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PUBLISHER'S NOTE

Occupying an important place in the six systems of Indian
Philesophy, the Samkhya 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 scareely intelligible.

Besides 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 of almost all the ayailable
manuscripis.

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

Tre present work, both in its Sanskrit portion and in its
English, is en amended reprint of three volumes,' pub-
lished in Indis, which have already become very scarce.
An sbridged form of those volumes,® which subsequently

! Their titles here fallow :

“The Apborisms of the Binkhya Philosophy of Kupila, with
Ilustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for
the use of the Benares Collage, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad :
Printed at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Har, Sup't.
1s53."

“The Aphorisms of the Sénkhya Philosophy, by Kapils, with
llustrative Extracts from the Commentary. Books IL., I1L, & IV
Yo Banskrit and English, Printed for the uss of the Benares
College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. (lst Edition, 550 Copies —
Price 12 annar) Allshabad: Printed at the Prosbyterian Mission
Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Superintendent. 1854."

“The Aphorisms of the Sinkhys Philosophy, by Kapila, with
lllustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijuina-Bhikshu.
Books V. & VI Sanskrit and English. Translated by James
B. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt College, Benares,
Printed for the use of the Benares Callege, by order of Govt. N. W. P,
(1st Edition, 5560 Copies :—Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Har, Sup't, 1856."

* Occupying Fusciculi 32 and 81 of the New Series of the Biblic-
theca Indica, imsued 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 Aphorisms
of Kapils, with Extracts from Vijnins Bhiks[h]u’s Commentary,” &e.
But this is o misrepresentation, as regards Book L, which takes up
63 puges out of the total of 175, The expusitory maktter in that
Bouk is derived, very largely, from other communtators than Vijukna



iv ADVERTISEMENT.

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

While; in the following pages, all the corrections
obtainable from the abridgment have been turmed to
account, an immense number of improved readings have
been taken from another source. Three several times 1
carefully read Dr. Ballantyne’s translation in as many
different copies of it; entering suggestions, in the second
copy, without reference to those which had been entered
in the first, and similarly making independent sug-
gestions in my third copy. All these' were, on various
_occasions, submitted to Dr. Bollantyne ; and such of them
as did not meet his approval were crossed through. The
residue, many more than a thousand, have been embodied

Vedénti Mahfdeva mainly supplies it at the outset, and, towards
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddba. Some share of it, however,
will not be traced ; it having been furnished by one of Dr. Ballantyne's
pandits, whom 1 have repeatedly seen in the very act, as by his own
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations.

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

Though not fally published till 1856, my edition aof the Sdakiya-
pravachana-bhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as enrly
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne had & 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 scress. Greatly to his disservice, he would not be induced even
to look st them. It faring the same with my typographical cor-
rections, he has, here and ther, reproducsl errors, move or less gross,
which might easily have beon avoided. Soe, for spucimens, pp. 107,
D@8, 357, 873, 974, 381, 390



ADVERTIREMENT.

in the ensuing shects, but are not indicated,' as succes-
sively introduced. The renderings proposed in: thé foot-
notes are, for the most part, from among these which have
recently occurred to me as eligible. : !

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

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

I. The Sdnkhya-pracachana-bhdshya, by Vijoina Bhikshu.
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My oldest
MS. of it was transeribed in 1654,

! Nor has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of
idiom which bave been remouved ; as, for example, by the substitation
of * unless’ for ‘without,’ of * in time * for * through time,” of * presently’
for “just,” and of ‘ between the two ' for * betwean both,'

® “Abthe time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyns
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sinkhya
Aphorisms.” * Notice," in the Billivtheca Indice, New Series, No. 51.

? For detuils respecting these commentaries and their authors, ses
my Contribution towards an Index to the Dibliography of ithe
Indian Philosophioal Syetems, or my Prefice to the Sdaldya-rdra,
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II. The Kapila - sinkhya - pravackana - siitra-vritti, by
Awiruddha. Of this I have consulted, besides s MS.
copied in 1818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne,
one which I procured to be copied, in 1850, from an old
MS, without date.'

III. The Laghu-sankhya-sitra-vpitti, by Nageéa. 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 Sankhyu-pravachana-sitra-vritti-sira, by Ve-
dénti Mahideva. Here, again, only one of two MSS.
which I possess is complete. The other, which breaks off
in the midst of the comment on Book II., Aph. 15, is, in
places, freely interpolated from No. I. Neither of them
has a date.

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

F. H.

ManLESFORD, SUFFOLE,
Ang, 28, 1884,

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



PREFACE.

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

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be
an accurate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much
of gloss as may be required to render them intelligible,
A class of pandits in the Benares Sanskrit College having
been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a
version of the Aphorisms, brought out in successive

portions, shall be submitted to the criticism of these men, "

and, through them, of other learned Brihmans, so that
any errors in the version may have the best chance of
being discovered und rectified. The employment of such
a version as & class-book is designed to subserve, further,
the attempt to determine accurately the uspect of the
philosophical terminology of the East, as regards that of
the West.

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

J.R. B.
Besaues Covreos, '
oth January, 1852,






THE
SANKHYA APHORISMS

KAPILA.

BOOK I.

a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila!!

&, Well, the great sage, Kapils, desirous of raising the
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found it
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the ercellemce of
any froit, through the desire [which this excites] for the
fruit, is & 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 siriving to obtain] :*

w9 fafaugargafrgfaamgeamd: iqn

. Aph. 1, Well, the complete cessation
The proprsed.
s of i [which s} of iree binde is the
complete end of man.

' ftsfasa=a 78: 0 s

maﬂgﬁxﬁgﬁgmﬁwﬁa
AN FHRTEI WYART AT FICUA
ﬂtm%m'ﬁmu




2 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

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

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which
is of three kinds,—viz., (1) due to one’s self (adhydimika),
(2) due to products of the elements (ddhibhautika), and
(3) due to supernstural causes (ddhidaioika),—is the com-
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chigf end
of man, among the four human aims, [vis., merit, wealth,
pleasure, and liberation (see Sihitya-darpana§2)] ;' because
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is nof transi-
tory : such is the state of the case,

. ¢. But then, let it be that the above-
,n.fﬁ.ﬂ.‘l"fm mentioned cessation [of all the three
: Lotppent g kinds of pain] is the complete end of
man; still, what reason is there for betaking one’s self to &
doctrinel system which is the cause of & knowledge of the
truth, in the shape of the knowledge of the difference
between Naoture and Soul, when there are easy remedies
for bodily. pains, viz., drugs, &c., and remedies for mental
pains, viz,, beautiful women und delicate food, &o., 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 pnins due to
supernatural canses, viz., gems [such as possess marvellous
prophylactic properties], and spells, and herbs of mighty

' WY R AT

' fefaymmafmafishfast R fase-
T G ey v-
TG W A GRATS TR -
ArATERTEtaaTtefa w0




BOOK I., APH. 2. 3

power, &c.; and when [on the other hand], sinee it is hard
to get one to grapple with that very difficult knowledge
of truth which can be perfected only by the toil of many
guccessive 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, secing that this
may be asked] he declares [as follows] :'

7 gErRfafaAgaraga agaaTd i 2 I

Aph. 2. The effectuation of this [com-

The ond ia not o fe  plete cessation of pain] is not [to be

clained by oniinary oy pected] by means of the visible [such

as wealth, &c.]; for we see [on ‘the

loss of wealth, &o.,] the restoration {of the misery and
evil,] after [its temporary] cessation. -

| A w A e &
2 - = a‘
Fq: TR EfAadaATATINTE AT ATAS-

 Tostead of FETAW:, the reading of Aniruddha, and of most
L -
MSS,, Vijnkoa has, to the ssme effeck, fﬂ'{ﬂ‘ Ed



+ THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

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

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

. Wy is it not [to be thus effected]? Because, after
the cessation (the cessation of pain is understood), we see
its restoration, the springing up again of pain in general,®
[from whichever of its three sources (§ 1. 4.)].

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

e. Dut then, grant that fufure pain is not debarred by
drugs, &c., femployed to remove presemt pain], still, by"




BOOK L., APH, 4. 5

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] :'

e N 3 0 4

!

: Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt]
e guestion wlele”  that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
toined by the recurren - poin  may result] from exertions far
ek ™™ the obviation [of pain], as is the case
with the obviation of daily hunger.

a. When pain shall arise [let us sappose.one to argued
then it is to be obviated ; and hus there js th “soulls
desire, the cessation of pain; justus one should eat, when
there is hunger; and thus there is the soul's desire of the
eater, vis., the cessation of hunger. In rgpard.to tha
[doubt] he states the recognized decigjon :*

T AT A ST FETEETRYS HATU-
I 0 B 0

‘ﬁmf{mm&ﬁﬁrﬁ'g:ﬁf‘ﬂ'{ﬁmﬁ
fu ga: g wataRaW@ g ArfagEfas
facfu =nfefa wga |

I LEHEEA agl amfasas H;TIT
ﬁﬁ:ﬂﬁf{&:mﬁg WWW -

0

* The more ordinary reading of MSS,, and that of Aniruddha, is




6 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

: T Aph. 4. This [method of palliatives

tiad, T =P (§8)] i to be rejected by those who are

versed in evidence; because it is not

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

if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as

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

a. For there are not physicians, &o., in every place and
at all times; and [to rely on physicians, &c., would not be
advisable], even if there were the possibility,—i. e., even if
these were [always at hand], since physicians are not per-
Jeot [in their art] ;—for pain cannot with certainty be got
rid of by means of physicians, &c., with their drugs, &e.
Moreover, when corporeal pain has departed, there may
still be that which is mental, &c.; so that there is not
[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] :

' afe wIfe=R wifmas Jurew
sfe Fenfefrarmaantenr o= TR
TG | ¥ wrilwwreTd sranew
w13 I 7 3w garfea™ | gEm-
Rl SRS LS

LI CE ]
THRAETE |



BOOK I., APH. 5. 7

= =,
IRETET ATH FIREEA: 0 Y0
Aph. 5. Also [an ioferior method
a%‘ﬁi‘.’“ ought not to be adopted,] because of
the preeminence of Liberation [as
proved] by the text [of Seripture declaratory] of its pre-
eminence sbhove all else.

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

6. 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] :*

' A ARUTAEEE WIS Afaas Are
frmm FagaTSETRATRTd | WTE-
sTer 7 fagra =fa eqmmagaTty am-
uH gEET U9 afqamn i

' 7 ATy TY® qfcfq Watad | 99




8 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

wfgsaT=nIan o &

Apk. 8. And there is no diffarence

An oljection met, between the two.

a. There is no difference 1 the applicability of libera-
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is
essential, and that it is adventitious, [supposing it were
either (see § 19.5.)]. That is to say, we can tell both
how the bondage takes place, and how the liberation takes
place.!

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

Hmmﬁmﬁq’mﬁﬁl:usu

Liberation must be Apk. 7. There would be no rule in
W,L‘ﬂ‘h:'ﬁf the enjoining of means for the libera-

Jotned. tion of one bound essentially.

T fa |wIes Sarrs: | W -
TATNSH IrEd T Agfa | {4 aeasr
HH9Ya WiE |l

STareaRstaTy: | 9y ;
¥ AT 9T q4 T THFH WG

' WY FHATHATRITAATST ATAAT-
HifasR T gEureE )



BOOK I, APH. 7. 9

a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Buudaga
is the junction of pain; and this is not essential in man,
For, if that were the case, then there would be no ruls,
ie., no fitness, in the Bcriptnrnl or legal injunction uf
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 essenficl
exists as long as the substance exists.!

b. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the
Liwara-gita,] : *If the soul were essentially foul, or im-
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not tuke
place even through hundreds of suscessive births.’*

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

| PEREIRIRAIENET GEAPT |
¥ YRR 7 @wfas: | @ur |fa Avgra
mﬁm&wmﬁmwﬁmaﬁﬁtﬂma
A wzd fH W | 7 @ WIS
STFATE: @ afq geTaEsE araEsT-
famrfefa s

‘IW IWTAEE | TATAT Al

sw31 faard @rENTTE: | AR
IR AATIR AT I

' yamATeTH feRaTaada W
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AT AT AR TE A e T e UH -

ATREH I kN

] Aph. 8. Bince an essential nature
m i ﬂ‘; is imperishable, unauthoritativeness,
inceitatl. betokened by impracticabeness, [would
be chargeable against the Seripture, if pain were essential
to humanity].

a. That is to say : since the essential nature of anything
is imperishable, i. e., endures as long as the thing itself,
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential
to humanity], that, since Liberation is sfmpossible, 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; Seripture
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems,
to be an exact measure of truth].

&. But then [some one may eay], let it be an injunction
[to use mesns for the attainment of an unattainable
object], on the mere strength of Beripture;? [and, since
Seripture is an unquestionable authority, we may be ex-
cused from asking or answering the question, why the
injunction is given]. To this he replies [as follows] :

AMATILT(ATURATCRSTTTRT: Il @ i

| ST G TR T AR
HIETEA aETYATae T A T e TS E UH-
AT SfeE: i

' 7 fagmrRarges "R




BOOK I, APH. 10. 11

. A= improcticabls in- Aph. 8. There is no rule, where
g iy something impossible is enjoined:
though it de enjoined, it is no injunction,

a. There can be no fitness, or propriety, in an injune-
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 st all,
but only the semblance of an injunetion ; because it stands
to reason, that not even the Feda can make one see sense
in an sbsurdity : such is the meaning.'

6. Here he comes upon a doubt :*

TFqeEIsawa I 9o

4Aph. 10, If [some ome says] asin
r:":‘_ﬁm the case of white cloth, or of a seed,

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

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

' wIwE wEEeTe fafinegeE A
@vafa 7a SufeR fafeasaosraaat-
9eW UF A ¥afq f& quenmE v Tife-
aay Jrsfu 7 Jrugadifa AraTfead: o

|/Y TEA |




12 THE BANKHAYA 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
essentisl. So, too, there may be [without any impropriety]
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, i [any one
argues thus], such is the meaning' [of the aphorism, to
which he proceeds to reply].

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

TREATTRATAT ATARIG: I 99

R Aph. 11. Bince both perceptibleness
sentiol properly may be and [subsequent] non-perceptibleness
g It may belong to some power [which is
indestructible], it is not something impracticabls that is
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde-
structible power imperceptible].

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

' AR W ARTATAT IA J91 T
ze | AT A ad 91 9
Ay E@HIfawEgEiEAAEEd |
WA THILANTAT EWITARANY TN~
|TaTE: e §NEdifd | aELT amET-
gem: =fefa Sfes: |

! gAIR




BOOK 1., APH. 11 13

instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of
& power [the powers, namely, of sppearing 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 germinsting power of the romsted
seed can again be brought out by the processes of the
bleacher, &e., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the
will of the Fogf, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in
the case of the roasted seed], &e.'

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

‘m ISIEUECICILS
T W 7 AFfa w5 | T
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| FTRATTAT JigAT g wa6-
FATA N R0

Time, wohich upplios dpk. 12, Not from connexion with
huﬂlf.mwh;}:m- time [does bondage befall the soul];
L& . because this, all-pervading and eter-
nal, is [eternally] associated with all, [and not with those
alone who are in bondage].

a. The bondage of man is not caused by fime; because
[if that were the case,] there could be no such separation
gs that of the {iberated and unliberated ; becanse time, which
applies to everything, and is eternal, is at all times asso-
ciated with all men, [and must, therefore, bring all into
bondage, if any].

A TAAITATSAEATA I 93 |

Api. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
,.:.f  Jor the 1 from conmexion with place, either, for
< the same [reason]

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

amﬁﬁwm?ﬁ’rmﬁﬁ
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or not liberated, bondage would [in #haé case] befall the
Yderated, also.!

