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PUBLISHER’S NOTF

Occupying an important place in the six systems of Indian
Philosophy, the Samichya Aphorisms of Kapil and their gloss
and commentaries cannot be ignored, Therefore it was quite in
the fitness of the things, that an eminent Sanskritist like
Dr. Ballantyne translated not only the Aphorisms, but also gave
illustrative extracts from the commentaries, without which, being

very concise, the aphorisms would have been scarcely intelligible.

Besicies the value of the very accurate translation, this edition
has an additional value of being the most authoritative, because its
text has been edited on the basis bf almost all the available
manuscri ﬁts .

However, it is so unfortunate, that inspite of its impprtance
and a wide interest in its study, not only this translation of
Samkhya Aphorisms, but almost all other editions of its text
and English translajion have been completely out yof print.
Therefore, in order to make it accessible to the desirous readers.,
we are now reprinting it under our scheme of publishing rare
and out-of-print works of importance.

We have every hope that, like our previous undertakings,
this will also be favourably received and encouraged by every one.






ADVERTISEMENT.

THE 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 ve;'y scarce.
An abridged form of those volumes,® which subsefjuently

! Their titles here follow : .

#“The Aphorisms of the S&nkhya 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. & Hay, Sup’t.

. 1852." :

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

«The Aphorisms of the Sénkhya 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 qrder of Govt. N.'yV. P.
(st Edition, 550 Copies :—Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup't. 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 Sinkhya Aphonisms
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijnédna Bluks[h]u’s Commentary,” &e.
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up
63 puges out of the total of 175. The expository malter in that
Book is derived, very largely, from other coufwmentators than Vijnéna.

1



iv ADVERTISEMENT.

appeared, contains nothing of the Sanskrit original but
the Aphorisms.

While, in “ae following pages, all the corrections
obtainable from the abridgment have been turned to
account, gn immense number of improved readings have
been taken from another source. Three several times I
carefulfy 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, raany more than a thousand, have been embodied

Vedénti Mahideva mainly supplies it at the outset, and, towards
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddba. Some shafe of if, 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, gspecially in Books IL—VI., rest on readings
of thd original preferable to those which had Qeen accepted.

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnk/ya-
pravachana-bhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbitrarily
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, herc ahd therc, reproduced errors, more or less gross,
which might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197,
288, 357, 373, 874, 381, 390.



ADVERTISEMENT.

in the ensuing shests, 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
whatéver 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 Sénkhya 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, abbut
to be specified :*

1. The Sén#khya-pravachana-bhdshya, by Vijnina Bhikshu.
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My pldest
MS. of it was transoribed in 1654,

1 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.’

2 «Atthe time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sénkhya
Aphorisma.” “ Notice,” in the Biblivtheca Indica, New Series, No. 81.

3 For details respecting these commentafies and their authors, see
my Contribution towards an Index-to the Bibliography of the
Indian Philosophical Systems. or my Preface to the Sdrkiya-sdra.
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II. The Kapila - 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. withqut date.!

. The ZLaghu-sinkhya-sitra-vritti, by Négesa. 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-pravachana-sitra-vritti-sira, by Ve-
dénti Mahddeva. Here, again, only one of two MSS.
which I porsess 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
ledrned Professor Cowell, but for whose searching eriti-
cisms, which cannot be valued too highly, they would, in
several instances, have been far less accurate than they
now are.

F. H.

MARLESFORD, SUFFOLEK,
Aug. 28, 1884.

! ¥ once had 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.

Tur great body of Hindu Philosophy is based ppon 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
suggéstions, 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 4s a
fault.

For. various reasons it is desirable that thefe 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 fo subserve, further,
the attempt to @etermine accurately the aspeet ‘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,
Benaiss CoLLEGE,

5th January, 1852.






THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

OF

KAPILA.

BOOK 1.

a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila!!

b. Well, the great sage, Kapila, desirous of Taising the
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found' it
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the ewxcellence 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] :

o fefaugerefrafaagea i

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

" wftafusrasa ww 0

* w wefofidaafa: sfus: wwa-
TAF FRREIU ATYATIAT FCUHA
URFHRRHTCAATE |

The subject proposed. *




2 THE SANKiIYA APHORISMS.

a. The word ¢well’ serves as a benediction ;' [the
particle athe 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 (ddhydimika),
(2) due to products of the elements (ddhibhautika), and
(8) due to supernatural causes (ddhidaivika),—is the com-
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chdef end
of man, among the four human aims, [viz., merit, wealth,
pleasure, and Zberation (see- :S’alzitya-damma,§ 2)] ;? because
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is nof transi-
tory : such is the state of the case.

4 ¢. But then, let it de that the above-
question whether the

end may not be atiamed  mentioned cessation [of all the three
by ordunary melin. 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 kmowledge of the difference
between Nature and Soul, when there are easy remedies
for bodily pains, viz., drugs, &e., 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

' WY TR AFATE: N
* efaymmafmstah ot fase-
LRk @mfmmmag@ -

TIYY A AY: TRETY TN@ATA W
arﬁ‘rmaﬁzm&f‘a T 0



BOOK I., APH. 2. 3

power, &c.; and when [on the other hand], singe it is bard
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] :*

7 gerafatefagaraga et =

Aph. 2. The effectuation of this [com-

e and be ok lo be plete cessation of pain] is not [to be
means. 7 7" expected] by means of the visible [such
as wealth, &c.]; for wt see [on the

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

evil,] after [its temporary] cessation.

mﬁf‘ﬁfﬂmﬁmﬁmﬁ qE-
TR AR AN AR A T, 3T
T TR @faaéaﬁmﬁmmérm ARG
% wfradaTat SR AT Y-
FgRfAadaE Afaumiufeefaasrn-
ArarAATAiRfasgafadeEt |-
farewRTIAT RO FEAAE-
TOTATEATR  AENHSTage. Agage-
WRY TTENTRGEMaTETed HE |
* Instead of TE{T?, the readingeof Aniruddha, and of most
MSS., Vijnsna has, to the same effect, ‘Fﬁi% . Ed



4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

. “Tne visible,” in the shape of the drugs, &e., above-
ment}mned1 [¢1.c].

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

¢. By isit 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 ]
the knowledge of truth [as a eomplete 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

 geTgRTuTTRTa 0

* afafedararfrgfafate: |

‘aaafa gw o ARt
fafa aﬁﬁsaaf‘mmz tasna’mmfm
arq |

‘=d AT %T%Em’%i'mfaﬁfwm

yufrgfetafa qeguidesgwy aewfa
% mwﬁzama l amrmaﬁtﬁsﬁt a-
AR EERET I



BOOK 1., APH. 4, b

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

BICIEE L R ITE B LR TS LRI LS
qTERAE N 3 0 N

" e Aph. 8. [Let us consider the doubt]
,,,,Te,,dq,':szo:o;” be ar. that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
ﬁ:’”g}éo%‘i}fm’fﬁa’zm pain, may result] from exertions fér

the obviation [of pain], as is the case
with the obviation of daily hunger.

a. When pa:in shall arise [let us suppose one to ar;uel
then it is to be obviated; and hus there is th “soul’s
desu‘e, the cessation of pain; Jusfr as one shovld eat, when
there is hunger and thus there is the soul’s desire of the
eater, viz., the cessation of hunger. In regard.to thw
[doubt] he states the recognized decision :*

wa’rmaamnasf‘q FAETARL: QATT-
mw. ngu

' A AR b e g et e
fu g g FAtEARad g At
‘F!’I'tﬁl wnfefa TEd |

' I GEATRIA q amfawas aar
= yafefa: - gearat g T FEAT AT
-;—Fm TS afaqfa TeuTd 3 fereT-

al

$ The more ordinary reading of MSS,,and that of Aniruddha, is
"HATO, “excellence,’ not T 9> with Vijnéna. Ed




6 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

) ) Aph. 4. This [method of palliatives

g uggestion nega- ¢ 8)] is to be rejected by those who are

versed in evidence; because it i1s 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 apents
employed].

a. For fhere are not physicians, &c., in every place and
at all times; and [to rely on physicians, &ec., would net be
advisable], even if there were the possibility,—i.e., even if
these were [always at hand], since physicians are not per-
Ject [in their art] ;—for pain cannot with certainty be got
rid of by means of physicians, &c., with their drugs, &c.
Moreover, when corporetl pain has departed, there-may
still be that which is menfal, &c.; so that there is mot
[under such circumstances], in every respect, liberation
from pain. For these reasons, such 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., who are
acquainted with authoritative treatises].

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

' afy wIfeiRR wifmas JRw
afa @asfa gedsta Izndat a=rara-
afe %mfaﬁmxmmwﬁzm R
wwd | & = vrrﬁtg,emnﬁ mwm
&3 fa 7 waw garfeam | qET-
ATUFTRAG Ay TR 79 =T

P TR



BOOK I., APH. 5. 7

< o . - ™ e
IehATE ATET HATRERA: 0 Y 0
Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method
me'fWal_mwiﬂ ought not to be adopted,] because of
‘avour of this view. . . .
: the preeminence of Liberation [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. c.]; since
Liberation (mokska), 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
thergof [i.e., of Liberation]; beeause 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 libera-
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

' 7 TN IEAGRTRL Afqat Arer
faeme G9gATBTEINATRNG | TH-
ammtaﬁmiﬁfwmaﬁqm-
¥R AENA T Ifqa=A

* A9 ATY TR FICS S BAAd | B |




8 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

R Dt ot A

Apk. 6. And there is no difference

i
An obection met. between the two.

a. There is no difference 1 the applicability of libera-
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is
essentialy 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.!

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

[§5.8.]:

A EITAAT TE ATRETATIR N a1

Liberation must be Apk. 7. There would be no rule in

{;‘fj}fllemfl,ffw’:“h'e'ﬁf the enjoining of means for the libera-

Jowned. tion of one bound essentially.

T f& wnnfas samas:) s -
TRATNSTE SrEd T Aggfa | & asagn-
HHd W N
SO LGB CICHE LIS E LRI T
SieicocNERCHIID U DS e 1E
ammauaawmm 0
' WY FUATHATRTUEGAIRT ATART-
Aifaae TR OE



BOOK I., APH. 7. 9

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
Iwara-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.’ >

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

' gEEfAgRAIGEIEAT GEAT: |
ausﬁ U] mmf‘aaﬁtl am afqa A
HATIRNE Ataw T ¥ faftarer
A w2 iy [ 7 @ WS-
STEATE: @At wurﬁw ATIEIT-
faarfzfa qT: |

‘3% IFTHAIR | FATAT Afe
sEra1 faamd Qe | AfE a
AHIRTATACRATHRTS 1

* aRAET fERaTadEd e i




10 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ETIRAUT AR TE e e WA AT
AT@H I b

Savigtore wodld bs A.pla. 8.. Since an essen?ial nature
nugators, i pain were 18 mpenshal.)le, unauthoritativeness,
inevitable. betokened by impracticableness, [ would
be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential
to humadity].

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 ¢émpossible, the
Seripture 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].

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

AR fafusufeesaga: 1 e

! TR R T e AT AT
WEAAT AETUATIC AT AR TH-
mraTE |fe: |

* 7 giaaetarge | |



BOOK I, APH. 10. 11

_A;z mprmfwapk ine Aph. 9. There is no rule, where
Junenon s mo nils. something impossible is enjoined:
though it de 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; becausedt stands
to reason, that not even the Veda can make one see sense
in an absurdity : such is the meaning.!

4. Here he comes upon a doubt :

TFIeIEIaed I 90 I,

A douit wiether the 2% 10. If [some one says] as in
essential be not remov- the case of white cloth, or of a seed,
able. . . .

[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] s 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

' T geTaene fafgerH |
wrafa wq Sufeg fafeqsawwraaa
wRw wa 7 wafd fh ueaniE va T
aut 32sth | Anadifg =rafe™y: o

T TEA |



12 THE SANKAYA 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 imprepriety]
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, i [any one
argues thus], such is the meaning® [of the aphorism, to
which ke proceeds to reply].

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

TRRATTRATAT ATTRTILT: I 99 0

Desision. that an es- Apk. 11. Since both perceptibleness
sential 21;rnzoerty maybe and [subsequent] non-perceptibleness
kidden, but not removed. e q .

’ may belong to some power [which is
indestructible], it is not something mpracticadle that is
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde-
structible power imperceptible].

a. In regard even to the two examples above-mentioned
[§ 107, people do not give an injunction for [the positive
destruction of] something essential, which is indestructible
s 8;1.‘ Why [do,we say this] ? Because, in these two

' A Etfa SR ga 99 IS
T WIS N THTUAAS I97 ¥
dive  EnfaRgEtstaamtad |
wa: THueastiway wenfawaf au-
QI GEY S | qed aETET-
gew: =fefq |feww: u

? gETYR U



BOOK I., APH. 11. 13

instances of the perceptibléness 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], &e.!

6. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is
esseptial [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, &c.:®

' SERTAANNE T I HTATY-
< St 9 wafa ) g@ wwEa-
TRANAT FETEA sg@mmﬁﬁmﬁnm—
TEATATA A AR |
tamfcmqﬁmﬁmmfzﬁw TRULE-
fwar: T iﬁr@mrgtwmrﬁﬁmﬁfa
L LE LR ’

* Td ae wnfaad fuse [fafe-
Fanfy fausfaafafanta s+ =
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| FreaTTaT AfaaT s a3d-
TN RN

Time, which applies Apk. 12, Not from connexion with
to all, cannot bethe cause  ¢ime [does bondage befall the soul];
of the bondoge of 429 pevause 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 Zime; 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 i eternal, is at all times asso-
ciated with all men} [and must, therefore, bring a// into
bondage, if any].

A HATATSTATATA 1 93 )

Apk. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
m}:ol‘,',f"cﬁzofhb:“t"}; 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 P ‘ 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 FEfAATR: GRER TN STfaaT
fage wee @9 IR RAEEaSen
CERIE L InL T Rt L
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or not Iiberated, bondage would [in #%at case] befall the
liberated, also.!

ATTTAT STUARTIET: I 98 I

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of

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

;’;,fg,’;f‘;,‘{: b éts beng tioned [by its standing among circum-

stances that clog it by limiting it];

because fkat 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.?

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

' JmarTarsty w owRe | ga . we-
w&@mﬁmémwrmﬁ
aﬂmﬁﬁa‘ﬁ 1

* WAWT WUTATAATEAAT | qdr A qAN-
W TUARTCOYRE  STHIEH AT
nmrﬁl IR g |arg: o

' A TRAR AT ®IEAE |
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TaETSd gRe =l qu |

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

bonds, it is] absolute. -

a. The word 4t 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.!

A sEwAvHATefamaRa’ 9§ 0

) Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of

beg;, fruit of works  goul 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].

1 . Y
e TETAgERIE  gHr-
<=
wwanfafa gdgsarEa: )

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

8 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives ¢ uninterrupted
continuance’ as one of the definitions of atiprasanga; and that
definition, in all probability, suggested ¢eternal’ to the translator,
who here had to do with atiprasakii. Near the end of @, in the
next page but one, afiprasanga 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,’ ‘strainjng a rule,” ‘room for misconstruction,’ &e.
As technicalities, they generally signify ¢illegitimately extended
application’ of a canon, notion, or the like. Ed.
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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 distinet
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,’ 1.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 no¢ the soul].

. But then [some one may say], if
A doubt whether the ¢. But n[ y .V]J

bondage,also, belongsnot that be the case, then let the bondage,

to someihwng else than : o 3
the soul. too, in the shape of connexion with

pein, belong [not to the soul, but] to
the mind alone, in accordance with the principle that it
have the saéme locus as the works [to which it is due];
and, since it is an established point that pain is an affection

' fafeafafossrwts gewa s=
FAQTSTURARCATHYANI IR | -
YHY AT 99 ¥ TR Twa:

2 Upddhi, for which see p. 53, 1, infra. Ed. .

* 7 |Tofusiar SETER ATd 3
TATNIA A RIfanasafa swane-
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of the mindl, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain]
assumed of the soul, also? With reference to this doubt,
he declares [as follows] ’

fafaarmrgaafacayda® n as .

Aph.17. If it were the property of
g i gsm;fl;:w soul any other, then 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]
is in the shape merely of a reflewion 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 EATTEUST TR TR
frarmErEw fevlag gaw fonn-
arar: fagere feny gevanfa s<ad s~
TATIGTAATE |

P FRITTRIANETYAR e -
fasArTauufa: sfads e =fa-
Afq fafasivmquate: | wa: gedsfy
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is
directly the cause of bondage:’

nagﬁTFawaraa a= ST aRasaA At

Nature 45wt the Aph. 18. If [you say that the soul’s
immediate cause of the bondage arises] from Nature, as ite
soul's bondage. cause, [then Isay] ‘no; [because] that,
also, is a dependent thing.

a. But then [some one may say], let bondage result from
Nature, as its cause. If you say so, I say ‘no; because
that, also, i.e., Nature, also, is dependent on the conjunction
whiech is to be mentioned in the next aphorism ; because,
if it [Nature] were to occasion bondage, even #ithout 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].

TEIANE S | ° 9 guAfafaesy v
ufafoms @UnRT wadifa Arfanag
fa

| AT AT RESRAY TR -
Tfan
2 Here and in the comment, I have corrected '(TEHTF‘I- Ed.
* 7 nafafafaarsn swafafa 9= =
we =iy FFAGIG  TEIATTHATT-
Uaw4d daa fqarfa qvas asvarerafy
TUTEFTA N
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b. 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,” &ec.2

¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage,
only as depending on somethmg else [i.e., on the conjunc-
tion to be mentioned in the next aphonsm}, through this
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is
refleiongl, like the heat of water due to the conjunciion 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]:

ai%aw@ﬁmﬁsmmmrwammav

ﬂ@#nqen

1 This is the lection preferred by Aniruddha and his followers. Ed.
 framer afefa wR wgfafmasn
?ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂn

1mwaaﬁnwﬂ#wmmmawmwr
¥q EATARESTTET IRIsEAEInT-
warsmafeta «

 IfAEEEAT TEEUS T
yregfa

5 Here follows, in the first edition, the particle @, for which no

authority has been disogvered. The word translating it I bave re-
tained, but bracketed., Ed.
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Apk. 19. [But] not without the con-
nlm ret:g . ot;datze junction thereof _[i.e., of Natx.xre] is
to the s there the connexion of that [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 [§ 5. §.] nor adventxt1ouz~13

[§11. &.].

1 The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in
the first edition. Vijn&na here supplies the comment. Ed.

* gERTEATTIRA Hgfadar faar | ue
TR qGTT TEEEShE | Wi g qa T
T 0
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¢. In order that there may not be such an ertor 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 spontancously,' [any more than a red
colour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is
essentially pure].

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

#fg fe s wrasEwamEfaEaT—: =
T AT AfFATPISHFIAT | Ta: wFfa-
faart aemIraRraTfis T SRrA g E-
arfaar afafes afa

' Infamranfag areaTfaaT gwan i
AT A fedaey fagenfe . aur &pr-
VTR AT 7 FuraAwt faor wed
aux framsfemnaw gevaafiraei
T QEEATT A 9ed TAT GRAEITT-
femrd: 0
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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, 197, 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 reflezion 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.7.
And now enough as to that point.®

9. Now he rejects [§18.4.] certain causes of [the soul’s)
bondage, preferred by others :*

' qgw. A gt i SEe o wfeat
WEd T | TFRAIAA TEHHIES
{f%r N
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ATFAATATSATEIAT TRTARTI W 20 U

The Veddntic tenet on Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too,
this 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 Veddnta-sira, § 20.5.)]; because, since their ‘Ig-
noranece’ 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.’

e. But, if ‘Ignorance’ be a reality [as some assert], then
he declares [as follows] 3

FEN fagmamfa 1 a0
Aph. 21. If it [ Ignorance’] be [as-
The Veddnti cannot gerted, by you, to be] a reality, then

evade the objection, withs .
oz smzzzfy{:zg fmself.® there is an abandonment of the [Ve-

déntic] tenet, [by you who profess to
follow the Vedénta].

' iy gATRETSIRISEAT A
* syfazmarsft | sTEREATISSTaaET
fe=i amﬁmmwmmwm
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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
Nyéaya Aphorisms L., § 31] of the unreality of ¢ Ignorance;’*
[and so you stultify yourself].

b. He states another objection :?

fasatasqrafam 1 R 0 .

Aph. 22. And [if you assume ¢ Igno-

Tue » cannot  rance’ to be a reality, then] there would
evadetle « v Withe . .

out concedang o duakity.  be & duality, through [there being]

something of a different kind [from

soul} which you asserters of non-duality 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 not 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-duality, 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 arfeamn agR wifsad a
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b. e ponders a doubt :*

fassnraear Iq 1 3 0

) Aph. 23. If [the Vedénti alleges, re-
I ot ,I,,)'Zfé‘"z,’z’;':ﬁz’::t garding Ignorance,’ that] it is 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 Vedant{ says that] ‘Igmo-
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 wnreal, because we experience its
effects; but it is in the shape of something at once real
and unreal,? [like Plato’s dv «ai uy év: (see Veddnta-
sdra, § 21)].

A ATGHICTATHAG: U 8 1

. Aph. 24. [To the suggestion that

There is no such thing  Igmorance’ is at once real and unreal,
as @ thirg at once rew B 5 . .
and unreal. we say] ‘no;’ because no such thing is

known [as is at once real and unreal.]

a. That is to says 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.

' szssﬁ' N

* mwiaen = @dl 39 fardragarie-
ArgEedt wdrRaeiE g aewgun e
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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 Nysdya Apho-
risms, 1., § 25), a case in which all parties are agreed that
the preperty 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 ?]: sucheis the
import.:

b. Again he ponders a doubt :
& 99 wgeraarfear Iufumread 14

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Veddnti may

A question whetherthe  yemonstrate] ¢ We are not asserfers of
Vedanti 15 bound to a- . . . oo g
voudl selfcontradiction.  any Six Categories, like the Vaiseshi-

kas and others.’

a. “We are not asserters of a definite set of categories
[like the Vaiseshikas, who arrange all things under six
heads, and the Naiydyikas, who arrange them under siz-
teen]. Therefore, we hold that there ¢s such a thing,
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ¢ Igno-
rance” which is at once real and unreal,eor [if you prefer
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see

' FeRgUIRIfa 7 gwfAaS: | a9
wre arghitfa wewguer wefwefy werd-
wdtas | Faareres fr agfa g -
IH: | 7 Aagsufay dfa v
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Vedinta-sara, §217; 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 Naiydyikas; for the Naiyayika is an asserter
of sixteen categories® [see Nydya Aphorisms, I., § 1].

¢. He confutes® [this pretence of evading the objection,
by disallowing the categories of the Nyaya]:
by N o N\
sfagaasfu aafesw soRsaa = -
\
- @rATfeEEEa 1 &
Aph. 26. Even although this be not
_ Theseifcontradictory ~ compulsory [that the categories be
s allogether wnadmas- . . .
sible. six, or sixteen], there is no acceptance

of the incomnsistent; else we come to
the level of children, and madmen, and the like.

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

-

'q 99 fRaquaaaifea: | sarsHdatar
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, g 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 < =~
verafagAr Agg, aarfa wramTara-

AT DIENE
THATYMTRIE RIS ACHJTHNY-

< * Y . °*
I HURT HATIAATII AU 7 §9-

g = .
AT AT ATARGTFR TGS dae:
<

wrfema:

2 Vidsand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has renger: 4 rarioudy, m
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,

ete., and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or
pain.” Ed, .

* gfgarfas s af| arafqean
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ArArefawaraanfatassrsas’ 1 29 0

T'he heretical theory of a Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof,

of Y . .
olgects from all eternty, ~MOTeover, is not caused by any in-

ﬁ;;ﬁ:“;g‘icﬁ};‘fl“’”“ bone fuence 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]:®

AR AT T aTsfa 3.
FuTATgRR U fagamEeE’ 1 e 0

1 Instead of -faﬁﬂ:, Aniruddha has the substantially
equivalent -ﬁf‘.ﬂ'ﬂ:, Ed.

2 o

TETHA: | W awarwnT aqre-

.- . -
TuarAeaat fawaara afafaeasfa

h ° <
JNT A HIAAIEG: 1

3

° WY TgEE

4 Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un-
authorized FI@RJTeAL®, which I have corrected. The reading

JYUILIY®, here foilowed, is, perbaps, that of Aniruddha. FY-

TH{O is the form of the word recognized by Vijnina; and I know
of no manuscript warrant for the alteration of it seen 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 prescriptien. Ed.

© Auiroddha hes -3(QO, * division,” in place of ~TFUTHO

separation.” Ed.
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Aph. 28, Also [in my opinion, as
L thing cannot act el as in yours, apparently], between

the external and the internal theré is
not the relation of influenced and influencer; because
there is a local separation ; as there is between him that
tays 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 within
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced apd the
influencer, as regards an external 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)], &e., which he
himself holds, is connected? [with the matter of the pré-
sent aphorism].

' A SR ER-TATHT dT-
A A Efaedu g aEEIuTEE-
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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 s
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] :

TARASTHATACENS TF™T I 1

Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the

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

equally lubte to bondage.  influence received 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, aecording to this hypothesis, being just
as likely to come across objects as any other]: such is
the meaning.®
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b. Here he ponders a doubt.:!

WgEaRTEd | 20 |

Aph. 30. If [the heretic, wishing to
deﬁi‘;”f’emw’ atlempted  ggve his theory, suggests that a differ-
ence between the two cases (see §29)
does exist] in virtue of the unseen, [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 résult merely
from the force of the wnseen, [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
circumstanced]’: if? [this be urged, then we look forward].

a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :
A FA NS AT U T (-
ATge i san
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in
the relation of deserver and bestower,
since the two do mnot belong to one
and the same time.

Each bacl. must bear
its oum burden.

a. Since, in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are
distinet, 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 ifs 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 tle ‘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:?

SFHAfefa Iq I 3R U

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests
m%ﬂ"’x"f’zﬁ&‘:{;" that] the case is like that of the cere-
monies in regard to a son, [then he

will find his reply by looking forward].

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

‘da A4 anﬁamnamﬁam
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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
‘Hindu Law,” Vol. ITL., p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the father
[who performs the ceremonies, to propitiatc 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].

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

= <
- fe @ f wa s I winfe:
- -~
A1 &feraa 1 33
Aph. 83. [Your illustration preves
hertass ol not Telp e nothing ;] for, in that case, there is no
one permanent soul which could be

consecrated by the ceremonies in anticipation of concep-
tion, &c.

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

' 9 Fat fagfeea mirvrrfeaT oas
AW g wafa aemfeaar-
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3 Apiruddha has ﬂﬁma'[ﬁﬁﬁ'l‘ﬂ]' ; and Dr. Ballan-

tyne’s rendering suits it. Ed.

4 A common reading, but inferior, is H.'F@q.ﬁ\' Ed.



36 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

the son, by [means of the performance of ]! the ceremonies in
anticipation of conception, &e., could not take place; for,’
1 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 Brihman
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, aceording to my theory, also, your illustration
is not a fact ; seeing that it 4s 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. II., v. 26), with regard to the cere-
monjes in question, which proceeds on the same grounds].

i 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, o1
nothing at all for its cause,’! [which view of matters is
propounded in the next aphorism] :

ferrarnfas: efasem i 38

Aph. 34. Since there is no such
Whether bondage ma;

ot by Bomdage mey thing as a permanent result [on the

require no cause. heretical view], the momentariness [of
bondage, also, is to be admitted].

a. ‘Of bondage’: this must be supplied, [to camplete
the aphorism].2

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 ¢hat, 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 mo such thing as a permanent
result’® |§34].

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

7 ATRTITIT 0 3u N

Aph. 85. No, [things are nof mo-
ﬂofﬁ; Jact g{a{egzﬁgi; mentary in their duration]; for the
e 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. .], taken from such facts
of recognition as, ‘what I saw, that same do I touch,
[an argument which may be stated as follows], ¥iz. :

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

L
1 V;y‘abhicﬁdm 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 pernianent,] as a
jar, or the like.!

wigarafatmm 1 3% 1

That things are mo- Aph. 86. And [thi.ng? are not mo-
mentary is contradiced  mentary ;] because this is contradicted
by Scripture and reu- o .
soning. by Scripture and by reasoning.

L

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 ather
arguments as this, viz.,  How should whatexists proceed
from the non-existent 2’2

TeTfEE 0 39 0

) Aph. 87. And [we reject the argu-
sioThe heretics llusira-  ment of this heretic;] because his
instance is not a fact. .

' 7 gefu wfusd gegre agare g
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a@. That is to say: the general principle of the .nomen-
tariness [of all things] is denied ; becwuse this momentary
character does mot [ fact] belong to the apex of the
lamp-flame, &c., the instance [on which thou, herstic,
dost ground thy generalization, (§ 34. 5.)]. 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 wore momen-  tiom, &c., [of things] be asserted, then
:‘;H;zotﬁe’sf°‘;ﬁi‘iebeuﬁ there can be no such thing as the re-
etfict lation of cause and effect, in the case
of the earth and the jar, and the like.
Axnd 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] :* .

FITUTATIATAATA HTARTATE: I 36 1
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Aph. 38. Tt is not between two things

The cautal relation s coming simultaneously into existence,
not letween thangs thut .

arse wnultaneously. 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 simultancously
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 shquld not [in
that' case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with
earth, &e., [with a view to the jar’s subscquent production].
Neither is it the last; in regard to which he declares [as
follows] :*

TITITd SFRCALTE 1 3e i

Aph. 89. Because, when the antece-
A product camnot sur-— Jant departs, the consequent is unfit
wve its substuntidd cause . ! ) .
[to arise, and survive it].

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 cognized only by its inhering fu [and being substan-
tially identical with, however formally different from,] its

' 4 HEedrnuSTAAEAT WEAHL
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substantial” cause,! [and is incapable, therefore, of sur-
viving it].

b. With re=rence to this same [topie, viz., the] substan-
tial cause, he aentions another [the converse] objection
[to the thecry of the momentary duration of things] :

AR qRArETeIIERTIEft F 1 go

Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the

The coeanstence of sub-  theory of the momentary duration of
;fg;‘gsigg:i f:%’:;ﬁ % things, can there be such a relation as
momentary. that of cause and effect] ; because, while
- the one [the antecedent] exists, the

other |the consequcnt] is incompatible, because the two

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

-~

' i FCARTIAHTS S HAT-
ArmgaEATfaaEfa 7 wiuagware @1-
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! SuTErHARTA T EURTATE

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

¢ Here again occurs, in the Sanskyit, the term vyabhickdra. 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 are 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 causal relation between the two, but]
¢let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause,

L 1 have inserted the words ¢ in product and substance.” Ed.

2 The original dual of ¢ concomitancy of affirmatives’ and *con-
comitancy of negatives ’ is anwayavyatirekaw. For other English
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see
Book VL, Aph. 15 and 63. Hd. .

3 ¢ Antecedent and consequent ’ renders kramika, translated ¢suc-
cessive’ in Aph. 38, a, at p. 41, supra. Ed.
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as it belongs to the instrumentul cause, in respect merely of
its antecedence” To this-he replies:!

gaTEAT | faaw: u gan

Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

Antecedencetothe pro-  tecedence, then there would be no deter-
duct does not distinquish : : : s

the Matter from the I TOIDALIOD [?f 2 su'f)stantlal or material

strument. cause, as 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
tnstrumental causes; for, [as we need scarcely remind you],
that there 7s 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 whether  thing [really] exists, except Thought,
anything  exwsts besules . .

Thought. neither does Bondage; just as the

things of a dream [have no real exist-

—

' 79 fafreceR e et g
FATHWA HAAT AT AR

P ORMTIHTRNYETR  SeRATaeHAfAfa
fama 7 enfafaesrcaamta gar-
faRurdizia fr fafrsaemafEae:
HAATHAS TED: 0



BOOK I., APH. 43. 45

ence]. Therefore it has no cause; ror it is absolutely false.
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics]:

] faqm=wr armdta: 1 80

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

of Intwtion for the Bz~ ~Decause there is the intuition of the
ternal,as well as for the gy ternal
Luternal. ’

a. That is to say: the realify 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. I.], we find this [your supposed
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence
of objects!” To this he replies: 3

h 3
AT qedTaT== afe i 83 |
Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one
Tlhe denial of the ex-  does not exist, the other does not exist,

ternal is o Ni- . . . : .
Tadiom, 0 7Y 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
dees not exist, then Zhoughi does mot 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 ard wraT faawafa sgudanfeaT
™ h 88 0
The heretic goes fhe Aph. 44. The reality is a void : what

length of assertng sheer  ig perishes; because to perish is the
Nihilasim. . .
habit of things.

a. The void alone [says this prince of heretics, or the
fact that nothing exists at all] is the reality, [or the only
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truth]. Since evervthing 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] .

NUFTCHATIALIATA U 3U |

Nelalesin denied ;. as Aph. 45, This is a mere counter-
the wndscerptible 15 -

destructsble, assertion of unintelligent persons.

. ¢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 1t
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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, 4s in the condition of having passed
away.’

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

IRAYUSHATARATIAG N 8% 1

Aph 46. Moreover, this [nihilistic

Nilalism is open to . . .

the  same oljechons as theory is mot a right one]; because it

(;I':;h.ltéfui’ltllfe,);:arggry and  hag the same fortune as both the views
[which were confuted just before].
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4 Aniruddha, according to the MSS, which I have seen, reads

~BJHTE°. .



BOOK I., APH. 46. 49

a. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not g 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. 5.], and as the theory that nothing
exists hesides Thought [§ 41. 5]. The reason for the
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35], the fuct of recognition, &e.,
[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
continué, when there is absolutely #ofhing] and also the
means thereof [since there can bé no further means re-
quired for the removal of anything, iff it be settled that
the thing positively does not exist],” this. too, can hardly
be : so he declares [as follows] -2
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NUEATARTEATAT Il 89 |

Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as
Tiie sl s aim s ot 3 means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
wnnrition . . - :
hilation] the soul’s aim.

a. * Let the void [of mere nonentlty] be the soul’s aim,
whethel as consisting in the cessation of pam, 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 5¢; that is to say, because [#ey 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 nifafawara 1 86 0

e , Aph. 48. Not from any kind of
8 m L3 . . .

thyt Sre- soul gfff"f:?o motion [such as its entrance into a
bundage. 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].

6. The meaning is, that the soul’s bondage, moreover
does not result from any sort of motion, in the sha@,‘ﬁ’?{
instance, of its entrance into a body.? a

¢. He states a reason for this:?

faftsae agetarq 1 ge

Aph. 49. Because this is impossibW§
Whatis all-pervading  for what is inactive, [or, in other words,
does not change place. N ; 4 5
without motion]

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 tde text, ¢ Of the size

' OEHTATENT Fa N
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of the thwmb is the soul, the inner spirit,’ and the like:!
[but] this conjecture he repels :2

ARmTE I amAT IR TTRTI U faET: uol

Aph. 50. [We caunot aummit that the
Were the soul limited, . .
it might be pemshable. . 80Ul 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, &ec., 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.
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BOOK 1., APH. 5l. 53

nfergfarguifugrmerarag 1 aq o

Soul moves xct, amy Aph. 51. The text regardin.g the

more than Space. motion [of the soul], moreover, is [ap-

plicable, only] because of the junction

of an affendant ;* 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 mofion 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 & 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. 8.),] belongs to Nature[see Vedinta Aphorisms,
Part I, §4. 1), from such maxims® as this, that ¢ Nafure
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ;

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

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

8 ¢Text’ and ‘maxim’ are here meant to represent ¢érufi and
smriti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator
has, for the same terms; in wider mmptatmns, “books of Scripture
and of law, &ec. The first is ¢ revealed law,’ the Vedas; the second,
¢ memorial law,’ or a code ¢f such law, as the Mdnava, and also any
composition of a man repuZed 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 th.at, in the three worlds, reaps
these’: such is the import.

&. It has already been deunied [§ 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’
[merif;, or demerit] resulting therefrom :3

A FRATHATTAAT I U0

Aph. 52, Nor, moreover, [does the

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

mevit or demeres. 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: w9 wrfEnfear wwaar-
wATsTff=E== nfawf‘atmﬁrmﬁw
WIEEAT | TCHIAATHRT HIATA a2 97|
2T HiAq FET qgwrar aaaa: | fq
Hqa: | uFfa: F&d FH PATPIERATATHA |
Tﬁiﬁ‘!‘ﬂ ‘cwmﬁr oy Sy FET -
famzq‘r a: nﬁfafasmannmfa Stedl

2 For another rendering, see my translation of the Rational
_qu‘utatzon, &e., p. 657. Ed.
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BOOK 1., APH. 53. - 56

sioned by works! Why? Because this is no property
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (see §16. a.)] is
no property of the soul.?

b. Bat 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 ;7 whereupon he declares [as follows] :?

wfamafEwads 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-

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 Mahddeva : qﬁm mﬁa'[f\q €
U WY | 5 ) .
* FRWRLAIY @TE= & =% |
Ta: | WagARTRTAAnTafeEEd: |
 FEEYRUGIEATIR T WA |
¢ Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed.
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56 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

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. 4.], and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture,’
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

- frtanfegfatatnrafa v ug u

Aph. 54. And this [opinion, that the

h e e, bondage of the soul arises from any of

the leretical notions o  these causes alleged by the heretics,] is
the soul’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. 6.] 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.®

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

' qgAr | EwraifesetRaT oJv
- Fq\’ a-\ Fﬁﬂzﬁ \aﬁf-'\ .
fefa amama aruaaETe )

2 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 11. Ed.
 EATATIIART TRT IR AT ArEt
Far aasr feTeaafegfafatnraen: o
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that the investigation of the cause of the bonddge [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], &e., 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-
junction of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. ¢.], whether it be
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something
else [§ 5. 6.], must occasion the bondage even of the eman-
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as
follows] ’

azhmsafaaara  KAETHEH U Y U

Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction

How the trus cause of  thereof does not, through non-discrimi-
bonduye affects not the . s

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

emancipated]; nor is there a parity,

' gfaw=1 INEGUETEATHT U

* ged A WETIAT TERINIfEAT HeRaAA-
auufquya: WFaIeaadr Ta arErEy-
g o
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¢ 'a'q\]'?", the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddha

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.!

