIG AT G ATTTTARTITRA_ I 92 |

Aph. 19. Along with the organs of
action and the organs of understanding
another is the eleventh.

Of the Organs.

a. The organs of action are five, viz., the vocal organ,
the hands, the feet, the anus, and the generative organ;
and, the organs of understanding are five, those called the
organs of sight, hearing, touch, taste, and smell. Along
with these ten, ¢another,” viz., Mind, is ¢ the eleventh,’ i.e.,
is the eleventh organ: such is the meaning.!

6. He refutes the opinion that the Organs are formed of
the Elements :*

wRFtEagaT drfasrf« u 20 0

Aph. 20. They [the organs,] are not
formed of the Elements; because there
is Scripture for [their] being formed of Self-consciousness.

The Nydya view rejected.

a. Supply ¢ the organs.”
b. Pondering a doubt, he says:*

' swfgaTfu remfang U s
TAfgmfa v v mmm@@rfﬂ
TR | TIIWAY: @RI WA UHRICTHA-
Frenfearfaag:

* sfgamat Wrfaswawd faasafa o
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TAATHAATATTHTRR' 1 21 1

Apk. 21. The Scripture regarding
absorption into deities is not [decla-
ratory] of an originator.

4 text explained.

a. That Scripture which there is about absorption into
deities is not ¢ of an originator,” that is to say, it does not
refer to an originator ; because [although a thing, e.g., a
jar, when it ceases to be a jar, is usually spoken of as being
resolved into its originator, viz., into earth, yet] we see
the absorption of a drop of water into what, nevertheless,
is mot its originator, viz., the ground; [and such is the
absorption into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did
not originally emanate].?

b. Some say that the Mind, included among the organs,
is eternal. He repels this :®

-
1 Aniruddha has, instead of af\a., -’3?‘73 . His comment

io a8 follows:  SHTTW aﬁrﬁsm fa f‘man | SNT-
feet ¥ wepiwdifa <3 @13 =@d | g
ATFE  ATHIRAIRAE Hq FRC-
Fﬂﬁiﬁ'{ | Ed

' Taarg A1 wAHfa: A AIeAEE A
wiafaafadiguisawasia yas s@-
faRTetae =T |

' ffgarrtd AA1 frwfafa afea |
awfegefa o
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agafagafdmmedara’ o 200

Aph. 22. [None of the organs is
eternal, as some hold the Mind to be ;]
because we have Scripture for their beginning to be, and
because we see their destruction.

No organ eternal.

a. All these organs, without exception, have a begin-
ning ; for the Scripture says, * From this are produced
the vital air, the mind, and all the organs ;’* &c., and because
we are certified of their destruction by the fact that, in the
conditions of being aged, &c., the mind, also, like the sight
and the rest, decays, &c.: such is the meaning.?

6. He rebuts the atheistical opinion that the sense [for
example,] is merely the set of eye-balls, [&ec.]:*

wdtfeafafed ararmfugE 0 3 0

! Aniruddba’s reading is agzqﬁ[: v;!'qﬁ faaTIe.
* Mundaka Upanishad, ii., 1., 3. Ed.
BEL IR B L IEE TR SR ICO LTS
Wrad ATqr w9 @Efeau I™ena -
WA TUEATAT AARISATIAT-
fear fammefataE=ay: o

' TTmaTaAafeafafa srfaawana
Fufa

8 This is taken from my edition, where, however, it is corrected
in the corrigenda. See the next two notes. Ed.

Ed.
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Aph. 23. The Sense is supersen-
fol;’,‘jfj’;’ft;,":‘u"zf;“’" suous; [it being the notion] of mistaken
persons [that the Sense exists] in [iden-

tity with] its site.

a. Every Sense is supersensuous, and not perceptible;
but only in the opinion of mistaken persons does the Sense
exist ‘in its site,” e.g., [Sight,] in the eye-ball, in the
condition of identity [with the eye-ball]: such is the
meaning. The correct reading is: [*The sense is some-
thing supersensuous ; to confound it with] the site,’ [is a
nistake].” ?

b. He rebuts the opinion that one single Sense, through
diversity of powers, performs various offices :3

~ - a_
wfeestu wefast Faaa 1 8
Aph. 24. Moreover, a difference
e ﬁ;ﬁ'},_orga"’“" "t being established if a difference of

powers be [conceded], there is not a
oneness [of the organs].

' tfed wawmdifed g v wrn-
ATRY AFUYTH AR AT S A |
wiugrafags g |

3 Theoriginal of this shows that Vijnéna emphasizes SYTXGTH

. h
as the true reading. He seems to point to 'qﬁ]'g]'a which
Aniruddha has, and, after him, Vedanti Mahéadeva.
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a. Even by the admission that a diversity of powers
belongs to one single organ, the diversity of organs is
established ; because the p.wers are, assuredly, organs;
therefore, there is not a singleness of organ: such is the
meaning.!

b. But then [it may be said], there is something unphilo-
sophical in supposing various kinds of organs to arise from
one single Self-consciousness. To this he replies :®

A FYATAU: TRATTILH Il Y 1

Aph. 25. A theoretical discordance
ti sidera- - . .
,w,{;"'c‘;;enf,“i;;’e’,’}imc,? is not [of any weight,] in the case of
what is matter of ocular evidence.

a. This is simple.}

b. He tells us that, of the single leading organ, the
Mind, the other ten are kinds of powers :*

' re@afeaw  wfeicEiarsdifes-
¥e: faufa st difcamear SaafE-
feamm: |
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3 Négesa is peculiar in having URATUGEATA, Ed.
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SHATHSF AT I W 0
Diversified operation Apk. 26. The Mind identifies itself
of Mind. with both.
a. That is to say: the Mind identifies itself with the
organs of intellection and of action.?

6. Of his own accord, he explains the meaning of the
expression ¢ identifies itself with both:’?

TOUITAREATATERTETI I 29 |

Aph. 27. By reason of the varieties
of transformation of [which] the Quali-
ties [are susceptible], there is a diversity [of their product,
the Mind,] according to circumstances.

How this happens.

a. As one single man supports a variety of characters,
through the force of association,—being, through associa-
tion with his beloved, a lover; through association with
one indifferent, indifferent ; and, through association with
some other, something other,—so the Mind, also, through
association with the organ of vision, or any otber, becomes
various, from its becoming one with the organ of vision, or
any other; by its being [thereby] distinguished by the
modification of seeing, or the like. The argument in sup-
port of this is, ‘of the Qualities,” &c.; the meaning being,
because of the adaptability of the Qualities, Goodness, &c.,
" to varieties of transformation.

1 All the commentators but Vijndna here insert 'ﬂ' . EHd.
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4. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection
and of action :!

RUIETHATTRT SHAT: I B 1

What the organs deal Aph. 28. Of both [sets of organs the
with, object is that list of things], beginning
with Colour, and ending with the dirt of Taste.

a. The “dirt’ of the tastes of food, &c., means ordure,
&c.,? [into which the food, consisting of the quality Taste,
&c., is partly transformed].

b. Of what Soul (indra), through what service, these
are termed Organs (indriya), both these things he tells us :*

TEATREUER™: SuATATgITa™ 1 e |

frtagrama  faoeagifecaisaRgT-
o= Td wATSfa TgUfeRgTEgUgaR-
T3 aﬁmﬁqﬁﬁfmam AT WA
aw FqiuETte et gErdai g
Wy qTRTERT: |
mmaﬁ@wﬁmm "

3 Aniruddha reads, in liea of ~HHO, ~FI®. Ed.
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_ Aph. 29. The being the seer, &c.,
,,,,,’,Z‘:,oo,:?“"’ and their belongs to the Soul; the instrumen-
tality belongs to the Organs.

a. For, as a king, even without himself energizing, be-
comes a warrior through his instrument, his army, by
directing this by orders simply, so the Soul, though
quiescent, through all the organs, of vision, &c., becomes
a seer, a speaker, and a judger, and the like, merely
through the proximity called ‘Conjunction;’ because it
moves these, as the lodestone' [does the iron, without
exerting any effort].

b. Now he mentions the special modifications of the
triad of internal organs : *

AW STHHWH | 30 |

Aph. 30. Of the three [internal
; m’f’;{;’;‘gf“;& in the  organs] there is a diversity among
themselves.

"ot fg wETOR: EaREnfugwTEstu
/T FTUR ATHT TIATFIATIA@ AT&HAT-
T Fe@nsft  gREwEAfasERLeT
THT HUTAAT A FATIOII G GITTE-
AfEATHAR q9f MFRATHARITS-
fefa

? TRIATA FCAA T TEHICUI L N
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a. The aspect of Intellect is attention' ; of Self-conscious-
ness, conceit [of personality]; of the Mind, decision and
doubt.?

0. Ile mentions, also, a common aspect of the three:*

ATATAFTUI(: AW T T 39 0

Aph. 31. The five airs, viz., Breath,
o} character common & are the modification, in common, of
the [three internal] instruments.

a. That is to say: the five, in the shape of Breath, &ec.,
which are familiarly known as ‘airs’, because of their cir-
culating as the air does, these [animal spirits] are the
joint or common ‘ modification,” or kinds of altered form,

‘of the instruments,’ i.e., of the triad of internal instru-
ments.*

. The opinion is not ours, as it is that of the Vaiseshi-

1 Adhyavasdya, rendered *ascertainment’ and ¢judgment’ at
pp- 156 and 196, supra. Also see the Rational Refutation, &c.,
p.- 46. Ed.

' FEyfacaaardishiamTsEaT g5
wufamsar 7= =fq

" FATat WuRdt e o

‘ mranfegun uw qEEEECEEE 3

ufaITE WTATET TUIC ST H -
e I aftamag g
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kas, that the modifications of the organs take place succes-
sively only, and not simultaneously. So he says:!

wRTTSHATAfagia 1 3R 0

o . Aphk. 32. The modifications of the
no‘?‘,’;’,,:,’f,’,:’,;’:ﬁ;ﬁ:;é’; organs take place both successively and
simultaneously.

a. This is simple.?

b. Lumping the modifications of the understanding, with
a view to showing how they are the cause of the world, he,
in the first place, exhibits [them]:3

Faa: u=aa: fwerfswen u 330
Aph. 33. The modifications [of the

il ideas which con- ynderstanding, which are to be shown

to be the cause of the world, and]
which are of five kinds, are [some of them,] painful and
[others,] not painful.

' Iufyarafaarerta ard fagar afe-
feaafe: wR wafa Aacwme |

" GITHA

' fardtg Ifeget: genfagmanta-
UTEATIATE TRAfd |

4 Literally the same words are found in the Yoga Aphorisms,
Book I, § 5. Ed.
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a. That the modifications are of five sorts is declared by
Puatanjali’s aphorism,! [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book L., § 62].

b. He acquaints [us] with the nature of Soul:*

afegRrITITRTEaT: W= 38 0

Aph. 34. On the cessation thereof
[viz., of mundane influences], its tinc-
ture* ceasing, it [Soul,] abides in itself.

Soul’s relation thereto.

a. That is to say: during the state of repose of these
modifications, it [the Soul], the reflexion of these having
ceased, is abiding in itself; being, at ofher times, also, as it
were, in isolation, [though seemingly not so]. And to this
effect there is a triad of Aphorisms of the Yoga,* [viz., Book
I, §§ 2, 3, and 4°].

' iRt wEEEE TTa RSt Orwa |
* Newely : FHTUIF AR fAERAAR: |

¢ Evidence, misprision, chimera, unconsciousness, memory.” Ed.

* TRwe @& uftaraafa

4 Te, ‘influence’, as in Aph. 15, at p. 198, supra. Ed.

* qrat gt farwwrat aramia-
faas: @@ Wafa FAT TATIITAAG: |
aut = ITTEITAA_ |

’ ﬁﬂfiﬂ?ﬂfﬂﬁ‘[ﬂ‘ﬂ: | “Concentration (yoga) is

the hindering of the modifications of the thinking principle.” TG

: “Then [i.e., at the time of Con-
ag E@ﬁﬁmml en [i.e., at the time of Con



212 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

b. e explains this by an illustration :?

Fgaad Afw v 3u
Aph. 35. And as [by] a flower, the

This illustrated,
gem.

@. The ‘and’ implies that this is the reason [of what was
asserted in the preceding aphorism]; the meaning being,
as the gem [is tinged, apparently,] by a flower. As the
gem called rock-crystal, by reason of a flower of the Hi-
biscus, becomes red, not abiding in its own state, and,
on the removal thereof, becomes colourless, abiding in its
own state, in like manner? [is the Soul apparently tinged
by the adjunction of the Qualities].

b. But then [it may be asked], by whose effort does the
aggregate of the organs come into operation ; since Soul
is motionless, and since it is denied® that there is any
Lord [or Demiurgus]? To this he replies :*

centration,] it [the Soul,] abides in the form of the spectator [without

a spectacle].’ aﬁﬂ'[mﬁ:[mﬂ' | ¢At other times [than
[ 2

that of Concentration] it [the Soul,] is in the same form as the
modifications [of the internal organ].” Dr. Ballantyne’s translation
is here quoted Ed.

E‘c‘fz‘«l gmﬁa fagarfa

* gL Bl amnaa m‘mﬁam | 4T
TATHAA TR TRISEE Aty
Aferg T = T Aty qsfefa

3 ¢« Demurred to’ is preferable Vide supra, p. 112. Ed.

‘AY W WAEA FLAATE wAA@l 9E-
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TERETY FLUIRATSHGRTRTET I 3%

Aph. 86. The Organs also arise, for
What moves the Organs  the sake of Soul, from the development
to operute.
of desert.

a. The meaning is, that, just as Nature energizes ‘ for the
sake of Soul,’ so ‘the Organs also arise;’ i. e., the ener-
gizing of the Organs is just in consequence of the develop-
ment of the deserts of the Soul: [see Yoga Aphorisms,
Book II., § 13. 5.]. And the desert belongs entirely to
the investment ;! [the Soul not really possessing either
merit or demerit].

6. He mentions an instance of a thing’s spontaneously
energizing for the sake of another:®

YT 1 39 |
An illustration. Aph. 37. As the cow for the calf.

a. As the cow, for the sake of the calf, quite sponta-
neously secretes milk, and awaits no other effort, just so, for
the sake of the master, Soul, the Organs energize quite
spontaneously : such is the meaning. And it is seen, that,

T FeEErnE ¥ ufaftgaifefa
AT |

' U IR SR FWAL
wfacfa gevEgeifiasia wadad: |
|IY AT |

' qUY @ RIAT TRTHTE |
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out of profound sleep, the understanding of its own accord
wakes up.?

4. With reference to the question, how many Organs
there are, external and internal combined, he says : 2

U FARAFIUAATTAEA I 36 1

The number of the Aph. 38. Organ is of thirteen sorts,
Organs. through division of the subordinates.

a. The triad of internal organs, and the ten external
organs, combined, are thirteen. He says ‘sorts,” in order
to declare that, of these, moreover, there is an infinity,
through [their] distinction into individuals. He says
¢ through division of the subordinates,” with a reference to
the fact, that it is understanding which is the principal
organ ; the meaning being, because the organs [or func-
tions,] of the single organ, called understanding, are more
than one.*

‘gur Iy U EIRE Wi gafq
AN qAAURT aud @A IR §id
WIAT WA FId~ WA | TS |
HYNTEAR Y JREAACALT |

* g fAtaET feaf st
HTFTITATE |

8 The reading of Vedinti Mahideva, and of him alone, is

waeRfay a2
* R HTWHY T KT RfFET
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. But then, since understanding [it seems,] alone is the
principal instrument in furnishing its object [of emanci-
pation] to Soul, and the instrumentality of the others is
secondary, in this case what is [meant by] secondariness ?*
[Why are they said to be instrumental af a/ ?] In regard
to this he says:®

A AUFARRTUATTIERZTEAT_ I 3¢ 1

' Aph. 39. Because the quality of
gaf;ﬁ,f,ﬁ:g,"j"b“ Or- being most efficient is conjoined with
the organs; as in the case of an axe.

a. The quality of the [principal] organ, the understand-
ing, in the shape of being most efficient on behalf of
soul, exists, derivatively, in the [other derivative] organs.
Therefore it is made out that an organ is of thirteen
kinds: such is the connexion with the preceding
aphorism.?

XATEW | asafy i afquiefag
faufrgss | Ifeta ged scafAm-
ammﬁmaﬁéiwa T FAH
FTATATAARAT D |

1 Tnstead of *in this case,” &c., read, ‘ what is the character of
these [i. e., organs]?’ Ed.

' A9 Ifela gRASHRARHATHEG W
AT 9 FAH AW qF W TU G-
FIATATE |

' IfRdy gEEIEUFIAERT: AR
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b. “Asin the case of an axe.” As, although the blow
‘itself, since it is this that puts an end to our non-posses-
sion of the result, is the principal efficient in the cutting,
yet the axe, also, is an efficient, because of its close prox-
imity to the quality of being the principal efficient, so [here,
also]: such is the meaning. He does not here say that
Self-consciousness is secondarily efficient, meaning to imply
that it is one with the internal organ.!

¢. Specifying the precise state of the case in regard to
the condition of secondary and principal, he says :*

TAT: WUTH AAT WIHAFAIG I 8o I

_ . Aph. 40. Among the two [the ex-
M’;}fﬂ inent ™Y ternal and the internal organs], the
principal is Mind ; just as, in the world,

among troops of dependants.

a. ‘ Among the two,’ viz., the external and the internal,
*Mind,’ i. e., understanding, simply, is  the principal,’ i.e.,

T uiuwarfa | Samarenfayd w -
AUUTA Ifq TAESWEE: |

' Fgrafefa | awr wRrEatEs-
aa nErRe fega swstuasy ug-
TAIARTTUATTIRR LAY Fus  a9-
A | [ FCOA AT ATAITE RO -
WHFWEAAT ATHA

' o It fafwarg o
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chief ; in short, is the immediate cause ; because it is that
which furnishes Soul with its end ; just as, among troops
of dependants, some one single person is the prime minister
of the king; and the others, governors of towns, &c., are
his subordinates: such is the meaning.!

b. Here the word ‘Mind’ does not mean the third

internal organ,® [(§ 30. @.) but Intellect, or ¢the Great
One.’]

¢. He tells, in three aphorisms, the reasons why Intel-
lect [or understanding] is the principal :*

=TT I 8a

Aph. 41. [And Intellect is the prin-
A y der- . . . . .
standing is tho ;”,,Z",p‘f& mpal or immediate and direct, efficient

in Soul’s emancipation ;] because there
is no wandering away.

a. That is to say: because it [understanding,] per-

' FARETETRSE #AT 7 nurH
A mvsmmﬁqfa ATAY T SAHAUS-
FATET smana AR aﬁfwaa A&7 TR
T HIEE 9 AGIEAADIAT ATHTA-
wreawEs fega: |

" A AAAR] A AAG I N

' gE AR ggeTe =i g

[3N
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vades all the organs; or because there is no result apart
from it.!

AATNHER AT 1 8R

Aph. 42. So, too, because it [the
understanding,] is the depository of all
self-continuant impressions.

Another reason.

a. Understanding alone is the depository of all self-
continuant impressions, and not the Sight, &c., or Self-
consciousness, or the Mind ; else it could not happen that
things formerly seen, and heard, &c., would be remembered
by the blind, and deaf, &c.?

THITFATATE | 83 1l

Aph. 43. And because we infer this
Another reason. [its preeminence] by reason of its
meditating.

a. That is to say: and because we infer its preeminence,
‘by reason of its meditating,’ i.e., its modification in the
shape of meditation. For the modification of thought
called ¢ meditation ’ is the noblest of all the modifications
[incident to Soul, or pure Thought, whose blessedness, or
state of emancipation, it is to have no modification at all];
and the Understanding itself, which, as being the deposi-
tory thereof, is, further, named Thought [ckitta, from the

‘ aﬁmmmarfﬁm%aﬁ' !

' gEAIfamEERET Aq, 9%
TEHTAATTAT ﬁmmmramw UTl-
fefir: wT@rUus: |
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same root as chintd ‘] is nobler than the organs whose
modifications are other than this: such is the meaning.?

b. But then, suppose that the modification  meditation ’
belongs only to the Soul, [suggests some one]. To this he
replies :3

CEC RS HIE R

Meditativn not essen- Ap h. 44. It cannot be of its own
tial to Soul. nature.

a. That is to say : meditation cannot belong to Soul
essentially ; because of the immobility* [of Soul ; whereas
‘meditation ’ is an effort].

4. But then, if thus the preeminence belongs to under-
standing alone, how was it said before [at §26,] that it is
the Mind that takes the nature of both [sets of organs, in

1 The two words are, respectively, from cks¢ and ckint, which are
cognate. Ed.

* AT fAAEIAr I AUTHETATAT-
Taw: | femrgfaf? ummenr aagfon:
el qeragaar ¥ fawuaE afeta
e AATET T |

* 79 femrgfe: gewdarg | awE

‘ga: qeNe Wfad §argemare-
A 0
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apparent contradiction to the view propounded at § 39]?
To this he replies:?

NTUfEganT TARUTTR: FRarfaara ngu

Aph. 45. The condition [as regards
latﬁ:’l;"w‘;}'ﬁé’fc‘;}’ﬁﬁ? re- Soul’s instruments, ] of secondary and
secondary. principal is relative; because of the

difference of function.

2. In respect to the difference of function, the condition,
as secondary, or principal, of the instruments [of Soul] is
relative. In the operations of the Sight, &c., the Mind is
principal ; and, in the operation of the Mind, Self-con-
sciousness, and, in the operation of Self-consciousness,
Intellect, is principal® [or precedent].

b. But then, what is the cause of this arrangement;
viz., that, of this [or that] Soul, this [or that] Intellect,
alone, and not another Intellect, is the instrument ? With
reference to this, he says:®

' E AT WIUTE FY HAR SHATH-
F AUTHA | a2 |

* frfan wfq AT T
YT | IEafeauRy A nuiH
AATATYI ATRHRUSTRLAAR 9 If:
TR 0

| Are TREEY TRETT W A T

ILCERE L) ﬁfﬂﬁwﬁe‘nammm [
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qRRATT A TaCUATT T |1 I 8% |

Aph. 46. The energizing [of this or

halmery one reapsas he 40t Tntellect] is for the suke of this

[or that Soul]; because of [its] having

been purchased by the works [or deserts] of this [or that
Soul]; just as in the world.

a. The meaning is, that, ‘the energizing,’ i.., all
operation, of the instrument is for the sake of this [or that]
Soul ; becuuse of [its] having been purchased by this [or
that] Soul’s works [or deserts]; just as in the world. As,
in the world [or in ordinary affairs], whatever axe, or the
like, has been purchased by the act, e.g., of buying, by
whatever man, the operation of that [axe, or the like],
such as cleaving, is only for the sake of that man [who
purchased it]: such is the meaning. The import is, that
therefrom is the distributive allotment of instruments®
[inquired about under § 45. 4.]

b. Although there is no act in Soul, because it is im-

1 NAgesa differs from all the other commentators in reading
gafy der. z

' AR TRAAA RO AEATIH-
JuT GRETA wafa srEafera: | g
SIEEE RN ERNTCL IS CIEHEE T
femurarany aw feerfeamm @)
T FCAAIA ATF: |
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movable, still, since it is the means of Soul’s experience, it
is called the act of Soul; just like the victories, &c., of a
king [which are, really, the acts of his servants]; because
of Soul’s being the owner! [of the results of acts; as the
king is of the results of the actions of his troops].

¢. In order to make clear the chiefship of Intellect, he
sums up,® [as follows]:

FATAFAAGT TR UTTY ATRAAT-
Fad 1 891

Aph. 47. Admitting that they [the
various instruments of Soul, all] equally
act, the preeminence belongs to Intellect ; just as in the
world, just as in the world.

Summing up.

a. Although the action of all the instruments is the
same, in being for the sake of Soul, still the preeminence
belongs to Intellect alone: just as in the world. The
meaning is, because it is just as the preeminence, in the
world, belongs to the prime minister, among the rulers of
towns, and the rest, even although there be no difference
so far as regards their being (all alike workers] for the
sake of the king. Therefore, in all the Institutes, Intellect
alone is celebrated as ‘the Great One.’ The repetition

! wafa Fewmaar yse &1 Aifa awfa
TR TTETIATAT mmfne—naa TST -
TIfgaeq RN FHHA |

> g8 WU HEdtaqauEeEd |
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[viz., ¢ just as in the world, just as in the world,’] implies
the completion of the Book.!

b. So much for [this abstract of] the Second Book, on
the Products of Nature, in the commentary, on Kapila’s
Declaration of the Sankhya, composed by the venerable
Vijnana Achérya.

' ggrfu gROTIRA ®ATE T @E6T -
WA AT AT TEA HTIT ATHaa |
SIEREREILEE NERER R AT
"2 "fgw wu asfed®: | wa ©x
feta Agrfafa @3wey fraa a1 -
TATIEATHT |

* tfa wiifagrarrafatia sifuseng-
AAAR W19 AuTASTATATAT fEedia: o

END OF BOOK II.
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BOOK III.

[

a. In the next place, the gross produet of Nature, viz.,
the great elements and the dyad of bodies, is to be
deseribed ; and, after that, the going into various wombs,
and the like; [this description being given] with a view
to that less perfect degree of dispassionateness which is the
cause of one’s engaging upon the means of knowledge ;
and, after that, with a view to perfect freedom from
passion, all the means of knowledge are to be told : so the
Third [Book] commences :*

wfqumfgmurma: 1 9 u

Aph. 1. The origination of the diver-
sified [world of sense] is from that
which has no difference.

The elements whence.

a. ‘[Which] has no difference,’ i.e., that in which there
exists not a distinction, in the shape of calmness, fierceness,
dulness, &c., viz., the Subtile Elements, called ¢ the five
somethings, simply ;” from this [set of five] is the origina-

‘T ol OUTAE WEed AgniatE
TaEd ¥ IwS qaw fafqauafanmear
FAATUATIEHERUGEATEATY a9 u3a-
A gRavAEfge| gt
AR |
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tion of ‘the diversified,” [so called] from their possessing
a difference, in the shape of the calm, &c., viz., the gross,
the great Elements: such is the meaning. For, the fact
of consisting of pleasure, or the like, in the shape of the
calm, and the rest, is manifested, in the degrees of greater,
and less, &c., in the gross Elements only, not in the
Subtile ; because these, since they have but the one form
of the calm, are manifest to the concentrated,! [ practitioners
of meditation, but to no others].

b. So then, having stated, by composing the preceding
Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles, he states
the origination, therefrom, of the dyad of bodies :?

AEwEBA™ U R

The Body whence. Aph. 2. Therefrom, of the Body.

a. ‘ Therefrom,’ i.e., from the twenty-three Principles,

' arf famw: wrETREETReRYT 3S-
AfAUET TAHEH USRTHTNTE WS-
mrfeufanuas favarai et |-
MATATATTH T9: | gETTHSAT g -
IfeRul TWEIAsaa araRIfeMTfaT-
TId 7 geHY U WraeeTadd arfirsafi-
Zrafifa u

' aed gATATIRTeR wAranfaaeEE-
Aufar® awr=EEIEiEAR |

Q
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there is the origination of the pair of Bodies, the Gross
[Body] and the Subtile: such is the meaning.

6. Now he proves that mundane existence could not be
accounted for otherwise than on the ground of the twenty-
three Principles :®

astaReEia: 13

Aph. 3. From the seed thereof is
Mundane existence.  mundane existence.

whence.

a. ‘Thereof’ i.e., of the Body;
‘from the seed,’ i.e., from the Subtile one, as its cause, in
the shape of the twenty-three Principles, is ‘mundane
existence,” i.e., do the going and coming of Soul take
place ; for it is impossible that, of itself, there should be a
going, &c., of that which, in virtue of [its] all-pervading-
ness, is immovable: such is the meaning. Tor Soul,
being conditioned by the twenty-three Principles, only by
means of that investment migrates from Body to Body,
with a view to experiencing the fruits of previous works.?

B LUIE EHERUTREEIGO G LI RE G E
W T

* gufa Fdfdwfaas dau=arguafs
mATwafa |

' aR T fiarwarfanfaaagarg-
TIEAT: YN HgfartarTd wad: Fe-
wwy fadaar @ar margEaafeEa: |
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b. He states, also, the limit of mundane existence :!

wifaaare wadARfaRE@H 18

Aph. 4. And, till there is discrimina-
tion, there is the energizing of these,
which have no differences.

Mundane existence till
when.,

a. The meaning is, that, of all Souls whatever, void of
the differences of being Lord, or not Lord, &c., [though,
seemingly, possessed of such differences,] ‘energizing,’
i.e., mundane existence, is inevitable, even till there is
discrimination [of Soul from its seeming investments];
and it does not continue after that.

b. He states the reason of this :3

ITRATTITEATE (1 4 0

Aph. 5. Because of [the necessity of]

The reason of this. . .
' stk the other’s experiencing.

a. The meaning is: because of the nccessity that the

sufinfaaasaf@ar fg gssd=3Tw-
fuan gAFamaATTIY ETRE FELfa |

' gAGEfuETE |

* SwpuAtAfefansfza ayuAy
dai faasudag maq+d d@gfauawas
faaFrat = A §99: |

‘aw gqER
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other, i.e., that that very [Soul], which does not diseri-
minate, should experience the fruit of its own [reputed]
acts.!

b. He states, that, even while there is a Body, during
the time of mundane existence, fruition [really] is not:*

anfq uftga” anam o & o

Sou’s bondage only Apkt. 6. It [Soul,] is now quite free
seeminy. from both.

a. ‘Now, i.e., during the time of mundane existence,
Soul is quite free ¢ from both,’i.e., from the pairs, viz.,
cold and heat, pleasure and pain, &c.: such is the meaning.*

. He next proceeds to describe, separately, the dyad of
Bodies :*

ATATIUGS TGS WTAT TATH 9T 9 |

Aph. 7. The Gross [Body] usually
The Gross and the .
Sultile DBodies distin- arises from father and mother; the
guished. other one is not so.

B GICONEEIE L RERSIDE DL S IICS
wiaTifema: |

' rwasfy ggfaars A At |

3 Aniruddia has TFUSTTRY, and comments accordingly. Ed.

‘ gufa @gfaa® gear snai Wam
gugEIfegs: ufHsT wadi=y: |
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a. The Gross one arises from father and mother, € usually,’
1.e., for the most part ; for there is mention also of a Gross
Body 7ot born of a womb : and *the other,’ i.e., the Subtile
Body, is ‘not so,” i.e., does not arise from a father and
mother ; because ¢ arises from creation, &c.: such is the
meaning.!

6. He decides [the question], through disguise by which
one of the Bodies, Gross and Subtile, the conjunction of the
pairs [pleasure and pain, &c.,] with Soul takes place.?

TATHRERAN ATTICHRS AaT= |l b

Whish of the bodies Aph. 8. To that which arose antece-
is the cause of Soul's dently it belongs to be that whose result
bondage. is this; because it is to the one that
there belongs fruition, not to the other.

a. ‘' To be that whose result is this,” i.e., to have pleasure
and pain as its effect [reflected in Soul], belongs to that
Subtile Body alone whose origin was ¢ antecedent,’ i.e., at
the commencement of the creation [or annus magnus].
Why ? Because the fruition of what is called pleasure and
pain belongs only to ¢ the one,’ i. e., the Subtile Body, but
not to ¢ the other,’” i. e., the Gross Body ; because all are

‘WS Arafags wrasn arggararty-
ARATa AT wWiatd geAn-
¢ 7 awr | wafugs Hﬁrgaqam-
fed: 1

' RS fEuarfus: gea
Eﬁﬁm@{a‘ur{afa I\
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agreed that there is neither pleasure nor pain, &c., in a
body of earth : such is the meaning.!

6. He tells the nature of the Subtile Body just mentioned:?

W& feg\ 1 e
)
S {
The Subtile Body ow Aph. 9. The seventeen, as one, are the
constituted. Subtile Bodyv.

a. The Subtile Body, further, through its being container
and contained, is twofold. Here the seventeen, [presently
mentioned,] mingled, are the Subtile Body; and that, at
the beginning of a creation, is but one, in the shape of an
aggregate ; [as the forest, the aggregate of many trees, is
but one]: such is the meaning. The seventeen are the
eleven organs, the five Subtile Elements, and Understand-
ing. Self-consciousness is included under Understanding.®

' gF wiRrIEtaaw fagwita awa
AHIN FEGEAAFAH | Fd: | THS
fagiedia gugEEATTAIGTE -
AT AATAT GG WITATTE FIEH-
daarfemg: |

| IHRE G HEIATE N

' gEnQTAaTTTEIATEa fefad v
fa| a=x awew fafsar fagwdl a9
qTeT GAfTRUASAT WIdla9: | TH-
exfearfa v aeaTrfu gfewfa awgm
NEFTH TETAATAAT: |
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6. But [one may ask,] if the Subtile Body be one,
how can there be diverse experiences accordingly as Souls
are [numerically] distinct, [one from another]? To this
he replies :!

s FARfaRETg 1 90 0

 How there come tobe Aph. 10. There is dls.tmctxon of indi-
individuals. viduals, through diversity of desert.

a. Although, at the beginning of the creation [or annus
magnus], there was but one Subtile Body, in the shape of
that investment [of Soul (see Feddnta-siara, § 62,) named]
Iliranyagarbha, still, subsequently, moreover, there becomes
a division of it into individuals,—a plurality, partitively, in
the shape of individuals;--as, at present, there is, of the
one Subtile Body of a father, a plurality, partitively, in
the shape of the Subtile Body of son, daughter, &ec. He
tells the cause of this, saying, ¢ through diversity of desert ;’
meaning, through actions, &., which are causes of the
experiences of other animal souls.*®

' a9 fag 3@ afd w9 geadq fa=-
/AT A T2 | AR N

*gaft i fermrETnfuraAsRS
forg aurfy a1 wamsfesdr afeeuai-
wdr ArARAfy wafa FugrHiRT fog-
fegiewm AramHTaT Wafq tﬁraﬁnn&
feger®uW | aF FITAHE aﬁnfwmﬁ‘
HFr=RUat ArggsR i

8 dee, for another rendering, the Rutional Refutation, &e.,p.36. Ed.
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b. But then, on this showing, since the Subtile one alone,
from its being the site of fruition, is [what ought to be de-
noted by the term] Body, how is the term Body applied
to the Gross one ? To this he replies :!

qefUeTAT=Y <7 qETEIHEI: 0 99 |

Aph. 11. From its being applied to
is c',',’ggd‘ff,ﬁ?;’ Bedy 44, [viz., to the Subtile one], it is ap-
plied to the Body, which is the taber-

nacle of the abiding thereof. -

a. But then, what proof is there of another body,—other
than the one consisting of the six sheaths,—serving as a
tabernacle for the Subtile Body ? With reference to this,
he says :®

A WAwATEga srArafaTI™ I R |

Aph. 12. Not independently [can

The Sultile Body de-  the Subtile Body exist], without that
pendent on the Gross . N

Body. [Gross Body]); just like a shadow and

a picture.

a. That is to say: the Subtile Body does not stand inde-
pendently, ¢ without that,’ i. e, without a support; as a
shadow, or as a picture, does not stand without a support.
And so, having abandoned a Gross Body, in order to go

' 7egd APTIAARadT fAEET i
TS Y TOEEATTC | TR |

' g wigitaafafea fagwdufuem-
I3 TATRR o srafReramg e o
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to another world, it is settled that the Subtile Body takes
another body, to serve as its tabernacle : such is the import.!

b. But then [it may be said], of the Subtile Body, since
it is limited substance, as the Air, or the like, let the Fther
[or Space], without [its] being attached [to anything], be
the site: it is purposeless to suppose [its] attachment to
anything else. To this he replies :®

HARfY 7 BFTAITTEUad 1 93 |

Aph. 13. No, even though it be
For it must have a . . . . .
material support, limited ; because of [its] association
with masses; just like the sun.

a. Though it be limited, it does not abide independently,
without association ; for, since, just like the sun, it consists
of light, it is inferred to be associated with a mass: such is
the meaning. Alllights, the sun and the rest, are seen only
under the circumstances of association [of the luminiferous
imponderable] with earthy substances; and the Subtile Body

' afegwdR azastuerd faqr @ma-
wara fawfa aa srar fauuro | faefa
gur 1 fawfamg: | qu ¥ WeE W
SHROTHATY TAFRERUTHE QU=
faadifa wras

' &9 gagEma angefa fager-
TRARFANVISE, AGAAT  WFH-
fafa | a0
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consists of ¢ Purity,” which is Light: therefore it must be
associated with the Elements.!

b. He determines the magnitude of the Subtile Body :

FUUfATN arfasga:® 1 ag |

Size of the Subtile Apk. 14. 1t is of atomic magnitude ;
Body. for there is a Scripture for its acting.

a. ‘It, the Subtile Body, is ¢ of atomic magnitude,’ i. e.,
limited, but not absolutely an atom ; because it is declared
to have parts. Whercfore? For there is Scripture for its
acting ; ’ i. e., because there is Scripture about its acting.
When a thing is all-prevading, it cannot act ; [action being
motion]. But the proper reading is, ‘because there is
Scripture for its moving.’*

' wamsfu @ @rawaREFaATA™IE U-
FINEURA FAEIT HFTARFIFAATCED: |
gardifa gaifu awifa wifdagmagqar
af@arfa Twa< fag 9 aansAgH |
waT yaegatafa o
- fegw ufmraagurEfa o

3 The reading aﬁfawa:, on which Vijnina remarks, is
9

accepted by Nagesa.
Aniruddha is singular in here inserting, as an Aphorism :

TR vuf=a ofqa | =
_ * afegwuufan ufifes aaama-
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b. He states another argument for its being limited :*

"AHAIAHAE’ I oY |

Aph. 15. And because there is Scrip-

Another proof of this. N . \
ture for its being formed of food.

a. That is to say : it, viz.,, the Subtile Body, cannot be
all-pervading ; because there is a Scripture for its being
partially formed of food ; for, if it were all-prevading, it
would be eternal. Although Mind, &c., are not formed of
the Elements, still it is to be understood that they are
spoken of as formed of food, &c.; because they are filled with
homogeneous particles, through contact with food;* [as
the light of a lamp is supplied by contact with the oil].

b. For what purpose is the mundane existence, the
migrating from one body to another [Gross] body, of Sub-

Y RrFFIEEATHRATT | FA: | FlAHA:
frarga: « fagm sfa fear & waafa
asfagafifa ureg == 0

' uftfe=d gm=EE |

2 NégeSa has the reading {w©® . Ed.

3 Aniruddha and Ndige$a omit the word ~ . Ed.

‘aw fag@swdrsaRaAgas  fa-
J& @vadifa faa afq faaamafea:
gfa AawEifa | Rifawfa qura=mEs-
AR AT TG ATEAHGA A IIL JTA: N
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tile Bodies, which are uninfelligent ? With reference to
this, he says:!

gwaTy Hyfafsgmat quamagra: 1 ag

‘ Aph. 16, The mundane existence of
,,,,.;‘:{;-’;j,’f“ Subtile Body Sy htile Bodies is for the sake of Soul;
just like a king’s cooks.

a. That is to say : as the cooks of a king frequent the
kitchens for the sake of the king, so the Subtile Bodies
transmigrate for the sake of Soul.?

b. The Subtile Body has been discussed in respect of all
its peculiarities. He now likewise discusses the Gross
Body, also:*®

qrsifaaT <2 1 a9 |

The Gross Body Aph. 17. The Body consists of the
tehence. five elements.