ATATAT SEYHATIT: 11 98

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of
 The soul is not ket the 2oul arise] from its being condi-
e, by 4 by gioyed [by its standing among eircum-

stances that clog it by limiting it];
because ¢hat is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but]
the body.

a. By ‘condition® we mean the being in the shape of &
sort of association. The bondage [of the soul] does not
arise from fhat; because fhat is the property of the dody
[and mot 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], Z¢ this conditioned
state belong to the soul. On this point [to prevent mis-
takes], he declares :®

' TmArTaTSia | om=n I | -
A TR AT RS JRaH T T
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wawTsd gE an au i

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

bonds, it is] absolute.

a. The word ¢ti here shows that it [i.e., the assertion
conveyed in the aphorism] is & resson; the construction
with the preceding aphorism being this, that, since the
soul is unassocisted, it belongs only to the body to be
conditioned.!

A FHWIUAAT AIE®E 1| 9% I

Aph. 16. Nor [does the hondage of

Hﬁﬂz:}'_'h soul arise] from any work; because

[works are] the property of another

[viz., the mind], and because it [the bondage] would be
eternal ? [if the case were as you imagine].

' ffdEdl TETENEEEEINIAT Al
Judmfafa gagsurRa: |

* The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, =, Ed.

5 Profsssor Wilson's Dictionary erroneously gives ' uninterrupted
continuanes ' as one of the definitions of afiprasomga; and that
definition, in all probability, suggested *eternal’ to the translator,
who bere had to do with afiprasakti. Near the end of 4, in the
pext page but one, afiprasangs is rendered ‘ undue result’ For the
synonymoas afiprasakéi and atiprasangs, respectively, sce Aph. 53,
with the comment on it, nnd the comment on Aph. 151, of this Book.

Colebrooke, on various occasions, represents one or other of these
terms by * wrest,' ‘straining o rule,’ ‘room for misconstruction,’ &e.
As technicalities, they generally signify *illegitimately extended
applieation * of & canon, notion, or the like, Ed.
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@. That is to say: moreover, the bondage of the soul
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid-
den ; becanse 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
conld 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 becauss it would be
eternal,’ i.e., because bondage, in the shape of connexion
with pain, would occur [where it does not,] even in such
cases as the universal dissolution® [of the phenomenal
universe, including the mental organ, but nof the soul].

% = ¢. But then [some one may say ], if

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

bo wumetking the (ha% oo, in the shape of connexion with

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

' 7 fafeafafossawia gee o~
FHATAISTURETEATHY AR CEY: | HH-
W STENEAE T ¥ FHETT TN

3 UpddAi, for which see p. 53, 1, infra. Ed.
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of the mind, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain]
assumed of the sou/, also? With reference to this doubt,
he declares [as follows] '

fafemmaafacayd® 1 99 0

Aph-17. If it were the property of
P bl o e dalrm any other, then there could not be
helamg. diverse experiencs,

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 #oul, that
men are held, by Kapils, to be numerically different].
Therefore, it must be admitted that pain is connectad with
the soul, also. And this [pain that belongs to the soul]
1s in the shape merely of a reflezion of the pain [that at-
taches to its attendant organism]; and this reflexion is of
its otom nttendant [organism] only ; so that there is no undue
result® [deducible from our theory].

| A pEATTETSTY TR SRaETT-
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prokrifi) is
direefly the cause of bondage:'

wfafaaATES e Wi TR 19t

ey S Aph. 18, If [you say that the ﬂou%'a
immediate comm of the  bondage urlsna] from Nature, ns it
e cause, [then I say] “no;’ [because] that,

also, is & dependent thing.

a. But then [some one may say], let bondage result from
Nature, as its enuse, If you say so, I say “no;” because
that, also, i.e., Nature, also, is dependent on the confunction
which is to be mentioned in the next aphorism; becanse,
if it [Nature] were to occasion bondage, even sifhout that
[conjunction which is next to be mentioned], then bond-
age would occur even in such coses as the universal
dissolution,? [when soul is altogether disconnected from the
phenomenal].

gEar: Siad: | § ¥ ganfafaeey v
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% Here snd in the comment, T have corrected TEATIH. Ed
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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,' &e.®

¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage,
only as depending on wmethingelse [i.e., on the conjunc-
tion to be mentioned in the next aphorism], through this
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is
reflszional, like the heat of water due to the conjunction of
fire;* [water being held to be essentially cold, and to scem
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
eome]:

7 freEgEwEEE FarEa-
TS 0 9e !
1 This s the lection preferred by Aniroddha and his followers. Kd.
‘faammr wfefa o wgfafaasen
“?n sfefa I=as
* AT TATAAT m’r‘aﬁmrrm SR
ﬁm&mwuﬁﬁr FRsHREIrT-

‘mmm_
yraafa o

& Here follows, in the first edition, the particls g, for which no
suthority has been discovered. The word translating it 1 bhave re-
tained, but bracketed. Ed.
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con-
Wihat reaily ir the junction thereof [Le, of Nature] is
nuunf e *  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 disjune-
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 erystal vase by a China-rose,
while it ocours not without the China-rose, ceases, on the
removal thereof]. Hence, as bondnge ceases, on the dis-
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 5. 4.] nor adventitious®

[§11. 4.

! The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in
the first edition. Vijnéna here supplies the comment. Bd.
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¢. In order that there may not be such an error as that
of the VuiSeshikas, 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 eolowr with essentially pure erystal does not take
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue
of which, seen athwart the erystal, seems to belong to the
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever
essentially pure, &c., could not take place without the con-
junction of some accidental associate; that is to say, pain,
&c., cannot arise sponfaneously,' [any more than a red
colour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is
essentially pure].

d. This has been declared, in the Sawrs, as follows
* As the pure erystal is regurded, by people, as red, in con-
sequence of the proximity of sumething [as a China-rose]

Ffe fe a7 UrESETATHS AE AT W
¥ AR AfeALISUTAGd | Wa: WA
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that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul’ [is
regarded as being affected by pain].’

e. In that [aphorism, 19], the perpetual purity means
the being ever devoid of merit and demerit; the perpetual
intelligence means the consisting of uninterrupted thought;
and the perpetual liberatedness means the being ever dis-
sociated from reaf pain: that is to say, the connexion with
pain in the shape of a reflexion is not o real bondage,® [uny
more thar the reflexion of the Chins-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.¢.1.
And now enough as to that point.?

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

' ags AR 3w fg FaAs o wwiea
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AT ATATSATRAT THEARTIA W 20 |

The Veddntic tenet on Aph, 20. Not from Ignarance, too,
ik pales Sien, [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,” &e.,} [§ 12, which had been rejected, as
canses 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 Peddnto-sira, § 20. b.)]; becanse, since their ‘Ig-
noranee’ is not & real thing, it is not fit to bind; becanse,
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely
dreamt of was never witnessed.®

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

e fagraeta: 1290

Aph, 21. If it [* Ignorance '] be [as-

TT Pedinti 'M!Wf serted, by you, to be] a reality, then
:':dmﬁ;;ﬁfu? there is an sbandonment of the [Ve-
déntic] tenet, [by you who profess to

follow the Vediinta].
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a. That is to say: and, if you agree that * Ignorance’ is
a reality, then you sbandon your own implied dogma [see
Nyiiya Aphorisms L, § 31] of the unreality of * Ignorance;"!
[and so you stultify yourself].

b, He states another objection =*

s aTated 0 22 0

Aph. 22. And [if you assume * Igno-

T cumnad rance’ to be a reality, then] there would

O comemiiip @ dnality,  De & dualily, through [there being]

something of a different kind [from

soul; which you asserters of non-duality cannot contem-
plate allowing].

4. That is to say: if *Ignorance’ is real and without &
beginning, then it is eternal, and eoordinate with Soul : if
[therefore] it be nof soul, then there is a duality, through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul;
and this the Vedintis cannot intend to establish] ; becanse
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."
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b. e ponders a doubt 3

fregnigear S 230

Aph. 23, If [the Veddnti alleges, re-
ﬂﬂ: ecdindl muet met  garding ‘ Ignorance,’ that] it is in the
is 6 ower and - shape of both these opposites, [then we

i shall say “no,” for the reason to be

assigned in the next aphorism].

a. The meaning is: if [the Vedant{ says that] ‘ Igno-
rance’ is not real,—else there would be a duality through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul,
which a follower of the Vedinta cannot allow],—and,
mareover, it is not wnreal, because we experiemce its
effects; but it is in the shape of something at once real
and unreal,! [like Plato’s v xai uy dv: (see Vedanta-
sdra, §21)].

7 ATCHIETATHAT: I *8 1

Aph.24. [To the suggestion that
ﬂ-r;rl in " such r-’:_:‘s} Ignorance ' is at once real and unreal,
e we say| ‘no;’ becaunse no such thing is

known [as is at once real and unreal.]

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

targa

* gyfazn A @4t 39 fa=rdrasanafs-
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For, in the ease of o dispute, it is necessary that there
should be an ezampl of the thing [i.e. (see Nydiya Apho-
risms, L., § 25). o case in which all parties are agroed that
the preperty in dispute is really present]; and, ns regands
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 onee resl and utreal, us they are sgroed that fire
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ] : such is the

import.!

b. Again he ponders a doubt -

Hﬁﬂﬁrﬁﬁrﬁﬁr%ﬁmﬁﬁqu?q i

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Vedint may
A yuesiion skether the remonstrate] * We are not asserfers of
:ﬁﬂ:g}ri&.:m‘ any Six E'm.ugt;-rieu, like the Faiseshi-

kas and others*

a. “We ure not asserters of & definite set of categories
[like the Vaiieshikas, who arrange all things under six
heads, and the Naiydyikas, who arrange them under six.
teen]. Therefore, we hold that there s such a thing,
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as * Igno-
rance * which is at onee real and unreal, or [if you prefer .
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see
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Vedinta-sira,§21] ; because this is established by proofs,’’
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisinctory to 5
although they may not comply with all the technical requi-
gitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition
(see Nyays Aphorisms, L., § 35)].

4. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘and others*are
meant the Naiydyikas; for the Naiydyika is an asserter
of sixteen categories® [see Nyfiya Aphorisms, I,§1]-

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

sfaadsha Aareaed HoRIsaar 91
ATARITCERAEH I 3G |

Aph. 26. Even although this be not

The self-contradiato 3 1
" dwﬁ_:’m wdictory cl?mpulm‘rrjr [that ﬂ]e‘ categories be
aille. six, or sixteen], there is no acceptance
of the inconsistent; 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 being and noi-
heing are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to
ull 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 anthority of the
Vedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen-
tary durstion [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] :*

| WErAfATRT A Awifa wrEnTafs-
TATee Ifwfasee seneares-
A HART WATTARTATZGTE T oy
A | FRA AR wE TG e Hw:
srfeaa: 1

* Fdsand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has rendercA warionsly, in
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewhere. It is well
defined, in Prof. Benley's Sauslrit -English Dictionary; *+An
impression remaining unconseionsly in the mind, from past actiony,
#te., and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or
pain,' Ed.
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m&&mtmﬁﬁiﬁm n29 0

xulu-@!‘uw;uga A-Pﬁ 2. EThﬂ bﬂudagf] therenf

oljects from ull elermity, ~TNOTEOVET, is not caused by any in-

?;ﬁ;ﬁ“' bom-  fuenee of objects from all eternity.

. *Thereof,” i.e., of the soul. An eternal influence of
nh]uct,a., an influence of objects the effect of which, in the
ghape of a continued stream, has had no commence-
ment,—not by this, either, is it possible that the bﬂnd.ugﬂ
[of the soul] has been occasioned ; such is the meaning.®

4.  He states t'hn reason of this [impossibility]:®
rsfa so=-
aumqﬂmn%ﬂmﬁ‘q 2

| Instead of -ﬁ!ﬁlﬁ:, Aviruddha has the substantially

¢ Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un-
authorized W’ which I bave ecorrected. The reading
IqT{F9, here foilowed, is, perbaps, that of Anirddhe. FY-
TxagQ i the form of the word recognized by Vijodna; and I know
of no manuscript warrant for the alteration of it seen in the following
page, 1,—an extruct from his commentary. It is, further, o regular
derivative, which the other is nob if i is oot even unjustified by
'rmmltnul irnsn:nptnm. Ed.

¢ Aniruddba has }:{'{ﬂ * division,” in place of W!,

s-l"..\i_"ﬂi"J o) Ed.
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Aph. 28, Also [in my opinion, os

ok, iy omnaot 0t well e in yours, apparently], between

the external and the interna) there is

uot the relation of influenced and influencer; because

there is a local separation ; as there js between him that
*ays at Sroghna and him that stays at Pitalipatra,

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are
&t present objecting to], the soul is circumseribed, residing
entirely within the body ; and that which is thug within
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced apd the
influencer, as regards an erfernal 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. Becuuse the affection
which we eall ‘influence’ (vdsand) is seen only when
there is conjunction, such as that of madder and the eloth
to which it gives its colour], or that of flowers and the
flower-basket! [to which they impart their odour.]

b. By the word “giso’ the absence of conjunction
[between the soul and objects (see § 15)], &e., which he
himself holds, is connected® [with the matter of the pre-
sent aphorism .
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¢. Sroghna and Pétaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna | sre
two several places far apart.!

d. But then [these heretics may reply], *The influence
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there i
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] :

AR S TSATICPTIR @ I 2

Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the
mﬂ}: Jerstionl siom, E.mui’a bondage should arise| from an
eqully Hubte o bondage.  influence received in the same place

[where the object is; because, in that
case], there would be no distinctionbetween the two, [the
bond and the free].

a. To complete the sense, we must supply as follows:
¢1t 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 distiaction
between the two, the soul bound and the soul free ; because
bondsge would [in that case] befall the liberated soul, also ;
[the free eoul, according fo 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

WgeFwTEq Il 30 0

Apk. 30, If [the heretio, wishing to
defimens 1 aliempled  save his theory, suggests that a differ-
ence between the two cases (see §29)
does exist] in virtue of the wnseen, [i.e., of merit and
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism].

a. That is to say, [the heretic may argue]: ‘ But then,
granting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when
they become conjoined with them in one and the same
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely
from the force of the 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? [#/us be urged, then we look forward].

a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :
= -
_ :
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Aph. 31. They cannot efand in
, Fack bock wast bear  the relation of deserver and bestowor,
i3 poea Durdea, .
since the two do not belong to one
and the same time,

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

b. He ponders a doubt:?

ESELEIHEE C RN

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests
”":‘:I’;":__"'I‘:;'I" *@  that] the cuse is like that of the cere-
monies in regard to & son, [then he

will find his reply by looking forward].

@. But then [the heretic, admitting the prineiple that

‘WA Ad FOATRICIE RIS
ﬁmﬁwm
FfaeT fawamooen: dvadta:
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the merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the
sgent, may urge that ], ns the son is benefited by ceremonies
in regard to a son, such as that [ceremony {see Colebrooke's
“Hindu Law,” Vol. IIL., p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the _fither
[who performs the cercmonies, to propitiate the gods], in
like manner there may be an influence of objects on the
experiencer [say, the soul of to-duy], through the ‘ unseen’
[merit or demerit] that belongs even to a differsnt subject
[sey, the soul of yesterday]: such is the meaning’ [of the
heretic],

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

a1t fe aw fierg va s 3r minn=fe-
A1 afewRga ‘0 23

Aph. 33. [Your illustration proves

Seretich et befp ths pothing ;1 for, in thut case, there is no

one permanent soul which eould be

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

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

- 7 79 fuqfaea minrmfeat ogs
AW gFRATIEG WAl aesfuaaar-
TeA ArgfamaTaen: wnfemd:

" geTTTRET ufEa |

* Avirddba bes TTHTYTATIEFHWT ; and Dr. Balln.
tyne's Tendering suits it.  Fd.