[faadarg=~? u ug

Tl trae cause of bond- Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the

age, w other words, error [of not discriminating between
non~discrimmnation. Nature and s oul].

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

' qRU RgfaEREanT safqIwTR-
sfaaamITaTa g AT dadtEd: | qar
¥ ¥ ARASHAAATIL: |

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 Sinkhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted
them, Hence the brackets now inserted, and my alteration of the
numbering of the Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book I.
Ed.
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which isto be got rid of, he declares the means of getting
rid of it :']

fragaregfafasimag 1 g

Nom-diserimmation is Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be
~GISCTLININALION L .
removable by discrimi- effected by the necessary means, just
naton 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 émmediacy 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,? [~nd by no
sther 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, corfsequent on the want of diserimination],
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, &e.; and this is contrary to Scripture,

[ vd garqg wfqura grrard wiqar-
agfa ul
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to the mstitutes of law, and to sound reasoning.’ To this
he replies :!

AT I AT I TR TR TAH U9l

Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina-

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

soul. favioves o ‘du  from the non dxscnmxn?tmn of l.V'atu.re

crumnation. [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 other things there is,
such as the non-discrimination of the wnderstanding [as
something other than the soul], fhis necessarily ceases, on
the cessation of the uon-dlscnmmatmn of Nature ; because,
when the non-discrimination of the understandmg, for
example, [as something other than soul,] does ocecur, 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 wHfqusafass v SRETENT
wmtf‘aaaﬁ vy ArgRqEfd Emt-
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BOOK L., APH. 7. 61

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 diseriminated from
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain a canceit
of [the soul’s being any of] the producis 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
8o on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an
¢understanding,’ &c., [without postulating a primal Nature -
which is to assume the shape of an ‘understanding,’ &c.] :’

SF FATEAITRC T ST
RYIATTAISETA GUTY TAfAEY: |
"t wdveAte fafaw vy
gurfesafaaa 7 @afa an geamfe-
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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
domn, can be reproduced, though another like: it may be
produced from the materials].

d. Moreover, it is inadmissible to

m?;:t’;f sconfounding  gay that men’s conceit of [the identity
gieally antecedent to its  of themselves with their] ¢ understand-
z”,,’;’,‘;’,’,‘;’g‘;’ffe_'mlf “ik  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,
&c.,] in respect of the eause, and mnothing 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 conctit of [the ownership of | the grain, &e., pro-

' w9 gEmahATfafcR AR
f& meruwERY WEfesThEETE IEn-
fefamanAaTausfta S= A=t gAT g
g1 &ft =& | 9 anstemEtReT
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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 base 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 1s 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. ¥d.
" AT AT R AT AATFIEAT-
feram aefw™ frmmaoTgta o

3 Amritabindu Upanishad, v. 10. 8ee Dr. Albrecht Weber's
Indische Studien, vol. i1, p. 61, note 2. FEd.
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FgTH A g aw Faafiwd: 0 us

Aph. 58. It is merely verbal, and
cont e monrige 7% not a 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, &ec., all residé gunly in
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul,
is merely verbal, i.e., it is wor ¢t praeterea nikil; be-
cause is is merely a reflezion, like the redness of [pellucid]
crystal [when a China-rose is mear 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 fQar = Srfes 991 9 ¥ " |
T HEER A 7% W qwAraaerfeyfa-
fatrrafq at afeefan -

1 Aniruddha has, instead of _q '(g, g ¥+ Hence: ‘But it
is merely verbal, not a reality,” &c. Ed.
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- b. But then, if bondage, &e., as re-

Ig’;‘%’ﬁmx‘ Testimony, o gards the soul, be mere!y verbal, let
ception, mght not avail  them be set aside by hearing [that they
i‘;,j;;ﬁp ale the souls  ore 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

immediaie cognition 2 To this he replies :*
\

gfwarsfu 7 ared fegeaguireTsa L ue

. Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non-

The trulh must be dr-  discrimination of Soul from Nature,]
rectly descerned, and not

merelg{i accepted on the 18 not to be removed by argument ;

T I arstmong, o gq 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 také 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 &f the real state of the case].

* 79 afed SRy ATE afd waaa
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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
resul’cmg 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

+ 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. Ed.

gl yRRE qRfed wawAe-
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[of Testimony], &e.? O: isit something peculiar? A reply
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [§ 59]
¢ Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument,’ &e.
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 ;
because the ounly thing to remove an émmediate 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 festunony 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

* Wudrd STEEd A ﬁmawt@@-
fafigan fsgmafaasans a-
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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 dmperceptible realities]
is [first] to be set forth :*

TGN EATRA a1 e
g Il o

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

The svidence for things
imperceptible.

a. That is to say: ‘of things imperceptible,” i.e., of
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g., Nature and the
Soul, ‘tht 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’ (anwmdna), [but
which (see Nysya Aphorisms, L.,§5) is, more correctly, ‘the
recognition of a Sign’]; as [the kndwledge that there is]
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot’directly

' aed faawmargrEweEATe ufquraa:
ot faas: wfauresta: v’
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perceive it, ] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign,’
occasioned by smoke, &ec.!

5. Moreover, it is to be understood that that which ie
[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 Sén-
khya] System, ¢Inference’ only is laid down [in the
aphorism,] ac the chief thing ; but Revelation is not disre-
garded® [in the Sénkhya 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 :3

| A TUATR ST W TR -
AAATHA GATAR T4 gREiAY el fad
afa aur yafefrsfaamgmEaa a3
fafsfan .
_ sygwrfrsAantieedtafe -
R | N MERTTATAANTATY, RA(-
TAHE GEIGAATIATET 7 AT
uRfa 0

' gt giew qemmaEAET-
ATfariETeTd = afq |



BOOK, 1., APH. 61, 71

VHESEAGT Gl Ui Agader-
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fed o’ wenaaTfw gwe ofq u=fe-
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. Aph. 61. Nature (prakriti) is the

MZ‘; ety fie Reali-  gtate of equipoise of Goodmess (sattwa),
Passion (rajas), and Darkness (famas) :

from Nature [proceeds] Mind (mahat) ; from Mind, Self-
eonsciousness (¢/iankdra) ; from Self-consciousness, the five
Subtile Elements (fan-mdtra), and both sets [external and
internal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele-
ments, the Gross Elements (sthttla-bAdita). [Then there is]
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five.

a. ‘The state of equipoise” of the [three] things called
“Goodness,” &ec., 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), distinet 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

T My MSS. of Aniraddha omit FFRHATINIL. Ed.

* gefegeTn A1 ArETTTgATA -
foRramEATaREES: | TE 9 Hrafas
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3 For a transla.tlon of a slxghtly different text, see the Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 43. Ed.
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the VaiSeshike system have, themselves, no qualities (see
Kanéda’s 16th Aph.); while] zkese have the qualities of
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force,! Weight, &e.2
In this [S4nkhya] 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 guna 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 ’ (buddki),
is the product: ¢ Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of sepa-
rate personality]. Of this there are two produets, (1) the

1 Balavattwa ; for which I find the variant chalatwa, ‘ mobility.’
Zad.

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.’ Vaideshikd gunak is equivalent to the visesha-gund?
in the original of Book V., 25. a. For the “specific qualities,’ see the
Bhdshd-parichehheda, st. 90. Fd.

3 For ‘is employed, &ec., read, ‘is applied to these (feshu),
{namelys goodness, passion, and darkness].” Ed.
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5 For a d1ﬁ't.1ent tmnslatxon, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
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 thc -xternal and the internal, are of
eleven kinds. The products of the ¢ Subtile Elements’
are the five ‘Gross Elements.” But ‘Soul’ is something
distinct from either produet 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:

FHFTURTHIZ N &R 0

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

¢ Subtile Elements® 15 1n- y .
forred from tlat of the Tnents’ is [by inference,] from the

‘ Gross? ¢Gross Elements.’
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a. ‘The knowledge, by inference,” so much s 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 orouyela orouyeiwy 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], congist 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;

3) [And everythmg that is gross is formed of some-
thing less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,] as Ja,rs,
webs, &c.;* [the gross web being formed of the less gross
threads ; and so of the others].

- JEANTET dETERTE U &3 0
Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the

And thence that of 3 2, 1 i
Self eonsciouoness , fexmtence] of Self-consciousness is [by
inference, ] from the external and inter-

' AR ST TAAAa N
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8 In mv MSS. of Aniruddha there is no & after %2 . Ed.
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i
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-consciotsness.!

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

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

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

(8) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is nof+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].2

¢. But then, if it be thus [i. e., if it be, as the Sinkhyas
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’ (seer Aph. 61)], then [some may object,
that], sipce 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, onr the beatification of the potter,
whose internal organ [or ¢ Understanding’] then surceases.

HICATTATAA AT 0
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And this [the objector may go on to say,] is not the case;
becayse 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 ezperiencing [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-Tollows]:

e. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human
knowledge, Ch. 71] 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 Sélf-consciousness of -the potter, &o.,' [who may
lose their Self-conscmusness, whereas the Deity, the sum
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Veddnta-$ara, §62), never
loses Ais Self-consciousness, while aught living continues]

AT HETUE 1 &3 1

Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex-
rodnd 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’ (antalhkarana), [hence] called ¢ the great one’
(mahat), [the existence of which is recognized] under the
character of the cause of this* [product, viz., Self-con-
sciousness]

b. And so the application [again rather ecircular, 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];

(?) Because it is a thing which is a praduet of judgment
[proceeding in the Cartesian order of cogito, ergo sum ; axid]

' wgan weifesafu fermmina 71
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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], &ec.!

¢. 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 th8 two substrata to which the [two sets of] fune-
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the
éffect must result from the occurrence of a function of the
cause;* [nothing, according to the Sdnkhya, being in any

' |ar 9T nAnn | wdaRed fraag-
fergauema favadgamg | 994
e oo gewfefifa v

T4 qar ara: | gAtsfy |rw wer
SR Weudt fafay vweftaasang



BOOK 1., APH. 65. 79

product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in
the cause of that product].

aq: wa: 1 &Y

4ph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis-
Nond, thence that of  tence] of Nature is [by inference,].from
that [“ Intellect,” § 64].

a. By inference from [the xistence 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]
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(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, &e.!

¢. 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 ¢ Groodness; the indiscreet
one gives pain to him, and, therefore, partakes of the
quadity 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-

‘s W | gegRATRRtd s
O ERRUATCAAAT WA= |iq GWG-
QRTETEFETRRTEA T |

" fe wg: geRfa arfet | wfa-
T gwefa uwdt | fafedt weefy
e wafa

" EURR AT TR STTE-
W N



BOOK I., APH. 66. ‘81

tioned,! [in, the four preceding aphorisms, as existing
between Nature and its various products]:

HEATTIRT R 1 &% 1

Aph. 86. [The existence] of Soul [is

mfg;"gfungorm inferred] from the fact that the com-

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,’ 1. e., conjunction, which is the cause
[of all products; these resulting from the conjunctiorr of
their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality,
as Nature,” Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is nof
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 umntelhaent] has,
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the
[eventual] Liberation of some other tham itself :

"9 mmaaﬁmﬂmm AR
mmrmrg ]

? 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] ;
(8) [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 eternity of Nature (prakyiti):*

AW AAMATATRHA TFA” 1 &9

Arqument for the eter- Aph. 67. Sincfe the root has no root,
mty of Nudirc. the root [of all] is rootless.

a. Since ‘the root’ (mila),i.e., the cause of the twenty-
three pringjples, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make
up the twenty-five realities 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

' gATrTE Fa'anama uFfarReaics @d-
T ATTUTEAS agamwmm&a-
fefa u )
* T HIFRAETIUIA WP A
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3 This seems to mean: ‘There being no root to a root, the root
[or radical principle, in the Sdnkhya,] is rootless.”

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange
reading : FW HATTITCHS HAFATATH | “The
=N N o ) N
root of roots, since it has no root, is rootless.” This is very like
saying that A=A. Kd.
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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].

b. He states the argument [just mentioned] in regard
to this, [as follows] :2
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes-
The employment of the  gion, there is a halt at some one point ;
term Prunal Agency, or

Nature, is merely o de-  and so it is merely a name [that we
bur the regressus minfi- - oive 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 Natur'e, 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 Ayency
(pra-kriti); for this [word prakriti, usually and conve-
niently rendéred by the term Nafure,]is nothing more

than a sign to denote the cause which is the roof: such i3
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 Natuie], which [according to you,]
iy the cause of Mind® another unintelligent principle,
named ‘Ignorance’ [see Veddnta-sdra, § 21], presents

' IFATEERIT qETIAfefd -
T SARTRTINEIATSHLA  THIH-
feargafafaa oftfae odgar wfy-
Tt | AT K ugTEH 69 vSfardd
fe gwerTe axETEtaE: |

2 Read ¢in connexion with.’ Ed.

$ Literally, instead of ‘Miud,” “the principle [termed] the Great
ene.) Fd.
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as
follows] :! )

AT TFAAT 0 &2 1l

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 18
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sénkhya doctrine]
and the opponent [Vedanti]. This may be thus stated:
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of
Nature, 50, 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 Jiteral 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 1s conjunction /s mentioned ; for there is mention

e wfin ATt ATvaE we-
TR RO A A TEAATT TG~

TR

3 This is Dr. Ballantyne’s revised translation, suggested by a
remark of Vijnina, quoted and translated below, in 8. The rendering
now replaced runs: ‘Alike [is the opinion] of both [of us], in respect
of Nature.” The side-note was formerl} correspondent to a., viz.:
t He meets a Vedéntic objection.” Ed.
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a
passage of the Kaurma [ Purdpa), 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, it is not 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].

4. 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., whenee is it that reflexion,
in the shape of discrimination [between Soul and Nature],
does not take place in the case of all [men]? If regard te
this point, he states [as follows]:*

stusf@Efawm fas: 1 9o 0

y All do im)ih profit by Aph. 70. There is no, rule [or neces-
iy :Qat: Iy The ies'f o sity, that a/l should arrive at the truth];
of people that are fully  pecguse those who are privileged [to

engage in the inquiry] are of three

descriptions.

a. For those privileged [to enguge in the inquiry] are
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those
who, in réflecting, 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, &e. By the mediocre they
{are brought into doubt, or, in othér 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 dest 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 @// 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 comsists of the three
¢ Qualities ’ in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other
principles, sych as the ¢ Subtile elements’ (see § 61)]:

HAESITIHTE FT8 a7 0 99 U

y Adph. 71. The first product [of the
Dy lhe Greatonei*  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’ (nischaya). That of which thisis the func-
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tion is ‘intellect’ (Buddhi); and ¢hat is the first product,
that called  the Great one’ (makat) : such is the meaning.!

ATATSERIT: U 9 1l

The relation of Self- Aph. 72. ¢ Self-consciousness’ is that
conscuousness to Mind.  which is subsequent [to Mind. ]
L

a. ‘Self-consciousness,” the function of which is a con-
ceit [that ¢ I exist,” ¢ I do this, that, and the other thing T
is that which is subsequent: that is to say, ¢ Self-conscious-
ness ’ is the next after * the Great one ’* [§71].

b. Sinece ¢ 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] :*
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ArEATAEHELNT I 93

Aph. 73. To the others it belongs
All produets, <ave .. g
Mind, sesult from Self-  to be products thereof, [l.e., of Self-
CONSCLOUSTESS, :
consciousness].

a. “To be produets 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’ (ndriya},
the five ¢ Subtile elements,” and, mediately, to the [gross]
Elements, also, the products of the Subtile elements.?

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

NHRGAT TE TCHISTYA | 98

" 1 Instead of Wﬂi’ which seems to be peculiar to Vijnina,
- .
aniruddha and others have the preferable lection Y YY[. Ed.

N *
2 To render SH®IE[. Paragraph « is taken, with slight
alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha. E¢.
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. Aph. 74. Moreover, .mediately,

Nature, immediately ~through that [i.e., the ¢ Great one’
%g}ﬁ;j{sﬁgzz o (§ 71)], the first [cause, viz., Na(.mre,]
all other products. is the cause [of all pmducts]; as is the
case with the Atows, [the causes,

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

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, [me&mtely,]
through ¢ the Great one’ and the rest; as, in the theory of
the Vaiseskikas, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the
like, only [mediately,] through combinations of two atoms,
and %o 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]:2
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92 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.-

. Apk. 75. While both [Soul and Na-

iy Nature is the  yre] 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 ofher of the two.!

5. But then [some one may sayl, let Afoms alone be
causes; since there is no dispute [that fkese are causal]
In reply to this, he says:®

ufifas 7 aaturgea 0 9§
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Aph. 76. What is limited - cannot be
%ﬁ}ﬁ'g&% the substance of all [things].
o
¥ 4lms 4. That which is limited eannot be
the substance of all [things]; as yarn canmot 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:*

agEfagAE R 99 1

] ) Apk. 77. And [the proposition that
/‘m‘m * Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of Seripture, 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 ome falls back
upon suthority]  Scripture, moreover, declares that
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ¢ Fronr
Nature the world arises,” &ec.®
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94 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

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-extstence 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 :?

AragAT FEgfars: o ok i

Apk. 78. A thing is not made out
of nothing.

a. That is to say: it is not possible that out of nothing,
l.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.?

Ez gililo ikl fit.

b. Let the world, too, b¢ unreal: what harm is that to
us 2 [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declarés [as follows] :3
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BOOK I., APH. 79. 95

4ph.79. Tt [the world] is not.unreal ;

Reasons why the world  becguge there is mno fact contradmtory
s d - [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. Bat,
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a
rea]ity] ;s mo one ever has the cognition, ¢ This world is nof
in the shape of an entity,” by which [cognition, if any one
ever really had such,] its being an entity m1ght be op-
posed.!

é. 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 yellew, 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 sll, at all times, cognize the world as a reality.
Therefore the world is not an unreality.®
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96 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS

¢. But then [some one may suggest], %t a nonentity be
the [substantial] cause of the world; still the world will
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unreal. In regard to this,
he declares [as follows]:!

AR gEavE afefeca qemaTgaed
aftefs: 1 bo 1

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

The product of some- be an entity, then this would be the

gmg,mgfi case, [that S;he 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 if is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it
is united, in the relation of identity] ?

a. If an entify were the substantial cause [of the world],
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the caunse
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 [wers
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 suppomt om,] necessanl_y a non-
entity, [like ita suppo‘;eé eause], how could this be the case,?
[tbat it would bo resl] 2
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BOOK I, APH. 8L. ‘97

b. But then [a follower of the Mumansa 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 IVETARTIA 8 6N

Aph. 81. Noj; for works are not
o Action cammot seroeas  adapted to be the substantial cause [of
any product].

a. Granting that ¢ the unseen ’ [merit or demerit arising
from actions] may be an insirumental cause, [in bringing
about the mundane condition of the agent], yet we never
see merit or demerit in the character of the substaniial
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.*
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98 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

6. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can
be attained by undertaking the things directed by the
Veda, what occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves
about] Nature ¢ To this he replies :

AryEtaaefy afefs: araRargfearm-
STERATIRA I bR 1

Aph. 82. The accomplishment there-
pleation is not fo be of [i.e, of Liberation,] is not, more-
htained by ribual obser- . .

vances. over, through Scriptural rites: the

chief end of man does not consist in

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

this consists of what is accomplished through acfs, [and

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

impending over the ritualist,] the liability to repetition of
births.

a. ‘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 Liberatiov ;
¢ because one is liable to repetition of births, by reason of
the fact that it [ahe supposed Liberation,] was accom-
phshed by means,’ i.e., because the [thus far] liberated

]
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BOOK I., APH. 83. 99

[soul] is still Liable to repetition of births,' inasmuch as
this [its supposed Liberation,] is not efernal, [ just] because
it is (the result of] acfs. For f#his reason, the chief end of
man does not consist in this, [which is gained through
ritual observances].

b. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man :
aw wRfaSsEETgiegfa: o b3

. Aph. 83. There is Scripture for it,
,ﬂ:‘yﬁ'ﬂ;ﬁ%m‘; that he who has attained te discrimina-
man, the t's;“’:%"d';’z’;fh;‘:’ tion, in regard to these [ie., Nature

and Soul], has no repetition of births.

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

1 Literally; ¢ liable to return to mundane existence.” Zd.
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100 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

b. He stites an objection to the opposite view :!
® ™~ .
TEEE TR ATSIAHTE: I b8 0

Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g.,
Paix can lead orly o {0 victims in sacrifice,] must come pain
pusn, nol io . . .
from . [to the sacrificer, and not /lberation
. from pain]; as there is not relief from
chilliness, by affusion of water.

a. If Liberaticn 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 ¢hings desirable. And, in accordance with this,
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they
may purtake of immortality,” &. To this he replies :*
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102 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

mediately :1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry
regards the émmediate cause].

b, [But then, some one may say], supposing that
Liberation may take place [as you Sénkhyas contend,]
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness [of the
Liberation effected by this means, as well as any other
means], wundane life may return, we are both cn an
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sénkhyas look upon
as transitory, and you Sénkhyss, whose Liberation we,
again, look upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much
the same predicament]. To this he replies :2

fas e TTRATS W A HHTTERN b
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Aph. 86, Of him who 4s essentially

Libore it means ofeetliberated, 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, ip his very
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The
bond. [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [between Nature
and Soul]. By the removal thereof 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.].

b. 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 frue], except by

e~

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,” &e. Such is the interpretation which,
on comparison of the various commentaries, seems to be the most
eligible. FEd.

1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Ed.
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104 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

proof, therefore he displays this;? [i.e., he shows what he
means by proof] :

TARE AT fageraufctsfa: v
qETYFAR J9Q U 69 1

Aph. 87. The determination of some-
thing not [previously] lodged in both
[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one
or other of them, is ‘right notion’ (pramd). 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)].

Whai is meant by evi-
dence. -

a. ‘Not lodged,” i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdiri); 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 both,’ 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, (pramana) : such is the
definition of evidence in general; [the definition of its
several species fallirg to be considered hereafter] : such is
the meaning.*

' ufinfarin g+ afefen 7 wo-
@+ famfa agwafa o

* Négeéa has FTHO. Ed.
3 Some MSS. have the inferior reading -m, Ed.
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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 logated 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 bofh the Soul’s cognition
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [cases
of] ‘right notion,” then dotk 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 e
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case,] are [to receive the name of] proof (pramdia). You
are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &c., are

spoken of as ¢ evidence,’ it is only as being mediately* [the
sources of right knowledge]

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

fafri yar® g aafasifuwfa-

fa: sk
Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinds:
offoﬁ?;" are three kinds  {here is no establishment of more;
ence. °

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 wwed we gefeeRsd
aq gfegfeda wamww | afe gfefad
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3 So reads Anirnddha; but Vijnina, Négeia, and Vedanti
Mahédeva end the exghty-seventh Aphorism with these two words,

Hence : ‘ That which is, in the highest degree, productive thereof it
proof, of three kinds.” Ed.
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(pratyakshd), ‘ 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 ie reckoned, in the Nyiya, a specifically
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as
¢ Conjecture,” &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in
the Miménsé], 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, &e. 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.?

¢. Fot the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only
a triad of proofs, where he says [see the Institates, Ch.
xii., 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,
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&c.}’ And ¢ Comparison,” and ¢ Tradition’ (@itihya), 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]:

3 ° i.t = \ﬁ ﬁﬂ"a" e
wqA U ke

dpk. 89. Perception (pratyaksha) is
that discernment which, being in con-

junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form
thereof.

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

Perception defined.
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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 £his],
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I.,
§5 and § 8. 8.)] is the evidence [called] Perception : such is
the meaning.

b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definision 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 :

YIATATANIERTR <T9: 1l eo |
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e defnit Aph. 90. It is not a 1auw [in the

o Himtion et 1) definition, that it does not apply to the
;’i‘,”‘lf,.’“’t ;%i&' ‘:’j’” perceptions of adepts in the Yoga];
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 external [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]:

strgsanfaraETTETRIE:’ 1 eq i

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

that [mystical mind] which has at-
tained exaltation.*

! FfcaETEEAAT W aTfTrETE-
AL | AT ] 7 ATTRSATIH-
fma: o

* FTd GHTUTAATE U
® Thus Vijndna and Vedanti Mahddeva. Anirndlha has -ﬁ.

TR aq‘:. The reading of Négebu is .mg'l' E= 1
L4 L A ’

4 For the term atisaya, again rendered, in the next page, by
“ exaltation,” vide infra, p. 115, note 4. Kd.
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the .Y ogt, 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 Yog7, in the exaltation gained
from the habitude produced by concenfration, does come
into conjunction with things [as existent] in their causes,!
[whether or not with the things as developed into products
perceptible by the external senses].

b. Here the word rendered ¢causal’ (/ina) denotes the
things, #0f in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by
the objector [in §89.5.]; 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,
&c., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunction
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos-
sible.?

o c. But then, [some one may say,]
fnadection, ,t,{',?i,;,’;flydfo still this [definition] does not extend to
the peroeptions of. the  the Lord’s perceptions; because, since

these are from everlasting, they can-’
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not result from [emergent] conjunction. To- this he re-

plies:
Swufas: 1 ek

. Aph. 92. [This objection to the de-
et et Soed finition of Perception has no force] ;
because it is not proved that there

18 a Lord (iSwara).

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

b. And this demurring to there being any ‘Lord’is
merely in dccordance 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 is, ‘because it is nof proved that there is a
Lord,” but not the expression, ¢ because there s no Lord.

1 - =~
A9 quTirRTERsATRvEE fras-
e faasTeT | A 0
2 o -~ b
R THIUMTITEETS TRFEaa |
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 js that of suspense of judgment on the point of
theism, as ngainst the positiveness of the professed atheist. Vijn&na,here

followed, *hen goes on to wy: -W‘n @W‘]’F{a‘.
W | “For, otherwise [i.e., if the aphorist had been atheistic],

it would have.been explicitly declared, Because of the non-existence of
aLord’ Ed.

‘m =~ 'ﬁ a m\ﬁ o a i&a-
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¢. But, on the implication® that there és a ‘ Irord,” 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] P’ he states a dilemma which
excludes [this]:®

AHRIGATTAGUATATR afrats: | €3 N

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

A dilemma,to exclude  proved that he [the ‘Lord,’] exists;
proof that there 1 any . A

“ Lord. because [whoever exists must be either

free or bound; and], of free and

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

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

fa | wa vIwaaeficgs 7 M-
fefa Sr=a

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

AFATFEREA W e

The force of ne  Aph. 94‘:. [Bef:ause,] eithér way, he
dilemina would be inefficient.

a. Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &e.,
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].

b. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case,
what becqmes of the Secripture-texts which declare the
¢Lord ? To this he replies

' fuptrsfma: fa smfefiwn ar aas
JT | [gqrETgaTarREIaTREaiEte-
A9 1 '

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

Aniruddba is -Hﬁiﬁ;ﬁt{\ . Td.
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HETHT: AT Surar fassr’ aru ey b

o Aph.95. [The Scriptural texts which

uhf;?fsz:'ﬂ’;}%bﬁﬁs make mention of the ‘Lord’ are]

either glorifications of the liberated

Soul, or homages to the recognized® [deities of the Hindu
pantheon].*

.u. 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 [tostill 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® Brahm4,

! Another reading, that of NAgeSa and of Vedinti Mabadevar
uwH}ﬂT", makes this word of the singular number. Fd.

2 gmmm, a compound, is the reading of Anirnddha,
followed by Vedanti Mahddeva. See 4, below.” Ed. i

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

4 Aniruddha’s exposition of this Aphorism is as follows: ‘{T..
MRATAFARIAR T HRAT 7 q 5
T T ARG | e o
faaraEsATa | Surafass ) SutaiEan
safavaw A sfaafefass nvar-
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Vishnu, Siga, or other non-eternal ¢ Lord ;" since these,
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality], &ec., [and,
in so far, liable to perish], have immortality, &ec., in a se-
condary sense ;! [seeing that the Soul, in every combina-
tion, is immortal, though the combmatlor 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, &e., 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 :*

-
W‘[mmfa | According to this, the term #wara,

‘ 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 XYogé. Resolution, agent-
ship, and the like, are impredicab]e of one absolutely liberated ; and
such a one, being inert and impassive, cannot be intended by fswaras
‘a power.” Hence the expression, ‘as it were liberated. Also see,
for atrsaya,—1iranslated, above, ‘transcendent faculties,’—Book IV.,

Aph. 24. Ed.
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AT frETR whrad o e o

Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof,
Soul, like the lode o of Soul over Nature] is from [its]
stone, acts not by resolve, o e .
but through prowimity. ~ 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 ] creativengss, 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 [Savkhyas,]
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of
creatorship, or the like, is merely from [its] prorumity
[to Nature]; ‘as is the case with the [lodestone] gem.”

b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron
mevrely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or
to be acted on], &ec., 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 consisfs [what we speak of as] its acting as creator
towards that which is superadded to it : such is the mean-
ing.*

quHd W GEHATfeAT aftuaTRaHy-
grAgFEiefa | g
" afe dweun GYEATIETEETd a9
;W) AT gewe ST
fueigd wemiceatawd afgaq
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¢. And thusit is declared, [in some one of the Purdnas]:
¢ 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-ageucy, [really].
It is nof an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition ;
{and it is] 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]:®

famuamdsafa’ AT 1 ey |

AU AFAHETAIU U UHTH | -
A7 ¥ @urfyegafaa: |

1 The Translator’s authorxty for this attribution has not been
discovered. Fd.
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* Aniruddha has f\aﬁﬂﬁSf‘q Ed.
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bo{i’; dl:f:l’";g“:‘f{»mz’: Aph. 97. In the case &f individual
guze. 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 thmgs in the
lump, (see Veddnta-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 Vedas would cease to be an authority ;
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for
an instant]. To this he replies:*

' wfirgrget @fumRITTESa N
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fAEEUITSRTSTRIYIYET: I ek 0
<

Aph. 98. The declaration of the
How the Vedas need  texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahmé,
notthe Lord” toaulhen-  for example], since ke knows the truth,

[¢s authorative evidence].

a. To complete [the aphorism, we must say], ¢since
Hiranyagarbha [i.e., Brahmd,] and others [viz., Vishnu
and Sz’m], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is
true, the declaration of the texts or semse of the Vedas,
where these are the speakers, s 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:®

' frrmn AT faseuer aaE A
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TWAH qgAiSaaTaeaeieTg-

®|HE I ee

Aph.99. Theinternal organ, through

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

Nature affects 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 80 acquires
magnetism by magnetic induction].

b. He [now, having discussed the evidence that consists
in direct perception,] states the definition of inference®
(anumdna) :

1 Aniruddha has 'ﬂ‘g}ﬁﬁ TRTTARY; prefixing to “the

internal organ the synonymous * the Gaeat Ove.’ Ed.
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afaagw: wfgaegraAagarEs 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, 1. e., of the constant accompanier, through
the knowledge of the constant accompaniment: by ¢con-
nexion’ (pratibandha) here being meant °constant at-
tendedness ’* (eydpti) ; 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 ;®
[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

§87. ¢.)]
¢. He [next] defines testimony * ($abdu) :

v n‘f\m: is the reading of Nagesa and of Vedanti
Mabddeva. Ed.
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HTATIET: W Il 909 I

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

Vulad tes'imony defined.

a. Here ‘fitness’ means ©suitableness;’ and so the
evidence which is called ¢ Testimony’ is the knoyledge
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’® (Subda-
bodha).

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

iRl oo TwgEEa e

Ayl 1620 Sine. the estublisluaead
Wiy tls Tudsof - of {the exisience of] boih [soul aud
dence have Leen here set . - .
Sorth, nou-soul] is by meusns of evideuce, the
derlaration thereof {1.e., of the hmds of
L

evidence, has been here wade].

e. It is only by meaus of evidence that both Soul and
non-soul are estublished us being distiuci, [the one from the
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other] : therefore has this, v1z ., evidence, been here de-
clared : glich’is the meaning.!

b. Anong 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 :*

HIRTAAT Tergaafalas’ u o3 o

The existence of Soul Aph. 103. The establishment of both
anit Nature argued from

analogy. [Nature and Soul] is by analogy.

a. {[Analogy (sdmdnyato drishia) 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, | anything of a different kind,
i.e., not cognizable by the senses, is established ; as when,
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani-
ment, [e.g, that an act implies an instrument], by taking
into conslduratmn such instruments as axes, &c., which are
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper-
ceptible, instrument of Znowledge, viz., [the instrument
named ] Sense, is established [or inferred to exist]; such is
what we mean by Analogy; and it is by #his [species of
inference], that both, [viz.,] Nature and Soul, are proved [to
exist]: such is the meaning.!

4. 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] Ple'zsme, Pain, and
Delusion, [to the aggregate of which three’in equipoise
(see § 61) the name of Nuture is given]; because, whilst it
is [undeniably,]a production, it hus the characters of Plea-
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a bracelet, or the like,
formed of gold, or the hke, [lu-x the Lharabbe'rrs(’m pro-

' 4 |IATEA: Mfm"mﬁﬁm =1
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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].

¢. But, [as regards the argument from analogy, in proof
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66,
to the fullowing 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 benefit of the tenant]. In this
instance, Having gathered, in regard to houses, &ec., the
fact estublished on sense-perception, that they exist for the

%e 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,
&e., [which, as being a compound thing, is not designed
for itself]: such is the meaning.!

d. But then fsome one may sayv ], 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 experiehee [whether of pleasure or of pain], and, hence,
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he
replies :*
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o Aph. 104. Experience [whether of
When it is that ex- . .
perience ceuses. pain or pleasure,] ends with [the dis-
cernment of] Thought, [or Soul, as
contradistinguished from Nature].

@ 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 :*

FHGL T FATGAFTTSIAFA 1 904 |

Aph. 105. The experience of the
fruit smay belong gven to another than
the agent; as in the cuse of food, &e.

The fruilt of the actron
18 not alteays the uyent’s.
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a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &ec.,
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],
30 s the case here, also.’

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

§104. 67:

wfaamet aftes: Fq: w0 0% 0

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

To suppose that Soul  count of the matter than that given in
acts and experiences s . o s e 2. s

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 DPrinciple [the actual agent (see
§97. b.)] is reflected in it, there arises the concert of its
being an agent. ‘QOr, 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 agen¢ that experiences
the fruit;® [ whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasurc].
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&. The opposite of this [wrong view, referred to in § 106, ]
he states [as follows] !

ANT 9 FETEAT U 909

Aph. 107, And, when the truth is
told, 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.®

Soul is really nerther
agent nor experiencer.

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

favarsfamdrsafaeuigmraeanar-
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. . Aph. 108, [A thing may be] an ob-

. uanMis::mgrm:: ject [perceptilgle], and also [at]another

ool une beimper- time,] mot an object, through there

being, in consequence of great distance,

&c., a want of [conjunction of the semse with the thing],

or [on the other hand,] an appliance of the sense [to the
thing].

a. Ap object [is a perceived object], through the
proximity, or conjunction, of the sense [with the object].
[A thing may be] not an object [perceived], 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, &

b. [To explain the “&e.,” and to ex-

mr’g‘t‘fon’”“y prevent  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,] & wall [i& 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 subtilty,

' sfemR@rarerAaTeEanfiee | sfeaw
TR | seamrafags-
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on 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
enumerated, | comes the imperceptibleness of Nature? In
regard to this, he declares:?

AreRTEEUSI: I 00 |

Aph. 109. Her imnerceptibleness

he sublalty of Nature. . .
The sbilty of Nalure: o vises from [her] subtilty.

a. ‘Her, i.e., Nature’s, imperceptibleness is from
subtilty. By subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult
to investigate ; not [as a Naiydyika might, perhups, here
prefer understanding the term,] the consisting of atoms;
for Nature is [not & atomlc, in the opinion of the Sinkhyas,
but] all-pervasive.*

' a*srfagﬂfwfaf uell ArusnaA | wfa-
WEARTEAH | HIHIrETE
g | AATSHIRTHATBIACAR T4
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gﬁm wayAftafe o
' Aga: m#qaﬁwﬁma HTE |

3 Aniruddha, according to the MSS. seen by me, has m-

euwaL: 22
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b. How, then, [it may be asked,] is [the existence of]
Nature determined ? To this he replies :!