' seawTAl fagrai faad @afadee-
FIRTHIATY TATIFTATATE I

' YT UN: UHTT UTHRUTATE, HIA
ety qut fagwduw s@gfa: geam-
fasa: u

* fagndrmnafansar faarfias | =
Tt sgmwdTAfy qur faarcafa
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a. That is to say: the Body is a modification of the five
elements mingled.!

b. He mentions another opinion :2

T fersfa=S 1 at

Aph. 18. Some say it consists of four

Another opinion.
elements.

a. This [is alleged] with the import that the Etker does
not originate® [anything].

oTifasfaga 1 ae

Another opinion, Aph. 19. Others say that it consists
of one element.

a. The import is, that the body is of Earth only, and the
other elements are merely supporters. Or ‘of one element’
means, of one or other element :* [see the Rosicrucian doc-
trine in the Tarka-sangraha, §13., &c].

' ast wami fafwamt afod @
TEY:

 AATAEATE N

* NIRRT TRTAITACH N

4 Ono of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits the word Tfef . Fd.

* qifgaAg SO 9 SaTagee-
FATTTTI G TR | Y IRATfamARFI-
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b. He tells us what is proved by the fact that the Body
consists of the Elements :*

7 wifafes Ja=t oGage: | 20 N

z Aph. 20. Intellect is not natural [a
o,’;‘,‘;ﬁ;;i;’gi,,‘[’e result x_la’.cural result of organization]; because
it is not found in them severally.

a. That is to say : since we do not find intellect in the
separated Elements, intellect is not natural to the Body,—
which consists of the Elements,—but is adventitious.?

5. He states another refutation® [of the notion that
Intellect is a property of the Body]:

AURATATTATAY I R9 Ul

Aph. 21. And [if the Body had in-
tellect matural to it,] there would not

be the death, &c., of anything.

A further wrgument.

a. That is to say : and, if the Body had intellect natural
to it, there would not be the death, the profound sleep, &e.,
¢ of anything,” of all things. For death, profound sleep,
&c., imply the body’s bemg non-intelligent ; and this, if
it were, by its own nature, intelligent, would not take

' 3g@ Wifasaa afrquafq qagE
' 39 9UEdY aamrmmsﬁe-m <-
T A tenmfasﬁ Ia= & arfus-

famra: 0
P JTUHRTAUAE



BOOK III., APH. 22, 239

place ; because the essential nature of a thing' remains as
long as the thing remains,!

b. Pondering a doubt, as to the assertion [in § 20], viz.,
¢ because it is not found in them severally,” he repels it :

AENTRATAIF TG "igd' ageT: I

Aph. 22. If [you say that Intellect

An illustrative objec- . o L. .

tion disposed of results from organization, and that] it

is like the power of something intoxi-

cating, [the ingredients of which, separately, have no

intoxicating power, we reply, that] this might arise, on

conjunction, if we had seen, in each [element, something
conducive to the result].

@. But then, as an intoxicating power, though not
residing in the substances severally, resides in the mixed
substance, so may Intellect, also, be; if any one say this,
it is not so. If it had been seen in each [constituent], its
appearance in the compound might have had place; but,in
the case in question, it is not the case that it is seen in each.

' OUSE AR ATUHINATAATIE -
T @mTfasaqad afa enfegw: | AT
waywaIfed fg ERTIATAT @1 ¥ @M
famwa= afd [rqugd @ 9w I13gT-
i faarfefa u

* maargeftfa ags avrgy ufrefa

3 Aniruddha and Vedinti Mabédeva read HIEFATO (T, .

Id.
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Therefore, in the illustration [of something intoxicating
resulting from mixture], it being established, by the In-
stitutes, &c., that there is, in each ingredient, a subtile
tendency to intoxicate, it is settled only that, at the time
when these combine, there will be a manifestation of the
[latent] power of intoxicating; but, in the thing illustrated,
it is not established, by any proof whatsoever, that there is
intelligence, in a subtile [or undeveloped] state, in the
elements separately : such is the meaning.!

6. It was stated [§ 16,] that the Subtile Bodies trans-
migrate for the sake of Soul. In regard to this, he tells, in
two aphorisms, by what operation, dependent on the birth
of the Subtile Bodies, which means their transmigrations
into Gross Bodies, what aims of Soul are accomplished :*

! A9 9T AT v nseETa Ay
fafsaga ada vd Ja=afa @nfefa 9=
rFufize &fd @ig’d agea: @vamaa
q waFufges Aif| | war e uda
wrenfefi: geRaar Aigaw fAE HEaaTa-
FW AREFATIAS fawfa qgerfas
q TATIAY HERAAT | FAIY ARG
a4 fasfam:

' geaTy wgfafagAagsa | o fw-
FAT WAREATACATAAT A1 T IR
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[UATH®: I 3 U

Purpose of the Subile Aph. 23. From knowledge [acquired
Body's taking @ gross  during mundane existence, comes] sal-
) vation, [Soul’s chief end].

¢. That is to say: by the transmigration of the Subtile
Body, through birth, there takes place the direct operation
of discrimination [between Soul and Non-Soul]; [and]
thence, in the shape of emancipation, Soul’s [chief] End.!

AT faadarg 1 =W

Aph. 24. Bondage [which may be
viewed as one of the ends which Soul
could arrive at only through the Subtile Body,] is from
Misconception.

Bondage whence.

a. Through the transmigration of the subtile body, from
misconception, there is that [less worthy] end of soul, in
the shape of bondage, consisting of pleasure and pain:
such is the meaning.*

b. Liberation and Bondage, [resulting] from knowledge
and misconception [respectively], have been mentioned.
Of these, in the first place, he explains Liberation [arising)
from knowledge :*

' fergagfadr e faasargr-
TEERTRET: TRATHT Hadtae: |

* favdargeg ETEAT TNET: gEATd
fargegfadt wadiea: o
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/
frgasrCumTR aaeafawsat o v

R .« o
Knowledgehasneither  AP%- 25. Since this [viz., knowledge,]
cooperator mor substi-  ig the precise éause [of liberation], there
tute, in liberating Soul. . . . . .
is neither association [of anything else
with it, e. g., good works,] nor alternativeness, [e.g., of
good works, in its stead].

a. In respect of there being neither association nor
alternativeness, he states an illustration :!

WEATTORT AfgsrAifasng Am-
IdfE: TEA 0 G0

Aph. 26. The emancipation of Soul
does not depend on both [knowledge
and works, or the like]; as [any end that one aims at
is not obtained] from dreams and from the waking state,
[together, or alternatively, which are, severally,] illusory
and not illusory.

This sllustrated.

a. But, even if it be so, [some one may say,] there may
be association, or alternativeness, of knowledge of the truth
with that knowledge which is termed Worship of [the One,
all-constitutive, divine] Soul; since there is no /lusoriness
in this object of Worship. To this he replies:*

' FEAfa R AT JETRHTE |

* TFAAAGTHTATHATE]TAA §8 ad-
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Tavarfy Arafaaa 1290

Aph. 27. Even of that other it is not
thedit s oo & complete.

a. Even of ‘that other,’ i.e., of the
[just-mentioned] object of worship, the non-illusoriness
is not complete; because imaginary things, also, enter
into [our conception of, and overlie, and disguise,] the
object of worship, the [One, all-constitutive] Soul: such
is the meaning.!

6. He states in what part [of it] is the illusoriness of
the [object of ] Worship,” [just referred to]:

HAFQASTTA_ Il W 1

) . Aph.28. Moreover, it is in what ig
Wikere the fuult applies- g1y 0ipd that it is thus [illusory].

a. That is to say: ‘moreover, it is thus,’ i. e., moreover,
there is illusoriness, in that portion of the thing meditated
which [portion of it] is fancied by the Mind, [while it
does not exist in reality]; for, the object of worship having
been declared in such texts as, ¢ All this, indeed, is
Brahma,’s the illusoriness belongs entirely to that portion
[of the impure conception of ¢the All’ which presents
itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect] of the
world.*

' AT amfmmmﬁman—
mrmwmuarﬁlmnﬁ: pEL oD
* IUTHAS ATfaae AfeA=i® a0

3 Chhdndogya Upanishad, iii., xiv., 1, Ed.
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b. Then what profit is there in Worship? With refer-
ence to this, he declares [as follows] :!

TSP |9 AFfaad 1 el

Aph. 29. From the achievement of
[the worship termed] meditation there

is, to the pure [Soul], all [power] ; like Nature.

The fruit of Worship.

a. Through the cffecting of the worship which is termed
meditation, there becomes, to the ¢ pure,’ i. e., the sinless,
Soul, all power ; as belongs to Nature: such is the
meaning. That is to say : as Nature creates, sustains, and
destroys, so also the Purity of the understanding of the
worshipper, by instigating Nature, creates, &c.> [But
this is not Liberation, or Soul’s chief end.]

b. It has been settled that Knowledge alone is the means
of Liberation. Now he mentions the means of Know-
ledge :*

At | &Y wfee searfergs gurd
NOHTIE ATaRAAf |
' agurewe o wefaaEgTamE |
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TATAEfasITTA 1 30 0

Removal of obstacles Apk. 30. Meditation is [the cause of |
lo knowledge. the removal of Desire.

a. That is to say : Meditation is the cause of the removal
of that affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderecr
of knowledge.!

b. With advertence to the fact that knowledge arises
from the effectuation of Meditation, and not from merely
commencing upon it, he characterizes the effectuation of
Meditation :®

Ffafarurafrafs: 1 390

Aph. 31. 1t [Meditation,] is perfected
by the repelling of the meodifications
[of the Mind, which ought to be ab-
stracted from all thoughts of anything].

Meditation at what
point perfected.

a. He mentions also the means of Meditation :3

YIUEAAEFAWT afrafeg: u 3 0
Aph. 32. This [Meditation,] is per-

fected by Restraint, Postures, and one’s
Duties.

Practices conductoe to
meditation.

' yravfasar A1 faudmmuntaew
aguITARqATATAEY: |
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a. That is to say: Meditation results from the triad,
which shall be mentioned, viz., Restraint, &c.!

b. By means of a triad of aphorisms he characterizes, in
order, Restraint, &c. :®

ftssfefamTamara o 33 0

Aph. 33. Restraint [of the breath] is
by means of expulsion and retention.

a. That it is ‘of the breath’ is gathered from the
notoriousness* [of its being so].

Restraint of the breath.

5. He characterizes Postures, which come next in order:®

ferrgma@aH 1 38 0

Aph. 34. Steady and [promoting]

Postures. . .
ease is a [suitable] Posture.

a. That is to say: that is a Posture which, being
steady, is a cause of pleasure; such as the crossing of the
arms.®

' FEATAA  Yrewfesqu @ Wa-
dt=e: o

' yreErfeed FATHAAAW syt

3 Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahadeva transpose Aphorisms 33
and 34. Ed.
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b. He characterizes one’s Duty :!

SELRSICCIETE LG T

, Aph. 35. One’s Duty is the per-
One’s duty. . .
formance of the actions prescribed
for one’s religious order.

a. Simple.®

JIEATHRTETE 1 3§ 1

Knotwledge by Concen- Aph. 36. Through Dispassion and
tration how attained, Practice

a. Simply through mere Practice, in the shape of Medi-
tation, accompanied by Dispassion, Knowledge, with its
instrument, Concentration, takes place in the case of those
who are most competent [to engage in the matter]: such

18 the meaning. Thus has liberation through knowledge
been expounded.’

b. After this, the cause of Bondage, viz., Misconception,
declared in [the assertion,] Bondage is from Miscon-

ception,’ [§ 24], is to be expounded. Here he first states
the nature of Misconception :4

' @an wwafa
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L
faugadeT: a1 39 1l
Aph. 37. The kinds of Misconcep-

Misconception divided. tion are five.

a. That is to say: the subdivisions of Misconception,
which is the cause of Bondage, are Ignorance, Egoism,
Desire, Aversion, and Fear of Dissolution ; the five men-
tioned in the Yoga,' [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II., § 3*].

b. Having stated the nature of Misconception, he states
also the nature of its cause, viz., Disability :3

srnfecerfanfaur ' o st

Tie varieties of Dis- Aph. 38. But Disability is of twenty-
ability. eight sorts.®

a. Simple ;° [as explained in the Yoga].

faudar wemEa | quier faudaw |-

qATE
' xfaanfmaramswfafadan o= ay-

AT TRRA(ATATHTATAGILT T4qG:

2 The five are there called ¢ afflictions’ (Xlesa). Ed.

' favdae EEUHET deRuETTRy
HEAHTR |

4 This word is omitted by Aniruddha and by Vedanti Maha-
deva. Ed.

6 See, for these, Dr. Ballantyne’s edition of the Tattwa-samdsa,
§ 63. Ed.
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b. In a couple of aphorisms he mentions [those] two,
Acquiescence and Perfection, on the prevention of which
come two sorts of Disability of the Understanding :*

qfeaun i 3e

Aph. 89. Acquiescence is of nine

Acquiescence.
“ sorts.

a. He will, himself, explain how it is of nine sorts.?

fafgTgur 1 8o 1

Perfections. Aph. 40. Perfection is of eight sorts.
a. This, also, he will, himself, explain.®

b. Of the aforesaid, viz., Misconception, Disability, Ac-
quiescence, and Perfection, since there may be a desire to
know the particulars, there is, in order, a quaternion of
aphorisms :*

AT TITq 1 83 1

' garfaard gETT @ giefast au-
FIATE N
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‘gwet famdamfagfefadtat faaw
faqmaal FRT geaqed wada |



<0V THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Aph. 41. The subdivisions [of Mis-

Their subdivisions. . .
conception] are as [declared] aforetime.

a. The subdivisions of Misconception, which, in a general
way, have been stated as five, are to be understood to be
particularized ‘as aforetime,’ i.e., just as they have been
declared by preceding teachers: they are not explained
here, for fear of prolixity : such is the meaning.!

vafAaEn: 1 820

. Aph. 42. So of the other [viz., Dis-
Of this further. ability].

a. That is to say : “so,” 1. e., just as aforetime [§41], the
divisions ¢ of the other,” viz., of Disability, also, which are
twenty-eight, are to be understood, as regards their par-
ticularities.?

mraTfaafig=ayT gie: 1 83 0

Aph. 43. Acquiescence is ninefold,
through the distinctions of fthe in-
ternal and the rest.’

Acquiescenee divided.

' faudaEraTaeiE 4 " TN -
LICENCERCIEIE PRI S EE IR C
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a. This aphorism is explained by a memorial verse,!

[No. 50%].

Sarfefa: fafe: 1 88 u

L Aph. 44. Through Reasoning, &c.,
Perfecton diided: T %hich are its subdivisions,] Perfec-
tion [is eightfold].

a. That is to say : Perfection is of eight kinds, through
its divisions, viz., Reasoning, &c. This aphorism, also,
has been explained in a memorial verse,® [No 514].

' 5€ g wfiEar AreEtas |

2 Quoted below, from the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, with Mr. John Davies’s
translation :

WA AFTINAE:  HFY AT AR
WTTEAT: |

T fauaiaares 79 qearsht
Hat: 0

¢ Nine varieties of acquiescence are set forth ; four internal, named
from Nature, means, time, and fortune; five external, relating to
abstinence from objects of sense.” Ed.

 sErfene: fafsewr wadlaw: | ==
wfw g srfewan areas o

4 Hore appended, with Mr, Davies’s translation :
S TRISHAR GEiaaaTEy: gEenurtu: |
T+ 3 fawaset fad: gRvsgwiafa:

‘The eight perfections (or means of acquiring perfection) are reason-
ing (éka), word or oral instruction (sabda), study or reading (adkya-
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b. But then, how is it said that Perfection consists only
of ¢ Reasoning, &c.,” seeing that it is determined, in all the
Institutes, that the eight Perfections, viz., [the capacity of
assuming] atomic bulk, &c., result from recitations,
austerity, meditation, &c. ? To this he replies :!

Aqufeateaa faar u 8u u

_ Aph. 45. Not from any other [than

ﬁfd};’;_e"“"'”‘m"" % what we have just stated does real

Perfection arise; because what does

arise therefrom, e.g., from austeritiés, is] without abandon-
ment of something else, [viz., Misconception].

a. ‘From any other,’ i. e., from anything different from
the pentad, ‘ Reasoning, &c.,” e. g., from Austerity, &c.,
there is no real Perfection. Why? ¢ Without abandon-
ment of something else;’ i.e., because that Perfection
[which you choose to call such] takes place positively
without abandonment of something else, i. e., of Misconcep-
tion : therefore [that Perception], since it is no antagonist
to mundane existence, is only a semblance of a Perfection,
and not a real Perfection : such is the meaning.?

yana), the suppression of the three kinds of pain, acquisition of friends,
and liberality (ddna). The three fore-mentioned (conditions) are
checks to perfection.” Ed.

' Aeqeifefiia o fafsswd ww@ws-
arafefrafonraefas: adwrafasm-
fefa a0

B CUCRUECE IR E (e LR e
A fafe: | Fa: | @@EEa A aa@ &
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b. Now the individuated creation, which was mentioned
concisely in the assertion, ‘There is distinction of in-

dividuals through diversity of desert,’ [§ 10], is set forth
diffusely :!

Tarfender 0 8%

o Aph. 46. [The creation is that] of
o preation eiewed i which the subdivisions are the de-
mons, &c.

a. Supply, such is that creation, of which ‘the sub-
divisions,” the included divisions, are the demons, &c. This
is explained in a memorial verse,” [No. 53°].

fafeftarw faraaw o= faqg wawa:
garruftaframmar faemae e ag o
fast fafaftas:

' gregd Afwee - sRfauaifefa dqar-
a1 Aafegfefamta: wfaurad o

*TafE: AHRISATHIATT TR |1 a9
gfefifa Tw: | adamrfiaar wemaw

3 Tt here follows, with the translation of Mr. Davies:

Hefassql TAQATATE gt ¥afaq |
ATARR AU FATHAD JifaH: &1 0

‘The divine class has eight varieties ; the animal, five. Mankind

is single in its class. This is, in summary, the world (sarga, emana-
tion,) of living things.” Ed.
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b. He states that the aforesaid subdivided creation, also,
is for the sake of Soul !

WHAERAA afa greatgaswrg 189 0

This creation, also, for Aph. 47. From Brahmé down to a
Soul’s suke. post, for its [Soul’s,] sake is creation,
till there be discrimination [between Soul and Nature].

a. He mentions, further, the division of the subdivided
creation, in three aphorisms :*

FH grafqurET 0 86 0

Aph. 48. Aloft, it [the creation,]

The celestial world: o bounds in [the quality of] Purity.

a. Thatis to say : ‘aloft,” above the world of mortals, the
creation has chiefly [the Quality of] Purity.®

aAtfaaTaT Fata: 0 ge

Adph. 49. Beneath, it [the creation,]

The infernal world. abounds in Darkness.

a. ‘ Beneath,’ that is to say, under the world of mortals.*

' AT RIAT: YRATAAATE I

* srfegerafa farme ga=aw

' &St yeranguft gfe: aenfuar w=-
dtaa:

¢ FHAAT AT THG: N
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A AT Yo

Aph. 50. In the midst, it [the crea-

The world of mortals. - 1,1,] abounds in Passion.

a. *In the midst,’” that is to say, in the world of mortals.!

b. But then, for what reason are there, from one single
Nature, creations diverse in having, affluently, purity and
the rest ? 'With reference to this, he says:?

FHATTATAUTAILT T 1| 43 0

- Aph. 51. By reason of diversity of
d.-ve,sé",;_v“'"'”” et Jdesert is Nature’s [diverse] behaviour ;
like a born-slave.

a. Just by reason of diverse desert is the behaviour of
Nature, as asserted, in the shape of diversity of operation.
An illustration of the diversity is [offered in the example],
‘like a born-slave.” That is to say: as, of him whoisa
slave from the embryo-state upwards, there are, through
the aptitude arising from the habit® of being a dependant,
various sorts of behaviour, 1. e., of service, for the sake
of his master, so* [does Nature serve Soul in various
ways]|.

it R oLHl

" HATHT I WFa: aA fAfRaT q= -
fefamreraar fafusr: gea sragmar-
AR

3 Vidsand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.

‘ fafawsafafaaea auarer e
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b. But then, if the creation aloft is abundant in Purity
[the element of joy], since Soul’s object is really thereby
effected, what need is there of Liberation # To this he
replies :!

e GRUTATAITTER: 1 W2

Why Heaven is to be Aph. 52. Even there there is return
shunned. [to miserable states of existence]: it is
to be shunned, by reason of the successive subjections to
birth, [from which the inhabitants of Heaven enjoy no
immunity].

a@. Moreover :2
AT FOATAIES TEA' N U3 0

Transitoriness of Ap k. 53. Alike [belongs to an] the
heavenly bliss. k sorrow produced by decay and death.

-

Jer Fraafamear wafa | If9= gem
miereafefa | 9T mirgmmAeT A1 -
AR IITAATARAA ATATHRI 9
ufcadr ey wafa asfegs:

' w9 e wwafaen giecfa af? aq
TF FarargERe R Argafa | qa=
*f& =
3 Vedénti Mahédeva has, instead of GHTH, TAX. Ed.

4 Négesa, according to my sole MS.,, has JYLTHTWT iég:'
qH . Ed
AN
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a. Common to all alike, those that are aloft and those
beneath, beginning with Brahm4 and ending with a stock,
is the ‘sorrow produced by decay and death’; therefore,

moreover, it [heaven,] is to be shunned: such is the
meaning.!

b. What need of more? The end is not effected by
absorption into the cause, either; as he tells us :*

T FLAA TR ARFI AT ATAAGATATA ug u

Absorption into Na- Aph. 54. Not by absorption into the
ture ineffectual. cause is there accomplishment of the
end ; because, as in the case of one who has dived, there is
a rising again.

a. In the absence of knowledge of the distinction
[between Soul and Nature], when indifference towards
Mind, &c., has resulted from worship of Nature, then
absorption into Nature takes place; for it is declared:
‘Through Dispassion there is absorption into Nature.
Even through this, i.e., the absorption into the cause, the
end is not gained; ‘because there is a rising again ; as in
the case of one who has dived.” As a man who has dived
under water rises again, exactly so do Souls which havebeen
absorbed into Nature reappear, [at the commencement of a
new annusmagnus],in the condition of Lords ; because it is

' ST sefemTauET 899
RS FUATAICH G W ATUCUAGTSHa 849
|9 N

* f& agen | @@ ;aefu 7 FaFad-
g N
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impossible that one’s Faults should be consumed, without a
familiarity with the distinction [between Soul and Nature],
in consequence of the reappearance of Passion, by reason of
the non-destruction of habits,! &c.: such is the meaning.?

6. But then, the cause is not by any one caused to act.
Being independent, then, why does she [ Nature,| make that
grief-occasioning resurrection of her own worshipper ?
To this he replies:®

NEARAsH FgT TRATATA I Uy 0

~ Aph. 55. Though she be not con-
gel ;,Zf-:}:;{;’f;,,’ﬁ,,d“_“* strained to act, yet this is fitting ;
because of her being devoted to another.

1 To rvender sanskdra. Ed.

* Pt e ngarfaﬂ I T-
FYUTRAAT AAfd €1 wFar war wafq
atvurue—nfaaa fa a9AIq | qET-
T A FAFAATE ATATGATATA |
JqT TR ATA: m LGUELOETE nc*nfa
ST ORET fwoTan vaufaiafa dar-
TRAT YAT Urnf‘wwﬁfawtnrfa faan
mamawwﬁ'mw- I

‘A FTW RAMY T FEA | WA AT
WA F9 SRS g EfAgrAer
g FAfa | avR
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a. Though Nature is ‘not constrained to act,” not insti-
gated, not subject to the will of another, yet ‘thisis fitting;’
it is proper that he who is absorbed in her should rise
again. Why ? ‘ Because of her being devoted to another ;’
1. e., because she seeks Soul’s end. The meaning is, that
he who is absorbed in her is again raised up, by Nature,
for the sake of Soul’s end, which consists in knowledge
of the distinction [between Nature and Soul]. And Soul’s
end, and the like, are not constrainers of Nature, but
occasions for the energizing of her whose very being is to
energize; so that there is nothing detracted from her
independence.!

6. He mentions, further, a proof that Soul rises from
absorption into Nature :*

| fz wafamasmdr n ug

The qain of absorption Aph. 56. [He who is absorbed iuto
into Nuture. Nature must rise again ;] for he becomes
omniscient and omnipotent [in a subsequent creation].

' AFATATAR SAHAR AT TR st
qAr:  GAEWTAIAE qEAe | #a |
mtwmmma | faamentaes-
mtma TR ummﬁ wHA T
[ | mrvirauw H@Hﬁ naEn: f& q
wafrenraran: wEan fafwarfa @ @
asagfa: i

' IRIANATIERARATTYTR HATTADTE |
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a. For ¢he,’ viz., he who, in a previous creation, was
absorbed into the Cause, in a subsequent creation becomes
‘omniscient and omnipotent ;’ the Lord, the First Spirit.!

b. But then, if that be so, it is impossible to deny® a
Lord, [which, nevertheless, the Sdnkhyas seem to do]. To
this he replies :*

Senwcfafs: fastuug

In what sense there Aph. 57, The existence of such a
isa Lord. Lord is a settled point.

a. It is quite agreed, by all, that there is an emergent
Lord, he who had been absorbed into Nature; for the
ground of dispute [between Sdnkhyas and the rest,] is
altogether about an efernal Lord : such is the meaning.*

0. He expounds diffusely the motive for Nature’s
creating, which was mentioned only indicatorily in the
first aphorism of the Second Book : °

' | fg udan wcwsla: wi |@3fs-
AT sfegsar wafq

2 Pratishedha, on which vide supra, p. 112, note 3. Ed.

' wragHUAfaR TRt | a9 o

' ngfasitaa s fafs: adewa
fadww@a faarerareatfea: |

Ut AT frdtararaenfoas
fegmars fawmta: ufqameafa
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TUTHiE: Uy ETATSARTHRTGEITAAE-
LU

Nature's disinterestod Aph. 58. Nature’s creating is for the
nags. *  sake of another, though it be sponta-

neous ;—for she is not the experiencer ;
—Ilike a cart’s carrying saffron [for the sake of its
master].

a. But then, it is quite impossible that Nature, being
unintelligent, should be, spontaneously, a creator ; for we
see that a cart, or the like, operates only by reason of
the efforts of another. To this he replies:*

Naaaastu efivaafed w0 ye o

Aph. 59. Though she be unintelli-
Nature's spontaneous

action sllustrated, gent, yet Nature acts ; as is the case with
milk.

a. That is to say : as milk, without reference to men’s
efforts, quite of itself changes into the form of curd, so
Nature, although she be unintelligent, changes into the
form of Mind, &c., even without the efforts of any other.”

' A AT A Eq: EAAT AT-
qURA TR WHAAAR W wenAtiefa |
AR |

‘a1 il TROIIwATIEW AR
fusdw uftuad vaRIaaasty waas
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b. This is not rendered tautological by this aphorism,
¢ As the cow for the calf,” [Book II., § 37] ; because there
the question was only of the operation of instruments, and
because cows are intelligent.!

¢. By means of the exhibition of another illustration, he
mentions the cause of the thing asserted as aforesaid :*

aﬁﬁag%ér FTETS: I §o I

Aph. 60. Or as is the case with the
Another illustration.  acts [or on-goings]—for we see them—

of Time, &ec.

a. Or as is the case with the acts [or on-goings,] of
Time, &c., the spontancous action of Nature is proved from
what isseen. The action of Time, for example, takes place
quite spontaneously, in the shape of one secason’s now
departing and another’s coming on: let the behaviour of
Nature, also, be thus; for the supposition conforms to
observed facts : such is the meaning.*

famfa aEofcerufam: nurAe vad-
9

' YTAERETEEAN AU A e
a% sawaaa fawifigaesat Ja9-
ATt

! QT AU FHR VR TATE |

3 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has SHTGTRT - Ed

‘ AT FAAGT ©a: nuE afvd
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6. But, still, a senseless Nature would never energize, or
would energize the wrong way ; because of there being [in
her case,] no such communing as, ¢ This is my means of
producing experience, &c.” To this he replies :!

wATaTEfeaAREITATSREd I &9

Apk. 61. From her own nature she
haature acts from acts, not from thought; like a ser-
vant.

a. That is to say : as, in the case of an excellent servant,
naturally, just from habit,® the appointed and necessary
service of the master is engaged in, and not with a view to

his own enjoyment, just so does Nature energize from
habit alone.®

feafa gemd | oW TeEgaiETE
naqd TAIfeRd MATEFR &d T HI0d
QUG JeT I ATIT EARTET-
femra:

' 79 qarfu waS wrmfearuatafa wfg-
HUTAMTATHETAT: Hga: sefamgfaty A
anfyudar = w3fa: &d | ==

2 As here, 50 again just below, this word renders sanskdra. Ed.

' qYT NFOIA EATATH A wf -
fAgarawst 5 ®@ifadar wadd Aq
wATIMART q¥9 wgaafed SSO-
a9
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FAIFEATATRA: 0 &R

Or through the influ- Aph. 62. Or from attraction by De-
ence of Desert. serts, which have been from eternity.

. Here the word ‘or’ is for connecting [this aphorism
with the preceding one]. Since Desert has been from
eternity, therefore, moreover, through attraction by Deserts,
the energizing of Nature is necessary and rightly distri-
buted :? such is the meaning.®

5. It being thus settled, then, that Nature is creative for
the sake of another, he tells us, in the following section,*
that, on the completion of that other’s purpose, Liberation
takes place through Nature’s quite spontaneously ceasing
to act :°

fafawammfefagfa: e g3
a0 &3 0

1 Aniruddha inserts iﬁfu‘ after aT Ed.

* FIURTST WHEE | AT FHAIIA: F-
Afqusturefd mnAETIWS FIfEar
v wgfafead: o

3 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 36. Ed.

% Read, instead of ‘ in the following section,” by an enunciation.’
Ed.

" ASd WU UUYa: wYR fag -
FFAAATNT Ed TI WHagEr AT
faerdieTe mazaa |
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Nature. desists. b Aph. 63. From discriminative know-
the ,:Q“Zgas;;’,ﬁf “H"  ledge there is a cessation of Nature’s
creating ; as is the case with a cook,

when the cooking has been performed.

a. When Soul’s aim has been accomplished, by means
of indifference to all else, through discriminative knowledge
of Soul, Nature’s creating ceases; as, when the cooking
is completed, the labour of the cook ceases: such is the
meaning.!

6. But, at that rate, since Nature’s creating ceases
through the production of discriminative knowledge in
the case of a single Soul, we should find a// liberated.
To this he replies : *

AL TATEFA M &8 0

Liberation of one in- Apk. 64. Another remains like an-
volves not that of all. - other, through her fault.

a. But ‘another,’ i. e., one devoid of discriminative know-
ledge, remains ‘like another,’ i. e., just like one bound by

‘ ﬁfﬁw‘sﬂmwﬁnﬁm TRHTHH-
AR AT giefRadd au R s
mm Ty fraaa T o

TATRSTRIRTAT  fagagrATET
wFa: qﬁzfaz[%r sanfwnag fa) avm

$ Aniruddha’s lection of this Aphorism is: FAL '{(T(ﬂ'ﬁ]-
'ﬂ]'a; | Ed
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Nature. Why? ¢Through her fault,’i.e., through the
fault which may be described as her not accomplishing that
soul’s aim : such is the meaning.!

6. He mentions the fruit of Nature’s ceasing to act :®

TARFATH ATETATIT: 1 &y |

o Apk. 65. [The fruit of Nature’s
i heration consists of  geasing to act], the solitariness of both
[ Nature and Soul], or [which comes to

the same thing,] of either, is liberation.

a. ¢ Of both,’ i.e., of Nature and Soul, the ¢ solitariness,’
i.e., the being alone, the mutual disjunction, in short, this
is liberation.?

b. But then, how would Nature, having attained indif-
ference, through the mood in the shape of discrimination,
on the liberation of a single Soul, again engage in creation,
for the sake of another Soul? And you are not to say
that this is no objection, because Nature consists of different
portions, [it is not another Nature, but the same]; because
we see, that, even out of the [mortal] constituents of the

' qawg fafawanrfed sacassaca
vt faefa | 9@ | aRToeR paEaa
AYRAATHRTAATEALTHTEa: |

* gfefag: weaE

* TAT DUTATRHARATSTHAFI( AT U-
TEfaaT™ Ifa IraETsuR: o
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liberated person, viz., his dust, &c., things are created for
the experience of another. To this he replies:!

wgeuEista 7' fawa’ ngetEae-
BT & N

' FamgRRHETa faawacg=n fa-
Ny

TH Wfq: FAAFYRATY T HET Had-
A | 99 AFaluag=y a9 fq arw
ARUERTTRy gfaanfefiras dva-
gfeewmifefa | aar

? Nigek has AGES[ATIIR. E2.

3 Vijudna’s genuine reading seems to be TETALS- His com-
ment, however, recognizes also TATTTAS, the reading of Ani-

ruddha. One MS. of his work which has been consulted has, like

-
Vedanti Mah4deva, fmas Nigesa has ﬁqaas Ed.

4 o .
-60’ instead of ~&J©, appears to have very little good
warrant ; and Dr. Ballantyne, indeed, translates g’\q" not 'Q'a Ea.
5 Of this Aphorism, and of the comment on it, MSS. of Vijnéna’s

treatise afford a much better text than that here reprinted. In one
of its more approved forms, that which Vijnina seems to elect, the

original enunciation runs thus : ﬂmmﬁsrq q 'ra-
Iﬂmﬁ%tﬂ: | ¢ Furthermore, she [Na-
9

ture,] does not give over effecting creation, with reference to another,
[i.e., another soul than that of the spiritual sage, though she creates
for such a sage no longer ; and she acts, in so doing,] analogously to
a snake, with reference to him who is unenlightened as to the real
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Apk. 66. Moreover, [when Nature

o o velure e has left off distressing the emancipated,]

she does not desist, in regard to her

creative influence on another; as is the case with the

snake, [which ceases to be a terror,] in respect of him who

is aware of the truth in regard to the rope [which another
mistakes for a snake].

a. Nature, though, in respect of one Soul, she have de-
sisted, in consequence of discriminative knowledge, does not
desist as regards her creative influence on another Soul,
but does create in respect of that one; as the snake [so
to speak,] does not produce fear, &c., in the case of him
who is aware of the truth in regard to the rope, but does
produce it, in respect of him who is ignorant [that what

character of the rope’ [which is mistaken for it; this illusory snake
keeping him constantly in a state of alarm, though it ceases to affect
him who has discovered that it is nothing more formidable than a
yard or two of twisted hemp]. More closely, so far as regards the
construction of the original : ¢ Furthermore, in like manner as a snake
goes on influencing him who . . . .. [Nature persists] in effecting
creation,” &ec.

That wpardga, as embodied in the expression srishtyupardga,
signifies ‘causing,” ‘effecting,’ is the view of both Aniruddha and
Vedanti Mahideva, who define it by karana.

The Aphorism in question, mainly as just exhibited, together with
preferable deviations from the comment as given by Dr. Ballantyne,
will be found at p. 13 of the variants appended to my edition of the
Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya. Nagesa, following Vijnana very

closely, explains the Aphorism as follows : JYT mq"

nfq fgRt saferaeGaasaw v feget:
v faadd aun Sifae afa frgqwfy
wfacd wfq §et wada Tow: | 2
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he looks upon is a rope, and not a snake]: such is the
meaning. And Nature is likened to a snake, because of
her disguising Soul, which is likened to a rope. Certain
unintelligent persons, calling themselves Vedintis, having
quite failed to understand that such is the drift of such
examples as those of the rope, the snake, &c., suppose that
Nature is an absolute nothing, or something merely
imaginary. The matters of Scripture and of the legal
institutes are to be clucidated by means of this [or that]
example offered by the Sankhyas, who assert the reality of
Nature: it is not the case that the matter is simply esta-
blished to be as is the example ;' [the analogy of which is

not to be overstrained, as if the cases were parallel
throughout].

FAfafaIATIE 0 §9 1

' wafergen fafawarnfeaafa nurd
wraferges gequaea fats wafa f&
q o ufq g9 991 WIRGIATARATN
waTfes 7 wafd 78 ufd g FAgdaa: |
STTAER ¥ AN AT &Y §HIl-
varfefa | wafad GgaafaemmE@m-
TAIFATIUT: FfsfAAAT  AFATEAN-
g AATATIN A1 qWaf<) Taa ngfa-
FaratfeRTgTRgeTa Ffaeadr -
Ao 7 Fas guraEaraAy: faafa o
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Annther consideration Aph. 67. And from connexion with
why Nature should act.  Tegert which is the cause.

a. “ Desert,” which is the cause of creation, in consequence
of the conjunction of this, also, she creates, for the sake of
another Soul [than the emancipated one]: such is the
meaning.!

b. But then, since all Souls are alike indifferent, inas-
much as they do not desire [Nature’s interference], what
is it that here determines Nature to act only in regard to
this one, and to desist in regard to that one ? And Desert
is not the determiner ; because here, too, there is nothing
to determine of which Soul what is the Desert; [Desert
being inferrible only from, and, therefore, not cognizable
antecendently to, its fruits]. To this he replies:®

Awueasta ngguwtstaaar fafa-

TH U &b N
Nature's selection how Aph. 68. Though there is [on Soul’s
determined. part, this]indifference, yet want of dis-

crimination is the cause of Nature’s service.