% A common reading, but inferior, is H'ﬁwqa Fd.
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the son, by [means of the performanceof ] the ceremonies in
anticipation of conception, &e., could not take place ; *faor,”
i.e,, because, on that theory, there is not one [self-identi-
cal] soul, econtinuing from the [time of] coneception to

irth, which could be consecrated [by the ceremonies in
question], so as to be a fit subjeet for the duties that per-
tain to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture
with the sacred thread, for which the young Brahman
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation
of his conception had been omitted] : and thus your illus-
tration is not a real one,* [on your own theory : it is not a
thing that you can assert us g fact].

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

! The brackets are of my inserting, Fd,
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BOOK 1., APH. 34, 37

¢. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,] ‘ But then, since
bondage, ulso, [like everything else] is momentary, let
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, o
nothing at all for its cause,'! [which view of matters is
propounded in the next aphorism] :

farmTaTfas: efasan i 38 0

Aph. 34. Since there is no such

Wiether i
i h-;ﬂs:.:ﬁ thing as a permanent result [on the

requeie i CaNSE, heretical view], the momentariness [of
bondage, also, is to be admitted)].

a. ¢ Of bondage’ : this must be supplied, [to complete
the aphorism]*

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

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

(3) [Everything that exists is momenfary,] s
the apex of the lamp-flame. or the like.*

' 7 TwEnfu wfassRfraaaar-
STTAHTAART AT TAISEIATAIATIL AT
fas wafaead |
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¢. And [continues the heretie,] this [reason, viz., *exist-
ence '] does not extend waduly * [as you may object,] to the
case of & jar, or the like; because #iaf, also [in my opinion],
is like the subject in dispute [in being momentary |.
This [in fuet] is precisely what is asserted in the ex-
pression, since there is mo sueh thing as a permanent
result’* |§34].

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

7w 0 3y 0

Aph. 35. No, [things are not mo-
okl o reengwi- mentary in their duration]; for the
il :::»umr,.r,_ g of absurdity of this is proved by recog-

nition,

a, Thay is to say : nothing is momentary; because the
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite
argument [to thut under §34. 2.], taken from such facts
of recognition as, * what I saw, that same do I touch,
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. :

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

! Pyabhichdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work
snd others, the translator bas given it many meanings ; and so has
Colebrooke, why renders ity in various contexts, by *econtradiction,'
*derogation,’ * filure," * impoesibility,’ * unoperativeness,’ &e. As a
logical teehnieality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle
term, noncemnpanied by the muior term. Ed.

’me‘%rwﬁwmmﬁlwl
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(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,] as
jur, or the like.!

wfaratatraTe i 3& |

TRt Pis e i Aph. 36, And [T.hi_ng!: are mot mo-
;:,“‘.‘&;’,’,-,, is @ “‘ﬁ*‘:‘;"‘ mentary ;] because this is contradicted
s by Scripture and by reasoning.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary ; because the
general principle, that the whole world, consisting of
cffects and causes, is momentary, is contradicted by such
texts as this, viz.,, ‘[All] this, 0 ingenuous one, wus
antecedently existing,” and by such Seriptural and other
arguments as this, viz., ‘ How should what exists proceed
from the non-existent ?'*

TeTaTfasE 1 39 0

Aph. 37, And [we reject the argu-
ment of this heretic;] because his
instanee is not o fact.

The beretic’s fllnsira-
tium €0 mod o fruth,
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a. That is to say : the general principle of the .aomen-
tariness [of all things] is denied ; becsuse this momentary
choracter does mot [in fact] belong to the apex of the
lump-flame, &c., the instance [ﬂ-l:l which thou, heretie,
dost ground thy generalization, (§34. 5.)]. Moreover, thou
quite errest in regard to momentariness, in that instanee,
from not taking sccount of the minute and numerous
instants [really included in a duration which seems to thee
momentary|: such is the import.'

b. Mareover, if the momentary dura-

I things were momen-  tion, &e., [of things] be nsserted, then
T e o b n2 there can be no such thing as the re-
et lation of couse and effect, in the case
of the earth and the jar, end the like.

And you must not say that there is 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] :*

TYTATIATAAT FTARTTTAT: | 36 I

' g fufwrarer wfossafess g
fogaramfaaa: | f& 3 gerReE-
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Aph. 38. Tt is not between two things

The camsal relation s coming simultaneously into existence
bet inza. the : ;
:“,i....-::‘?.'m“‘"-“‘.;, " that the relation of cause and effect

exists.

a. Let us nsk, does the relation of product and [material]
eause exist between the earth and the jar, as simultancously
coming into [their supposed momentary | existence, or a8
successive? Not the first; because there is nothing to
lead to such an inference, and because we should not [in
that case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with
earth, &c., [with o view to the jar's subsequent production].
Neither is it the last; in regard to which he declares [as
follows] '

gaTqTy IFTATTE 1 3e i

Aph. 39. Because, when the antece-
SAprelutoomante | dent depaxts, the consequent is unfit
[to arise, and survive it].

4. The relation of cause and effect is, further, inconsis-
tent with the theory of the momentury duration of things;
because, at the time when the antecedent, i e., the couse,
departs, the consequent, i.e., the product, is “unfit, i.e., is
not competent to arise; because, that is to say, & produet
is cognized only by its inhering in [and being substan-
tinlly identical with, however formally different from,] its

‘A AT AR
ara: f& ar sEEAT | Ay fatEa-
mﬁﬁmqﬁﬂi AT
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42 THE EANKHYA APHORISMS,

substantinl cause,! [and is incapable, therefore, of sur-
viving it].

b. With yeference to this same [topie, viz, the | substan-
tidl eause, he mgntions another [the converse] objection
[to the theory of the momentary duration of things] :

awT aEArT ATy 7 1 go |

Aph, 40, Moreover, not [on tha

The coesisience of m-  theory of the momentary duration of

msepllrg yfg‘f‘;‘f i things, can there be such o relation as

miGwcnlary, that of cuuse and effect]; because, while

the one [the antecedent] exists, the

other |the consequent] 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 thut of canse and effect 3 because, at the time when the
untecedent exists, the consequent cannot coexist with it,
the two being mutually exclusive’* The two suggesters
of the relution of cause and effoct, in product and sub

' UAS SOETATI ST SEOE Faw
b s -
IrTIEEEATTeEey 7 wlusaare w-
afq SEAsEE SRS A4S
EIRIECE e L

| SUEHSARUANFET TR I

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

! Here again occurs, in the Sauslkrit, the term vyallickdra, Ed,




BOOK 1., APH. 40, 43

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 produet no longer exists : and
these two [conditions, on your theory] cannot be; becuuse,
since things [in your opinion,] are momentary in their
duration, the two [viz., the substance and the produet],
inasmuch as they are antecedent and consequent,* belong
to opposite times,* [and cannot, therefore, coexist; for the
product, sccording to you, does not come into existence
until its substance bas perished, which is contrary to the
nature of the causal relation just defined].

5. 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 & cause belong to the substantial cause,

i 1 bave inserted the words * in product and substance.” Ed.

® The original dual of * concomitancy of affirmatives " and ' eon-
comitancy of negatives * is amwayaeyafirekau, For other English
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see
Book VL, Aph. 15 and 63. Fd.

8 ¢ Antecedent and consaquent * renders kramikba, translated ‘soe-
cessive’ in Aph. 38, o, at p. 41, supra.  Ed.
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as it belongs to the instrumental cause, in respect merely of
its anfecedence.” To thishe replies:'

gaaTaAT | fAEw: 1890

Aph. 41, If there were merely an-

Antecrdencatothe pra-  Lecedence, then there would be no deter-
ﬁ‘”,j:;ﬂgm'ﬂ‘ mination [of a substantial or material
strament. 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 anfecedence [to the product]; because
antecedsnce eonstitutes no distinction between it and the
instrumental causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind you],
that there is 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,
it R g s ueitfml': [10&51 Bondage ; Jgst as gtha

things of a dream [have no real exist-

‘ﬂﬁhtrmﬁiwmmwrﬁgim-
TATHWT FCAATEA aoTE N

' TRATAANNYWTA  NEHATATEIATA A
faan 7 EfafAeaTCEETATG g3ATTT-
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ence]. Therefore it has no cause; 1or it is absolutely fulse.’
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics] :

7 fas=am amudta: i1 82 0
| Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists ;
W hare the pridemos

of Intustion for the Es-  because there is the intuition of the
i;rluf‘ o well as for the external,

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
‘Auslogy,’ Part I, Ch. L], we find this [your supposed
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence
of objects|” To this he replies:®

-, .
AT agMTaT=E = afe il 830
Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one
The demial of the - does not exist, the other does not exist,

eranid wnls fo Mi- . . . . i
iy there is a void, [ie., nothing exista

at all].

' R AT wg: | famfatoes-
FATIA FNTSTY ERILIGAE | HATST-
fam=a 7 a9 SuAEd aHaA-
HTria i
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a. That is to say : if external things do not exist, then
o mere void offers itself. Why P Because, if the external
does not exist, then #hought does not exist ; for it is in-
tuition that proves the objective: and, if the intuition of
the external did not establish the objective, then the
intuition of thought, also, would not establish [the existence
of ] thought.!

b. “Then let the reality be a mere void ; and, therefore,
the searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just
because @ void i 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 : *
oy I 881
s it Tpad B0” Aph. 44, 'I‘hamlitj'innrlui:i 3 what
mmmiﬂr is perishes; becuuse to perish is the
j habit of things.

4. The void alone [says this prince of heretics, or the
fact thet nothing exists at all] is the reality, [or the only

facfa = fas anafefa w0
wafaya |
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truth]. Since evervthing that exists perishes, and that
which is perishuble 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 nafere ; [0 that nothing could continue, if it ceased
to perish]: such is the meaning.'

b. He rejects® [this heretical view)

HUATCHATIATIATA 1 84 |

Nikilinm denind ; as Aph. 45, This is a mere counter-
the  dnadlisewrpdile & e ; g . .
destructihin, assertion of unintelligent persons.

a. “Of unintelligent persons,’ i.e, of blockheads, this
is ‘a mere counter-assertiom,’ i.e., a mere ifl¢ counter-
assertion, that a thing must needs be perishable, bearnse it

' A qwad | T w41 st srar -
wafs @w faare | fAen @wsea: 93
FHAHGTATATIR AT HiOFavd
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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 hos passed from the
condition of new to that of old], so, too, by such a cognition
a8 this, that “the jar has passed away,’ it is settled only
that the jar, or the like, is in ¢he condition of having passed
away.*

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

SHAUGHATAEHAFATEGATT 1| 8% I

adh o Aph 48. Moreover, this [nihilistic

th.u:'ﬂ;,E: g theory is not a right one]; because it

RN Prommec e bl the same fortune as both the views
[which were confuted just before].

‘ I AETATHUATEATS HTARTTEAT-
faemuae v ArosTCOMTET
R g ArEEETd i
* f& =g SrATARTY 7 faamiais:
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a. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good ome;
because it has the same fortune as, i.e., is open to simtlar
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things
are momentary [§ 26. 5], and as the theory that nothing
exists besides Thought [§ 41. b]. 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, &o., 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 bonmum], since
herein consist at once the cessation of pain [which cannot
continué, when there is absolutely wotlung| esnd also the
menns thereof [since there can be no further means re-
quired for the removal of anything, i#* it be settled that
the thing positively does not exist],’ this. too, cun hardly
be: so he declares [as follows]




50 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

HURATATHATT I 89 |

Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as
T_f;:mﬁ raim dsnol 8 means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
e hilation] the soul’s aim.

a. * Let the void [of mere nonentity] be the soul’s aim,
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre-
senting the means for the cessation of pain,’ [says the
heretic. And this cannot be; becsuse the [whole] world
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &e.,
that shall sbide in i¢; that is to say, because [#hey hold,
while] you do not hold, that there is a permanent soul,
[ (see § 33) in respect of which the liberation or beatifica-
tion would be possible, or even predicable].!

b. Now [certain] other things, also, emtertained, ns
causes of [the soul's] bondage, by [imperfectly instructed)
believers, remaining over and above those [proposed by
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be aet aside -3

ﬁﬂf‘aﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂuaun

TR 4ph. 48. Not from any kind of
Lﬁu: ot gels tao MoLion [such ms its entrance into a
wndage,

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].

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

¢. He states a reason for this:

fafemae ae@taT 1 8e

Aph. 49. Because this is impossible
Wiatis all-persading  for what is inactive, [or, in other words,
cootohe g without motion]

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

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

' yreCaTEAT Fa I

! nfafeRErsAancRurea Teae
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of the thumb is the soul, the inner spirit,” and the like : '
[but] this conjecture he repels :*

ARETE T AR YA TTaT T af=T=: ol

Aph. 50. [We caunot sumit that the

T et o s othar than all-pervading ; be-

cause] by its being limited, since it

would come under the same conditions as jars, &ec., there

would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable-
ness|.

a. That is to say : and, if the soul were sdmitted to be,
like & jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumseribed [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, &e., this would be contrury 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 | :

| Swetdswatara Upaniskad, i, 13. Ed.
2
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rfgfargurfidrmeraraad i v |

Aph. 51. The text regarding the

) .1..."5'.'.:" “*  motion [of the soul], moreover, is [ap-

plicable, only] because of the junction

of an atfendant ;' as in the case of the Ether [or Space,

which moves not, though we talk of the space enclosed in
8 jar, as moving with the jar].

a. Since there are such proofs of the soul's unlimited-
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent,
permanent,” the text® regarding its motion is to be explained
as having reference to n movement pertaining [not to the
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, © As the
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed,
[in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the spuce;
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. 4.),] belongs to Nature[see Fedinta Aphorisms,
Part L, §4. 2], from such maxims® as this, that * Nafure
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ;

1 Upddhi; often, below, * investment ' and ‘adjunct” Ed.

* Rhagavad-gitd, ii, 24 Ed.

3 *Text' and ‘maxim’ are here mesnt to represent érufi mnd
smriti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator
has, for the same terms, in wider acceptations, * books of Seripture
and of law,' &c. The first is * revealed law,’ the Vedns: the second,
' memorial law,’ or o code ¢f such law, as the Mdnava, and also any
composition of a man reputed to be inspired. Both are held to have
originated from n superhuman source; but gnly the former is regardw!
as preserving the very words of revelstion. Fd.

4 The soacoluthism cbservable in the translation follows that of
the original, with reference to which see the Tndische Studien,
vol. ii., p. 61.
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and it is wilful Nature that, in the three worlds, reaps
these': such is the import.'*

b. It has already been denied [§ 16] that the bondage [of
the soul] is occasioned by works, in the shape either of
enjoined or of forbidden actions. Now he declares that
the bondage, moreover, does not arise from the * unseen’
[merit or demerit] resulting therefrom :3

T FHATAATARTA I 42 1

Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the

The bow the
ity Hn‘g:ﬂgj;“ hﬂnfiﬂge of t.h? aou‘l+reau1t from the
merit ar dewerit, 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] ocea-

* For another rendering, sce my translation of the Rational
Befutation, &o., p-57. Ed.

' o fafeafafreamoretn 8w sar
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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. But then [some one may say], © Let it be that the
bondage resulting from the ‘unscen,’ i.e., the merit [or
demerit] even of another, should attach to a different per-
son ;' whereupon he declares [os follows] :*

wfguaimEudAs 1 u3 o

Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise

Py b might  [than as Isay], then it [the bondage of

it o fhe ananS" 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.].