FACTATIGUFS: I 990 I

Nature inferred fiom Aph. .1 10. [N‘ature exists ;]. because
the exstence of produc- her existence is gathered from the

bons, 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 ;?
[(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 Brakima as
its causc ; others [the Naiydyikas], that it has atoms as its
cause ; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sankhya
doctrine], that it has Nafure as its cause. So he sets forth
a doubt [which might naturally found itself] thereon :*

Fifefaufausmefafeffa < 1 a9
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Aph. 111. If [you throw out the

doubt th h . .
e,.‘f,c,,‘; o}'ﬁm:: l,,_; doubt that] it [viz., the existence of
the contradition 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
Vedéanta or Nyaya], i 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], ¢ken 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
Vedédnta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently to
its production ; well,] if [this doubt be thrown out] : such
is the meaning® [of the aphorism].

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

AMGFATCE FATEEATAATY: || 99R 1
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Mutual denials settle Aph. 112. Sti’ll, since! e'ac.h [doctrine]
nothing. is established in the opinion of each,
4 [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].

6. Weil, 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: 3

1 I have corrected the translator's ¢ But, since thus,” which
rendered the unwarranted reading YT ], now replaced by

- )
awrFq, the correlative of (] at the end of the preceding
Aphorism. Fd. b
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fafaufetmma:’ 1 aa3 v

Aph. 113. Because [if we were to
Nature the only hypo-
fhases consistent mth 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. ¢.], viz., Goodness
Passion, and Darkness : there would be a contradiction to
these : such is the meaning.® y

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, &ec., are no properties of Atoms].

¢. He now repels the doubt as to whether the produe-
tion of an effect is that of what existed [antecedently], or
of what did not exist:*

} Vedénti Mahédeva ends Jhis Avherimm with *he wosd €y and
£o does Vijnéna, aceording fo scme MES, Ed.

“fafamr o s sl
{8«!‘33 !

mm g wommi &ﬁi’ HW
AT SRS T CF 52
farra: mefefe

4 E‘iﬁﬁ aﬂﬁm el @gm@ %ﬁ‘{ siorad
fawmfa



136 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

ATAGAT AUFAA_ N 998 U

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

What never existed
will never exist.

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.’

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

. SurErRfTEATE 1 99y U

Apk. 115. Because of the rule, that
of aomauct cannot 8¢ there must be some material [of which
the product may consist].

a. And oply 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, superficous]. This he insists upon [as follows]:*
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= | W W 9eT SETHTE TN A

! weTd |TAWIg |

* yredTaTRRd Ty mwmeaEa
YT WYY e marafE =g 1 uee-
Et &



BOOK I., APH. 117, 137

|IT FAST WATETAT 0 99% 1

Aph. 116. Because everything is not
o Pt ?'357‘;:’9” ”"a'gzt possible everywhere and always, [which

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 nof
produced ; ¢ everywhere,’ i. e., in every_place; ‘always,’
i. e., at all times.!

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

THE TRHWT 1 399 U

Effucis_prestist, po- Aph. 117, Because it is that which is

g, in thewr 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-
duet] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, poientiaily,
. e., of] having the competency to be the product; ond
[this] sompetency is nothing else thun the product’s
eondition 3 that of what has ot vet comz 1o pass: there-
fore, since *that whish is competent,” viz., e eause,
makes the produts which is ¥ possible ' [to be sede vnr of
it], it is not of apy nepsmiiy thay s oreduution takes
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place, [but of an entity, whose esse, antecedently, was
possibility] : such is the meaning.®

6. He states another argument :*

FITWATIATE 1l 996 U

Aph. 118. And because it [the pro-
oLl product anothing guet,] is [nothing else than] the cause,
) [in the shape of the product].

a. It is declared, in Seripture, that, previously to pro-
duction, moreover, there iz no difference between the
eanse 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:”
’\
# 91 JraaETEy 1 23e

119 e 1
1 douit whetler that Apk. 11€. If [ib Le .ulem;d that}
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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 pof].

¢. 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.®
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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 2! To this
he replies :*

I A_TEFG N R

Aph. 121. Destruction [of anything]

sirhat is meant byde-  jg the resolution [of the thing spoken

) of as destroyed,] into the cause [from
which it was produced].

. 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 bebaviour] be-
- longing to anything ® [which is termed its destruction].*

' =~ Y _
fea safremsrisfimsmEEmta-
* —_ Q‘
FEIONTAT AN qEa9: |
1 ¢If production is occasioned by manifeetation, by what is de-
struction occasioned?’ Aniruddha, here quoted, has, in my MSS. :
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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 [suchis] 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 waluyyeveoia] of it might be seen; and this
is not seen: well [we reply], it is not seen by blockheads ;
but it is 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-tree; and this [suc-
cessively] changes into the shape of flower, fruit, and thread
[spun again from the fruit of 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-
cetved; 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] there must be [in order to give rise to it,] another
manifestation of it, and of this another ; [seeing that a mi
Jestation can be the result of nothing else than a manifes-

-

it expresses. This is from Aniruddha, who, in the MSS. to which I
have access, has no ﬂ' before s . Fd
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tation, on the principle that an effect consists of neither

more nor less than its cause]; and thus we have a regressus
tn infinitum. To this he replies:!

TIEAAATSFATUTEATEII” | 9RR 0

How manifestation Aph. 122. Because they seek each
may ocour without bemg  other reciprocally,® as is the case with
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 s no starting-point ; as is
the case with seed and plant,* [which people may suppose
to have served, from eternity, as sources, one to another,
reciprocally].

' femfaafs: aradt ar1 adt Sfag-
FTATIA: VT | THGt SrraRifg-
w1 FNEfrafR a9 IudgaaQad
-rng N

-q"-q'qtm’a the reading here glven, is that of Ani-

ruddha and VedAnti Mahadeva Vijndna has m Ed.

3 Translating the Sdnkhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotkeca Indica,
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection arveskand, inconsiderately ren-
dered : “ You are to understand, that, successively,’ instead of ¢ There
is a continual following of one after the other.” Vijnéna explains
anveshand by anudhdvana ; and Vedanti Mahideva has, in defini-
tion of it, the synonymous enusarana. Ed.
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b. He states another argument :!

ITfEFgRm: I 9’3 0

The objctions 1o ihe Aph. 123. Qr, [at.: all' events, our
theory of mamyestation  theory of ‘manifestation’ is as] blame-
retorted. .

less as [your theory of ] ¢ production.’

a. Pray [let us ask], is production produced, or is it not ?
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 wnreal, or because it is eternal ? 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 efernal,
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, [7 ask,] since
¢ manifestation’ iself consists of manifestation, what need
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation] ?
The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ;2 [and
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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 :!

Tqelwaway’ afsaaasarfad
fargm 1 a8

The characters com- Aph. 124. [A'product of Nature is]
mon 1o all products. caused, uneternal, not all-pervading,
mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent.

a. ‘ Caused,’ i.e., having a cause. ‘Uneternal,’ i.e., de-
structible. ‘Not a]l-pervading,’ ie., not present every-
where. ¢ Mutable,’ i.e. distinguished by the acts of leaving
[one form], and assuming [another form], &e. It [the
soul,] leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as is
notorious]. ¢Multitudinous,” ie., 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 Whlch it ofiginated.®
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5. [But, some one may say], if realities be the twenty-
five [which the Sankhyas 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 :*

NTSEIEHEAT qT ITWRETATARA TS
TUTAUSHTET I 924 I

Aph. 125. There is the establish-

NI/Td/lyea q::eli%:plg‘; “he  ment of these [twenty-four ¢ Qualities’

the term Nalure. 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 #hree

Qualities of the Sinkhya], &e., 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].
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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 thmgs,] ‘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 estabhshed
[as realities], just because they ave hinted by [the term]
Nature, by reason that [these] qualilies are, mediately,
products of Nature ; for there is no difference between pro-
duct and cause. But the omission to mention them [ex-
plicitly] is not by reason of their not being at all.?

¢. He [next] mentions the points in which Nature and
[her] products agree:*
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fTurEaemTe T3 0 _&

The o Aph. 126. Of both [Nature and her
e characlers com- . . N
won lo Ntine and. her products] the fact that they consist of
produsts the three Qualities [§ 61. 2.], and that
they are irrational, &c., [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 &ec.” is
meant [their] being intended for another, [see § 66]. <Of
both,” i.e., of the cause [viz, Nature], and of the effects
[¥iz., 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 :*

HrRrifafamg@uEmars -
w199 |

Aph. 127. The Qualities [§ 62] differ
Qﬁﬁl”m;"}fi’;}”‘f‘e e in character, mutually, by pleasantness,
unpleasantness, lassitude, &e., [in which

forms, severally, the Qualities present themselves].

. ¢ Pleasantness,” i e., Pleasure. By the expression
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BOOK I., APH. 128. 149

¢ &c.’ ismeant Goodness (saffwa), which is light [i. e., not
heavy,] and illuminating. ‘Unpleasantness,” i. e., Pain.
By the expression ‘ &e.” [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 :*
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Aph. 128. Through Lightness and
In what respects the

Qualities agres, as well Other habits the Qualities mutually
as duffer. agree and differ

a. The meaning is as follows: the enunciation [in the
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150 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

shape of the term laghu, ‘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’ (Jaghutwa)] 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], produecing one another, comsorting together, and
being reciprocally present, [one in another], for the sake
of Sould

b. By*[the expressions, in § 124,] ¢ caused,” &c., it is
declared tbat the ‘ Great one’ [or Mind], &e., are products.
He states the proof of this: 2,

PIATAATRAS AgERHLIA I Rel

Aph. 129. Since they are other than
é;cP ’;{pr‘gg;m_]m"d both [Soul ax}d: 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 t say: like a jar, or the like, Mind and the
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BOOK. I., APH. 131, 151

rest are products ; because they are something other than
the two which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul.!

b. He states another reason :?

afraa 1 9zo

Aph.130. Because of [their] measure,
[which is a limited one].

a. That is to say: [Mind and the rest are products]; be-
cause they are limited in measure;® [whereas the only two
that are uncaused, viz., Nature and Soul, are unlimited].

4 second proof.

b. He states another argument :*

A=A I 939 0

Aph. 131. Because they conform [to
Nature].

a. [Mind. and the rest are products]; because they well
[follow and] correspond with Nature; i. 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]:

afwadfa | az

Aph. 182. And, finally, because it is
through the power [of the cause alone,
that she product can do aught].

4 fourth proof.

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 heir 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].

c¢. He [next] states [in support of the same assertion,}
the argument from negatives,* [i.e., the argument drawn
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BOOK 1., APH. 134. 153

from the consideration as to what becomes of Mind and
the others, when they are not oroducts] :

dETA uHla: gRAT AT 1 933 0

Aph. 133. On the quitting thereof
[quitting the condition of product],
there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or
other of which the product must needs have rasolved
itself].

a. Product and non-product; such is the pair or aiter-
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].

Converse proof of the

b. [But perhaps soms 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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154 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Mind and the rest Aph. 184. If they were other than
e oo these two, they would be void ; [seeing
product. that there is wnothing self-existent,

besides Soul and Nature].

a. If Mind and the rest were ‘other than these two,’
i. e, than product or non-product [§ 183], 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: *

SHATFHRTCATTATH qraTErara 1 a3y i

' Aph. 185. The cause is inferred from
can’ e d o osueee  the effect, [in the case of Nature and
thewr 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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BOOK 1., APH. 136. 155

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 vould
pot have been inferred from the effect]. Buf, 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 Nufure? To this he

replies : ?
e T v a3g
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156 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

Aph. 136. The indiscrete, [Nature,
g Mind musthave  yust be inferred] from its [discrete ana
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
fhe three Qualities, Nature must be inferred. And that
the ¢Great principle,” in the shape of ascertainmeui [or
distinet 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 Zinga].

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] : ®

AT aE S AT Il 939 0

' w14 TEdifa feg wen | asnter-
WATIETFAYAATATAAH | ATAH 9T-

-

wraETaRy s faAy nagfesn | a=
fagawER 0

A qurgERd any afrafa 4
WHEETTE |



BOOK I., APH. 138. 157

Wiy Nature, and no- Aph. 137. There‘z is no denyix}g
thing else, must be the that it [Nature,] is; because of its
root of all. 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 éfs
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effects be
from any root [to which there is nothing antecedent],
then #hés is that [tc which we give the name of Nuture]
¢ Because of its effects,” that is to say, because of the effects
of Nature. There'is no denying ‘that it s, i. e., that
Nature is.! .

&. Be it so, [let us grant, | that Nature és; 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] : ®
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158 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Tt is not from any Aph. 1388. [The relation of cause
}(ﬁct 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 s matter of dispute].

a. There is no dispute about ‘there being such a kind of
thing,” i.e., as 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 no¢ 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 Mimdnséd creed, or good works, according to the
Nyéya,—which shall be held to involve] ‘ merit.’?

6. ¢ Not the means of establishing’ that [viz., the exis-
tence of soul]; i.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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BOOK 1., APH. 140, 159

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 :!

wirfeafafos: T 1 9ze

Aph. 139. Soul is something else
than the body, &e.

a. [The meaning of the aphorism is] plain.?

Moaterialism scouted.

6. He propounds an argument in support of this:$

HRAQITHETT U a¥o

Apk. 140. Because that which 18

The discerptible is  pombined [and is, therefore, discerp-
subservient to the mndis- . .

cerptible, tible,] is for the sake of some other,

[not discerptible].

. 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. And comhinedness |involving (see § 67) discerptible-
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160 THR SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ness,] consists in the Qualities’ making some product by
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other-
wise,| combinednessis 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,” &e.*

¢. He elucidates this same point :2

frrfefraiarg v a8a

Apk. 141. [And Soul is something

Soul presents no  else than the body, &c.] ; because there

indioution of bengma- i [in Soul,] the reverse of the three
Qualities, &e.

a. Because there is, in Soul, ‘the reverse of the three
Qualities,” &e., i. e., because they are not seen [in it]. By
the expression ‘&c.’ is meant, because the other characters
of Nature, also, are not seen® [in Soul].

6. He states another argument :*
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BOOK I., APH. 143. 161

wftrgramafy o ag 0

Aph. 142. And [Soul is not ma-
Soul o not mental ™ terial ;] because of [its] superinten-
dence [over Nature].

a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being; and
Nature is unintelligent : such is the meaning.}

6. He states another argument : ®

ATPATETA I 993

4pk. 148. [And Soul 4s not ma-
Another proof. terial ;] because of [its] 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 (gee § 58. a.)].

b. Efforts are engaged in for the sake of Liberation.
Pray, is this [for the benefit] of the Svul, or of Nature;
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162 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

[since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it seems, the ex-
periencer]? To this he replies:!

Fa=aTe w0 988

Aph. 144, [It is for Soul, and not

. f’,’;jj}:ﬁ;‘fﬁm‘”’ for Nature;] because the exertions are

with a view to isolation [from all

quahtws ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but
Nature is not].

@ The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it
[s0 as to leave it in the étate of absolute, solitary isolation
contemplited] ; 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 reahty, it ¢s eternal]. The isolation
(ﬁawalya) 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:*

" Ay pfa o oan e nEgae
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BCOK I., APH. 145, 163

FETHTTTATITIAAST || 98Y 0

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
umntdhgent [as the Naiyiyikas hold it to be, in sué-
stance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its
essence or substratum, but as one of its gualifies], then
there would need to be another light for zi ; and, as
the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, essentlally, 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 Briladdrunyaka
Upanishad®]: ‘ Wherewith shall one distinguish that
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world]?’ ¢ Where-
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer ?’ %

c. [But the Naiyayika may urge,] Zet Soul be unintelli-
gent [in its substance], but have Intelligence as its

)
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164 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS. .

attribute. ZTheredy it manifests all things; but it is not,
essentiully, Intelligence. To this he replies:!

frstaam fasar o agg o

Aph. 146. It [Soul,] has not Intel
Soul has no quaisty.  ligence as its attribute ; because it is
without quality.

a. If soul were associated with attributes, it would be
[#s 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 only un-
alterable].

6. He declares that there is a contradiction to Scripture
in this? [i. e., in the view which he is contending against]:

AT faes ATIETTIRTARE AT A 989

) , Apk. 147. There is no denial [to be
e_vii?c’i‘"fzfm”w;;ii’.i‘ﬁﬁ allowed] of what is establishec[i by
bz, 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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BOOK 1., APH. 148, 165

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 Seripture
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].

gywaraTEEa 1 a8k

Apk. 148. [If soul were” unintelli-

m%ﬂ:"::; against lhe  gent,] it would 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 Upanishad, iv., 3, 16; or Satapatha-brdk-
mana, xiv., 7, 1, 17. Ed.
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166 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

the case [may be inferred] from the phenomenon, that ‘I
slept pleasantly.” By the expression ‘ &e.’ [in the aphorism,]
dreaming is included.!

6. 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 (§akti), 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] :*

wATfCHa@Ta: JRIagad’ || age i

- - Apk. 149. From the several allot-
ofsouts, PA ment of birth, &e., a multiplicity of
souls [is to be inferred].

a.  Birth, &.” By the ‘&c.,” growth, death, &e., 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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BOOK I., APH. 150. 167

are many. If soul were one only, then, when one is born,
a!l must be born, &c.!

b. He ponders, as a doubt, the opinion of the others,
[viz., of the Vedéntis]:

IR SAFE AT HHRUET T2T-

fefia: n quo

Aph. 150. [The Vedéntis say, that,]

i o 2 [fke Ve 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 &y the jar];®
—so0, 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
lto say], ‘The soul has perished.” [This, indeed, is so
far true, that there is really no penshmg of Soul but
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168 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

then it is true,] also on the hypothesis that there are many
souls. [And it must be true:] otherwise, since Scul is
eternal, [without beginning or end, as both parties agree],
how could there be the appointment of birth and death P!

b. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt®
[as to the point in question]:

Surfufiard g agTe 1 qua U

) Aph. 151, The investment is differ-
girlation of e Ve ent, [according to the Vedéntis], but
not that to which this belongs; [and

the absurd gonsequences of such an opinion will be seen].

. ¢ 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-
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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 tkat 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 Vedant: 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 braneh of a tree,
without being in conjunction with the stem].

b. What may be [proved] by this? To this he
replies :*
TyRTRe uftaamaeE ® faesywEn-
oq1Ee I uR

The Stnkhya is free Aph. 152. Thus, [i. e., by taking the

Jrom the charge of ab-  Shnkhya view,] there is no imputation
surdty to which the . s Soul
dénta 15 open. of contradictory conditions to [a Sou

o | R ATAATIERN AT FRIAStana-
FIRATCHUE ¥ I T (TESURTATE TH
JRATHHTATE_ | W g yArfe@dnn-
Jrmrafasat GarrETETEEaEd |
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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, &ec., to a soul ‘existing everywhere,” through-
out all, as one,! [i. e., as a monad].

b. [But, the Vedédnti 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 :

FRUARSTY ARaTSfEEEHNT | 3 |

Aph. 158. Even though there be
p,.ﬁf," waton im0t [imputed to Soul] the possession of the

condition of another, this [ie., that it
really possesses such,] is not established by the imputa-
tion ; because it [Soul,] is one [absolutely simple, unquali-
fied entity].

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 theeuntrue is not real. Neither birth nor

-

' gAEHORAEEE ufia: §9q1 FaAE-
weHAT TuArgfefassuaTTESEE -
AT | TIA=R: 0

" AEAYARTARSIUAT 8T WA WA
FqH YRESHA(A,| [AMT W
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death or the like is compatible with Soul; because it is
uncompanioned,’ [i. e., unattended either by qualmes or by
actions].

b. [But the Vedénti may say:] and thus there will be
an opposition to the Scripture. 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 : ¢

Arsagfafatn srfaugara v qug o

Aph. 154. There is no opposxtlon to

Soflaxt::: speaking of  the Seriptures [declaratory]“of the
of it generwcally. 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 Sankhya view ‘of
the matter,] to the Scriptures [which speak] of the oneness
of Soul ; because those [Scriptural texts] refer to the genus.

' UREEGE W miam R~
THITEENTE ¥ SMIEAT AT
afd | WEFRIO®AT 7 FHATR
wrafa i

2 Chhdndogya Upaniskad, vi., 1. But the word S{®q does not
occur there. Ed.

3 Katha Upanishad, iv.,11. Instead of mﬁ, however,
the correct reading is !Tﬁ'Fﬂ Ed.

‘ g ¥ fafadn: S |, g9 STAar-

12
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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 v1ewmg Soul as thus indivisible]: such is the mean-

ng

b. But then, [the Vedanti may re]om,] 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 :*

fafeqammreas gem agua’ 1 auu

faetd st Ag wraTfi f ww 9@ @ H7w-
AIfd 9 I ARE Tsafa | |=E

%mmwgﬁm g | amai
wfautarg | Wifq: aEmATETE -
aram‘m artcnim | ATEER HATSHI-
mwf‘mi 0

: AR AT A TSTAFATHAT THAT-
& faegafa | ==

3 All the commentators but Aniruddha read \;
and they differ widely from him, as they often do, in their elucidations

*

of the Aphorism. Nége8a’s explanation of it is as follows : 'ﬁ'raa

nfaE TERERfaIa I AGTENE
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Aph. 155. Of him [i. e., of that soul,]

B ompthiiy 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 distinet, and that he, really, was
not bound, even when he seemed to be s0].

a. By whom is known ¢ the cause of bondage,’ viz., the
non-perception that Nature and goul are distinet, of him,
“ by the perception’ [of it], i.e., by cognizing the cistine-
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].!

A . ° [
WCHT URItAAgUR ATATRUR qeTa-
ﬂ’ﬁ‘ HTF: | 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
easential condition of souls multeity, a condxtlon the reverse of the
one before referred to, unity; and that is inconclusive. The Aphqgism,
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vedéntic disputant
against the S4nkhya. Whether as read by Aniruddha, or as read by
others, it is susceptible, with reference to the previous context, of a
variety of renderings. Ed.

' fafed sl npfageafadaed=
T ae gen faawsaa agd I
&R N
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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 showing, we recog-
nize as correct the theory that Soul is one, but not that
of Soul’s being multitudinous. To this he replies:®

ATUTTET TETHATHTIRR: I qug N

) Apk. 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.?

4. He declares, for the following reason. also, that Souls
are many :2

! faamreRAfatRar I’y | qifas: |
edeTeERH fada =fa afe: | wd Sar-
U TF AT YATAT F ATATHR 3 |
R

* s A gndi fa weyeRTafy 4 -
WA | AMTEAfeAAS |Tan Stag: )

* garsfa FHTHTT TR
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ATASATICHRT ATRaA I U9 I

Soriplors. proof” it Aph. 157. Vamadeva, as well as

Souls are m,;';, 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].

@. In the Puranas, &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
[of separate and successive liberations] would be self-
contradictory.?

6. [But the Vedant: 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, a/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 Vedant:1 flatters himself, does not involve the incon-
sistency which he objects to the Sinkhya]. To this he
replies:3

1 Aniruddha ‘perbaps has aTﬂ.aan\a.ﬂ'%ﬁT%aﬂ |

Ed.

mﬁr I am?;?:h A% THl q%
{mﬁ:! TUF rzamamm qi@\?i’mﬁv
MY FTI'H; i

* ATAHURSART A ey Fsfa
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HWAT IR ATTATATRTATAIH 1l U 1

) Apk. 158. Though it [the world,]

s ithasben, o will 1.4 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 %as been from etermity, 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 aZ/ Souls, so as to leave a void].

b. He states another solution [of the difficulty]:2

TAHAT G337 ARATRDE: | que i

The stream of mun- Aph. 159. As now [thing§ are, 80],
dane things will flow on  €verywhere [will they continue to go
Jor ever on: hence there will be] no absolute
cutting short [of the course of mundane things]

a. Since sows are | number,] without end, though
Liberation successively take place, there will not be [as a
necessary conséquence,] a cutting short of the world. As
now, 80 everywhere,—i.e., in time to come, also,—there

THHIY U™ w3 Ay A
RN
' SAR HERSY I R
wrafaafa Afeffa o8 mifa aaras o
! FHTHTATRTAE I
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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
othef 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 : ®

ITFET TR 1 950 |

' TR Tl ATATE-
g T | A9 T wa 3 fi fasmg
TIARANY HaaH | TUES AR TRATHA-
maigamn

“’ﬁwmana%m%rmiﬂﬁmw-
nmﬁ-rma.msfaml HEHR TGT
wrarfefda | sa =

8 This reading I find nowhere, but, instead of it, mﬁ—
HY®Y:, ‘Clear of both conditions [i.e., that of being bound and
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].’

Messrs. Bobtlingk and Roth call Dr. Ballantyne's NQ'

L d

¢ Fehlerhaft fiir W: ., Their substitute is, so far as I know,

According to most interpreters, however, the preceding Aphomm
bas reference to the guestion whether it be only after Soul is
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Soul s ever free, Aph. 160. It [Soul,] is altogether
though it ar St free. [but‘ seemingly] 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]. But 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 (eZaridpatwae) is predi-
cable of it.

Introductions to the Aphorism, with exposmons of it, here follow.

Vedénti Mahidova : TERGE eHeud dfd AT
WA Iq Hazmmgmmgn Nagess: UEWT-
i IFEUR AW tréaangn Veddati
Mahadeva : afamfamuﬁ arad faafag
ITIER I &I TIAE zfa ArEEHTIT |
Nogen: TEET TR FAGRTT IHTRTA

mﬁﬁ'@[ﬁ: |  Also see the commentaries on the Sdnkkya-
kdrikd, st. 19, and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra. Ed.

‘A 97 A {gua R g fAees
Wmmﬁmfmazfan

2 Vide supra, p. 56, § 54. a., and p. 465, § 148. Ed.
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is no Liberation; [Soul, vn this showing, being not an
absolutely simple entity, but something combined with the
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies:*

“eETTETEEH I 99 0

Apk. 161, It [Soul,] is a witness,
through its connexion with sense-
organs, [which quit it, on liberation].

How Soyl is a spec-
ator.

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?’

6. [Well, some one may ask], at all times of wAa¢ nature
is Soul? To this he replies :*

frmms=a’ 1 ad 0

' T ArfgEgsd | AwiaaEenta
arfa shite =fq | sT= 0

2 Only Aniruddha recognizes this reading. Vijnina, Négesa,
and Vedanti Mahédeva have Hm?ﬂ‘” Ed,

' syeyfafeam | anammmEfaem | f-
'éIEﬁ &) ETFWW Hau
* gaT1 feen wdfa | @ s

5 Vijnéna 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 AR 162. [The nature of Soul is]
Soul. constant freedom.

a. ‘ Constant freedom :” thatis to say ; Soul is, positively,
always devoid of the Bondage called Pain [see§§ 1 and 197;
because Pain and the rest are modifications of Under-
standing,! [which (see § 61) is a modification of Nature,
from which Soul is really distinet].

et Sfa i 9gs 0

Aph. 163. And, finally, [the nature
Soul's indifference. of Soul is] indifference [to Pain and
Pleasure, alike].

@. By ‘indifference’ is meant non-agency. The word it

[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 not an agent]? To this he replies:3

of those alluded to in Apb. 160 : FWARUATATATHSIH
_— b M
TRIRITAT faneTare gInaT | 5

'fAumed 6T YRR GREEEE-
wgwmé%tr&mﬁ:aﬁ 0

Wiﬁﬁﬁ'ﬂl A= TERHE-
f‘cmzaaﬂm l

| WTHA: FAW FAQ | arRA(Afd | d
HE 0
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STrTEge  farmrfaarfararfaarg
I ag8 u

How Soul, which s Aplz._164. [Soul’s fancy. of ] being an
not an agent, 13 yet agent is, through the influence [of
spoken of as 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].

5. 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 Serip-
tures,® [e. g., where it is said, in the Veda: ‘Soul is to be
known ; it is to be discriminated from Nature: thus it does
not come again, it does not come again’+].

1 The translator inadvertently omitted the words ¢ through,’ &e.

Fam%rm AT
sﬁ?rmﬁmmn T

3f‘wﬁmﬁ-‘qra'aﬁwr wfCaRTRT AT
qar gewtefa o

£ These words are taken from Colebrooke : see his Miscellancous
Essays (Prof. Cowell’s edition), vol. i., p. 249. The original is fonnd,
as a quotation, &c., in Véchaspati Misra’s Tattwa-kaumudi, near
the beginning of the comment on st. 2vef the Sdnkkya-kdrikd :

HIHT T N Tha o | WSHfqar foaswa: |
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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].

-

of .
A ® GAUAdd 8 gAUAAQ | o Fraaw
there is a variant, m:, in one of my MSS. The words
He ﬁ° are obviously a gloss; and I bave 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, ses the conclusion of the Chkdn-
doyya Upaniskad. Colebrooke’s “thus’ is unrepresented in the
Sanskrit as I find it. Ed.

1 Aniraddha’s is intended, though many passages in the preceding
pages are from other commentaries.

i uﬁwﬁmm fam-

TJramw: WY |

BEND OF BOOK I.
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BOOK II.

a. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth
[in Book I.]. Now, in order to prove that it is not the Soul
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,’

¢. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &ec.,
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 c:;eation of the world :*

—

1 Here add, ‘in the Moksha-dharma, &c.’; and resd, instead
of ¢ we 1emarls . . . . Emancipation,’ ¢ there is the declaration that.’
The verses quoted are from the Makdbhdrata, xii., 7879, and cccur
in Chap. cexvi,, in the Section entitled Moksha-drarma. Ed.

* e fawar faefua: « svwd gwe-
Fafrafasaaear agfaa: gieats
gefafamin fedtaramd awfa | avs
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faasATeT ST v mras g 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 motwe for creation.

a. The expression ‘the being a maker’ is borrowed
Yrom 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 medns 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!

WA Eed faEat W dansta
genenfaegzfaasma | sa e

faart wgfct 7 g 7 GT@AA

I gurafesrnfa @ fagen fam=rd o

=fa Aregruafey TarwTAg FaEgT_ |
dx MYIIAIAT  AFAAHATAAER
AR TUHEE TATIAA FEA AqT-
AAHTE N

' Fjafafd TATATE AT | §-
TRt pETfiaes geee Afafaw:
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é. 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.!

¢. 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

o afs: 120

Aph. 2. Because this [Emancipation]
is [only] of him that is void of passion.

Successive creation why.

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 oceurs in
the case only of him in whom complete dispassion has

TUGEATHTY nfafaeaaya GEATRY
AT AU JIAEAY 91 WY | -
it AT 1
iy mﬁsﬁ: ! AT |-
urfa FEETATY TATH: 0
* A ATy Sgfewie aanET ATy-
w3 g O afeﬁmﬁfaaﬂrgu

3 For another rendering of the original of a., &., and c., see my
translation of the Kationa® 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:®

] wauAEREfsEeIgaEaT Id -
?ﬂmj n3un .

) Aph. 3.1t is not effected by the
j Force of the foregoing  mere hearing ; because of the forcible-
ness of the impressions® from eternity.

a. Even the hearing [of Secripture, in which the distinet-
ness of Nature from Soul is enounced,] comes [not to all
alike, but only] through the merit of acts done in many
births, [or successive lives]. Even then dispassion is not
established 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

' Qe gEATE: 4 g T -
aa Tt m aaw usfa-
a ﬁi -i -\ -
wfferRfe: |
b3 DD
Pl QTG RQATE
8 This reading is peculiar to Vijndna, but seems to have some
countenance from Négeda. Aniruddba and Vedénti Mahadeva have

JTAATIZNTA - B2
N

4 Vésand. Tide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.
13
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have existed from eternity, but [the required direct cogni-
tion takes pla.ce] 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
creatidn :%

g ET TS H U 3 U

Angther reason for Aph. 4. Or as people have, severally,
continuous creglion many de pe ndants.

a. As householders have, severally, many who are dep.n-
dent upon them, according to the distinctions of wife,
children, &c., so, also, the Qualities, viz., Goodness, &e.,
[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

" gty FEFAFAY@A A | d-
Srft AT STratats: £ q |-
RTTRTETRICE Wiefa 7 mmfa:ﬁawr—
ATEATAT ANTATSR § ATTEAT AT A
nfqa~rmesfafa | war Igafng 3
U AveyE Ferfameraey fasdid:
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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,’? &e., it is proved that Sow/, also, creates? To this
he replies :*

TEfaaTEs ¥ gReRTETaEE: o u

Aph. 5. And, since it [the character
crﬁ;f;fw: not Soul, of creator,] belongs, really, to Nature,
it follows that it is fictitiously attributed

%o Soul.

' 9T IR UGS TEAT HqeaT wafa
O a’ﬁiﬁa geTfeTUATA TewE-
é@gsm feRTetar st | s fe
weyATEsfy gReTATIE  gfenamEn
T2d GRATUHTCES: | qu 9 qeT
g Faig ufq Tenaa¥ qemaTTTaT-
fefa u

* Taittiriya Upanishad, ii., 1. But read: ‘ From this, from
this same self,” &e. Ed.

A9 gl WER FAHSAd qeATal
ammﬂamm awa{favxmns-
qgafagf(f%ra‘irrﬁu
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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 : ?

Fraq@Ess 1 &

Tie realily of Na- Aph. 6. Since it is proved from the
ture's creativeness. pro ducts.

-

«. 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

' HgdT WeNE age ¥ fas g
agmwa ] wfa'ﬂ fiafar

* qF Ay nmmaﬁr qyd aratafa Far-
sTud ge: ‘amfaawam =fu vramrr‘afa

a1z
AN
% Aniruddha alone has maam‘rﬁ:, which reading

Dr. Ballanty.c at tivst accepted.  Ed.
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Grod 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 kerself, she must energize with
reference to the emancipated Soul, also. To this he replies:*

JaARRIfETA: FEFATHIA N 9 |

Aph. 7. The rule is with reference
Who escape nature.  to one knowing ; just as escape from
a thorn.

a. The word chefana here means  one knowing;’ because
the derivation is from chsf, ‘to be conscious’. As one and
the same thorn is not a“cause of pain to him who, being
‘one knowing,’ i.e., aware of it, escapes from that same, but
actually is so in respect of others; so Nature, also, is escaped
by ¢ one knowing,’ one aware, one who has accomplished
the matter: to Zim it does not consist of pain ; but to others,
who are nof knowing, it actually isa cause of pain : such is

Iq v uffaEsuAITA EEREISECLLE
ﬁﬁ&a‘m. N

' A9 UFA: TTIRUR AHRIRYE HATY /I
n‘aaat aqTE |
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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. 5]

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, &ec., through the conjunction of
earth, &c., is seen : to which he replies :*

! fadt dgra =fq soren IqAtsTifing:)
IUFAT TESH TAAASAITAEATE A
d UeE S | Aa@rata @ Waea
a9n nafatﬁ: %amaﬁmmmmaa aq
& v gaifere = umaaﬁmmra
qF rqfera waafa faaaT s |
T3 WA T=TE S WFA: ERTET
T2d ¥fd| War 7 gwUed Afq uadq
=fa

" 97 YRS ggRAEEANiAfG agw a=
TH %*Famﬁa TEYEnfy nm&wﬁm
mfaanzer fe uﬁxmﬁum TS gfe-
afigm: nﬁqm a a=
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SaaEista afefetrse@TaErag b

Sout ot ereative, thbngh Apk. 8. Even though there be con-
assocuted withwhatrsso.  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 creatlveness, ‘immediately,’ i.e. dlrectly
An illustration of this is, ‘like the burning action of
iron:’ as iron does not possese, directly, a burning power;
but this is ouly 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; because, otherwise,
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held
that the colour of the crystal was changed.!

n#aﬁmst"ﬂ TR | ggeiared-
WA || | aw gemrsiimg-qa n
Turadt 7 Tye araefa & g wager
frAgaATEAITY: | THEIN g aT:
wftam: nagfeeaticud dfoves q%
R gftwRAMUETAAT  aftaEsA
TAEA_ | [A TUTHEAPTIRA CH T
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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 :!

L)
TR ghe: n 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 L., § 8%]; 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.*

6. After this he begins to state the manner of creation :*

‘ge: wW Aty 3fq weTew | W@l
gerE fafrmsrcaa
2 Vide infra, g 211, note 6.1 Ed.

3« Simultaneously,’ &c., is to render anwayavyatirekar, on which
vide supra, p. 43, note 2. Ed.

‘g gfedora v arn Eedsaen
Afefdfa araen a1 fawgfafain =
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ARSIFCHAW ' T=HIATATA 1 90

Adph. 10. In the order [see § 12. 8.]
of Mind, &e., [is the creation] of the
five elements, [or of the material world].

a. “Creation’ is supplied from the preceding aphorism.*

<t

Oider of creation.

b. He mentions a distinction® [between these successively
creative energies and the primal one ]: °

THATAETR R ATHTHATS HITRT: I 99 1

Naturé's products not Aph. 11. Since creation is for the
for 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 sake 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.*

&. He declares the creation of limited space and time :>

1 Nagesa has, instead of YSFO, . Ed.

* gfefifa vagaemada

* faw 0
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femmemargrfea: 1 aR

Relative time  ond {Iph. 12. [Relative] Space and Time
pace whence. [arise] from the Ether, &c.

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 lilited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction
of this or that limiting object: such is the meaning.
By the expression ¢&e.,’ [in the aphorism,] is meant ¢ from
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.”