' ger fafad o= a9 dawnTEL-
‘Eﬂﬁl gadtaa: i
" 99 §ANT TRATWARGFAAT AT
fanasta sfamss ms wadd sfamfa
¥ fradd &= f& framas 0 7 = 4
faams s geae & sagfu faam-
FwTaTfefa | aw
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a. That is to say: although Souls are indifferent, yet
Nature, just through [her own] non-discrimination, saying,
¢ This is my master,” ¢ This is I myself,” serves Souls, [to-
wards their eventual emancipation], by creation, &c. And
s0, to what Soul, not having discriminated herself [there-
from], she has the habit! of showing herself, in respect just
of that one does Nature energize; and this it is that
determines her: such is the import.?

6. Since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist,
even when discrimination has taken place? To this he
replies:®

AaaramgRenty fagfrafarene 1 de

_ Nature energizes only Aph. 69. Like a dancer does she,
till the end s uttamed. — ¢} 5ygh she had been energizing, desist ;
because of the end’s having been attained.

a. Nature’s disposition to energize is only for the sake
of Soul, and not universally. Therefore is it fitting that

1 Visand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.

' gEUTU ATUWSAY A EREATR-
faafaaaia wafa: genfefin: grae-
FUAT: | TAT T TR TRATATHTAA G-
fa=r <ifag amww add & wae mw
nadd T faamastafa v o

' myfaeEiraary faaasfu fagfasa
YA | dq1R |
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Nature should desist, though she has been energizing, when
the end has been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of
Soul’s aim; as a dancer, who has been performing,
with the view of exhibiting a dance to the spectators,
desists, on the accomplishment of this: such is the mean-
ing.!

b. He states another reason for the cessation:?

Aquarusts Muadd nuTAE FHAY-
qq U 9ol
Aph. 70. Moreover, when her fault

is known, Nature does not approach
[Soul] ; like a woman of good family.

This sllusirated.

a. That is to say : Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul’s
baving seen her fault,—in her transformations, and her
taking the shape of pain, &c.,—does not again approach
Soul; ‘like a woman of good family,’ i.e.; as a [frail] woman
of good family, ashamed at ascertaining that her fault

' gRETGAT ANHE  mgfeeArar |q
AT | T AT ATy g8
qawifaey afamas afq fagfagsr am
ufa®T AHERATY HIATAT AA W @R
fagfafcaa: o

* gt ERTETE 0
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has been seen by her husband, does not approach her
husband.! 2

b. But then, if Nature’s energizing be for the sake of
Soul, Soul must be altered by Bondage and Liberation,
[and not remain the unalterable entity which you allege it
to be]. To this he replies:®

ARAT TUATAT TRERATIIIHTEA 199

X ) Aph. 71. Bondage and Liberation
,,,ﬁ:'(’[‘ay’;d“"o" fo do not actually belong to Soul, [and

would not even appear to do so,] but
for non-discrimination.

a. Bondage and Liberation, consisting in the conjunction
of Pain, and its disjunction, do not ‘actually,’ 1. e., really,
belong to Soul; but, in the way mentioned in the fourth
aphorism, they result only from non-discrimination: such
is the meaning.*

' gRAW ufmﬁa@mamm&imz‘ﬁ-
'r'naﬁt wfaran wga: 99 I8d wu-
I FEAYIYN wifAAT ® QAT < Te
TIIUTTTA an%rm FHAYA @faaae
aufa agfea: o

2 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 61.
79 URNY SrmurAHafaaiE awEn-
grat gees aftaarafafda | awE
' FEATTIATTRUT THATHT TETH -
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b. But, in reality, Bondage and Liberation, as declared,
belong to Nature alone: so he asserts: '

N HRATERFATITIR I 9

Bondage is really Aph. 72. They really belong to Na-

Nature's. ture, through consociation ; like a beast.

a. Bondage and Liberation, through Pain, really belong
to Nature,”  through consociation,” i. e., through her being
hampered by the habits, &c., which are the causes of
Pain ; as a beast, through its being hampered by a
rope, experiences Bondage and Liberation: such is the
meaning.’

b. Here, by what causes is there Bondage ? Or by what
18 there Liberation? To this he replies:*

FrdEEa: f& § SqaeTaEATamE-
tmf‘aamaamw. N

' qTATIAE, JUTRT AMATET WFALa-
AR

2 Read: ‘Bondage and Liberation belong to Nature alone; be-
cause to it, in truth, belongs misery.” Ed.

 AFATA qAAT GRA TUATRT AHG-
| @maaunﬁaﬁafmmw TN T
feTATT TRATEMTT qefem: | |
AT F ATURAN: KA1 AY TR
JrATE N
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& gufaaans afa mns ' Srosa-
feRTITESEAW 1 93 I

. Aph. 73. In seven ways does Nature
ani v 27 bind herself; like the silk-worm: in
one way does she liberate herself.

a. By Merit, Dispassion, Supernatural Power, Demerit,
Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and Want of Power, viz., by
habits, causes of Pain, in the shape of these seven, ‘does
Nature bind herself” with Pain; “like the silk-worm;’ i.e.,
as the worm that makes the cocoon binds itself by means
of the dwelling which itself constructs. And that same
Nature liberates herself from Pain ¢in one way,’ i.e., by
Knowledge alone : such is the meaning.?

b. But then, that which you assert, viz., that Bondage
and Liberation result from Non-discrimination alone, is
improper ; because Non-discrimination can neither be

I Nigefa has SR WRTTIH]O. Zu.
-~ =~
2 Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahédeva have -ﬁauaﬁa

-

AW, F

YR A ATYRTRTATRACT RIS |-
wit wuliHgwRghn uafaumE gaa
Fuifa AreEEmITERE RIS |fafaq-
AEATHTH IWTfd q5q | ®3 9 wIHfa-
AW JIAARATH GREATIAAAG: |
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quitted nor assumed, and because, in the world, Pain, and
its negative, Pleasure, &c., can, themselves, be neither
quitted nor assumed : otherwise, [if you still insist on
retaining the opinion objected to], there is disparagement
of sense-evidence. Having pondered this, he himself [not
leaving it to a commentator,] explains what was asserted
in the fourth aphorism :!

fafaamafaaae 7 gearfai v 98 0

Aph. 74. Non-discrimination is the
cause [not the thing itself]; [so that]
there is no disparagement of sense-evidence.

An objection met.

a. What was asserted before was this, that Non-dis-
crimination is only the occasion of Bondage and Liberation
in souls, and not that Non-discrimination itself is these two ;
therefore  there is no disparagement of sense-evidence ;’
[for, though we sece that Pain and Pleasure cannot be
directly assumed or quitted, yet we also see that causes of
them can be assumed or quitted]: such is the meaning.?

‘g uaE wtaawifefa ags aea-
FAMIIFARATTIRINAS TS ae-
HITERTELE = Edl FATAIRIREAAT Fe-
Fifafiamgg IqagsT= @4 fagufa

* gfaasw geuy awTRfafaaeRs
T A Afaaw v @ifafa amar geafs-
fomas 0
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6. He mentions, among the means conducive to Dis-
crimination, Study, which is the essence of them :!

daangERfa |Adifa armfeasfa-
fg:uouu

o Aph. 75. Discrimination is perfected
ranens of Diserimi= through abandonment [of everything],
expressed by a ¢ No, No,” through study

of the [twenty-five] Principles.

a. Discrimination is effected through study of the
Principles, in the shape of abandoning, by a ‘No, No,’
in regard to things unintelligent, ending with Nature, the
conceit [that Nature, or any of her products, is Soul].
All the others [enumerated in the list of means] are only
supplemental to Study : such is the meaning.?

6. Ile states a speciality in regard to the perfecting of
Discrimination :*

wfusmfraeR* faga: o 9§

' faaww fasuequmay wroI@wATE-
ATE N

' ngfaua=y w3y Afd Adi@fEE-
FrreuTAngTafgasfamtmiafa | @t
AMGTERTFAT AT |

* fadmfast faagwe

 Vedinti Mahsdeva has SYTURTTHACTR. .
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Aph. 76. Through the difference of
those competent [to engage in the
matter at all], there is no necessity
[that each and every one should at once be successful].

The means not effica-
eious everywhere.

a. Since there is a division, among those competent, into
the sluggish, &c., though study be made, there is no cer-
tainty that, in this very birth, Discrimination will be
accomplished : such is the meaning. Therefore, every one
should, by strenuousness in study, acquire for himself the
Lighest degree of competency : such is the import.!

b. He states that Liberation takes place solely through
the effecting of Discrimination, and not otherwise :*

‘arfuaTaen AAfaREdTsgwATT: 1 99 1

Aph. 77. Since what [Pain] has been
repelled returns again, there comes,
even from medium [but imperfect,]
Discrimination, experience, [which it is desired to get en-
tirely rid of].

Imperfect Discrimi-
nation wnefficacious.

a. But sluggish Discrimination [lower even than the

' gergfumfoReaaE fsaamsye-
femag swmfe faasfasutaiadifa faar
AEEG: | WG STATIRFITATEIATZS-
ATHA: "ureafefa wra:

* fqRmfasaa famTa AragETE |

3 The reading of Aniruddha is HTTUFTATRAL. Ea
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middling variety], antecedently to direct intuition, consists

only of Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating : such is the
division' [of Discrimination].

HTHFE 1 ot |

_Of Liberation during Aph. 78. And he who, living, is libe-
life. rated.

a. That is to say : he, also, who, while living, is liberated
is just in the condition of medium Diserimination.®

b. He adduces evidence for there being some one libe-
rated, though still living :

SURTATAREATA TS | 92

Proof that thismay be. Aph. 79. Tt is proved by the fact of
instructed and instructor.

a. That is to say : it is proved that there are such as are
liberated during life, by the mention, in the Institutes, on
the subject of Discrimination,’® of the relation of preceptor

' AefaawE ATEERTUYE HAWATA-
FTAATTRY fq farm

2 The  is omitted by Vedanti Mahideva. Ed.

' stgeAaisfu Aufaasram va Jadt-
[

' R THTUATE |

5 This I have substituted for ¢ Liberation,’ a mere oversight. Ed.
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and pupil; i. e., because it is only one liberated during life
that can be an instructor® [in this matter].

2
wfa=’ 1 ko n
Further proof. Aph. 80. And there is Scripture.

a. There is also Scripture for there being persons
liberated during life.’

6. But then, merely through hearing, too, one might
become [qualified to be] an instructor. To this he replies:*

TATATHILQU U b9

Aph. 81. [And not through merely
hearing is one qualified to become an
instructor] : otherwise, there were blind tradition.

A suggestion repelled.

a. That is to say : otherwise, since even a person of slug-
gish Discrimination [but who, yet, had keard,] would be
an instructor, we should have a blind handing down® [of
doctrines which would speedily become corrupted or lost].

'wiey faawfaud RfrerawTw-
waAwfafe@al NFasAaTaeyey-
waifefa

2 None of the commentators but Vijndna recognizes an Aphorism
in these words ; and it is very doubtful whether even he does so. Kd.

* wiarfu sitaegasha

' A AATARUYULYHE |1 | aEE

' TATAT  ARfIIRATULERSIULAT-
ufafeaa:
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6. But then, when, through Knowledge, one’s works
[which are the cause of mundane existence, | have perished,
how can there [still] be life? To this he replies:*

TRIATAFATAT 0 6 U

Aph. 82. Possessed of a body, [the
How life s compatible . . . .
with Lileraton. emancipated sage goes on living]; like
the whirling of a wheel.

a. Even on the cessation of the action of the potter, the
wheel, of itself, revolves for some time, in consequence of
the motal inertia resulting from the previous action. So,
after knowledge, though actions do not arise, yet, through
the [self-continuant] action of antecedent acts, possessing
an energizing body, he remains living, yet liberated ;*
[and, if he did not, but if every one who gained true
knowledge were, on gaining it, to disappear, truc know-
ledge would cease to be handed down orally ; and Kapila,
probably, did not contemplate books, or did mnot think
these a sccure depository of the doctrine]: such is the
meaning.’

' 9 IR wRed wfq w9 SitqE =d |
R

2 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
p- 31. Id.

' FEIREAfAIAA(G  TEFHATE -
A9 faamrs 9% qafa | vF FIR1EE SAT-
qUATAT WITHFAIA TEATH WAL YT
A= aedta:
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6. But then, since the continuance® of experience, &c.,
is put an end to by that ¢ Meditation with distinct recog-
nition of the object,” which [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I.,
§17?] is the cause of knowledge, how can one retain a
body ? To this he replies:?

. hay
SistenGai EtNEN
Aph. 83. This [retention of a body]

is occasioned by the least vestige of
impression.

Difficulty of sﬁz;ﬁiing

off this mortal coil.

a. That is to say : the retention of a body is caused by
even the least remains of those impressions* of objects
which are the causes of having a body.’

0. He recapitulates the sense of the declarations of the
Institute : °

v Visand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.
2 Which here follows, with Dr. Ballantyne's translation : ‘rq’..

< ) .
AR IATOAIIERTTITATEIRTA: | Oredi
tation, of the kind called] that in which there is distinet recognition
[arises, in its fourfold shape,] from the attendance of (1) argumenta-
tion (vitarka), (2) deliberation (vickdra), (3) beatitude (dnanda),
and (4) egotism (asmitd).’ Ed.

‘AN NAqEEgTaAE  Armfeara

7 NTEAEANT €aTa-
ATRA FY TATUTH | q=72 |

4 This is to render the technicality sanskdra. Ed.

| TR dAT 4 faugE R eTa-
TN AT fafgfw: o
" ArEATETAHTEE A
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faamfa:s g qf AT Fagaar fau-
aaua 168

Recamitulati Aph. 84. That which was to be done
ecapitulation,

has been done, when entire Cessation of
Pain has resulted from Discrimination ; not otherwise, not
otherwise,

a. So much for the Third Book, on Dispassion.?

1 Vijnana, according to some copies of his work, has
3] g P

the preferable reading, and that of all the other commentawrs known
to me.

{Fa ATAATTH A

END OF BOOK IIl.
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BOOK 1V,

Now, by means of a collection of narratives, recognized
in the Institutes, the means of discriminative knowledge
are to be displayed : so, for this purpose the Fourth Book
is commenced.'

UAGTITATYSTA 0 9 0

Sa;d set ;z:qht by hear- Aph. 1. Asin the case of the king’s
1 th. . .

tny the trull son, from instruction as to the truth
[comes discrimination between Soul and Nature].

a. ¢ Discrimination’ is supplied from the concluding
aphorism of the preceding section. The meaning is: as,
in the case of the king’s son, discrimination is produced
by instruction as to the truth. The story, here, is as
follows: A certain king’s son, in consequence of his being
born under the [unlucky] star of the tenth portion * [of the
twenty-seven portions into which the ecliptic is divided],
having been expelled from his city, and reared by a certain
forester, remains under the idea, that ‘I am a forester.’
Having learned that he is alive, a certain minister informs
him: ‘Thou art not a forester; thou art a king’s son.’

' wrafagrEfamaTaREagEt  f93-
FFAEYANR  ARA AT ALY =T
oY JOAA N

2 The Sanskrit yields ¢ under the star [named] Ganda.” Ed.
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As he, immediately, having abandoned the idea of his
being an outcast, betakes himself to his true royal state,
saying, ‘I am a king,” so, too, it [the Soul], in consequence
of the instruction of some kind person, to the effect that
‘Thou, who didst originate from the First Soul, which mani-
fests itself merely as pure Thought, art [thyself,] a portion
thereof,” having abandoned the idea of its being Nature [or
of being something material or phenomenal], rests simply
upon its own nature, saying, ‘Since I am the son of
Brahmé, I am, myself, Brahma, and not something
mundane, different therefrom :’ such is the meaning.!

b. He exhibits another story, to prove that even women,

' gAureRTEREiAARIsTIad | UI-
IEF aAgeNIfg ISt ATqq T | ;{R-
JATRATASHT | FOATAYH  TREETHAT
gufarfc: vatw safeaifuarsg wag
TUMAATT TR | & A JTET HE-
THTY: AFvAfd 7 & wAQ qAYAISH-
fa | v awm wega awwfaaE o
arfas TRiTaRTTEEd TATEATHES-
LA IC R NE IR CE B DR
= aei Tfq sefus venrmgafmTE
I TUYIAEEATT 5_q Aq afesrew
AT FEEIAATEET 99 |



286 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Stdras, &c., may gain the [one desirable] end, through a
Brahman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman :!

oA Esfa n 2 v

Aph. 2. As in the case of the gob-
I,Even w’;ﬂ%{lie iﬂst(;utc- lin, even when the instruction was for
won 18 no resse 0 4
the hearer. the sake of another, [the chance hearer

may be benefited].

a. That is to say : though the instruction in regard to
the truth was being delivered, by the venerable Krishna,
for Arjuna’s benefit, knowledge of the distinction [between
Soul and Nature] was produced in the case of a goblin
standing near [and overhearing the discourse]: and so
it may happen in the case of others, too.?

6. And,if knowledge is not produced from once instruct-
ing, then a repetition of the instruction is to be made; to
which effect he adduces another story : ®

' @iwgiearsfu ArAWA ATRwREey
1 Farar: FRAqgeARr@faw=t gn-
gfa

* ATy wigwe g framrasta
gHivme funres fA3sgE ATa@an-
sgrafa qafead: o

' gfe T AFZUANTTHA 7 ATAA AL UL
wrgfafa Ha<idifaeramEmR |
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srfawEFguenTd U 3 0

. _ Aph. 3. Repetition [is to be made], if
i Necessity of ineulea  pot, from once instructing, [the end be
gained].

a. That is to say : a repetition of instruction, also, is to
be made; because, in the Chhindogya [ Upanishad]! and
the like, there is mention of ﬁ’u‘ur_li, and others, as
having more than once instructed Swetaketu and others.?

4. With a view to the removal of desire, he sets forth,
with an illustration, the fragility, &c., of Soul’s accompani-
ments: ®

faargaagrarseaTa 1 8 0

. Aph. 4. As in the case of father and
df;‘;’:‘,’;’;;’”"ss o™i son; since both are seen; [the one, to
die, and the other, to be born].

a. That is to say: Discrimination takes place, through
dispassion, in consequence of its being inferred, in respect
of one’s own self, also, that there is death and birth ; since
these are seen in the case of father and son. This has

1 VL, i, & Jid.

' guemrgfafu ST TRITAE Wa-
ERUEC RN C IRIGE T LU R TS
fema:

' Jurary faeR AR THE A W
tmTfed nfqureafa
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been stated as follows: ¢ The coming into being, and the
departure, of Soul [entangled in Nature],! may be inferred
from [the case of] father and son.?

¢. He next explains, by illustrative stories, the subser-
vients to the perfecting of knowledge in him in whom
knowledge has arisen, and who is devoid of passion:?3

TWATHEGE AT 1Y 0

Voluntary ahandon- .Aph. 5. Qng experiences pleasure or
ment distinguished from  pain [alternatively], from [voluntary]
snvoluntary. A X

abandonment or [forcible] separation ;
as in the case of a hawk.

a. That is to say : since people become happy by the
abandonment of things, and unhappy by [forcible] separa-
tion from them, acceptance of them ought not to be made ;
‘as in the case of a hawk.”* For a hawk, when he has food
[before him], if he be driven away® by any one, is grieved

1 Read, instead of ¢ of Soul,” &c., ‘of one’s self.’ Ed.

' gw faargaafar@Arsfo ataw-
WATAEAfAaERwan fA3a  wad-
a: | agEd | WA faqgamaraTsa
aaraafafa

'@ wHARNEE fawe 9 qe-
frermgrrEf AR Rafa |

¢ See the Mahdbhdrata, xii., 6648. Ed.

§ Read, ‘ molested ’ (vpakatya). Dr. Ballantyne followed an error
of the press, apakatya, which he did not observe that I had pointed



BOOK 1V., APH. 6. 289

at being separated from the food; [but] if, of his own
accord, he leaves it, then he is free from grief.!

wiefa3adtadq’ o &

How Soud oxght to Aph. 6. As in the case of a snake and
abunidon Nuature. its skin

a. Thatis to say : as a snake readily abandons its old skin,
from knowing that it ought to be quitted, just so he who
desires liberation should abandon Nature, experienced
through a long period, and effete, when he knows that 1t
ought to be quitted. Thus 1t has been said: ¢ As a snake

. . its old skin,’ &c.3

out in the corrigenda to my edition of the Sdnklkya-pravachana-
bkdshya. Ed.

' oftaEy | Fa= Fdl TW AT
s g fravia 9 g @t wafa w@we-
fera: | waAY fe arfaw: sarguerfAyr-

.=~ NG
feais gt fad @ 9w=sfa qa gar
fem=ad u

2 Two of my MSS. have -ﬁ'-'(éﬁﬁﬁ% the rvest, -'F -

éﬂ:ﬁ° I have restored the etymological form of the word. Ed

* gurfesfal @< aft@aa_TaEs 8a-
T AUT AAY: WHfd TgRTAITAH/T -
Wi FAIET FAfEIN: | agwH | A
AafRaret =fa
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4. And, when abandoned, he should not again accept
Nature and the rest. So, in regard to this, he says:!

femgEagTI 9 1

Its resumption pro-

hilated. Aph. 7. Or as an amputated hand.

a. As no one takes back again an amputated hand, just
so this [Nature], when abandoned, he should not readmit :
such is the meaning. The word ‘Or’ is used in the sense
of ‘moreover; ? [the import of the conjunction being
superadditive, not alternative].

TEYAT A T @A N b

Aph. 8. What is not a means [of

Duty to e sacrified  liberation is] not to be thought about,

to sulvation. [as this conduces only] to bondage; as
in the case of Bharata.

a. That which is not an immediate cause of Discrimina-
tion, even though it may be a duty, still is ‘not to be
thought about;’ i.e., intention of the mind towards the
performance thereof is not to be made; since it tends
to Bondage, from its making us forget Discrimination,
¢ As in the case of Bharata:’ that is to say, as was the case

'gw @ UgETed gAR Eigarfey-
TN

* gut fos g um: WIsfu AR dua-
AU® TANIMANAEY: | ITRsyy |
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with the royal sage Bharata’s cherishing Dinanitha’s’
fawn, though [this was]in accordance with duty.?

agfaaE fagwy’ umfefia: samiw-
Faq el

Aph. 9. From [association with]
many there is obstruction to concentra-
tion, through passion, &e.; as in the case of a girl’s shells.!

Company to be avoided.

a. Association is not to be made with many; because,
when there is association with many, there is disturbance,
through the manifestation of Passion, &ec., which destroys
concentration ; as a jingling is produced by the mutual

1 The original, dindndtha, compounded of dina and andtha,
¢ miserable and having no master,’ is an epithet of ¢ fawn.’

For the story of Bharata and the fawn, see the Vishnu-purdna,
Book ii., Chap. xiii. Ed.

' fgasd JeUEaTYH 7 Wafq € 9%-
#isfa wmemfa qeafes aeaeE fa-
T AT 7 Fd o gawmsyg wafa fa-
FHIAEATTEHAAT | WT@AA | JAT WA
aavuRAfy dRraraefranrassE arew-
fa=a: 0

* FEfIATITETIYY is the reading of Aviruddla. Zd.

4 Seo the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6662. Ed.
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vontact of the shells on a girl’s wrist: such is the
meaning.!

FraTRT 9= 1 90 0

Aph. 10. Just so, from [the company

Even that of one.
of ] two, also.

a. Just so, even from two there is obstruction to concen-
tration; therefore one ought to abide quite alone : such is
the meaning.?

fao: gat fag@mrad w9

Blessedness_of those Aph. 11. He who is without hope is
who expect nothing. . happy; like Pin gal 4.3

a. Having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed
of the happiness called contentment; ¢like Pingald;’
that is to say, as the courtesan called Pingald, desiring
a lover, having found no lover, being despondent, became
happy, when she had left off hoping.*

' ggfa w7 wraT agha 87 fr -
mrafamsEn s@el wafa sy g9
FHTNTANETATAATTEF T RUL W
ROl

* gt Amisfu a9 faay wawa
THIfEA ™iaafags: |

3 See the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6447, Ed.

‘AT TH TR HATMIEEIRIAL-
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. But then, granting that Pain may cease, on the cessa-
tion of hope, yet how can there be happiness, in the absence
of causes thereof? It is replied: That natural happi-
ness, resulting from the predominance of Purity in the
mind, which remains obscured by hope, itself resumes its
influence, on the departure of hope; asis the case with
the coolness of water which [supposed natural coolness]
had been hindered [from manifesting itself,] by heat:
there is not, in this case, any need of means. And it is
laid down that precisely this is happiness of Soul.?

¢. Since it is an obstructer of Concentration, exertion
with a view to experience is not to be made, since this will
be effected quite otherwise; as he states:?

fagsragar fagsr ama Jvar st
FrAwa fafdwar wdt faerard gfe-
7t T asfeaa: |

' ey gafagfe: =mE q
T "rwamTarfefa ) a1 favw v =
R @etfas ageArrar fufed
faefa agarmfarm® sagfas wafa aw-
nfgagawn@atefd | av |« |
Taea IrRaRiAgEd Ta

* qrifasusaeeasfa e w1
FAASAGT AGIURIETE |
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TRt TR gE /gad 1 R |

Aph 12. [One may be happy,] even
Exertion needless. without exertion ; like a serpent happy
in another’s house.

a. Supply, ‘he may be happy.” The rest is simple. So
it has beensaid : ! ‘The building of a house is, assuredly,
painful, and in no way pleasant. A serpent, having entered
the dwelling made by another [e.g., a rat], does find
comfort.” 2

6. From Institutes, and from preceptors, only the essence
is to be accepted ; since, otherwise, it may be impossible
to concentrate the attention, from there being, by
reason of implications,® discussions, &c., discrepancies in
declared unessential parts, and from the multiplicity of
topics. So he says:*

FENTRTRATEASTU HIUTH qgead 1 a3

1 Quoted from the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6649. Ed.

" gEt wafefa T T g ) ag
wH | ngmﬁ} fe @@ 7 gara &y 99|
Y GFd A wiad g@m% u

3 Abkyupagama, * acceptings * (of positions, &c.). FEd.
‘ MTENIT TTRAE "IT T AT SHAT-

qmnwfzﬁaﬁsartmnswhwfaﬁum-
QHAIEHA AMTAATAT JEFATFE—TE I
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. N Aph. 13. Though he devote himself
o A bee-like eclecticism ¢ yany Tnstitutes and teachers, a

taking of the essence [is to be made];
as 1s the case with the bee.

a. Supply “is to be made.” The rest is simple. Thus
it has been said : ‘From small Institutes, and from great,
the intelligent man should take, from all quarters, the
essence ; as the bee does from the flowers.”!

6. Be the other means what they may, the direct posses-
sion of Discrimination is to be effected only by intentness,
through maintaining Meditation ; as he tells us:*

TYFCIAF IR FATCHRTEA: 0 98 0

Aph. 14. The Meditation is not inter-
rupted of him whose mind is intent on
one object ; like the maker of arrows.?

Intentness on one object.

a. As, in the case of a maker of arrows, with his mind
intent solely on the making of an arrow, the exclusion of

' Frfafa Tw: | [ERITEE | agwal
TOIE ATHE TR FAFA A | 3G
WATETISHY T W8

* gIYATE Q9T @97 qqAWATAT 8-
arfuaisagTu faasargreir fasareta
TR |

3 See the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6651. Ed.
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other thoughts is not interrupted even by a king’s passing
at his side, so, too, of him whose mind is intent on one
point there is in no way an ‘interruption of meditation,”
1. e., a failure to exclude other thoughts.!

‘FAfAAAGATGIAUR FiEwad 0y W

Aph. 15. Through transgression of
Rules nnt to be trans- . . . . .
gressed with umpunity, the enjoined rules there is failure in
the aim ; as in the world.

a. Whatever rule, for the practisers of Concentration,
has been laid down in the Institutes, if it be transgressed,
then the end, viz., the effecting of knowledge, is not
attained. ‘As in the world.” That is to say: just as, in
ordinary life, if the enjoined procedures, &c., in regard to a
medicine, or the like, be neglected, this or that effect
thereof will not be obtained.*

' g WA SRS O
TN AAAfa 7 geaad @ad
vaAFmfess gdwify @ warfugifag-
wafaTrgfatafa o

2 Aniruddha reads STEATTHRO. Ed.

‘ . . . . .
3 Nagesa is singular in here, apparently, adding, as an aphorism :

NI A AT FFA d 7 JrAufa-

=Y. | These words occur in the midst of Vijnana’s comment,

and there introduce a quotation from the Makddhidrata. KEd,

' : WAy Fat AfAr FaREETEEa
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b. He states, further, that, if the rules be forgotten, the
end will not. be gained :!

afgewsty Jataa 1 aé

Rules must not be Aph. 16. Moreover, if they be for-
forgotten. gotten ; asin the case of the female frog.

a. Thisis plain. And the story of the female frog is this :
A certain king, having gone to hunt, saw a beautiful
damsel in the forest. And she, being solicited in marriage
by the king, made this stipulation: ¢When water shall
be shown to me by thee, then I must depart.” DBut, on one
occasion, when wearied with sport, she asked the king,
‘Where is water?’ The king, too, forgetting his agree-
ment, showed her the water. Then she, having become
the she-frog Kdamaripini? daughter of the king of the
frogs, entered the water. And then the king, though he
sought her with nets, &e., did not regain her.®

SrAfaeESai A wafa | SFad | 99T
& Avsard fafegquendai @ig= aw-
frafes wafa asfea:

' fagnfamrasaraawARE

2 Probably this is an epithet, ‘ changing one’s form at will,” not a
proper name. Ed.

PgTEe | AwregaretaE | -
grar Frat Ay fafum gl St wd
"1 9 UNT ARA™E mfgqr fAad Iw
JTT AR |AT A ULWAA AT AT TTA=A-
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b. He mentions a story with reference to the necessity
of reflecting on the words of the teacher, as well as hear-
ing them:!

AUTHAWSTT® FaFAAT TR
fm‘rama\ N as

Potoni Aph. 17. Not even though instruction
as ;(;iﬁr;;nhe::f;;fury ’ be heard is the end gained, without re-
flexion ; as in the case of Virochana.*

a. By ‘reflexion’ is meant such consideration as deter-
mines the import of the teacher’s words. Without this,
though the instruction be heard, knowledge of the truth
does not necessarily follow ; for it is written, that, though
hearing the instruction of Prajdpati, Virochana, as

fafa\ e g wewr ufoarr o
un g9 wAfAfq | ity awd faws
FRASAAT | dd: A RROA a1 FAE-
foadt W&t wn st fa3w 1 qaw e .-
sfefrefaarfy 7 amfaefefa

' MAUIAFRATHAATRIAT  HATTTHEA

IfagraArE |
‘ haha
" 3 Vedénti Mah4deva has simply ‘c'-ﬁ‘t[{v\lsf q. Ed.
3 The reading of Aniruddha is ShJRY+. Ed.
¢ ¢
4 See the Chhdndogya Upaniskad, viii., viii., 4. Ed.
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between Indra and Virochana, wanted discrimination,
from want of reflexion :!

TeE@arftgs v ab 0

Aph. 18. Of those two, it [reflexion, ]

Of this further. X
was seen in the case of Indra [only].

a. Of those two who are mentioned, [indicated] by the
expression ‘of those two,” reflexion [was seen, &c.]. And,
as between those two, viz., Indra and Virochana, reflexion
was seen in the case of Indra: such is the meaning.?

4. And be tells us, that, by him who desires to under-
stand thoroughly, attendance on the teacher should be
practised for a long time :®

nufasmaaioaqty s fafeag-
STHEd I 92

‘oA AT drafaaras fa-
[T | | faAraRnarmwausiu aage-
faaar Arfa aeTIqsURRHa W suigaU-
FAqAS fqU9as gUANHETEA fqaar-
qragafEa: o

* ASRATATAA: GUAN: | aqfig-
fAUTANAR urAN ITH TEA: |

" gREAITGAT 9 TRAAT IgATE Wa-
[ |
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Tke process requires Ap’l. 19. Having performed reverence,
time. :

the duties of a student, and attendance,
one has success after a long time; as in his case.

a. “As in his case.” That is to say: as in the case of
Indra, so in the case of another, too, only after having
practised, under a preceptor, reverence, study of the Vedas,

service, &c., is there ‘ success,’ i. e., the revelation of truth ;
not otherwise.!

A FATIR] qrAgIaq N 0 W

The time for the pro- Aph. 20. There is no determination

cess may embrace suc- of the time; as in the case of Véima-
cessive stales of being. deva.®

a. In the arising of knowledge, there is “no determina-
tion of the time,” as, for instance, in its taking place only -
from causes dependent on the senses. ‘Asin the case of
Vémadeva.” That is to say: as, in consequence of causes
pertaining to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case
of Vamadeva, even when in embryo, so it may in the case
of another.*

‘dgq | TREEEEny T8 wufad
qumREarga fafememaefadafa
ATag: |

2 Aniruddha seems to intend, as an aphorism, after No. 20,

_these words : mﬂ%ﬂm aﬁinﬂ'[ﬁ-aﬂ g‘rﬂﬁﬁ.

HTd |. But perhaps there has been tampering with the text, on
\
the part of copyists. Ed.

3 See the Aitareya Upanishad, ii., iv., 5. Ed.

¢ efaFETUAT T A dtETfeRIAIEd F-
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0. But then, since it is written, that the means of
knowledge need be nothing other than devotion to those
[viz., Brahmd, &c.,] who [unlike the Absolute,] have
Qualities, knowledge may result from tkis. Why, then,
a hard and subtle process of Concentration? To this he
replies:!

AU ITHATATCA W T ATHEHAT-
e RRER

Aph. 21. Through devotion to some-
Inferior means not . .
altogether unprofitable,  thing under a superinduced form,
[attainment to, or approach towards,
knowledge takes place] by degrees; as in the case of those
who devote themselves to sacrifices.

a. Supply ¢ there is attainment.” Through devotion to
Souls, e.g., Brahmd, Vishnu, Siva, under the forms
superinduced on them, the effecting of knowledge takes
place ‘by degrees,’ i.e., by the successive attainment of

W{HIAY A1f | ATAGATA | AT -
SATAIEYAET sfa g9r FrRleaw-
IR TIT: |

' A9 TWUTEATAT WU SHIgERa-
wred vF §iw Afqafa fans gawme-
T | a=qE

% Here the aphorism ends, in my copies of Nége$vs commentary,
and also in some copies of Vijudna’s commentary which I examined
in India. Ed.
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the worlds of Brahmé, &c., or else through the purification
of the Good principle, &c., but not directly; as is the
case with sacrificers [whose slaughter of animals, requiring
to be expiated, throws them back, so far, in the road to
emancipation]: such is the meaning.!

6. He tells us, that, moreover, there is no certainty that
successive rlse to the worlds of Brahma, &e., would effect

knowledge : 2

‘TatenisargfE: wIfrAdrTEr IRa:
IR0

Aph. 22. Moreover, after the attain-

Seriptural proof that  ment of what|like the world of Brahma4, ]
heaven gives not libera~ .

tion. is other [than the state of emancipated

soul], there is return [to mundane

existence] ; because it is written [in the 5th Prapdthaka of

the Chhandogya Upanishad*]: ¢ From conjunction with the

five fires there is birth,” &ec.

' fafefi@aesrd | SuUw@es: gRaTw
asrfa‘mzmﬁaqmamwmm wanfe.
SAFATTHFAT ganfega a1 gefaw-
fa= arerer :rrfammfnaw: 0\

* geEnfemiaaiuraifu gafasast A

fa faam ™R

8 One of my copies of Aniruddha omits ;,qﬁ:[ after gama
Rd.
4 This reference is taken from Vijnana, who, however, does not
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a. He exhibits an illustration, to the effect that the

effecting of knowledge takes place only in the case of
him who is free from passion :!

foww dagmATRATTH" dReiad
230

o Aph. 23. By him who is free from
paiserimination dllus- 50 ssion what is to be left is left, and

what is to be taken is taken ; as in the
case of the swan and the milk.

a. That is to say : only by him who is free from passion
is there a quitting  of what is to be left,’” i. e., of Nature,
&e., and a taking  of what is to be taken,’ i. e., of Soul ; as
it is only the swan,—and not the crow, or the like,—that,
out of milk and water mingled, by means of leaving the

unimportant water, takes the valuable milk ? [as the Hindus
insist that it does].

represent that the original of the words ¢ From conjunction,” &c., is
found, literally, in the Chhdndogya Upanishad. Ed.

' grafasufafdrscaams faenaaE
2 Vijnina, according to some MSS, has, peculiarly, %am_
' 'H"QTEHT{[H.', and his comment, in those MSS., follows this

reading. Fd.

' farw@ra ga W@l g
AW 9THA SURIA Wafaddr guss-
NEHATATUR AT H A SHANI A AI0IA-
AU FHEAT 7Y, WAL D |
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6. He tells us that both of these also take place in
consequence of association with a perfect! man :?

FATfaraRTET agq 1 28 |

Aph. 24, Or through association
with one who has obtained excellence ;*
as in the case thereof.

Benefit of good society.

@. That is to say : moreover, from association with him
by whom ¢ excellence,’ i.e., excellence in knowledge, has
been obtained, the aforesaid [discrimination] takes place;
just as in the case of the swan, [§ 23]; as, in the case
of Alarka,* Discrimination manifested itself spontaneously,
merely through simple association with Dattitreya.’

6. He tells us that we ought not to associate with those
who are infected with desire :°

A FAATE TUEd TFIq 1200

L Siddka. Vide supra, p. 115, note 3. For the cognate sidd/s,
vide infra, p. 310, note 4.  Ed.