! Dr. Ballantyne sbould have taken ‘unseen’ and * works® as in
apposition, and should have made the former explanatory of the latter.
Clearer than his original, und yielding gubstantially his sense, ia the

gloss of Vediati Mabiders: HHWT AFAATGEAT

' FRARGEATY WA 8T T |
Fa: | m-;ﬁa@;swﬁanwfiﬂﬁ: i

* Y HATGEEATIE T TTaaEl

« Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54 Ed.
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o THE SANEHYA 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
ita essence [see § 6. 4.}, and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inssmuch as it is contrary to Seripture,!
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

frrarfegfatatnrafa 1 ug u

Aph, 54. And this [opinion, that the
Pl ‘;ﬁ“" Wierir.  bondage of the soul arises from any of
e Aekion posres ny these causes alleged by the heretics,] is

lkmlh relafion fo lom- contrary to ook et us the' ot 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 tial character [§ 6. 5.] is the first,
this would be contradictory to such texts ms, * Witness,
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is
the soul:"* such is the meaning.®

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

'f& =mAT | WaTEesETaEEE Ar
FATY geee JATE AR w2 Hfafainr-
fefa srurtw avsARE |

? Swetdswalara Uponishad, vi, 11. Ed.
] - b,
EETATIAAAT JRA THTHAT ATE
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the
soul] here closes.!

¢. The case, then, stands thus : since [all] other [theories]
are overthrown by the declaratory aphorisms, * There
would be no fitness in the enjoining’ [see § 7], &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 eon-
junction of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. ¢.], whether it be
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something
else [§ 3. &.], must occasion the bondnge even of the emam-
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as
follows] :*

- = - i
aZrSATaaS= | WA 114y
Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction
Hie the trus conse of  thereof does not, through non-diserimi-

Samil nif the i3 ¥
m:.::uﬂ'.m nation, take pluce [in the case of the

emancipated] ; nor is there n parity,

' efqary FREAOCETEATHT |
H&ﬂﬂ@nﬂrﬁra@mﬁm@ﬁﬁ
aunfaiyq: Ugfageaaart T3 "IETEN-
gaaurfa: o B

' 7q av wpfagesdarnsta @nafe-
F9 STAIfEfAAeaS 1 AW TT-
qTeE TATNE] HAYR |

* FZAYTN, the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddba,
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 conjunetion, 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, fuiling to dis-
eriminate, incur, and thus fall into bondage]: such is the
meaning. And thus the emancipated and the bound are
not on & level, [under the circumstances stated at § 54. ¢.]:
such is the import.!

[Faodgra=s:’ 1t 4§ 1

Aph. 6. Bondage arises from the
n,.m:r.'mfm error [of not discriminating between
mon-discrimination, Nature and um:]].

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

' AUPT: WR AUREHATT Suf AR -
staaamTa™= O §AT A | q9T
ﬂﬂwﬁmm.

% These words, o bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Baok 111,
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment
sitached o them, no place here; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he ro-
published the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliothera Tndica, omitted
them, Hence the brackets now inserted, and my alteration of the
pumbering of *he Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Hook I,
Ed.
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting
rid of it :"]

fraaarcarsg ity o vg o

Aph. 66. The removal of it is to be
ﬂfﬂz."’f, diserimi.  effcted by the necessary means, just
W e like darkness.

a. The necessary means, established throughout the world,
in such cases as ‘shell-silver’ [i.e., » pearl-oyster-shell mis-
taken for silver], viz., the immediacy of discrimination, by
this alone is *its removal,’ i.e., the removal of the non-dis-
erimination [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 mon-
diserimination of Nature and soul be, throngh the conjune-
tion [of the two, corfsequent on the want of discrimination],
the cause of bondage, and if merely the discrimination of
the two be the cause of liberation, then there would be
liberation, even while there remained the conceit of [one's

possessing] a body, &c.; and this is contrary to Beripture,

[ w4 ¥9gq wiawg Ttard wfaar-
gfa ul

gﬁr{?ar&mﬁﬁmﬁiwﬁﬂam
faasargrecad e agiefedaaarn-
fafem sifefafedl o yreaE
WA Fagra |
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.’ To this

he replies :!
AT AT A A& STH Y9N

Aph, 57. Bince the non-discrimina-

The discrimination of  ti00 of other things [from soul] results
ﬁ":‘ “;'m"“:"ﬂ ﬁ from the non-discrimination of Nature
crimination. [from soul], the cessation of this will

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

a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nature from
the soul, what non-diserimination of ofher things there is,
such as the non-discrimination of the wnderstanding [as
something other than the soul], #his necessarily ceases, on
the cessation of the nnnvd1wnmmlut1un of Nature ; because,
when the non-discriminstion of the undarntnndjng, for
example, [as something other than soul,] does occur, it is
based on the mon-discrimination [from soul] of that cause
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature]; since
the non-diserimination of an effeef [and the *under-
standing’ is an effect or product of Nature,] is, iteelf, an
effect,® [and will, of course, cease, with the cessation of its
cause].

79 wafauearfaas T3 SRETE

mmrﬁrhmﬁm%aﬁﬁiﬂﬂﬁi
wrEwsfa Amg: e faerfa=ra-
faesfafa | a=a=
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b. The state of the case is this: as, when the soul has
been discriminated from the Body, it is impossible but that
it should be discriminated from the colowr 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 wnalterableness, &c., has been discriminated from
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain s coneeit
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 conosit
of an *understanding,’ &e., [which, you tell us, are products
of this supposed first principle] P For all the various con-
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, “ T am ignorant,’ and
80 on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an
‘understanding,’ &e., [without postulating a primal Nature
which is to assume the shape of an ‘understanding,’ &ec.]

I W14 3
RYTATGI9eTA §UT rAfaeg: |
Fm et fafes ey
wuTfeEataaaT 7 #afa aar seawfe.
YH: WUTAIGEd fafa® amiy afcarr
TRYARY FEnfeAfmEAT 7 wrgreed
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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 ns the  understanding,’ when they have perished, can
be created anew,! [any more than fa gold-bracelet, melted
down, can be reproduced, though another like it may be
produced from the materials]. :

d. Moreover, it is inadmissible to

The soul's confiumding  ggy that men’s conceit of [the identity
ghoally aniecedent fo s of themselves with their] * understand-
m'z_w wih ing.’ &e., 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 & conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity with,]
any effects, it is clear that it is & conceit of [ownership,
&c.,] in respect of the eause, and nothing else, that must
be the predetermining agency : for we see this in ordinary
life; and our theories arebound to conform [deferentially]
to experience. For [to explain,] we see, in ordinary life,
that the conceit of [the ownership of ] the grain, &e., pro-

f& THTOREAS TETOEATHHEEATA I
fefraamAaaueitia 9= A1 {1 O
go1 &l W AW AR AT
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duced by a field, results from the conceit of [the ownership
of] the field ; and, from the conceit of [the ownership of |
gold, the conceit of [the ownership of ] the bracelets, or
other things, formed of that gold; and, by the removal of
these [i.e., the removal of the logically antecedent con-
ceits, that the field, or the gold, is one’s property], there
is the removal of those,! [i. e., the removal of the conceits
that the grain, &c., and that the bracelsts, &e., the corres-
ponding produets or effects of the field and of the gold,
are one's property : and so the soul will cease to confound
itself with the “understanding,’ when it censes to confound
itself with Nature, of which the ‘ understanding ’ is held
to be a product].

e. [And, if it be supposed that we thys lay ourselves
open to the charge of u regressus in infinitum, seeing that,
whatever we may assign as the firsf canse, we mav, on our
own principles, be asked what was the ¢ predetermining
sgency ' in regard to i, or if it be supposed that weare
chargeable with reasoning in & circle, when we hold that
the soul’s confounding itself with Nature is the cause of

' f§ ¥ gEnfey gReTmERAMTST-
feas 7 wwa Al FEAT | FHeR-
fammaaey  famsEgEl s-
faara va fAgmaaa fearfa s e
HYATATE FETARIGAE | 3R fR W&
T IAATATE AU AT |-
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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 oceasion to look for any
other  predetermining sgency,’ 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 is needless to ask which is the first; the old puzzle,
* which was first, the acorn, or the oak ?’ being a frivolous
question].

J- But then [some one may say], if we admit the soul’s
bondage [at one time], and its freedom [at mnother], and
its discrimination [at one time], and its non-discrimination
[ut another], then this is in contradiction to the assertion
[in § 19, that it is ‘ ever essentially & pure and free intelli-
gence;’ and it is in contradiction to such texts as this,
vig., ' 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 uny work], nor is it desirous
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, liderated; [seeing that that
cannot desire orobtain liberation, which was never bound].’*
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels :*

! To render wdedag, on which see 2, at p, 20, supra. Hi
3 ﬁ - ﬂ
4
feram= aefrae frammsTOTERE o

3 Ampitabindu Upanishad, v. 10, Bee Dr. Albrecht Weber's
Indische Studien, vol. ii., p. 61, note 2. Ed.
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FgTs A g v fawfa: e

Aph. 58. It is merely verbal, and
g ""'"'[_'P' 9% nota reality [this so-called bondage of

the soul]; since it [the bondage] resides
in the mind, [and not in the soul].

a. That is to say: since bondage, &c., all reside quly in
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul,
is merely verbal, i.e., it is vor el praeterea nihil ; be-
cause is is merely a reflezion, like the redness of [pellucid]
crystal [when a China-rose is near 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. /) would
insinuate] : such is the state of the case

= 7 fAOY | STiEA T8 7 9 /|
ehcu i B R GG R Uy
fanrafa ai wfedda

1 Aniroddhs has, instead afﬂg.gﬂ. Henes : * Bat it
is merely verbal, not a reality,’ &e. Ed.
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b. But then, if bondage, &e., as re-

?M-I.; gards the soul, be merely varba],lﬂt

ol ot them be set nside by Aearing [that they

W fhe soslt  yre 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, n discriminative knowledge [of Soul,

as distinguished from Non-soul], going the length of
immediate cognition ! To this he replies:

Ffwarstu = ard feggagatramga 1 veu

Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non-

The truth 1seriminati
ectly e “&3 l_llwnmmnun of Boul from Nature,]
merely o on the i3 mot to be removed by argument ;

Wﬁﬁi‘““’” as that of the person perplexed about
the points of the compass [is not to be
removed | without immediate cognition.

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

7 T Sy ATy afd e
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b. That is to say : the bondage, &e., 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 ms the contrariety in
regard to the [proper] direction, though merely verbal [us
resulting from misdirection], in the case of ' o 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, canuot supersede}.

¢. Or it [Aph.’ 59] may be explained as follows, viz,:
But then, [seeing that] it is declared, by the sssertion [in
Aph. 5G], 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-diserimination [in regard to the matter in question],
tell us, is that knowledge of a like nature with the hearing

* Here I have hod to make several insertions and other alterntions.
Dr. Ballantyne hed : * That is to say, the bondage, &e., [of the soul]
is mot 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.

* FrgTaAfy URER FNIfes wIuHA-
ARTIW A ATHASTUETGA  ATHTERTC
ﬁmw&?aﬂwwmﬁtﬁﬁw-
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[of Testimony], &c.? Or isit something peculiar? A reply
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [§ 59]:
* Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument,’ &c.
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
cuse with one who is bewildered in regard to [his] direction ;
becuuse the only thing to remove an immediate error is an
immediate individual perception' [of the truth. For
example, 2 man with the jaundice perceives white objects
as if they were yellow. He may infer that the piece of
chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he may believe
the testimony of a friend, that it is 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

Wwﬁwaﬁﬁﬂaﬁmmgl‘a
fefmaa fadsgmwfaasseans a-
mﬁmmﬁ:mum,mmﬁﬁw
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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 und 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 imperceptibie realities
is [first] to be set forth :*

T :ﬁT
5o Il

Aph. 60. The knowledge of things

s svidence for thing  imperceptible is by means of Inference ;

' as that of fire [when not directly per-
ceptible,] is by means of emoke, &e.

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

' e faasETErETTEATE ofqguTEa:
ot faas: wfaureAta: o
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perceive it,] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign,’
oceasioned by smoke, &c.'

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

¢. He [next] exhibits the order of ereation 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 :*

AAATAA HATAR ﬁmﬂmﬁmﬂﬁrﬂﬁ
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Aph. 61. Nature (prakrifi) is the
mum Reali= - gtate of equipoise of Goodness (sattiea),
; Passion (rqjes), and Darkness (famas) :
from Nature [proceeds] Mind (makat) ; from Mind, Self-
eonseionsness (aflunkdra) ; from Bell-conseiousness, the five
Subtile Elements (fan-mdiry), and both sets [external and
internal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele-
ments, the Gross Elements (sthitla-bhita). [Then there is]
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five.

a. *The state of equipoise’ of the [three] things ealled
‘ Goodness,” §c., is their being neither less nor more
[one than another]; that is to say, the state of not being
[developed into] an effee! [in which one or other of
them predominates]. And thus‘Nature’ is the triad of
* Qualities” (guna), distinct from the products [to which
this trind gives rise]: such is the complete meaning.* *

4, These things, viz., * Goodness,” &c., [though spoken
of as the three Qualities], are not ‘ Qualities’ (guua) in the
Vaiteshika sense of the word ; becaunse [the ¢ Qualities’ of

I My MSS. of Aviruddhs omit FFRATING: -
* gefegmmw AT mﬁﬁr
fesramrEaEmay: | T ¥ S
e wgfafifa wdafearsd: |

! For n translation of a slightly different text, see the Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 43, Ed.
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the Vaiteshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see
Kandéda’s 16th Aph.); while] these have the qualities of
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force,! Weight, &e.?
In this [S4nkhya] system, and in Seripture, &e., the word
¢ Quality* (guna) is employed [as the name of the three
things in question],! becanse 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,’ &e., which consist of the three [so-
called] ¢ Qualities,” and which bind, as a [cow, or other]
brute-beast, the Soul."*

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

! Balavattws ; for which I find the variant chelatwa, * mobility.’
Ed.

® 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, &e' Vaideshikd gunal is equivalent to the videsha-gundi
in the original of Book V., 25. a. For the *specific qualities,” see the
Bhdshd-parichchheda, st. 90, Fd.

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

§ For o different translation, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
pp. 453, 44 Ed
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‘ Bubtile 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 thi -xternal and the internal, are of
eleven kinds. The products of the ‘Subtile Elements’
are the five ‘Gross Elements,’ But ‘Soul’ is something
distinet from either product or cause. Buch is the class of
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be-
gides 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:

FATIHTAHT Il &R 1l

Aph. 62. [The knowledge of the
W gy axiatanc?] of the five ‘Sabtile Ele-
fired from. ot of the ments ' is [by inference,] from the

‘Gross Elements.’
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g. *The knowledge, by inference,’ so mueh is supplied,’
[to complete the aphorism, from Apk. 60].

4. Earth, &e., 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 orouyeia ororyeloy 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 abeolute limit [of simplification, or of the
atomic], consist of things [Subtile Elements, or Atoms,]
which bave distinet qualities ; [the earthy element having
the distinetive quality of Odour; and so of the others]:

(2) Because they are gross;

{3} [And ararythmg that is gross is formed of some-

less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,] as jors, |
webs, &e.;* [the gross web being formed of the less gross”
threads ; and 50 of the others].

FRATIET dETeaTe 1 §3 1)

Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the

Sl omectonmese . @ existence] of Self-consciousness is [by
inference,] from the external and inter-

mﬂhwﬁﬁ

* In my MSS, of Aniraddha there is no  after 3. Ed.
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nal [organs}, and from these [* Subtile Elements,” mentioned
in Aph. 62].

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

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

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

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

(3) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is nof made out
of Belf-conscionsness] is not thus [i. e., is not-a product of
Self-consciousness] ; as the Soul, [which, not being made
up thereof, is not a product of it]*

¢. But then, if it be thus [i. e, if it be, as the Sinkhyas
declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up of
Belf-consciousness, while Self-consciousness depends on
* Understanding,’ or * Intellect,’ or * Mind," the firsf pro-
duct of * Nature’ (see Aph. 61)], then [some may object,
that], sipee 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, or the beatification of the potter,
whose internal organ [or * Understanding ] then surceases.