6. Now.he exhibits, in their order, through their nature
and their habits, the things mentioned [in §10] as “in the
order of Mind, &e.” :2

T e 1 9z 0
Aph. 13. Intellect is judgment.

a. ‘Intellect’ is a synonym of the
Great Principle’ [or Mind (see Book I.,
§ 71)]; and ¢ judgment,’ called [also] ascertainment, is its

Mind or Intellect de-
ﬁued

'faRn O femen amaﬁmmfanm
naﬁmﬁwmaal ar faﬁrmﬁamr
ufs: | I’y mﬁﬁm ma'a'gmﬁr-
mrmrammgm:{a 9 | sifew=AT
trrﬁmszzfa I

mﬁ‘r AEefCRAugRrEeuar yi-
W FRU NI U
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peculiar modification : such 1s the meaning. But they are
set forth as identical, because a property and that of which
it is 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 properties, also, of the Great
Principle :*

amTd waTfes 1 ag u

Aph. 14. Merit, &ec., are products

Products of intellect. .
of it.

a. The meaning is, 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].

1 See, for a different rendering, the Ratiomal Refutation, &ec,
p- 45. Ed.

* wEwaw AT gieffal soaaae

franEmwmEnTd gfefde: | sve-

fadeg wHURHE | SRR JeREE

SRR AT AL AT AT |
* gRERETIUATT ¥HETE 0

4 From copying a. typographical error, Dr. Ballantyne had, in
‘both his editions, 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,
&e., be accounted for ? To this he replies:?

AEGWETITROEd_ 1 ay 0

Upponte products of  Aph. 15. The Great one [intellect, ]
mlellect. 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 Sppernatural Power : such is the meaning.®

6. Having characterized the Great Principle, he defines
its produet, Self-consciousness: 4

Hrgmrqmamamﬁr ga3q fatfawaas-
smmfeam' N

' AR F AewwTeTaTt ErE-

zmmamhuzxam | AR
2 Le., ‘influence.’ Ed.

' A% AEHEEE WEANIOumiE-
qd W‘ermammm‘amwamﬁr
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NAATRTSERTT 0 9 0

Selfconsciousness, Apfz. 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
instrament (anfak-karana) : and this, inasmuch as a pro-
perty and that of which it is the property are indivigible,
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 §18.a.)], do the makmg of an Ego
and the making of a Meum take place.?

b. He mentions the product of Self-consciousness, which
has arrived in order:*

THIENUSTAT THRIAH 1 99 |

Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of
Self-consciousness,] is the eleven [or-
gans], and the five Subtile Elements.

Product of Self-con-
scilousness. S SoF

a. The meaning is, that the eleven organs, with the

1 For another version, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 45.
Ed.

' WE FUATIERIT TR AT
g § ¥ wANRRQRRTHTA TYRISHIITE-
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five Subtile Elements, viz., Sound, &c., are the product
of Self-consciousness.!

b. Among these, moreover. he mentions a distinction :?

e

FITAFHATCNS HATA AFATCERTT Akl

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 ome,’ 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 hence, too, it is to be reckoned that the ten organs
are from the Passionate Self-conscinusness; and the Sub-
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.®

6. He exhibits the eleven organs :*

' warenfeafu wrfeusaTs wTE-
HTH FAAGE: N

* syifa fawwaATR N
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FHCATE (GATTRATCTSA_ I 9e U

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 cal]led 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 :®

WIEFTEAAA Fifaa= i 20

4aph. 20. They [the organs,] are not
formed of the Elements; because there
is Scripture for [their] being formed of Self-consciousness.

The Ny dya view rejected,

a. Supply ¢ the organs.”
b. Pondering a doubt, he says:

m&mfmawmfmmaummfm
gRfgarfa T 99 mmammwﬁa
g | waewhi: agmt A THETHA-
Frenfafama:
* sfeamai Wfasaad fausafa o
* gfearadifa @w: 0
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TAATH AR AATEFR 1 29 1

Apk. 21. The Scripture regarding
A text explained. S e,
st explote absorption into deities is not [decla-
ratory] of an originator.

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 nmot 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 :*

! Aniraddha ha,s,mtead of "ﬁ,ﬁ"fﬂ -‘Bﬁ:. His comment
ie 2s follows: ST W =fa ﬁa?m | S¥T-
feei 7 wept=difa 33 w3 =@d -
ATIFE  ATRIRIRT TAE FT-
'raﬁ:fal 4

* TFarg a1 WA | AroEEe | -
manfasrﬁz@mmsm‘(msﬁ as aS-
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agmfagafdaaenamg | R

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. A’} these organs, without exception, have a begin-
ning ; ior the Seripture says, ¢ From this are produced
the vital air, the mind, and all the organs;™ &ec., 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.®

4. He rebuts the atheistical opinion that the sense [for
example,] is merely the set of eye-balls, [&e.]:*

satfeafafeg arara@Afag™° 1 3 0

! Aniruddha’s reading is a‘gﬂ%: m% 'Fq‘mo
<
2 Mundaka Upanishad, ii, i., 3. Ed.

* awi awna&m@mﬁm
I ATqr HA ﬁmﬁr"ﬂm&vmé-
TATETY THUIATTAT AFRISAATAT-
fear faarafagamE=D: o

 MTeEqaaf<atafa arfasaaaar-
Fufa

5 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-
foz‘k% meroftole ™ 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
mistake].” 2

b. He rebuts the opinion that one single Sense, through
diversity of powers, performs various offices :*

wfsaesha SefasT A 1B 0

Aph. 24. Moreover, a difference
,,fﬁ;’;f,‘"y“"‘“” " being established if a difference of
powers be [conceded], there is not a

oneness [of the organs].

' afedd wawdifed g wery wT-
HTRF AFUYTH N qrerREgalad:|
sfugrafag ure: |

2 The original of this shows that Vijnéna emphasizes SYTR[QT

-
as the true reading. Xe seems to point to 3']'“]’?[ which
Aniruddha has, and, after him, Vedanti Mahideva.
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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 powers 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-conseiousness. To this he replies :*

T FYAT(ATY: TATULER® U Y

Aph. 25. A theoretical discordance
is not [of any weight,] in the case of
what is matter of ocular evidence.

Theoretical considera-
tions cannot upset facts.

I’

a. This is simple.*

b. He tells us that, of the single leading organ, the
Mind, the other ten are kinds of powers:*

' veRiEafeam  wiwdcE s s@fes-
He: faufa aiamdifeaaredr RsafH-
freas=Y: |
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IAIATHS AT U@ |
Dversified operation Aph. 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
expréssion ‘identifies itself with both:’*

:Imﬁmnmrﬁmmaa 290

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 tlns nappens

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, froma its becoming one with the organ of vision, or
any other; by its being [thereby] distinguiched 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, &e.,
to varieties of transformation.*

1 All the commentators but Vijndna here insert . Ed.
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6. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection
and of action :!

RUITCTHARTT AT I W I

Wiat the organs deal Aph. 28. Of both [sets of organs the
veith. 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 ofdure,
&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 :

gEATfeU®: FuEiafgamm o e

fasftagmmar  farsagecars=agt-
g T waTsty TRUTeHgTIgU R -
qram evfegfafafaeaar amr “wafa
aw gawwﬁ AT WRATEAT TR
ey ATRETA:
mamn@uaﬁwmg "

2 Aniruddha reads, in lien of -ﬂac‘, -'Q'T[° Ed
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) Aph. 29. The being the seer, &c.,
,,0.7.7';,3:{’“"’ 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:?

AT FTATEH_N 30 1

Aph. 30. Of the three [internal
organs] there is a diversity among
themselves.

Differences tn the
anternal organs.

' a1 fg wETOw: @aRartigararsty
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a. The aspect of Intellect is attention'; of Self-conscious-
ness, conceit [of personality]; of the Mind, decision and
doubt.?

. He mentions, also, a common aspect of the three:*

ATATARCA S AT AT T= 1390

. Aph. 81. The five airs, viz., Breath,
o 4 Character common & are the modification, in common, of
the [three internal] instruments.

a. That is to say: the five, in the shape of Breath, &c.,
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 Adkyavasdya, rendered °ascertainment’ ard ¢judgment’ at
pp- 156 and 196, supra. Also see the Rational Refutation, &c.,
p. 46. Ed.
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kas, that the modifications of the organs take place succes-
sively only, and not simultaneouslv. So he says:!

FRASFATR A 0 R0

. ) Aph. 82. The modifications of the
,,;?‘,ﬁ,:;fff;,j;;‘;:‘j;ﬁ;; organs take place both successively and
simultaneously.

a. This is simple.?

b. Lumping the modifications of the understanding, with
a view t0 showing how they are the cause of the world, he,
in the first place, exhibits [them]:?

9w fwerfaen o 330

_ Aph. 33. The modifications [of the

e ideas which con-  ynderstanding, which are to be shown

to be the cause of the world, and]

wuich are of five kinds, are [some of them,] painful and
[others,] not painful.

' Jefemrarfaareas A fqaar afe-
frasfa: wawg wafq Ascamne

" GITHEA N

Ffurdigw feT: denfremamta-
TTEATAATT eFafa |

4 Literally the spme words are found in the Yoga Aphorisms,
Book 1., § 5. Ed.
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a. That the modifications are of five sorts is declared by
Patanjali’s aphorism,! [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I., § 6%]

b. He acquaints [us] with the nature of Soul :*

GIECCIE LRSI L CUtES (o LY

Aph. 34. On the cessation thereof
[viz., of mundane influences], its tinc-
ture* ceasing, it [Soul,] abides in itself.

Soul's relatwon 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 other 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, §§ 2,8, and 4.

' AT TN TTASE T WA
: Nemely : FHTUIFUIAITRUACTERAL: |

¢ Evidence, mispiision, chimera, unconsciousness, memory.” Ed.
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4 T ¢, ‘influence’, as in Aph. 15, at p. 198, supra. Bd.
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b. He explains this by an illustration :*

FEAIE AW 1 3u 0

Aph. 35. And as [by] a flower, the
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 remoyal 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 :*

Thas llustrated,

centiation,] it [the Soul,] abides in the form of the spectator [without

a spectacle].’ a&q]mﬁqﬁta‘ | At other times [than
<

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.

' gazy gEraa fagdnfa o
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8 ¢ Demurred to’ is preferable.  Vide supra, p. 112. Ed.
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TRETY FATSATSUGRTRTRTA U 3% U

Aph. 36. The Organs also arise, for
1o/ hat moves the Organs  the sake of Soul, from the development
o operate.
of desert.

a. The meaning is, that, just as Nature energlzes ‘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., § 18. 5.]. And the desert belongs entirely to
the investment ;! [the Soul not really possessmg either
merit or dement]

6. He mentions an instance of a thing’s spontaneously
energizing for the sake of another:?

3 39N
LLGEELSIE)
T 3
An llustration. 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 Organrs energize quite
spontaneously : such is the meaning. And it is seen, that,

T @A™ w wfafasarfefa
aqE N
' puTAE AR WA T

wgfacta mﬁawﬁm HAATE: |
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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 : ®

FA ‘FATET AURITAAA_ N 36 0

The numbes of the Aph. 38. Organ is of thirteen sorts,
O gans. 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 wnderstanding which is the principal
organ ; the meaning being, because the organs [or func-

tions,] of the single organ, called understanding, are more
than one.*

‘g w99 wOAa wR @afa
AR AAHUEA 99 WA gEEE gd
WAAT FTAT waq< 399 | eqa
UM AAT JaeArAtatd o

* qremagfafaar faafa staeten-
HTFTATATE N

8 The reading of Vedanti Mahddeva, and of bim alone, is
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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 prinecipal, he says:*

TAT WUTH AAT AHATAAY 1 8o 0

) ) Aph. 40. Among the two [the ex-
,,/Jj'{rf;;" iment &ficlenty terpal 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.,

oW uiutaTfE | wamdenfad -
Aqued Ifa gEgRwEE: |

) FarEtfa | aur wwrarEatEs-
a1 wREE fETEt sesuasty ws-
THNFFIU TR ICEfe aus au-
Y | N SRS A ARSI -
WHRWIAT ATHA N

* TS Taw fafvame |



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, &e., are
his subordinates: such is the meaning.?

b. Here the word ‘Mind’ does not mean the third
internal organ,® [(§ 30. a.) but Intellect, or ‘the Great
One.’]

¢. He tells, in three aphorisms, the reasons why Intel-
lect [or understanding] is the principal :*

ST I 84 U

Aph. 41. [And Intellect is the prin-
,,aﬁd',;;’;;’;,;‘;’;,{nfgj,‘;’l cipal or immediate and direct, efficient

in Soul’s emancipation ;] because there
is no wandering away.

a. That is to say: because it [understanding,] per-

' gATAETaETES " gfela wE
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vades all the organs; or because there is no result apart
from it.!

AT TEERTTUTET I 3R |

Apk. 42. So, too, because it [the
understanding, ] is the depository of all
self-contiuuant impressions.

Ancther reason.

a. Understanding alone is the depository of all self-
continuant impressions, and not the Sight, &ec., 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.?

-

THTTATATE U 83 1

) 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 [chitta, from the

! AR U TUHA TR TR (TR I

* getafesdwREr Aq =§u§
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same root as chintd'], is mobler 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 :?

A wa: 1 88

Moditatoon wot cssen- Aph. 44. It cannot be of its own
tial o Soul. nature. ’

a. That is to say : meditation cannot belong to So{l
essentially ; because of the immobility* [of Soul ;. whereas
“meditation ’ is an effort].

5. 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

‘U The two words are, respectively, from cki¢ and chint, which are
cognate. Ed.
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apparent contradiction to the view propounded at § 39]?
To this he replies:!

HTATERT TTaRrTa: i ngu

Aph. 45. The condition [as regards

An ergan may be,re- Soul’s instruments,] of secondary and
latwely,” princypal, or .. . .

secondary. principal is relative; because of the

difference of function.

a. 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:?

' R 30 W WY AAR AH
F AOTHRA_ | q91E 0
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AFRATTAArATUARTIET STaad I 8% 1

Aph. 46. The energizing [of this or

harery one reapsas he 41 o Intellect] is for the sake 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 meanmng is, that, ‘the energizing,’ ie., all
operation, of the instrument is for the sake of this [or that]
Soul; because 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.]

5. Although there is no act in Soul, because it is im-

1 Négefa differs from all the other commentutors in reading

gAYy 9er.
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movable, still, since it is the means of Soul’s experience, it
i8 called the act of Soul; just like the victories, &ec., 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 Intﬂllect, he
sums up,® [as follows]:

AT TE: AT RTFAAT-
Fad 1 891

Aph. 47. Admitting that they [the
various instruments of Soul, all] equally
act, the preeminence belongs to Intelleet ; just as in the
world, just as in the world.

Sum;'z:ng 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
mearing 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

' ggfy ST gE 8 A qurfy
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[viz., ¢ just as in the world, just as in the world,’] implies
the completion of the Book.!

b. 8o much for [this abstract of] the Second Book, on
the Products of Nature, in the commentary, on Kapila’s
Declaration of the Sénkhya, composed by the venerable
Vijnana Achérya.?

' agfu gRaTdEA ®ATT T /AN H-
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END OF BOOK II.
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BOOK III.

a. In the next place, the gross product of Nature, viz.,
the great elements and the dyal of bodies, is to be
described ; 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 :*

sfaRaTfasareT: 1 q 0

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, &cs viz., the Subtile Elemetts, called ¢ the five

” somethings, simply;’ from this [set of five] is the origina-

‘e TR Wwad Agniaifa
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tion of ‘the diversified,” [so called] from their possessing
a difference, in the shape of the calm, &e., 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,’ [practicioners
of meditation, but to no others].

b. So then, having stated, by composing the preteding
Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles, he states
the origination, therefrom, of the dyad of bodies :*

AWRDATT U 21

The Body wkence. Aph. 2. Therefrom, of tke Body.

a.  Therefrom,’ i.e., from the twenty-three Principles,
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there is the origination of the pair of Bodies, the Gross
[Body] and the Subtile: such is the meaning.!

4. Now he proves that mundane existence could not be
accounted for otherwise than on the ground of the twenty-
three Principles -2

astaTeEgfa: 1 3 0

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, &o., of that which, in virtue of [its] all-pervading-
ness, is immovable: such is the meaning. For 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.?

R GIE POE R GEE IR G CGRIECRE
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b. He states, also, the limit of mundane existence:!

SIfeIHrE HFaAATRErarH 1 8 0

Aph. 4. And, till there is discrimina-
tion, there is the energizing of these,
which have no differences.

Mundane earstence 1]
when.

a. The meaning is, that, of all Souls whatever, void of
the differences of being Lord, or not Lord, &e., [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

SgATTTfEaTRT (U i

Aph. 5. Because of [the necessity of ]

The reason of this. o e
/ the other’s experiencing.

a. The meaning is: because of the necessity that the
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other, i.e., that that very [Soul], which does not disecri-
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:?

wnfa aftmsr spam 1 &

Soul s bordage only A_p k. 6. It [SOIII,] 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 beat, pleasure and pain, &e.: such is the meaning.*

5. He next proceeds to deseribe, separately, the dyad of
Bodies :°

ATATUGS TS ATAW AT qUrl 9 0

e Gross and 1 Aph. 7. The Gross [Body] usually
e 088 an e .

Sibtale Bodws dwtm- arises from father and mother; the
gutshed. other one is not so.
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3 Aniruddha has TTUETTRY, and comments accordingly. Ed.
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a. The Gross one arises from father and mother, ¢ usually,’
i.e., for the most part ; for there is mention also of a Gross
Body zot 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, &ec.: 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.?

-0 < . - Y
TATHREFATIN AR AqT& I & |
. . Aph. 8. To that which arose antece-
is %‘Vfau‘;{ ‘;ﬁ 6551;;: 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 Boéy; because all are

‘@S Aaifads WA agRarafe-
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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 :*

qwERE forga 1 e

The Subtle Body ow Ap{z. 9. Theseventeen, as one, are the
constatuted. Subtile Body.

a. The Subtile Body, further, through its being container
and contained, is twofold. Here the seventeen, [presently
mentioned,] mingled, are the Sabtile 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.3
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. But [one may ask,] if the Subtile Body be osne,
how can there be diverse experiences accordingly as Souls
are [numerically] distinct, [one from another]? To this
he replies :*

wfwAe: FAMGTETE # 90 0

_ Howtherecome tove 0. 10. There i.s disfzinction of indi-
indroiduals. 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 Fedénta-séra, § 62,) named)
Hiranyagarbha, 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, &. He
tells the cause of this, saying, ¢ through diversity of desert ;’
meaning, through actions, &c., which are causes of the
experiences of other animal sounls®®

* a9 forg 934 af€ v gawids fam-
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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 :*

FefUegrarad 8 T 1 a9l

Aph. 11, From its being applied to
i :,Z’;Zd‘zglfi’,‘;” Body 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 ome consisting of the six sheaths,—serving asa
tabernacle for the Subtile Body ? With reference to this,
he says:*

A ErawaTegd srarafetaw 0 R 0

Aph. 12. Not independently [can
rm{" he Sublile Body de- the Subtile Body exist], without that

Boudy. [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
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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 Etker
[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 :*

ARy 7 aFtaarafuag 1 a3 o

Aph. 13. No, even though it be
limited ; because of [its] association
with masses; just like the sun.

For it must have a
materwal support.

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
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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:?

° Nes
Squfeard argfasga:’ 1 ag o

Siee of the Subtile Aph. 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 afom ; because it is declured
to have parts. Wherefore? ¢For there is Scripture for its
acting ; ’ i. e., because there is Scripture about its aeting.
When a thing is all-prevading, it cannot act ; [action being
motion]. But the proper reading is, ‘because there is
Scripture for its moving.’*

' gansfu 1 WrawaREFaaTa™E -
FINERURA GIET AFTAAFTIHATEEAD: |
garéifa saifu awifa wifdagmagdarn-
afwafa o< fag ¥ gEuFwaRgs |
ST Jaagarafa o

* fogw ufmmaagurafa o

-

3 The reading Hﬁfa'ai;a:, on which Vijnina remarks, is
accepted by Nagea.

Aniruddha 1s singular in here inserting, as an Aphorism :

Jraaaras nufEg I oz
' afegwyafmm afifed aaawa
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b. He states another argument for its being limited :*

AEEAEHaE I <Y b
3

Aph. 15. And because there is Serip-

Arother proof of this. X .
’ ™ 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, &e., 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 {ood;* [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 FrFFIEETRAT | F | Fray
frarga: | fR wfa fwm = @rafa
anfavafifa ureg ww i<t 0

' afife=) gewERE |

2 Nigesa has the reading S{®® . Ed

$ Anirnddha and Négeéa omit the word . Ed.

‘aw fag@ewarsTRaEgan -
R BFdtta fegR afer fraqraafoad: |
Tgfq :ramé?fa 7 Aifgarte qurawes-
TEATA AT UEAATR G-I ST Y

16
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tile Bodies, which are wunintelligent 2 With reference to
this, he says:*

uwurd wgfafsigrat quacaers: 1 ag

) ) Apk. 16. The mundane existence of
m,-';,f',’,ﬁffe Subtile Body  guhtile 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 peculiurities. He now likewise discusses the Gross
Body, also:?

grsifasT 8 U a9 i

The Gross Body Aph. 17. The Body consists of the
whence five elements.

' greanrAi fagrai fmy gafadEe-
TIRTEATY TTIGTATATE N

" 9T UF: FUHRTAT qrapTe g @G
sy qur fagwdowt d6fa: geae-
fasra: o

* fagwdansfanear faurfias | =
ot eymadvafy aun faerafa
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a. That is to say : the Body is a modification of the five
elements mingled.!

b. He mentions another opinion :?

TgifaRfARE 1 ab

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].

UHifaafAgmd’ 1 ae

Aph. 19. Others say that it consists

Another opinion.
of cne element.

a. The import is, that the body is of Earth ouly, 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].

' usnet dart fafemwt afcadT 3
TG N

* AATCATE N

* TRV TCAFTARIHAH, I

4 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits the word Ef@  Bd.

* qifdaie wdwEATR 9 yargee-
FHTTH T M | Y AFATTTHARHAL-
fasfagd: |
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b. He tells us what is proved by the fact that the Body
consists of the Elements :*

/ gifafgs Ja~ wdamge: 1 R0 0

Aph. 20. Intellect is not natural [a
e,’;‘r’;f;‘,?;;’t‘:‘m‘:“ result  patural 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 gtates another refutation® [of the notion that
Intellect is a property of the Body]:

OUSEATATIATAA U 9 o

Aph. 21. And [if the Body had in-
tellect natural to it,] there would not
be the death, &c., of anything.

A further argument.

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,
&e., imply the body s being non-intelligent ; and this, if
it were, by its own nature, intelligent, would not take

' 3geg Wifgwaw afeafy AR
* Ay IUEay aawmmarﬁim e
T ¥ atmﬁaﬁ Jad & =uofus-

famd: o
* ATYHTUHE N
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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 :*

AN RITHARALGE HITH' qAHRI: WA

o Aph. 22. If [you say that Intellect

,wﬁ’;:jj,’;‘;f;;‘;‘;}” e 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]. v

@. 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 kad been seen in each [constituent], its
appearance in the compound might have had place; but,in
the casein question, it is not the case that it is seen in each.

' USTEl HART ATUTENTATEE &
& @nfasead afa anfegy: | |
waywifes fg TEQTEAAAT /1 ¥ @M
famsa= afq AT9UEd @IS ATIEH-
v faarfefa

* ggsreRffa ags aamgy ufeda

3 Aniruddba and Vedan Mahadevs read T EFATRAIEA
Ed.
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Therefore, in the illustration [of something intoxicating
resulting from mixture], it being established, by the In-
stitutes, &ec., 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
intelligénce, in a subtile [or undeveloped] state, in the
elements separately : such is the meaning.!

5. 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 :2

G T AICHAT wf: nawgmTafata
f‘nfaa;"a:r Idd T Sa=afy @nﬁﬁi = |
wesafige @i AiEd agEa: e1emgd
q uesafiged, Al | wdT gere neE
m&ﬁr HEATAT AIgHR (6 Heaara-
T mszamama fawfa srorfas
4 U9TAY HERTAT | FY HATAA
Ja= fagfama:

* gwmTY Hafafaﬁarfnm | g fa-
%Tﬂf Wﬁizﬂamtﬁfmm ar = gEudl
9 I Frarw fawfa agE GwRgE 0
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qreTHw: 1 23 U

Purpose of the Subtile Aph. 23. From knowledge [acquired
Body's taking a gross during mundane existence, comes] sal-
) vation, [Soul’s ckief 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.!

T fawdard 1B 0

Apk. 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 #

 frgeafadr sReTQ fa3SaTERER-
TEERTHIRET;, TR A

' AT E G TR e gEaTdi
fagaafaar wadmg: o
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fraaeTcamT sRaafaasat o 2u

KnouledgeTasneifler Aph. 25.. Since this [v-iz., kr{owledge,]
cosperator mor sulsti-  ig the precise cause [of liberation], there
fole, u Wleratang Soul. 5 meither association [of anything else
with it, e. g., good works,] nor alternativeness, [e.g., of
good works, in its stead].

a. Ia respect of there being neither association nor
alternativeness, he states an illustration :!

wusraTfas ’ifasrafasnat ant-
- ﬁrﬁfaﬁ: TR | 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.

TTas dlustraled.

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 ilusoriness
in ¢his object of Worship. To this he replies :

| FHEA IR TeTETE 0

P FATAATHTNEATENAT ¥ q=-
T aRwafas SamaraEHfa-
Fanfefa as=
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Tavanta arafas 129 0

Aph. 27. Even of that other it is not
i A fry " ¢ 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.!

b. He states in what part [of it] is the illusoriness of
the [object of] Worship,? [just referred to] :

HRAASHATH I W U

. i Aph.28. Moreover, it is in what is
Where the fudt applies. 1)) 01l that it is thus [illusory].

a. That is to say: ‘moreover, it 1s 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,’? the illusoriness belongs entirely to that portion
[of the impure conception of the All’swhich presents
itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect] of the
world.*

' TR ASAAaEe-
mmuzmmﬂﬁl e
* IUTEAT AfaEe fen=n qarE o

3 Chhdndogya Upanishad, iil, xiv., 1. Ed.

‘ gegsfsga wain vaRfu afass-
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b. Then what profit is there in Worship? With refer-
ence to this, he declares [as follows] :*

= e
ATIATIIAIFED |5 IFfaaq i el
Aph. 29. From the achievement of
[the worship termed] meditation there
is, to the pure [Soul], all [power] ; like Nature.

a. Through the effecting 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
worshlpper, by instigating Nature, creates, &c.2 [But
this is net Liberation, or Soul’s chief end.]

6. It has been settled that Knowledge alone is the means
of Liberation. Now he mentions the means of Know-
ledge :®

CEICLHIRERUS CEERNTR G ER LIS
NS AIFAFEAA 1

' gEuaAw f4 wefagragrarg o
areara@rrETsTRT T s
U TR WFAT @AAWY AqdiE: |
naﬁfaaw aﬁf‘wﬁmgrt FUITHUTHRE
afgawnﬁ: wHfancaA wzzrrﬁqqé -
?ﬁ'Fa 0

' SR ArgaTyAtAfa wfaa | @
A grEEaERE i

The fiuit of Worship.
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qriTEfaETE 0 30 |

Removal of obstacles Aph. 80. Meditation is [the cause of |
to knowledge. the removal of Desire.

a. Thatis to say : Meditation is the cause of the removal
of that affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderer
of knowledge.!

4. 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 :*

Ffafararafafs: 1 39 0

Aph. 31. 1t [Meditation,] is perfected
by the repelling of the modifications
[of the Mind, which ought to be ab-
stracted from all thoughts of anything].

Meditation af what
pownt perfected.

a. He mentions also the means of Meditation :3

YRUEAEEHA W afrafe: 1 30

Aph. 32. This [Meditation,] is per-
i raclices conducive to fecte.d by Restraint, Postures, and one’s
Duties.

' qrAmfasaT Al faﬁmnnf‘m
agwmagatﬁmﬁrm n
? rAfAerRr SR AT ATI T
AT ARSI HTATE |
* ypraeTia \ETYATIE |
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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. :*

s fauamar 1 33 0°

Aph. 33. Restraint [of the breath] is

Restramt of the breath. . .
il by means of expulsion and retention.

a. That it is “of the breath’ is gathered from the
notoriousness* [of its being so].

5. He characterizes Postures, which come next in order:®

" fargwAETE, 1 38 1

Aph. 84. Steady and [promoting]

Postures . .
ease is & [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.®

' TEATGE  UTfeRdw w| 9a-
ik
" TRy FETHITIW Feafa

¥ Aniruddha and Vedanti MahAdeva transpose Aphorisms 33
and 34. FEd.

* gruwafa nfaen sag o

P HAWTHATHA weyafa i
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b. He characterizes one’s Duty :*

T WA feawagErTd 1 3u 0

One's duy. Aph. 35. One’s D\'1ty is the per-
formance of the actions prescribed
for one’s religious order.

a. Simple.®

JITTATHYTETE 0 3§ 0

Knowledge by Concen- Aph. 36. Through Dispassion and
tration how altained. 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
is 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 :¢

' |gaR wwata

R

 FAMNYTRRITAGHET  aqrgafgar-
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faudader: w139
Aph. 37. The kinds of Misconcep-

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 IL., § 3%.

b. Having stated the nature of Misconception, he states
also the nature of its cause, viz., Disability :*

wafwcerfiafaur ' 0 st

The varwtics of Das- Aph. 38. But Disability is of twenty-
sy, eight sorts.’

Misconceplion divided.

a. Simple ;® [as explained in the Yoga].

faudar wremEd | que faudaw | -

YHTE U

' wfymfwmararmfafaaa o= 9@
T TR TTATRTATTAL TR: 0

2 The five are there called ¢ afflictions* (£lesa). Ed. -

* faodas SR awcuETTRdy
HEARTE U

% This word is omitted by Aniruddha and by Ved4nti Maha-
deva. Ed.

5 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 :*

afeR=an i 3e

Aph. 89. Acquiescence is of nine

Acquiescence.
& sorts.

a. He will, himself, explain how it is of nine sorts.

fafgTgat i 8o

Perfoctions. 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 :*

FATATAT: T3 1 83 0

' gErfdmd geTTw @ qfefast a=-
AT N
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Aph. 41, The subdivisions [of Mis-

Thetr subdivisions. . .
e 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.!

TafaaeET: U 820

Aph. 42. 8o of the other [viz., Dis-
ability]-

-

Of this further.

a. That is to say : ‘so,’ i. 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.?

sraTfEsfeRer=Tyr gfe: 1 83 0

Aph. 43. Acquiescence is ninefold,
through the distinctions of ‘the in-
ternal and the rest.’

Acquiescence divided.,

-

' frudgEnaTaie o SATES: Ul
SIS CERRIRIP RGP E ISR 8
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. This aphorism is explained by a memorial verse,!

[No. 50%).
Farfehn: fafs: 1 830

o dovi Aph. 44. Through Reasoning, &c.,
Porfecion dioided. [which are its subdivisions,] Perfec-
tion [is eightfold].

a. That is to say: Perfection is of eight kinds, through
its divisions, viz., Reasoning, &. This aphorism, also,
“has been explained in a memorial verse,® [No 514].

2 * 3
T g HEAT &I
2 Quoted below, from the Sinkhya-Zdrikd. with Mr. John Davies’s
translation:

HTATAFTNEE:  AFGNIAHA-
HATTQTEAT: |

Tran faeqoraTs 7 East
"aw 0

¢ Nine varieties of acquiesasnce are set forth ; four internal, named
from Nature, means, time, and fortune; five extgma.l, relating to
abstinence from objects of sense.” Ed.

* i faferew waded: | =
wfy g% wifcwar s o

4 Here appended, with Mr, Davies’s tramslation:
IE: TRsHAE gufauraraa: geea: |
o ¥ fawdrsel fas: gRsgwlata: o

¢ The eight parf'ections (or means of acquiring perfection) are reason-
ing (#ka), word or oral instruction (sadda}, study or reading (adiya-

17
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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, &e., result from recitations,
austerity, meditation, &c.? To this he replies:? -

Aqufeatem™= fasmn 8u

- Aph. 45. Not from any other [than
f,ﬂ%"‘“""m’“ 4 what we have just stated does real
Perfection arise; because- what does

arise therefrom, e.g., from austerities, is] without abandon-

ment of something else, [viz., Misconception].

a. *From any other,” i.e., from anything different from
the pentad, ‘Reasoning, &ec.,’ e.g., from Austerity, &c.,
there is no real Perfection. Why? ¢ Without abandon-
ment of something else;’ i.e., because fiat 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 threekinds of pain, acquisition of friends,
and liberality (ddna). The three fore-mentioned (conditions) are
checks to perfection.” Ed.

aa;rf‘afata &4 faﬁs‘mﬁ AAAYH
fefa ase
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b. He states that the aforesaid subdivided creation, also,
is for the sake of Soul :!

WreamERTa aga gieafaaswd 1 89

This creation, also for ~ APP 4:7. 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 :

TS geEfaurET 0 86 0

dph. 48. Aloft, it [the creation,]

The ceestial 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.?

qATFIRTET Fava: 0 e

Aph. 49. Beneath, it [the creation,]

The infornal world. .
e infernal wor abounds in Darkness.

a. ‘ Beneath,’ thit is to say, under the world of mortals.*

' NATACHEITRIAT: TRUTARATE |

* ayfegerafu fanmmar gasaw
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AR THATIITAT N Yo Ul

Aph. 50. In the midst, it [the crea-

The world of mortals. 411 ] abounds in Passion.

a. * In the midst,” that is to say, in the world of mortals.!

6. 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:*

FHATTHFAYTAIET TLTETF 0 44 0

- Aph. 51. By reason of diversity of
d,-,,,,,.s,%f“tmope rates desert 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, i e., of service, for the sake
of his master, so* [does Nature serve Soul in various
ways). -

'R AT =

* AT U UFd: A AfASA g
fefameaar fafesr gea ssragm@-
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S Visand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.
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%. 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 :*

HrfeEITgR R E TR I WR I

Wiy Heaven s 0 be Aph. 52. Even there there is return
shunned. [to miserable states of existence] : it is
to be shunned, by reason of the successive subJectlons to

birth, [from which the inhabitants of Heaven enjoy no
immunity].

a. Moreover :2
AT AUATAET A 1 Uz 0

Apk. 58. Alike [belongs to all] the
Ma{‘::ﬁr%m:“s s sorrow produced by decay and death,

=er Faafamear wafq | Ife=w ;w%h
memafefy | aar mirgmmETe 3 &>
T IFEATUEAA ATATHRRT Qe
uft'am T wafa agfesd: 1
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S wsafawran gfecha afe ag
7T FaraaTgERe 4 AT | a =
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3 Vedénti Mahadeva has, instead of THTH, YA, Fd.

4 Négeda, according to my sole MS., has mmr&g
WA . 52
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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 18 not effected by
absorption into the cause, either; as he tells us:?

A FASATGAFHAT RIAqgrarre hug

Absorption into Na-  Aph. 54, Not by absorption into the
ture sneffectual. 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; asin
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

! SETTTETE SEfeRTa U /-
TRE FOATARES & § Fracaarsiy 4
TN

* f wgeT | WA WAl T FaFwa-
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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:®

FHARSTT T UTCITAT U Y

Vot , Aph. 65. Though she be not con-
gt gu,':;::;{;e;n e strained to act, yet this 4s fitting;
because of her being devoted to another.

1 To vender sanskdra. Hd.
* frawrITe = m:rfm FOE O-
FEUTAAT WIfa qG A1 war wafd
mmmﬁm fq 'erama | qEATRRT-
mramth A FAFAATE ATAIGATAT |
JAT TR A wsf: KQIELOEEE nar%
ST e ST gaufaiafsr g
TAHATW YAT A Ty faa
immrv;wwﬁm oo
‘WY W) a9 wEa ) wa e

mmmgm
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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. ., 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.!

4. He mentions, further, a proof that Soul rises from
absorption into Nature :*

w fr gafamasmar v ud

The aain of absorption Aph. 56. [He who is absorbed into
tnlo Nulure Nature must rise again ;] for he becomes
omniscient and omnipotent [in a subsequeut creation].

| I SRR S TR AR S R A w-ffws*f“rr
qa: gAEATaiad A= | Fa: |
mmmmm?(l EERTTIGI
mma LR gmma HdllA &
=9 | utsﬂmmm wgad uEn &g
wrafreTTaTaT: TR faferarifa = &
asawfa: i
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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."

. Seagefafs: fawraug

In what sense thors Aph. 57. The existence of such a
i a 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.*

6. He expounds diffusely the motive for Nature’s
creating, which was mentioned only indicatorily in the
first aphorism of the Second Book: *

‘g fg TIE TS T |3f-
HAFAL mfmm wafa u

% Pratishedha, on which vide supra, p. 112, note 3. 4.
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AT IO SASAATGATGEIEH AT

LR
Nature's disi dpk. 58. Nature’s creating is for the
ness, 1 Ceierested- ke of amother, though it be sponta-

neous ;—for she is not the experiencer ;

—like 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:?

waaaasta eivaafed quarssr 1 ye

Nature' Aph. 59. Though she be unintelli-
actzo(rxnt?l?i:t:zge’ia "% 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.?