' fegURRaFTRAAgHY wadiaTE |

3 Nigefa omits V. Ed.
4 Sce the Mdrkandeya-purdna, ch. xvi. Ed.

* saqrsfawan STAETET Iq AEFICTR
wafa deIeaAUl ATV HS AT IEFH-
AR |1 faaw: wgeafefa

" aftag | & IR
7 Aniruddha has ¥ gaﬁaﬁimmfta TR |

Ed.
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_ Aph. 25. Not of his own accord
,oczgfg" of unsuitable o1 ould he go mnear one who is in-
fected with desire; like the parrot.

. Association is not to be made, voluntarily, with a
person infected with desire. ¢Like the parrot.” That
is to say : just as the bird [called a] parrot, by reason of its
being exceedingly beautiful, does not [by going near
people,] act in a rash manner, through fear of being
imprisoned by those who covet it for its beauty.!

6. And he states the harm of association with those who
labour under desire :2

TUArTES: TEAA I 2%

O this further, Aph. 26. [Else .he may become]
bound, by conjunction with the cords ;
as in the case of the parrot.

a. And, in the case of associating with those persons, he
may becoine bound, ‘ by conjunction with the cords,’ i.e.,
by conjunction with their Desire, &c., [the Qualities,
punningly compared to cords]; just ‘as in the case of the

' TANURA RN &TAA: @1 7 FAA: |
TFAA | JAT HUET uFeRu fq A
FAIR A Ffq BIRIHUIAAATE-
fega: 0

*ufag g qeam

3 All the commentators but Vijnina read T[w[:, instead of

.. Ed
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parrot ;° that is to say, just as the bird [called a] parrot
becomes bound by the cords, i. e., the ropes, of the hunter.'

b. He determines, by two [aphorisms], the means of
[effecting] dispassion :*

/ \pTgrTEfEEfaE 0k 0

Aph. 27. Not by enjoyment is desire

M dispassion. . )
eans of dispassion. g rypeased ; as in the case of the saint.

a. That is to say: as, in the case of the saint, Saubhari,?
desire was not appeased by enjoyment, so, also in the case
of others, it 1s not.*

0. But, further:?®

ATEHATHIAT: U W 0

Of this further. Aph. 28. From seeing the fuult of
both.

‘ANt @% q uArTRErTiear-
T WTFHACT TUT THTE U T
(ﬁﬁws\r qafa qefed: |

* JurmmTgUTIRINEta AT o

3 See the Visknu-purdpa, Book iv., Ch. ii. and iii. £d.

‘T FA: HRWATTR TR E-
ARYTATY 7 a9 0

*sfaqn
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. That is to say: only ¢ from seeing the fault,’ e. g., of
being changeable, of consisting of pain, &e., ¢ of both,’
i.e., of Nature and her productions, does the appeasing of
desire take place; just as in the case of the saint [§ 27].
For it is written, that Saubhari, just from seeing the evil
of society, was afterwards dispassionate.!

6. He tells us that incompetency even to accept in-
struction attaches to him who is infected with the fault
of desire, &c :2

7 ' AfAASARITAARTRISTAA I 2 1

Agitation excludes in- Aph. 29. Not in the case of him
struction. whose mind is disturbed does the sced
of instruction sprout ; as in the case of Aja.

a. In him whose mind is disturbed by desire, &c.,
not even does a sprout spring up from that seed of the
tree of knowledge which is in the shape of instruction. ¢As
in the case of Aja.” That is to say : as not a sprout from

' I Agfadeaar: aftafragarn
AFEIfeIaERART ynmfdafa afa-
az%mvi. | GMfE AERITERARE o
TUTE a0

* Ofe e U A R RN AR WS A A T
™R |

-
8 Vijnéina, agreeably to some MSS., has ﬂraaaaH@T-
wqiwo. One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has 'Hf%r'{ﬁ Ed.
I ]
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the seed of instruction, though delivered to him by Va-
sishtha, sprang up in the king named Aja, whose mind
was disturbed by grief for his wife.! 2

6. What need of more??

AMTEARTTATG AfTAgdwad 1 30

OF this further. Apk: 30. Not even a mere sen%blan.ce
[of this true knowledge arises in bim
whose mind is disturbed]; as in the case of a foul mirror.

a. Even superficial knowledge does not arise, from
instruction, in one whose mind is disturbed, through the
obstruction caused by its wandering away, e. g., to other
objects; as an object is not reflected in a foul mirror,
through the obstruction caused by the impurities: such is
the meaning.*

' SURMEY ATHATHD A aWIFEA-
sfa ymfeafaafa’ Moad 1 swwaq |
auEATR 9 AETEAfEAER afe-
TAFATYUAAAR ATFT IAR T |

2 See Kdilidisa's Raghuvansa, Book viii. Ed.

* f& TgAT N

* SraraRAAfa AafqAeasuRTE -
7a fauaraagTUfefi: afas~rar |/ :
;Fga;anmfaaaﬁﬁsﬁ w7 afafewfa ds-
<dY: U0
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b. Or, if knowledge should spring up in any kind ef
way, still it may not, he tells us, be in accordance with
the instruction :!

7 awe’ qguar aEad’ i 390

Aph. 31. Nor, even though sprung

Knowledge not neces- therefrom, is that [knowledge, neces-

sarily perfect knowledge.  garily ] in accordance therewith ; like
the lotus.

a. Though sprung ¢therefrom,” i.e., from instruc-
tion, knowledge is not [necessarily,] in accordance with
the instruction, in case this has not been entirely under-
stood. ¢Like the lotus.” That is to say: just as the
lotus, though the seed be of the best, is not in accordance
with the seed, when the mud is faulty. The mind of the
student is compared to the mud* [in which the lotus-seed
was sown |,

' gfe a1 quree fesgH da quTg-
RATIRY | wafea=

2 Vedénti Mahddeva reads  IARITI: Ed.

3 Aniruddha has WH\ . Hd.

‘ ATHTGURNTSHTARATY  FIARTICNT-
&A1 A Hafq RE@uEIAT | uge-
Tq | AT AARrFARSTR vFOWEA1T-
BUATUSIE A wafq asfew: | ug-
wH frafasw
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b. But then, since the Soul’s end is, indeed, gained by
[the attainment of] supernatural power in the worlds
[§ 21. a.] of Brahmé, &c., to what purpose is the effecting
of knowledge, with so much toil, for liberation? To this
he replies :*

7 “afaariisfa’ Fagaararefafeagurea-
fafgaq v 30

Aph. 32. Not even on the attain-
ment of glorification has that been
done which was to be done; as is the
case with the perfection® of the objects worshipped, as is
the case with the perfection of the objects worshipped.

IHeaven not perfect
bliss.

. Eveu though one attain to supernatural power, ¢ that
has not been done which was to be done,’ i. e., the end has
not been gained ; because it is attended by the grief of de-
ficiency and excess. ¢ As is the case with the perfection
of the objects worshipped.” That is to say : as, though the
possession of perfection [so called,] belongs to ¢ the objects

' A AESIfREauT Rt
fFAYAQIAAT HAEA AHY [rATAWI-
TAR | qETE

2 According to Négesa and Vedanti Mahideva, 33\8° ; and this
bhita, a synonym of biuiti, the former explains by aiswarya. See
note 4, below. Ed.

8 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits iqﬁ Ed.

4 Négefa, commenting on this aphorism, explains siddAi, here
rendered ¢ perfection,’ by aiswarya, ‘supernatural power.” FEd.
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worshipped,’ i. e., to Brahm4, &ec., [still] that has not been
done which was to be done ; since it is written, that even
these, while in the sleep of Concentration, &ec., [still]
praetise Concentration, [ from fear of losing what they have
attained to]. Just in like manner is the case with him who,
by the worship of these, has attained to their supernatural
power. Such is the meaning.!

6. So much for the Fourth Book, that of Tales, in the
Commentary, composed by Vijnina Bhikshu, on Kapila’s
Declaration of the Séinkhya.?

' TaAistu Fasaar saraar Aife
RATANIGT E{IFPTFITH | wrwfafsaa |
JAqrRTAL aanaar fafsarnisha FAH
ar aurafa anfageEr ﬂmmama |
d9q AGUTEAAT IR CHARATR=: |

* ofq fagmafagfafad sifasmrgna-
TR AT ST FRrAIEdw: |

END OF BOOK 1V,
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BOOK V.

—_—

a. The tenets of his Institute are completed. Next is
begun a Fifth Book, in order to set aside the primi facie
notions of others in regard to his Institute. Among those,
in the first place he disposes of the objection that the
Benediction implied by the expression ‘ Well,” in the
first Aphorism [of Book 1.}, is purposeless :*

fa’unqu

Reasons for a Bene- A4ph. 1. The [use of a] Benediction
dictory Opening. [is justified] by the practice of the
good, by our seeing its fruit, and by Scripture.

a. The [use of a] Benediction, which we made, is proved
to be proper to be made, by these proofs: such is the

' EaTEfaET: gdqT: | T Ul @R
U GATIAUTHG, URATATS SO |
AATANCHASANRA IHFH Fd qau-
fammed qETYR

2 Aniruddha has, instead of wﬁ% 33\%°- Vide supra,
p. 810, note 2, for bhiti. Ed.
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meaning. The word 4t; is intended to preclude the expect-
ation of any other reasons.'

b. He repels those who entertain the primé facie view,
that what was asserted in the expression, ¢ because it is not
proved that there s a Lord’ [see Book I., Aph. 92], is
not made out ; because [forsooth,] his existence is proved
by his being the giver of the fruits of works:? *

Awufufed wefaeafa: s affas:i:0

Needlessness of Aph. 2. Not from its [the world’s,]

Lord. being governed by a Lord is there the

effectuation of fruit; for it is by works [i.e., by merit and
demerit,] that this is accomplished.

a. That is to say : it is not proper [to suppose] the effec-
tuation of the change [of the elements] into the shape of
the [appropriate] fruit of works, on the ground that the
cause is ‘ governed by a Lord ;’ because it is possible for

' AFWIEU Igd a9d: WATQ: Fd-
warfafeftgs: | fawy FTR=TagT-
faTam: o

' Zufeefdfa g8 axiuuad H@%-
serqaa afeefifa 3 gaufguanfa-
FUfa

3 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &c.,
p. 78. Ed.

4 Aniruddba’s reading is TRTE{UT s, and Vedinti Mahé-

deva has H{Tﬁﬂéﬂfﬁ: . Ed.
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the fruit to be effected by the works [i.e., the merit and
demerit,] alone, which are indispensable ; [and, if we do
make the additional and cumbrous supposition of a Lord,

he cannot reward a man otherwise than according to
his works].!

b. He declares, further, in [several] aphorisms, that it
is not the case that the Lord is the giver of fruit:3

EIHRURTA FHrFad 0 3 0

The supposed Lord Apk.3. [If a Lord were governor,
would be sclfish. then,] from intending his own benefit,
his government [would be selfish], as is the case [with or-
dinary governors] in the world.

a. If the Lord were the governor, then his government
would be only for his own benefit; as is the case [with
ordinary rulers] in the world: such is the meaning.*

' fgufufed sta savweguftaE
frwfes gwaw@aw FAWT wwfais-

grarfea: o

2 See, for a somewhat different translation, the Rational Refuta-
tion, &c., p. 718. Iid.

' $TH TREIAR A weasutETE 9

* SRTATTUETER ENYHUIRT AFa-
et snfegw:
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. b. In reply to the doubt, ¢ grant that the Lord, also, be
benefited : what harm ?’ he says: !

sfsawcafeaT@ U 8 |

bALnd,dﬂmrkp{‘ore, not Aph. 4. [He must, then, be] just
the Lord spoken of- like a worldly lord, [and] otherwise
[than you desire that we should conceive of him].

a. If we agree that the Lord, also, is benefited, he, also,
must be something mundane, ¢ just like a worldly lord ;’
because, since his desires are [on that supposition,] not
[previously] satisfied, he must be liable to grief, &c.:
such is the meaning.’

6. In reply to the doubt, ¢ be it even so,” he says

mifearfasr atn o

The difficulty perhaps Aph. 5. Or [let the name of Lord

originates in a mistuken .
capression, be] technical.

a. If, whilst there exists alsoa world, there be a Lord,
then let yours, like ours, be merely a tcchnical term for

e @ wiafEr-
e

! TETYURTETR SRt
arsfu dardt =eUUEHAAT garfens-
grfea: |

> aua wafaETTgR o
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that soul which emerged at the commencement of tha
creation ; since there cannot be an eternal lordship, be-
cause of the contradiction between mundaneness and the
having an unobstructed will: such is the meaning.

b. He states another objection to the Lord’s being the
governor :*

| wmka “afefy: afafagascasmg
&

Objection to there Aph. 6. This [position, viz., that

being a Lord. there is a Lord,] cannot be established

without [assuming that he is affected by].Passion ; because
that is the determinate cause [of all energizing].

a. That is to say : moreover, it canuot be proved that he
is a governor, unless there be Passion ; because Passion is
the determinate cause of activity.*

' gETEE sfu Ity e nrgTmyER
TfGITETHTT AW THAT AFaA{T =ear
HCIEIG G E R ENENEIESKOIG LU e
9 N

" PRATFUETAR ATUFTLCATE N

* ITfrafiE: is the lection of Vedénti Mahédeva, in the

text, and also in the comment. Ed.

‘fa = Tt fam wfuerqe faafa
wet TR wfafraamatteE: o
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6. But then, be it so, that there is Passion in the Lord,
even. To this he replies :!

aqrsta = fasms: 1 90

Aph. 7. Moreover, were that [Pas-

This objection, further. . s e . .
s oljection, sion] conjoined with him, he could not

be eternally free.

a. That is to say : moreover, if it be agreed that there
is conjunction [of the Lord] with Passion, he cannot be
eternally free; and, therefore, thy tenet [of his eternal
freedom] is invalidated.?

b. Pray [let us ask], does lordship arise from the imme-
diate union, with Soul, of the wishes, &c., which we hold to
be properties of Nature, [not properties of Soul]? Or from
an influence by reason of the mere existence of proximity,
as in the case of the magnet? Of these he condemns the
former alternative:®

' FRAAY TASTEL | AR N

" gravisty wtfsaw@ @ fa=as |
1% d fagrefafa: o

* gy f& murAuARArEefRaTTa-
AT AR qqFEAA | ara-
wWaAfoadfafigamRe REafada |
aTE ae geafa o
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AuTANfERATTEEgTata’ o b

Oljection, on _ane Aph. 8. If it were from the con-
branch of an allernalive. < ynetion of the properties of Nature, it

would turn out that there is association, [which Scripture
denies of Soul].

a. From the conjunction, with Soul, of ¢the properties
of Nature,” 1.e., Desire, &c., Soul, also, would turn out
[contrary to Scripture,] to be associated with properties.®

4. But, in regard to the latter [alternative], he says :®

‘FERTAIRHTIE AR U e

Olijection, on the other Aph. 9. If it were from the mere
branch. existence [of Nature, not in association,
but simply in proximity], then lordship would belong to
every one,

~_.S
1 _amﬁgqa%:‘r‘qﬁ: is the rcading of Vijndna, in

some MSS., and, in some, that of Nigesa, who, however, in others,

omits %a‘ Id.

umaﬁfwa TEY U RS
unagmfa. u

* g SR

4 Some MSS. of Vijnéna exhibit, instead of Hm:"ﬂ]'a R
HETATSW. Zi
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a. That is to say: if lordship is by reason of the mere
existence of proximity, as in the case of the magnet
[which becomes affected by the simple proximity of iron],
then it is settled, as we quite intend it should be, that
even all men, indifferently, experiencers in this or that
[eycle of] creation, [may] have lordship ; because it is only
by conjunction with all experiencers, that Nature pro-
duces Mind, &c. And, therefore, your tenet of there
being only one Lord is invalidated.!

b. Be it as you allege; yet these are false reasonings;
because they contradict the evidence which establishes [the
existence of] a Lord. Otherwise, Nature, also, could be

disproved by thousands of false reasonings of the like sort.
He thercfore says :*

HRIUMTIT afafs: ao o

_ , Aph. 10. Tt is not established [that
Denial that there 1s N
any evidence of « Lord.  there i3 an eternal Lord]; because
there is no evidence of it.

‘ W@Tmﬁaﬁmmm%m ey a-
f& squwAT gEmeTg AFU qEmEE-
wmmu{ﬁmmw Fasﬂf@aq‘rﬁaﬂ
MR BUTAA AgaifensArfefa | qads
waw Ifq wafmeraefafaa: o
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a. Tts establishment, i.e., the establishing that there is
an eternal Lord. Of the Lord, in the first place, there is
not sense-evidence ; so that only the evidences of inference
and of testimony can be offered ; and these are inapplicable :
such is the meaning.'

b. The inapplicability he sets forth in two aphorisms :*

HINMTATATTATAA 199 |

Denial that it can be dph. 11. There is no inferential
estallished by wference.  proof [of there being a Lord]; because
there is [here] no [case of invariable] association [between
a sign and that which it might betoken].

a. ¢ Association,’ i.e., invariable concomitancy. ¢There
is none;’ i.e., none exists, [in this case]. And so there is
no inferential proof of there being a Lord; because, in
such arguments s, ‘Mind, or the like, has a maker, be-
cause it is a product,’ [the fact of] invariable concomitancy®
is not established; since there is no compulsion [that
every product should have had an intelligent maker].
Such is the meaning.*

! qfrafgfaaadafs: | 39T qrarmget
ANGTAATRIAS AR T d 97
Brad T N

* AT wfaureafa gEamam o

3 Vydpyatwa, here rendered, is regarded as a synonym of vydpti,
by which sambandha, ¢ association,’ is interpreted just above. Hence
I have bracketed the words * the fact of. Id.

¢ gy nfe | Sararsfafs: | aar =
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b. Nor, moreover, he tells us, is there [the evidence of]
Testimony’ [to there being a Lord] :

wfarfu sesaEe 0 a2 0

Denial that there is Aph. 12. Moreover, there is Secrip-
Seripture for it. ture for [this world’s] being the pro-
duct of Nature, [not of a Lord].

a. Scripture asserts, exclusively, that the world is the
product of Nature, not that it has Soul for its cause.

b. He refutes, diffusely, by a cluster [of seven apho-
risms],*® the opinion of an opponent in regard to that which
was established in the first Section,* viz., ‘Bondage
does not arise from Ignorance,” [conjoined with Soul].®

ATAIfEd WadH FARTCATATATAA-
AFFEA ATARTIEST AR STATATAG: |
' arfa W=z T
g mumEFEERd gfafE | Sa-
AR

8 Read, instead of ‘by a cluster,” &c., ‘by enunciations. ¥ide
p. 264, note 4, supra. Ed.

4 Pada, here used for adhydya, which the translator renders by
‘Book.” For the Aphorism referred to, and carelessly quoted in part,
vide supra, p. 24. Ed.

* wifaemal sw fq afesfad oouw-
Uk @ utAd fawta: wagaw gwafa
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Arfagrafewar fRags 1 93

Conjuncl;'on, in the Aph. 13. With that which is solitary
case of the solitar : :
Case | §f U solilary,  there cannot be conjunction of the

tion. property of Ignorance.

a. Since Soul has no association [with anything what-
ever), it is plainly impossible for it to be united with the
property of Ignorance.!

b. But then, [it may be replied,] what is to be asserted
is, that the conjunction of Ignorance is simply through
force of Ignorance [which is a negation, or nonentity];
and so, since this is no reality, there is no asscciation occa-
sioned thereby. To this he replies :

a afegraararaaes 1 a8 |

Aph. 14. Since the existence of this
[alleged megative Ignorance] is esta-
blished [only] on the ground of its [pretended] conjunction,
there is a vicious circle.’

A suggestion repelled.

@. And, if it is by the conjunction of Ignorance that
Ignorance is established, there is ‘a vicious circle,” [lite-

' faiagaar Sqastrrefsae: ar-
/= @it o

* safagraneafamam R
AMATANAFATR T4T 8 =fq | a0

$ For a different translation of this Aphorism, and of what intro-
duces and succeeds it, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 267. KEd.
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rally, a resting of each on the other, alternately] a rest-
ing a thing on itself, or, in short, a regressus in infinitum.!

6. In reply to the doubt [suggested by the Naiydyika],
‘ but then, as in the case of seed and sprout, the regressus
tn infinitum is no objection,” he replies : *

7 AATFIAAIHATTEA: 1 U 1

Aph. 15. It is not as in the case of
seed and sprout; for Scripture teaches
that the world %as a beginning.

The world kas a be-
ginning.

a. There cannot belong to it such a regressus in infini-
tum as that of seed and sprout; because there is Scripture
for the fact that the mundane state of souls, consisting of
all undesirable things, viz., Ignorance, &c., had a begin-
ning. For we hear, in Scripture, that these cease to exist
at the dissolution of all things, in profound sleep, &e.
Such is the meaning.®

&. But then, [you Veddntis will say], according to us,
Ignorance is technically so termed, and is not, e.g., in

' wfgearmefagfast SATEae-
ATHATHIRAT AT qfd T |
' Ag dNTgARAT™n | TAITT-
gng l
' fergraeAaRn | @vafa gearwi
garEfagrafesasas mfaa'aa.
L EEE LIS RIELEUEC U
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the shape, specified by the Yoga, of supposing what is not
soul to be soul; and so, just like your ¢ Nature,’ since this
[Ignorance] of ours has an unbroken eternity, though it
be lodged in Soul,there is no disparagement of the solitari-
ness thereof: in regard to this doubt, having deliberated
on this artificial sense of the word ¢ Ignorance,” he objects
to it :!

faaraiss’ srETmags o ag

Soul and knowledge Aph. 16. Then Brahma would be
not identacal. found to be excluded [from existence] ;
because he is something else than knowledge.

a. If the meaning of the word ¢Ignorance’ (avidya) be
only ‘otherness than knowledge,” then Brakma, soul itself,
would be found to be excluded, to perish, through his
being annihilable by knowledge ; since /e is other than
knowledge : such is the meaning.* [Further]:

' FeerEAta e urfenfast ag am-
KFATHATHISICRYT 9T = FIqT HUT-
AAATHTHATY T FEETATIETaAT gRu-
faemsfu ammgafaf@mgat afis-
fganfaaa=rd faswew guafa o

2 One of my MSS. of Nigeta has T E[TRIR. Z4.

\
3 -HAH e, found in some MSS. of Vijnéna, is the reading of
Aniruddha and of Nagesa. Ed.

¢ gfe fagramaafagga® aw
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AT REHFTIH 1 99 1

d.Kn.owledye, notcrr‘lr[: Aph. 17. Were there not exclusion,
dm tymorunce, would be 1) 61 there would be resultlessness.

a. But, if the existence of ignorance were really not
excluded by knowledge, then there would be resultlessness
of knowledge, because of its not debarring Ignorance,

[which is the only result competent to knowledge]: such
is the meaning.!

b. He censures the other alternative,® [viz., that know-
ledge might exclude Soul]:

fagraram SrasaTH 1 Ak o

Aph. 18. If it [Ignorance,] meant
m?"i-’éisz‘i‘,iﬁi‘? ‘f’,f";g; the being exclu.dible bx Kn.owledge, it
nish. would be [predicable], in like manner,

of the world, also.

a. If, on the other hand, the being excludible by Know-
ledge, in the case of the soul, which possesses properties,

FIAATIITAT AW HIHATSTT TT8] [T
gad faariraanfea: o

' gfe afgmeuaft fogar | Irdq
aff famawmafaafaadsanmanfe
OH

* geyr= gmafa
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be, indeed, what is meant by the being Ignorance, in that
case ‘ the world,” the whole mundane system, viz., Nature,
Mind, &c., would, also, in like manner, be Ignorance.
And so, the whole mundane system being merely Igno-
rance, since the Ignorance would be annihilated by one
man’s knowledge, the mundane system would become in-
visible to others, also. Such is the import.!

agua "rfead 1 9e

Aph. 19. 1If it [Ignorance,] were of
that nature, it would be something
that had a commencement.

The Vedénta theory
sely-contradictory.

a. Or suppose it to be the case, that to be Ignorance
means simply the being excludible by Knowledge, still
such a thing could not have had an efernal existence in
souls [as held by Vedantis (see § 15, 4.)], but must have
had a commencement. For it is proved, by such re-

' afe gafaear wa= ufafa araes-
afageasa a9 &fd sma: wgfas-
TerafeanTaTAfaTE = 1 qar
vifgsmur=eafagR a@F" qAA-
fagrATaTeRfu yusy | TRAATT w1 0

2 Qwing to & clerleal defect, both my MSS. of Négea’s work

omit this Aphorism, and also much of the comment preceding and
following it. Ed.
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cited texts as, ¢ Consisting of knowledge alone,’'* &c,,
that, at the time of the universal dissolution, &c., the soul
consists of Knowledge alone. Such is the meaning.
Therefore, it is settled that there is no other Ignorance,
annihilable by Knowledge, than that stated in the Yoga
system; and this is a property of the understanding
only, not a property of the soul.®

b. By a cluster of [six] aphorisms* he clears up the
primé facie view of an opponent, in regard to that which
was stated in the same Book [Book V., § 2], that Na-
ture’s energizing is due to Merit : ®

1 Brikaddranyaka Upanishad,ii. 4,12; or ;S"atapatha-brdhmazta,
xiv., 5, 4, 12. ILd.

3 Professor Gough has, ‘a pure indifference of thought." PAilosophy
of the Upanishads, p. 153. Ed.

*waq AT AW Furafgarara=@ql-
foraret LIERE SOt mfaana AL
Aamfed g@aafa | fagraea vaary-
wafafit mead g famrwfas-
fra: | mm*eﬁnavsaﬁrm mmfm
TAATIAT &1 9 IGUR €T A TEA Ifd
fass

4 Read, instead of ¢ by a cluster,” &c., ‘ by enunciations.” Ed.
' ATETd wnfataar wurn fafda
TgH a¥ TUAUE HATYF HAZAA |
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7 yRTIAT: AEfawraafa=Ta_ 1 20

Apk. 20. There is no denying Me-
rit; because of the diversity in the
operations of Nature.

Merit is undeniable,

a. Merit is not to be denied on the ground of its being
no object of sense; because it is inferred; since, other-
wise, ¢ the diversity in the operations of Nature ’ [accommo-
dating one person, and inconveniencing another,] would
be unaccounted for: such is the meaning.!

6. He states further proof, also : ?

wfafegfefirafate: 1 2a

Aph. 21. It [the existence of Me
Proofs of this. rit,] is established by Seripture, by
tokens, &ec.

a. He shows to be a fallacy the argument of the oppo-
nent, that Merit exists not, because of there being no
sense-evidence of it : 3

7 fraw: gaTErRTESwTE 0 R0

' AUIHAAT YARTAAAT | @3fq uF-
faamay Afemrauraue=n qegATfe-
9 |

' ARTUTTADTE |

' rEgmTATEATateffa o= ¥gA-
wrEE e o
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Apk. 22, There is, here, no ne-
Sense-evidence not the . .
only kind of evidence. cessity ; for there is room for other
proofs.

a. That is to say: there is no necessity that a thing of
which there is no mundane sensc-evidence must be non-
existent ; because things are subject to other proofs.?

6. He proves that there exists Demerit, as well as
Merit : 2

IAFITGFH 1 3 1

Demerit as certain as Aph. 23. It is thus, moreover, in
Menrit.
both cases.

a. That is to say : the proofs apply to Demerit, just as
they do to Merit. ®

warfrafeamaTamIar: 1 3 0

Aph. 24. If the existence [of Merit]
mzfl’”‘f"f cach the  he as of course, [because, otherwise,

something would be unaccounted for],
the same is the case in respect of both.

a. But then, merit is proved to exist by a natural conse-
quence in this shape, viz., that, otherwise, an injunction

! ifraTaEmITATER T 3fa e
ife AT agm faudtac-
famed: u

* yAFeURA grafa |

' YAACUASES T |
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would be unaccounted for; but there is none such in re-
spect of demerit : so how can Seriptural or logical argu-
ment be extended to demerct ? If any one says this, it is not
80 ; since there is proof, in the shape of natural consequence,
‘it is alike, in respect of both,’ i e., of both merit and
demerit ; because, otherwise, a prokibitory injunction, such
as, ‘He should not approach another’s wife,” would be
unaccounted for. Such is the meaning.?

6. He repels the doubt, that, if Merit, &c., be ac-
knowledged [to exist], then, in consequence of souls’

having properties, &c., they must be liable to modifi-
cation, &c. :?

TR FUIAR YRATGATA_N 4 0

Aph. 25. Tt is of the internal organ?
w%‘fﬁt’ g inhere in ot of soul,] that Merit, &c., are the
properties.

A frwmuruufeewamae ue-
fafs: a1 ¥ Are@yR I &9 Aafagr-
fasmsuR fq 9= @ FRTARAAGAT
YAPITATU &Y TATUATE qIEus T=-
fefa favufauaraquesf@a o

‘g wifed Seeftad afe gewma
wirfenaa afcamrgrafafmmgt uft-
gfa

8 The ‘great internal organ’ (makat), called also duddki, is here
referred to. See Book I., Aph. 64, a. Aniruddha’s comment runs:
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a. In the expression ‘&c.’ are included ell those that
are stated, in the Vaiéeshika Institute, as peculiar qualities
of soul.!?

b. [To the objection, that the existence of an internal
organ, as well as of the Qualities from which such might
arise, is debarred by Scripture, he replies]:

TATEAT T AT 1 % 0
Apk. 26. And of the Qualities, &c.,

The Qualities erist, there is not absolute debarment.

though not in soul.

a. The Qualities, viz., Purity, &c., and their properties,
viz., happiness, &c., and their products, also, viz., Mind, &e.,
are not denied essentially, but are denied only adjunc-
tively in respect of soul ; just as we deny that heat [in red-
hot iron,] belongs to the iron. *

6. In regard to the doubt, * Why, again, do we not deny

FfguAEA | wduRR  fragEfats
ﬁu: | Ea

' fen=A InfaFmrEIw: @3 NIH-
fareryan 7T 0

3 Vide supra, p. 71, Aph. 61,5, Ed.
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them an essence, as we do to what is meant by the words
sleep, wish, &c ¢’ he says: '

‘rRTREIArTTEEETaE: 1 29 0

The above thesis ar- Aph. 27. By a conjunction of the five
gued. members [of an argumentative state-
ment] we discern [that] Happiness [exists].

a. Here, in order to get a particular subject of his
assertion, he takes Aappiness alone, one portion of the
matter in dispute, as a representative of the entire matter.
But the better reading is, ‘we discern [that] Happiness,
&c., [exist]” The five members of an argumentative
statement are the Proposition, Reason, Example, Syn-
thesis [of the two premises], and Conclusion ; and, by the
¢ conjunction,’ i. e., the combination, of these, all things,
viz., Happiness, &c., are proved to exist. Such is the
meaning. *

1

Fq: I @EUA €A Ay A Hafq
Frﬂﬂﬁhmﬁumwafmmﬂmmg I

2 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has -Hu}ma‘ Ed.

3 Négesa has H@Tfﬁ\“ﬁf\ﬂ., the lection which, according

to VlJna.na, is to be preferred.  Ed.

‘xw fafww weftstarg famefaga-
FEU FEHITR ATU AA(TATUSAEFA |
gurfeafafaftfa uresy adta: | a=-
FIAME [ HfqRagRgAafqn-
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b. And the employment [of the argument] is this:

(1) Pleasure is real;

(2) Because it produces motion in something.

(3) Whatever produces motion in anything is
real, as are sentient beings ;

(4) And pleasure produces motion in things, in
the way of horripilation, &c.:

(5) Therefore, it is real.?

¢. But then the Charvdka, next, doubts whether there be
any evidence other than sense-evidence; since [he contends, ]
there is no truth in the assertion [of an inductive conclu-

sion], that such and such is pervaded by such and
such, &c.?3

A BFFrATEANTEE: ) 2 |

AAIfA qul ATREATETafER -
fafeftaa: o

' marTETER | g€ §d | safwar-
fata | TeERRfRaTwfT T SaEn |
UwaferRuafFRAT i @ gEd | awm-

fefa n

' a9 wefafce wHreEs | wafa
FraaTafas i ar T ga: vgd o

3 For the Charvikas’ rejection of the authority of inference, see
pp- b, et seq., of the translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraka by
Professors Cowell and Gough, Ed.
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The validily of infer- Aph. 28. Not from once apprehend-
emoe questioned. ing is a connexion established.

a. That is tosay : from once apprehending concomitance
[of a supposed token and the thing betokened], a ¢ con-
nexion,” i.e., a pervadedness [or invariable attendedness
of the token by the betokened,] is not established; and
Srequency [of the same apprehension] follows! [the rule of
the single apprehension ; just as a thousand times nothing
amount to nothing].  Therefore [argues the sceptic,]
since the apprehending of an invariable attendedness
is impossible, nothing can be established by JIuference.
[This] he clears up:*

‘fraquATTfrpIaiEa a1 @ty
nen

Aph. 29. Pervadednessis a constant
Tlis point clearedup.  consociation of characters, in the case
of both, or of one of them.

a. ¢ Consociation of characters’, i.e., consociation in the
fuct of being characters [or properties of something]; in
short, concomitancy. And so we mean, that that concomi-
tancy is ‘ pervadedness,” [furnishing solid ground for infer-

1 As suggestive of the correction here required, see Professor
Cowell's Aphorisms of Sdndilya, &c., p- 8, text and foot-note. Ed.

' aFmEaTErwTEa arfu fawfa
TIER AAFTAH | WAl iR
sgERATafafefd: | gRmR 0

3 Négeda has, instead of TGO, THHUF. Eu.
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ence], which is invariably non-errant, whether in the case
of ¢ both,’” the predicate and the reason, or in the case of ¢ one
of them,’ the reason only. ¢Of both’ is mentioned with
reference to the case of ‘equal pervadedness’: [e. g., every
equilateral triangle is equiangular, and, conversely, every
equiangular triangle is equilateral]. And the invariableness
may be apprehended through an appropriate confutation
[or reductio ad absurdum of the denial of it]; so that there
is no impossibility in apprehending * pervadedness,” [and
of inferring on the strength of it]. Such is the import.!

b. He declares that Pervadedness is not an additional

principle, consisting, e. g., of some such power as is to be
mentioned ® [in § 31]:

A AT IEFIATHE: I 30 1

Aph. 30. Tt [Pervadedness,] is not
Perradedness not an . N
additional principle. [as some think (see § 31),] an addi-
tional principle [over and above the
twenty-five (Book I., § 61)]; for it is unsuitable to postulate
entities [ praeter rationem].

' yraifed yAamat arfed qger fa
ARG | AT AT ARARTIAALFATH
AR 91 fAgarssfsfar o ae-
T |§ arfefee: | swaifda awer-
favy mwR | framTEEwaRT O™
Tfa | =faagrEws =fa wrae

* afudegArunEnfeed wera=e |
{AATITE N
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a. ‘Pervadedness’ is not an entity other than a fixed con-
sociation of characters ; because it is unsuitable to suppose,
further, some entity as the residence of what constitutes

¢ pervadedness.” But we consider that what constitutes
pervadedness belongs to extant things simply. Such is
the meaning.!

b. He states the opinion of others :

frswafaarEm@n 1 30

A heterodor opinion A}?k. 31. [But certain] teachers say
regarding ‘ Pervaded-  that it [Pervadedness,] is [another prin-
ness: ciple, in addition to the twenty-five,]
resulting from the power of the thing itself.

a. But other teachers assert that ¢Pervadedness’ is,
positively, a separate principle, in the shape of a species of
power, generated by the native power of the pervaded.’
But [they continue, | ¢ Pervadedness ’ is not simply a power
of the [pervaded] thing itself; else it would exist wherever
the thing is, [which ¢pervadedness’ does nof do]. For
smoke, when it has gone to another place [than the point
of its origination], is not attended by fire; and, by going
into another place, that power is put an end to. Therefore
[contend these teachers,] there is no over-extension in the

' frgquamfeanfafts ag anfad -
Ffq anfammaaE agArsfu sa=mme-
F1a | senrfay fagaega va anfammrs
Ffegafaag: |

* qTAAATE



BOOK V., APH. 32, 337

above-stated definition ; for, according to our doctrine, the
smoke [which betokens fire]is to be specialized as that which
i8 at the time of origination. Such is the import.*

sruanfwarT fq a=wfow: 1 3R 0

o Aph. 32. Panchasikha® says that it
;,x.(;;)f,mw" of Puncla- [‘Pervadedness,’] is the possession of
the power of the sustained.

a. That is to say : Panchasikha holds that perradingness
is the power which consists in being the sustainer, and that
¢ Pervadedness’® is the having the power which consists in
being the sustained ; for Intellect, and the rest, are treated
as being pervaded [or invariably attended,] by Nature, &c.;*

' T ATATET qraw @utsad v
fanaed e afhfigrg: | fAeT
femrs q aragmmfaaar 7 @nfe: | -
WO YA AgAATaRIENTRUTRAR
= g1 nfwAarmg Ifq Aarsegusfaanta:
|ad qEfaamrafamsa i e
o wra: 0

2 The translator’s ‘the Panchasikha’ I bave everywhere cor-
rected. Ed.

3 This is to render vydpyatwa, on which vide supra, p. 320,
note 3. Ld.

‘ genfey ngafeaaqraTTER-
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[and this means that each product, in succession, is sus-
tained by what precedes it in the series].

6. But then, why is a “power of the sustained’ postulated ?
Let ¢ Pervadedness’ be simply an essential power of the
thing pervaded. To this he [Panchasikha,] replies:!

A ‘GeunfaHaa: gAaremas: 1 33 0

e ealiias e Aph. 33. The relation is not an es-
a,,’g‘;;;’;?;;f"“"ep % sential power; for we should have [in
that case,] a tautology.

a. But ¢ the relation,” viz., ‘Pervadedness,” is not an
essential power; for we should [thus] have a tautology ;
becausg, just as there is no difference between ¢ water-jar ’
and ¢ jar for water,” so, also, there is none in the case of
‘Intellect ’ and ° what is Pervaded’ [by Nature, of which
Intellect consists]. Such is the meaning.?

HT‘J‘F%EWWEHHTWHW‘&BH & 9 QIYATA-
fa us=fom =

' geamaanfE: R sewad | =raw
I TR afieg | aqrg

2 Aniruddba and Vedénti Mahédeva resd TTQUNTTRIA-
JqH: . Ed

 @weunfey fagar anfas swafa @-
EEIRETE: T HaAgfedraET-

-~ NN

QragA=: |
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6. He himself explains the ¢ Tautology :’ !

famgurAaToas®: | 38 1

Aph. 34. Because we should find the
distinction unmeaning; [as Intellect does
not dlﬂ'er from Nature at all, except as does the sustained
from the sustainer].