1 mmm m“ .
FCRATTATAA aT4: 0
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And this [the objector may go on to say,] is not the case;
becayse another man [affer 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 no¢ 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 [aa the jar no longer can be,] of the
emancipated soul’s experiencing [either good or ill], but not
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor
[an end] of intellect altogether:®* [so that we might
spare ourselves the trouble of further argument, so far as
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that
the intellect of the potter swrceases, 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. vi.], let the Seli-consciousness of the Deity
be the cause why jars and the like [continue to exist], and
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not the Self-consciousness of the, potter, &c.,' [who may
lose their Belf-ccnsciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vedinta-iara, §62), never
loses his Self-consciousness, while aught living continues]

aarEHTE 1§31

Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex-
fudad Ghence fhat of jgtence] of Intellect is [by inferenco, ]
from that [Self-consciousness, § 631
a. That is to say : by inference from [the existence of]
‘that,” viz,, Self-consciousness, which is a product, there
comes the knowledge of ‘ Intellect * (Buddhi), the great
‘ inner organ ’ (antahkarana), [hence] called * the great one*
(mahat), [the existence of which is recognized] under the
character of the cawse of this® [product, viz., Belf-con-
sciousness |
. And so the application [agnin rather circular, of the
process of inference to the case, | is as follows -
(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of
the things that consist of the moods of judgment [or mind];
(2) Because it is a thing which is a produet of judgment
[proceeding in the Cartesian order of cogito, ergo sum ; and)

' syt weifesafy fermmigs v
FCUAE 7 FATHATACHC I

' GAEER FEW qEATUAAT -
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(8) Whatever is not o [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], &o.'

¢. 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
jtself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ‘This is
1’ or ‘This cught 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 canse and
effect subsists between the two functions [the occasional
conception, and the subsequent occasional judgment, which
is & funetion of Self-consciousness), it is assumed, for sim-
plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exists
between the two substrata to which the [two ssts of | fune-
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as
& matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the
effect must result from the occurrence of a function of the
cause;* [nothing, according to the Binkhys, being in any

-

' qaT 9TE WA | WEEeH frwag-
famgammerEs fregardgaTg | =E
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in
the cause of that product].

a4q: m!ﬁ: n &y

Aph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis-
Noond thence that of  tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from
that [* Tntellect,’ § 64].

a. By inference from [the vxistence 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] canse.!

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 [und must, therefore,
have arisen from something consisting -of that which
itself now consists of], it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and
Dulness; [and]

maqﬁwfhm&@mﬁmﬁawma-
AEAEAFCATEHF AT T HEAFAT-
qTaF AETHAGIT FTARTUHTAT FATFT
mmqﬁmﬁﬁwﬁ{m
mfEaTetd i

' AAT REAHTRATRCAAAT NFAT-
ATAT AT 0
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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, end, therefore; [is known to be mainly made up of,
or] partakes of the quality of ‘Goodness;’ the indiscreet
one gives pain to him, and, therefore, partakes of the
quality of * Foulness ;' and she who is separated [and per-
haps forgotten,] cccasions 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.’

¢ Now he states how, in a different way, we have [the
svidence of | inference for [the existence of] Soul, which is
void of the relation of cause and effect that has been men-

‘wd mer: | gEgEARdRE g
EGRATRUASEETT FaS Afd gEg-
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tioned,! [in the four preceding aphorisms, as existing
between Nature and its various products]:

HEauUaET R 1 &% 1

Aph, 66. [The existence] of Soul [is

o, Wf‘“ the  inferred] from the fact that the com-

bination [of the principles of Nature
into their various eflects] is for the sake of another [than
unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent
products]

a. ‘Combination,! i. e., conjunction, which is the cause
[of all products; these resulting from the gnnjunctiorr 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 aggregste of the unintelligent], has,
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the
[eventual] Liberation of some ot her than itself :

¥ TETRFTARTAATITAE
= T TRYE
n
* Here indicsted by the adjective avyakia, *the indiscretz. Ses
wph. 136 of this Book. Ed.
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(2) Because it is a combination [or compages] ;

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

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

TS TATATEHS T 1 &9 1

2 for the eler- Aph. 67. Since the root has no root,
ity of Nufre, the root [of all] is rootless.

a. Since ‘the root” (miila), i.e., the cause of the twenty-
threa principles, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make
up the twenty-five realities recognized in the Sinkhya,]
*has no roet,’ 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 wou'ld be

' mavTy faarerad ngfaneafes Sa-
T APTIUFIGES HEaaTSHEaIes-
fefa

| AT FIFARTIIEE FFafiaea-
ggrzgfa i

’Thum-hmun:*Thﬂnbuingwmthlmut,ihumt
[or radical prineiple, in the Sinkhya,] is rootless,”

In several MSS. which I consulted in Indis I found the strange
wios H TS TR |
rodt of rools, since it has no root, is rootless.” This is very like
saying that A=A, FEd.
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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].

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

T dsaEs uftfaefa sxmars 1 &6

‘g qAARfaaTA WU FAAT-
FFHFTAHTAFAS TUTAAAS Fw=ad |
FATHAGHT AUTAE A FCUAEHT1-
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The source of the preceding exposition I have not ascertained.
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Aph. 68, Even if there be a succes-
m"':'H J‘W'{T' slom, tharﬂ m a halt at some one point ;
Nature, it merely tn de- @nd 60 it is merely a name [that we
:,;;::' prosss in i give to the point in question, when we

speak of the rool of things, under the
the name of ' Nature '].

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

b. But then [some Vedinti may object, according to this
view of muttera]. the position that there are_just. twentv-
five realities 13 not made out; for, in addition to? the
‘ Indiscrete’ [or primal Nature], which [sccording to you,]
is the cause of Mind® anofher unintelligent principle,
named ‘Ignorance’ [see Peddnfa-sdra, § 21], presents

' AFACTRI  FETgEfefd  HTa-
mwmmm
fermaafafea oftfaer vagar afy-
ﬂ?ﬁfalwwnﬂwamuﬁ&f‘a
fe gwarcem s fad: o

¥ Read ' in connexion with.! Ed,

¥ Literally, instead of * Mind,' * the principle [termed] the Great
ene,” Fd.
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as
follows] :*

HATA: HFaAT: 0 e 1

Natwere and Soud alike Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature,
Wt 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 in
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sinkhya doctrine]
and the opponent [Vedant:] This may be thus stated:
As there is mention, in Seripture, of the production of
Nature, so0, 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 iz intended to be
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the liferal pro-
duction of both ; else we should have no root at all]; and,
of the two, it is with Nature only that a figurative pro-
duetion, in the shape of a manifestation through conjunc-
tion with Soul, &c, is congruous. A production [such as
that metaphorical one here spoken of,] the characteristic
of which is conjunction i mentioned ; for there is mention

T - =
' 79 atenfaaeHita AT9ud we-
sf@gE N
? This is Dr. Ballantyne's revised translation, suggested by a
remark of Vijoios, quoted and translated below, in . The rendering
now replaced runs: *Alike [is the opinion] of both [of ms], in respeet

of Natare” The side-note was formerly correspondent to a., wiz:
‘ He meets a Vedintic objection.’ Ed.
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a
passage of the Kaurma [ Purdsa], beginning, ‘Of action
[or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul]’ and
g0 on. And, as there is no mention, in Seripture, of the
origin of Ignorance, as figurative, if is nof from eternity.
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has
been declared, in an apborism of the Foga, to be [not a
separate entity, but] ‘an affection of the mind.’ Henee
there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities,'
[in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled
Ignorance].

6. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter-

‘Wﬂ ﬂwﬁw L
ATCTAAT: WATA: UE: | TS WAfd F9T
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the
argument is the same in support of both, ie., of both Soul
and Nature: such is the meaning.!

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

wfumricatawrs frgs: 1 9o 0

All do mof M by Aph. T70. There is no rule [or neces-
i i Lo o sity, that i should arrive at the truth];
__"‘_:ﬂ' that are fully  pecause those who are privileged [to
engage in the inquiry] are of three

descriptions.

a. For those privileged [to enguye in the inquiry| are
of three descriptions, through their distinetion into those
who, in reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these,
by the dull the [Sankhya] arguments are frustrated [and
altogether set aside], by means of the sophisms that have
been uttered by the Bauddhas, &o. By the mediocre they
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,] are made to
appear as if there were equally strong arguments on the
other side, by means of arguments which really prove the
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by

' 9 71 T4 wfagEeAn WA g
=y T9: N
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arguments which are not true : [see the section on Fallacies
in the Tarka-sangrafia]. But it is only the best of those
privileged, that reflect in the manner that has been set
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature]: such is
the import. But there is no rule that all must needs
reflect in the manner so set forth: such is the literal
mesaning.'

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

HEEIEHIE d e I 93 0
- Aph. 71, The first product [of the
By lhe Great one’s  Primal Agent, Nature], which is called
tthe Great one,” is Mind.
a. ‘Mind’ (manas). *Mind’ [is so called], because its
function is * thinking * (manana). By ‘thinking " is here
meant * judging’ (nifchaya). That of which this is the func-

' g fe AeAgATERAeA fafaur =-
fumrfow: | @9 ; GEIG
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arfe g | SEmfumfcass g
AAAAT AT | FANAT aRAAT HA-
fra#AT AT |

' AESEAIAT WEYATE AT I



BOOE I., APH. 7L 89

tion is ‘intellect ® (duddhi); and that is the first product,
that called * the Great one ’ (makaf) : such is the meaning.'

TTATSTRTC I 92 I

The priatios of Self- Aph. T2. * Self-consciousness’ is that
conseiommess fy Misd.  which is subsequent [to Mind. ]

a. * Belf-consciousness,” the fonction of which is a con-
ceit [that * T exist,” * I do this, that, and the other thing g 5
is that which is subsequent : that is to say, * Self-conscious-
ness’ is the next after * the Great one™® [§71].

b. Since * Belf-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 Nuture, the formless Objective],
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena
of mundane existence,] are effects of this [Self-conacions-
ness]; and so he declares [as follows]:*

'®A fa | AAWYES "A: | AAAAS
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AFRTARHALEATH 1 93 I

Aph. 73. To the others it belongs

All

Mind, Lﬁnﬁ:ngf to be products thereof, [i.e,, of Helf-
consciovsness].

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

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

WRARGAT AT ITETESATAT I 98 I

- Instead of m’[ which seems to I:napemlmr to Vijnfna,
aniruddha and others have the preferable lection W Ed.

£ To render W Paragraph a is taken, with alight
alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha, Ed,
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Aph. T4. Moreover, medistely,

Nature, immediatly through that [i.e., the * Great one’
mcdinity, e e 2 (§71)], the first [cause, viz., Natare,]
oll olher products. is the cause [of all pruducts]; as is the

case with the Atows, [the causes,
though not the immediate causes, of jars, &e.].

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

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

TR FARFATH TTASTAITT: oyl
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* Blightly better, perhaps, than this reading is that of Aniraddha :
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j Apk. 75. While both [Soul and Na-

B0 B g ied %  ture] are antecedent [to all products],

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

this character of being a cause], it is applicsble [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 8 jar}, must be ¢ devoid,’
or lack the nature of s cause, ‘it is applicable,’ i.e., the
nature of s cause must belong, to the other of the two.!

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

ufifes 7 | I 9% |
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Aph. 76. What is limited cannot be
:{? m’pnfin the substance of all [things].
sy dlns g That which is limited cannot be
the substance of all [things]; as yarn cannot Le the
[material] cause of & 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 Seripture in support of this:*

agErega"E 1 99 |

! p Apk. T7. And {the proposition that
ﬁmﬁﬂ';“ Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of Scripture, that the

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

4. An argument, in the first instance, hos been set forth
[in § 76; for, till argument fails him, no one falls back
upon authority] Seripture, moreover, deeclarss that
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ‘ From
Nature the world arises,’ &e.?
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b. But then |some one may say], = jar which ante-
cedently did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let,
then, anfecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product];
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, & cause ;
‘the invariable antecedent being demominated a cause,’
if Dr, Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to be trusted]. To
this he replies :'

AraEAT FEfatE: 1ok 0

Aph. 78. A thing is not made out
o gyl of nothing.

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

b. Let the world, too, be unreal: what harm is that to
us? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [as follows] :*
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Aph.79. It [the world] is not unreal ;
firmons wiy the world  because there is no fact contradictory
g sl 1o ita reality], and beowuse it is met

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 &
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitiers like silver], that it
is silver, its being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent
and more correct] cogmition, that this is wof silver. Bat,
in the ease in question [that of the world regarded as a
reality], no one ever has the cognition, * This world is not
in the shape of an entity,” by which [cognition, if any one
ever really had such,] its being an entity might be op-
posed!

. 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 golirw, turough such a fault as the jaundice,
[which depraves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in ques-
tion, [that of the world regarded ns a reality], there is no
such [temporary or occasional] depravation [of the senses];
becsuse all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality.
Therefore the world is woé an unreality.!
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¢. But then [some one may suggest], /ef a nonentity be
the [substantial] cause of the world; still the world will
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unresl. In regard to this,
he declares [as follows]:!

arE qeiTia afefeon® aeraTgred
afvaf®: 0 bo n

Aph. 80. If it [the substantial cause,]
The product of wome-  be an entity, then this would be the
w;ﬂh,.-&:: case, [that the product would be an
entity], from its union [or identity]
therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how
could it poesibly 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] P
a. If an entity were the substantial causa [of the world],
then, since [it is o maxim that] the qualities of the cause
present themselves in the product, ‘this would be the
case,’ i.e., it would be the case that the product was real,
“ because of union therewith,” i.e., because of the union [of
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum].
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if a nonentily [wera
the substantial cause], the world would be a nonentity,
then, by reason of its being a nonentity, i.e., by reason of
the world’s being [on that supposition,] necessarily a non-
entity. [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case,’
[that it would be rea/]?
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5. But then [a follower of the Mimansa may say], since
[it would mppear 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 FAW ITEEHRETA B0

Aph. Bl. No; for works are not

Action comeol servens  gdupted to be the subsfamtial cause [of
a sulstradam,

any product].

a. Granting that * the unseen ’ [merit or demerit arising
from actions] may be an instrumental cause, [in bringing
shout the mundane condition of the agent], yet we never
see merit or demerit in the charscter of the subsfantial
cause [of any product] : and our theories ought to show
ddmmhmupﬂmm ¢ 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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3 It is the bracketed Aph, 36, alp. 38, sepre, that i bere re-
forred to, Ed.
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6. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can
be attained by undertaking the things directed by the
Veda, what oecasion is there for [our troubling ourselves
about] Nature # To this hereplies :

Arqataaciy afefs: m:ﬁwr{&ﬁm-
(0B

Aph. 82. The accomplishment there-

I-"'_"'"*" r iaittobe of [i.e, of Liberation,] is not, more-

S g over, through Scriptural rites: the

chief end of man does not consist in

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

this consists of what is accomplished through aefs, [and

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

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

a. *Secriptural means,’ such as sacrifices, [are so called],
because thoy are heard from [the mouth of the instructur
in ] Seripture. Not thereby, moreover, is * the accomplish-
ment thereof,’ ie., the nccomplishment of Liberation ;
‘ because one i= liable to repetition of births, by reason of
the fact that it [the supposed Liberation,] wus sccom-
pliu]:led by means,’ i.e., because the [thms fur] liberated
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[soul] is still lisble to repetition of births,' inasmuch as
this [its supposed Liberation,] is not efernal, [ just] beeause
it is [the result of] acfs. For fhis reason, the chief end of
man does not consist in this? [which is gained through
ritual observances].

5. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man :*

aw mRfEaFETgagfa: 1 63

Aph. 83, There is Seripture for it,
ey madwr  that he who has attained t discrimina-
max, fe Sy 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 sttained to discrimination, there i a

text declering, 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.*

! Literally, lible to return to mundase existence.’ Ed.
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4. He states an objection to the opposite view :!
GETEE TR ATSTaATS: I 63 )

Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g.,
m?*:-ﬁ“ﬂh to victims in sacrifice,] must come pain

frum i, [to the sacrificer, and not /liberation
from pain]; as there is not relief from
chilliness, by affusion of water.

a. If Liberation were to be effected by acfs, [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, [udditional] chilliness.?