' 99 AT A S d: GgAAT AL
U TATE: TLHAAAT HfReariela |
darE
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4. This is not rendered tautological by this aphorism,
¢ As the cow for the calf,’ [Book IL., § 377 ; 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 :*

FHIGEAT Free: 0 &o N

Aph. 80. Or asis the case with the
Another llustration.  gcts [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 spontaneous action of Nature is proved from
what isseen. The action of Time, for example, takes place
quite spontaneously, in the shape of one season’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.*

faanfu werferumufoa™: wnwe wadt-
k50

' ATAREEEAN GRS A uTAE
AN WOFE fawrfiqasaat Ja+-
arafa i

? QRTRIUIE AU FHRTURTATE |

3 One of my MSS. of Aniruddba has TS  Ed.
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b. 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, &.” To this he replies:?

TR e aRARTETATEEAg 1 &9 0

Aph. 61, From her own nature she
acts, not from thought; like a ser-
vant.

Nature acts Jfrom
habit.

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.®

feurfe qeed | SW@F TeARacE
aadd ﬁnﬁr@ FWTEHA @a T HIA4
quUTARTY FeT RTRAATAT gwmr&ar-
ﬁr@m 0

' A qarTfu ARG wmfmmaﬁrt‘a nf‘a
ARG U3a: St 7
wﬁﬂﬁm?mﬁr mra | TR

2 As here, so again just below, this w urd renders saaskdra. Ed.
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FATFEATATEA: 1 &R0

Or through the infiur Aph. 6?. Or from attraction by De-
ence of Desert. serts, which have been from eternity.

a. 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 nght;ly distri-
buted : such is the meaning.’

4. 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 :®

fafamanmafefrgfe: wwe ge=-

[r@ &3

1 Aniruddha inserts ST after YT F.

! JTARTST GHEE | IF: FATATYA: B

sty mnAETITER et
= wafafiaa:

3 See the Rational Refutation, &e., p. 36. Ed.

4 Read, instead of ‘in the following section,’ ‘by an enunciation.
Ed.

" ACd AT wda: wyYR s uo-
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Nuture densts when Apk. 63. ]?‘rom discr%minative know-
the end is ganed. 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.!

b. 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 al/ liberated.
To this he replies : )

TAL TACTERIEA N E8 1

Liberation of one in- Apk. 64. Another remains like an-
volues 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 likc one bound by

| fafrsgeesmredtraT gEaE-
"Nt wuTHe giefdada aar wa faes
qreseE =Tarl a0

* wagawmgEveTadt fadwseren
waa: glefrgeedyfanag ofa) aar

3 Anirnddha's lection of this Aphorisw is: FE, m"
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Nature. Why? ¢Through her fault,’i.e., through the
fuult which may be described as her not accomplishing that
soul’s aim : such is the meaning.!

4. He mentions the fruit of Nature’s ceasing to act :?

TARFATH ATETRTT: U &Y 0

Apﬁ 65. [The fruit of Nature’s
L’b"“""” consists of  seasing to act], the solitariness of both
[ Nature and Soul], or [which comes to

the same thing,] of either, is liberation.

wha

a. ¢ Of both,’ i.e., of Nature and Soul, the ‘solitariness,’
i.e., the béing alone, the mutual disjunction, in short, this
is liberation.®

4. 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

‘gavg fafawancfed satassaca
v faefa | g7 | R wumEE
AURIATHATIATEA T erg: |

* gfefras: vamT N
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liberated person, viz., his dust, &c., things are created for
the experience of another. To this he replies:!

sfa 71° fatsaa® wgesEe-
T 1 EE N

' wraageREEaY fqamacgen fa-
T Sl FAAIGEE T GO A
AW | 99 AFaiuAeAY v ifq A
Wmumtf’uufwrﬁtﬁamﬁm
Q&Eﬁﬂﬁﬁlmu

3 Négefa has WWWW Ed.
3 Vijnana s genuine reading seems to be ﬁ'{?ﬁs . His com-
-
ment, however, recognizes also 'FWS, the reading of Ani-
ruddha. One MS. of his work which has béen consulted has, like

Vedénti Mahideva, fmas . Nagesa has 'ﬁ'{qéas Ed.

-
¢ -ﬁ", instead of -FZ[©, appears to have very little good
) warrant ; and Dr. Ballantyne, indeed, translates {q‘. not T - Ead.
§ Of this Aphorism, and of the comment on it, MSS. of Vijnina’s

treatise afford a much better text than that here reprinted. In one
of its more approved forms, that which Vijnéna seems to elect, the

original enunciation runs thus : ms‘r q¥ ﬁ
mm@w ¢ Furthermore, she [Na-

ture,] does no* 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

18
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] Apk. 66. Moreover, [when Nature

m{" ow Nalure offcts  hag 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 fhat one; as the snake [so
to speak,] does not produce fear, &e., 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 hem; . 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,’ &e.

_ That upardga, as embodied in the expression srisktyupardga,
signifies ‘causing,’ ‘effecting,” is the view of both Aniruddha and
Vedanti Mahddeva, who define it by Zarana.

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-pravackana-bhdshya. Négeda, following Vijndna very

closely, explains the Aphorism as follows : YT m-‘-ﬂ
ufa gt saferaetyaas wafege:

T AR aE wiwe ufa firgafy
wgfacd wfa get wada = | 2



BOOK 1Il., APH. 67, 269

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 Veddntis, 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 efucidated by means of this [or that]
example offered by the Sdnkkyas, who assert the reality of
Nature: it is not the case that the matter is simply estz-
blished to be as is the example ;* [the analogy of which is
not to be overstrained, as if the cases were parallel
throughout].

FAMATAIATE 0 &9 U

' vaferrgss fafawannfecaata nurd
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Another consideration Aph. 67. And from connexion with
why Nauture shovid act.  Tyegert 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:?

JTueasta ngguasfagar fafa-

T &N
Nature's selection how Aph. 68. Though there is [on Soul’s
determned part, this] mdlﬂerence, yet want of dis-

crimination is the cause of Nature’s service.

-

' ger fafad o=l aw HANTTIY-
@nw steﬁani 1
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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, &e. And
80, to what Soul, not baving 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.?

&. Since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist,
even when discrimination has taken place? To this he
replies:®

Aasrarmg ety frgfeafaree 1 gen

_ Nature energuzes only Aph. 69. Like a dancer does she,
till the end 18 uttuned. ¢} oy oh ghe 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 Vésand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.

" gRETU AR SE W S IREAATR-
ﬁrctrﬁrﬁlania wEfa: qeznﬁﬁq. TRNTAY-
FOAIR: | TAT T IH gmmmnfa
fowr extfag arm@wT aad d wea WU
ndd 4 framafafa b
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Nature should desist, though she has been energizing, wnen
the end has been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of
Soul’s aim; as a dancér, 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:?

Quarasty Auwdy oS FHAY-
7 1l 90 |

Aph. 70. Moreover, when her fault
is known, Nature does not approach
[Soul] ; like & woman of good family.

This dlustratea.

a. That is to say : Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul’s
having 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

' gENNAY TUME agfaEATaT g
HATEA | Wa: WYY G IEw-
ver il afars afq fm[Fa'um
UfaRT TR WA AT
fﬂ!{%ﬁaw. [

* frast TR
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has been seen by her husband, does not approach her
husband.!

b. But then, if Nature’s energizing be for the sake of
Soul, Soul must be alfered by Bondage and Liberation,
[and not remain the unalterable entity which you allege it
to be]. To this he replies:?

AFTAAT TUATHT TRRATFGAHIEA 1 99 I

) Aph. 71. Bondage and Liberation
&i’;‘z,'_"mm 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,” i. e., really,
belong to Soul; but, in the way mentioned in the fourth
aphorism, they result only from non-diserimination : such
is the meaning.

' gevu ftarfaeEg R R -
arqﬁi TSaTan wga: gaq m " I-
Wiy, Fwayg arfam & AT e
WIIREA @fwar Fwayd |iaRaa
gufa aefemd: o

2 See the Rational Refutation, &., p. 61.
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b. But, in reality, Bondage and Liberation, as declared,
belong to Nature alone: so he asserts: "

EERiESILCERIG RS R
Bihdage is really .Ap]l. 72. They real]y belong to Na-
Nalure's. ture, through consociation ; like a beast.

a. Bondage and Liberation, threugh 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
is there Liberation? To this he replies:*

FaqEEd: 6 g IqugITEATEET
TofaIsreaa:

' qTATAAE AATRT IHATE TFALI-
FrE

2 Read: ‘Bondage and Liberation belong %0 Nature alone; be-
sause to it, in truth, belongs misery.” Ed.
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& gefroeE Twifa ourd ' Srwena-
feRTITAFEUT 1 93 0

i Aph. (3. In seven ways does Nature
afm,ﬁ‘:;:“;‘"‘*‘ 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 conmstructs. And that same
Nature liberates herself from Pain in one way,’ i.e., by
Enowledge 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

1 Nagess bas SHIVRTCI-HI®  Fe.

3 Aviroddha and Vedénti Mahideva have ~H] AULRT
TUW. Z.
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quitted nor assumed, and because, in the world, Pain, and
its megative, 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:?!

faframafadas 7 gearfa 1 98 0

Aph. 74. Non-digerimination 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 see 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.?

A IR staIarfefa agw ae3-
mﬁamtgmam@m@r% TR dag-
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6. He mentions, among the means conducive to Dis-
crimination, Study, which is the essence of them :!

qTEMIEEG Adita grnfyasta-
fg:noyn

Lo Aph. 75. Discrimination is perfected
naroms of Disorimi= 1 rough 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.?

5. He states a speciality in regard to the perfecting of
Discrimination : *

whumfones' s 1 9§ 1

' fadwm frsogardy wpIEEETe-
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Aph. 76. Through the difference of
mﬂi{,’jﬁ%}:ﬁ: 4 those competent [to engage in the
matter at all], there is no necessity

[that each and every one should at once be successful].

a. Since there is a division, among those competent, into
the sluggish, &e., 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
highest degree of competency : such is the import.!

b. He states that Liberation takes place solely through
the effecting of Discrimination, and not otherwise :2

‘AT WAfaIFATSguATT: i 99 i

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-
natwon mefficactous.

a. But sluggish Discrimination [lower even then the

' ArgfrwfeeasoTTd fraarasy-
feaag wwfq fFa3sfaufnisdifa frgar
AEEY: | N STARTRURHTATHUTZI-
ATA: wureafefs wras o

* fadafreun faary g

% The reading of Anirnddha is mﬁ:a]fﬁ'%ﬁ:zp Ba.
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middling variety], antecedently to direct intuition, consists
only of Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating: such is the
division' [of Diserimination].

SragwE’ I ot i

. Of Liberation during Aph. 78. And he who, lmng, 1s libe-
life. rated.

a. That is to say : he, also, who, while living, is liberated
ig just in the condition of medium Discrimination.®

b. He adduces evidence for there being some one libe-
rated, though still living : ¢

SIuITATIEATI IS I 92

Aph. 79. It is proved by the fact of

Proof that thismay be. 3
instrueted 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

' wefaawy TR HATHATA-
wraaeEy 3fq e o

2 The g is omitted by Vedanti Mahddeva. Ed.

> starssu Rafaawmas o At
LU

* FFHR TRTCHE |

% This | haye substituted for ¢ Libaration,’ 2 mere oversight. Ed.
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and pupii; i.e., because it is only one liberated during life
that can be an instructor’ [in this matter].
e’ 1 bo 0
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:4

TATITULGU W b 0

Aph. 81. [And not through merely
hearing is one qualified to become an
instructor] : otherwise, there were blind tradition.

A suggestion repelled.

. 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].

'wrey fqawfand efreraEaa-
a-uﬁam%ﬁﬁxfsﬁam Sﬂ'ar'nmtrzgaa
warfefa o

2 None of the commentators but Vijnina recognizes an Aphorism
in these words ; and it is very doubtful whether even he does so. Ed.

* wfatfa stag=sta

' A FATAATYULGH W1 | qavrgh
' TR AR TRTUREA ST

gfafca:
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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:?

THRAATIFATLT U R N

How ” Aph. 82. Possessed of a body, [the
oy 1fe &s compalible o mancipated 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 enevrgizing 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, true know-
ledge would cease to be handed down orally ; and Kapila,
probably, did not contemplate books, or did not think
these a secure depository of the doctrine]: such is the
meaning.®

' 79 919 FEE | w e =)
adqrE

2 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &c.,
p. 3. Ed.

* gEnEaHtagETafy  gIEAITET -
A framst =% wafa | T3 AT T
AURATATY ARAFAIA FCATH WAL YA
SlEgseatEaicidl
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&

6. But then, since the continuance® of experience, &o.,
is put an end to by that ¢ Meditation with distinct recog-
nition of the object,” which [see Yoga Aphorisims, Book I.,
§17%] is the cause of knowledge, how can one retain a
body? To this he replies:*

HETETaRtEtE 1 b3

) ' Aph. 83. This [retention of a body]
oﬁ%‘ﬁ{;ﬁ;ﬁ’jﬁmy is occasioned by the least vestige of
impression.

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 .

‘

6. He recapitulates the sense of the declarations of the
Tustitute : ®

Y Vésand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. FEd.
2 Which here follows, with Dr. Ballantyne’s translation : f"q‘..

< o
ARANOACT AT RIEALTA: |« redic
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 (dranda),
and (4) egotism (esmitd). Ed.

e gAEqEuRT@ATE  Aemfeara-
AT FY TAWRTA | J7E |
4 This is to render the technicality sanskdra. Ed.
 TORWEAaT 4 fawsdwoRus-
ATANrE TR fafgftag: o
" IrEATRT e
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i l\l '“i EI:N! IQ L c.?” cEl cl [E“x ﬁm‘
| 0 b8

Aph. 84. That which was to be done
has been done, when entire Cessation of
Pain bhas resulted from Discrimination ; not otherwise, not
otherwise.

Recapitulation.

-t

a. So much for the Third Book, on Dispassion.?

1 Vijnana, according to some copies of his work, has mm

the preferable reading, and that of all the other commentawrs known
to me.

’Eﬁ%twmmqﬁw

END OF BOOK III.

19
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BOOK 1IV.

Now, by means of a collection of narratives, recognized
in the Institutes, the means of discriminative knowledge
are ‘{0 be displayed : so, for this purpose the Fourth Book
is commenced.! :

TAYTITRIRT 19 1

 Soul set right by hear= Aph. 1. Asin the case of the king’s
tng the truth. 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.

' wrefesrEnfamsaaaaEt  f93-
ENIECINENE IR ORI RGO LU BT RIS
| WA

2 The Sanskris yields € under tne 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 pertion
_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 scu of
Brahmé, I am, myself, Brahma, and not somethmg
mundane, different therefrom :’ such is the meaning.!

6. He exhibits another story, to prove that even women,

' gRureRTRREiqARIsAIqd | UFT-
TEF qATeNITEIH ATIT T | H=-
JHTEAIET | FOAGAYA  TREHTHAT
gufasatfa: waiw safaafarsg =
TEOTHAHTT TR | & Al FTET HE-
AT AAvata 7 & wEaQ RS-
fa | @ gur wieda Ir@IEHATE T
arfas UITIATEEd UATEATHES-
AafeyerafafesRaraasgE-
wred a=iw 3fa aﬁmfmﬁruimanarf‘mﬁ
T ag:gaﬁ'rzgﬂfﬂ EEEi | H%m
FeTOE WEEGRATEET TG 0
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Sudras, &e., may gain the [one desirable] end, through a
Brahman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman :!

fawraaeaaTaR@sta 1 0

Aph. 2. As in the case of the gob-

Even when the instruc-  lin, even when the instruction was for
tion 15 not uddressed to

the hedrer. the sake of another, [the chance hearer

may be benefited].

. 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.?

&. 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:®

' diggedrsfy STEWA STewE ey
"W FaATaT: FYAagrrEtawT -
afq
* gy wigwe aerues frgwrasta
gHiivmw fanww fa3ssE Araags-
Furafy wafead: o
' ofe @ wgguINTIIH A WA quR:
wrgfaefu saRdtfagmaraEE o
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SryfeEgguiwTd 0 3 0

4dph. 3. Repetition [is to be made], if
not, from once instructing, [the end be
gained].

Necessity of inculcas
tion.

a. That is to say: a repetition of instruction, also, is to
be made; because, in the Chhdndogya [Upanishad],' and
the like, there is mention of Aruni, and others, as
having more than once instructed Swetaketu and others.?

6. With a view to the removal of desire, he sets forth,
with an illustration, the fragility, &c., of Soul’s accompani-

ments: 3
faargaagaaIgeTa 1 8 |

o Aph. 4. As in the case of father and
dzz’ﬁ’i‘,‘gf‘”q’f”‘""‘ 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 sce. This has

1 V1., i, & FHd.

* Juewrgfarfy wasr FRIART Wa-
Fanfes neTefunAATARRS TR faRTaT
femra: 0 ‘

* JTraTy faeRAuasATHEETA TE-
garfea nfaareafa u
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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.?

4. 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 :$

WAAREYE FEfaarmaTE 0y

Volurtary abanion 'Aplz. 5. One.z experiences pleasure or
v_mtl dzzimyuw/wdﬁom pain [alternatively], from [voluntary]
voLUNLlary. 3 .
" 4 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 ;
‘ag 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 R;aad, instead of ¢ of Soul, &c, ‘of one’s self” Hd.

‘@ fuarmmafarEmasty #oa-
RMGEARTAAMEWAT FIA  saedl-
9 | GEHA | T fuggraraHa
wargaifafa n

I THEREe fatww 9 gme-
- frrmgmrEnfassgeREYata o

4 Ree the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6648, Hd.

5 Read, ‘ molested ’ (upakatya). Dr. Ballantyne followed an error
of the press, apakatya, which he did not observe that I had pointed

.
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at being separated from the food; [but] if,of his own
accord, he leaves it, then he is free from griefl!

wifefraatag’ n &

How Swdl ought to Aph. 6. As in the case of a snake and
abandon Nature. its skin.

a. That s to say : as a snake readily abandons its olé 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 it
ought to be quitted. Thus it has been said: ¢ As a snake

. its old skin,” &e.?

out in the oorrigenda. to my edition of the Sdnkhya-pravackana-
b/uis/zg/a

tchu'a A Al qdl gHATW ATH
s g faaria = gEt wafa wa=e-
fomei: | vaY fir arfaw: FATGUEATIHET-
fedr=n gwt fvad @9 Swfa,aa q-

fem=aa u
2 Two of my MSS. have -f\ﬂéf O the rest, -'r -

ST, T have sestored the etymological form of the word. Ed
: wrfgaﬁi w4 uftaAEATaE 84-
@T A% HAY: WHd TERSTIIHRI F1-
T FEn e | aged | S
aaﬁnﬁm Tfau
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4. And, when abandoned, he-should not again accept
Nature and the rest. Se, In regard to this, he says:?

EEHSECHRIECR

Its resumption pio-

ibted. 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].

WHTYAT A FATT q@aaq 0 b o

Aph. 8. What is not a means [of

Dutytobe sacrifced  liberation is] not to be thought about,

to sulcation. [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 fhereof is not to be made; sinee it tends
0 Bondage, from its making us forget Discrimination,
“ As in the case of Bharata:’ that is to say, as was the case

‘Ew ¥ AgTeE gRe Sigaifed-
TN

*aur fsd T g Sisfa AeR qua-
TUR TARIHARGER: | ATNR)SEY |
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contact of the shells on a girl’s wrist: such is the
meaning.!

FraTafa 93 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.’

fror: gt fugwrad 1 a0

Blessedness of those Aph. 11. He who is without hope is
who eapect nothng. happy ; like Pingals.®

a. Having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed
of the happiness called contentment; ¢like Pingald;’
that is to say, as the courtesan called Pingalé, desiring
a lover, having found no lover, being despondent, became
happy, when she had left off hoping.4

' agf gt | w9l aghn @ fk O-
Trafras swer wafa Frmiwar g9r
FANEANFTATHN IR MU HT-
LRl

" gyl Winsfa q9w A wawa
TETfHaT @raafags: |

3 See the Makddhdrata, xii., 6447. Ed.

CWNT I TR FAAIHAIAT-
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5. But then, granting that Pain may cease, on the cessa-
tion of hope, yet how can there be Aappiness, 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. Ard 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: ?

fageragar fagar am Fvar s e
sraRway fafdwar adt farmt gfe-
Ht =1 asfed: u

' g gafrafe s g
Ta; wrARTETefa L I | fave =
A weifas  amEArvar fufed
faefa adammfamd sl wafa aw-
nfgagawRaafefd @ av quaoa? |
Tasa STeaEiEgEa fa

* Frmfaaamereasty WmeE |
FAASTRT AGAYRITATE U



294 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

srreaisfu oot gt /dEd 1 R0

Aph 12. [One may be happy,] even
Erertion needless. without exertion ; like a serpent happy
in another’s house.

a. Supply, he may be happy.” The rest is simple. So
it has been said : ! ‘ 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.” *

8. 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:*

FENTRITETAASTY JITIETH ¥gEad 1 30

1 Quoted from the Makdbhdrata, xii., 6649. Ed.

2 -~ e -~ .

gt warefa W W g | oag
®H | TRTeAL f7 grwra 7 gara w =)
|9 GUFHd I wiawa gEaa |

8 Abkyupagama, ¢ acceptings ’ (of positions, &e.). Ed.

‘ AR TTREE W T ATATSdl-
b SERICUEGIS G IR S S BB
QAEHA IHHAATIAT NEarfez |
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oot N dAph. 18. Though he devote himself
re Dae-lile olecticiem  , many Institutes and teachers, a
taking of tke essence [is to be made];

as is 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.”?

4. Be the other means what they may, the direct posses-
ston of Discrimination is to be effected only by intentness,
through maintaining Meditation ; as he tells us:?

TYFFAR TR FATTURIA: 0 98

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

' wasfafg au:i m‘@rﬁgl agE|
TOIH AEHT TR FAS AT | T
HITATSATISDY T 938

* YA 99T qUT HIRAFAIAS §-
AfuursAeTa faasaraTaRy fAseta
SHTE |

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.?

"FatraASFAIAAT™ SrHad 1 N

Aph. 15. Through transgression of
yuf:f’&swu}f fx;ﬁi:f:r;m 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 mot
attained. ‘Asin 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.*

) mfawmﬁmﬁa@mm i
TN TRAMY = gt daa
vaRsFmfses wawmfy @ wwfifas-
Tatatugfatata o

2 Aniruddha reads m"- Ed.

Py . . . .
8 Néagefa is singular in here, apparently, adding, as an aphorism :

e Y
TR JTATH AT §FA d 7 {raAufa-
L. | These words occur in the midst of Vijndna’s comment,
and there introduce a quotation from the Makdbidrata. Ed.

' 7 wrey Far AfAt faradrasa
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6. He states, further, that, if the rules be forgotéen, the
end will not be gained :*

afyemesta J=tad 1 aé o

Rules must not be Aph. 16. Moreover, if they be for-
forgotten. gotten ; asin the case of the female frog.

@. 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.” But, 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 Kdmaripini,? daughter of the king of the
frogs, entered the water. And then the king, though he
sought her with nets, &c., did not regain her.®

rafararEar sl 7 wafd | Swad | 9T
ST avse fafequend=t siga a9
frafes wafg agfemd: o

! franfaeRT@saHawATE |

2 Probably this is an epithet, ¢ changing one’s form at will,” not a
proper name. Ed.

*grAw | AwrEgETEntaET | Hha-
el wrmat nay fafad gl st e |
| 9 UFT AE™TaE mfwar frad 9%
Ter A& =AT wel HeWd qer AFl A
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b. He mentjons a story with reference to the necessity
of reflecting on the words of the teacher, as well as hear-
ing them:!

= ha¥ 3 A A
ATCAHAWSTY FaFAar TOANGA
faqeaaq n a9 U

Retesin, Aph. 17. Not even though instruction
as ufi}mﬂ’zel’f f:_;fary *  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 Prajipati, Virochana, as

fafa | wser g Sear uftamr usrs
U= 3 wwiwfa | awafa aud fawg
THACTAT | dd: | ARAgfear e
foadt 3 simT st 93w | q@w T -
wrfefircfaarta | amfasfefa

' MAUAGRATHH AT NATTIIHA
fagmmarg v

=
2 Vedénti Mahddeva has simply a}msr Y. Ed
3 The reading of Aniroddbha is Shhde. Ed.

[ [

4 See the Chhduduyyn Upanishad, viii., viii, 4. Ed.
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between Indra and Virochana, wanted discrimination,
from want of reflexion :!

TeEafg= 1 ab

Aph. 18. Of those two, it [reflexion, ]

this further.
it 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 he tells us, that, by him who desires to under-
stand thoroughly, attendance on the teacher should be
practised for a long time:?

nufasmearaatie gar fafedga-

wTEEd I 9

PWwE  RArEarEa A fa-
=1¢ | d faRredwarawaasty awage-
fasy Arfi gsTuasueuHa T sh=fa-
JAqrae faQwas guawnnad faaa-
S CIECLHT

amwmﬂ qUAS: | aﬁf(ﬁz
fairgaatas wUAR TE T |

* grEEgTiEAT ¥ ITRAAT A wd-
JHE |

20
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The process requires  Aph. 19, Having performed reverence,
time. the duties of a student, and attendance,
one has success after a long time; as in his case.

@. ¢ 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.!

" FSfTEAY FrAgEaq 0 R0 W

The timo for the pro- Aph. 20, There is no determination

cess may embrace suc- of the time; as in the case of Vima-
cesswve states of being. deva.’

a. In the arising of knowledge, there is ‘ no determina-
tion of the time,’ as, for instance, in its takmg place only
from causes dependent on the senses. ‘Asin the case of
Vémadeva.' That is to say: as,in consequence of causes
pertairing to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case

of Vau.udeva, even when in embryo, so it may in the case
of another.*

'aaa: mammﬁﬂi;%mfa%
Wﬁma«—eﬁafwﬁsmﬁ Fafa
ATGID: I

? Aniruddha seems to intend, as an aphorism, after No. 20,

these vords : ATHITR AHFTAIREH HIHEN-
d A
1. But perbaps there has been tampering with the text, on
the part of copyists. Ed.

3 See the ditareya Upanishad, ii., iv., 5. Ed.

* efgaaTuAR T wadTfesAed &1
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&. But then, since it is written, that the means of
knowledge need be nothing other than devotion to those
[viz., Brahmé, &ec.,] who [unlike the Absolute,] have
Qualities, knowledge may result from #his. Why, then,
a hard and subtle process of Concentration? To this he
replies:!

HEAEEA TTEATHTCAIW TR ITHRTAT- -
g ]

. Aph. 21. Through devotion to some-

d{;’ﬁ,’jj’: ,,:',',;‘;’,;;m:;;‘ 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., Brahmé4, Vishnu, Siva, under the forms
superinduced on them, the effecting of knowledge takes
place ‘by degrees,’ i.e, by the successive attainment of

AR TAT Aife | ARAAA | TRAA -
sATaRAYARET isfa qur. grATeTE-
TR | |
' A @TQUEAET Wi SHIgea-
urea w3 S1+ Afaufa faad gage-
qpTaifa ¢ AN
2 Here the aphorism ends, in my copies of Nageés's commentary,

and also in some cupies of Vijndna’s comamentary which I 'examined
in India. Ed.
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5. He tells us that both of these also take place in
consequence of association with a perfect! man :*

HHTTATAATET q&d_ 1B 0

. Aph. 24. Or through association
Benefit of good society.
o good socily with one who has obtained excellence ;*
as in the case thereof.

a. 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, [§ 28]; as, in the case
of Alarka,* Discrimination manifested itself spontaneously,
merely through simple association with Dattétreya.’

&. He tells us that we ought not to associate mth those
who are infected with desire®

A FASIE WhuEd THaaq’ i 9 0

1 Siddha. Vide supra, p. 115, note 3. For the cognate siddks,
vide infra, p. 310, note 4. Ed.

? fagunsRgTEAaeTE WadNTRE |
%
+ 3 Nigefa omits q[. Ed.
4 See the Mdérkandeya-purdna, ch. xvi. Ed.

aaitsﬁ-rvsﬁmaim IR TEHELH
wafd m‘ﬁ AMTHRE TAFTTEH
wRE | faw wgoafefa o
¢ gfiag @ w1 ™R
7 Aniraddha has ¥ an

Ed.
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. Aph. 25. Not of his own accord
socﬁ;;:y" o unsuilble  hould he go mear one who is in-
fected with desire; like the parrot.

a. Association is not io be made, voluntarily, with &
person infected with desire. ‘Like the parrot” That
is to say : just as the bird [called 2] 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.!

. And he states the harm of association with those who
labour under desire :

TUATEE: HIA N % |

Aph. 26. [Else he may become]
bound, by conjunction with the cords ;
as in the case of the parrot.

Of this further.

a. And, in the case of associating with those persons, he
may become bound, ¢ by conjunction with the cords,” i.e.,
by conjunction with théir Desire, &c., [the Qualities,
punningly compared to cords]; just ‘as in the case of the

' TS O§Y HIAA: @ET A #a: |
THAd | JAT THUET AFTEY zfa FaT
WAL 7 FAfG RIS I IAAIATIE-
fezra: o

* ufies g uemE

3 All the commentators but Vijuina read T{®&]:, 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.!

6. He determines, by two [aphorisms], the means of
[effecting] dispassion :*

7 WrTgrTTfHAfAEa 00 0

Aph. 27. Not by enjoyment is desire

Means of dispassion.  grrneased ; as in the case of the saint.

. 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 is not.*

6. But, further:®

TTTEIATSIA: 0 =W 0

OF this furtler. Aph. 28. From seeing the fuult of
both.

'qul &F F TEErTe e edr-
T WTEFALT I THTE vy R
ﬁﬁ?a‘ﬁﬂaf‘a?ﬁﬁ:@i n

P ITTIETYUTERATGELT T 0

3 Bee the Visknu-purdpa, Book iv., Ch. ii. and 1il. Ed,

‘ gur {F: WIS WTIoRa-
mwfqanaﬁaﬁu

"sfag
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. That is to say : only ¢ from seeing the fault,’ e. g., of
being changeable, of consisting of pain, &c., ¢ 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.!

4. He tells us that incompetency even to accept in-
struction attaches to him who is infected with the fault
of desire, &c :®

7 AfA T URTAAHRTISTIA I € |

Agitatn excludes in- Aph. 29, Not in the case of him
struction. whose mind is disturbed does the seed
of instruction sprout ; as in the case of Aja.

@. In him whose mind is disturbed by desire, &e.,
not even does a sprout spring up from that seed of the
tree of knowlédge which is in the shape of instruction. "¢ As
in the case of Aja.” That is to say : as not a sprout from

' A ngfaamraarn: aftarfaggar
HEaTeaTeRARE wrafaiafa |fa-
TR | GHLTR EFSINCRART TET
FUE wEa

* gmfedraY rEaE TR AR s T A fuE-
THE N

3 Vijohina, sgreoshly-to some M., has T TATATTEAT-
g’-qis\ro, ~ One of my MSS. of Aniruddha hes IR, Ed.
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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.! ®

b. What need of more?3

aMraRTAY AfsFedTag 1 3o

Aph. 30. Not even a mere semblance
[of this true knowledge arises in him
whose mind is disturbed] ; as in the case of a foul mirror.

0;' thas fur ther.

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.*

' SRR IsgIRE fist awrga-
sfu umfeafaafe’ Mwad | w9eq )
AqAANTE 79 AANEAfEAaE afe-
TARETGUAINIR TG ST TF:

2 Bee Kilidésa’s Raghuvansa, Book viii. Fd.

* f& g

' WTagTRiY afsrEasuTE -
Ia fawaraEaTafeh: afasuregar v9:
wfaarAfaAcdUsat 7 ufafaafy qs-
femra: o
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8. Or, if knowledge should spring up in eny kind of
way, still it may not, he tells us, be in accordance with
the instruction :!

T/ AR qguar agwad; I 39

Aph. 81. Nor, even though sprung

Knowledge not neces-  therefrom, is that [knowledge, neces-

surily peryfect knowledge. sarily,] 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 4 [in which the lotus-seed
was sown],

P afe A gared fesgE SAa Qg
YEATRY 7 HafeAre | )

* Vedénti Mahédeva veads QITACIT(Y. Ed.

3 Aniruddha has mﬁ{a?[ .

* AEATGAATHIAATY  FARATILAT-
Ut A Wafq e | aE-
T | AUT A IS S UgE NI
TUATAEHE # Wafq asfedd: | ug-
At frafass
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6. 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 “afaniista’ gagaararafateagors-
TR

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.

-~

Heaven not perfect
bliss.

a. Eveun though one attain to supernatural power, ¢ that
has not been done which wasto 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

2 According to Négesa and Ved#nti Mahdeva, )‘:[\a"’; and this
bhiita, & synonym of bkiti, the former explains by aiswarya. See

note 4, below. Ed.
8 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits ﬂ'ﬁ Ed,

% Nigesa, oommenting, on this aphorism, explains siddki, here
rendered ¢ perfection,’ by aiswarya, ¢ supernatural power.! Ed.
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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, &e., [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.!

4. So much for the Fourth Book, that of Tales, in the
Commentary, composed by Vijnina Bhikshu, on Kapila’s
Declaration of the Sankhya.?

' ToEAste FAFEaT Fardar At
HATAWIGT WHTH | awmfafsaa |
A AT wé’rar Fafeariisha = FAF
T aurafy qynfager ﬁi*rrﬁnﬂwama |
A9q aguraETan mwawﬁmtﬁaw. u

* ofq fagmafirgfafdd wfusergna-
TAW HY 3 mmﬁmgvx..n

END OF BOOX 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 prima 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’uaun

Jeeasons for a Dune- Aph. 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

' @TEfaET: UATH: | T 9 SR
W TATHUTHG, THATATE WA |
AATATTEISAURA TWgES ad qow-
famed gw g

3 Aniraddha has, mstead of vgﬁ\' 31Fa° Vide supra,

P- 310, note 2, for dkiti,
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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 78 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 :**

Ferafufed wefrsafa:’ saat afesi

Needlessness of a 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

' AFWTEC Igd aEd: AT Fd-
garfafefiad: | ooy IRUEF-
fagram: 0

* fmufasfifa age qRiuuad F9%-
serqaa afeefifa 3 gaufguaf=a-
FAafa

3 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
p-78. Ed.

s Aniraddha’s. reading is TRETEUTH:, and Vedinti Maha-

deva has FETHAEALN: . 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

LSIEERUHELERSIC E U

The supposed Loed ~ ApA.3. [If a Lord were governor,
would be sc/fish. 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 enly for his own benefit; as is the case [with
ordinary rulers] in the world : such is the meaning.*

' fqufufed W sAwwRIU Ay
fasafas IwTavade FAQAT FR{ASACE-
gaTfea: o

2 See, for a somewhat different {ranslation, the Rational Refuta-
tion, &ec., p. 78, Ed.

’mwzraﬁaazﬁsrﬁmaa

 TrrETfuRIgR EUseRs diaT
zfirgrd wfesd: o



BOOK V., APH. & 815

b. In reply to the doubt, ¢ grant that the Lord, also, be
benefited : what harm ?’ he says:?!

AfgaacafeaTar o 8

And, therefore, 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.?

4. In reply to the doubt, ‘b it even so,” he says:®

gifeifaar Fru v

mfﬁe Mﬂtl;mtymm Aph. 5.. Or [let the name of Lord
expression. be] technical.

a. If, whilst there exists also & world, there be a Lord,
then let yours, like ours, be merely a technical term for

et W afafea-
e

8 aﬁ ~ =
Aisfa qard WRUUEHTA gEem-

Frfead: 0
* qRy wafemarTgTe

21
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that soul which emerged at the commencement of the
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 :

7 Tmed ‘afefs: afafaaascaan
nen

Objection to there Aph. 6. This [position, viz., that

beiny 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.®

' gEraE st IrE T wrguayE
TR REATSHAT AFarAiy ST
framfrrasRE N AR T Ia R
g 0

* fmrenfuTigR AETIATE |

3 . . ’ .
EI’TFFH‘F%.': is the lection of Vedinti Mahadceva, in the
text, and also m the comment. ZEd.

‘fé = wi famr aifawrgR fewfa
w31 e afafraaamcnatfea: |
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&. But then, be it so, that there is Passion in the Lord,
even. To this he replies :!

aarista & fasms: 1 9 0

o Aph. 7. Moreover, were that [Pas-
T objection, further. 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:®

' ArAAAY TENSTR | a=e |

* grravisty eifsarAma w® fAame =
w=Taaw d fagretfafgd:

* gwd & murAuARATERE MAaTAIfA-
=TdAT aTERE JaadaAE | f6 e
wraafaamfafrasEERe Aty
a=re ue gEafa
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wRuTARATTREETArR U b

Objection, on one Aph. 8. If'it were from the con-
Branc of an aliernatss. junction 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,”"i.e., Desire, &c., Soul, also, would turn out
[contrary to Scripture,] to be associated with properties.?