The reason why.

a. This is almost explained by the preceding aphorism.

6. He [Panchasikha,] mentions another objection :*

gEaIfesagauaE’ 0 3y 0

Aph. 35. And because it [Pervaded-
A further reason. ness,] would not be reconcilable in
shoots, &ec.

a. Because shoots, &c., are invariably attended [at their
origination, | by trees, &c. But this cannot be called simply
an essential power [in the shoot]; because, since the essen-
tial power [that which belongs to the shoot as being a shoot, ]
does not depart, even in the case of an amputated shoot, we
should, even then, find it attended [ by the tree, which, how-
ever, no longer accompanies it]. Such is the sense. DBut
the power [(see § 32), which consists in having the

' e waAg fagmifa o
' gage va ArEranratagd o
" WWETHATR |

4 Apiruddha omits . Ed.
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character] of the ‘sustained ’ is destroyed at the time of

amputation ; so that there is no ‘ Pervadedness’ fhen. Such
is the import.!

6. But then what? Panchasikha says that ¢ Pervaded-
ness’ is not a result of any essential power. Then, since
smoke is not sustained by fire [see § 82, where he contends
that ‘sustainedness’ is what really expresses pervasion),
it would turn out that it [viz., smoke,] is nof [as token of

something that is betokened,] «ccompanied by fire. To this
he says:?

magnfsfast Manfwam: gaE-
rd 0 3% 0

' Aph. 36. Were it [thus] settled that
,,,f,fflg'ﬁ’o'f‘,ﬁict,ﬁ” would {t is a power of the ‘ sustained,’ then, by
the like argument, its dependence on

an essential power, [as pretended by the heterodox teachers

' geatfes gEnfeanaarta | EEuw-
ferrs g o s|u A saafa f==-
wasfu EEuTKETEAA ARG -
YATqRAfiEY: | WuAnfeg Bws fa-
aefa = gt =fafdfa wrat

' A 4 wsfuea faswmear anfats
A=A | afg YA AgAUIRETATSET-
garfafdfa | atg
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referred to in § 31, might be proved, also; and thus
the argument proves nothing, since it proves too
much].

a. That is to say : ¢ were it settled ’ that ‘a power of the
sustained ’ constitutes the fact of ¢ Pervadedness,” it would
be really settled ‘ by the like argument,’ i.e., by parity of
reasoning, that the fact of ¢ Pervadedness’ results from
essential power, also, [§ 31, a.].!

b. It was with a view to substantiate what was stated
[in § 27], viz., that the Qualities, and the rest, are esta-
blished [as realities,] by the employment of the five-
membered [form of argumentative exposition], that he has
repelled, by an exposition of ¢ Pervadedness,’ the objection
to Inference as evidence, [or as a means of attaining right
notions].*

¢. Now, in order to establish the fact that words, of
which the five-membered [exposition] consists, are genera-
tors of knowledge, the objection of others to a word’s being
a means of right knowledge,’ in the shape of [the objection

' srawsEfaafast fAanssAisha
atfeea fag T3 gRm@EETgfEamr-
fema: 0

* wsrrrEarTRuiefatefifa ags ag;
qUTRATd AfRfAII|RATTATAIATE 4T
YFAUTEH |

3 ¢Being a means of right knowledge’ here renders prdmdnya,
renregented. iust before. by ¢ as evidence.! Ed.



342 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

of] its being inadequate, is disposed of, by means of an
exposition of the powers, &c., of words :?

JTATIFHATE: HIR:° TFIFAT: 1 39 1

Aph. 37. The connexion between
word and meaning is the relation of
expressed and expresser.

Sound and sense.

a. To the “ meaning ’ belongs the power termed expres-
sibleness; to the ¢ word,” the power termed expression : sim-
ply this is their ‘ connexion;’ their interrelation, as it were.?

' Tl UNRTIAIRUNZH FTATASRAL-
yued  wRmEefITAn  agauufewd
TEATAT LT ITUFAuTE |

2 Wwaw: is the reading of Aniruddha. Zd.

3 Instead of ‘simply,’ &c., read, ¢ this itself is their connexion,
such [a connexion] as [is seen] in anatheticity.’
The ‘connexion’ in question is the swaripa-sambandha, for which
see Professor Cowell’s translation of the Kusumdnjali, p. 13, note +.
A Dbetter reading than the one which Dr. Ballantyne accepted from
me is, certainly, that which omits the clause rendered, ¢to the word,
the power termed expression.” According to Négesa, ‘the expressi-
bleness inherent in the meaning is the connexion [intended]’:

[WETd  ATARAFATATIR AN |

Anuyogin and anuyogitd, as Professor Cowell informs me, are the
opposites of pratiyogin and pratiyogitd, which latter I would repre-
sent, provisionally, by ¢ antithetic ’ and  antitheticity.’

Pratiyogin, a very much commoner technicality than anuyogin,
occurs in the comment on Aph. 95 of this Book. It must suffice,
here, to add, that, as I learn from Professor Cowell, the anuyogin,
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From one’s knowing this [connexion between a given
word and meaning], the meaning is suggested [or raised
in the mind,] by the word. Such is the import.!

6. He mentions what things cause one to apprehend the
powers * [in question]:

fafia: ds=afafs’ o 3t

s . Apk. 38. The connexion [between a
g, TR word and its sense] is determined by
three [means].

a. That is to say: the connexion [just] mentioned [in
§ 37 is apprehended by means of these three, viz.,
information from one competent [to tell us the meaning],
the usage of the old man [whose orders to his sons we hear,
and then observe what actions ensue, in consequence (see
the Sdhitya-darpana, § 11)], and application to the same
‘thing which has a familiar name,! [whence we gather the
sense of the less familiar synonym].

or ‘anathetic,” of ghatdbhdva, ‘non-existence of a jar, is ghatd-
bhdva itself, and the pratiyogin, or *antithetic, of ghatdbhdva is
ghata, ‘jar’ Ed.

' Y rAATRAT WiE: U ATARATEAT
wfefd ®3 @an dsnsqAfarag |
asTER AT faf@y: |

* afFarEs™E |

3 Aniruddha hee HARYTEHG:. Ed.

" RIS JAALT: WA UHTATAT-
frarEfradfafiesdami Taa ™
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7 14 faaw aun =g 0 3e |

Aph. 39. There is no restriction to

Imperaty d pre- . .

dicateratives anaPre wwhat is to be done; because we see it
both ways.

a. That is to say: and there is no necessity that this
apprehension of the powers [§ 37,] should occur only
in the case of ‘something [directed ] to be done ;’ because, in
[the secular life and dealings of] the world, we see the usage
of the old man, &ec., [§ 38,] in regard to what is not to
be done [being something already extant], also, as well as
in regard to what is to be done.!

S JOAA IR’ 0 8o

Aph. 40. He who is accomplished in

Scriptural and secu- the gecular [connexion of words with
lar senses of words the .

same. meanings] can understand the sense

of the Veda.

a. Here he entertains a doubt :*

' g ¥ wiwaeE: w19 vy gadifq fqaal
Arf@ s FaaeEasty gxaraaiufe-
enIfee: |

2 Aniruddha reads q—oﬁ‘aﬁagiqaw Ed.

3 Vijndna is singular as regards the lection .'qa"}'ra:’
=~
instead of -ﬂ?ﬁaz. Ed.

‘ | wF
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7 fRfTTisyTETR T aewTAifa-
w0 8a

4 doubl. Aph. 41. Not by the three [means

mentioned in § 38, objects some one, can

the sense of the Veda be gathered]; because the Veda is
superhuman, and what it means transcends the senses.

a. Of these he first repels the assertion, that what is
meant [by the Veda] is something transcending the
senses : 2

7 AFTE; TRUAT UAE ST 18R

Aph. 42. Not so [i.c., what is meant
by the Veda is not something transcend-
ing the senses]; because sacrificings, &e.,are, in themselves,
what constitutes merit, preeminently.

This cleared up.

a. What is asserted [in § 41,] is not the case; since
sacrificings, gifts, &c., in the shape, e.g., of the re-
linquishment of some thing for the sake of the gods,
are really, in themselves, ¢ what constitutes merit,’ i.e.,
what is enjoined by the Veda, ¢ preeminently,” i.e., be-
cause of their having preeminent fruit. And sacrificings,
&e., since they are in the shape of wishings, &ec., [of
which we are perfectly conscious,] are not something
transcending intuition. But ‘ what constitutes merit’
[which the objector supposes to transcend intuition,] does
not belong to something mysterious that resides in sacri-

1 Aniruddha exhibits the reading HE&WFﬁ%q-
ma'\ Ed.
* auTdifgamdaae frusafa o
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ficings, &c., whence what is enjoined in the Veda must be
beyond intuition. Such is the meaning.'

b. He repels also what was asserted [in § 41], viz., that,
inasmuch as it [the Veda,] is superhuman, there can be no

instruction by any competent person,? [in regard to its
import] :

fasnfedm=n srafaad 1 83 0

Aph. 43. The natural force [of the
mowledge of the Veda  termg in the Veda] is ascertained
nac. .

through the conversancy [therewith of
those who successively transmit the knowledge].

a. But then, still, how can there be apprehension of the
sense of Vaidic terms, in the case of gods, fruits [of ac-
tions], &c., which transcend sense? To this he replies:*

' Jg® a9 qAT AASAFCHAI T -
U IR WERUG TH UWE acia-
fead IfweaTgewasard | A
I=feeuAmrdifsan | aq asrfefa-
TWEHSE uAE 39 Aefafgawrdifead
'nfegd: |

* g FRAAERIRAATRIGCNTATT Ifq o
<fu faasafa

' A9 auTadifgacaqrRaTcy ®Y W-
feagr Sfewugral &iq ) awrR
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ATAATAY Hdtfaasaraars: | 88

Aph. 44. This really takes place;
because they [viz., the words,] give
rise to knowledge, in the case both
of things adapted [to sense] and of things mnot [so]
adapted.

Intelligibility of the
Veda undeniuble.

a. He defines the peculiarities which belong to words,
just because this matter is connected with the question
of the power of words to cause right knowledge: * 3

A famd I FTERIA: 18U 0

Aph. 45. The Vedas are not from
eternity ; for there is Scripture for their
being a production.

Eternity of the Vedas
denied.

a. Then are the Vedas the work of [the Supreme] Man ?
To this he replies, *No’: ®

T UTRAAN dehq: TRYRIMTETE 0 8%

. \.
1 Aniruddha, according to one of my MSS,, has a’ﬁﬂ’%‘. .
Ed.

! ARATHTERESAT T=Rd fanaAa-
wreafa o
$ ¢ Power to cause right knowledge’ is to render prdmdnya. Ed.

<
¢ One of my MSS., of Aniruddha originally had amqgﬁ:.
Ed

* af'e f% qiwaar e | /g
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Aph. 46. They [the Vedas,] are not

au;z;: Lord not the the work of [the Supreme] Man ; be-
cause there is no such thing as the

[Supreme] Man, [whom you allude to as being, possibly,]

their maker.

a. Supply, ‘because we deny that there is a Lord.?
[This is] simple.?

6. Adverting to the anticipation that there may be
some other author, he says :*

HRRATATIATA N 89 |

Aph. 47. Since the liberated is un-

of the Verear” “%™*  guited [to the work, by his indif-

ference], and the unliberated is so,

[by his want of power, neither of these can be author
of the Vedas].*

a. But then, in that case, since they are not the work of
[the Supreme] Man, it follows that they are eternal. To
this he replies :°

SIS EEIECERETute QI A

1 Vide supra, p. 112, note 3. Ed.

* gafauwnfefa ww: | grAR 0

* |OUT FAT AATEAATRIFTATAE |

4 See Book I, Aph. 93 and 94, at pp. 113, 114, supra. Ed.

' AREATRRAAIREEHATTER | a-
TR N
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Adph. 48. As in the case of sprouts,
&c., their eternity does not follow from
their not being the work of [any Supreme] Man.

a. [This is] plain.!

An illustration.

6. But then, since sprouts, &c., also, just like jars, &e.,
are productions, we must infer that they are the work of
[the Supreme] Man. To this he replies :*

awrafu qen geanafenafs: ge

' Aph. 49. Were this the case with
wopimts denied o be 4}, 056, also, [i.c., if it were the case
that vegetables were works], we should

find a contradiction to experience, &c.

a. 1t is seen, in the world, as an invariable fact,® that
whatever is the work of Man is produced by a dody. This
would be debarred, &c., were the casc as you contend;
[for we see no embodied Supreme Man to whose handiwork
the sprouts of the carth can be referred]. Such is the
meaning.*

0. But then, since they were uttered by the Primal

‘ed
' agufesafn s@Ea aafeaares-
AAATATH | IR

3 ¢ Tuvariable fact’ is to translate vydpti. Ed.

i R e T B M SR |
zer | a=n annferd afq @rfeag: o
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Man, the Vedas, moreover, are, really, the work of [the
Supreme] Man. To this he replies:! -

afermgesfu Fagfesusrad aanss-
7H 1 Yo I

Only whatis voluntary Aph. 50. That [only} is Man’s work,

é o work, in respect of which, even be it
something invisible, an effort of understanding takes
place.?

a. Asin the case of what is visible, so, too, in the case
of what is invisible, in respect of what thing there takes
place ‘an effort of understanding,’” i.e., a consciousness
that Thought preceded,® that thing alone is spoken of as
Man’s work : such is the meaning. Thus it has been re-

' rnfegesrafamse =i arewan
TIARE

2 Read: ‘ Even where an invisible [originator] is in question, that
[thing] in respect of which there arises the idea of [its] being made
is [what is meant by] a production by a person.’

Aniruddha, NAgesa, and Veddnti Mahddeva agree in supplying
kartari after adrishte. Ed.

8 Instead of Vijndna’s expression, ‘the idea of [its] being pre-

ceded by consciousness,’ Négesa has: aﬁ&“émmi,
N

¢ the idea that [its] being made was preceded by comsciousness,’ i,e.,
the notion that it was produced aforethought.

Vedénti Mahéddeva impliedly contrasts with a jar, as being a pro-
duction of an intelligent and self-conscious maker, a sprout, which
originates as a factor of a series of causes and effects alternating from
the time when vegetation was first evolved. Also see the two
aphorisms preceding the one commented on. Ed.
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marked that a thing is not Man’s work merely through its
having been uttered by Man ; for no one speaks of the
respiration during profound sleep as being Man’s work,
[or voluntary act]. But what need to speak of antece-
dence of Understanding? The Vedas, just like an expi-
ration, proceed, of themselves, from the Self-existent,
through the force of fate, wholly unpreceded by thought.
Therefore, they are not [a Supreme] Man’s work.' 2

' ze Targeshu afeawfa Fagfed-
feudsmafenrad aea wevatafa @3-
feaa T | Tags wafa & gearefa-
qIATIW qIRge ATl gyt
SICCIR I E G EHNCIE GO G I
Ifgudaen | I faaEadagea
<gfeuas v @aqa: aRrEd waf
WAl 7 @ gieaar o

2 Instead of ¢ a thing is not Man’s work,” &c., I have translated,
in the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 65: ¢ Not from the mere fact of
[its] being uttered by a person [can one say there is] producedness
[of a thing] by [that] person ; since it is not the wont to speak of the
respiration of deep sleep as the production of a person : but, by [reason
of its] production consciously, [a thing is said to be produced by a
person]. The Vedas, however, just like an expiration, and by virtue
of desert [of souls], issue, spontaneously, from Brahma, without ever
being consciously produced [by him]. Hence they are not productiong
of a person.’ :

Dr. Ballantyne was misled by the full stop mistakenly put, in my
edition of the Sdnkkya-pravackana-bhdskya, before fﬁ ﬁ Ed.
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b. But then, in that case, since they are not preceded
by a correct knowledge of the sense of the sentences,' the
Vedas, moreover, like the speech of a parrot, can convey
no right knowledge.? To this he replies 3:

faswmfiaR: @a: WATEH 09 |

Aph. 51. They are, spontaneously,
conveyers of right knowledge, from
the patentness of their own power
[to instruct rightly].

The Vedas their own
evidence.

a. That is to say: the authoritativeness® of the very
whole of the Vedas is established, not by such a thing as
its being based on the enouncer’s knowledge of the truth,
but quite spontaneously;’ because, as for the Vedas’
‘own,’ i.e., natural, power of generating right knowledge,
thereof we perceive the manifestation in the invocations®
[which produce the result promised], and in the Medical

1 Read, instead of ‘since they are, &c., ‘since the true sense of
their sentences was not originated consciously.” Ed.

2 The implied ‘power to convey right knowledge’ represents
prdma’nya. Ed.

BUGEELILE IR IRV EE R IE Ty
W ITATATY WIARG 7 =1 | qa=12

4 Vedanti Mahédeva has the reading fﬂﬂmﬁ-‘ﬁ
and comments accordingly : fﬂﬂﬂm a‘ra’a‘ﬂﬁf\ﬁa
TRAT®: TATEEq O | E

® Asin the aphorism, prdmdnya, which, soon after, is rendered
by ¢validity.” Ed.

6 Mantra, a word of various meanings. Ed.
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Scripture, [the following of which leads to cures], &e.
And so there is the aphorism of the Nyiya [Book II.,
§ 68']: ‘And [the fact of] its being a cause of right know-

ledge, like the validity of invocations, and the Medical
Scripture,” &ec.?

b. In regard to the proposition [laid down in §26, viz.],
¢ And of the [existence of the] Qualities, &e., there is not
absolute debarment,’ there was duly alleged, and developed
[under §27], one argument, viz., by the establishing the
existence of Happiness, &. Now he states another
argument in respect of that® [same proposition] :

ATEA: TTH qAFAA 1 UR 0

Cognition is evidnce Aph. 52. There is no Cognition of
of caistence. what is no entity, as a man’s horn.

I The correct reading of the aphorism is Halt\ﬁ’gqi
AATRIEATIHTATETS | 5

* Ferwt fastr @nufas ar guragrE-
AAANRERET  AATGACT T T AREIH-
wigfemagATAT @a va wAy faafa
q AFAAUAFTAAAFANCAAD: | q91 4
ATHAA | AATIACHTATE AT AATHT-
wfafa

Pd@aAi 9 wrEway  fq afagmai
a1aA  garfefasf@a gqsue: Hu-
fRIw | |aud TR TR |
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a. Be it, moreover, that the existence of pleasure, &c.,
is proved by the reasoning [under §27]; it is proved by
mere consciousness, also, Of pleasure, &c., were they
absolutely nonentities, even the consciousness could not be
accounted for; because there is no cognition of a man’s
horn, and the like, Such is the meaning.!

6. But then, [interposes the Naiydyika,] if such be the
case, let the Qualities, &c., be quite absolutely real; and
then, in the expression ‘not absolute debarment’ [in § 26],
the word ‘absolute’ is [superfluous, and, hence,] unmean-
ing. To this he replies :*

A |Al ITUETRAT U 43 |

B Aph. 53. It is not of the real [that
a,,ﬁ;,e?;“f;f;{” §eamt  there is here cognizance]; because
exclusion s seen [of the Qualities].

a. It is not proper [to say], moreover, that the cogni-
zance of the Qualities, &c., is that of the absolutely real ;
becuuse we see that they are excluded [and not admitted

' St AraEEEEan gartefated
qaefu afefs: | Sm=mE=a qardtai
FART  AUUYd  ATTFIATRATAT E-
Ll

* Fad uiferAs = W9 qur «
ATRAATY IWAYEaqATAfd | g
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to exist,] at the time of destruction [of the mundane
system], &c.!

b. But then, even on that showing, let the world be
different both from real and from unreal ; nevertheless, the
demurring to absolute debarment [in § 26,] is untenable.
To this he replies :*

ArfAI A q@TaTd 0 ug o

A Veddntic advance Aph. 54. 1t is not of what cannot be
rejected. [intelligibly] expressed [that there is
cognizance]; because there exists no such thing.

a. And there takes place, moreover, no cognizance of
such [a thing] as is not to be expressed as either existing
or not existing ; ‘because there exists no such thing,’ i.e.,
because nothing is known other than what exists or what
does not exist: such is the meaning. The import is, be-
cause it is proper to form suppositions only in accordance
with what is seen.®

' et U A I fae-
wifesis aruERAT |

' Fraqufy weEwi fmAa wwaq a-
qrggwanfauurguafaftfa | gz

' gaaEad aifaagdd qiewaEnta
qTH W 924 deNTaTaMeH fReawnfas-
figd: | TUTIARAT FATA Hifq@T-
fefq w1
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0. But then, on that showing, do you really approve
of [the Nydya notion of] ¢ cognizing otherwise,’ [or our
fancying that nature to belong to one, which belongs to
another]? He replies, ‘No’:?

ArarETtd’ AT 0 Y

Aph. 55. There is no such thing as
cognizing otherwise [or cognizing that
as belonging to one, which belongs to another]; because
your own proposition is self-destructive.

4 Nyaya view rejected.

a. This, also, is not proper [to be said], viz., that one
thing appears under the character of another thing [e.g.,
a rope, under the character of a serpent, for which it may
be mistaken, in the dusk]; ¢because your own proposition
is self-destructive.’* Of another nature [e.g., snakehood],
in a different thing [e.g., a rope], equivalence to a man’s
horn, is [what is virtually] expressed by the word ¢ other-
wise’ [than the truth; both a man’s horn, and the pre-
sence of snakehood in a rope mistaken for a snake, being,
alike, otherwise than real]; and [yet] its cognition [thus]
otherwise is asserted, [as if #hat could be cognized which is
equivalent to what can nof be cognized]: hence your own

1 N o NN hay
a3 fararEnfataeT | AR |
2 Dr. Goldstiicker, in his Sanskrit Dictionary, erroneously speaks
of anyathd-khydti as if it were a technicality of the Sinkhya

philosophy, and quotes, by way of proof, the aphorism to which this
note is appended. Hd.

3 In one of my MSS. of Aniruddha was, originally, _a‘[u]‘a"
\

instead of -wma\. Ed.
4 See Book I1I., Aphorism 66, at p. 267, supra. Ed.
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proposition is self-destructive. For even those who con-
tend for ‘cognizing otherwise’ [as one mode of cognition,]

declare that the cognition of what does not exist is impos-
sible. Such is the meaning.! 2

b. Expounding what he had said above, [in § 26,] ¢ not
absolute debarment,” he sums up his doctrine :*

weRFRAIT AT I ug N

Summin 4 Aph. 56. They [the Qualities,] are

g cognized rightly or wrongly, through
their being denied and not denied [appropriately or other-
wise].

a. All the Qualities, &c., ‘are cognized rightly and

! JUTFEEIW ATHA U T IR -
FAATIATT | NAATIEIR  ANFA -
AANYTILATAASAAT ¥ & A
=fq ©I9 TA WIETTH | FHAT HTATEHE-
wrag@ifanfefada eafeaa:

2 The text followed, in this paragraph is, throughout, very
inferior ; and the rendering of it also calls for some alteration. Espe-

cially, as to the original, Y YT ~ copies an error of the press,

my correction of which to Y ~ was not heeded. See, for the
purer text, pp. 23, 24, of the Appendix to my edition of the Sdnkkya-
pravachana-bhdshya. HEd.

' Arga Pfa gErs fagan: afe
FraAuEEd |
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wrongly.” How? ¢Through their being denied and not
denied.” There is non-denial, as far as regards their exist-
ing at all;; because all things [and things are made up
of the Qualities,] are eternal. But there is denial, relatively,
in Soul, of all things; just as is the case with the ima-
ginary silver, for example, in a pearl-oyster, &c., or with
the redness, &c., in crystal, &c.,' [which has no redness,
without its following that redness, altogether and every-
where, is non-existent].

b. This investigation is concluded. Now the considera-
tion of Words, it having presented itself in this connexion,
is taken in hand incidentally, at the end;* [the Sankhya
not allowing to Testimony a coordinate rank with Sense
and Inference]:

TAtaRAIfa i 7 TRIZTEHS: T 0 Y9 Il

The Yoge theory of Aph. 57. A word does not consist of
speech rejected. [what the Yogas call] the ¢ expresser’

(sphota) ; by reason both of cognizance
[which would disprove the existence of such imaginary

' geErETfala a3l TWEATA | A |
ATYTIUIE | qF @EUWTA: KA
faraTd | dwtag 9 'aERAT Ad=-
sfe awr wenQ Afsmrade: wiew-
feg ar sifernmsq

* w4 faure gdme 0 At i
TEFTTA FOTHAATS H&ad |
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thing,] and of non-cognizance, [which would, in like
manner, disprove it].

a. It is held, by the followers of the Yoga, that there
exists, in distinction from the several letters, an indivisible
[unit, the] word, such as ‘jar, &c.,[which they call] the
“ expression ;! just as there is a jar, or the like, possessing
parts, which is something else than the parts, viz., the shell-
shaped neck, &c.; and that particular sound, termed a word,
is called the ‘expresser,” because of its making apparent
the meaning : such a word [we Sankhyas assert, in oppo-
sition to the Yogas,] is without evidence [of its existence].
Why ? By reason both of cognizance and of non-cogni-
zance,” [as thus]: Pray, is that word [which you choose
to call the ¢expression,”] cognized, or not? On the
former alternative, what need of that idle thing, [the sup-
posed ‘expression’? For,] by what collection of letters,
distinguished by a particular succession, this [‘expression’]
is manifested, let that be what acquaints us with the
meaning. DBut, on the latter alternative, [viz., that it is
not cognized], the power of acquainting us with a mean-
ing does not belong to an ‘ expression ’ which is not cog-
nized. Therefore, the hypothesis of an ‘expresser’ is
useless. Such is the meaning.®

1 For sphota, ‘eternal word,” which the translator renders by
¢ expresser,’ and also by ¢ expression,’ see Professor Cowell’s edition of
Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. i., p. 331, foot-notes 2 and 3; and the
translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraka by Professors Cowell and
Gough, pp. 209, et seq.

It is likewise observable that, in what precedes and follows, subda

is variously rendered, besides that sabda and pade are not dis-
criminated. Ed.

* gRFIWISTafis F@w TATfceas-
TEAFTE, T2 Tfa ATOGaTed S
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. The eternity of the Vedas was contradicted * before,

[under § 45]. Now he contradicts also the eternity of
letters :*

7 ‘ugfAgrd FTAATHATA: I Uk |

o 3 A
Tie cternity of ltters Aph. 58. So_und. is not eternal; be-
denied. cause we perceive it to be made.

a. It is not proper [to say, as the Miméinsakas say], that
letters are eternal, on the strength of our recognizing, e.g.,
that ¢ This is that same G’; for they are proved to be
non-eternal, by the cognition, e.g., that ‘[the sound of ] G
has been produced’: such is the meaning. And the recog-

FIAIAPISTATRT TTqaadis a9 =
ZfAN: YA STRREFLATERIZ T~
d | TRISHATTS: | Fd: | Wt
difeva® | & w=: f& wdtad @ an =g
I FWAATAATAYAT fanafafrea arsha-
I FRATRIATARAAE  FRAIgA
a9 [ ANAWE ATEIUNGITIAN-
fafifa =aT TRzHFgAER: |

1 Pratishiddha, * demurred to.” Fd.

oy gt fawe ufafrew | el
Fufagranfa afasufa o

3 Négota bas JUIAN. Ed.
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nition has reference to the homogeneousness with that [one
which had been previously heard]; for, otherwise, it would

turn out that a jar, or the like, is eternal, inasmuch as it is
recognized.!

6. He ponders a doubt :

wfagamenfrafEdiana ge= 1 ve

A doud Aph. 59. [Suppose that] there is [in

' the case of sounds,] the manifestation

of something whose existence was previously settled ; as
[the manifestation] of a [preexistent] jar by a lamp.

a. But then [some one may say], of Sound, whose exis-
tence was ‘ previously settled,” the manifestation, through
noise, &c., fhat alone is the object in the cognition of its
production, [which you speak of in § 58]. An example of
manifestation [of a thing previously existing] is, ‘as of a
jar by a lamp.”

' UATd ne IgfenRfasrasie -
fagd 7 geAE=r TEC @forEIAr-
framafagftaa: | aafagr 9 a=daar-
faufaddt | sy=ar geretfu wafagar f4-
garaafda u

> wrgd 0

* A TafasgaaEa v awreh-
1f‘wwf%ﬁa‘mﬂwfana"tafaﬂa. | [fA-
=TT TETAL ﬂuaa ge=fa |
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b. He repels this :!
-
HERTA fag T A g aTy=d 1 & |
) Aph. 60. If the dogma of products’

Thedoubt disposed of- y6ing real [is accepted by you], then
this is a proving of the already proved.

a. If you say that ‘ manifestation ’ means the taking of
a present condition by means of rejecting an unarrived
[or future,] condition, then this is our dogma of the reality
of products [Book I., § 115]; and suck an eternity belongs
to all products, [not specially to Sound]; so that you are
proving the already proved [or conceded]: such is the
meaning. And, if ‘manifestation’ is asserted to be just in
the shape of the cognition of what is presently real, then
we should find [on your theory,] that jars, &c., also, are
eternal ; because it would be proper [on that theory,] that
the object in the perception of production, by the operation
of the causes [the potter, &c.], should be that of knowledge
only, as in the case of words, &c., and also in the case of
jars, &e.; [for the jar is shown by the lamp, not made by
it]. Such is the import.® ®

' gftgdfa

* sfrgfsagamaramm A IqarEr
IWTAM TIAA dET RIATHETTRAI-
faad g gasErRATa fagauafagg:!
fe 9 IGATAIAAT §d T FIAATNE -
farfwead aer werdamafy fAgarafa:
FreATIIRY Ty gefgfs gARAN-
wfanaifatasarafaarfefa ama:

8 Vide supray p. 142, c. Ed.
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b. An objection to the non-duality of Soul, not pre-
viously mentioned, is to be adduced ; therefore the refuta-
tion of the non-duality of Soul is recommenced,' [having
been already handled under Book I., § 149]:

"ATSAATHAT fagTasenata: 1 &a 0

Non-duality of Soud 4])/».'61.. an-duality of Soul is not;
demed on grounds of  forits distinctions arc cognized through
Inference. signs.

a. That is to say : because it is proved to be really dif-
ferent [in different persons], by the sign that one quits
Nature [or escapes from the mundane condition], while
another not docs quit it, &e.®

b. But, he tells us, there is even sense-evidence destruc-
tive of the non-distinction of Soul from things [that are]
non-Soul, asserted in the Scriptural texts, ‘All this is Soul
only,”* ¢ All this is Brahma only :’®¢

"ATATAATT TZEITITA_ N &2 0

' SATHTRA gATTRANT ATIRAAREAD-
fagqearATATRaAUA: gATTAA |
2 Nigesa, as also some copies of Vijnana’s work, has m%a-

nra:la]‘, ‘non-duality of Souls.” Ed.
* pafaarmanmiefagieaa  fasfi-
[ 0

4 Chhdndogya Upanishad, vii., xxv., 2, Ed.
' WTHAE BY swas wafafa g
SAAMTEA d, HIATY ruFAEEE |

8 For a very similar passage, vide supra, p. 243, near the foot. Ed.
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Non-duality_ denied Ap/z.. (.32. .Moreover, there is not
on grounds of Sense. [non-distinction of Soul] from non-
Soul ; because this is disproved by sense-evidence.

a. That is to say : moreover, there is #nof a non-distinc-
tion between the non-Soul, i.e., the aggregate of the ex-
perienceable, and Soul ; because this is excluded also by
sense-evidence, [as well as by signs, (§ 61)]; because,
if Soul were not other than the whole perceptible, it
would also not be different from a jar and a web;
gince the jar, e.g., would not be other than the
web, which [by hypothesis,] is not other than the
Soul: and ¢his is excluded by sense-evidence, which
constrains us to apprehend a distinction® [between a jar
and a web].

b. In order to clear the minds of learners, he illustrates
this point, though already established :?

AMTET AT 0 &3 0

Aph. 63. Not between the two [Soul
and non-Soul, is there non-difference] ;
for that same [couple of reasons].

The reasons combined.

a. ‘Between the two,’ 1.e., between Soul and non-Soul, the
two together, also, there is not an absolute non-difference;

' syArmfa ATanTSEATEA ATRd
OIRUIA qIUTH | AT BPTATAR
YZUIAITART: VR | "R ugrahi-
LT | § ¥ ACHTERHA BT T9: 1

' fragfeawm wwaay fveafa
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for the couple of reasons [given in § 61 and § 62]: such
is the meaning.!

6. But then, in that case, what is the drift of such

Scriptural texts as, ¢ [All] this is Soul only ?’ To this he
replies :

NAUTEAATTAHTAT aT 0 €3

Seripture accommodaes A])/z.. 64. Ther_e it is for the sake of
itself to human fruilty of  something else, in respect of the un-
understanding. e e s .

discriminating.

a. That is to say : “in respect of the undiscriminating,’
with reference to undiscriminating persons, in the case of
non-difference [between Soul and non-Soul, apparently
asserted in Scripture], it is ¢ there for the sake of some-
thing else;’ ie., the observation® is [designed to be]
provocative of worship. For, in the secular world, through
want of discrimination, body and the embodied, the ex-
perienced and the experiencer, are regarded as indifferent;*

' Tt ERfEATITHATERTATRNT -
AR AT eARAAET:

' ArRanTR A Rarfeadtal & nifafe-
fa ' sam=

3 To render anuvdda, which, as defined by Professor Cowell,
signifies ¢ the reiteration or reinculcation of an injunection, it may be
with further details, but without dwelling on the purpose of the
injunction itself.” dAphorisms of S’a’?;t_lilg/a, &c., p. 75, foot-note.
At pp. 24 and 25, he translates anuvdda by ¢ confirmatory repetition’
and ‘illustrative repetition.” FEd.

' sfaammafaafagearafa avika-
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[and Scripture humours the worldling’s delusion, with a
view to eventually getting him out of it].

6. He declares, that, according to the asserters of Non-
duality [of Soul], there can be no material cause of the
world, either :!

ATATIAET AW TSI fqag-
S URE R

The Vedinta system Aph. 65. Neither Soul, nor Ign.o-
:;W)lieslt;w material for  rance, nor both, can be the material
e world.

’ cause of the world; because of the
solitariness of [Soul].

a. The soul alone, or Ignorance lodged in the soul, or
both together, like a pair of jar-halves [conjoined in the
formation of a jar], cannot be the material of the world;
‘because of the solitariness’ of Soul. For things under-
go alteration only through that particular conjunction

SAUTRHUTAATIRTATE T9: | W {2
TaTE AT ETFraTfaaaare a9-
feaa

' WeaAIfeAi ANGUIEASITTATY A &
HaqE |

2 According to Nageia's reading, WTQTWTRIIIATT,

‘Ignorance’ is qualified as ¢ beginningless,” or ‘eternal a parte ante.’

Vedinti Mahédeva reads, as do some MSS. of Vijuina, WTGHT

LU E B
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which is called ‘association;’ hence the [ever] solitary
Soul, without a second, since it is not associated, cannot
serve as a matlerial cause. Nor can it do so by means of
[association with] Ignorance, either ; because the conjunc-
tion of Ignorance has been already excluded by the fact
of solitariness. Moreover, that the two together should be
the material is impossible, even as it is that either, seve-
rally, should be the material ; simply ¢ because of the soli-
tariness.” Such is the meaning. And, if you choose that
Ignorance should subsist as a substance located in the soul,
as the air in the heavens, then there is an abandonment
of the non-duality of Soul,’ [for which you Vedantis con-
tend ).

b. e himself [in Book I., § 145,] decided that the soul
consists of light, [or knowledge]. In regard to this, he
repels the primé facie view, founded on the text, ‘Brahma

' I WRTAETEAT TfaEr &@w-
fad o1 FUTHFIAGAT | AGUICTH EHA-
FATHAISHFETT | FFIEA fz w0 &3
nfaneE|y et AR Jafa | =ay-
sagATRANETHEAISTEdRE  ArurerE-
md | Aifagmufe @agagETia-
AT WA fArEETd | AERaTRREE-
aaﬁnﬂmmaanmmaammﬁm& | g-
fe wrfaen g geaifEar R arga-
fewd HETE-TTEHETFH N
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is reality, knowledge, and joy,’! that the essence of the
soul is joy, also :2

AFETAfEguR FAEra I &% |

) Aph. 66. The two natures, joy and
le(}ife'flﬁ,‘;jfoy andkno-  ynowledge, do not belong to one; be-
cause the two are different.

a. A single subject has not the nature both of joy and
of intelligence ; because, since pleasure is not experienced
at the time of knowing pain, pleasure and knowledge are
different : such is the meaning.?

b. But then, in that case, what becomes of the Scripture,
that it [Soul,] consists of joy ? To this he replies :*

gEfagaT 1 &9 0

1 The passage thus rendered looks as if it were taken, with the
addition of its opening word, from the Brikaddranyaka Upanishad,

iii., 9, 28; or Satapatha-brdhmana, xiv., 6, 9, 34. Kd.

' HETTETRY SR S faetfaaR |
av &=t fagraAm< s&@fd gauaisarn
@ @eufafa gaue frusafa

' gHUfRT TR dAMaRus | wafq
TEIMER FETADIAR H@'ﬂTHﬁTH{T—
ferd:

' FFAFATAREIATHA: FT Nfq: | TR
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Aph. 67. Metaphorical [is the word
A Vedanta term ex- . . .
plained away. joy, in the sense] of the cessation of
pain.

a. That is to say : the word ¢ joy,” in the Scriptural ex-
pression which means, really, the cessation of pain, is
metaphorical. This is stated in [the maxim], ¢ Pleasure is
the departure of both pain and pleasure.’!

b. He states the cause of this metaphorical employ-
ment :*

fanfenvaT a=E@m™ 0 &0

Wiy the term wasused Aph. 68. 1t is [as] a laudation of
tr a sense not lilerul. emancipation, for the sake of the dull.

a. That is to say: the Scripture, as an incitement to
‘the dull,” i.e., the ignorant, lauds, as if it were joy, the
emancipation, consisting in the cessation of pain, which
[cessation] is the essence of the soul;**|[for the soul is
such joy as consists of the absence of pain].

b. In order to manifest immediately the origin, already

' gEATETEA Hqid AT T
W | Ags 86 gEawrad wfd o

* MaEE SeAE |

' Aermmta  gEfryfemerE -
wf® gea Jfa: difa soreamafagd:

4 For another translation, beginning with the introduction to
Aphorism 67, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 34. Ed.