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

H‘ﬁrwﬁ%mm:n
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FTRASHEIST wTARTIERETG 0 by 0

= Aph. 85, [Liberation cannot arise
The character of from acts]; because, whether tne end
o eptte! mpard be something desirable, or undesirable,
wﬁm [and we admit that the motire of the

sacrifice is not the giving pain to the
victim], this makes no difference in regard to its being
the result of acts, [and, therefore, not eternal, but tran-
sitory].

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

e g | aW § wfa s
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102 THE BANEHYA APHORISMS,

mediately :1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry
regerds the immediate cause).

b. [But then, some one may say], supposing that
Liberation msy take place [as you Sankhyas contend,]
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature
and Soul, etill, since, from the perishableness [of the
Liberution effected by fhis means, as well es any other
means], mundane life may return, we are both on an
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sinkhyas lock upon
&s transitory, and you Sénkhyss, whose Liberation we,
again, lock upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much
the same predicament]. To this he replies:?
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il o Aph. 86, Of him who is essentially
e S liberated, his bonds having absolutely

ey perished, it [i.e, the fruit of his saving
knowledge,] is absolute : there is no parity [between his
case and that of him who relies on works, and who may
thereby secure a temporary sojourn in Paradise, only to
return again to earth].

a@. Of him *who is essentially liberated,” who, in his very
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The
bond [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [between Nature
and Soul]. By the removal thereof there is the destrue-
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 ure realities]; and, since these
cannot be ascertained [or made out to be frue], except by

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

1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Ed.
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proof, therefore he displays this ;' [i.e., he shows what he
means by proof] :

RS ArgEtAgerautrafa: wA
aEIEaH F9a I 59

e R Aph.87. The determination of some-

bl ¥®  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, (pramdna)].

a. *Not lodged,” i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdtri); in short, not previously known.
The °determination,” i.e., the ascertainment [or right
apprehension] of such a thing, or reality, is ‘ right notion’;
and, whether this be an affection © of 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, (pramasa) : such is the
definition of evidence in general; [the definitior of its
several speciea falling to be considered hereaflter] : such is
the meaning.*

' gfufaria g afwefew 7 wwr-
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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], ond ¢ discrimina-
tion,”! [which excludes doubt].

¢. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources
of knowledge], if ‘ right notion,’ is spoken of as located in
the Soul [see § 87. a.], then the [proof, or] evidence is an
affection of the Infellect. 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 both the Soul’s coguition
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [cases
of] ‘right notion,’ then both of these aforesaid [the affec-
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction
of an organ with its appropriate object, &o., in the other

A | THEETEE A wileieE-
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case,| are [to receive the name of]| proof (pramdsa). 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 [kinds of] proofs [then,] are there? To
this he replies ;* e

fafd gama® afeer safesfusfe-
f&:ntbn

Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinds:

g,“!""l are three binds  {here is mo establishment of more;

because, if these be established, then

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

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

£ Bo reads Aniruddha; bot Vijnna, Nigehs, snd Vedioti
Mahideva end the eighty-seventh Aphorism with these two worda
Henee : ‘ That which ip, in the highest degree, productive thersof it
proof, of three kinds." Ed.
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(pratyaksha), * the recognition of signa’ (anumdna), and
¢ testimony ’ (§abda), are the [three kinds of ] proofs.!

b. But then [some ome may incline to say], let ‘com-
parison’ [which is reckoned, in the Nydys, a specifically
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as
¢ Conjecture,’ &ec., which are reckoned, in like manuer, in
the Mimansi], also be instruments of right knowledge, [as
well as these three], in [the matter of ] the discriminating
of Nature and Soul: he therefore says, ' because, if these
[three] be established,’ &c. And sinee, 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 sccount for the case] : such is
the meaniog.’

¢. Fot the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only
a triad of proofs, where he says [sce the Institates, Ch.
xii., v. 105] : * By that man who seeks u distinct knowledge
of his duty, [these] three [sources of right knowledge]
must be well understood, viz., Perception, Inference, and
Seriptural authority in its various shapes [of legal institutey
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108 THE BANKHYA APHORISMS.

&o.]’ And ‘ Comparison,” and ¢ Tradition * (aitikya), and
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and
* Non-perception ’ (anupalabdhi) and the like are included
under Perception ;' [for the non-perception of an absent
jar on & 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]:

- e, W, s
‘Tead' WEe@UwE faEe -
oA I ke
Aph. B9, Perception (pratyaksha) is
that discernment which, being in con-

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

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

Perveption defined,

| WA T A ARTON IR IO |
AERAAT ¥ e 9 fafqurmm . w4
gfafed =t winfamitaata ) sowm-
foandi=i sTpEmT=aEn gaNsqueEa-
&=t 9wy waw =
' favusETHRE
* Aviruddbs hes YPRHAVITEHE TAETO, yieldiog * deter.
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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. 5.)] is the evidence [called] Perception : such is
the meaning.!

b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definition of
Perception (§89)] does not extend [as we conceive it
ought, and presume it is intended, to do,] to the perception,
by adepts in the Yoga, of things past, future, or concealed
[by stone walls, or such intervening things as interrupt
ordinary perception]; because there is, here, no ¢ form of
the thing, in conjunction’ [with the mind of him who per-
ceives it, while absent]: having pondered this doubt, be
corrects it by [stating, as follows, ] the faot, that this [super-
nltum'l sort of perception] is not what he intends to de-
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: Aph. 90. It is not a fault [in the
hr:{';dﬂﬁ m % definition, that it does not apply to the
shauld not apply to the  perceptions of adepts in the Yoga];
PR WSS bacanse thatof the sdepts in the Fogw
is not an exfernal 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 fulure to
include the perceptions of these;' [because there is mno
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]:

AR waAT I TR I eq |

Aph. 91. Or, there is no fault

But the definition [in the definition], because of the

apply to the pervep- it A :
fi?:-g:f:‘:mf conjunction, with cawsa/ things, of
that [mystical mind] which has at-

tained exaltation.*
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¢ Fur the term alifaya, again rendered, in the next page, by
* exaltation,’ vide infra, p. 116, note 4. Fd.
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the Fugi, 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 Fogf, 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, siof 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 takin g the shape
of effécts, and, likewise, in these same causes, when again
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past,
&e., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunetion
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos-
gible.?

T Ak ¢, But then, [some one may say, ]
ﬁﬂhjn'dmw-r'_-fwa:‘; 1 8till this [definition] does not extend to
ﬁ:ﬂﬁ:ﬁﬂw W e  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:!
"
fwufas: 1 ek
. Aph. 92. [This objection to the de-
i oy e fmition of Perception has no force];
because it is mot proved that there
is o Lord (iéwara).

a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception],
becanse there is no proof that there i¢ a Lord, is supplied?
[from § 90].

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

' e aurdTRsantvee fAas-
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% Rather, * And this [mere] taking exception to a Lord is ex-
presely owing to,’ &c. The aphorist woold bot be confounded
with those who denied what he waited to see evidenced. The sttitods
which be assumed js that of suspense of judgment on the point of
theism, as ngainst thepositiveness of the professed atheist, Vijnina, here
followsd, ‘hen goes on to wry: LY -

oy -
i"ﬂﬂ‘l * For, otherwise [1. ¢., if the aphorist had been atheistic],
it would have been explivitly declired, Because of the non-existense of
alord' Ed.
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¢. Baut, on the implication ! that there is a * Lord," what
we mean to speak of [in our definition of Perception, (§89),]
is merely the being of .the [same] kind with what is pro-
duced by conjunction® [of a sense-organ with its object;
and the perceptions of the ‘Lord” may be of the same
kind with such perceptions, though they were not to come
from the same source].

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

HRARATCAATHTATS afrats: Il €3 |

Aph. 93. [And, further,] it is not
MW aiiiinnin o aksiulie ed that he [the *Lord,”] exists;
hge - prav a
rm&u i oo because [whoever exists must be either
free or bound; and], of free and
bound, he can be neither the one nor the other.

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

fa | wa eawufaslgs 7 e
fefa Jr=a 0
1 Rather, *the view being nccepted’ (abhyupagame).
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Bince 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 :*

HIYTIEREH N 3 )

Tie furce of e  APh. 94. [Because,] eithér way, he
difewan. wounld be inefficient.

a, Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &eo.,
which [ss 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
ereation, &c.* [of this world].

b. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case,

what becgmes of the Scripture-texts which declare the
‘Lord ¥ To this he replies:"

' fqtrsfiraa: fa sl o ads
| WA QT RET TR aiE -
a9 )

fagAE

3 The reading, inn 5 later bamdwriting, of ona of my MSS, of

Aniradiba is ~HEROMEH . Ed
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HEHA: WOET SuTHT fAEs’ AT ey o

i Aph.95. [The Seriptural texts which

“hﬁ'mf;ﬂ:‘}fj' make mention of the *Lord’ are]

either glorifications of the liberated

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

.a. That is to say : accordingly as the case may be, som¢
text [among those in which the term * Lotd * oceurs,] is
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the
¢ Lord,” [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junetion
[with Nature], to incite [tostill deeper contemplation], to
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, i. e,
nhsolute Soul in general ; and some other text, declaratory,
for example, of creatorship, &e., 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, &e., of the fumiliarly known' Brahma,

b A pother r|_~:|].|ﬂiTI[.:Ih that of K‘ﬁ.ﬂl‘éﬂ and of Vedinti Mubfidevn.
WHATUTC, makes this word of the singular number. Ed.

. m, u componnd, is the reading of Aniroddbn,

followed by Vednti Mahideva. BSee 4, below.” _Ed.
8 In both places, siddka, *possessor of supernatural powers”  E
4 Aniruddba's exposition of this Aphorism is as follows: JT-

MPAATATHHIHA I3 HFAA 7 q &
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Vishpu, Siva, or other non-eternal ‘ Lord ;” since these,
though possessed of the coneeit [of indiv 1dun11tv] &e., [and,
in so far, liable to perish], have mmumht.j', &ec., in a se-
DOTII]I.T]" sense ;' [seeing that the Soul, in erery combina-
tion, is lmmurtul though the nombmahnn 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 gorernor 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:*

mﬁ |  According to this, the term dware,

*mighty one," *lond,” 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 ¥ogi, Resolution, agent-
ship, and the fike, nre :mpruﬂu:.l:ln of one absolutely liberated ; and
such & qne being inert and i |mpa.|.:1n= eannot be intended by {ficara

‘u power. Hence the expression, “as it were liberated’ Also see,
for atisuya,—tranelated, above, *transcendent favulties,'—Book 1v.,
Aph. 24. Ed,

' qurant wewgfawiET: SaTE-
RS Fgaranarg @fafuaEwda
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AmfuTATEfreTR Afwad 1 e i
Y
Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof,
miﬁm:':u ;‘:' ¢ Jode i, of Soul over Nature] is fru{n [its]
Lut through prosimity.  proximity thereto, [not from its re-
solving to act thereon]; as is the case
with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iren].

a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul'r ] crestiveness, 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 ws [Sankhyas,]
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of
creatorship, or the like, is merely from [its] prorimity
[to Nature]; *as is the case with the [lodestone] gem.”

b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron
merely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or
to be acted on], &c., so, by the mere conjunction of the
primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle [called]
the * Great one,’ [or Mind, (see § 61. ¢)]. And in this
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as ereafor
towards that which is superadded to it: such is the mean-
ing.?

mamamﬁmnﬁmnﬂmrﬁl—
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¢. And thus it is declared, [in some one of the Puranas Al
‘As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lodestone,] stands
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deity
who is mere Existence. Thus it is, that there are, in the
Soul, both agency [seemingly,] and non-agency, [really].
It is not an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition ;
[and it is] an agent, merely through spproximation [to
Nature].”

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

fawaamdeafa’ sfammg n es

- - -
THINU AFAHIIEEIN IR | -
- -

A3 ¥ worfygeatamy: |
! The Translator's authority for this sttribution has not besn
discovered. Fd.
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R s - Aph. 97, In the case of individual
gize. products, also, [the apparent agency]

of animal souls [is salely through proximity].

* 80 much

@. ‘ The agency is solely through proximity:
is supplied’ [from § 96].

4. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par-
ticular productions,—the creation, &ec.,of things individual
[as contradistinguished from that of all things in the
lump, (see Fedinta-sdra, § 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,’ throogh the doubt of a blind
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective
guardianship], the Pedas would cease to be an autherity ;
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for
an instant]. To this he replies:*

' wftregrge EfFurATRIgTEEa |
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* A eI RRTTA ST E AT 3-
TAHTE H1d | F[d |- N




120 THR BANKEHYA APHORISMS,

fereuargmTETRTITTEE 1 ek

Aph. 98. The declaration of the

How the Vedas need texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahma,

uotthe Lord" o asthen-  for gxample], since ke knows the truth,
[is authorative evidence].

a. To complete [the aphorism, we must soy], *since
Hiranyagarbha [i.e., Brahmd,] and others [viz., Viskau
and Sira], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is
true, the declaration of the texts or sense of the Vedas,
where these are the speakers, is evidence' [altogether
indisputable].

b. But then, if Boul, 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 & secondary sense, to
draw the iron, while the conviction is entertained, that,
actually and literally, the iron draws the meagnet],—
who is the primary [or actual,] overruler ! In reference to

this, he says :*

Wﬁﬁmﬁmmwmm-
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T IAH' A AT e Ie IeTg-
"R I ee

Aph. 99. Theinternal organ, through
mﬂ_i- in the shape of its being enlightened thereby [i.e., by
Nturs wmf:::; Soul], is the overruler; as is the iron,

[in respect of the mngnet.].

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,* {nm:l 80 acquires
magnetism by magnetic induction].

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

! Aniroddba hos FEAT S UWEY; prefixing to *the

internal organ ' the synonymous *the Great One.” Ed.

' gaTeE % IReSATId a4
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wfaamge:’ afgassrasagATa 1 900 )

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

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

b. But a conelusion (anumiti) is knowledge of the soul ;¥
[whilst an Inference, so fur 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 * (dabda) :

: * is the rending of Nigedn and of Vedénti
Mabédevs. Fd.
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HINTGET: W=: Il 909 I

% ey Aph, 101, Testimony [such us is
Pl fivaony defined. entitled to the name of ‘:ﬁﬂenue,] is &
declaration by one worthy [to be belisved |.

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

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

Safafe: FATQrEgues: 1 902 0

Aph. 102. Since the estoblishment
| Wiy the bimfsof Evi-  of [the existence of] both [soul and
£ bisod Loem Kore sed A ;
furth, nou-spul] is by meuns of evidence, the

declarntion thereof [i.e., of the Lkinds of

evidence, has been Lere made].
4. It is only by means of evidence that both Soul and
nou-soul are established us beiug distinet, [the one frow the

' gnfre ArTaET 99T 9 AR UG-
W JE TR TAORSE | W T
qrEeg: wr ATy A !
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other] : therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de-
clared : glch is the meaning.!

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

HIATAT FETRIAfafE:’ i 903 |

The existeme of Suul Aph. 103. The establishment of both
:ﬂg;""wﬁ“ [Nature and Boul] is by analogy.

a. [Analogy (simdnyato drishta) is that kind of evidence
which is employed in the case] where, by the force [as an
argument,] which the residence of any property in the sub-
ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly
accompunied [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,
L.e., not eognizable by the senses, is estublished ; as when,

' IYTOHARAT 9357 fafE: wHL-
WRA WAld | FATE AHTTR I §d
=g
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afg
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BOOK 1., APH. 103 125

for example, having apprenended a constant accompani-
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking
into consideration such instruments as axes, &o., which are
uf earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper-
ceptible, instrument of knowledge, viz., [the instrument
named | Sense, is estublished [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.’