&. But, in regard to the latter [alternative], he says :*

FEORIATEELEAH 1 e |

Objcation, on the offer 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._

1 ﬁmﬁ. is the reading of Vijnana, in

some MSS and, in some, that of Négesa, who, however, in others,

omits aa‘ Ed.

" wmﬁmz TR ARSIy
u'aag'rtrFa 0
"FR AN

4 Some MSS. of Vijndna exhibit, instead of mﬁrq,
AT, 2
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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] eation,’ [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 therefore says :*

HHTUMTIR qfrafg: a0 i

. . Aph. 10. It is not established [that
Denial that there is i
any evidence ofa Lord, there is an eternal Lord]; because
there is no evidence of it.

' AEREE AT SRy &
f& sdwaa gEmey Al umnﬁm—
ﬁﬁwnmaﬁqm Faswfwsﬁﬁaﬁ-
mza nutA" AEqfemsaTfefa | aaﬁm
TR Ifq wafasrefafd: o

! R A ETYRAH U AR A SaaT
vq | SuEfaaraRaed: ARty qr-
fg, v T R
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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 :*

HINTATIRTTATA 199 0

Denval that it can be Aph. 11. There is no inferential
establsshed by mperence.  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 as, ‘ Mind, or the like, has a maker, be-
cause it isa product,’ [the fact of ] invariable concomitancy®
is not established; since thére is no compulsion [that
every product should have had an intelligent maker].
Such is the meaning.*

! afefefRemdafs: | T amames
ATRNITAATIAT BATQ I q 9 4
HTaq 09 N

* syen AT wfqureafa ganam

3 Vydpyatwa, here rendered, is regarded as a synapym of vydpti,
by which sambandka,  association,’ is interpreted just above. Hence
I have bracketed the words © the fact of.” Ed.

‘gt =l | srarsfafs: | g g
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b. Nor, moreover, he tells us, is there [the evidence of ]
Testlmony [to there being a Lord] :

wfatfu aarAsrdes 0 R 0

Denial that there is Aph. 12. Moreover, there is Scrip-
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].*

wEgrfed @agsd FARTRATITATAS -
FrsrE e wmmﬁmw l

' arfy =g IR
. ugR nuHEEReE gfaifa | 9
AFTAA N

3 Read, instead of by a cluster, &c., ‘by enunciations.’ Pide
p. 264, note 4, supra. Ed.

4 Pada, here used for adkydya, which the translator renders by
‘Book.” For the Aphorism referred to, and carelessly quoted in part,
vide supra, p. 24. Ed.

* Arfamat a0 3fq afearfed wow-
TR @ WA fama: wagaw qwafa o
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ArfagrafwarT fag= a3

Conjunction, in the Aph. 13. With that yhic}} is solitary
Lue, of U soblarys  there cannot be conjunction of the
ton. 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 ocoa-
sioned thereby. To this he replies :*

aed afeRr=RETREEE 0 98 0

Aphk. 14. Bince 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 [gnorance that

Ignorance is established, there is ‘a vicious circle,” [lite-
L

' frragaan SaaEntramfsaen a-
W= wFdtfa i

' FEfrgTAaNRATEA TR
ARATTITA a1 @F 3| | aqE 0

$ For a different translation of this Aphorism, and of what intro-
duces and succeeds if, see the Rational Refutation, &., p. 257. Ed,

>
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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.!

é. In reply to the doubt [suggested by the Naiyayika],
‘ but then, as in the case of seed and sprout, the regressus
in infinitum is no objection,” he replies : ?

° Y
7 ergRamfeEETegd: 1 au o
Aph. 15. It is not as in the case of

giﬂ;gf"‘”’d has a be-  geed and sprout; for Scripture teaches
that the world %as a beginning.

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, &c.
Such is the meaning.®

b: But then, [you Vedantis will say], according to us,
Ignorance is technically so termed, and is not, e.g. in

' wfaemarmefamfast RTER-
ATHTIIRATIT dfq [ |

' A fargragATEn A QEIET-
TR N

* fiergragAamn A @vafa gewa
garEfrgrafesAders arfead: |
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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 :!

faaaisas’ sEanags i ag 0

Soul and Inowledge Aph. 16. Then Brahma w.ould be
not wdentical, 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, sot1 itself,
would be found to be excluded, to perish, through his
being annihilable by knowledge ; since ke is other than
knowledge : such is the meaning.* [Further]:

 FewRrEAtaE arfenfyst wg ae-
mmmmwﬁgm q9T ¥ WAt -
AACATEHATHATY TEIT NGEATETan TEE-
faeAsfy sragaRRETTEE ot
feaanfaam=r fasca gaafa

2 One of my MSS. of Nagesa has T Z[TIR. Za.

-
3 ~-HE:H, found in some MSS. of Vijnana, is the reading of
Aniruddha and of Négefa, Ed.

¢ gfe faaamATfaameets o
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WATH AEH=H N 99 1

Enowledge, mot excl- Aph. 17. Were there not exclusion,
g morance, wouldbs ¢} en 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]:

faararam sasaas o b

Aph. 18. If it [Ignorance,] meant

(One Fedtntallons  the being exoludible by Knowledge, it

nssh. would be [predicable], in like manner,
of the world, also.

a. H,on the other hand, the being excludible by Know-
ledge, in the case of the soul, which possesses properties,

FAATIAAAT W NTHATSTT Ty e
wasaa faerfrsmfed: o

' gfe mfqoeunfa fagar 7 srag
afe famawafrafaadsanrarte-
9 0

* qeprd gwafa i
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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.!

agus |rfeER” 1 el

Aph. 19. If it [Ignorance,] were of
b f“mf;”gfc’;i‘fyfﬁ‘w that nature, it would be something
that had a commencement.

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, &.)], but must have
had a commencement. ¥or it is proved, by such re-

' afe gafaaar 9qq ufdfo sraea-
afageaEd aur a@fd s watae-
TR RITSERTSTACT TS B0 | qu
wfgwmus@afagE 3= qrada-
faammmareRRty wust | g@dfa s

3 Owing to a clerleal defect, both my MSS. of Nigesa'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.®

o. By a cluster of [six] aphonsms,‘ 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 Upaniskad,ii. 4,12; or g atapatha-brékmana,
xiv., 5, 4, 12. Ed.

3 Professor Gough has, ‘a pure indifference of thought.’ Philosopky
of the Upamslmd&, p- 153. Ed.

Yaag ar ww FufefrgrETSeE-
fararet qmify AT A: mf(ﬁma TeRy
AeAed @afa | fagmaw Tang-
wfaf: TRA e fesaraafas-
femdl: | TRRTETERRETEA AT
SreTET A1 9 IfE v A gEeA Ifa
fasw 0

4 Read, instead of by a cluster,’ &o., ‘ by enunciations. Ed.

* wXgrend sufafaar wumwatafa
TgH a TTYIUE FATHR HEZaA |



328 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

7 YATISTS: HFfaaaSra=mTa 1 20 0

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,s the diversity in the operations of Nature ’ [accommo-
dating one person, and inconveniencing another,] would
be unaccounted for: such is the meaning.?

b. He states further proof, also : ?

Ffafergfefmfafs: 1 a0

Aph. 21, Tt [the existence of Me
Proofs of ths. rit,] is established by Scripture, by

tokens, &c.

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 faam: pETerCEETRT 0 R 0

~

' SURAAT YATIATH /@ Safa ng-
;a‘:m\‘g IfawTIITET qegATI -
i
" HATURTA TR |
' rgMErEATRtE e o ggA-
AEHRT T 0
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Apk. 22, There is, her -

Sense-evidence not the '-p re . S ere, 1o ne

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 sense-evidence must be non-
existent ; because things are subject to other proofs.?

4. He proves that there exists Demerit, as well as
Merit : 2

HATTETH_ N 23 1

MDemeritascerlain as Aph. 23. It is thus, moreover, in
erl. both cases.

a. That is to say: the proofs apply to Demerit, just as
they do to Merit. ®

mrarfrafeamATTaTal: | 28 1

Aph. 24. If the existence [of Merit]
The proof of each the  hye gg of course, [because, otherwise,
same. .

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

' AifesTEEsTaTsETy =fa fAeaAr
Tife wRTUmwfa agw favdaa-
fema: |

* yRgeuRAty arrafa i

 yRAeHSAE HHTTAIEY: 0
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would be unaccounted for; but there is none such in re-
spect of demerit : s0 how can Scriptural or logical argu-
ment be extended to demeri¢ 2 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 prokibifory injunction, such
as, ‘He should not approach another’s wife,” would be
unaccounted for. Such is the meaning. !

b. "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.:?

T FTUUAT AT N U 0

o ) Apk. 25. It is of the internal organ®
w}?‘z{:rzt, &o,nhere in  [not of soul,] that Merit, &c., are the
properties.

' feasroufeeuadeer u#
fafe: a1 = wreud =fa w9 wafeg-
fagqrsyA fa <= @ aRTARTETdAT
yAqCTufaEd THUaAtE 9 -
fefa faaufeurarauosfeay:

"W yArfes Sdliga afe gewrw
yATferaq uftamrgfafEmgt aft-
gfa

S The ‘great internal organ’ (mahat), called also buddki, is here
referred to. See Book I., Aph. 64, a. Aniruddha’s comment runs:
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them an essence, as we do to what is meant by the words
sleep, wish, &c P’ he says:*

gRTAEAATTREETatE: I 9

The above thesis ar- Aph. 21. 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
a,ssertion, he takes ‘happiness alone, one portion of the
matter in dispute, as a representatlve 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

Fd: g1 @eUq vF 9In | Wafa

mﬁmﬁmmﬁwm [

2 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has -FITIA  Ed.
N

3 Nagesa has g@ﬁqﬁﬁr: the lection which, according

to Vijnéna, is to be preferred.  Ed.

‘ww fafuw weftecars faarefasa-
FNE AT T HI A UHGHA |
gurfeafafafdfa weg sfi<i=: 1 o=
FIATE AW AfAHR AR aAAf-
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b. And the employment [of the argument] is this :

(1) Pleasure is real;

(?) 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, &e.:

(5) Therefore, it is real.?

c. But then the Chdrvika, 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.2®

] gEmeuEINtats: 0 W 0
‘I

AT gl TR ETI SIS
fafsfaa: o

' mapTETaR | g€ §@q | Wi
et | aeedfFaTwf aEar Saan
THIfcRaTaFaTail < §ER | qEATe-
fefa u

' A9 weEfai® wATwAT 9 wafa
FroATfERRfT 9raTE: gR wEa i

$ For the Charvakas’ rejection of the authoriy of inference, see

pp. b, et seq., of the trauslation of the Sarva-dariena-sangraka by
Professors Cowell and Gough. Ed.
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The validity of infer- Aph. 28. Not from once apprehend-
ence questioned . ing is a connexion established.

a. That is to say : 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
Jrequency [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 Inference.
[This] he clears up:?

*fAgquRETfERIR ST a1 =
N2

Aph. 29. Pervadednessis a constant
This pownt clearedup.  consociation of characters, in the case
of both, or of one of them.

a. ¢ Consociation of characters’, 1. e., consociation in the
fact 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 dphorisms of Sdandilya, &e., p. 8, test and toot-note. Ed.

' wypEETHRARESNT At faafa
AT AATIAH | Al AT
sARANtafefEa: | R

3 Nagesa has, instead of THAA, THAG Ed.
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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.!

5. He declares that Pervadedness is not an additional

principle, consisting, e. g., of some such power as is to be
mentioned ? [in § 81]:

7 TR FEgHAATHER: 0 30 0

Porvadednsss not an Aph. 30. It [Pervadedness,] is not

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 ratwonem].

' yrarfedd wAqral arfest v wfa
AT | AT TRAAL BRARTTAALH T
araEE s 1 fagarsafasfiar @ \e-
v v anfafeed: | swarfifa anan-
fagey wrww | fRaREEgsasT O
=fa 7 =rfaaerea 3fq |

* anfaegmrawEnfeed qeER |
AR |
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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.*

. He states the opinion of others:®
3 ]
frsraafamrarE: 1 3

A heterodor opinion _ APh- 1. [But certai.n] teachers gay
regarding ‘Pervaded-  that it [Pervadedness,] is [another prin-
e 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

I

' Frarrenfeanfafts ag onfis o
Ffa anfimmEaw sgArsfy seaTme-
14 | ety e v anfimers
Fteratagd: |

* qHFATE |
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above-stated definition; for, according to our doctrine, the
smoke [which betokens fire]is to be specialized as that which
is at the time of origination. Such is the import.’

wragniwaT =fq v=fow: 1 3R 0

Aph. 32. Panchasikha® says that it
[‘Pervadedness,’] is the possession of
the power of the sustained.

Opwion of Pancha-
sikha. 4

a. That is to say : Panchasikha holds that pervadingness
is the power which consists in being the sustaer, 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, &e.;*

' SO \TEET grae |@uiEas vfE-
faued geEe anfifame: | fas
fems g aragmeEnfaaar = afee ) T
TOTAE YRR JEIATARIENOTHAR
< @1 wfeqrwa fq Areeerastaath
T|Ad qEiaarafE=aT g fatudta
=fa ara o

2 The translator’s ‘the Panchasikha’ I have everywhere eor-
rected. Ed.

8 This is to render wydpyatwa, on which vide supra, p. 320,
note 3. Ed.

* genfyy wefearaarEaTORN
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[and this means that each product, in succession, is sus-
tained by what precedes it in the series].

4. 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 ‘EeunfefRaa: gademEs: 1 33 |

Pandlabitia’s re Aph. 33. The relation is not an es-
an dction. 1Y “  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 ##atology ;
because, 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.?

amfeEdusardgamisasE 9 Fraata-
fa usfag =9 o
! wearaantE: fead scwad | =maw
TG RN MG | a9 0

3 Aniraddha and Vedénti Mabddeva read THRUNTRIH-
JqH.. Ed.

‘ geunteyg @ anfas wxfa @-
TemRgTE: IR faagfedrdnTeg-
AT |
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6. He himself explains the ‘ Tautology :’!

faagaradsnas: 1 280

Aph. 34. Because we should find the
distinction unmeaning; [as Intellect does
not differ from Nature at all, except as doés the sustained
from the sustainer]

The reason why.

a. This is almost explained by the preceding aph:)rism.2

&. He [Pancha$ikha,] mentions another objection :*

gEATfesTTauRE’ | 3y o

Aph. 35. And because it [Pervaded-
A further reason. ness,| would not be reconcilable in
shoots, &e.

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 trae, which, how-
ever, no longer accompanies it]. Such is the sense, But
the power [(see § 32), which consists in having the

' e waAe fagmifa
' gdge TR ArEATanrafagH
* THWIHTATE |

4 Aniruddha omits . Hd.
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character] of the sustained ’ is destroyed at the time of
amputation ; so that there is no ‘ Pervadedness’” ¢lien. Such
is the import.!

4. 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 § 32, where he contends
that ‘sustainedness’ is what really expresses pervasion],
it would turn out that it [viz., smoke,] is not [as token of
«omething that is betokened,] accompanied by fire. To this
he says:*

srugnfsfas] fAanfsam |aEr-
a7 0 3%

Fevi dint this would Aph. 36. Were it [thus] settled that
provs oo mache " it is a power of the ¢ sustained,’ then, by
the like argument, its dependence on

an essential power, [as pretended by the heterodox teachers

' ygatey gEfeanaarfa | @R
fend @ & sew w1 @wafa fa=w-
wasfu IEuTSEUIEA qerAAa =T
TATIR (@R | WHAnfEE, SITWS 9-
wefg 7 aerE =rfaffa wrae

* 7 foh wsfags faswasar afila
Ar=d | aff e agmigEmETEETE-
gamfRitfa | a9
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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
reagsoning, 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

' s fafast faarsEasta
e fas T3 wEEATEATY AT
femaa: 0

* g=raraArTwfefateta ags ag
quTEATd ATfAfaITRAraHEnTATE 96
YRAUTEH I

3 ¢Being a means of right knowledge’ here renders pramunya,
represented, just before, by © as evidence” Ed.
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of] its being inadequate, is disposed of, by means of an
exposition of the powers, &c., of words : *

FTATIRATE: HI: TLIGAL: U 39 U

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

sibleaess; to the ¢ word,” the power termed expression : sim-

ply this is their ¢ connexion;’ their interrelation, as it were.®

' TeTHl UNRTIAIERANR NIAAASRE]-
uuRd wRRHEcIeaa aeauufesy
TFHATATE T IIUFAUTES |

? JIITIFETRL is the reading of Aniroddba, Ed.

3 Instead of ‘simply,” &e., 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 Cawell’s translation of the Kusumdnjali, p. 13, note +.
* A better 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 Nagesa, ‘the expressi-
bleness inherent in the meaning is the connexion [intended]’:

b . [y
S U arwaﬂ‘{t,aliilammﬁwt !

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]:

fafis: ga=afafe’ u 3k

Sem of words Aph. 38. The connexion [between a
fecenss of words how £ oq and its sense] is determined by
three [means]

a. That is to say : the connexion [just] mentioned [in
§ 87, 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 ghatdbhduva is-
ghata, ‘jar” Ed.

' qreraTeaT WiE: W, qTAEHARET
wfsfa B3 @dn @ssTAfErEd |
TsarTERATtEtafad: o

* wfearEnE U

$ Aniraddha hes F{RITES: . Zd.
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T T4 fa| I AT 1 3e

Aph. 39. There is no restriction to
what is to be done; because we see it
both ways.

Impeiatrves and pre-
dications.

a. That is to say: and there is no mnecessity that this
apprehension of the powers [§ 87,] should occur only
in thé 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, &c., [§ 388,] in regard to what is nof to
be done [being something already extant], also, as well as
in regard to what is to be done.!

SR o= agraudifa: i 8o U

Aph. 40. He who is accomplished in

Scriptural and secu-  the gecular [connexion of words with
lay senses of words the X

same meanings] can understand the seuse

of the Veda.

a. Here he entertains a doubt :4

. ' = wfeug: @rd vy wadtfa fqas
A SR FAACHESY JEAITTUTE-
enAfEmE: 0

2 Aniraddha reads aﬁaﬁi\:’m Ed.

3 Vijnana is singular as regards the lection -n?'ﬁf\a': ,
=~
instead of = v Ed

‘| WFA N
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7 fAfnisisaEses qonETdifea-
CIGER-AN

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 : °

7 AN TWERIAT WA Jfveara 1 8 0

Aph. 42. Not so [i.e., what is meant
by the Vedais not something transcend-
ing the senses]; because sacrificings, &c.,are, in themselves,
what constitutes merit, preeminently.

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,
&c., since they are in the shape of wishéings, &e., [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-

A doubt.

Thas cleared up

<
| Aniraddha eshibits the reading TETEATTAICT-
ald . Ed
N

* aidifeamsaag fausafa 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]:

faswfeduen arafegd 1 83 0

Aph. 48. The natural force [of the
pimowledgeoftle Veda  terms in the Veda] is ascertained
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], &ec., which transcend sense? To this he replies:®

' qg® 99 qq SAA IS WA ATTIER-
U™ IR WRUG T yRrE Afg-
fead  AfvenmgeswaaTg | awrfes
wﬁmva‘iﬁ;ﬂn ! aa arfefa-
LEEILEES) zmra IF azﬁfgmaﬁﬁfam
t-mﬁam N

? FRIHANIERIRATAIGSTNTY fa &
zfu fausafa v

ag aurgdifgacaareeTiey w9 n-
ot Sfewuerai | | awe
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ATAAAY WA faTFATaiEace:' | 830

K Aph. 44. This really takes place ;

Ve{i’fi’;ﬁql""‘?igl o e because they [viz, the words,] give

rise to knowledge, in the case both

of things adapted [to semse] and of things not [so]
adapted.

a. He defines the peculiarities which belong to words,
just because this matter is connected with the qyestion
of the power of words to cause right knowledge: * $

7 frraet STt ardmga:’ 1 84

. Aph. 45, The Vedas are not from
getermity of the Vedas  oternity ; for there is Scripture for their
being a production.

a. Then are the Vedas the work of [the Supreme] Man ?
To this he replies, *No’: 3 ‘

7 UTRNTN aehq: JEeEmTETe | 861

>

-
! Aniruddhs, according to one of my MSS., has mo .
Ed

' 2 . -
TATATEAESAE T=d faaeaAa-

yraafa o

3 ¢ Power to causetight knowledge ’ is to render prdmdnya. Ed.

<
¢ One of my MSS,, of Anirnddha originally had mﬁ:.
Ed

* qfe f dieaar o | AwTE Y
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Aph. 46. They |the Vedas,] are not

aue Lord mot e 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
gome other author, he says :*

HRHFACATTIATI_ I 89 I

Aph. 47. Since the liberated is un-

of the Vereal @t 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 :*

AR ARG 8k 1

1 Vide supra, p. 112, note 3. Ed.
3 S~ -

Pyrafasurfefa ww: 1 gm0
3 . .

WU FAT HATRLATHETATHR 0
4 See Book I, Aph. 93 and 94, at pp. 113, 114, supra. Ed.
5 - SN ﬁ Y l
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Aph. 48. Asin the case of sprouts,
&e., their eternity dees not follow from
their not being the work of [any Supreme] Man.

a. [This is] plain.

6. But then, since sprouts, &e., also, just like jars, &c.,
are productions, we must infer that they are the work of
[the Supreme] Man. To this he replies :*

- - ?

aurafy e TeamuTfemats: ge
Apk. 49. Were this the case with

these, also, [i.e., if it were the case

that vegetables were works], we should
find a contradiction to experience, &c. #

An illustration.

Plants denied to be
works.

a. It is seen, in the world, as an invariable fact,® that
whatever is the work of Man is produced by a Jody. This
wounld be debarred, &c., were the case as you contend ;
[for we see no emfodied Supreme Man to whose handiwork
the sprouts of the earth can be referred]. Such is the
meaning.*

b. But then, since they were uttered by the Primal

»

‘wmEd

aﬂgﬁwﬁmmm
IEARTATH | AR N

3 ¢ Invariable fact’ is to translate vydpti. Ed.
QW‘@W\ : aa‘_amﬁ'ﬁ 'G'IEI ﬁ = N
zeT | @ Annfeld afa |fend: o
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‘Man, the Vedas, moreover, are, really, the work of [the
Supreme] Men. To this he replies :!

fwmgesfu Fagfesuarad aess-

7] Il Yo I

Only whatis woliintary Aph. 50. That [only] is Man’s work,

is & work.. in respect of which, even be it
something. invisible, am effort of understanding takes
place.®

a. As in 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 thmg alone is spoken of as

. Man’s work : such is the meaning. Thus it has been re-

' FeATfeURRafamTee Wi qresar
zAE |

3- Read s * 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, Négesa, and Veddnti Mahideva agree in supplying
kartari after adriskte. E(.

& Instead of Vijndna’s expression, ¢ the idea of [its] being pre-
<

ceded by consciousness,” Négefa has: M

L ]

)
¢ the idea that [its] being made was pr\eoceded‘i)y congcionsne\gss,’ i,e.,
the notion that it was produced aforethought.

Vedénti Mahédeva 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 thingis 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.! ®

' ge Tagesfa afwmagfa gagfes-
ferasaafenad aia mevafafa @3-
fgma T | Tags wafa) 7 Rsfa-
ATATRW qreNs  wramErEar: gyt
SIECICIEE EE GE IR I G EI E W|
fgudsgad | ATy fwaaadageaw-
THFEUAST TF WHIT: FHRNRED ot |
AT 7§ qiEnar |

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 Brahmi, without ever
being consciously produced [by him]. Hence they are not productions
of a person.’

Dr. Ballantyne was misled by the 1ull stop mistakenly put, in my

edition of the Sdnkhya—pravacﬁma -bhdshya, before fﬁ H 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®:

frmrmfira®: Ea: W 1 e
dph. 51. They are, spontaneously,
conveyers of right knowledge, from

the patentness of their own power
[to instruct rightly]

1. That is ta 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 qmte ‘ spontaneously;’ because, as for the Vedas’
‘own,’ i.e., natn.ral, power of generatmg right knowledge,
thereof we perceive the manifestation in the invocations®
{which produce the result promised], and in the Medical

The Vedas their own

e

led,msteadof‘nmeeﬂmyuo, &e., ‘gince the true sense of
their sentences was not originated consciously.” Ed.

? The implied ‘power to convey right Enowledge’ represents
primdnya. Ed.

wﬁa’ﬂm‘iﬂmﬂm
wmﬁrmamnmu

‘vmummmmemﬁﬂmlﬁim
and comments accordingly : Wm
RIS T R | L

® Adin the aphorism, prémduya, which, soon after is rendered
by * validity.” Ed.

‘Hutra,awordofnﬁommingﬂ. Ed,
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Scripture, [the following of which leads to cures], &c
And so there is the aphorism of the Nyaya [Book II.,
§ 687]: ‘And [the fact of] its being a cause of right know-

ledge, like the validity of invocations, and the Medical
Scripture,” &ec.2

b. In regard to the proposition [laid down m § 26, viz.],
¢ And of the [existence of the] Qualities, &c., 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 FUFAT W R

Cognition is evidence Aph. 52. Tl.mre is no Cognition of
of emsience. what is no entity, as a man’s horn.

~g
1 The correct reading of the aphorism is mm
ATRIEATRATAITTS | = -

* Ferat fas @nnfast ar quasE-
FAANTREAET AT T RETHA-
wz&ammﬁaeammﬁmfa
A AFAATAFAHAIACAAD: | q9T «
AIEIH | AETGACHTATE AT AHTAT-
wfafa o

BRICUCIE ) Wiﬁ ufasrai
e mﬁf‘mﬁaﬁr gmﬂua HY-
fNaw | arud qEAT SRR
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a. Be it, moreover, that the existence of pleasure, &e.,
is proved by the Teasoning [under § 27];" it is proved by
mere consciousness, also. Of pleasure, &c., were they
absolutely senentities, 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 :*

7 "aT ATUSAATA U Y3 U

The Quali Aph. 63. Tt is not of the real [that
u,,w,,‘,e,,ﬁ;;f”‘&c’”“ 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 ;
because we see that they are excluded [and not admitted

'Sl araerSETRRan garfefafas-
warefa affe: | wmmEes gardat
TAART  AUUGA  ATTHTARATAT R
CUH

' wRd fewEd 'Y WA qar 9
AT AAICIAWAT | gI1E 0
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io exist,] at the time of destruction [of the muadane
system], &e.l

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=AIaS qErard 1 ug i

‘A Veddntic advance Aph. 54. Tt 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.”

' SEEArsiu U | I fae-
wifears araERAT | :

* gaAfy aeEwi fmAa wag -
g uRfaaarguutaifa |

> gadEan qifaagdd e
WTH W 9¢d deNTaTaEcH i waawnias-
figd: | FEIEREA FqATa Wifwwr-
fefa w1
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. 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’:!

AraTEntd:” EaRrATITaT U

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.

A Nyéya 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.ancther 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 that could be cognized which is
equivalent to what can not be cognized]: hence your own

.

1 N e e hal ha¥
T4 fararenfatasT | /A0
2 Dr. Goldstiicker, in his Sanskrit Dictionary, erroneously speaks
of anyathd khydili as if it were a technicality of the Sankhya
philosophy, and quotes, by way of proof, the aphorism to which this
note is appended. FEd.

3 In one of my MSS. of Aniruddha was, originally, 91T
\?

instead of “STYTATA - Fd-
N

% See Book IIL, 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.!?

b. Expounding what he had said above, {in § 26,] “not
absolute debarment,” he sums up his doctrine =

FEErETfaaTSTITaT 8 U N

Aph. 56. They [the Qualities,] are
cognized rightly or wrongly, through
their being denied and not denied [appropriately or other-
wise].

a. All the Qualities, &c., ‘are cognized rightly and

Summing sp.

! FUTETEIU WIEd ™ A W &
NI | AT IFAS-
AHIANRATIASIST 9 a6 WFHEYd
=fa ©99 v AEaH | FAEA ATAERS-
WA faaehifa Fearfedy: o

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, TAY Y[ G copies an error of the press,

my correction of which to FJY o was not heeded. Bee, for the
purer text, pp. 23, 24, of the Appendix to my edition of the Sankiya-
pravachana-bhdskya. Ed.

* A=A fa 9dTe fagwe: e
: ]



358 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.
\

wrongly.” How? ¢Through their being denied and not
denied.” There is non-denial, asfar as regards their exist-
ipg at all; because all things [and things are made up
of the Qualities,] are eternal. But thereis denial, relatively,
in Soul, of all things; just as is the case with the ima-
ginary silver, for example, in a pearl-oyster, &ec., or with
the redness, &c., in crystal, &ec.,' [which has no redness,
withqut 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 coordipate rank with Sense
and Inference]:

TAIAHA Tt | ThigTaTa: T2 Il 49 Il

The Yogs tiery of ¢ Aph. 7. A word does not consist of
speech rejested. (what the Yogas call] the expresuer
(sphota) ; by reason both of cogmzzmce

[which would diprove the existence of such imaginary

sf @ TG aﬁfmma mfatﬂ
f’{g an AfereEey |

o faET wdm: | et v
TEFTTA WETHAATS TR |
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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 collectmn of letters,
distinguished by a particular succession, this [‘expression’]
is manifested, let that be what acquaints us with the
meaning. But, 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 no¢ cog-
nized. Therefore, the hypothesis of an ‘expresserl is
useless. Such is the meaning.?

1 For sphota, *eternal word,” which the translator renders by
¢ expresser,’ and also by ‘expressien,’ 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 thas, in what precedes and follows, fubda
is variously rendered, besides that sabda and pada are not dis-
criminated. Ed.

* pRmasfafis s@w TfeEusn-
FEAFIE Wire T ATGwTEI G-
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6. The eternity of the Vedas was contradicted ! before,
[nnder§45] Now he contradicts also the eternity of
letters :*

7 ‘w=faara SrEamda: Lyt o

Thé Ftornity of letters Apk. 58. So.und. is not eternal; be-
demied. cause we perceive it to be made.

a.-It is not proper [to say, as the Mimansakas say], that
letters are etema.l, on the strength of our recognizing, e.g.,
that ‘This is that same G’; for they are proved to be
non-eternal, by the cogmtlon, e.g., that [the sound of ] G
has been produced’: such is the meaning. And the recog-

FrREAAPAISTATCHRT gergagdts € 9 =
=favy: U sIERASTaREhiE -
Wd W TRISHTHT: | a: | wefarn
Eﬁfﬁwmmwﬁﬁmamlm
aavﬁunzﬁwmwﬂﬁmﬁf@aﬁsﬁ:-
oA ?ﬁwmmm i
A T AR AR
fafdfa =T whlza=raea: o

1 Pratiskiddha, ‘ demurred to.” Ed.

u¥ Fqmi T wfafsq | e
JufadranAty wfaaufa o

3 Nogoss bas JUAAN
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nition has reference to the homogeneousness with that [one
which had been prevmusly hea,rd] for, otherwise, it would

turn out that a jar, or the like, is eternal, inasmuch as it is
recognised.!

6. He ponders a doubs:*

wEfasrmenfiafedaqa gz i e

Aph. 59. [Suppose that] there is [in
the case of sounds,] the inanifestation
of something whose existence was prevxously seftled ; as
[the manifestation] of a [preexistent] jar by a lamp.

4 doubt.

a. But then [some one may say], of Sound, whose exis-
tence was prevmusly gettled,’” thé manifestation, through
noise, &c., that 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] i3, ‘as of a
jar by a lamp.”®

'guan R ot
frad A gwaT=l AR TR TR
frarafaafant: | nafET € TS
faafaddt | sar weredfu v f=-
Faraafda u
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6. He repels this.

g fagTrafagaETyTa 1 &0
Aph. 60. If the dogma of products’
Thedouidisposed & poino 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 such an eternity belongs
to all products, [not specially to Sound]; so that you are
provmg the already proved [or conoeded] 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 [en your theory,] that jars, &e., 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.? *

' afeda

* wffsdaamaram i Id@TET-
I TIHA AT R THS ARG~
e g gawraTmRAfa fagauafaag:)
afe 9 IdATHAAT @ TR VARG T -
firrfeewa aTr vty fAgarafs:
FTCQITITLY m{Fga waifegfs -
afarmi it amefy s |

$ Vide supra, p. 142, ¢. 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].

S : =~
“AIeAATHA fageSendta: 1 &1
Non-dudlity of Sosd Aph. 61. Non-duality of Soul is not;

demed on grosnds of forits distinctions are 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 does quit it, &ec.®

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,’4 < All this is Brahma only :3¢

AT wEaATTa_ U &R 0

' & ATIFHUTEAT
WA GATT®RAT T 7-
b < ot o -
fadagam@RafAue: grooad |
3 Nagesa, as also some copies of Vijnana s work, Ras W[ QC1~
m, ¢ non-duality of Souls.” Ed.

* ngfaarmeriefagiey  fagfe-
9 0

4 Chhdndogya Upanishad, vii., xxv., 2. Ed.

¢ Qiras w¥ WA wAAR SR
SATAMRA q eA(T TUFAGTETE |

6 For a very similar passage, vide supra, p. 243, near the foot. Ed.
‘24
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NMM,-? deniod apn. 62, .Moreover, there is not
on of Sense. [non-distinction of Soul] from non-
Soul : because this is disproved by sense-evidence.

. ¢. That is to say : moreover, there is nof a non-distine-
tion between the.non-Soul, i.e., the aggregate of the ex-
périenceable, 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 differeni from a jar and a web;
since the jar, e.g., would not be other than the
web, which [by hypothesis,] is not other than the
Soul: and #iis is excluded by sense-evidence, which

corstrains us to apprehend a distinction? [between a jar
and a web].

5. In order to clear the minds of learners, he illustrates
this point, though already established :*

AT AR 0 &30

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,’ i.e., between Soul and non-Soul, the
two together, also, there is not an absolute non-difference;

' g TINUSAET AR
OERWE IR | WA G
WULAANE: W | W weraii-
WA | § T ACHTERNAe T o

* frargfeameaTs nwwd faweafa



BOOK V., APH. 64. 365

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
Scnptural texts as, ¢ [All] this is Soul only ?’ To this he

replies :*
FRAUTIATTIATAT a0 &3 0

Soripture accommodaes Aph. 64, There it is for the sake of
%tﬁnfgmﬁmhyof something else, in respect of the un-
et discriminating.

a. That is to say : “in respect of the undiscriminating,’
with reference to undiscriminating persons, in the case of
fion-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;*

' i aRfEANRATEATATR T -
FATATE A a@ﬁﬁmw I

mﬁa‘dﬁ?mfi%!ﬁmmwfaﬁ-
& Fam=

3 Tq render anuvdda, which, as defined by Professor Cowell,
signifies.* the reiteration or reinculeation of an injunction, it- may be
with further details, but without dwellmg on the purpose of the
injunction itself.’ Aphorisms of Sindilya, &c., p. 75, foot-note.
At pp. 24 and 26, he translates anuvdda by *confirmatery repetition’
and ¢ illustrative repetition’ Ed.

¢ fgaaramfaafagewrafa aaEa-
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[and Scripture humours the worldling’s delusion, with a
view to eventually getting him out of it].

4. He declares, that, according to the asserters of Non-
duality |of Soul], there car be no material cause of the
world, either :!

AT FE TgATrAERy faag-
CIcERTN

The Veddnta system Aph. 65. Neither Soul, nor Ign.o-
;;lpplml Jo material for  rance, nor both, can be the material
e whor 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

SUUTRAUTEATISTATE, T9: | &y f2
wﬁmﬁ&@wﬁn\rg’ﬁmﬁﬁmmﬁa og-
femad u

' Seaaifeni SoguErAmCaRty 7 -
AT N

% According to Nagesa’s reading, Wm,

¢ Ignorance’ is qualified as * beginningless, or ‘eternal a parte ante.’
Vedinti Mahideva reads, as do some MSS. of Vijnana, AHT

arEr. z
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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 material 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. He 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

' dqw  srtRar wifer 8w
fad 91 FUTEIAIPI A FICUICIH HA-
JETEATSAFETd | aFTEdr froq €3
nfava«s garwt faary wafa | sdi-

SAF TR INATHAISG AT AUTeH-
& | mﬁramrr&: BTG I HT-
AT WA farmmrd | wERMUTEERS-
aa}nﬁmmwagmamwaﬁm. 1 gq-
fe wifaen s gewtfat s T1g=-
fewd agrARanf:
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is reality, knowledge, and joy,’! that the essence of the
soul is joy, also :*

AR AgUR T 1 &5

Apkh. 66. The two natures, joy and
M‘?ﬂﬁﬁf"” andknow-  yowledge, do not .belo,ng 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 knowmg pam, pleasure and knowledge are
different : such is the meaning.3

b. But then, in that case, what becomes of the Scﬁpture,
that it [Soul,] consists of joy ? To this he replies :*

gafagat 1 &9 0

1 The passage thus rendered looks as if it were taken, with the
addition of its openmg word, from the Brikaddranyaka Upanishad,

iii., 9, 28; or Satagmtlza-brdhmana, xiv., 6, 9, 84. Ed.