2B
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declared,! of the internal organ, he repels the primé
facie view, that the Mind is all-pervading :?

T ATYFH AAR: FCAATTARET 1 &

e ap: . Aph. 69. The Mind is not all-per-
,,aﬁ,,;f”’"d nofa P vading; because it is an instrument,
and because it is, moreover, an organ.

@. The Mind, meaning the totality of the internal instru-
ments,* is not all-pervading ; for it is an instrument, as an
axe, or the like, is. The word ‘and ’ [literally, ¢ or,” in
the Aphorism,] implies a distributive alternative, [not an
optional one]. The meaning is this, that, [while the
whole of the internal instruments are instruments,] the par-
ticular internal instrument, the third® [the Mind, manas®],

1 Dr. Ballantyne, under the misapprehension that ¢ the subtile
body’ was pointed to, here added, in brackets, ‘in B. IIL., §§ 14, 15,
&e.’ Ed.

P IR JIAREAT NTHLAYG-
Y AAIAAI T URHATTRA A I

3 Aniruddha and Vedinti Mahideva seem to add the words

amfﬁWﬁm See the passage immediately fol-

lowing the aphorism. Ed.

% The term manas, the translator’s ¢Mind,” denotes not only
one of the three internal organs, but, sometimes, as here, all three
taken together. See the Rational Refutation, &c., pp. 45, 46, text
and foot-notes. Ed.

5 See Book II., Aph. 30, at p. 208, supra. Ed.

8 The words here bracketed I have substituted for ¢ the subtile
body, mentioned under B. IIL, § 12, ¢’ Ed.
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i8 not all-pervading; because ¢ is, moreover, an organ.!
But knowledge, &e., pervading the body, are demonstrable
as only of medium extent,® [neither infinite nor atomic].

6. Here, there being a doubt whether this be con-
vincing, he propounds an appropriate confutation :*

afsaammfad: 1 90 |

Aph. 70. [The Mind is not all-per-
vading] ; for it is movable ; since there
1s Scripture regarding the motion.

Proof of this.

a. That is to say ; since, inasmuch as there is Scripture
regarding the going of the Soul [which, being all-perva-
ding, cannot go] into another world, it being settled that
it is its adjunct, the internal organ, that is movable, [see
Book I., § 51], it cannot be all-pervading.*

1 See Book IT., Aph. 26, at p. 206, supra. Ed.

" ARSI ATHTATIS 7 f9Ie T-
wETETETAd | qTR) AaAfeafaay |
Tfgamacufarem qatas 7 fa-
Jafagw: | Eafugrafes @ waws-
famaAauma fan

| AN AFANGTATHATAARATE |

‘ TGl MAACTAAREA qUguTiy-
AT U afwae fae 7 e &1
FAE9: I
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b. In order to prove that it is a product, he repels also
the opinion that the Mind is without parts :!

A fRmTe aErEeaa” 1 9a

Aph. 71. Like a jar, it [the Mind,]
is not without parts ; because it comes
in contact therewith, [i.e., with several Senses, simul-
taneously]. ’

The Mind has parts.

a. The word ‘therewith’ refers to ‘organ,” which occurs
in a preceding aphorism, [§ 69]. The Mind is not with-
out parts ; ¢ because it comes in contact,” simultaneously,
with several sense-organs. But, ¢ like a jar,’” it is of medium
size, [neither infinite nor atomic], and consists of parts.
Such is the meaning. And it is to be understood that the
internal organ, when in the state of a cause, [and not
modified and expanded, e.g., into knowledge, which 1is its
product,] és, indeed, atomic.?

' grddruged "Gl Aragaaafa f4-
uaqfa

2 ma‘\, in both my MSS. of Aniruddha, is changed, by

a later kand, to azrraqa » the reading of Veddnti Mah4deva.
N
Ed.

‘e aEwEisd wuHnfa | wF-
a1 9 fArauaEAAdtgaaser J |
fé q wexwuwufEG maaafagu: |
LA™ I MAAWATT T
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b. He demurs to the eternity of Mind, Time, &c. :!

u-qfagmﬁrmménﬁmq N9 1

Aph. 72. Everything except Nature

Eternity belongs to what. .
g detongs torel and Soul is uneternal.

a. [This is] plain. And the Mind,? the Ether, &ec., when
in the state of cause, [not developed into product], are
called Nature, and not Intellect,® &c., by reason of the
absence of the special properties, viz., judgment,* &c.5

b. But then, according to such Scriptural texts as, ¢ He
should know Illusion to be Nature, and him in whom is
Illusion to be the great Lord, and this whole world to be
pervaded by portions of him,’ ¢ since Soul and Nature,

. . -
' wAETeerAT faae wfaaufa o
2 Intended to represent antafkarana, ‘internal organ.’ Tide
supra, p. 370, note 4. Ed.
3 The very inferior, because ambiguous, reading, in the original,
manas, I have changed to buddki,and have displaced Dr. Ballantyne's
corresponding ‘ Mind.! Ed.

4 Vyavasdya. For its synonym, adhyavasdya, vide supra,
p- 209, note 1. Ed.

GITHA | RAEE AT TR
fea naafaﬁtwa 7q qEnfes g
TETTCAIAMTETA, I

8 Qwetdswatara Upanishad, iv., 10. Professor Gough trans-
lates, differently : ¢ Let the sage know that Prakriti is May4, and
that Maheiwlra is the MAyin, or arch-illusionist All this shifting
world is filled with portions of him.” A foot-note explains ¢ Mahes-
wara’ as intending ¢ Iiwara, Rudra, Hara, or Siva. Philosophy of
the Upunishads, p. 224. Kd.
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also, are made up of parts, they must be uneternal. To
this he replies :

T AT AR ftrEsa: 1 93 0

'Aq) W g nﬁfa fagrafas g
I | atmatrq'nata =TH | -
T | mrﬁ:wfaﬁi unaﬁafrtﬁ CIEDE )2
zﬁtmaﬁafal astE

2 This reading is peculiar; many MSS. of Vijnana, with which
agree Aniruddha, Nigesa, and Vedanti Mahddeva, having m‘ﬁ'[ﬁ: .
Their elucidations of the aphorism here follow. Aniruddba: ¥

FITASAN ATHTHAT RO TUTA |
frTad: | AEETEERTE FRar-
afa vza. | Nigsa: Gugfafqud mﬁwﬁ
mna'rm“rsanamaﬁrmir q IFA Then

follows the quotation as in Vijnina. Vedanti Mahadeva : T

WA I FEA_ A G a&= wuTTE
) mm‘[ﬁ} fmﬂﬁ | Some MSS. of Vijnéna

have precisely the words of Négesa, tranbcnbed above, barring the quite

immaterial substitution of nm’fa‘ﬂ'ﬁ'ﬂﬁ[ﬂu at the beginning.

l:nﬁ'[a. is, without doubt the correct reading. Vijnéna

and Néagesa take it to denote ¢Soul and Nature;’ Aniruddha and
Vedanti Mahadeva, ‘ Nature’ only. DBhdgin means, literally, ¢that
which is made up of parts,” or ‘the Whole.! Hence, ‘ Whole’ is to take
the place of Dr. Ballantyne’s ¢ Experiencer” It occurs again in
Aph. 81 of this Book, at p. 379, infra. Ed.
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Aph. 73. No parts [from the pre-

m%;“lupaypﬁﬁ'f" " sence of which in the discerptible, one

might infer destructibility,] are found

in the Experiencer; for there is Seripture for its being
without parts.

a. Parts are not appropriate to ¢ the Experiencer,’ i. e.,
to Soul, or to Nature; for there is Scripture for theu‘
being without parts; that is to say, because of such [texts]
as, ‘ Without parts, motionless, quiescent, unobjectionable,
passionless.’ 1 %

6. It has been stated [in Book I., § 1,] that Emancipa-
tion is the cessation of pain. In order to corroborate this,
he then repels the doctrines of others, in regard to Eman-
cipation :3

ArrfrafeafwfEdaag’ o o8 u\

A view of Emancipa- Aph. 74.. Eman.cipation is not a
tion disputed. manifestation of joy; because there

’tﬁf‘rm' TR WUTAR 9139l A
I f‘atauaﬁnga. | faess fafewd W=
forcas fatm=n | TrfeAm: o

3 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 19. Professor Gough renders
as follows : ¢ Without parts, without action, and without change;
blameless and unsullied.” Philosophy of the Upanishads, pp. 232,
233 Ed.

% tafa'qﬁmm TEA | AT
% HIg Tt "t froaa o

4 Vedinti Mahddeva emits ﬂ%,, according to my sole MS,
Most probably, however, there is, hcre, a mistake of the copyist, Ed.
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are no properties [in Soul, as, e.g., in the shape of
joy].

a. There belongs to Soul no property in the shape of joy,
or in the shape of manifestation ; and the essence [of Soul]
is quite eternal, and, therefore, not something to be pro-

duced by means: therefore, Emancipation is not a mani-
festation of joy : such is the meaning.!

7 fauwraifasfemsd 0 ou

Aph. 75. Nor, in like manner, is it
Second view disputed. [ Emancipation,] the destruction of
special qualities.

a. Emancipation is, moreover, not the destruction of all
special qualities, ‘In like manner.” Because there are
absolutely no properties [in Soul, (see § 74)]. Such is the
meaning.?

7 fawanfafafesas 0 9% 1

Aph. 76. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
A third view disputed.  any particular going of that [Soul,]
which is motionless.

a. Moreover, emancipation is not a going to the world

' mraaRusfatseuy uHr A1-
fa @ed v fagwafa 7 awv=E™H |
wal AT tRATE T |

' aufrRwTaSsa T 7f: | qq)
fAdARTeIEY: |
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of Brahm4 ;! because the Soul, since it is motionless, does
not go.*

AT fafa: wiasafedrarg toon

Aph. 77. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
the destruction of the influence of [intel-
lectual] forms, by reason of the faults of momentariness, &e.

A fourth view disputed.

a. The meaning is, that also the doctrine of the Nihilist,
that the Soul consists merely of momentary knowledge,
that Bondage is the modifying thereof by objects, and
that emancipation is the destruction of the influence
thereof called Memory,®is inadmissible ; because, by reason
of the faults of momentariness, &c., [such] emancipation is
not the Soul’s aim.*

b. Ile censures another [conception of ] emancipation
of the Nihilist’s :°

7 At fargeramfegaTa 1 ot o

1 See Book IV., Aph. 21, a., and Aph. 31, J., at pp. 301 and 310,
supra. Iid.

* gEArAfae 7 Ay seRAT fafes
IR TIATATA |

8 Vidsand ; for which vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.

¢ wfusgTFARTAT a0 fagarsar «-
MEAGTRATRAT GO AT Ary 9 q=-
feand aefu 7 gfesafedaa tﬁmm-
mmﬁaw. \
ifaaera AL guafa |
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Aph. 78. Nor is it [Emancipation, |
destruction of all; for this has, among
other things, the fault of nof being the Soul’s aim.

A fifth view disputed.

a. Likewise, the entire destruction of the Soul, which
consists of knowledge, is not emancipation ; because,
among other things, we do not see, in the world, that the
annihilation of the soul is the soul’s aim: such is the
meaning.!

T WAy 1 e |

A sizth view disputed.  Aph. 79. So, too, the Void.

a. The annihilation of the whole universe, consisting of
cognition and the cognizable, is, thus, also, not emancipa-
tion ; because Soul’s aim is not effected by Soul’s annihila-
tion : such is the meaning.?

A fqarmen fa |/ wifesndl-
sfan o

Aph. 80. And conjunctions termi-
nate in separations; therefore, it [ Eman-
cipation,] is not the acquisition of lands, &c., either.

A seventh view disputed.

' AR URTHRA: TRty |
Y FAATNR SF TRATARERAT A
TED:

! QAR ATH AT AR T RATI SATATH -
ATYATYRETGATR ALY T U
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a. From its perishableness, possessorship is not Emanci-

pation.!
7 WATRTATT 9T 0 kA o

Aph. 81. Nor is it [Emancipation,)

A cighth view disputed. conjunction of a Part with the Whole.?

a. Emancipation is not absorption of ‘a Part’ i.e.,
the Soul, into ¢ the Whole,” i.e., that of which it is [on
the view in question,] a part, viz., the Supreme Soul ; for
the reason assigned [in § 80], viz., ¢ conjunctions terminate
in separations,’ and because we do not admit a Lord [ Book I.,
§ 92], and because, thus, self-dissolution is not Soul’s aim :
such is the meaning.®

' famrfamrEm 7 gfwfda

2 Aniruddha writes as follows, in his elucidation of the eighty-first

Aphoriom: ¥ H@W[ WP FATHT T@Q
AT | AT fearTaAT -
HWHE: | His introduction to the Aphorism runs: ¥HTITEH
Srar@a wfnfa swfa @m wf«tia
ag\ﬂ‘qfa | Ed

' e e afwifafa g
@f «ar 7 Aoy €3y e faarm=n
m%a\rﬁwm»gqnnm qaul ESa-
TRATIA T |
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arfamfemsaawhnfaamagf=Eafat-
JUTEq 1 b

Aph. 82. Nor is it [Emancipation],
moreover, conjunction with the [power
of ] becoming as small as an atom, &c.; since, as is the
case with other conjunctions, the destruction of this must
necessarily take place.

A ninth view disputed.

a. Moreover, conjunction with superhuman power, e.g.,
the assuming the size of an atom, is not Emancipation ;
because, just as is the case with connexions with other
superhuman powers, the destruction of this, also, follows,
of necessity : such is the meaning.?

Aerfeaedrmstu agd 1 b3 0

dph. 83. Nor, just as in that case,
is it [Emancipation], moreover, con-
junction with the rank of Indra, &e.

A tenth view disputed.

a. Nor is the attainment of the superhuman power of
Indra, &c., Emancipation,—just as is the case with other
superhuman powers [such as assuming atomic bulk];—by
reason of perishableness: such is the meaning.®

1 Both my MSS. of Aniruddha exhibit the questionable reading

faarmaq. z

* wfewrgdaaasfa 7 afetedrs-
THINALT qErgBefAaarfead: |

* grErrdamasta w Afefiatadars.
fawgrfead:
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6. He repels the objection of an opponent to what has
been stated [in Book I., § 61], that the Organs are
products of Self-consciousness :!

7 vanafaratafcamaegiee-
Ha: 1 t3 0

)

Aph. 84. The Organs are not formed
of the Elements [as the Naiydyikas

assert]; because there is Scripture for their being derived
from Self-consciousness.

The organs whence.

a. With advertence to the opinion that Power, &c., also,
are principles, he repels the determination of categories
[insisted upon by the various sects] of his opponents, and
the notion that Emancipation comes through a know-
ledge of these [categories] merely : ®

7 wgerafagngEsTarafE:’ o by

' sfgarurArsIiEs 9gs av gifan-
faufs fausafa

2 Vedanti Mahédeva has, instead of Wgﬁ'{ﬁﬂﬁ[",
TERITRO. E.

* wwnfesafu qeaARIATNIT qT§i u-
granfafad grTrgfe 9 faus-
fan -

4 Nigesa and Vedénti Mahddeva add e, as does Vijndna, ac-
cording to the best MSS. Ed.
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Aph. 85. The rule of six categories
Va{'f:shﬁ‘,‘cff"o‘z;jj‘;f:o‘h‘ is not [the correct one]; mnor does
Emancipation result from acquaintance

therewith, [as the Vaiseshikas maintain],

NEIWRYATH U 6% |

And those of the Aph. 86. So, too, is it in the case
Nydya, . of the sixteen [categories of the
Nydya], &e.

a. In order to establish, what has been already stated
[in Book L., § 62], that the five Elements are products, he
rejects the eternity of the Earthy and other Atoms, which
is held by the Vaiseshikas and others :!

ArgfAerar amraaga: i ke |

Tho eternity of Atoms Aph. 87. [The five Elements being

,,,,,c,,-p,um;,y products, as declared in Book I., § 61],

Atoms are not eternal, [as alleged

in the Nydya]; for there is Scripture for their being
products.

a. Although that text of Scripture is not seen by us,
because it has disappeared, in the lapse of time, &c., yet
it is to be inferred from the words of teachers, and from
the tradition of Manu,? [Ch. L., v. 27].

' rRaaTi uamamﬁraﬁqwéi INY-
AL mﬁam@mmﬁf?f [
* geraeaAThy: |1 HfaH AT -
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6. But then, how can an Atom, which is without parts,
be a product ? To this he replies :!

7 fir’ @rdETa o b o

The Scripture decisive Aph. 88. Since it is a product, it is
o the question. not without parts.

a. That is to say: since the fact, established by Scrip-
ture, of their being products, cannot be otherwise accounted
for, the [so-called] Atoms of Earth, &c., are no¢ without
parts.®

6. He repels the objection of the Nihilist, that direct
cognition of Nature, or of Soul, is impossible; because
[forsooth, ] the cause of a thing’s being directly cognizable
is colour :*

WATEAT qUTATE A TR TUTET-
AT |l

' fAETaw wtETan @Y wad
gega | a=ae

2 Aniruddha reads ¥ TSPATIT. Ed.

* fafessdamagaeen giymrg-
g{:ﬂ A fﬂtﬂwﬁﬁim I

‘ mgfrTRTRTRTERO A qu'fa U

mﬁrtgamfafa Arfaargd  fau-
Ffa o
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‘A gufAgATHRRfAIa:” 1 ke

. Aph. 89. There is no necessity that
4 cavil disposed of.  direct cognition should have colour as
its cause.

a. It is no rule, that to be directly cognizable should
result from colour only, [or other object of sense], as the
cause; because direct cognition may result from Merit,
&c., [viz., mystical practices, and so forth], also: such is
the meaning.?

b. Well, if that be the case, pray is the dimension of an
Atom a reality, or not? With reference to this, he decides
the question of dimension,* [as follows]:

7 ‘aftarwaTgfast snai aEid 0 eo

1 A marginal note in one of my MSS. of Aniruddha mentions
a§q° as a variant. Both my MSS. of Nagesa have, erroneously,

faawa instead of fﬁWTa Ed.
2 Annuddha and Ved4nti Mahadeva have maﬂfﬂm

¥ Eﬁfi'ﬂ fafaarmagdfa fAaa wifa
yAfeifa argmreEarfeay:

‘ wead famafard awfa 7 Jera-
grat afmrafaad atfa

5 One of my MSS of Aniruddha has q'rt'q]’ﬁ Ed.
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o Apk. 90. There are not four varieties
Dimension of what . .
kinds. of dimension; because those can be
accounted for by two.

a. There are not four kinds of dimension, viz., small,
great, long, and short; but there are only two sorts.
¢ Because those can be accounted for by two :’ that is to say,
the four varieties can be accounted for by merely two, the
atomic [or positively small,] and the great. Such is the
meaning. For the short and the long are merely subordi-
nate kinds of the dimension called great; else we should
have, e. g., no end of dimensions, in the shape of the
crooked, &e.!

6. He rebuts the Nihilist’s denial of genera,?[as follows] :

sfagasft fararamatasd |amr-

|qE 0 eq

Aph. 91. Though these [individuals]
be uneternal, recognition, as being as-
sociated with constancy, is of genus.

Genus proved by re-
cognition.

' wy AT gaﬁqfa LRI GRS
anfi Sfas d qdd T Fnai a?i’trna l
ammmmgiqﬁnmwr arafawmar-
few: | ng@rf‘tﬂmammwaﬁa fe
TEAAT | AT FHRI{eR: wRRTmA=-
mﬁaﬁj: N

* gy Afafantauts fausata

3 Négesa, according to one of my MSS. omits a_rﬁ:[ Ed.
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a. Hence, he says, it is not proper to deny [the exist-
ence of ] genus:!

A ACUSATIHEATA | R U

And not 1o be denied, Aph. 92. Therefore it [genus,] is not
to be denied.

a. But then [it may be said],recognition is to be accounted
for simply by a non-existence, in the shape of the exclusion
of what is not the thing [recognized] : and let #4is be what
is meant by the word ¢ genus.” To this he replies :*

Arafrgfaens’ Arandia: 1 es

Genus positive, not Aph. 93. It [genus,] does not con-
negative, . . . .
sist in exclusion of something else;
because it is cognized as an entity.

a. That is to say: genus does not consist in exclusion
[of something else]; because ¢ This is that same’ is the
cognition of something positive ; for, otherwise, the only
thing cognized would be, ¢ This is not a non-jar.”

' FERTR ATATATISAT I TR N
awamaﬁr@mraﬁa ufasuar-
LLIDUCERS| Hmmmsa | AR |

3 One of my MSS. of Ndgesa has, pretty obvxously by mere error,

©. Ed
‘g warafafa RERERUEE ISR I
AR | w9 g qraAge @
wdraa N
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b. But still, recognition may be caused by likeness. To
this he replies !

A AT WY AEisal: | eg |

Likenessnot a distinct Aph. 94. Likeness is not a separate
principle. principle ; for it is directly appre
hended, [as one manifestation of Community].

a. That is to say: likeness is nothing other than same-
ness in many parts, &c.; for it is directly apprehended as
consisting in sameness ;> [the likeness of a fair face to the
moon, e. g., consisting in the sameness of the pleasurable
feeling, &c., occasioned by the sight of either].

6. The conjecture, ¢ But then, let likeness be really an
inherent power, and not [a modified aspect of | Community,’
he repels :*

‘st fewar Ifveragusar 1 eus

' 9 mrgwafaare mafagn afqafa
asTE

' asagmfeaATaefafts 7 aga-
AfE OUAWd T AHTIRAAATAFSAT-
f‘awi: l

'aq wrnfast wiwla agvang g

ammmfnamg;mmaﬁﬁfa [

4 Aniruddha has fmﬁrﬁqo. Fd.
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Nor a peculiar power. Aph. _95. Nor is it.[likeness,] a ma-
nifestation of [something’s] own power;
because the apprehension of it is different.

a. Moreover, likeness is not the manifestation of a
particular natural power of a thing; because the appre-
hension of likeness is different from the apprehension
of power. For the cognition of a power is not depen-
dent on the cognition of another thing; the cognition
of likeness, on the other hand, is dependent on the cog-
nition of a correlative,! as is the case with the cognition
of a non-existence ; so that the two conceptions are hete-
rogeneous. Such is the meaning.’

6. But still, let the likeness among individual jars, &c.,
be merely that they have [all alike,] the namc, e. g., of
jar. To this he replies:?

| "xrafgdaassia’ u e

1 Pratiyogin; on which vide supra, p. 342, note 3. Ed.

' gy @enfasnfafanaast 7
SIS LT T I S LS DI E TS
wwrd | wiwmd fe AraufagreaTe
HIEIANH U nfafigEATgd -
Frafefa FrAAdee@taag: |

7 auifa werfedgarana werfem-
wai mgwmal asrE i

4 The reading of Négesa is ¥ H'{"Hf\gﬁ Hﬂ'&h
sfa. =
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_ Aph. 96. Nor, moreover, is it [like-
Nor the relation be- .
tween names and things. ness,] the connexion between name
and named.

a. Because even he who does not know the connexion
between a name and the thing named may cognize a
likeness,! [e. g., between two jurs].

b. Moreover :2

A HafagamaTfaaETa 1 e9 o

Hotw it cannot be so. Aph. 97. That connexion [viz., be-
tween name and named, ] is not eternal ;
since both [the correlatives] are uneternal.

a. Since both the name and the named are uneternal,
the relation between them, also, is not eternal. How,
then, can there be, through ?i«t, the likeness of a
departed thing in a thing present ? Such is the meaning.®

b. But then, though the correlatives be uneternal, let

' gRrEfgraaaEasta qrew@grE-
fefa u

*sfa =

' ggpEfgAcfaRaEEaEta | fa-
gAT| T ® qAdIaAgEEE TaA-
wafa wnfea: o
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the relation be eternal, What is to hinder ¢4is 2 To this
he replies :!

AT’ Haw ufAaRFATAITITE 0 ek U

, Aph. 98. The connexion is not so

mﬁlr[z:é/.ler suggestion ot eter{la'l], for this reason, viz.,

because this is debarred by the evidence

which acquaints us with the thing; [i.e., the supposition
is inconsistent with the definition of the term].

a. Connezion is proved only where disjunction incidentally
subsists; because, otherwise, there is no room for the
supposition of connexion ; the case being accounted for,—
as will be explained,—simply by the natural state of the
matter. And this incidental disjunction is impossible, if
connexion be eternal. Therefore, connexion is not eternal ;
for this is debarred by the very evidence that acquaints
us with Connexion. Such is the meaning.*

' 7 garafaamsfa da=n fae: |ra |
foAT TUH | a9TR |
2 Read V{T3¥+, ‘ not unoriginated,’ i.c., “ not eternal,” qualifying

“ connexion.” ¢ For this reason’ renders S (1 ¢ . The reading W[+,

the manuscript authority for which is of the slightest, is treated as if
no better than a typographical error, in the corrigenda to my edition
of Vijnéna’s work. Ed.

8 Aniruddha has, instead of -H[W O, -THTW®. In the

margin of one of my MSS. of his commentary is ¢he variant

-ATATATATA . Bl
¢ reifamhfel /e daw faafa
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b. But, on this showing, there could be no such thing
as the eternal [connexion called] Coinherence! between
those two eteruals, a Quality and the thing qualified;
[which Coinherence, or intimate relation, is one of the
categories of the Nydya]. To this he replies :2

‘" @RISR mRTEMTETE 0 ee i

_The Category of In- Apk. 99. There is no [such thing
timale Jeelation rejected. g41 Coinherence, [such as the Naiyé-
yikas insist upon]; for there is no evidence [for it].

a. But then [it may be said], the evidence of it is, the
perception that something is qualified [or conjoined with
a quality which énferes in it], and the unaccountableness,
otherwise, of the cognition of something as qualified. To
this he replies :*

AT FEFATTOAT FEUQa a0 §I4-
FYATAINNI | @ 3 Ferfaent R
A Hayfamrg @vafa | Wa: dIvaEan-
AR Frur= faa: da=r =9 0

v Samavdya; of which the preferable rendering, proposed by
Professor Cowell, is interpenetration.’

A fam*tﬁmquﬁifam' gARIATA
AYUEd | qaEE
3 The reading of Nagesa is AATHfE. His gloss runs:
FAATE FATAWNTE T99: | Za
‘7 Ifvemay fafveggRaTw-
fo ywTwA | gER
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HANTYAATTRER BB TATH
3T 1l 900 1

Aph. 100. Neither perception nor
inference [is evidence for the existence
of Coinherence] ; since, as regards both alike, the case is
otherwise disposed of.3

This argued.

a. Since,  as regards both alike,’ 1. e., the perception of
qualifiedness, and the inferring of it, ‘ the case is otherwise
disposed of ;¢ viz., simply by the natural state [of the thing
and its quahnes] neither of the two is evidence for [the
imaginary category called] Coinherence: such is the
meaning.’

6. Tt is a tenet, that, from the agitation of Nature the
conjunction of Nature and Soul takes place, and thence
results creation. In regard to that, there is this objection
of the atheists, that ‘ Nothing whatever possesses the
action called agitation; everything is momentary; where

1 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha simply omits ¥{; while the

other has ‘a‘qt{m‘qf%[%: Ed.
2 Nigesa gives mﬂ]’iﬂﬁ Ed.

8 Read, instead of ‘the case is otherwise disposed of,’ ¢the
establishment [which they lead to] is otherwise.” Ed.

4 See the preceding note. Ed.

P gugwify Ifveaue® qRIEE @

EHRIUATAATTHEA agid GHATE THIT-
famd:
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it arises, even there it perishes; therefore, no motion is
proved to be inferrible from conjunction [of anything] with
another place;’ [the fruit, for instance, which appears to
reach the ground not being that fruit, any longer existent,
which appeared to drop from the tree]. To this he
replies :!

TAaEAa fFam Aferw qesaRar-
qUEHdld: I 909 I

Motion is matter of Aph. 101. Motion is not a matter
perception. of inference; for he who stands very
near has, indeed, direct cognition both of it and of
what it belongs to.

a. In Book Second the different opinions were merely
mentioned, that the Body is formed of five elements, and
8o forth ; but no particular one avas considered. In regard
to this question, he denies the view of an opponent :*

' uga: WMTGqIERE AR (e
fifa fagr=: 1 qwrad arfasATERT
aife wnirer senfy fva 89 9g &
fos aNtTTd a9 faaadigal 7 <
[uEarRaT Grar fawdtfa | a==

2 Some MSS. of Vijnna omit U, as does Nigesa. [Ld.
$ Nigesa omits T, Ed.

‘fgdfarend Wt ursMifasArte-
TG TATET Aq famarsaya: | s
weae] Afaeufa
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7 ariifas T IEAETETATaR-
T 1 0% |

The Body is of earth Aph. 102. The Body does not consist
only. of five elements; because many [hete-
rogeneous things] are unsuitable as the material.

a. He will mention, that, whilst there is but one
material, the material of every Body is earth :!

7 wafafa fram wfaafesata faa-
HIAATA 1 903

There is o Subtle as Aph. 103. It [the Body,] is not,
woelf as a Gross, Body. necessarily, the Gross one; for there
18, also, the vehicular [transmigrating or Subtile] one.

a. Senses, [the organ of vision, for example,] distinct
from the eye-balls, have been already mentioned. In
order to substantiate this [point], he refutes the opinion,
that the senses reveal what they do not reach to :*

ATHTHAS TS A CATUTHHTY: RIAT-
HaT 1 908 I

' gRaerAEEsta gfamarueE w4-
wdwfa qwafa

* M sfaftat feara aegmfa
aguURMAfTaTuHARARSTSA AU
Tfan
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Connexion between Aph. 104. The senses do not reveal
sense and olject. what they do not reach to; because
of their not reaching, or because [else,] they might reach
everything.

a. The senses do mnot reveal things unconnected with
them. ¢Because of their not reaching.” For we do not
see that lamps, or the like, reveal what they do not reach
to ; and because, if they were to reveal what they do nof
reach to, we should find them revealing a// things, viz., those
intercepted, and the like. Such is the meaning. Therefore
there is an organ, other than the eye-ball, for the sake of
connexion with the distant sun, &c. Such is the import.
And the instruments reveal the objects simply by deliver-
ing the object to the soul,—for they are, themselves,
unintelligent ;—as a mirror reveals the face. Or [in other
words], their revealing an object is simply their taking
up an image of the object.’

6. He repels the conjecture: But then, in that case,
the opinion [of the Naiy4yikas,] that the sight is luminous

' wrEagNTHifgafa A wEwrwafe
H|UTH: | A UTR I ATHATAAR T HATE AT
b bCIRE I C G UECE RIS EEIRE TS
HETEAY: | Wal EHATTedaT=Y M-
SRITATCHRIATGATATT W12 | HTQAT 9T-
YHHTTHE TRASTEATTE (LA WAl F3T-
AT HEARTHAIA | N qranfafa-
R FEUAATAHRTIFACALS |
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is quite right; for we see Light alone glide rapidly to a
distance, in the form of rays:!

A aNisTRYwRANE wgIfaaw-
far@: 1 qou

The Sight not formed Aph. 105. Not because Light glides
of Light. [and the Sight does so, too,] is the
Sight luminous [or formed of Light]; because the thing
is accounted for by [the theory of] modifications, [to be
now explained].

a. The Sight is not to be asserted to be luminous, on
the ground that light is seen to glide. Why? Because,
just as in the case of the vital air, where there is no
luminosity, the gliding forth can be accounted for through
a kind of modification. Such is the meaning. For, as
the vital air, without having at all parted from the body,
glides out ever so far from the end of the nose, under the
modification called breathing, [and thus smells a distant
flower], just so the Sight, though a non-luminous sub-
stance, without, indeed, quitting [conmexion with] the
body, all in a moment will dart off [like the protruded
feeler of a polyp,] to a distant object, such as the sun, by
means of the species of change called modification.

' AAd IEERVEEA J® dvE U9
Fm@mmg\nwﬁmsimfzf‘a wgi
Tafa

' awErsTEay yefata gen e g
A | Fd: | Havaesia muay e
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b. But what is the proof that there is any such
modification ? To this he replies :!

nreTaHETNfagTgiatats: 1 aok

Aph. 106. By the sign of the dis-
ofl:’:o&/,; of his theory play of the attained object the
counts for the pheno- [eXistence of the] modification [which
mend. could alone account for that display,] is

proved.

a. He shows [us] the nature of the modification, to

account for the going, though without parting from the
Body :*

rITang Rl g qINTY |-
difa n qe9 n

OF the theory, further. Aph. 10'7. . The ‘modification’ is
another principle than a fragment, or

ATAUEUWAUAT@D: | 397 fg mw w-
Trwdmasd Armrse: faagd AT
TG I IR ATAARGHA a&lagnaat-
s gemEnfruafansw wizaa e
:mrfam nanatfafa I

' g & wAT a0

' Yy THATIEd IR @R
Tnafa
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a quality, [of the Sight, or other sense]; because it is for
the sake of connexion that it glides forth.

a. The modification is not a fragment of the Sight, or
other sense, [serving as] the cause of the revealing of
objects,—a part disjoined like a spark,—or a quality,
like, e. g., Colour; but the modification, whilst a portion
thereof, is something else than a fragment, or a quality.
For, if there were disruption, connexion of the sun, &ec.,
with the Sight would not, through it, take place; and,
if it were a quality, the motion called ¢ gliding forth’
would be unaccountable ; [for a quality cannot move by
itself]. Such is the meaning.!

0. But, if, thus, the ‘modifications’ are substances, how
is [the term] ‘modification ’ applied to the qualities of
intellect, in the shape of Desire, &c.? To this he re-
plies :2

| ‘gafagAmETg 0 9ok |

' SqESTRRATRRUATT  famgfaga-
fermint warfeague = 3fe: & g @i
Twat wrrrangi fimr gfe faam
fe afq agro wgw: gafegasy 7 w2d
ISR BRTSIE S EE IR G LR

' oA gl guR sufA=nfoeaafe-
ay IfearaE | avE. .

* Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahddeva have the reading @S,
Ea.
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 Modifiations® may .. A],oh.‘.108. It [the term ¢modifica-
be qualities, as well as  tion,”] is not confined to substances;
substances. because it is etymological, [not techni-
cal, and applies, etymologically, to a quality, as well].

a. Since it is also stated, in Scripture, that the sense-
organs are formed of the Elements, the doubt may occur,
whether the Scriptural texts are, perhaps, to be applied
distributively, according to the difference of particular
worlds. In regard to this, he says:*

A SRS U TAATEASI ¢ A R-
IR 1 qoC |l

The materials of the 'Ap/}. 109. Not .thou'gh there be a
organs everywhere the  difference of locality, is there a dif-
yame: ference in the material [of which
the organs are formed]: the rule is as with the like
of us,

a. Not through ¢ difference of locality,” as the world of
Brahma, and the like, is it, again, the fact, that the organs
have any other materialthan self-consciousness; but the rule
is, that those of all alike are formed of self-consciousness ; as
is the case, e. g., with us who live in this terrestrial world.
For we hear, in Scripture, of only one Subtile Body

'efgamni Aifasaeta wawe-
fasisfansica oz wgga ! a-
qE0

2 Some MSS. of Vijnéna exhibit WHETEJﬁa ﬁ’l’ﬂ'ﬂ:,

the lection of Nagesa. Ed.
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[made up of the organs], transmigrating generally
through the different localities. Such is the meaning.!

6. But then, in that case, how is the Scripture relating
to the materiality [of the organs] to be accounted for ?
To this he replies :*

fafasudaraae s’ U 990

) Apk. 110. The mention thereof [viz.,
A non-literal text ac- . qe cp s
counted for. of materiality, as if it belonged to the
organs,] is because there is [intended
to be made, thereby, a more emphatic] mention of the
concomitant cause.*

a. There is designation as the material cause, in the
case even where the cause is [but] concomitant, with a

' A A A ee Al s fATqTAE -
ufaftRiurermae o Aedat awis-
WIATfAT AINTAIEFITHFAAIA: | T-
AERFRT fagrd@ @A Iur-
femra: 0

‘wad Aifqaagfa: FeeTTa™ |

a=rg
8 Probably from mere oversight, my MS. of Vedanti Mahédeva’s
work omits ({G° . Zd. N
N

4 Nimitta, ‘instrumental cause.’ Nimitta-kdrana is rendered
¢ occasional cause’ at p. 194, supra. Colebrooke’s representatives are
¢ chief or especial cause’ and ‘efficient cause.’ Ed.
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view to indicating its importance ; just as fire is [spoken
of as arising] from fuel, [which fuel is a necessary con-
comitant of, though not really the substance of, the fire].
Hence are they [the organs,] spoken of as being formed of
the Elements. Such is the meaning. For, only in reliance
on the support of Light, or other Element, do the Organs,
viz., the Sight, &c., [formed] from the accompanying Self-
consciousness, come to exist; as fire, in reliance on the
support of earthly fuel, results from the attendant Light,’
[or Heat, which cannot manifest itself alone].

b. As the subject presents itself, he delermines the variety
that belongs to Gross Body :*

STRMEARUIA s g fasaifates
<fq & fagw 1 9390

o Aph. 111. The heat-born, egg-born,
Borieties of Gross womb-born, vegetable, thought-born,
and spell-born ; such is not an exhaus-

tive division [of Gross Body, though a rough and customary
one).

' fafaasta  wurefaagaiueAE=-
0 wafa auwEefrafida | war sar
AN T | avsrferdiuesiag
fe aaanmgmmaarrﬂf@ﬁ wafe
IuT uﬁwawﬁrumﬁa LG GIEE I NEL S
Raaifa |

P wEwQeTd fand wegreaata o
2D
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a. It was stated, before, that Body has only one Element
as its material. In this same connexion, he observes dis-
criminatively, as follows :

a9y sfaguermmaTETEReT:
gFad Il AR |

Tle material of Bodies, Aph. 11:‘2. In. all [B.odies]. Earth is

the material : in consideration [how-
ever,] of some speciality, there is designation as this [or
that other element than earth, as entering into the consti-

tution of some given body], as in the preceding case
[treated under § 110].

a. In all Bodies the material is Earth only. ‘In conside-
ration of some speciality ;’ i.e., in consequence of intensity
through excess, &ec., in the case of Body, as before [in the
case of the Organs], there is, however, designation as con-
sisting of Elements, five, or four, &c., on the ground only
of there being a support, as in the case of the materiality
of the Organs. Such is the meaning.?