&. Of these [viz., Natore and Soul,] the argument from
anulogy for [the existence of] Nature is ns follows: the
Great Principle [viz, Understanding (see §61.c.)] is
formed out of the things [called] Pleasure, Pnin, snd
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 has the characters of Plea~
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as o bracelet, or the like,
formed of gold, or the like,” [has the charssieristie pro-

' AN HTATAE: WAET CATAAATE [ - -
fRogrreuHaTawa afesa A STy
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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, [ns regards the argument from analogy, in proof
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, us 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 u
house, for instanee, [which is & combination of various
parts combined for the benefit of the tenant]. In this
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &e., the
fact estublished on sense-perception, that they exist for the
ke of [orgunized] bodies, for exumple, something of a
difierent kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nature, viz.], Soul,
is inferred [by analogy, | as something other than Nature,
&o., [which, as being & compound thing, is not designed
for itself]: such is the meaning.!

d. But then [snmn one may say |, since Nature is eternal,
and exertion iz habitval to her, [und the result of her
action i1s the I‘.‘ll'l'll-l‘lﬂgk': of the Sﬁlﬂ], there should constantly
be experiehce [whether of pleasure or of pain], and, hence,
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he

replies :°
fazagTaT JUT: 1 %08 0
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alk Aph. 104, Experience [whether of

P.,‘:::,:_ o pain or pleasure,] ends wi[th [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-saigraha, § 92], surceases [when the thing
antecedently non-existent begins to be], so, eternal Nature
[eternal, as regards the absence of any begiuning,] 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 nof at all times oceur:
such is the state of the case.

b. [But some ome 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 &

THAL T FRTIATTISIIATA I G0 |

Aph. 105. The experience of the
frait may belong even to another than
the agent; as in the cuse of food, &e.

' faereET | @fsIsIEATAT AT | I91-
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a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &e.,
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],
50 is the case here, also.'

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

wfaqmer afs: Fiq: w0 90% |

Aph. 106. Or, [to give a better ac-
acts appose fhat Soul  count of the matter than that given in
an errar. § 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 & wrong notion].

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

’Hgﬂ:aiﬁmmﬁmﬁiqm
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4. The opposite of this [wrong view, referred to in § 106,]
he states [as follows] :*

AT T FEATEATA I 909 Il

"y : Aph. 107. And, when the truth is
ws.rﬁd-; Mﬁ" EDH‘ there is[seen to be] neither[agency,
in Soul, nor experience].

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

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

fauaisfaudTsafaguegETIR=naT-
fafea= Il 9ok 0
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Aph. 108. [A thing may be] an ob-

o . ject p[LmeptilEIe]. mg also {nt]mthur

- time,] not an objeet, through there

being, in consequence of great distance,

&ec., & want of [conjunction of the sense with the thing],

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

@. An object [is a peroeived 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 conjunetion [may result] from the
junction’s being prevented by great distance, &o!

b. [To explain the * &c.,’ and to ex-
Wial may presest emplify the causes that may prevent
Perception. Ragi ¥
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
8 bird [flying very high up] in the sky is not perceived ;
[then again,] in consequence of extreme proximity, the
collyrium located in the oye [is not perceived by the eye
itself] ; a thing placed in [the inside of, or on the opposite
side of,] & wall [is not perceived], in consequence of the
obatruction ; 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,

BRI o S —
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an atom [is not perceived]; nor is a very small sound,
when overpowered by the sound of & drum : and 80 on.’

e. How [or, for which of the possible ressons jusi
enumerated,] comes the imperceptibleness of Nuture ? In
regard to this, he declares :*

ATEITRE TS 1| 900 |

Aph. 109, Her imperceptililvness

R BT e B [her] subtilty.

a. “‘Her,” Le, Nuatures, imperceptibleness is from
subtilty. By subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult
to investigate ; ot [as & Naiydyika might, perhaps, here
prefer understanding the term,] the consisting of atoms ;
for Nature is [not atomic, in the opinion of the Siankhyas,
but] all-pervasive.!
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b. How, then, [it may be asked,] is [the existence of]
Nature determined ? To this he replies :!

FragRATIgUSAL: Il 990 I

Naives taiborad frum Aph, .llﬂ. [N+uture exists ;| because
lin eristence of produs-  her existence iz gathered from the
o beholding of productions.

a. As the knowledge of [there being such things as]
utoms 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].

&. Some [the Vedintis, ] say that the world has Brakma as
its cause ; others [the Naiyyikas], that it has atoms as its
cause ; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sdnkhya
doctrine], that it has Nafure us its couse. 2o he sets forth
u doubt [which might naturally found itself] thereon :*

arfefanfaussefafeftta 9q 1 3994
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Aph, 111, If |you throw out the
mfui-m .,r“i!?., iy doubt thnt] it [viz.,, the existence of
rie o ction of dis- Nature,] is not established, because of

the contradiction of asserters [of other
viaw:, then you will find an answer in the next aphorism].

‘Because of the contradiction of asserters [of the
'Fa&ﬁ.ntu or Nydya], it is not established,’ i. e., Nature [as
asserted by the Sinkhyas,] 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], then an eternal Nature [such as you
Sankhyas contend for,] would be proved to exist us ‘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 nsserters [of the
Veddnta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently tn
its production ; well,] if [this doubt be thrown out] : such
is the meaning® [of the aphorism].

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

ANEFAGEA FATEEATASTD: I 992 1
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Mutsal denials setite  Aph. 112. Btill, since’ each [doctrine]
nathizg, is established in the opinion of each,
& [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 if be estublished P TF 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 effoct [to cause] is not to be denied® [in this
peremptory fashion ].

6. Well, then, [the opponent may say], let [the info-
rence of| cause from effect be granted; how is it that this
|oause] is Nature, and nothing else, [such as Atome, for
instance] # To this he replies: *

LT bave corrected the translator's * But, sines thue," which
rendered the unwarmanted reading {YT T, now replaced by
i3

&
qUIfa, the correlative of N at the end of the preceding
Aphorism. Ed, e
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fefaufatmams:’ 1 93z 0

Aph, 113. Because [if we were to
s ronmivend i infer any other cause tlEn.n Nature,] we
W . should have a contrudiction to the
threefold [aspect which things really exhibit].

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

8. 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 s contradiction to the fact of
being an aggregate of pleasure, pain, end delusion, which
is recognizable in the world ;* [becanse nothing, we hold,
can exist in the effeet, which did not exist in the cause
and pleasure, pain, &e., 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 :*

L Vedfoti Mahfdsva ends this Apborism with the word ;5 and
#0 does Vijniine, sccordiog to some ME8,  Fd,
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FATHGTRT TUFTA I 998 |

Aph. 114, The production of what is
il aereoy *"ed 10 entity, a8 a man’s horn, does not
take place.

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

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

SurgrAfaaag 1 9qu i

Aph. 115. Because of the rule, that
afm cemct b there must be some material [of which
the product may consist].

@. 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, superfluous]. This he insists upon [us follows] :*

' TrTFAREa Wiy 1 e
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HAY §AG WAEAATA 1 295 1

. Aph. 116. Because everything is not
ﬁﬂémﬁ possible everywhere and always, [which
wilers. might be the case, if materials could be

dispensed with].

a. That is to say: because, in the world, we see that
everything is mof possible, ie., that everything is mof
produced ; ¢ everywhere,’ i. e, in every place; ‘always,’
i, e, at all times.!

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

TR TREHUTT 11 999 il

 precsit, po- Aph, 117. Because it is that which is
'—m;mﬁﬂf cauiet.eompetent [to the making of anything]
that makes what is possible, [as a product of it].

a. Because the being the materiul [of any future pro-
duct] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, petentially,
i e., of] bhaving the cumpetency to be the produet; and
[this] competency is nothing else than the product's
condition as that of what kas not yet come o pass: there-
fore, since *‘that which is competent,’ viz., the causs,
mukes the product which is ©possible ’ [to be made out of
it], it 1a not of any sowenfily that the production takes

' maAy gEftA=w wie mafers B
AT AT A (e AT ETeg: |
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place, [but of an entity, whose ess, antecedently, was
prsaibility] : such is the meaning.!

6. He states another argunment :*

STCANETIETE I 996 1
LT dph. 118. And because it [the pro-
PR hrpsoringrn 4 duct,] is [nothing else than] the cause,
[in the shape of the product].

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

b. He ponders a doubt:*

T 9T ATEEPTES 1 99 1l

Aph. 118. If [it be alleged that]
wiich s sun famid s thre is no possibility of that's Beconis
e ing which already i, [then the auswer
will be found in the next aphoriam]
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a. That is to say: but then, if it be thus [that every
effect exists antecedently to its production], since the
effect [every effect,] must be eternal [without beginning],
there is no possibility of [or room for] the sdjunetion of
becoming, the adjunction of arising, in the case of a product
which is [already, by hypothesis] in the shape of an
entity ; because the employment of [the term] ‘ arising”
[or the fact of being produced] has reference solely to
what did mot exist [previously] ; if this be urged: such is
the meaning.!

b. He declares the dootrine [in regard to this point] :*

AR a AT AR 190 1

Aph. 120. No; [do not argue that

Production is asly what s cannot become ; for] the em-

Tt i omdwd loyment and the non-employment [of

the term * production ”] are occasioned

by the manifestation [and the non-manifestation of what
is spoken of as produced, or not].

a. *No;' the view stated [in § 110] is not the right one:

such is the meaning.”

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

' 74 | e faas afq AaEd
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g0, by the operation of the potter, is the pot brought into
manifestness ; [whereas], on the blow of a mallet, it becomes
hidden," [and no longer appears as a pot]. :

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

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 ’ 18 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.”

' wwueR AfwEE e
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¢. But if [the employment of the term] ¢ production.* is
oceasioned by [the fact of] manifestation, by what is occa-
sioned [the employment of the term] destruction #' To this
he replies :*

AT FCAEE: | 929 1

Aph. 121, Destruction [of anything]
What is meant byde-  ia the resolution [of the thing spoken
of as destroyed,] into the cause [from

which it was produced].

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

foq SUfrACOSHERMTETITERS-
FETCTET AeEa: FEad: |

1 ¢If production is cceasioned by manifertation, by what iz de-
straction occasioned¥' Aniruddha, here quoted, bas, in my MSS, .

4 B
' gfmfsfaaaaraate  fEfaasEt
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4 «From the blow of a mallet [results] the resolution of  jar inta

its material panse: by this the destruction[of it]is vecasioned. Buch Is the
meauing of the word [ndfa], and [such is] the particular action [which]
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b. [But some one may say ], if there were [only] & reso-
lution [of & product into that from which it arose], a re-
surrection [or walsyyeveaia] 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, frmt and thread
[spun again from the fruit of the cotton-plant]. So isit
with all entities.!

¢. Pray [some one may ask], is [this] manifestation [that
you speak of under § 120] something real, or something
not real P If it be something real [and which, therefors,
never anywhere ceases to be], then [all] effects [during
this constant manifestation] ought constantly to be per-
eeived ; 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 mrl‘-
festation can be the result of nothing else than a i

it expresses,” This is from Anirnddha, I'Ln», in the MS8, to which I
have access, has no a‘ before T s .
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tation, on the prineiple that an effect consists of neither
more nor less than its cause]; and thus we have a regressus
tn iafinitum. To this he replies:’

T ATS AU ATEAT I 9% |

ok mosibabiatt Aph. 122. Because they seek each
:lur;:; without leisg  gther reciprocally,® as is the case with
sced and plant, [manifestation may

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

to have served, from eternity, as sources, one to another,
reciprocally ].

' famfirafs: aawdat 311 adt Sfew-
FIATIRTH: WG | WA SrwragTie-
T AR TR a9 I =g
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=x
! AW, the reading bere given, is that of Ani.
b -
ruddha and Vedinti Mabddeva. Vijuina hee FAGUT 54

3 Translating the Binkhya Aphorisms in the Bidliotheca Indica,
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection anveshand, inconsiderately ren.
dered : *You are to understand, that, successively,’ instead of * There
is a continnal following of one after the other.” Vijnina explains
anveshand by anudhdvana ; and Veddnti Mabideva has, in defini-
tion of it, the synonymons anvsarans, Ed.

g | auifa =7 IravsATe-
ATfTgTateta o



144 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

b. He states another argument :'

IHrEageE: I 423

The chjections. o ihe Aph. 123. Or, [at all events, our
theory of manifestation  theory of “manifestation” is as] blame-
o 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. ¢.] I it be not produced, then, pray, is this
because it is unreal, 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 wonld 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] f then, in like manner, [7 ask,] since
« manifestntion’ itself consists of manifestation, what need
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation]?
The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ;* [and

’gmman
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thus every objection stated or hinted under §121. ¢, is
capable of being retorted].

4. He [now] etates the community of properties [that
exists] among the products of Nature, mutually :*

FawefaewaTta’ afwanATATCAd
fagw 1 380

The characlers com- Aph, 124. [A product of Nature is]
o dE piednees caused, uneternal, not asll-pervading,
mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent.

a. * Caused,’ i.e., having a cause. ‘ Uneternal,’ ie., de-
structible. ‘Not all-pervading,’ ie., not present every-
where. * Mutable,” i.e., distinguished by the acts of leaving
[one form], and assuming [another form], &c. It [the
soul,] leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as 18
notorious]. ¢ Multitudinous,” ie., in consequence of the
distinetion of souls; [every man, €.g., having a separate
body). ‘Dependent,’ [i.e.,] on its cause. ‘ Mergent,’ that
is to say, it [i.e., every product, in due time,] is resolved
into that from which it ofiginated.®

2 Anirediha omits AT, Eé
: Fgeewad | S et =
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b. [But, some one may say], if realitics be the twenty-
five [which the Sinkhyss 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] P To this he replies :!

'x-\m -, ﬁﬁ:
TUTHYENTET Il 924 |

Aph. 125. There is the establish-
Mg, fualities of the  ment of these [twenty-four * Qualities’
piya are implad s M &

the term Nature, of the Nyiya, 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 thyee

Qualities of the Sénkhya], &e, are, in reality, nothing

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

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

A HE
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a. Either from their being nothing different from the
twenty-four principles, “in reality,’ truly, quite evidently,
—sinee the character of these [twenty-four] fits the ordi-
nary qualities, &e., [which you fancy are neglected in our
enumeration of things,]— there is the establishment of
these,’ i.e., there is their establishment [as realities,]
through their being implied just in those' [twenty-four
principles which are explicitly specified in the Sankhyn].

b. The word ‘ or’ shows that there is another alternative
[reply, in the aphorism, to the abjection in question]. ‘Or
because they are hinted by [the term] Nature;’ that is to
say, the qualities, &o. [such as Knowledge], are established
[as realities], just because they are hinted by [the term]
Nature, by reason that [these] qualities are, medistely,
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®

0. He [next] mentions the points in which Nature and
[her] products agree:*
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frrpursaAE T4 1 9%

T e Aph. 126. Of both [Nature am_l her
usonlo Nutr awd her  products] the fact that they consist of
g the three Qualities [§ 61. 4.], und that
they are irrational, &e., [is the common property].

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

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

'l

/_ e

wH 1929 |

Aph. 127, The Qualities [§ 62] ditler
ul‘;}‘w':ﬁ} ""_" e ip character, mut.un‘l:Ij. by pleur%unm%an,
unpleasantness, lassitude, &e., [in which

forma, severally, the Qualities present themselves].

a. * Plessantness,’ i. e, Pleasure. By the expression

' frTuRASaaRE | e
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¢ &o." ismeant Goodness (satfwa), 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 *&e.’ is meant
Darkness (tamas), 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].