" TR SR @4 fawrfas )
aﬂmﬁmmmmf‘awmaﬁm
@ a@fnfauamﬁmasfrf‘au

* THfAT WA= ITANIYRAN | Wty
W gETAARIA maraa‘tm—

]

Wmtrmgﬁzmnﬁ:nma
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decla;‘ed,‘ of the internal organ, he repels the prima
facie view, that the Mind is all-pervading :*

| WTUFHE FAG: FUAT AR &

Aph. 69. The Mind is not all-per-
vading ; because it is an instrument,
and because it is, moreover, an organ.

The Mand not all-per-
vading,

a. 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®],

! Dr. Ballantyne, under the misapprehension that ¢ the subtile
body? was pointed to, here added, in brackets, in B. IIT., §§ 14, 15,
&e’  Ed.

P] -~ b o Y
TRFCWHR: GI®AT HTFEA -
=~ a
UEd ARSI U IEHATHROT |
®
3 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva seem to add the words
HTPJT&WWTFW See the passage imuediately fol-

S
lowing the aphorism. Ed.

4 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.

$ See Book IL, Aph. 30, at p. 208, supra. Ed.

8 The words here bracketed I have substituted for ¢ the subtile
body, mentioned under B. IIL., §12 0’ Ed
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is 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].

b. Here, there being a deubt whether this be con-
vineing, he propounds an appropriate confutation :*

afraaTaiaa: 1 9° 1

Apk. 70. [The Mind is not all-per-
vading] ; for it is movable ; since there
i3 Scripture regarding the motion.

Proof of this.

a. That is to say ; since, inasmuch as there is Scripture
regarding the goirig 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 IL, Aph. 26, at p. 206, supra. Ed.

! ARSI TETATEE A e wt-
weTgTETfeaq | Arwe) arafEataw |
Heggmeawufavvm gataw = fa-
gafag®: | Igwnfugrarfes q w=ww-
frmaARgTHa fa

| AR TFACFATATITARATE

* HTHAT MANCTHARTA WG Y-
AR U diwan e A few -
Tt A
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. In order to prove that it is a product, he repels also
the opinion that the Mind is without parts :*

7 ftTe aamEzad” v sa

Aph.71. Like a jar, it [the Mind,]
is not without parts ; because it comes
in contact therewith, [i.e., with several Senses, dimul-
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, ‘likea 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 is its
product,] s, indeed, atomic.?

' FTERTYUEd AAEl fAcgaaaiy fa-
waQfa .
2 HZAT, in both my MSS. of Anirnddha, s changed. by

a later hand, to TZTFCHT » the reading of Vedéuti Mahbders,
.

' qER: gagwNitd wuaTfa « we-
§ A freamaAdfeiEw apm |
f& q wermamufm amaafagd:
RUSUER I IEE es R e c T
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b. He demurs to the eternity of .Mind, Time, &e.:'

AFAGRAATIAFIATATH I 62 1

Aph. 72.» Everything except Nature

Etermty belongs fo what. .
Hybelongstowhat. . ond Soul is uneternal.

a. [This 18] 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,* &e.®

5. 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,

. . -

' ATt faae wfqaufa o

2 Intended to represent antakkarana, internal organ.’ Vide
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, adkyavasdya, vide supra,
p. 209, note 1. Ed. »

TR | AR TR
fiﬁﬁﬁ?@?ﬂa Aq qeEnfed |-
TETITCUUHAMTATA N

6 S’wetciéwatam Upanishad, iv., 10, Professor Gough trans-
lates, diﬁ'erently: ¢ Let the sage know that Prakriti is MAy4, and
that Mahewara is the Mayin, or arch-illusionist All this shifting
world is filled with portions of him.’ A foot-note explains ¢ Mahes-
wara’ as intending ¢ fiwara, Rudra, Hara, or Siva’ Philosophy of
the Upanishads, p. 224. Ed.
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also, are made up of parts, they must be uneternal. To
this he replies :!

T TUTEART FATAY fATTEega: 1 o3

‘| At g r@ﬁ? faarafas g
ngwtn | AT T A *
T | senfefat: gnsgaq“rth CIEEE DS
fagmfafa asE

2 This reading is peculiar; many MSS. of Vijnina, with which
agree Aniruddha, Nagesa, and Vedunti Mahadeva, having ¥ ﬁ'[a':.
Their elucidations of the aphorism here follow, Aniruddha: ¥

HTTSAAT AR FTRTUR TUTA |
firTad: | ARSI -
afa sra. | Nogew: Uufafqed mﬁw“T
AT STTITEARTE | THA | Then

follows the quotation as in Vijndna. Vedanti Mahadeva : {1
*

HFITUT I FAS A Q] T qUEe"
| FHITTAA™T ﬁ'{ﬁm'fqzlﬁ | Some MSS. of Vijnana

have precisely the words of Nagesa, transcnbed above, barring the quite

immaterial substitution of ﬂﬁ‘ﬁmﬁw at the beginning.

9
mﬁ'ﬁ: is, without doubt, the correct reading. Vijnaua’

and Nagesa take it to denote ‘Soul and Nature; Aniruddha and
Vedénti Mahideva, ¢ Nature’ only. Blmgm means, hterslly. ‘that
whiich is made up of parts,’ or ‘the Whole.” Hence, ‘Whole’ is to take
the place of Dr. Ballantyne’s ¢ Experiencer.’ It ocours again in
Aph. 81 of this Book, at p. 379, infra. Kd.
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Soul and Neture not Aph. 73. No parts [from the pre-

mads wp of parts, sence of which in the discerptible, one

might infer destructibility,] are found

in the Experiencer; for there is Scripture 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 their
being without parts; that is to say, because of such [texts]
as, “Without parts, motionless, quiescent, unobjectionable,
passionless.” 1 2 _

o. 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 :*

AT fRafaAaEaR 1 98

A oiew of Emancipa- Apn. 74. Emancipation is not a
tisn disputed. manifestation of joy; because there

‘RfR: gERw DuTel SEEal |
maﬁwmwa.nﬁmfa&mm

fatﬂrfm | senfeamd: o

3 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 19. Professor Gough renders
as follows : ¢ Without parts, without action, and without change;
blameless and unsullied.’ _Plziloso_phy of the Upanishads, pp. 232,
233. Ed.

* gEfaafartg aazﬁrm REERIRUE]
% WR Nt wa fATwta o

4 Vedanti Mahadeva emits ﬂf%ﬁ., according to my sole -MS
Most probably, however, there is, here, a mistake of the copyist. Ed
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are no properties [in Soul, as, e.g, in the shape of
ioy]:

«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 somethmg to be pro-
duced by means: therefore, Emancipation is not a mani-
festation of joy : such is the meaning.!

* w fawwraifatemsd 1 oun

Aph. 75. Nor, in like manner, is it
Sevod wor 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.?

w7 fawwnfafafesmasg o 950

Aph. 76. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
A thrd view disputed.  any particular going of that [Soul,]
which is motionless.

a. Moredver, emancipation is not » going to the world

' IrRATARA i sfaeuy v A1-
fa @&t = faawafa @ awmErs
WAl AT THRATY TU: 0

' wefavwr@Eash @ afe: ) aga)
faaRT A o
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of Brahm4 ;' because the Soul, since it is motionless, does
not go.?

LE L L R UE TR G

Aph.77. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
the destruction of the influence of [intel-
lectual] forms, by reason of the faults of momentariness, &ec.

2. 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. He censures another [conception of ] emancipation
of the Nihilist’s :*

A HaIfSargRaTaRaarara i ob U

1 See Book IV., Aph. 2}, ., and Aph. 31, b., at pp. 301 and'810,
supra. Jd.

* gEsETfaCty F Ay s AT fafew
TR TFATIT N

3 Vdsand ; for which vide supra. p. 29, note 2. Ed.

¢ wfusgAaTTH 99 favwgmrar =
MEETRATRA QTR A1 Ay =g g«
Raswd. aefu & wlusaifedaw #rga-
gRETIETeRY: |

* Arflasary gl guafa o

A fourth view disputed.
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Apk. 78. Nor is it [Emancipation, |
destruction of all; for this has, among
ovher 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 ‘net 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.!
Td WAfT se

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.? ‘

gqrmry faarmen €fa | Sfesmi-
sfan ko

Aph. 80. And conjunctions termi-
nate in separations; therefore, it [Eman-
cipation,] is not the acquisition of lands, &c., either.

A seventh view dispuled.

' QERTRTEA: aRE TRt iady |
AY VHAATNE A& YRATARERA A
T

? SIARATAF AR TS AT SATHTH -
ATRATTRATAR A 9 0
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a. From its perishebleness, possessorship is not Emanci-

pation.’
= WA FPTT 0 B

L Aph. 81. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
Anoighth view digputed. 1 junction 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’saim :

euch is the meaning.®

' femrfarmeT 7 giwfdfau

% Aniruddha writes as follows, in his elucidation of the eighty-first
Aphriem: | QW HAPT SHHATHT S€Q
ArTTETE | AT faaTraeTg A
WHPF: | His introduction to the Aphorism runse IR
W afnfa s=fa @ afsfda
HWﬁll Ed.

' v staw wif=ifefa g
Hfa «@ 7 A @qpm & @
TWRRATRUANYETATT AT TAAT-
TRATRRTEAY: |

25
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arfgarfedimsaamfaRTagfas i@

JUTIq 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 mnth view disputed.

a. Moreover, conjunction with superhuman power, e.g.,
the assuming the size of an atom, is not Emaneipation ;
because, just as is the case with connexions with other
superhuman powers, the destruction of this, also, follows,
of necessity : such is the meaning.?

Argrfeearista aga 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.?

! Both my MSS. of Aniruddha exhibit the guestionable reading

-ﬁ:ﬁrﬁ‘a\ . Hi

* sftmrErrdgaasty 7 afsdwdrs-
WHINALT qaETgBeAgATfegd: 0

* TS 7 Afefiatriarg-
fawgrrfeae:
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. He repels the objection of an opponent to what has
been stated [in Book I., § 61], that the Organs are
products of Self-consciousness :*

| wanmfa‘af‘w&mmngtﬁm

ﬂn%n

Aph. 84. The Organs are not formed
of the Elements [as the Naiyayikas
assert]; because there is Scripture for their being derived
from Self-consciousness.

The organs whence.

a. With advertence to the opinion that Power, &e., 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 azgafraaaaTTaiE:’ | by o

' IfggrarAREfEN ags a=r qfan-
faufs fausifa
2 Vedanti MahfAdeva has, instead of wwﬁW",
TWERITA®  Fd.
* wnfesafu aRAARIATNAA TL§T 9-
eranfafaad gwEATgE 9 fros-
qfa

4 Nagesa and Vedanti Mahédeva add <, as does Vijnana, ac
cording to the best MSS. Zd.
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Aph. 85. The rule of six categories
plha categ m"wf’” is not [the correct one]; nor does
Emancipation result from acquaintance

therewith, [as the Vaifeshikae maintain].

eRTfegaaH 0 b&

Aph. 86. So, too, is it in the case
N;‘;sZ‘i,‘E’c’f Sl 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

AT awEEa: 0 ks U

Aph. 87. [The five Elements being
products, as declared in Book L., § 61],
Atoms are not eternal, [as alleged
in the Nydya]; for there is Scripture for their being
products.

The eternity of Atoms
wunseripiural.

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].
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6. But then, how can an Atom, which is mthout parts,
be a product ? To this he replies :!

7 fIeT’ SramTa U bk o

Ths 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 Serip-
ture, of their being products, cannot be otherwise actounted
for, the [so-called] Atoms of Earth, &c., are nof without
parts.®

b. 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

WAATTEAT AUTATH A TR AT T -
AT 0

"7 framae wemn w6 s
Ted | auIE N

2 Aniruddba reads ¥ FTSPITITE. Ed.

* fafaeardamaeen grere-
lgm = frcagamfamd: |

* nFfaeTRTETRO A awaﬁr L3S
SRTETRTR AT ATfEmRd -
Fqfa o
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‘q gufagvATHRgfAIR’ o ke

Aph. 89. There is no necessity that
Acanl 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,
&e., [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] :

A “uRATTETfas sl aaa 1 eo

1 A marginal note in one of my MSS. of Anirnddha mentions
m° as a variant. Both my MSS. of Nagesa have, erroneously,

Faaana instead of ﬁaqaﬁna . Ed.
2 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mabddors bave n’(qaafﬂm

@n{a faframagdfa faaa wifa
yarfearf areerrceTanTfem: 1
* wad frwguftamd s 9 Sama-
Frat ufmrufawd s0fq o

5 One of my MSS of Aniruddha has tl'ﬁtn@ Ed.



BOOK V., APH. 91, 385

Apk. 90. There are not four varieties
of dimension; because those can be
accounted for by two.

Dimension of what
kinds.

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.!

. He rebuts the Nihilist’s denial of genera,?[as follows] :

wiaamsft famrammefasE amr-

T 0 eq il

Aph. 91. Though these [individuals]
mﬁﬁ,’:ﬁ:_”m"’d % be uneternal, recognition, as being as-
sociated with constancy, is of genus.

- sy wedt gefafa aftarergfas
m’r‘a%ﬁwa Fda g | qra aiﬁrna a
Wrmngmﬁmmrwr -ﬂafawnw-
femat: | WeURATTRTATAGIEET  fe
TEET | 9T IHIfeEy: ufwrua-
wagefin

* graray Arfaafaufaald fraita

3 Nagesa, according to one of my MSS. omits sgﬁ:[ Ed.
2c
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a. Hence, he says, it is not proper to deny [the exist-
ence of ] genus:’

A TETSATIREATE I o2 1

And not to be denied, Aph. 92. Therefore it [genus,] is not
to he denied.

a. But then[itmay 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 this be what
is meant by the word ¢ genus.’” To this he replies :*

Arafrgfaeas’ aTaTEta: I e3 i

Genus positive, not Aph. 93. It [genus,] does not con-
negative. sist in ewclusion 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 somethm%’posztne, for, othemse, the only
thing cognized would L™ ¢ This is not a non-jar.”*

| TEATE HIATATISATA] TH TATT
Wﬁ@mmrﬁa wfasTaar-

zﬁmﬁa'ﬂmwmml qqRN

3 One of my MSS of Négesa has, pretty obvxonsly by mere error,

ammﬁfammﬁ'{&ma
VAR | wa fr amaeer @

wqraq i
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b. But still, recognition may be caused by likeness. To
this hie replies:!

7 AT AT AEas: ) eg »

Likeness not a distnct Aph. 94. Likeness is not a separate
prciple. 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 Zkeness of a fair face to the
moon, e. g., consisting in the sameness of the pleasurable
feeling, &c., ofcasioned by the sight of either].

é. The conjecture, ¢ But then, let likeness be really an
inherent power, and not [a modified aspect of | Community,’
he repels :*

‘fasomfirafaar Ifveragasa: v eu

' 7 wrgmafaawe wafaan sfaafa
aqE . ~

"y sararferATRfafid » argw-
wf|d U9wd Y ATATARAAAIdEPI-
fezra: 0

* aq wenfad wiwla agang 9g
AETATA (A TEHRATHUT |

+ Anirnddba hes TTSTUATINC 2o
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Nor a pesuliar 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-
bension 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.?

4. But still, let the likeness among individual jars, &c.,

be merely that they have [all alike,] the name, e. g., of
jar. To this he replies:®

7 dgrafsdasarsia o e

1 Pratiyogin; on which vide supra, p. 342, note 3. Ed.

' aEg: @eTfaEntafanaesta 7
a1y sxaauafaxar I RIE S E O
THTA | 'sxf%ﬁ';na fz =ufas=aToe
qreEgE U Afgafigraatgasia-
TrAafefa s TeEfaag:

P A quifa geifcdgarara gerfew-
WAL AIGTAAE | GHATE

# The reading of Nagesa is ¥ mﬂ&ﬁf Hw
sfa. za



BOOK V., APH. 97. 389

) Aph. 96. Nor, moreover, is it [like-
Nor the relation bee :
tween names and things, ~ 1688,] the connexion between name
and named.

a. Because even he who does not know the connexion
between a name and the thifig named may cognize a
likeness,! [e. g., between two jars].

b. Moreover:*

A HafrgamaTfaaETd I e9 i

How 1t 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 eternul. How,
then, can there be, through ¢haf, the likeness of a
departed thing in a thing present ? Such is the meaning.’

. But then, though the correlatives be uneternal, let

' gEfprERaEarsfa eEgE-
fefa u

*mfg =

* gRrEfgArfaerareRaEty 7 fa-
WaAT| WA F4 AATAIAAGAGH™ TqAT-
A s
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the relation be eternal, What is to hinder this 2 To this
he replies :!

1" @A yfATTEEATATT 0 ek

Aph. 98. The connexion is not so
cAnother suggestion  not, eternal], for this ressom, viz.,
repellcd R 4
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. Connexion is proved only where digjunction incidentally
subsists; because, otherwise, there is no room for the
supposition of-conuexion ; the case being accounted, for,—
as will be explained,—simply by ke 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.¢

' 9 drafremshn @9 fae: =
fHas T | asTe 0
2 Read {7+,  not unoriginated,’ i.c., * not eternal’ qualifying

‘ connexion.” ¢ For this reason ’ renders N The reading |q1de,

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 Vijoéna’s work. Ed,

3 Aniruddha has, instead of -F{THO, “HHTWO . In the
margin of one of my MSS. of his commentary is the variant

-RIAMTAT, B
* et wag @5 famfi o
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b. But, on this showing, there could be no such thing
as the eternal [connexion called] Coinherence' between
thosa two eternals, a Quslity and the thing qualified;
[which Coinherence, or intimate relation, is one of the
categories of the Nydya]. To this he replies :*

*H GEATASTE FETURITAT | ee i

_The Category of In- Aph. 99. There is no [such "thing
timate Relation rejected. o8] 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 snheres in it], and the unaccountableness,
otherwise, of the cognition of something as qualified. To
this he replies:*

T FEATTAAT AT Fa-
FATATHNIG | 8§ T Fefamnt form
A gayfaara avafd | Na: EaTaTEa-
ATUAT v fAm: daw w0

1 Samavdya; of which the preferable rendering, propesed by
Professor Cowell is ¢interpenetration.”

fam\rﬁmgf‘mﬁfaw qHATH
'r'ﬁmal aqrE

3 The reading of Négefa is Hﬂm%. His gloss runs:

qEATH FATURATT TO9: | &
‘g Afremas fafregeue-

fow woTEH | iR !
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INAMTAAACERA + HAGATATH
T ) 900

Aph. 100, Neither perception mnor
inference [is evidence for the existence
of Comherence] since, as regards both alike, the case is
otherwise disposed of.3

a. Since, ¢ as regards both alike,’ i. 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 qualities], neither of the two is evidence for [the
imaginary category called] Coinherence: such is the
meaning.’

&. It 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

This argued.

1 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha simply omits ¥]; while the

other has ITAYTATHR:? 2.
? Nigesa gives mmgmﬁ. Ea.

3 Read, instead of ‘the case is otherwise disposed of,’ *the
establishment [which they lead to] is otherwise.’ Ed.

4 Seo the preceding note. Ed.
oty Sfvemed qeTEE W
WEIATANTaEA agid qHad HATT-
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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]l. To this he
replies :*

AAgEaAa’ framar afcesw qEeaRa’
qUEHAra: 1 909 0

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 uf five elements, and
8o forth ; but no particular one was considered. In regard
to this question, he denies the view of an opponent :*

' nga: mmaﬁ&rmﬂwﬁz
ffy fagr: | AW STREETATETESR
arfE epTrat FwEfy e &8 39w
firs aNTTga ava faaadisar 4 <O
mrEarT=a frar fewdifa « @

3 Some MSS. of Vijnina omit U &, as does Nagesa. Hd.
3 Nagesa omits ¥, Ed.

‘fedftarana TR arAifaawETie-
waaeT TATSET g ARSI | S
geae wigaufa u
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7 ursniifas T IReTETErATa-
T 1 q0R U

I’Iw Body is of earth Aph. 102, The Body does not consist
only. of five elements; because many [heta-
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 gwfafa - fran wfaarfesanfe fa-
ATARTA_ 1 903 N

There is a Subtile as Aph. 103. It [the Body,] is not,
well as @ Gross, Boy. 1 ecessurily, the Grross one; for there
is, also, the vehwular [tra,nsmxgratmg or Subtlle] 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 2

ATHTRASRT VA A CUTUTAATY: HIAT-
WAT Il 908 0

wiafa qefa

" mmaarsta et fearfa s
ACUUTE AT ATURAUTRHATES (-
qQfan
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Congesion between. Aph. 104.' The senses do not reveal
sensd and object. what they do not reach to; because
of their not reaching, or because [else,] they might reach
everything.

. The senses do not reveal things unconnected with
them. ¢Because of their nof reaching.” For we do not
see that lamps, or the like, Feveal what they do not reach
to ; and because, if they were to reveal what they do no?
reach to, we should find them revealing ¥/ 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, &. 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.!

5. He repels the conjecture: But then, in that case,
the opinion [of the Naiy4yikas,] that the sight is luminous

' ErEETEifeTiY W Wt |
THTH: | DS ATANT NS TI ST A ATe-
WINANTES  Fafeaifcaa I A usay-
FFTEEY: | WA gegdfedanTd - -
FETafCafATAtAfa WTa: | @At -
GrETTaE TRNSTERIUREE Ear WA
AT ARIATAIIA | 59 Iranfafa-
SEUAATIHETAR AT |

26
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is quite right; for we see Light alone glide rapidly to a
distance, in the form of rays:*

7 awisTEdweNE Sgifeaw-
fars: 0 9o 1

The Sight not formed Aph. 105. Not because Light ghdes
of Ligh. [and the Sight does so, too,] is the
Slght 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 mno
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 [connexion 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.?

'Y qEnETEEAT J9 aWE R
fm@mm&mﬁmﬁfa wE &
Taaafa o

" awarswRay gefAfy gar dwd wgR
ITH | FA: | 'qaauﬁsﬁq LPILEEC gﬁr
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b. But what is the proof that there is any such
modification ? To this he replies :

AT RN Tgtatata: 1 aof o

Aph. 106. By the sign of the dis-
qfl;r';%'; of His theory play of the attained object the
counts for the pheno- | €Xistence 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 :*

wrrTangt et g dawry /-
difa u q09 U

Aph. 107. The ‘modification’ is

Of the theory, further. L.
another prineiple than a fragment, or

FeATUEAUIGAfCES: | 997 fg mw: w-
TrwdmRT Aramrefe: faagd e
FATTEIAAATAFAGIAN  THRAAD-
wrfa FerEnfrnafansw wieds g
gaTfesd nuazfefd i

' AEa Tl o DA | TR

* TgwuftawaTty TAFAUE g1 W
gwafa
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a quality, [of the Sight, or other sense] ; because it is for
the sake of connezion that it glides forth.

g. The modification is not a fragment of the Sight, or
other sense, [serving &s] the cause of the revealing of
objects,—a part disjoined like a spark,—or a gquality,
like, e. g., Colour; but the modification, whilst a portion
thereof, is something else than a fragment, or a quality.
Por, if there were disruption, connexion of the sun, &e.,
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.!

b. Bat, if, thus, the ‘modifications’ are substances, how
is [the term] ‘modification ’ applied to the gqualities of
intellect, in the shape of Desire, &c.? To this he re.
plies :2

7 ‘gEfaaRETd 1 9ok 0

' AR R TR fawgfga-
fergim =arfeagea 7 gfa: f5 g ads
dwgaT wrvTangt fimn g faam
fg wfa agro wgs: gafeas=n 7 wed
MME R SIESIGREE TG LH

' @ gt guR Fufrerferuaf
Ty FfearaE | 1w

% Aniruddba and Vedinti Mahédeva have the reading iﬁ,
Ed.
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. Aph. 108. It [the term ¢modifica-
¢ Modifications’ .
be qualzgz, s well s tion,”] is not confined. to substances;
rubstances. 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 SmASHATATIAGIERSC T =-
I U 000

The materials of the .Aplz. 109. Not .thou.gh there be a
organs everywhere the difference of locality, is there a dif-
sume. 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
Brahma4, and the like, is it, again, the fact, that the organs
have any other material than self-consciousness; but the rule
is, that those of all alike are formed of delf-consciousness ; as
is the case, e. g., with us who.livé in this terresfrial world.
For we hear, in Secripture, of only one Subtile Body

'efggmmi  Sifasewfa wIwe-
fasafaneiea Ffaraen ogda ! o
T2 0

2 Some MSS. of Vijnéna eshibis SHEACTI AT fGH;,

the lection of Négesa. Ed.
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[made up of the organs], tramsmigrating generally
through the different localities. Such is the meaning.!

&. But then, in that case, how is the Scripture relating
to the materiality [of the organs] to be accounted for P
To this he replies :*

fafAgaaRoramag sy’ 1 990 0

A nontiteral testac. AP 110. The mention thereof [viz,

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 AE AT ST T -
AT FATRTERIERaa: | 3
A@[aEa fagwia derwEwaw-
fema: n

"wad Aifaaerafa: SwETTTas |
avTrE

8 Probably from mere oversight, my MS. of Vedénti Mahédeva’s
work omits GO . Ed.
N
4 Nimitta, ‘instramental cause.’ Nimitta-kdrana is vendered

¢ occ.asional 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 imporfance ; 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 meamng For, only in reliance
on the support of Light, or other Element, do the Organs,
viz., the Sight, &ec., [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 determines the variety
that belongs to Gross Body :*

AR g iasaifates
sfg & fag= 0 99 0

. Aph. 111. The heat-born, egg-born,

porieties of Gress womb-horn, vegetable, thought-born,

and spell-born ; such is not an exhaus-

tive division [of Gross Body, though a rough and customary
one].

' fafadsta mrwrRfagaaEeET-
ELu) ﬁqﬁ‘f WWTEﬁ'ﬁﬁfﬁ | at ;:raﬁm.
AU T ﬁawr&néﬁwﬂaa
fe mmané’rfﬂwﬁm ot
R CEREE BT ARTTATAARI -
Jadifa

' mmwdoTd fawd megeanfa
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a. Tt was staled, before, that Body has only one Element
as its material. In this same connexion, he observes dis-

criminatively, as follows :* |

w99 Ui RETT O TR
TIaq I AR |

The 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, &c., 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, &ec., on the ground only
of there being a support, as in the case of the materiality
of the Organs. Such is the meaning.?

5. But thben, since the vital air is the prircipal thing in

wﬂt&anmaa"mm e |
w357 vaga fafoare o

* g3y vty yfoadomeEs | sEn-
™ | s fresiTai UG-

U&»ﬁfam viafefgarat -
Wiﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬁ. N
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the Body, let the vital air itself be the originant of the
Body. To this he replies :*

7 W ureEfafeanfsas-
= 1 qas

. Apk. 113 The vital air is not [on

sorke ,?}‘&2“;,2@‘_" e the allegation that it ie the principal

“thing in the Body, to be considered]

the originant of the Body; because it Tthe vital air, or
spirit,] subsists through the power of the organs.

a. The vital air, consisting in the function of the orgaus,
does not subsist in the absence of the organs. Therefore,
since, 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:*

' A oTUE vl ATYTRATHIY T 3T-
mﬁm | a9rE
2 Instead of aﬁ‘ag. , Vedénti Mah4deva has a’fm:

Bd.

' scwafaew: wrw sTafaard 1 fae-
fa1 st 7o wwnEw A
Ty dETeAm e
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TrptferARrTaaARf AR TeHET g
IMEFTA 0 998 U

) Aph. 114. The site of experience
,iv,f;“}{;aff;_e"““l “ @ Tviz., the Body,] is constructed [only]
through the superintendence of the

experiencer [Soul]: otherwise, we should find putrefaction.

a. ‘Thkrough 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,’ i. e., the Body; because, ¢ otherwise,’
1. 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

-
! Aniruddhareads =TE e+ ; Vedénti Mahsdeva, “HES-.
Ed.

2 Nimitta-kdPana. Vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.

e WrfeArstreTETmTRE AT
Faa= O fqam wafg | s=ran ur-
WHTIATE THRNTWAAT: I Tamagr-
*HAcEaledw: | qur ¥ wEerfemr-
fasa: oy e fafasscd yresAr
fefa sz
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operates, not the Soul, since 4¢ is motionless, and since there
is no use in the superintendence of what does not operate.
To this he replies:*

2 A
R SrRrfufefasamard 1 qqu o

The Soud ¢ actino b Aph. 115. .Through a servant, not
another's actions: -~ 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, [exei‘ﬁsed] ‘by the master,” i. e., by Soul, but
‘through its servant,’ ir the shape of the vital airs; as
in the case of a king’s building a city: such is the
meaning.?

5. It was stated before [Book II, § 1,] that Nature’s
[agency] is ¢ for the emancipation of what is [really, though
not apparently,] emancipated.” In referenceto the objec-
tion of opponents in regard to this, viz., ‘How can the

' A wreEETUETAr @t -
w= wifew: gemAftaaratEieE
RAAATETE T | q9TE

2 According to one of my MSS., the lection of Aniruddha is

. Ed.

* FEfrdrd srrarE TR fvETE |ifaae-
ARSI o g e
TqT T wefaarm T |
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soul be eternally free, when we see it bound ?’ with a view
to demonstrating its eternal freedom, he says:!

wRTTIRyfAray SEERar | A9E 0

Apk. 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: *

T AAIFAAT gafa: 1 a9

) Aph. 117, In the case of the two, it
emf;:{;ﬁﬁ;;“hmpe /e s 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,’
i. e, associated with some cause of Bondage, [or reappear-
ance in the mundane state]; ‘in the case of the other,’ i. e.,

' fauwared TuTEEw WE | ad
FIATHT frmamsl aaeRaniefa aiw-
At freaferaurefagare o

2 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 33. Ed.

' afg = gufeaieat A fadw: )
aqtE

4 Aniruddba has FATTRAHTTT; and so has Veddnti

Mahédeva, according to some copies. Ed.
> Brahmatwa, the abstract of Brahma. Ed.
L
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a permanent condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &e. ;
and it is precisely ¢4és that is Emancipation.’ 2

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 not arise during concentration, inasmuch as
Memory is[then] dulled [or deadened] by apathy, &c., yet,
in the case of a person in profound sicep, 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:*

' awfugyfigeraa Argenfo gemn-
foawrg 9 gyfiveand o fd g A-
I serwhad: | T[AATH A | !mana
N aamawﬁawmﬁram 3

afaaaﬁtﬁ araaar&rmfgm&a
TR fert wafy &9 @i =

2 Sce the Rational Refutation, &ec., p. 33. Ed.

3 Here and below, this renders vdsand, on which vide supra,
P- 29, note 2. .Ed.
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IrEwaT ATdETeS Searisfa | |-
faeer aurAsTIEER 1 99e

. o Aph.A119. There is not the revelation,
mj‘i‘;’;}%’,;”,:j’;‘;f;;‘* dr- by memory,of an object likewise during
the conjunction of a [more potent] fault
[such as sleep]: the secondary cause does mot debar the
principal.® .

a. Asin the case of apathy, 8o, 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
‘gecondary,’ 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, Vedinti Mah4-

A o
deva, and the best MSS. of Vijodna, FTHAGIHALATTH,

and have noticed, in some copies of the last-named commentator, the

variant FTHA YL N mﬁ'@'ﬂrﬂ# Négefa has the latter

reading, followed by aﬂﬁfﬂa , Wwith omission of Wﬁ
The- Serampore edition of the Sdnl?ﬁya-pravacbana—bhdskya has

FIAATIAT 7 ETYEETYUHA,, for which 1 find no authority.
Ed.” -

. )

2 The rendering given above is susceptible of improvement; ana
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, &ec.; and such is mental impression,]
does not countervail what is predominant, [e.g., sleep, which is, as it
were, temporary Brahmahood or emancipation].’

Aniruddha’s interpretation of this obscure aphorism, possibly by
reason of his elliptical mode of expression, is far from clear. His view
of its sense is, certainly, peculiar. Ed.

8 Sanskdra, here used as synonymong with vdsand. Ed,



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
Cancentration]: such is thf import.!

b. It was stated. in the Third Book [§ 83], that the re-
tentior of a Body by him who is emancipated while still
living, is ‘in consequenve of a mere vestige of impres-
siond? To this it is objected as follows. Kxperience
is observed, in the case of the [alleged person] emancipated
during life, just as in the case of the like of us, [and this
expenence continuous,] even though it may be constantly
in respect of a single object : now, this is unaccountable
[on the hvpothesis of his really being emancipated]; be-
cause the antccedent impression is annihilated, exactly on
its having produced the first [instant of] experience, and
because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as krow-
ledge debars it ; just as is the case with Merit. To this he
replies : ®

' qqr AR qur fAeeiwanista afq
N a « ® ﬁ om‘
fa aay = fafaew Tdhmw @@=
wmﬁaﬁmwamﬂm&ua@

FE T fr AN wei A IR
FUdtfa W= 0

2 Here, and often below, ‘impression ’ is to render sanskdra. Ed.

P FERETal WeE TOue-
an‘aaa’mrwﬁmlmm@tn
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TH ST ﬁwﬁaﬁaﬁﬁawﬁr&#
mﬂmmnqao

s o i Aph, 12(;; Asmgledimlzsresamn’[s&f-

ofmm- ces to geherate, and] lasts out® the

m i ons L livig. 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.*

4. 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 :

TR AT ST AT A
AT TRA WISTIUR: A H AT
ﬁmmmamnfaa-
A wETEfefa | A o

1 The reading -ﬁqﬁ" found in several MSS,, is a gross

2 Read, instead of ‘lasts out,’ * brings about.” Ed.

3 This phrase is meant to translate sanskdra. Ed.
BN N s N

* FETHATHIATESASTT T S
UF U WATEATIROIRrat K74 |

* Ife wORREIIEH | a9

27
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7 aragfefraa’ garemarafiee-
faqmé’rsmihmﬁ: »ﬁ%n;a?trna‘aaa
Tgaq | R4 |

) Aph. 121. Knowledge of the external

ﬁi?zfi‘"ii‘éle; g is mot indispensable [to constitute a

. Body]: trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals,

trees with invisible flowers, grasses, creepers, &e., [which

have internal consciousness], are, also, sites of experieucer
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,
&ec., which have internal consciousness; because, ‘as
in the former case, meaning the putrescence already
mentioned [see § 114], of the Bodies of men, &e., [which
takes place] iz the absence of the superintendence of an
experiencer [the living soul], even in the same way do
withering, &e., take place in the Bodies of trees, &e., also:
such is the meaning. And to this effect there is Scripture.?

TRV AWE Adifg AfesRuaars-
Tfa

1 Apiruddba and Vedinti 3ahadeva here end one aphorism, and

treat what {nllovws as a second.  Vijnéna formally defends the reading
to which he gives the preferenc. Ed.

‘| e awifE aey wdfafa
faawm: 4 7 gandwradgramsia 9-
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Waw I RN

Aph. 122. And from the Legal In-
ture s wnthoniy fov. Stitutes [the same fact may be inferred,
thts 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 EATa: Ffuaied Jfrerga:iaran

Vegetables not moral Aph. 123. Not merely through a
avjents. Body is there susceptibility of Merit
and Demerit; for Seripture 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

FAPTIAREEY WE A 3q: g399-
Irar @ WstueE fae wadrfreds
afeptrameR Jerferdsaty Tewafes-
faaa: | aw @ g

1 Nigefa pretty ov 'y dees not regard these words as un
aphorism, Ed

* a9 gquifeeagd dawraw wHENHER
feoag: | a9F «
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disti.ngx;ished 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
solely threugh the %ind of Body, he mentions how Body
is of three kinds :* g

fRur sarT ST FARTHNTREN S
. L IR

Aph. 124. Among the three there is
,Dody of three prin- o threefold distribution; the Body
cipal Linds, . .
of merit, the Body of experience,
and the Body of both.

a. There is a threefold distribution of Body ¢ among the
three,” 1. 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,

L)

1 - = -~ 3
A SEHATHW YATHA T oed sty |
N L b . - -
Fa: 1 Afverya: | sewfeefafoeda-
A
FrfusITHT W eTa: 0
2 DTN\ D < »
AT FHTFUI g fawaz
3 Vedinti Mahideva, if my single copy of his work may be relied
gn, omits this word, Kd.
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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 :®

= fa fagaawfam: 0 a0

A fourth kind of Aph. 125. Not any one [ef 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.®

& In order to estgblish the non-existence of a Lord,
which was stated before, he disproves the eternity of

| AU EATYHASATAT A3urfEEt 5-
Eonal ’a‘zﬁmm' FHACTAPIRIIACET &t
Y9 | g FHIE: yTAGT sﬁﬂaiw
G twramé’rm FMTEE USSrwfAfa |
=g uvRw fRur fearisaar 839y
qregaTad: i

* ggunfy wdwwER

* fararal TdTRawafqwmwafagy: |
JUT TATIIADILATAT AWl ATAATTHYT-

Aegrartefa i
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knowledge, desire, action, &c., which is accepted by others?
[as existing in the case of the Lord]:

a gEnfefaumaraafanasfy afg-

Fd_0 RE N
. . Aph. 126. Eternity does not [as is
ué:ﬂﬁ:”z;‘-i ageinstihe  glleged by those who wish to esta-

blist 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.*

sHTEIfHSE 1 99 |

! ISHRYETHTE ©TUAT AT
yRergtfefrad nfauufa

2 Buddhi,rendered ‘ intellect’ at pp. 196, &e., supra. Much as
at p. 209, supra, Vijulnag hereupon remarks : aﬁg(qmay.
9

et g | e

3 The world, viewed as Biahma'’s egg, is fabled to be surrounded
by seven envelopes. One of these is the dvaruna-tegas, Dr. Ballan-
tyne’s ‘empyrean fiie” See Professor Wilson’s translution of the
Vishnu-purdna (ed. 1864, &e.), vol. i., p. 40. I have to thank Prof.
Cowell for this reterence. Ed.