6. But then, since the vital air is the principal thingin

' TQTRFATRIATRIEA SN GATERA |
TA"q nEgA fafoamr

* g9y Wy yfr=maarea | wE-
el sfusnfefremiratt TS

&s?rfamnzma gdafefgarut -
wgq‘ammammvi [
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the Body, let the vital air itself be the originant of the
Body. To this he replies :'

q WMTFE MuARfanfEwa-
fe=’ 1 qaz

o Aph. 113. The vital air is not [on

,mﬂf f;t;',ll,,%f,d’;d e the allegation that it is the principal

thing in the Body, to be considered]

the originant of the Body; because it [the vital air, or
spirit,] subsists through the power of the organs.

a. The vital air, consisting in the function of the organs,
does not subsist in the absence of the organs. Therefore,
gince, in a dead Body, in consequence of the absence of the
organs, there is the absence of the vital air, the vital air is
not the originant of the Body.®

b. But then, in that case, since the vital air is not the
cause of the Body, the Body might come into existence
even without the vital air. To this he replies : *

' A9 WU W WYTETT U SR
TRIAISE | dTE |
2 Instead of a'ﬁ'a%:, Vedanti Mahadeva has Hfm:

Ed.

' mrwafaea: wrw sTafaa | fas-
fa| @l qaR SuMER wramrETE
aray SgreAs fa o

‘ AP WU SRTEWR B9 famify
W IWYA | AR
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ArpriyerATRrmaaAfaATTARRAT gfqr-
EECEIGEIREE]

. Aph. 114. The site of experience
,,-mf;’“}}offf""“l @ [viz., the Body,] is constructed [only]
through the superintendence of the

experiencer [Soul]: otherwise, we should find putrefaction.

a. ‘Through the superintendence,’” i. e., only through
the operation, ¢ of the experiencer,” i. e., Soul [literally,
that which has the vital airs], is “ the construction of the
site of experience,’ 1. e., the Body; because, ¢ otherwise,’
i. e., if the operation of the vital airs were absent, we
should find putrefaction in the semen and blood, just as in
a dead body. Such is the meaning. And thus, by the
several operations of circulating the juices, &c., the vital
air is a concomitant cause®of the Body, through the sus-
taining of it : such is the import.?

6. But then [it may be said], it is only the vital air, itself,
that can be the superintender ; because it is this which

-
! Aviruddhareads =J{E{he ; Vedinti Mahddeva, =Y+ .
Ed.
2 Nimitta-kdrana. Vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.

*ars: wfeArsfuermammus [
g vt faam wafa | s ar-
TATATCHTE THRACqT: gferanagr-
AAcEaledw: | 991 ¥ wHarufemraT-
faun: ural e fafagsd yrEar-
fefa wras
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operates, not the Soul, since ¢ is motionless, and since there
is no use in the superintendence of what does not operate.
To this he replies:*

RO ErRfufefasarTa 1 a9y |

The Soul* acting b Aph. 115, Through a servant, not
anothrs omtionct™ % directly, is superintendence [exercised]
by the master.

a. In the construction of the Body, ¢ superintendence,’
in the shape of energizing, is not. “directly,’ i. e., imme-
diately, [exercised] ‘by the master,” i. e., by Soul, but
‘through its servant,” in the shape of the vital airs; as
in the case of a king’s building a city: such is the
meaning.?

b. It was stated before [Book II., § 1,] that Nature’s
[agency] is ¢ for the emancipation of what is [really, though
not apparently,] emancipated.” In reference to the objec-
tion of opponents in regard to this, viz,, ‘How cau the

' 79 wrwRrETfieTar @afa -
" wfta: semafadroenfie@
HAAAMTITETG | a2 !

2 According to one of my MSS.,, the lection of Aniruddha is

;{maﬁgm F.

* EfgArd FrureaRfueE @
qRAETTETEEE 6 q AruEnEET
o1 U wfqdrw I 0
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soul be eternally free, when we see it bound ?’ with a view
to demonstrating its eternal freedom, he says:?

wATfURgfwIey swETar i 9% |

Aph. 116. In Concentration, pro-
Soul ever free. found sleep, and emancipation,it [Soul,]
consists of Brahma.?

a. Then what is the difference of emancipation from
profound sleep and concentration? To this he replies:*

TAL: AT qsfa: 1 a9 0

_ Aph. 117. In the case of the two, it
n,,i,",;gff,,%’,’,““mp efect i with a seed ; in the case of the other,
this is wanting.

a. ‘In the case of the two,’ viz., concentration and pro-
found sleep, the identity with Brahma® is ¢ with a seed,’
1. e., associated with some cause of Bondage, [or reappear-
ance in the mundane state]; ‘in the case of the other,’ 1. e.,

' farwATETY AUMEE® W | A
FuATHT fammsRl aveRAtfefa wiar-
At frgafsauuefagmz o

% See the Rational Refutation, &o., p. 33. Ed.

‘afg & gufwewrtinat lﬁw faqw:
aarE

4 Aniruddha has HW, and so has Vedénti

Mahéadeva, according to some copies. Ed.
6 Brahmatwa, the abstract of Braima. Ed.
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in emancipation, this cause is absent : this is the distinc-
tion. Such is the meaning.!

6. But then, Concentration and profound sleep are
evident ; but what evidence is there of Emancipation ? This
objection of the atheist he repels: 2

Tafea Taenfe’ gemmg S0 9k

Aph. 118. But there are not the two

The reality of Eman-  [only]; because the triad, also [Eman-

cipation. cipation inclusive], is evident; as are
the two.

a. The meaning is, that, since Emancipation, also, is
‘evident,’ i. e., is inferrible, through the example of Con-
centration and profound sleep, there are not the two, viz.,
profound sleep and Concentration, only ; but Emancipation,
also, really is. And the argument is thus. The quitting
of that identity with Brahma® which [identity] exists
during profound sleep, &ec., tukes place only through a
fault, viz., Desire, or the like, lodged in the mind ; and, if
this fault be annihilated by knowledge, then there results

' g gRifugge: /s autwated
FEEAETT Ay qaEmE =fa fao
Y |

{9 gATuEYsH ¥ | A| q &
wrafafa arfawad ufeda o

3 Vedanti Mahédeva omits iﬂfﬁ Ed.

4 Brakma-bhdva, the same as brakmatwa. Ed.
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a permanent condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &ec. ;
and it is precisely ¢Ais that is Emancipation.! ®

b. But then [suggests some one, with reference to § 117],
granting, that, even notwithstanding the existence of the
“seed’ [or source of return to the mundane state,] called
Memory,® a mental modification after the form of any
object does mnot arise during concentration, inasmuch as
Memory is [then] dulled [or deadened] by apathy, &e., yet,
in the case of a person in profound sleep, since Memory
prevails, there will really be cognition of objects;
consequently, it is not proper to say that there is
identity with Brahma during profound sleep. To this he
replies : *

: nmf‘umﬁugsﬁa Argefa gemT-
z-‘-rfnaama TN gﬂﬁsmmzﬁ vy f& q A1-
WS | FAATH oA | nmma
a Wramnfmmmmﬁﬂmaa -
afa & I T Arfwaaie goafe-
sxaaTaET fT wafa &= @y =

2 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 33. Ed.

3 Here and below, this renders vdsand, on which vide supra,
p- 29, note 2. _Ed.

‘A SrERTEdwaEsta ?mwr&m
TRATRERATH I FATT A HAg
YR d ATEATHIIARAFTH afaaaafa
7 gUA SEEUAT IRiq | awIE



BOOK V., APH. 119, 409

FrEAAT ArqE@rE QuAsta | fa-
fRea= AuTASTYEEA 1 99 i

Aph. 119. There is not the revelation,
by memory,of an object likewise during
the conjunction of a [more potent] fault
[such as sleep]: the secondary cause does not debar the
principal.?

Memory tnactive dure
tng profound sleep.

a. As in the case of apathy, so, also when there is the
conjunction of the fault of sleep, Memory does not reveal
its own objects, does not remind us of its objects; for the
“gsecondary,’ the subordinate, Memory,® cannot defeat the

1 This I find nowhere; and I believe it to be without warrant.
I have printed, agreeably to the reading of Aniruddha, Vedénti Maha-

< °
deva, and the best MSS. of Vijodna, FTHARA YA YEHTAH,

and have noticed, in some copies of the last-named comnmentator, the

< 3
variant FTHAYT] H EJTYUEIATYU . Nigeda has the latter

reading, followed by ama , With omission of qu'q
The Serampore edition of the Sdnl)hya-pravachana-blzdslz‘ya has

JIEATAT L | Eﬁ@ma’ for which 1 find no authority.
Ed.

2 The rendering given above is susceptible of improvement; and
80, very probably, is that which follows: ‘Where, moreover, there is
influence from an obstruction [like that offered by sleep], mental
impression does not inform one of objects [and, hence, one is then
exempt from desires, &c., and in a state identical with that of emanci-
pation]: a cause [of desires, &c.; and such is mental impression,)
does not countervail what is predominant, [e.g., sleep, whioh is, as it
were, temporary Brahmahood or emancipation].’

Aniruddb¥’s interpretation of this obscure aphorism, possibly by
reason of his elliptical mode of expression, is far from olear. His view
of its sense is, certainly, peculiar. Ed.

8 Sanskdra, here used as synonymous with vdsand. Ed.
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more potent fault of Sleep: such is the meaning. For
the really more potent fault makes the memory powerless,
incompetent to produce its effects ; [and so there is nothing,
in this, to prevent identification of Soul with Brahma,
during profound sleep, any more than during apathetic
Concentration]: such is the import.!

b. It was stated, in the Third Book [§ &3], that the re-
tention of a Body by him who is emancipated while still
living, is ‘in consequence of a mere vestige of impres-
sion.”? To this it is objected as follows. Experience
is observed, in the case of the [alleged person] emancipated
during life, just as in the case of the like of us, [and this
experience continuous,] even though it may be constantly
in respect of a single object: now, this is unaccountable
[on the hypothesis of his really deing emancipated]; be-
cause the antecedent impression is annihilated, exactly on
its having produced the first [instant of ] experience, and
because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as know-
ledge debars it ; just as is the case with Merit. To this he
replies : 3

‘gur ITTE qar fAereraaEsiu afa
JTEAAT 7 WIATATUA WIS HF-
fa =ar 7 fafrew Tihaw @@=
FRITAAIAAATUSRA HAIA TG | A
9 T fg Y qwEAl gAwt @ ARt
FUAIT AT 0

2 Here, and often below, ¢ impression ’ is to render sanskdra Kd.

P EETAl AHE -
fafa qataram fﬁml ANTIATHT: |
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T dw frarfaada aq wfafwi
HETGATT JEHUATHE: | 920 |

An Oljoction met to Aph. 120. A single impression [suf-
the possilility of emanci-  fices to generate, and] lasts out® the
pation in one still living. . .

experience : but there are not different
impressions, one to each [instant of] experience ; else, we

should have a postulation of many, [where a single one may
suffice].

a. In like manner, in the case of the whirling of the
potter’s wheel, the self-continuant principle,® called motal
inertia, is to be regarded as only one, continuing till the
completion of the whirling.*

&. It has been stated [§ 111,] that there are vegetable
Bodies. He repels the objection of the atheist, that, in
the case in question, there is not a Body, inasmuch as there
is no knowledge of the external : 3

WasE TREfEIaTswdARg
W TRd WISTIUR: WUH WTHAEE
THFHHATNEHTRE T FEAAfaa-
w7 FRgegearfefa | v

<
1 The reading —fﬁqﬁ“ , found in several MSS, is a gross
error. Ed.

2 Read, instead of ‘lasts out,’ ¢ brings about” FEd.
8 This phrase is meant to translate sanskdra. Ed.

‘ FNIFTIIATRRASAS FTEY: HEIT
TH UF FTAUHATHOITET e 0
' ofest TAREGHRA | v -
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7 FrgfEfaA TerTEsaEtaETTa-
faqma’mmihmﬁ ﬁwﬁmﬂaaﬁ
Tdaq I 99 |

Aph. 121. Knowledge of the external
The Vegetable organism . ST .
really a Body. is not indispensable [to constitute a
Body]: trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals,
trees with invisible flowers, grasses, creepers, &ec., [which
have internal consciousness], are, also, sites of experiencer
and experience ; as in the former case.

a. There is no necessity that that only should be a Body,
in which there is knowledge of the external ; but it is to
be held that the being a Body, in the form of being the
site of experiencer and experience, belongs also to trees,
&c., which have internal consciousness; because, ‘as
in the former case, meaning the putrescence already
mentioned [see § 114], of the Bodies of men, &c., [which
takes place] in the absence of the superintendence of an
experiencer [the living soul], even in the same way do
withering, &c., take place in the Bodies of trees, &c., also:
such is the meaning. And to this effect there is Scripture.?

TATINDUW AT|fq ArfasFruruTH-
afa

1 Apiruddha and Vedinti Mahadeva here end one aphorism, and
treat what follows as a second. Vijnéna formally defends the reading
to which he gives the preference. Ed.

'q qmEaRE awifE qla wdtefafa
faaw: f& g FEdmm=EgE™ a3
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A" 0 aRR N

Aph. 122. And from the Legal In-
Law, aswell as Serip- - gitutes [the same fact may be inferred,
ure, $8 authority for R R
this. viz., that vegetables have bodies and
are conscious].

a. But then, from the fact that trees, &c., also, are thus
conscious, we should find merit and demerit accruing to
them. To this he replies:®

7 AT TR FTrera: 19231

Vegetables not moral  Aph. 123. Not merely through a
agents. Body is there susceptibility of Merit
and Demerit; for Scripture tells us the distinction.

a. The vital spirit is not liable to the production of
Merit and Demerit through a Body merely. Why ? ¢ For
Scripture tells us the distinction:’ because we are told, in
Scripture, that the liability results just from the being

FITAAAEEY TR AT qq@: T3TY-
Frar @ e fam aguferdom
uferamsea JETfendisaty weaaifes-
faga: | @ar = Hfaq:

1 NégeSa pretty evidently does not regard these words as an
aphorism. Ed.

' A qEifesaad Saerad UATIATS-
fanag: | AR\
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distinguished by a Brahmanical Body, or the like [animal
body, not vegetable]. Such is the meaning.'

b. Showing that the liability to Merit and Demerit is
golely through the kind of Body, he mentions how Body
is of three kinds :*

fRur’ AT TIWT FAR IR AT
2T 0 9W

' Aph. 124. Among the three there is
dpgf‘,ff.’"df thres prin- & threefold distribution; the Body

of merit, the Body of experience,
and the Body of both.

a. There is a threefold distribution of Body ¢ among the
three,” i. e., among those highest, lowest, and interme-
diate,—all living beings,—viz., the Body of merit, the
Body of experience, and the Body of both: such is the
meaning. Of these, a Body of merit belongs to the pre-
eminent sages; a Body of experience, to Indra and others,
and to things immovable, &c.; and a Body of both, to
the royal sages. Here the division is [not exhaustive,
but] into three, because of the preeminence [of these]; for,

' 7 g YRR AT sEe |
Fa: | afwerga: | AmEfeRefafieEa-
FfuFTRIWeA: |

? TEReA T wTfua TRaRE  fawaTR

8 Vedénti Mahadeva, if my single copy of his work may be relied
on, omits this word. Ed.
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otherwise, we should have all alike possessed of a Body of
experience,! [like Indra].

b. He mentions also a fourth Body :®

7 fa& fagaaafa: 1 v

A fourth kind of Aph. 125. Not any one [of these],
Body. moreover, is that of the apathetic.

a. That is to say: the Body which belongs to the
ascetics is different from all these three; such as was that
of Dattatreya, Jadabharata, and others; for they possessed
bodies consisting of mere knowledge.?

6 In order to establish the non-existence of a Lord,
which was stated before, he disproves the eternity of

' IYTUTHIATYARRSAATAT Kaurfwe -
WHTQ RfFATT: FHITAREIAET Tt
AL | A FHIE: YIRUTW AIIRE I=T-
AT WA gy uFsrafafa)
[T uum fawr fparmsaa @3@y
ATTeEATTR: |

" gquafy wdwEE N

* farwmt WtAqwafawmufagy: |
QYT TATHAAATLATENAT AN FIAATAHYT-

Aegrntefa n
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knowledge, desire, action, &c., which is accepted by others
[as existing in the case of the Lord]:

a genfefqumamaafanasfa afg-

A N aRE U
Aph. 126. Eternity does not [as is
mféﬁgg”j}i aairstihe  glleged by those who wish to esta-

blish the existence of a Lord,] belong
to knowledge,® &c., even in the case of the particular
site, [viz., that of the supposed Lord]; as is the case
with fire.

a. That is to say : just as we infer, from the example of
ordinary fire, that the empyrean fire,® also, is not eternal.$

NrEIATEIF 1 929

' SHREHTATAR WT9ATE G uTd
SIEEAE CNRE SR G ERIE A

2 Buddhi, rendered intellect’ at pp. 196, &c., supra. Much as
at p. 209, supra, Vijnana hereupon remarks: 'irg{'ﬂ'mg]‘.
JTEAT 'a[ﬁr: | Ed.

3 The world, viewed as Brahma’s egg, is fabled to be surrounded
by seven envelopes. One of these is the dvarana-tejas, Dr. Ballan-
tyne’s ‘empyrean fire.” See Professor Wilson’s translation of the

Vishnu-purdna (ed. 1864, &c) vol. i., p. 40. I have to thank Prof.
Cowell for this reference.

‘g arfﬁaﬁaﬁ;gemmatmﬁaﬁrm-
frargATAfaEd:
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Aph. 127. And, because the site
cohe argument really [viz., the supposed Lord,] is unreal,
[it matters not, in the present instance,

whether knowledge, &c., may be eternal, or not}].

a. But then, in that case, how can it, indeed, be possible
that there should arise Omniscience, &c., adequate to the
creation of the universe; since we do not behold, in mun-
dane life, such superhuman powers [though we do see
some, ] arising from penance and the rest [of the alleged
means of acquiring superhuman powers]? To this he
replies :*

FnfagarsainurfefafeaamsuAtan
R

Aph. 128. The superhuman powers®
The height to whick 3 3 1
aseticism may dlevte.  OF conCentration, just like the ef?‘ects
of drugs, &c., are not to be gainsaid.

a. That is to say: by the example of the effects of
drugs, &c., even the superhuman powers of assuming
atomic magnitude, &c., which result from concentration,

and are adapted to the work of creation, &c., are esta-
blished.?

' {4 FETEIfcEsAunYy  aagAIfes
FG 7} @TEarfu e auifefiian-
wARRATR T | aX1= 0

2 Vide supra, p. 310, note 4. Ed.
* Mvyifefafgzersa e swfoaAr-

fefawa: genguarfira: faw=iard: o
2 E
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b. He refutes him who asserts that Thought belongs to
the Elements ; since this is hostile to the establishment
[of the existence] of Soul :!

7 qddad nEEGE: Aigdsty ¥ ‘wigd-
sfa |t u e

_ Aph. 129, Thought does not belong

rirgument against 4o the Elements ; for it is not found

in them separately, or, moreover, in

the state of combination,—or, moreover, in the state of
combination,

«. That is to say: Thought does not exist in the five
Elements, even when in the state of combination; because
we do not find Thought in them, severally, at the time of
disjunction ;* [and there can be nothing in the product
which does not preexist in the cause].

1 Ly *
gesfafenfagaaan maqaared o
|TaE
? Aviruddba bos FIRASRTTIURAR: ; Nigeso, HARISY,

Id.

3 Both here and just before, Nigesa rcads E‘Hf°, as does
Vijnéna, also, according to some MSS. Ed.

' FEETTATAMTATATY URAY qa -
fa farmars nos Iage i |

END OF BOOK V,
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BOOK VI.

Havine explained, in four Books, all the matter of the
Institute, and having, in the Fifth Book, thoroughly
established it, by refuting the opinions of opponents, now,
in a Sixth Book, he recapitulates the same matter, which
is the essence of the Institute, while condensing it. TFor,
in addition [to what has preceded], an enumecration of the
matters before mentioned, namely, a summary, having
been composed, learners acquire an undoubting, accurate,
and more solid knowledge; so that, therefore, reiteration
is not here to be imputed as a fault ; because the method
is that of fixing a stake, [viz., by repeated blows], and
because arguments, &c., not previously stated, are adduced.!

HEITHT “ArfamarAmTR 0ol

'qutm'aataﬁm gAREwE  ufagma
USATHAT unmfatm'mﬁ-r HETETAT
AR AIIATTETY TERATIR HRTAFI-
Hztfal SEICIC I T S S E T fret
&d frarurAEfraTIaET TEal A
ST WA FUARAAATACTHRIH-

EARI AT qiAEH AT U

2 Veddnti Mahédeva, in my single accessible DMS., reads

arﬁaa Ed.
m‘a agreeably to Nagesa. K.
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Aph. 1. Soul is; for there is no

Tie existence of Soul. proof that it is not.

a. Soul really is existent, generically; since we are
aware of this, that ‘I think ;’ because there is no evidence
to defeat this. Therefore, all that is to be done is to

discriminate it [from things in general]. Such is the
meaning.!

b. The discrimination of it he establishes by means of
two proofs :2

TEfefafcRisdt’ Ifasnag 1 20

Aph. 2. This [Soul,] is different from
the Body, &c.; because of heteroge-
neousncss, [or complete difference between the two].

Soul is not Body, &e.

wergemefy u 3 |

Aph. 3. Also because it [Soul,] is
. g’;&;’,fg"/‘eo"f,l,j‘l’s‘g"“ge expressed by means of the sixth [or
possessive, ] case.

a. That is to say : Soul is different from Body, &c., also
because the learned express it by the possessive case, in

' ATATRIGS TATIATAAAT URS: HIAT-
wq: fag wafa AusEATEHEG |
-qaﬁfaﬁamﬁ FaATHIG: | .

* aw fa3s gqgaa awafa
3 Some copies of Vedanti Mahadeva’s work omit WT Ed.
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such examples as, ¢This [is] my body,” ¢This [is] my
understanding ;’ for the possessive case would be unac-
countable, if there were absolute non-difference' [between
the Body, or the like, and the Soul, to which it is thus
attributed as a possession].

b. But then, suppose that this, also, is like the expres-
sions, ‘The Soul’s Thought’ [Soul and Thought being
identical], ‘R4hu’s head’ (the trunkless Rihu being ail
head], ¢ The statue’s body,” &. To this he replies :*

A ‘frsrgaasfAargsaraTg 0 8 o

Aph. 4. It is not as in the case of
An objection disposed of.  the statue;* because there is [there] a
contradiction to the evidence which acquaints us with
the thing.

a. This expression by means of the possessive case,

' wRg Wit wAd Jrefaciaget we-
Tuewrefu Imfoy ST fasisE=-
AT FEIAUTATTE: |

‘A9 gEwE Sad e feu fawn-
gvw witfRafeanenagaafa waq
awE N

3 Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahédeva have 'Fs:rgmqqaﬁo

Szlaputra is “grindstone,’ aceording to the dictionaries ; sildpu-

traka, it the few Dlaces where I have seen it, may well signify
‘torso.” KEd.

% Yith reference to the word thus rendered, see the preceding
note. [Ed.
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[viz., ‘My body’ (§ 3)]is not like ¢ The statue’s body,” &e.
In such a case as ‘ The statue’s body,” there is a mere fic-
tion ; ‘for it is contradicted by the evidence which acquaints
us with the thing;’ [sense being the evidence that there
is here no body other than the statue]. But, in such an
expression as ‘My body,” there is no contradiction by
evidence ; for the contradiction, by Scripture and other
evidences, is only in supposmg the Body to be the Soul.
Such is the meaning.!

b. Having settled that Soul is different from Body, &ec.,
he settles its emancipation :?

NIG W ATAT FAFIAT I ¥ |

Aph. 5. Through the entire cessa-
pgg"gls aim how accom~  ¢ion of pain, there is done what was
to be done.

a. But then, since there is an equality of gain and loss,
inasmuch as, through the cessation of Pain there is the

' faergwer wfamnfeaed adterg-
W A wafa 1 frsrgnfems ufdames-
WATAA SrfssgaiaA | "R vadafa
IR q wATwATH A erranar vy
TRTferRTAATITEE: |

' Yefemfafonaan geowauTd awfe-
"auTCafa u :
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ceasing of Pleasure, also, #2af cannot be Soul’s aim. To
this he replies :'

IqT TR TRAE 7 AT GQILA-

510 KR
. Aph. 6. Not such desire for pleasure
sation for Pain. T is there to Soul, as there is annoyance

from Pain.

a. And so the aversion to Pain, having excluded also
the desire for Pleasure, gives rise to a wish for the cessa-
tion of Pain simply; so that there is not an equality of
gain and loss,® [but a clear gain, in the desired release].

6. He declares that Soul’s aim is simply the cessation
of Pain ; because Pain is, indeed, abundant, in comparison
of Pleasure :*

' 7 grufagen guwnfy fAadargar
IIIET 7 |7 TRATY A | aNrE 0

2 Instead of m., some MSS. of VIJn&naB commentary, as

also Néagesa and Vedfinti Mahadeva, have g‘q. ; and a marginal

note in one of my copies of Aniruddha states this to be the true
reading. Ed.

Paur 9 garfaed aifimrf gasw
gufrqeaRE swadf SIEU RS
fn’r“a I,

‘ IR RN qg@NEu gafag
fote geae TR 0
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‘gtfa Frsta gatfan o

Pleasure sparingly Aph. 7. For [only] some one, some-
dispensed. where, is happy.

a. Among innumerable grasses, trees, brutes, birds,
men, &c., very few,—a man, a god, or the like,~are
bappy : such is the meaning.?

aefu gavawfafa gaag fA:fgus
faa=ar: u b
Aph. 8. 1t [Pleasure,] is also mixed

Pleasure undeserving  with Pain; therefore the discrimina-
of the name. . g .
ting throw it to the side of [and reckon

it as so much,] Pain.

a. He rejects the opinion that Soul’s aim is not the
simple cessation of Pain, but this [cessation] tinctured
with Pleasure :?

FEAMTATEURS IR AfT 9= 3fa-
o’ e

1 Vedanti Mahadeva prefixes V. Ed.
' sNqURILAfeRTaES T
ngvxim&’ia et FadtEw:
RS G tqfa'{ﬁm gEaTY: 4 q qa-
uTRfd AGRUTERAT N

4 Aniruddha has %aa Ed.
=\
5 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha hes ATTHT .° Ed
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Aph. 9. If you say that this [cessa-
tion of Pain] is not Soul’s aim, inas-
much as there is no acquisition of
Pleasure, then it is not as you say ; for there are two kinds
[of things desired].

a. For we see, amongst men, quite a distinct aspiration :
[the first,] ¢May I be happy; [the second,] ¢ May I not
be miserable;’ [and the latter is our conception of beati-
tude].!

. He ponders a doubt :?

TR sEgRfeEa: 1 9

Aph. 10. The Soul [some one may
suggest,] has no quality; for there is
Scripture for its being unaccompanied, &c.

Cessation of suffering
8 a joy.

A doubt.

a. Therefore the cessation of Pain, indeed, [a property
which does not belong to it,] cannot be Soul’s aim : such
is the meaning.*

b. He clears up this® [doubt] :

'gEt =i gEt w @ifafa ft quig
ST WTEAT FEad T

> wgd |

2 Aviraddha. has NAFIECHAA: : Nogeho, HHFHA-
ga‘:. Ed. '

‘Tt W gufAafecfa gearar wea
€

| qATIR N
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wrudmstu afafafaasa 1 aa

Aph. 11. Though it [the Pain,] be
the property of something else, yet it
exists in it [the Soul,] through non-discrimination.

This cleared up.

a. Though qualities, viz., pleasure, pain, &c., belong
[only] to the Mind, they exist, i.e., they abide, in the
shape of a reflexion, in it, viz., in Soul, ‘through non-
discrimination,’ as the cause, owing to the conjunction of
Nature with Soul: such is the meaning. And this has
been set forth in the First Book.!

6. The binding of Soul by the qualities [or fetters,]
arises from non-discrimination : but from what does non-
discrimination arise ? With reference to this, he says:?

FATfEIfq IR ST YugATER: I 92 0

Apk. 12. Non-discrimination [of
Two reasons why non- . o
discriminaton musthave  Soul from Nature] is beginningless;
been from eternity. . . .

because, otherwise, two objections
would present themselves.

a. For, had it a beginning, then, if [first,] it arose quite
spontaneously, bondage might befall even the liberated ;

gug et faayassfa atr@fa
faﬁs. nfafmﬂmﬁfmfﬁ(ﬁamfafnm-
AFfAURTEAITE R | Tqd AIATATR
nfawrfaa'a 0
'qﬁam Ry nmaw?rsfamqf%ﬁ-
HAH THTRIGTATATE |
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and, if [secondly,] it were produced by Desert, &c., there
would be a regressus in infinitum, inasmuch as we should
have to search for another [previous instance of] non-
discrimination, to stand as the cause of [that] Desert,
&c., also: such is the meaning.!

6. And then, if it be without beginning, it must be
everlasting. To this he replies:®

ERECHRSIG G ECCRIGIEAE B ICER]

Non-discrimination, Aph. 13. Tt [n?n-dls'crxmmatlon,]
thoug]lz Srom eternity, cannot be everlastmg [ln the same
may be cut short. manner] as the soul is; else, it could
not be cut short, [as we affirm that it can be].

a. It is not everlasting, indivisible, and beginningless,
in the same way as the soul is; but it is beginningless, in
the shape of an on-floww [which may be stopped]. For,
otherwise, the cutting short of a beginningless entity
would, as 18 established by Seripture, be unfeasible,
[though the beginningless antecedent zon-entity of a given
jar may be readily understood to terminate, on the pro-
duction of the jar]. Such is the meaning.*

' ifen fe @ v awanfy aw -
gfa: sAfesa = sATfesd nafa sw-
AAfqaRrUANUsATEEG: I

a9 Jemifemfy faw: wnfefa a-
qEN

$ Nfgeda has mamﬁ%z . Ed.

' srrafasawTfeR wafa f& g
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b. Having stated the cause of [Soul’s] Bondage, he
states the cause of Liberation :!

nfafFaaaaATEaEHS AT 0 8 0

Bondave howw destruce Aph. 14. 1t [Bondage,] is annihi-

tible, O lable by the allotted cause, [viz., dis-

crimination of Soul from Nature];

as darkness is [annihilable by the allotted cause, viz.,
Light].

wsifu wfafaarsaamrfaiardg 1 au

Aph. 15. Here, also, [viz., in the
case of Bondage and Discrimination,
as in the case of Darkness and Light,] there is allotment,
[as is proved] both by positive and negative conso~
ciation ;* [Liberation taking place where Discrimination
is, and not where it is not].

Tkis enforced.

a. He reminds [us] of what was mentioned in the first
Book,? viz., that Bondage cannot be innate, &c :*

waRERuEIfe: | SAufetraw wfa-
feiaguusf@:
' IRFHTTHE RIGHTTATE |

2 Vide supra, p. 43, note 2, and p. 194, note 3. Prof. Cowell
defines anwaya-vyatireka as ‘affirmative and negative induction,’ in
his edition of Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. i., p. 315, note 3. See also
his translation of the Kusumdnjali, pp. 7 and 23, Ed.

8 Vide supra, p. 8. Ed.
‘e @TfaEETes | awa?ﬁfa
AOATATATR AT |
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‘gEHTE AR TS Ty TR 0 ag

Aph. 16. Since it cannot be [ac-
counted for] in any other way, it is
non-discrimination alone that is [the cause of] Bondage,
[which cannot be innate].

Bondage not innate.

a. ‘Bondage ’ here means the cause of Bondage, named
the conjunction of pain. The rest is plain.?

6. But then, since liberation, also, from its being a pro-
duct, is liable to destruction, Bondage should take place
over again. To this he replies :*

T AFE GAINASAATI A 199 1

Aph. 17. Further, Bondage does not
again attach to the liberated ; because
there is Scripture* for its non-recurrence.

Bondage does not recur.

1 Vedénti Mahideva has RTLTALHTICO . Ed.

P ANST GERATTATYIRATH | 0¥
graA |

*aq Ay wEaw faammaen ow-
I |wifefq | aaR

4 Vijnina and Négesa quote tho text: ¥ gamﬁﬁ \

Aniruddha and Veddnti Mahédeva cite the longer passage : SYTGH |

Fa=: Wgiaar faasat 7 gagada |

See note 4, at p. 182, supra, Since that note was written, I have

\
observed th8 words FHTGHT qT L Qw: in the Brikadd-
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TURATGRAIDT 1l 96 |

Aph. 18. Else, it [liberation,] would

Foid s ; iy ep
vidence of this not be Soul’s aim, [which it is].

a. He states the reason why this is not Soul’s aim : *

sfaugrafasaa: 1 ae

Aph. 19. What happened to both
Force of the evidence.  would be alike, [if liberation were
perishable].

a. That is to say : there would be no difference between
the two, the liberated and the bound; because of their
being alike liable to future bondage; and, therefore, such
[perishable emancipation] is not Soul’s aim,* [but emanci-
pation final and complete].

b. But then, in that case, if you acknowledge that there
is a distinction between the bond and the free, how is it

ranyaka .Upanislzad, ii., 4, 5, and S’atapat/za-brdﬁmana, xiv., 6,4, 5.
Aniruddha, in his comment on an Aphorism which soon follows, the
twenty-third, quotes them correctly, with their ensuing context; a
fact which suggests that my criticism on VAchaspati Mifra’s quotation,
ventured in the note above referred to, may be hasty. FEd.

1 Aniraddha, in one of my MSS., and Vedanti Mah&deva have

FAATTRETIRAH_|. Fa.

' [UEYTIR EFATE |

B UEERCRESEICEIGE R CUERC I
RATAAAIIEI ARG 1
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that you have asserted [Book L., §19,] the efernal freedom
[of ali souls alike]? To this he replies :!

AferraERT w0 20 0

The nature of liberation. Aph. 20. Liberation is nothing other
than the removal® of the obstacle [to
the Soul’s recognition of itsclf as free].

a. But then, in that case, since Bondage and Liberation
are unreal, Liberation must be contradictory to the texts,
&c., which set forth what is Soul’s aim, [as some positive

and real acquisition, not merely the removal of a screen];
to which he replies :*

aarafaQ: 1 29 1

A oljection repelled. Aph. 21... ~I‘%ven in that case, there is
no contradiction.

a. That is to say : ‘even in that case,’ i.e., even if
Liberation consists [only | in the removal of an obstacle,
there is no contradiction in its being Soul’s aim.®

' FaE AgHEAIfananguTH fAeewe
HFUHTA | AN
2 Négefa reads YU . Ed.

3 The rare word dhwasti, thus recdered, Vijnina and Vedanti
Mahéadeva explam by dhwansa.

k| wvﬁtﬁvﬁﬁimﬁ Areye qRuT-
viamfammmﬁfafm IR N

 gRIERUISETE NS siu tnsqmm-
fagy € |
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b. But then, if Liberation be merely the removal of an
obstacle, then it should be accomplished through mere
hearing [of the error which stands in the way]; just as a
piece of gold on one’s neck, [which one has sought for in
vain, while it was] withheld from one by ignorance [of the
fact that it has been tied round one’s neck with a string],
is attained, [on one’s hearing where it is]. To this he
replies :!

*wfusfafaems faad 1 R0

o Aph. 22. This [attainment of Libera-

pd‘,iZ‘_’”‘” oljection re=  tiom, on the mere hearing of the truth,]

18 no necessity ; for there are three sorts

of those competent [to apprehend the truth; but not all
are qualified to appropriate it, on merely hearing it].

a. He mentions that not mere Aearing alone is seen to be
the cause of knowledge, but that there are others, also:*

A TAHIETH 1 23 |

' AruasEEATS 9Rfeatt wauEn
Jua affafs: encgHafaasswaHiEt
fafgafefa asg

2 Négesa, in some copies, and, according to some copies, Vijnina

rd FIUEWLO. Ea.

8 This Aphorism, as given, is a literal repetition of Book I., 70,
at p. 87, supra. Ed. .

‘H AW WIAWAT A TEHITTAS-
TYIGTE |
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N Aph. 23. Of others [viz., other means
be,%ﬁ’ﬁ:{:ﬂ” means  besides hearing], for the sake of con-
firmation, [there is need].

a. He speaks of these same other means:*

fergaamaafafa @ faaa: 0 280

Formality in postures Aph. 24. There is no [absolute]
not inperadsve. necessity that what is steady and pro-
moting ease should be a [particular]
posture, [such as any of those referred to in Book IIL.,
§ 34].
a. That is to say : there is no necessity that a  posture’ -
should be the ¢lotus-posture,” or the like; because what-
ever is steady and promotes ease is a [suitable] ¢ posture.’?

b. He states the principal means?® [of Concentration] :

o fafasd " 0

Tte efficient means of Aph' 25. Mind without an Obje(:t
Concentration. is Meditation.

a. That is to say : what Internal Organ is void of any
modification, tkat is ¢ Meditation,” i.e., Concentration, in
the shape of exclusion of the modifications of Intellect:
by reason of the identity [here,] of effect and cause, the
word ‘cause’ is employed for ‘effect.” For it will be

! ITMWT "TYATATE |

*mma gmeAfefaAr wif| ga:
fet g = adamafaa: o

A ATYAATE
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declared how Meditation effects this' [exclusion of the
modifications of Intellect].

6. But then, since Soul is alike, whether there be Con-
centration or Non-concentration, what have we to do with

Concentration ? Having pondered this doubt, he clears
it up :2

SEPLILIERCREE R ITUIRTRIERL L

W
o . Aph. 26. If you say that even both
ou,“‘ad;f}:fzm_"‘” with- ways there is no difference, it is not so:

there is a difference, through the exclu-

sion [in the one case,] of the tinge [of reflected pain which
exists in the other case].

a. But how can there exist a ¢/nge in that which is

unassociated [with anything whatever, as Soul is alleged
to be] ? To this he replies :*

fragsguurnsfaaard 1 200

' gfans ggTwta wafa aea e

:?mfvaaa[&faﬁa@ TG | FEAHTW-
ASA FCWAR: FH TR Ea?am--rﬁa
AR mmarfafa !