‘Ul e RATIUAN RS-
frararAmtad: o

L3
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Aph. 127. And, because the site
e angument really iz, 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 :*

Anfgsarsaivurefafsaamsusian
I aRb N

Aph. 128. The superhuman powers®
of concentration, just like the effects
of drugs, &ec., are not to be gainsaid.

The height to which
asceticism may elevate.

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.?

' Aad wETEfeRTEy, waRAIfeH
F9 = @AY TS quseMiga-
wareRAefd | age !

2 Vide supra, p. 310, note 4. FEd.

* suifefafezeraa avmar swwfaEr
fefasa: genguarfm: fawitad:
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. He refutes him who asserts that Thought belongs to
the Elements ; since this is hostile to the establishment
[of the existence] of Soul :!

R WARa AEEgY: Aied sty ¥ wiww:

sfa 9 0 aRe
) Aph. 129. Thought does not belong
rorgunent ogsast 45 the Elements; for it is not found

in them separately, or, moreover, in
the state of combination,—or, moreover, in the state of
combination.

a. 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].

' yeafafenfagsaan sadqawanfed
2 " "
qrae
=~ =~ =
2 Aniruddha has W: ; Nigesa, @W

3 Both here and just before, Nigesa reads mf°, as does
Vijudna, also, according to some MBS, Ed.

* FETTATIRIATATY TRIAY S -
fa fprrars wes Yagefead: o

Ed

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 samé matter, which
is the essence of the Institute, while condensing it. For,
in addition [to what has preceded], an enumeration of the
mitters 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.!

HEATHT “ATFERETIRDITETE 0 9 |

' WAEEEsAN gRETEY  wfagra
UNHATHTE  GTOEAUEdA  HETEerAT
AR WIOIATTEY TETATAA HRAau-
wgedfa | sweaE fi greerE famt
ga frarumdEfeufarda @al Ty
SO A U AGATATACTHIHT-
YURTETY AT qiAEw QAW

2 Ved4nti Mabédeva, in my single accessible MS., reads

oy
Arfas. 2
3 ~HTHRATA N , agreeably to Négesa. Ed.
S




420 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Aph. 1. Soul is; for there is no

Tie exstence 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 :*

FrifemfafcRisa® afe=ng 1 = 0

Aph. 2. This [Soul,]s different from
the Body, &c.; because of heteroge-
neousness, [or complete difference between the two].

Soul is not Body, &e.

gerarasmrefa n 2 0

Apk. 3. Also because it [Soul,] is
" ﬁ}gggg}zg‘ﬁtgguage expressed by means of the sixth [or
possessive, | case.

a. That is te say : Soul is different from Body, &c., also
because the learned express it by the possessive case, in

' ATAHIAE T IHTEA AT UES: |TA-
O fay wafe smusm@m@rtEg |
mfaﬁaﬁmﬁ FaATAIG: 0

* &% favs Igaaw wwafa

3 Some copies of Vedanu Mahudeva s work omit B'QH’T 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].

8. But then, suppose that this, also, is like the expres-
sions, ‘The Soul’s Thought’ [Soul and Thought being
identical], ‘Réhu’s head’ [the trunkless Réhu being il
head], ¢ The statue’s body,” &e. To this he replies :2

7 ‘fesgsasfAoesaraT 1 8 0

Aph. 4. It is not as in the case ot
An oljection 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,

' wRE Wt AR grefafhgat wd-
suewreft Imfoa sAT  frisEw-
a3 [

‘A yewe e e fou -
Twe wifrafraugaagaafu wag
e |

8 Aniruddha and VedAnti Mahadeva have 'rm'qﬁ‘ﬁ°
- \9
Sildputra is ‘ grindstone,” according to the dictionaries; sildpu-
traka, in the few places where I have seen it, may well sigmfy
“torso.” Ed.

4 With 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 thah the statue]. But, in such an
expression as ‘My body,” there is no contradiction by
evidence ; for the contradiction, by Seripture and other
evidences, is only in supposing the Body to be the Soul.
Such ‘s the meaning.!

b. Having settled that Soul is different from Body, &e.,
he settles its emancipation :2

NG AT FAFerar i u

. Aph. 5. Through the entire cessa-
pgg’h"f;f_ aim how accom- tion 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

' feeogaw wifaanfoaed wiare-
2 A wafq | frergafeas wfimmes
WHTTA AfsssgqTa | 7R vy
FUIN , AATWAAT M LETHATAT T
wrRTferRTRR YT 0

* SEifeafafwaa geawaurd a=yfe-
"IUTCEfa 0
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ceasing of Pleasure, also, #ha¢ cannot be Soul’s aim. To
this he replies :!

JqT G ETFRN: TREA A qUT GRS~

i R
. Aph. 6. Not such desire for pleasure
sation for Pain. T+ is there to Soul, as there is annoyance
from Pain, n

6. 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].

b. He declares™that Soul’s aim is simply the cessation
of Pain ; because Pain is, indeed, abundant, in comparison
of Pleasure :*

ag T af‘qw gewtfa fasdargsar-
JHIRA T GT mssrm a1 a9
2 Tnstead of 3‘1,, some MSS, of Vunt’mas coamentary, as

also Négesa and Veddnti Mahddeva, have i'q: ; a;;d & margina!

note in one of my copies of Anirnddha states this to be the true
reading. Ed.

* qur ¥ gartierd aifyarfe gede
pEfrgREaal wwadifa 7 gUrawaw-
fafa

‘ gEIUEAT PEE AgwAR §EfAg
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‘grfa wsfa gatfa v o

Pleasure sparingly Aph. 7. For [only] some one, some-
dsspensed. where, is happy.

. @. Among innumerable grasses, trees, brutes, birds,
men, &e., very few,—a man, a god, or the like,—are
happy: such 1s the meaning.?

gefa guvawfafa gy fA:fges
faaasc u b

Aph. 8. It [Pleasure,] is also mixed
M%‘;‘m’: undsserving  with Pain; therefore the discrimina--
' 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 :*

FENMMTIRYRIATAfq ==’ 3fe-
e

hd AN

! Vedéntj Mahédeva prefixes . Ed

' wRquIRRuiATafeRg wea
wwaifeta gat vadiad: o

* e gafagfed g &9 gwi-
qURla ATATTEAL

N
¢ Anireddha has Fedq, FEd.
. 2
5 One of my MSS. of Aniraddha has RTTATTH  Fi.
N
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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 mno acquisition of
Pleasure, then it isnot as yoh say ; for there are two kinds
[of things desired].

a. For we see, amongst mén, quite a distinet aspiration :
[the first,] ¢May I be happy; [the second,] ¢ May I not
be miserable;’ [and the latter is our conception of beati-
tude].!

b. He ponders a doubt:*

e umaTEATsEgETeEa: 0 a0

Aph. 10. The Soul [some one may
suggest,| has no quality ; for there is
Scripture for its being unaccompanied, &e.

Cessation of suffering
isa joy.

4 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] :

‘gt @i gt W wnfafa ft e
AT 7T gega ¥a

*wga o

8 Aniruddha has mﬁwﬁ:; Nigetn, UG-
‘g‘ﬁ: . Ed

‘s w gafrafudy g wa
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TRty affefecadaa 19

Aphk. 13. 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, pam, &c., belong
fonly] to the Mind, they exist, 1e, 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.!

b. The binding of Soul by the qualities [or fetters,]
arises from non-discrimination : but from what does non-
discrimination arise 7 With reference to ihis, he says:?

TR A aa ST Yagawas: 1 R 0

Tuwo reasns uhynon- _ ApE- 12.  Non-discrimination [of

g::r}:nomat;:nmhuw Soul from Nature] is beginningless;

™ clerndly because, otherwise, two objections
would present themselves,

as For, bad it a beginning, then, if [first,] it arose quite
spontaneously, bondage might befall even the liberated ;

' gug aﬁnmm fagydarsfh asr@mt=
fafy: wfafaaeturafafrfaaatatie
PR AURTRAITEREW | Ta¥ HAATATR
wfaarfeas o
* wfadawe: gn e sfa g f-
TS TTHFTATATE I |
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and, if [secondly,] it were produced by Desert, &e., there
would be a regressus in infi, {ztum, 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:®

7 frer: Sgr@raeE i’ v e

Nonwdisorimination, Apk. 18. It [n?n-dis-crimination,]
Hough from clernity, cannot be everlasting [in the same
may be out 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-flow [which may be stopped]. For,
otherwise, the cutting short of a beginningless entity
would, as is established by Scripture, be unfeasible,
[though the beginningless antecedent non-entity of a given
jar may be readily understood to termmate on the pro-
duction of the jar]. Such is the meaning.*

' grfed fe o Taene aweify a=-
ufa: sAfes=e = anmfaaﬁ wafu -
AMfEIwURATasAIE@ay: I

' 79 Jemfemty faa: =nfefat a-

N
qT?'gNégesahas S 1A (L f = I
‘ srRafasewEfeA wafa f4 g

28
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b. Having stated the cause of [Soul’s] Bondage, he
states the cause of Liberat}on d

nfafraaa AR | 1 98 |

A;o;z. 14. It [Bondage,] is annihi-
lable by the allotted cause, [viz., dis-
crimination of Soul from Nature];

as garkness is [annihilable by the allotted cause, viz.,
Light].

st wfafaassaaafatard 0 ua

Aph. 15. Here, also, [viz., in the
case of Bondage and Discrimination,
as in the case of Darkness and Light] there is allotment,
fas is proved] both by positive and negative conso-
ciation ;* [Liberation taking place where Discrimination
is, and not where it is not].

Bondage kow destruc-
tible.

Thas enforced.

a. He reminds [us] of what was mentioned in the first
Book,® viz., that Bondage cannot be innate, &ec :*

raRERqrEe: | suTetra® wia-
fai=erauusfay: o
| AYHTUHE RIHHTTATE |

2 Tide 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 Fesays, vol. i., p. 815, note 3. See also
his tran<lation of the Kusuminjali, pp. 7 and 23. Ed.

3 Vide supra, p. 8. Ed.
‘ayw @eifasafes | Stadifa
WIRATHTATS TATCIfa
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‘mtmmnamﬁ%ﬁn TT TR N9 U

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.?

b. But theu, since liberation, also, from its being a pro-
duct, is liable to destruction, Bondage should take place
over again. To this he replies:®

A GER gRIArTsaATIiaOgad: 0 a9 o

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 Mahédeva has TR TRAQHTITECO .
IS g t«ﬁrnmwmn n ‘SN
e
* A waty s fwmum -
Swp: wfefa | awTR

\
4 Vijnina and Négefa quote the text: ¥ & gﬂmﬁa {

Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahédeva cite the Jonger passage: SYTCH T

WA= wgfaar fawar 7 gauEda |

See note 4, at p. 182, supra, Since that note was written, I have

~
observed the words FYTCHT AT N GRS in the Brikadd-
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TURETAGAGT I 96 |

. . Aph. 18. Else, it [liberation,] would
Boidence of 5. 10t be Soul’s aim, [which it is].

a. He states the reason why this is not Soul’s aim : 2

sfaugmafasiar: 1 qe

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 ng 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

o

ranyaka Opanishad, ii., 4, 5, and éatapathwbrdkmma, xiv., 5,4, 5.
Aniruddha, ig 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. Ed.

1 Aniruddha, in one of my MSS,, and Veddnti Mahideva have

Wmﬁﬁﬂ\ l. Ea

* [URETAR TGATE N

R UEELCCESLIEEI L e TR Re e
WA YA A
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that you have asserted [Book L., §19,] the efernal freedom
[of ali souls alike]? To this he replies:*

AfewTrEEEs 9T’ 0 20 0

I Aph. 20. Liberation is nothing othér
The nature of liberation.
enature o BOerstih  than the removal® of the obstacle [to
the Soul’s recognition of itself as free].

a. But then, in that case, sincs 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 :*

KEICIEL R HIECR]

A oljection repelled. Aph. 21.. E: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.’

e FEHEAIARang TR e
FARTA | TR N

2 Négeéa reads Q[ . Ed.

8 The rare word dhwasti, thus recdered, Vijndna and Vedinti
Mabé.deva explam by dhwansa.

¢ FF e mﬁﬁm AE TR
ﬁamfammmﬁfaﬂa QTR |

¢ AATTAUAHT AR ST TRATIAT-
faty TS 0
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b. But then, if Liberation be merely the removal of an
obstacle, then it should be accomplished through mere
lzearing [of the error which gtands in the way]; just as a
p1ece 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 roind one’s neck with a string],
is attained, [on one’s hearing where it is]. To this he

replies:!
“smfusmfEfaus fAaast R0

Aph. 22. This [attainment of Libera-

wﬁ}“"” objection ve- tmn, on the mere /earing of the truth,]

is 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 hearing alone is seen to be
the cause of knowledge, but that there are others, also:*

TRTAHALITA 0 23

mtm&mm‘q <wfeals Tauan-
Tqg afmfs: mmufaammwﬁm-
faﬁaf{f‘at aqrg

2 Négefia, in some copies, and, according to some copies, Vijnina
i WIUFIC. Za.

3 This Aphorism, as given, is a literal repetition of Book I., 70,
at p. 87, supra. Ed.

‘A IS WATATE FIR CTACAA-
TR
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, Aph. 23. Of others [viz., other means
by 'ﬁ:ﬁ"g‘"m"”’ besides he::u&l g], for the sake of con-

firmation, [there is need].

a. He speaks of these same other means :*

fargawmatafa 7 faaq: 1 280

Formality in postures Aph. 24. There is mno [absolute]
not unperative. necessity that what is steady and pro-
moting ease should be a [particular]
posture, [such as any of those referred to in Book IIIL,
§ 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] :

oA fafaed A= 4 0

The efficwent means of  APh. 25. Mind without an object
Conceniration. is Meditation.

a. That is to say : what Internal Organ is void of any
modification, that 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

' IR |ATATE

*gaa uemeAefRaar wife 3a:
fert g9 ¥ FecamAfAEd: o

* g qTYEATE
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declared how Meditation effects this' [exclusion of the
modifications of Intellect].

6. But then, since Soul is aﬁike, whether there be Con-
centration or Non-concentration, what have we to do with

Concentration ? Having pondered this doubt, he clears
it up :

SERRICIENECEE LI ST C

) N a%_ i
o ) Aph. 26. If you say that even both
ou;‘f}f};’,‘:ﬁ_’”t itk ways there is no difference, it is not so:

there is a difference, through the exclu-

sion [m the one case,] of the tinge [of reﬁected pain which
exists in the other case].

a. But how can there exist a finge in that which is

unassociated [with anything whatever, as Soul is alleged
to be]? To this he replies:3

Fﬂ:ﬂ%sgntrfﬁsf‘ﬁm IETY

' gfewml semiecd wafa adE e
iﬁnﬁﬁﬁfwﬁa@r T | FAFRW-

WA FTCANR: FE UTw: | waEIHAAT
unm:r mﬁﬁﬁa 0

' Y AT yesSEEwTiE ayi-
aarmsq H/HIYR |

* 99 fRwg FEuoT o gEe
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Soul tinged by what Aph. 27. Though it [Soul,] be un-
does mot belong to &, associated, still there is a tingeing
[reflexionally,] through Noxﬁ-discrimination.

a. That is tosay: though there is not a real tinge in
that which is unassociated [wish tincture, or anything else],
still there is, as 1f 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].

6. He explains this same :*

surestewarfta Ay fa qfqara:
02 U

; ) —~ Aph.28. As is the case with the
,,pl’;t,ff;_’”’"g presente 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 :*

AT U e Ty 1 e

Howtobogoirider. | APh-29. Tt[viz, the aforesaid tinge,]
. is debarred by Meditation, Restraint,
Practice, Apathy, &e.

' faragy aeta reaTfas Saom ArE
AAGWTT T AFqiia Fa1 wfafem zar-
qu 3fq W fgaa surmfaafafafad:

" gasa fagwmifa

* ORI fACrETaTEETE 0
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a. He shows the means settled by the ancient teachers,
in regard to the exclusion—through Meditation, &c.,
lodged in the Mind,—of the tmgémg of Soul :!

AAFTRUATTTEATIATET: I 30 0

Aph. 30. It is by the exclusion of
dissolution® and distraction, say the
teachers.

a. That is to say: through the removal, by means of
Meditation, &e., 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. He states that there is no compulsion that Meditation,
&e., should take place in caves and such places :*

A wrafaaafawarE” 1390

' feafaeararfer  gewenwonfAy
uarardfag g exafq o

2 Inertness [of fhind]’ is a better vendering of laya. Ed.

P wrfemt fewer fagraR: wwmnfe-
T3 fagen gewenfa wutmfaﬁz?r
afa fa'sﬂ‘-lfm wfafamia fatrarfefy
gaTaTaT gy o

" arArer ErfemmfaaAr ArEarE o

5 Anirvddha has, to a very different effect, -HH]ET}:{WTH .
N

The ancient dogma on
this point.
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Aph. 81. There is no rule about
pzﬁeiif;'f.?ﬂ'n’"“” take  Yocalities 3 for it is from tranquillity
of Mind.‘
a. That is to suy : Meditation, or the like, results simply
¢ from tranquillity of Mind.” ,Therefore, such a place as a
cave is not indispensable for it.!

4. The discussion of Liberation is completed. Now,
with an eye to the unchangeableness of Soul, he handles
compendiously the cause of the world :*

-

RN ~_ ¢ < =

AFAT AT MIHT: | 3R 0
Aph. 32, Nature is the primal ma-

Nature the material

of the world. terial; for there is Scripture [to the
effect] that the others are products.

~

a. That is to say : since we learn, from Scripture, that
Mind, &c., are products, Nature is established under the
character of the radical cause of these.’

4. But then, let Soul be the material. To this he replies:*

His comment runs: T TAAHEIEY A WAfq SRl
Wﬂ'ﬂ‘r‘m i Ea
ﬁﬁmmarza wmﬁam\ |, AT A
mﬁmafm T
@At WEfaeTe | T gReTai-
AR TR TERdd
* AEQIEAT HANHIWRET FHAATT-
@ ngfa: feadiad: o
‘ A TEW TS HAG | ANE W
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frammsta ArHEAT ITIRHTEIG 1 33 0

) Aph. 33. Ngt to Soul does this [viz.,
,,fs,f;’,';l,fo';fl;k material 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.!

. 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:®

Hfafatus FaaToReRTHEAR: | 38 1

o Aph. 34. The despicable sophist* does
mf;"gm_ sleviewui=  not gain [a correct apprehension of]
Soul ; because of the contradictoriness

[of his notions] to Scripture.

' e @fge STuemaTEaT aa
AR faarasta Arurerasfamd:

2 Mundalm Upanishad, ii., i, 5. Ed.

* A9 SFT: AT YRETETgar TWfeyg:
W sRuETAnAIfgIdfeaer snwy-
War rgrE

4 Here 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 ard conceivable are, all, opposed to
Seripture ; therefore, theflowest of the bad reasoners, and
others, who are accepters thereof,! have no knowledge of
the nature of Soul. Henge it is to be understood that
those, also, [e.g., the Nudydyikas,] 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, &ec., the material cause is nothing else than

1 ‘Lowest . . . . thereof” I have put instead of ‘base illogical
holders of these.’ Ed.

* gREFTUATat 4 4 ugn @afaara
w9 Hfafaee wawegwTRa FarE-
WAUATATATHE AT A qadiay: |
TaATAET  gEgEfeTarTTeFEaT-
sfa gaifiha T AUHATHAAITH -
s | afe e
AFRTAATIAT FCUAHAAT qel a=
faoga: wfcnw wfavwffa o
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earth, &c., how can Nature be the material of all? To this
he rephes !

e sty m&aﬁtgaa 3y

Aph. 35. Though but mediately [the
cause of products], Nature is inferred
[as the ultimate cause of the inter-
mediate causes,]; just as are Atoms, [by the Vaiseshikas].

| A FrdeRATTRTEA 0 36 0

Aph. 86. It [Nature,] is all-per-
Nature all-pervading.  vading ; because [its] products are seen
everywhere.

@. But then, only if it be lUmited, 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
10 other space to move into]. To this he replies:*

AN SATARTAATRIATYIA U 39 U

Aph. 87. Though motion may attach
to it, this does not destroy its cha-
racter as ultimate cause; just s is the ease with Atoms.

Nature the wliimate
material cause.

An objection parried.

a. ‘Motion’ means action. Though it bLe present,
this does nof prevent its [Nature’s,] being the radical
cause; just as is the case with the earthy and other

STy gRamTeTae -
NENATHY HFd: HATYTAAH | a7 |

' 7 uftfemmsta aw wdawea o
mEdifa awww | awrE
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Atoms, according to the opinion of the Vaiseshikas: such
is the meaning.!

ufaerfist mtas | faa: 1 360

Nature the proper Aphe 38, Nature is something in
substitute for eight of  addition to the notorious [nine Sub-
the substances 1in the v s [
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.’

FRATATARTE A AUt U 320

- Aph. 39. Purity and the others are
,;,g:g‘,’fﬁﬁfgjf“’ e not properties of it [viz., Naturel;

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 ;

°

' nfg: far | qredAsfu gwscan
werfdm  Sufyswad  wifgarggats-
|9

' JETHIAY FHEAEHIU T dF ofq
AT N

* genforurt wgfauds wife w1
faesuaTfem: 0
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since, if we held the energizing to be without a motive,
Emancipation would be inexglicable :*

wawsty gy gie: aureeEEgge-
FEAI U Bo Ul

Aph. 40. Nature, though it does not

Dature's disinterested-  gnjoy [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
creation :*

sRAfaETgfeafaTa 1 33 0

Aph. 41. The diversity of creation
Nature treais . . . .
one according to ks 18 in consequence of the diversity of
deserts. Desert.

Y TR vAAARIuTEta frsrar-
TANGERTYTH HIgraas i o

2 NigeSa is peculiar in giving, as an Aphorism, in substitution
for these words, the clause from the introduction to it, printed juss

above, viz.,'f\ﬂwﬂ &c., but ending with the nominative case

= ﬁ: . The Serampore edition of the Sdérkiya-prava-
chana-bhdshya has, ae the Aphorism, very corruptly, in part:

A ATEIIUs: I 2

8 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.

* fafawrgel fafaeacaare o
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a. But then, granting that creation is due to Nature,
yet whence is desfruction ? For a couple of opposite results
cannot belong to one and fthe same cause. To this he
replies !

RG] FATAH U B0

Aph 42. The two reaults are through

NGonirary results fre equipoise and the reverse of equi-
poise.

a. Nature is the triad of Q,ualltles, viz., Punty,u&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 samq: such is the meaning.®

b. 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 :*

' Y Wag AUTATY (e TeaR] SR |
amﬁmﬁwml qwTE N

3 Compare Book L., Aph. 61, a, at p. 71, supra. (Ed.

* gatferawd ‘mﬁﬁﬁw%ﬁq\m-
TPUTHEATSA H&mw faegardgd
mﬁﬁaﬂi 0

‘ aq wumw gleEnnaresrreEa
HER: | | aNR
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famwarum gfe: svres st 1830

Aph. 48. Since [or when,] the eman-

mf:»:a”g}%f:’”‘“ 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:®

ArEtasty gRei fafaan-
LGN

Aph. 44. Even though it [Nature,]
,,,,l:' O ot ,-,,'f,ﬁ%ﬁ'f,; may invade others [with its creative
emancipated. 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 IIL, at p. 267, supra. Fd.

A AUTAE HEJUTAI ATRINTA -
HIERATHAT 9 FUTAET HHHY gA-
% W | a9TE |

3 Some copies of Vijnsna here introduce [T ; and Négesa

hes the lection f‘qu'iﬁa-ﬁwﬁ' Tgfag. =z

4 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.



446 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

swftrasfed)] TA¥aw o 8 o

) Aph. 46. If [you acknowledge] an
ey codued ™ adjunct [of Soul], then, on #ts being
established, there is dualty, [upsetting

the dogma founded on in §44].

a. But then, the adjuncts, moreover, consist of ‘Igno-
rance,’ [which, according to the Vedénta, 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 :*

TIATATY ARTAATY: U 89 0

The Veadnta cannot Aph. 47. Even by the two the au-
ovads non-dualily. thority is contradicted.

a. That is to say : even by acknowledging the two, viz.,
Soul and Ignorance, a contradiction is comstituted to the
text, [which is alleged as] the authority for non-duality.?

b. Heo states another couple of objections, also :4

*IPATHETAYTR AR T SR
EIGEE- 1A

1 Nigeis bas JUTRIFRFETR Wl 20

* gquuArsafaga Ha W aReE
TYTIFTAAE I
HATOR HAfdEeT™ vawd: i

* soeafu wagTETE |
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Aph. 48, The prim4 facie view [of

acre, 5:2“&22’:-:2‘;: Y the Vedénta] is not [to be allowed any
a contradiction, force, as fan 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 :*

TR TEE AR A’ 0 8e

o Aph. 49. [And,] in its [Soul’s,] being

,mfﬂ““m" “" » demonstrated by the light [of itself, as

you Veddntis 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 ’$ [in one].

8. 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, jtself, furnish

G mﬂiﬁ greafa | awrE o

2 Aniraddba has ﬁéfﬂﬁ! I!l: 3 Négess,
ﬁﬁ'ﬂu&: . Ea. qiq.

' YqEHR A AAATAE TR
Tu TR
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the relation to itself; just as the VaiSeshikas declare, that,
through the intelligence lodg>d in it, it is, itself, an odject
to itself. To this he replies:

mﬁa&mﬁﬁg\mu yo i

o ) Aph. 50. This [Soul], in the shape of
of{glf,',‘d”_"m””ﬁ‘”dm 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 gfafatr ufimed Iwamw afe:
nwan -

Aph. 51. There is no contradiction
to Scripture [in our view]; because
that [text of Scripture which seems to

. 7 wife sREqiatw: afFensm-
YHTIT @ EEANEATT | 99T a9y
F WIAEFERIN WW Y faug =g

G
Q2
2 Aniruddha has ~FH] . Ed.
(A '

.4 salvo for the Vasdic
view.

3 From this point, Vedénti 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 reproduce. Ed.

* AR wRTE A YA faera A
w1 afq: | G
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assert absolute non-duality] is [intended] to produce apathy
in those who have desires, fand who would be better for
_behevmg in ‘the nothingmess 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 ;!

Yyl
The seorld Aph. 52. The world is real ; because
irvefragable : reality it vosults from an unobj ectionable cause,

‘ and because there is {in Scripture,} no
debarrer {of this view of the matter].

a. We see, in the world, that o reality belongs to dream-
objects, or to the [fancied] yellowness of [invariably white]
conch-shells, and the like; inasmuch as these are results
of the internal organ, &c., when [not normal, but] injurad
by [1 e., under the injurious influence of] Sleep,* &o.: and
this is not [the state of things] in the [waking] Universe,
in which Mind is the first,’ * [accordine to Book I., § 71].

'| maqaﬁamﬁﬁr Far wfua
a Wmmgmmmwm 0

2 For *injured,” &c., read, ‘ impeded by the obstruction [offered]
by Sleep.” Hd.
3 Instead of ‘in which,’ &c., read, ‘[consisting of] the Great One,

K frfedrgrr AR T
faawgafaadarraard wia g¥ a"
Aggienu= ATl U
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b. He declares that the Unjverse is real, not merely in
its existent state [at any givexs instant], but, also, always :*

TATCTCEA TGS I U3 0

Creation excluded, Aph. 53. Sinece 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].

a. That is to say : sinee, 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.?

%. Though [it is declared that] the bejng 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 :*

TEHT HAT 7 TEY: W ug 0

Aph. 54. Self-consciousness, not Soul,

The real ugent who .
is the agent.

' q %9s IGATACNIYTAT WUS: g
q AR |

* T AR T TR R T &-
TATIAshitars wadiEg: o
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Fazamr SfemmrafamTd I v

Aph. §5. Experience ceases at [dis-

9f€"’4§"°"” @goird  orimination of] Soul, [as being quite

distinet fyrom Nature]; since it arises

from its fSoul’s,] Desert, [which is not, really, Soul’s, but

which, while Non-diserimination 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 dees not result from enterings into
the world of Brahm4 :

FRrfeasargafafaaasTara’ o ug

Pora M Aph. 56. Even in the world of the
aqa,;;?f,’;:s,’,’;yﬁfﬁzf,,"y moon, &e., there is return [to mundane

existence]; because of there really
being a Qause [of such return].

a. © A cause,” viz., Non-discrimination, Desert, &e.?

6. 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
rephes:*

' gESTETRatTE fassfafta o-
AT W WA 0
. * Tostond of -“FRTATA, Aniruddha bes -HEETd . Ee
. fafrewnfaasaafess o
' A9 gESiEATEAA RREATI A =
d aagh
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= 1

st Arwemfafey gaad i uo i

Aph. 57. ¢Not by the counsel of
[supermundane] people is there effoetu-
stion [of Emancipation]; just as in the former case, jthe
ease, viz., of counsel given by mundane instPugtors]..

«. But, in that case, what becomes of the text that there
isno return from the world of Brahma ? To this ho replies :*

ureemdw afeet famfagfa: o s

1« watvofor @ Sor Aph. 58. There is Scripture [declara-

e Slvo for @ Serip- tory] of Emancipation, [on going to the

world of Brahm4]; this [Emancipation]

being effected [more readily in that world then in this, but
only] by intermediacy [of the appropriate means].

. .He alleges the Scriptural text of Soul’s going [to the
1oc?1hty where it is to experience], even though it be all-
ﬁlhng]," [and can, therefore, have no place into which to
move] :

TfagAE TR ST R ITR Tl
SEICHLICE i

tvotior.+ Aph. 59. And, in accordance with
the text of its ‘ going,” though it [Soul,]

This point enforced.

1 Aniruddha has, instead of m:, a'ﬁ"a'%: . Ed.
2 R -~ !
Tad smSaEATyfaEa: @ T |
avE
* afiig@AsaTHAr AfaRfaaaueatau
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is all-pervading, yet, in time, it reaches its plaee of cxperi-
ence [or body], through ?zonjunctmn with an adjunct; as

in the case of Space. .

a. For, as Space, though it is all-pervading, 1s 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 decupied by the jar is moved to the place to
which the jar is carried ’], just so is it* [here].

6. He expounds the statement, that the site-of experi-

énce [the body,] is formed through the superintendence
of the experiencer,’ [Soul]:

safufeas gfqmameg’ afafs:
0 &o

Apk. 60. This {constltutmn of a

.ue:;?deitoﬁiw 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 expzarience
for a body,] for Experiencers [i.e., Souls,] take place
.

‘g e gueasfu nfaRan
faﬁmqqr&rﬁmmf?aa ayafa

* QrgfueEmRrTaaafrAratata ags
amas=afa i

3 The reading of Aniraddha js Eﬁ-mm:ﬁma Ed,
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without any superintendence at all, through Desert. To
this he replies :*

I ACHATE HEEAATASATI -
zg,i n&an

dpk. 61. If you say that [indepen-

of e ol flemaker  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, &e., 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 #rough Soul, in
the oconstruction of the Body, &c. ; just as it is for water,
&o., unconnected with the seed, to operate through tillage,
&c., in the production of a plant.®

b. According to the system of the VauiSeshifas and
others, it is settled .that Soul is the superintendent, [in
the construction of the Body], i virtue of its being con-
Jjoined with Desert. But he tells us, that, in his own doe-

' wafuetd faRagesa Aepar A-
MAGATAATY Wag | awTE |
? Nigeia reads ACHAGO . Fa
' RIS} WTEIRHASIER WA -
AR MIFATREN AT AHTEAT  AFT-

é’twmgﬁmﬁ FTfesRafeT: o
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trine, since Desert, &o., are not properties of Soul, the
Soul cannot, through tizef‘e be the cause! [of the Body]:

< ° ° bt
ﬁgmm&a@sﬁmﬁr qa n &
Aph. 62. For this is impossible [viz,,
that the Soul should, tkrough its Desert,
&c., be the cause of Body]; because it has no qualities
for these [viz., Desert, &c.,] are properties cf Self-con-
sciousness, [not of Soul].

Reasox for this,

a. And so, in our opinion, it is settled that Soul
superintends [in the causing of the Body,] quite directly,
by cenjunction 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:®

' FRfafeaage® GINUTHAATH-
ﬁrsﬁmqamf‘aaw ! Hf‘ma-g&'ra‘i
AATHYHRMTITNE T AEaqead 7 &
qHdtTe |

2'(1'“ a ﬁ’\ - .a -~
mﬁmﬂﬁwﬁfam

ﬂg'vzmé’t aruf? fanfaurfed

sﬂ-quftﬁamﬁma\a AT
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fafres sttammaa@faiaT H &3

Aph. 63°The nature of a living soul
ol ow liniled and holongs to that which is qualified, [not
to Soul detoid of qualities, as is proved]

by direct and indirect arguments.!

a. To be a living soul is the being possessed of the vital
airs ; and this is the eharacter of the soul distinguished by
personality, not of pure Soul,? fwhich 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 preducts of Self-con-
sciousness :*

‘Wzmtﬁzﬂ"'ﬂ srafaferodtar war-

TqATRTE N &3 1

Aph. 64. The effectuation of works
is dependent on the agent Self-con-
seiousness, not dependent on a Lord, [such as is feigned
by the Vaiseshikas] ; because there is na vroof [of the
reality of such].*

a. By this aphorism are set forth, as are also established

The real agent what.

1 On enwaya-vyetireka, vide supra, p. 428 note 8. Ed.

*Srad wifud ausrfafregesa
umaammn

4 See Bock I, Aph. 92, at p. 112, supra. Ed.
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by Seripture and the Legal Institutes, the creative and the
destructive agencies of B hm4 and Rudra’ [respectively],
owing to their adjunc, Self-consciousness,® [or per-
sonality].

b. But then, grant that *Self-consciousness is the maker
of the others, still who is the maker of Self-consciousness?
To this he replies

seRrgfaamaaa 1 &y i

Aph. 65. It is the same as in the

The real agent whence. . s
ol agent arising of Desert.

a. Just as, at the creations, &c., the manifestation of
Desert, which,sets Nature energizing, results solely from
the particular fime,—since, if we were to suppose other
Desert as the instigator of this, we should have an infinite
regress,—just so Self-consciousness arises from Zime 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.

P AR gRUEEQUTYS SO §-
fwgmia’ gfawifafagnfa  wfam-
feaq v

" AR HAEEWI SN FAEIE T &
FAT1 A=l
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HEAIST | &% 1

Orthodox vesoguition Aph. 66, The rest is from Mind, [the
of Brakmd, Siva, and

Vishna, put forward. Great Prineciple].

a. What is other than th%e 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 Condeit, Passion, &e., it is 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?

TASAAWINEGTAUATEHC  HTHAHATIA-
frwida sad Wq qwrfu FN=Eia
FATARAT AT s |

mﬁm&m a-
HEAEIA wafa fageaeaaThmET-
TMETEAA QORISR AT Caa: |
AR T gRQ HewsfyE fral: T

mfiaw\ 1

3 The text here followed is very inferior. Ed.
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With reference to this dpubt, he states that all phi-
losophers reject. in common, the doubt whether we should
have an infinite regress, oft the supposition of a stream of
Non-d1scr1m1nat10n because #his [regress] is valid;' [since
an infinite regress which isn conformity with the truth
1s no sound cause of objection]:

FHfafaw: oga: @ETfEmarseafedt
gL ! &9 I

Aph. 67. The relation of possession
be“ic;i‘fg:fed":’;“;"ntm and possessor, also, if attributed [as it
fnfzmenf t the argu- is by some,] to Desert, in the case of

., Nature [and Soul], like [the relation of]
seed and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite re-

gress of alternants], is beginningless.

Nfaaafafaay a1 usfom: u &b

Aplh 68. Or [the case is, likewise,
one of an infinite regress,] if it [the
relation between Nature and Soul,] be attributed tosNon-
discrimination [of Soul from Nature], as Panchasikha
[holds].

A second.

' yfaawfafass: nmf‘amﬁmﬁ-
TR T weTwRA | a=ifras v fafe-
forea mgmf’aamamasaa—
mrafafETTgan: aAfugas af@ @
FAATfCRTHIRW IHTE I

? ferfHaAR: is the reading of Aniraddha. Zd.
30
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fagwdfafass =fd ga=mmE: u e n

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 ofethe world]. .

A third

a. He sums up the import of the declarations of the
Institute :*

79T A9 agfafe TEEgiafe: Ie
qTE: 11 9o Ih -

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.

' wrEETETHEE A

THE END.