' {Y ATATA: e AT a\m-
aamuga AT |

' |9 fAag FaRue: | TRy
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Soul tinged by what Aph. 27. Though it [Soul,] be un-
does not belong to it. associated, still there is a tingeing
[reflexionally,] through Non-discrimination.

a. That is tosay: though there is not a real tinge in
that which is unassociated [with tincture, or anything else],
still there is, as i were, a tinge ; hence the tinge is treated
as simply a reflexion, by those who discriminate the tinge!
[from the Soul, which it delusively seems to belong to].

4. He explains this same :*

surakfegarfta Ayaue fa afaarm:

NW
. Aph. 28. As is the case with the
eq{,’:hfe”j_"m‘y presence Hibiscus and the crystal [Book I.,

§ 19, ¢.], there is not a tinge, but a
fancy [that there is such].

a. He states the means of excluding the aforesaid tinge :*

wrAYIENEI U ATfeit@may: 1 e

How to be gotrid of. Aph. 29. It [viz., th'e af'oresaid tin;.ze,]
is debarred by Meditation, Restraint,
Practice, Apathy, &c.

' friwg agfa areATids S A
AUTGETT T WFatta ga1 Afafam zar-
wun =fq FAfgaa suunfaafafafgd: o

* gaea faguifa o

* UHRIAUT fagaiura AR |



436 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. He shows the means settled by the ancient teachers,
in regard to the exclusion—through Meditation, &ec.,
lodged in the Mind,—of the tingeing of Soul :!

FAFARUANLATTAITIATAT: 1 30 0

_ Aph. 30. It is by the exclusion of
,;,,-ST;',Z;';_M"M"“""“ **  dissolution? and distraction, say the
teachers.

a. That is to say: through the removal, by means of
Meditation, &c., of the Mind’s condition of [being dissolved
in] Sleep, and condition of [waking] Certainty, &c., there
takes place also the exclusion of the tingeing of Soul by
the condition; because, on the exclusion of any [real]
object, there is the exclusion also of its reflexion: so say
the ancient teachers.’

b. Ie states that there is no compulsion that Meditation,
&c., should take place in caves and such places:*

7 mrAfFaAfTarER 1 390

' faafreararferr  gewRiwoafagy
varardfas q1¢ enafa o

2 “Inertness [of mind]’ is a better rendering of laya. Ed.

* wrerfeat faewr fagrgs: wwrafe-
o fagen gewenfu FeqETRa
wafa faafar wfafaenta faqunfefa
TTaTaT gty o «

* el EfeRTATERT AR 0

6§ Aniruddha has, to a very different effect, -ng}ﬁ]’ﬁm]‘a .
\
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o Aph. 31. There is no rule about
p,a‘cfe;i:f;f:}z’m'fmy ‘ake  ocalities ; for it is from tranquillity

of Mind.

a. That is to say : Meditation, or the like, results simply
‘ from tranquillity of Mind.” Therefore, such a place as a
cave is not indispensable for it.!

6. The discussion of Liberation is completed. Now,
with an eye to the unchangeableness of Soul, he handles
compendiously the cause of the world :2

AFATGIATRTAATANT AARAFA: U 32 1

) Aph. 32. Nature is the primal ma-
of%‘e‘t,'::f,lé{w malerial terial; for there is Scripture [to the
effect] that the others are products.

a. That is to say: since we learn, from Secripture, that
Mind, &c., are products, Nature is established under the
character of the radical cause of these.?

6. But then, let Soul be the material. To this he replies:*

His comment runs: o fmfa 2 | Haﬁ aa A
FAAATEAAN 52

' feemaeRe wifean | waEw |
nefemrafaam w0

" GAEA Argfaae | AT gEe i
WIFAATR TR TEEd T |

P ATCIEAT AR AWRET FHHT-
aar wEfa: fewdtad:
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fammsfa Fr@EAY FraamaraTa 133 o

. Aph. 33. Not to Soul does this [viz.,
o ol fhe malerial 4, be the material of the world,] be-
long, though it be eternal; because

of its want of suitableness.

a. That is to say: suitableness to act as material implies
the possession of qualities, and the being associable: [and,]
by reason of the absence of both of these, Soul, though
eternal, [and, therefore, no product,] cannot serve as
material.!

6. But then, since, from such Scriptural texts as, ¢ Many
creatures have been produced from Soul,’® we may gather
the fact that Soul is a cause, the assertions of an illusory
creation, &c., ought to be accepted. Having pondered
this adverse suggestion, he replies :*

Hfafattura FaRTaae=THART: 1 38 0

o Aph. 34. The despicable sophist* does
scr%fffo sweviewun  not gain [a correct apprehension of)
Soul; because of the contradictoriness

[of his notions] to Scripture.

' o afge NuEEATIar aae-
Ararees fagrastu AraerAafaE:

2 Mundaka Upanishad, ii., i., 5. Ed.

' A 9F: BT gEETETgAT T9ifeq:
TR AT R AdTeaTe ‘srae-
AT T ATIFTE N

¢
4 fere I have offered a substitute for ¢illogical outcaste.” Ed.
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a. That is to say : the various views, in regard to Soul’s
being a cause, which are conceivable are, all, opposed to
Scripture ; therefore, the lowest of the bad reasoners, and
others, who are accepters thereof,' have no knowledge of
the nature of Soul. Hence it is to be understood that
those, also, [e.g., the Naiydyikas,] who assert that Soul
is the substance of the qualities Pleasure, Pain, &c., are
quite illogical ; these, also, have no correct knowledge of
Soul. And, if it be asserted that Soul is a cause [of the
world], just as the sky is the recipient cause of the clouds,
&c., [and stands, towards it, in the relation of a cause,
in so far as, without the room afforded by it, these could
not exist], then we do not object to Zhat; for, what we
deny is only that there is transformation® [of Soul, as
material, into the world, as product].

b. Since we see, that, in the case of things motionless,
locomotive, &c., the material cause is nothing else than

1 ‘Lowest . . . . thereof’ I have put instead of *base illogical
holders of these.” Ed.

" GRASFICTATAT 4 4 ugn @ATfqara
ad wfafassr waweqwTui Farfa-
FEAATATATHEGUNIA A HIdiAd: |
TAAHT  gRgAfeTmaREEeE]-
sfu Fafahat T3 AOARATHAGTAT AT-
dgagad |\ afe IrEnemraieT-
ARLAATALHT: FRAAHAAT dqCT a~
faugs: uftmmaa nfavwnfefa
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earth, &c., how can Nature be the material of all? To this
he replies :!

sty warafatgaad 1

. Aph. 35. Though but mediately [the

Vature the wltimate  cayge of products], Nature is inferred
[as the ultimate cause of the inter-

mediate causes,] ; just as are Atoms, [by the Vaiseshikas|.

HIAT FACRATHLTA 0 3% 1

Aph. 36. It [Nature,] is all-per-
Nature all-pervading.  vading ; because [its] products are seen
everywhere.

a. But then, only if it be limited, can it be said that,
¢ Wherever a product arises, there does it [Nature,] go [or
act];’ [for what is unlimited, and fills all space, can find
no other space to move into]. To this he replies:?

faA A SATARTAATI ATLAA 1 39 |

Aph. 37. Though motion may attach
to it, this does not destroy its cha-
racter as ultimate cause; just as is the case with Atoms.

An objection parried.

a. ‘Motion’ means action. Though it be present,
this does not prevent its [Nature’s,] being the radical
cause; just as is the case with the earthy and other

' mratagwifey gfaardamaa -
AERATHY HFd: HATYTEIARA | gAIE |

* 79 uftfemmsta aw siaggaa av
TEdifa IHREH | aNE
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Atoms, according to the opinion of the Vaiseshikas: such
is the meaning.!

afgsrfus qum=er 7 g8 0 236 0

Naturs the _proper 4pk. 38. Nature is something in
substitute for eight of gddition to the notorious [nine Sub-
the substances in the . s o .
Nydya list. stances of the Naiydyikas]: it is no

matter of necessity [that there should be precisely nine].
a. And the argument, here, is the Scriptural declaration,

that eight [of the pretended primitive substances] are pro-
ducts: such is the import.?

FRATHATAAEAS qGURTA_I 3 U

‘ Aph. 39. Purity and the others are
“z"g‘;;ﬁ;’z:f"’ oSt not properties of it [viz., Nature];
because they are its essence.

a. That is to say: Purity and the other Qualities are
not properties of Nature ; because they are what constitutes
Nature.? :

b. He determines the motive of Nature’s energizing ;

' nfq: v ae=asfa awwcwarnan
FEfraw Snfaswa wmifgaragmta-
s 0

* NETATAY FHATHIW I dqh Aaq

aqTE: 1)

a’arﬁﬂmm nFfaudd il g
ﬁ{a@tmf‘a@w. N
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since, if we held the energizing to be without a motive,
Emancipation would be inexplicable :!

wAwArista ord gfe: suraeEEgH-
JEAd_ 1 8o

Aph. 40. Nature, though it does not

Napuresdisinterested-  enjoy [the results of its own ener-
gizing], creates for the sake of Soul;

like a cart’s carrying saffron, [for the use of its master.

See Book III., § 58].

a. He states the concomitant® cause of diversified
oreation :*

sHafaargfeafaa 1 8a 0

Nature troats every Aph. 41. The diversity of creation

one according to s 18 in consequence of the diversity of
deserts. Desert.

1

TuTARER: SR aAERaurEfa -
AAUGEGETA ArgraauRfa

2 Négesa is peculiar in giving, as an Aphorism, in substitution
for these words, the clause from the introduction to it, printed just

above, viz., fﬂg", &o., but ending with the nominative case

-W‘qﬁ: . The Serampore edition of the Sdnkiya-prava-
chamf-’bkdslzya has, as the Aphorism, very corruptly, in part:

TR TR Argraua: i

8 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.

* fafewgel fafawacaae
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@. But then, granting that creation is due to Nature,
vet whence is destruction 7 For a couple of opposite results
cannot belong to one and the same cause. To this he
replies :!

WRIFERIDAT FTATAA_N 32

Aph. 42. The two results are through
Ng;’";‘e’%% resultsfrom  equipoise and the reverse of equi-
poise.

a. Nature is the triad of Qualities, viz., Purity, &c.;
and their ‘reverse of equipoise’ is their aggregation in
excess or defect ; the absence of this [reverse of equipoise]
is ‘equipoise :’% through these two causes two opposite
results, in the shape of creation and destruction, arise from
one and the same : such is the meaning.?

6. But then, since it is Nature’s attribute to create, there
should be the mundane state, even after [the discrimina-
tive] knowledge, [which, it is alleged, puts an end to it].
To this he replies :*

B GREG] HUTATR(E: N, HEATA |
A AFATHIAT T RTHATE g2 | qaqT= N

3 Compare Book I., Aph. 61, a, at p. 71, supra. FEd.

* ganfeuad nare aut ¥ Auw AT-
fafteaTad @A dewTa: @Rl anat
TpaHTTRA gfenwaed fasswrasd
TG 1

‘| nume giewnangEEie
qETd: | | qwTE 0
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famwatum gfe: sy srFag 1 830

Aph. 43. Since [or when,] the eman-

ﬁ‘i’;’:&;ﬁ%ﬁf’ mot  cipated has understood [that he never

was really otherwise], Nature does not

create ; just as, in the world, [a minister does not toil, when
the king’s purpose has been accomplished].

a. But then, Nature does not rest from creating ; for we
see the mundane condition of the ignorant : and so, since
Nature goes on creating, to the emancipated, also, Bon-
dage may come again. To this he replies:®

Arraadasta gRea fafaam-
BRI A

Aph. 44. Even though it [Nature,]
tm?:r %[52’52"‘,-,!".,5',%6":‘2; may invade others [with its creative
emancipaled. influences], the emancipated does not
experience, in consequence of the absence of a concurrent
cause,* [e.g., Non-discrimination, in the absence of which
there is no reason why the emancipated should be subjected
to Nature’s invasion].

1 Compare Aph. 66 of Book IIIL., at p. 267, supra. Ed.

Y T FEUH! ARt 8
AREHATHT ¥ FUTAGEAT AHATT G-
R |1 | awTE |

3 Some copies of Vijndna here introduce H’aﬁf and Négesa

has the lection f'ﬂgﬁ)ﬁ’ﬁ Hﬂfa Ed.

4 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.
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a. But then, this arrangement could be possible then,
[only] if there were a multiplicity of souls: but that is
quite excluded by the text of the non-duality of Soul.
Having pondered this doubt, he says:!

TERNAgE AT I 8y I

Aph. 45. The multeity of Soul [is
Moulteity of Soul

proved from the Veds,  PTOVEd] by the distribution [announced
by the Veda itself].

a. That is to say: the multeity of Soul is proved, abso-
lutely, by the distribution of Bondage and Emancipation
mentioned in such Scriptural texts as, ¢ Whoso understand
this, these are immortal, while others experience only
sorrow.’” ®

b. But then, the distribution of Bondage and Liberation
may be through the difference of adjunct. To this he
replies :*

' afrad aren qgr wa afe gEaagH
| | ded AT agfaarfuatagT-
=\

* 7 afsgmard HIEYal GERARIT-
HAMCIIFANA A IATT TT Y&a-
g« fawdtaa: |

3 Satpatha-brdhmana, xiv., 7,2, 16. Ed.

‘ FqmfyiTETRRIRETET =g 4
qE N
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SurfugafEal’ gagan I 85

g Aph. 46. If [you acknowledge] an
,up[;,;':fztf,ﬁfﬁg‘i,? % adjunct [of Soul], then, on ifs being
established, there is duality, [upsetting

the dogma founded on in §44].

a. But then, the adjuncts, moreover, consist of ¢Igno-
rance,” [which, according to the Vedanta, is no reality]; so
that by these there is no detriment to [the Vedantic dogma
of ] non-duality. With reference to this doubt, he says :*

srTAfT TARTTEOY: 1 89 0

The Veddnta cannot Aph.47. Even by the two the au-
evads Ron-dualsly. thority is contradicted.

a. That is to say : even by acknowledging the two, viz.,
Soul and Ignorance, a contradiction is constituted to the
text, [which is alleged as] the authority for non-duality.?

6. He states another couple of objections, also :*

TYTAGTATUTR TIATE T FUFT-
L1G QLRI

! Nigetn s SUTIUTRFETIAIRART. 22

' aquudtsafagal fa 7 ARaF
THTNFIYTATE |

* geasfagfa anamugiganaza-
uAITE gafatuaeaE Tagy: |

* orAfa gmugIAE N
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Aph. 48. The prima facie view [of

The establishment of  the Veddnta] is not [to be allowed any
the Veddnta tenet implies o .

a contradiction. force, as an objection]; because, by

[admitting] two, [viz., Soul and Igno-

rance], there is no opposition [to our own dualistic theory

of Soul and Nature]: and the subsequent [dogma, viz.,

that one single Soul is the only reality, is not to be allowed];

because of the non-existence of a proof, [which, if it did

exist, would, along with Soul, constitute a duality].

a. But then, Soul will be demonstrated by its self-mani-
festation. To this he replies :!

nEHITAR S FHa AU 1 ge

o Aph. 49. [And.] in its [Soul’s,] being

,ﬁiﬁ{;}'gi;‘_’ﬁ‘“"’"’” “"  demonstrated by the light [of itself, as

you Vedéntis say it is], there is the

[unreconciled] opposition of patient and agent [in one,
which is a contradiction].

a. That is to say : if Soul be demonstrated by the light
which Soul consists of, there is the ‘opposition of patient
and agent 3 [in one].

6. But then, there is no contradiction [here,] between
patient and agent; because it [the Soul], through the
property of light which is lodged in it, can, itself, furnish

' A EARNAATHT W | qqE

2 Aniruddha has Eﬁﬁaﬁi‘.‘-ﬂf‘aﬁq: s Nagesa, aﬁ(-iq.
AfqON:. Ba

' ATICIARNARAAGE  FARG -
i}fﬂ-. m'i: il



448 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.,

the relation to itself; just as the Vaiseskikas declare, that,
through the intelligence lodged in it, it is, itself, an object
to itself. To this he replies:’

FETIAr W§ warwafa’ faga: u vou

o _ Aph. 50. This [Soul], in the shape of
of{gli’;'l'f'"“""g Junckion  Thought, discrepant from the non-in-
telligent, reveals the non-intelligent.

a. But then, in that case, if duality be established in
accordance with proofs, &c., what becomes of the Scriptural
text declaring non-duality ? To this he replies :*

7 gfafatrl vftat Ivamw afes:

N uq i
" Aph. 51. There is no contradiction
i 3 salwo for the Vaidic ¢, Sorinture [in our view]; because

that [text of Scripture which seems to

i G aﬁﬁaﬁqﬁtﬁm wfqenare-
zm%'m WY EWEHIAEAE | q9r Jwfy-
AT WIATRESITU @ @4 faug ofq

aaE
-
2 Aniruddha has -iﬂ'[ . Ed.

8 From this point, Veddnti Mahadeva, according to my one poor
MS. of his work, has a very different reading, which, however, owing
to the carelessness of the copyist, I am unable to reproduc(i Ed.

‘ T BRTUrEQNA TafeEaeaa:
FTafa: | a=IE N
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assert absolute non-duality] is [intended] to preduce apathy
in those who have desires, [and who would be better for
believing in  the nothingness of the things of time ’].

a. He tells us that the assertors of non-duality are to be
shunned, not only for the reason above mentioned, but, also,
because of the non-existence of evidence to convince us
that the world is unreal :!

AT AAHGER LU IATITLRATITA

Y22l
Aph. 52. The world is real ; because
The worlds reality . - .
drrefragable. it results from an unobjectionable cause,

and because there is {in Scripture,] no
debarrer [of this view of the matter].

a. We see, in the world, that no reality belongs to dream-
objects, or to the [faneied] yellowness of [invariably white]
conch-shells, and the like ; inasmuch as these are results
of the internal organ, &c., when [not normal, but} injured
by [i.e., under the injurious influence of] Sleep,* &c.: and
this is not [the state of things] in the [waking] Universe,
in which Mind is the first,’ * {according to Book I., §71].

' A FEASHwIRATsaAeA gar wia
d FRAIATTHATTRIATAATIRTUTATE U

2 For *injured,’ &c., read, ‘impeded by the obstruction [offered]
by Sleep.” Ed.

8 Instead of ¢in which,” &e., read, ¢ [consisting of ] the Great One,
&e?  FEd.

* frfeuger swfeswas @w-
frmrgdifardtrraerd @ia g8 aw
ﬂaatfzw% ATl U

2¢
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b. He declares that the Universe is real, not merely in
its existent state [at any given instant], but, also, always :!

ARTAATETITEGATT: U Y3 |

Aph. 53. Since it cannot be [ac-
counted for] in any other way, mani-
festation [of whatever is manifested] is of what is real,
[i.e., of what previously existed].

C'reation excluded.

a. That is to say : since, through the aforesaid reasons,
it is impossible that the unreal should come into existence,
what does come into existence, or is manifested, is what
really existed [previously,] in a subtile form.?

4. Though [it is declared that] the being the agent and
the being the experiencer belong to diverse subjects, he
asserts the distribution [of agency to Self-consciousness,
and of experience to Soul,] by two aphorisms :*

TEEC FAT 7 TEE: N ug 0

Aph. 54. Self-consciousness, not Soul,

The real agent who. .
7 is the agent.

' &9 ITHIASCHIATHR TOs: g=fu
d §eawng |

' wTw R T T R T &
AT IASHITS I | |

' sqmirgRa I afieE@sty arawmE-
gureafa ganaT N
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faeaarr sfeamATfiaaTd 1 uu

o . Aph. 55. Experience ceases at [dis-

(f{imf”m tgotrid  orimination of] Soul, [as being quite

distinct from Nature]; since it arises

from its (Soul’s,] Desert, [which is not, really, Soul’s, but,

which, while Non-discrimination lasts, is made over to

Soul; just as the fruits of the acts of a king’s ministers are
made over to the king].

a. He shows the reason for what was stated before, viz.,

that cessation of action does not result from enterings into
the world of Brahm4 :!

srfestasargfafafraasrarg’ o ug

Aph. 56. Tven in the world of the
Paradise no security 3 (.
against transmigration. 000D, &e., there is return [to mundane
existence]; because of there really
being a cause [of such return].

. ¢ A cause,” viz., Non-discrimination, Desert, &c.?
h. But then, through the counsels of the persons

dwelling in these various [supermundane] worlds. there

ought to be no return [to mundane existence]. To this he
replies:t

' sEEETfatrATfE fassfafa -
TR FITW eXAfF 0

? Tnstead of “FIWTAT, Aniruddha bas -FiH'GTTH\ . Ea

* fafaafaamaarfesa

' 7 aeEtFArfanAraemeaATafa: |
CERL
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N\ ol <
swe ArueuTfEfE:’ gaFd 1 g i
Aph. 57. Not by the counsel of
[supermundane] people is there effectu-

ation [of Emancipation]; just as in the former case, [the
case, viz., of counsel given by mundane instructors].

This point enforced.

a. But, in that case, what becomes of the text that there
is no return from the world of Brahma ? To this he replies :*

ndw afreet faafagfa: s

1 ot ) Aph. 58. There is Scripture [declara-

toral tont. Serip- tory] of Emancipation, [on going to the

world of Brahmé|; this [Emancipation]

being effected [more readily in that world than in this, but
only] by intermediacy [of the appropriate means].

«. He alleges the Scriptural text of Soul’s going [to the
locality where it is to experience], even though it be all-
filling,* [and can, therefore, have no place into. which to
move]:

nfagaa ATIFR SYUTIATTRITTETHT-
AT AT 0 ue i

Aph. 59. And, in accordance with

Anolher.
the text of its ¢ going,’ though it [Soul,]

I Aniruddha has, instead of THT G, FirATE:. Fe.

' Fqd AWSIHRICAIATA: W i |
awTE |

* afig@A sara fasfaaaaeafal
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is all-pervading, yet, in time, it reaches its place of experi-
ence [or body], through conjunction with an adjunct; as
in the case of Space.

a. For, as Space, though it is all-pervading, is spoken of
as moving to some particular place, in consequence of its
conjunction with an adjunct, such as a jar, [when we say
“ the space occupied by the jar is moved to the place to
which the jar is carried ’], just so is it' [here].

. He expounds the statement, that the site of experi-
ence [the body,] is formed through the superintendence
of the experiencer,’ | Soul]:

wafufeaw gfemamage afefs:
W&o

. Apk. 60. This {constitution of a

de"f;’:le{ft”‘éﬁ‘s;’zm’“ body] .is not accomplished in the case of

what is [organic matter] not superin-

tended [by Soul]; because we find putrefaction [in organie
matter where Soul is absent].

a. But then, let the construction of a site of experience
[or a body,] for Experiencers [i.e., Souls,] take place

‘oot grawE gurasfa Infamu
faterguiidiarafyaad quafa o

“EfiERITaaR fAarafata ags
amasafa !

3%The reading of Aniruddha is EFam‘ﬂﬁTn-'aI Ed,
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without any superintendence at all, through Desert. To
this he replies !

TR SCHITH qeeaTAT(CH-
agt N &l

dph. 61. If you say that [mdepen-

1 WD,L‘ZS% d’;‘f’ the maker  dently of any superintendence,] it is

through Desert [that a Body is formed,

it is not so]; since what is unconnected [with the matter

to be operated upon] is incompetent thereto; as is the
case with [unapplied] water, &c., in respect of a plant.

a. That is to say: because it is impossible that Desert,
which is not directly conjoined with the semen and other
[elements of the Body], should operate through Soul, in
the construction of the Body, &e. ; just as it is for water,
&ec., unconnected with the seed, to operate through tilluge,
&c., in the production of a plant.®

b. Aoccording to the system of the VaiSeshikas and
others, it is settled that Soul is the superintendent, [in
the construction of the Body], in virtue of its being con-
joined with Desert. But he tells us, that, in his own doc-

' weafuerd faRagesTa AT A-
MaAqATATE J3g | a=TE |
2 Nigeia reads AQEHAGO . .
' IS ATEREIREgTE T
Ard NFTTEEIATEIETAT A=

a'?amgﬁiqﬁ agrfegrcaafesa: v ©
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trine, since Desert, &c., are not properties of Soul, the
Soul cannot, through these, be the cause! [of the Body]:

O TuRTACEIATERTTHAT &@d 1 & 1

Aph. 62. For this is impossible [viz.,
that the Soul should, through its Desert,
&c., be the cause of Body]; because it has no qualities
for these [viz., Desert, &c.,] are properties of Self-con-
sciousness, [not of Soul].

Reason for tiis.

a. Aud so, in our opinion, it is settled that Soul
superintends [in the causing of the Body,] quite directly,
by conjunction simply, without reference to anything
intermediate : such is the import.

b. But, if Soul be all-pervading, then the limitedness of
the living soul, which is set forth in Scripture, is unfounded.
To repel this doubt, he says :*

' FRfamfeAITIZeR HANTIHAITH-
a"tsﬁmqrq‘ =ifuas | @fagra "gerd-
amra:mnamramgm MFEIEAT A &
na?ﬁeng I

am AERAR FIARTIERT TR T
Wﬁﬂ Trafuer famdifa wmae o

‘A W‘q‘sﬁ arusEt e Afanfaurfed
sﬁauﬁﬁaamgquan\ | afaATAT

ufegdTe o
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fafvew sitara=amfataE W &3 W

o Aph. 63. The nature of a living soul
wsoul Bow limiled and be)on s to tl}at which 1s qual.iﬁed, [not
to Soul devoid of qualities, as is proved}

by direet and indirect arguments.'

a. To be a living soul is the being possessed of the vital
airs ; and this i1s the character of the soul distinguished by
personality, not of pure Soul,” {[which is unlimited].

b. Desiring, now, to set forth the difference between
the products of Mind [or the Great Principle,] and of
Self-consciousness, he first states the products of Self-con-
sciousness ;®

NERITHIUAT Srafafedwiar gar-
RUCIE 11 TG AT

Aph. 64. The effectuation of works
is dependent on the agent Self-con-
sciousness, not dependent on a Lord, [such as is feigned
by the Vuieshikas]; because there is no proof [of the
reality of such].*

The real ayent what.

a. By this aphorism are set forth, as are also established

} On anwaya-vyatireka, vide supra, p. 428, note 2. Ed.

* sitae wrfas aatgmtfaﬁwm
YAT G FIATEE N

 gere nzzgamtvﬁ FIAE nﬁﬁm-
fagueragaTEEATE |

4 Sce Book I., Aph. 92, at p. 112, supra. Ed.
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by Scripture and the Legal Institutes, the creative and the
destructive agencies of Brahm4 and Rudra® [respectively],
owing to their adjunét, Self-consciousness,® [or per-
sonality].

b. But then, grant that Self-conseciousness is the maker
of the others, still who is the maker of Self-consciousness?
To this he replies :*

SeergfaamATa=A 1l &Y 1

Aph. 65. It is the same as in the

The real agent whence. ..
¢ arising of Desert.

a. Just as, at the creations, &c., the manifestation of
Desert, which sets Nature energizing, results solely from
the particular ¢ime,—since, if we were to suppose other
Desert as the instigator of this, we should have an infinite
regress,—just 8o Self-consciousness arises from #ime alone,
as the cause; but there is not another maker thereof,
also : thus, the two [cases] are alike : such is the meaning.*

1 This is an appellation of Siva. Ed.

' AW FIROEHQUISH TG G-
fodgradn  gfawfafesafa  afqu-
faaw o

: HF HARERUSAT FATLHTE T F
Far i awrE

‘g wfey wafaaniwEAThiais:
FAAVTATNRA(A AGEIUFHFATACRH F-
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AEArSAA 1 &% 0

Orthodox _recoguition Aph. 66. The rest is from Mind, [the
of Brakmd, Siva, und

Vishau, pat forward, ~ Oreat Principle].

a. What is other than the products of Self-conscious-
ness [or personality], viz., Creation, &c., that, viz., Preser-
vation, &c., results from the Great Principle alone;
because, inasmuch as it consists of pure Goodness, having
no Conceit, Passion, &c., it i8 moved solely by benevolence
towards others : such is the meaning. And by this apho-
rism is established the character, as Preserver, of Vishnu,
owing to the Great Principle, as adjunct ' [of the soul,
which, without adjunct, would neither create, preserve,
nor destroy (see § 64)].

b. It has been stated, before, that the relation of
Nature and Soul, as experienced and experiencer, is
caused by Non-discrimination [of the one from the other].
Here, what is Non-discrimination, itself, caused by?

ASAIYIHEZTAIATERT  HIAATITA-
faadad wad Aq awfa sty
FATARATIA (! |

wgmmamzuzwmmfm a-
'ﬂgawnza wafa farsRa@aThmTAT-
MPATEA wmwnﬁramrﬁ Y |
AT T AU AzawEfuE frea -
Wgnmfim !

2 The text bere followed is very infarior, Ed.
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With reference to this doubt, he states that all phi-
losophers reject, in common, the doubt whether we should
have an infinite regress, on the supposition of a stream of
Non-discrimination ; because tAis [regress] is valid;' [since
an infinite regress which is in conformity with the truth
is no sound cause of objection]:

FRfAfAw: ngd: @Enfrarsafedt:
ATFLA_ @9

Aph. 67. The relation of possession
,”,"fw(’l’;‘zsrgcd",’;ﬁl"m%z and possessor, also, if attributed [as it
detriment to the argu- i by some,] to Desert, in the case of
ment Nature [and Soul], like [the relation of]
seed and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite re-
gress of alternants], is beginningless.

Nfaasfataay ar v=fom: u &6

Aph 68. Or [the case is, likewise,
one of an infinite regress,] if it [the
relation between Nature and Soul,] be attributed to Non-

discrimination [of Soul from Nature], as PanchaSikha
[holds].

A second.

' wfgamfafaes: ngfausaadral-
%ﬁma Ifq worsa quifaas va fafa.
{am*mnf‘aaaﬁmuaa@asaa-
s lrF @A wAfagaa af@ @
FIAATCHTUTIW T1E |
? fAfHaR, is the reading of Aniruddba. Fd.
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fagwidafaas sfq aa<arard: u e

Aph. 69. [The case is the same,] if,
as the teacher Sanandana does, we
attribute it [the relation between Nature and Soul,] to
the Subtile Body, [which, in the shape of its elemental
causes, attends Soul, even during the periodical annihila-
tions of the world].

A third,

a. Ile sums up the import of the declarations of the
Institute :!

TT1 a1 Agfafe: TeuNEgiafa: o5
qIY: 11 9o |

Aph. 70. Be that the one way, or the
other, the cutting short thereof [viz.,
of the relation between Nature and Soul,] is Soul’s aim ;
the cutting short thereof is Soul’s aim.

The summing up.

' prEATETAHYEE |

THE END.



CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

IN THE BODY OF THE PAGE.

P.12,1. 19. Instead of ‘indestructible,’ read ‘impracticable.’

P.23,1.7. ¢That is to say,’ &c. See, for a more correct ren-
dering, the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 63.

P. 25, 1. 2. Read, instead of ‘your own implied dogma,” *the
dogma which you accept.’

P.32,1. 8. The reference to the second note is omitted.

P.35,1.14. UR JTHT is the reading of Aniruddha and
Nigesa; WRTH T, that of Vijnina and Vedinti Mabideva.

P. 44,1. 3. Aniruddha has WTFHHT?
P. 46, 1. 14. Read, instead of a‘a ﬁ

P. 52,1. 10, ¢Thatis to say,’ &c. For another version, see the
Rational Refutation, &c., p. 119.

P.56,1. 7. Read ﬁqﬁmv.

P. 58, 1,13. Almost certainly, this interpolation was taken trom
the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravackana-bhdskya. My
copy of that work was lent, in 1851, to Pandit Hirdnanda Chaube,
who prepared, for Dr. Ballantyne, the Sanskrit portion of what
corresponds to pp. 1—~183, supra, in which, additions, compressions,
interpolations, and other alterations lawlessly made by him, and
scholia of his own devising, were introduced with regrettable fre-
quency.

P. 59, 1. 15—p. 61, 1. 18. For another rendering, from a text
here und there somewhat different, see the Rational Refutation, &c.

pp- 12, 18.
P. 69, L10. Read ag

P.85,1 13. ‘This Ignorance,” &c. The original of this is i,
V., 4, of the Vishnu-purdna.

P.143,1. 4. Read = wa'

P.149,1. 1. Read ‘is meant’
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P.199,1. 5. “An internal’ is better.

P. 216, 1. 8. Instead of ‘it is one with the internal organ,’ read
“the internal organ is really one.” The implication is, that buddii,
ahankdra, and manas really make one whole, called manas, in the
wider sense of that term.

P. 233,1.8. Read ﬁﬁﬁgﬁ:

P. 246, 1. 12. Remove the brackets which enclose ©promoting.’
Compare p. 433, 1. 7.
P. 272,1.16. Read ‘family;’ i.e., as.’

P.202,1.9. Read fuma'_
P.437,1.10. Read a'ﬁrﬁma ,

IN THE NOTES.
P.13, 1. 1. Read @Tmfﬂquiﬁm , and remove,

in p. 12, a., the brackets enclosing the words ¢ the positive Jestruction
of.”  Dr. Ballantyne’s maimed expression I find nowhere but in the
Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya.

es2 Rt FERRIATE.
P. 30, 1. 1. Négesa has -'FHFH?H. , which Vijnina and

Vedanti Mahddeva recognize as a reading.
P. 35, 1. 5. Read ‘Aniruddha and Ndgesa have.’

P. 39, 1. 5, 6. See, for the true reading of what is here given
corruptly, the Chhdndogya Upanishad, vi,, ii., 1, 2.

-
P.47,1.5. Read awﬁa‘lm:,
P.54,1.8. In the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravackana-

* Y
bhdshya, the reading is QW HTRTT, which obviates

the anacoluthism spoken of in p. 53, note 4. 4
P. 54, 1. 4. (From the Indische Studien, where referred to at the
foot of p. 83, it appears that Professor Weber found, in th> Amrita-

bindu Upaniskad, v. 13, here quoted, qﬁ'wﬂ:, &nstead of

W‘ﬁqﬂ:. Compare, further, Gaudapida’s Mdndikyopanishat-
kdrikd, iii., 4., ef seq.
55,1. 4. Read, instead of * Vedinti Mah&deva,’ ¢ Ndgelad
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P. 63, 1. 4 Read TEEATH, and s0 in p. 70, 1. 5, and

p. 107, 1. 6.

P. 64,1. 1. Read vdsand.

P.64,1. 4. The verses in question also occur as ii., 32, of Gau-
dapida’s Mdndikyopanishat-kdrikd. They are quoted and trans-
lated in the Ratzonal Refutation, &c., pp. 189, 190, where they are
professedly take‘, I cannot now say how tenabl), from the Tiveka-
chiiddmani, which is credulously affiliated on Sankara Achérya.

P.68,1.6. Read FTEITERI-
P.77,1.1. Read Y JT.

< <.
. 102, 1, 4. - .
P.102,1. 4. Read gfamam

P. 118, 1. 3. The quotation in question is xvi., 3, 4, of the Yoga-
vdsishtha. TFor a more correct translation of it, see the Rational
qultlal‘ion &e., p. 214.

182, 1. 7. For emendations of sundry matters in note 4,
see p. 429, note 4.

P. 204,11.2,3. The Serampore edition of the Sinkkya-pravackana-

—~

bhdshya has ﬁﬁm , answering to its mﬁ in the
~

Aphotism; alo, HTUGTATHIF T UTS:.

P. 326, 1. 6. Read ‘clerical.

In the foregoing pages, reference has been made, again and again,
to the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bldshya
published in 1821. Of the imperfections of that edition some notion
may be formed from the facts, that it gives, as if they were com-
mentary, no fewer than twenty-six of the Aphorisms, that it wholly
omits six others, repeats two, curtails or mangles several, and, more
than’ once, represents, as Aphorisms, fragments of Vijndna's ex-
position  Still, if great liberties have not been taken with his
materials by the pandit who prepared it for the press, it may be
considered as possessing the value of an inferior manuscript. Hence
it has be.n thought worth while to extract from it, as below, its
principal peculiar readings of the Aphorisms, over and above those
already remarked on. The pages and notes reterred to are those of
the present work.



464 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

Boox I. Aph. 2. f\ﬂq-ﬂ\': . Aph. 24. ATHCY? . Aph. 41,
YRTTATIWTITGA: | Aph. 43. T @ is omitted
[N

Aph. 67. As in the MSS. spoken of in p. 82, note 3. Aph. 73.
Y. Aph.sL 7 Eﬁ!ﬁ’m]‘ﬁ}rna\l Aph, 97.
favasrafafa.

Boox IL Aph. 3. Odly W WIWRATAT(E: |

Aph. 6. As in Aniruddha. See p. 190, note 3. Aph. 26.
is inserted. See p. 206, note 1.
-

Boox IIL - Aph. 12. EATAI AgA - Aph. 15.  is
omitted. See p. 235, note 3.  Aph. 63. TTTRATC. Aph. 66.

-
famas . See p. 267, note 8.

Book IV. Aph.26. Jw]s. Seep. 305, note 3.

Boox V. Aph. 4. U, instead of FTALYT. Aph. 6.
is added at the end. Aph. 33. As in Aniruddha and Ved:inz?

Mahideva. See p. 338, note 2. Aph. 39. wfm: . Aph.40.
.nﬂﬁ: . Seep. 344, note 3. Aph, 51, Asin Vedinti Mahideva.

See p. 352, note 4. Aph. 67. TERTTTES , instead of TRYZT-
WHH: T . Aph. 80. FEIE, instead of TAF. Apb. 0.

dgUO. See p. 384, note 1. Aph. 98. ~HTATHATITA
[2N AN
See p. 390, note 3. Aph. 120. TRATTATHARY. Aph. 125

AfTEATHA: , it o FFTETHA:
Boox VL Aph. 1L QUHRTIY. Aph.13. {=yv (RfH-
&, instead of mm:faf s Aph. 26 FHISTO.