5. At the time of telling their differences, he tells in
what respects they agree :*

ST e quE -
AmE I aRE

i i Aph. 128, Through Lightness and
Q:::f_irm agree, as well  Other habits the Qualities mutually
3 b agree and differ

. The meaning is as follows: the enunciation [in the
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shape of the term laghw, ‘light,’ is not one intended to eall
attention to the concrete, viz., what things are light, but]
is one where the abstract [the nature of light things, viz.,
‘lightness’ (laghutiwa) ] is the prominent thing. ¢Through
Lightness and other habits,’ i. e., through the characters
of Lightuness, Restlessness, and Heaviness, the Qualities
differ. Their agreement is through what is hinted by the
expression ‘and other.’ And this consists in their mu-
tually predominating [one over another, from time to
time], producing one another, consorting together, and
being reciprocally present, [one in another], for the sake
of Soul>

4. By [the expressions, in § 124,] ‘caused,” &c., it is
declared that the * Great one’ [or Mind], &c., are produefs.
He statea the proof of this:®,

SHATIRTRIAN AFEIeaeIiead I 92e i

. Aph. 129. Bince they are other than
o o e both [Soul and Nature, the only two
uncaused entities], Mind and the rest

are products ; as is the case with a jar, or the like.

a. That is to say: like a jar, or the like, Mind and the
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rest are products ; because they are something other than

the two which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul.!
b. He states another reason : *

wfATTg i a3e o

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

g. 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].

b. He states another argument:*

A second proof.

AT N 939 1

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
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is o maxim. that what is in the effect was derived from
the cause and implies the eanse,

b. He states the same thing,! [in the next aphorism]:

ofsadtea I 932 |

Aph. 132, And, finally, because it is
i atad through the power [of the cause alone,
that the product can do aught].

a. It is by the power.of its cause, that a product ener-
gizes, [2s 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 ftheir 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 i#, in this place, is intended to notify
the completion of the set of [positive] reasons® [why Mind
and the others should be regarded as products].

¢. He [next] states[in support of the same assertion,]
the argument from negatives,* [i.e., the argument drawn
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from the consideration s to what becomes of Mind and
the others, when they are not roducts] :

FETR Hefa: gEAT ATH 432 1

Aph. 133, On the quitting thereof

Conterse proof of e Touitting the condition of product],

there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or

other of which the product must needs have resolved
itself].

4. Product and non-product; such is the par O ulter-
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 nun-products].

b. [But perhaps soms one may say, that] Mind and the
rest may exist quite independently of the pair of alterns-
tives [just mentioned]. In regard to this, he declares
[as follows]:*

AR gead I 938 1
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Misd and the et Aph. 134. If they were other than
ﬂr;ﬁﬂﬂmﬂ these two, they would be void ; [seeing
product. that there is nothing self-existent,
besides Soul and Nature].

a. If Mind and the rest were ‘other than these twa,’
i.e, than product or non-product [§ 133], they would be
in the shape of what is “void,’ i. e, in the shape of
nonentity.!

6. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be
under the character of a product, that Mind and the rest
are & 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 : *

FATHCATTATH FRTIRAT 1| 934 0

i Aph. 155, The cause is inferred from
by i peer  the effect, [in the case of Nature and
their effects. her products]; because it accompa-

nies it.
a@. That [other relation, other than that of material and
product, which you would make out to exist between
Nature and Mind,] exists, indeed, where the nature [or
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essence] of the cause is not seen in the effect; as [is the
case with] the inference, from the rising of the moon, that
the sea is swollen [into full tide : rising, with maternal
affection, towards her son who was produced from her
bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not cceur
spart from the rising of the moon, yet here the cause,
moon-ride, is not seen in the effect, tide ; and, consequently,
though we infer the effect from the cause, the-cause could
not have been inferred from the effect]. But, in the
present case, since we see, in Mind and the rest, the cha-
racters of Nature, the cause is 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  jar, actually present in the jar].

b. [But it may still be objected, ] if it be thus, then lot
that principle itself, the * Great one’ [or Mind], be the
cause of the world: what need of Nature? To this he
replies : ®
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Aph, 136. The indiscrete, [Nature,
LN Mttt musk bo inferred] from its [discrete and
resolvable] effect, [Mind], in which are

the ihres Qualities, [which constitute Nature].

4. ‘Tt is resolved ;’ such is the import of [the term]
lings, [here rendered] ‘effect” From that [resolvable
effect], viz., the * Great principle’ [or Miud], in which are
the three Qualities, Nature must be ififerred. And that
the *Great principle; in the shape of ascertainment [or
distinet intellection], is discrete [or limited] and perish-
able, is eatablished 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 fin-
gin, gince * effect ? has been termed linga)-

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] :*

T aEEEATIT: I 939 1

' ol e fog @R | gt



BOOK 1, APH. 138 157

Aph. 137. There is no denyi
Hf;’l ' B that it [Nature,] is; because uf?TtE
gt s effects, [which will be in vain attri-
buted to any other source].

@. 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 sssumed to be] the case with ifs
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effocts be
from any roof [to which there is nothing antecedent],
then #Ais is that [to which we give the name of Nature]
‘ Becanse of its effects,’ that is to say, because of the effects
of Nature. There'is no denying *that it @, i. e., that
Nature is.!

6. Be it 8o, [let us grant,] that Nature és ; yet [the oppo-
nent may contend,] Sow/ 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
followa] : *
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Aph. 138. [The relation of cause

ﬁ;ﬁdsﬂm i and effect is] not [alleged as] the means

of establishing [the existence of Soul];

because, as is the case with [the disputed term] ¢ merit,’

there is no dispute sbout there being such a kind of
thing ; [though what kind of thing is matter of dispute].

4. 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 sdmit a Soul,
or seif, of some kind]; for the dispute is [not ns to its
Being, but] as to its peculiarity [of being], ss [whether it
be] multitudinous, or sole, all-pervading, or not 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
partieular kind of [thing,—such as sacrifices, according
to the Miménsé creed, or good works, according to the
Nyiya,—which shall be held to involve] ‘ merit."*

5. *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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é. [But some one may say,] Souls sre nothing else than
the body, and its organs, &o.: what need of imagining
anything else? To this he replies ;'

wufeafafs: gam 1 93e

= Aph. 139, Soul is something else
Metohlicn wed. ' ghuah the body, &e.

a. [The meaning of the aphorism is] plain.?
6. He propounds an argument in support of this :*

HRATTGATA || 980 |

dph. 140. Because that which 1s

The discerplible is  combined [and is, therefore, discerp-

mhm“ﬁ' tible,] is for the sake of some other,
[not discerptible].

a. That which is discerptible is intended for something
else that is indiscerptible. If it were intended for some-
thing else that is discerptible, there would be a regressus
in infinitum

b. And combinedness [involving (see § 67) discerptible-
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ness,] consists in the Qualities’ making some product by
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other-
wise,] 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 thersof, viz., the ‘Great one,’ &e!

¢, He elucidates this same point :*

frarfefaadard o 984 0

Aph. 141. [And Soul is something

Soul presents mo  €lse than the body, &c.]; because there
wfh‘-""‘ is [in Soul,] the reverse of the three

Qualities, &e.

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

&. He states another argument :*
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witregrATafa 1 982 0

Aph. 142. And [Soul ie not ma-
Soul ie not material,  terial ;] because of [its] superinten-
dence [over Nature].

a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being; and
Nature is unintelligent : such is the meaning.’
&. He states another argument : *

ATFATATA N 83 1

Aph. 143. [And Soul is 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 ita being unchangeably the
same, is mot [really] an experiencer, still the sssertion
[in the aphorism,] is made, because of the fact that the
reflexion of the Intellect befalls it [and thus makes ‘it
seem s if it experienced (gee § 58, a.)].

. Effurts are engaged in for the sake of Libaration.
Pray, is this [for the benefit] of the Soul, or of Nature;
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|since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it seems, the ex-
periencer|? To this he replies : !

FA=ATY W 088 |

_ Apk. 144. [It is for Soul, and not
it Lbeiat Netare,  for Nuture;] because the exertions are

with a view to isolation [from all
qualities ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but
Nature is not].

g. The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it
[0 a8 to leave it in the state of abeolute, solitary isolation
contemplated] ; because the three Qualities are its very
essence, [the departure of which from it would leave no-
thing behind], and because it would thus prove to be ot
eternal, [whereas, in reality, it i eternal], The isolation
(#aivalya) of that alone is possible of which the qualities
are reflexional, [and not constitutive (see § 58. a.)]; and .
that is Soul?

4. Of what nature is this [Soul] ? To this he replies:*

4 w - -
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% This lection is hat of Aniruddhy alone. * Vijukns, Négeda, and
Vedioti Mahidevs end the Aphorism with M. vecessitating *and
becuuse,” &e. Ed
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HINSHFTHTATTIAISET | 98y I

Aph. 145, Since light does not per-
tain to the unintelligent, light, [which
must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the
Soul, which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is
manifest].

a, It is & settled point, that the unintelligent is not
light; [it is not self-manifesting]. If Soul, also, were
unintelligent [as the Naiydyikas held it to be, in sud-
sfance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its
essence or substratum, but as ome of its gualifies], then
there would need to be another light for it; and, as
the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, essentially, of
light.!

The nature of the Sonl,

6. And there is Scripture [in support of this view ; for
example, the two following texts from the Brikaddranyala
Upanizhad®]: * Wherewith shall one distinguish that
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world]?’ * Where-
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer #°*

e. [But the Naiyayiks may urge,] let Soul be unintelli-
gent [in its substance], but have Intelligence as its

' 9371 A wawa =fq fegA | s
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2 I1, 4, 14; or .ﬂtfapuﬂd-nbrﬂnnﬂu, xiv., 9,4, 16. The twn
sentences quoted are continuous. _Ed.
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attribute. Theredy it manifests all things; but it is not,
essentiully, Intelligence. To this he replies:!

fefumrs fawT 0 8% 0

Aph. 146. It [Soul,] has not Intel

Soul bus mo quality.  ligence as its attribute; because it is

without quality.

a. If soul were associated with attributes, it would be
[48 we hold everything to be, that is associated with
attributes,] liable to alteration; and, therefore, there would
be no Liberation ;! [its attributes, or suseeptibilities,
always keeping it liable to be affected by something or
other; or, the abasolutely simple being the only un-
ulterable].

#. He declares that there is a contradiction to Seripture
in this,* [i. e., in the view which he is contending sgainst]:

w1 faeey ATaRTaRTHAE AT 989 1

5 o Apk. 147. There is no denial [to be
-m- rqm allowed] of what is eutnblmhm[i by
g Seripture ; because the [supposed]
evidence of intuition for this [i. e., for the existence of
qualities in the Soul,] is confuted [by the Scriptural de-
claration of the contrary].
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a. The text, * For this Soul is uncompanioned,’’ &e.,
would be confuted, if there were any annexation of
qualities® [to Soul: and the notion of confuting Scripture
is not to be entertained for a moment]

6. But the literal meaning [of the aphorism] is this,
that the fact, established by Scripture, of its [i. e., soul’s,]
being devoid of qualities, &ec., cannot be denied ; because
the Seripture itself confutes the [supposed] intuitive
perception thereof, i. e., the [supposed] intuitive perception
of qualities, &e.* [in the soul].

YRATETE=R 0 98t

n Aph. 148, [If soul were unintelli-
__1,?-;;%,“; gent,] it wou]::i not be witness [of its
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

! Brikaddranyaka Upanizkad, iv., 3, 16; or Satapatha-brdi.
mana, xiv, 7, 1, 17. Ed,
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the case [may be inferred] from the phenomenon, that I
slept pleasantly.’ By the expression ‘ &e." [in the aphorism, ]
dreaming is included.'

#. The Veddntis say that ‘soul is ene only’; and so,
ugain, * For Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeless, void
of blemish :* ‘Being one [only], it is divided [into a
seeming multitude] by Nature (fakéi), i.e., Illusion (mdyd),
but not through its own essence, [to which there does not
belong multiplicity]." In regard to this, he says [as
fDuﬂ'W'ﬂ] :1

AT CHa™Ta: gRAagaH | 98¢ |

) Aph. 149, From the several allot-
qffmi": wamplic  ment of birth, &e., a multiplicity of
gouls [is to be inferred].

a. ‘ Birth, &.’ By the ‘&ec.,” growth, death, &c., are
included. * From the several allotment’ of these, i.e.,
from their being appointed; [birth to one, death to another,
and so on]. ‘A multiplicity of souls;’ that is to say, souls
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are many. 1f soul were one cnly, then, when one is born,
all must be born, &e.!

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

Aph. 150, [The Vedéntis say, that,]

ﬁmﬁm Ve there being o difference in its invest-

ments, moreover, multiplicity attaches

[seemingly,] to the one [Soul] ; as is the case with Space,

by reason of jars, &., [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 [familisrly] said, ‘ the jar’s space is destroyed’ [for
then there no longer exists & space marked out by the jar];’
—a0, 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 ocoasioned by
any particular human body], it is merely a way of talking
lto say], ‘The soul has perished.’ [This, indeed, is a0
far true, that there is really no perishing of Soul; but

' wrdifa | wfeRTawgRTae A |
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3 Fide supra, p. 53, Aph. 81, &e. Ed.
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then it is true,] also on the hypothesis that there are many
souls. [And it must be true:] otherwise, since Soul is
eternal, [without beginning or end, as both parties agree],
how could there be the appointment of birth and death ?7

b. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt?
[2a to the point in question]:

STfufiard g a7 0 qua o

: ; Aph. 151. The investment is differ-
ailenia st ent, [according to the Vedéntis], but
not that to which this belongs; [and

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

a. ¢ The investment is different,’ [there are diverse bodies
of John, Thomas, &e.]; * that to which this belongs,” i. e.
that [Soul] to which this investment [of body, in all its
multiplicity,] belongs, is mof 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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vadatts, e. g., presenting itself, as a fact, when we are con-
sidering the case of Yajnadatta, who is not, for that rea-
son, to be mssumed 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
[simultancously] to one. But the conjunction and [simul-
taneous] non-conjunction of the sky [or space] with smoke,
&o., [of which the Vedant1 may seek to avail himseif, 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 oue portion of =
monad, and Liberation as affecting another portion; as a
monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree,
without being in conjunction with the stem].

b. What may be [proved] by this? To this he

rep].im:‘
TaAsAA qfadwae A faesvdn-
=g Y=

mmm i fo Ap:. 152+. Tl'htlt;:, [i..u., hjr_tnkingt.;hu
oo g Sénkhya view,] there is no 1mputation
mahq':. the ¥& ot contradictory conditions to [a Soul
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supposed to be] overywhere present as ome [infinitely
extended monad].

a. ‘Thus,"i. e, [if you regard the matter rightly,] ac-
cording to the manner here set forth, there is no * imputa-
tion,” or attribution, ‘ of incompatible conditions,” Bondage,
Liberation, &c., to a soul ‘existing everywhere,’ through-
out all, as one,’ [i. e., as a monad].

b. [But, the Vedanti may contend,] we ses 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 ARTaTEfEEwET 1 9u3

i Aph. 153. Even though there be

’w # ™ [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 not true, and the combination of
the true and the untrue is not real. Neither birth nor
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death or the like is compstible with Soul; because it is
uncompanioned,® [i. e., unattended either by qualities or by
ections].

b. [But the Vedénti may say ‘] and thus there will be
an opposition to the Beripture. 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 ; *

AiRagfatatn stfaatara 1 g o

Aph. 154. There is no opposition to
m!:: %.% the Secriptures [declaratory] of the
f;: podveradd 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 Sinkhys view of
the matter,] to the Scriptures [which speak] of the oneness
of Soul ; because those [Beriptural texts] refer to the genus.
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172 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

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]; beczuse there isno motive
[for viewing Soul as thus indivisible] : such is the mean-
ing.!

b. But then, [the Vedanti may rejoin,] Bondage and
Liberation are just as incompatible in any single soul, on

the theory of him who asserts that souls are many, [and
that each is at once bound and free]. To this he replies *
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Aph. 155, Of him [i. e., of that soul,]

Tit coupatitilly of by whom the cause of Bondage is

b known, there is that condition [of iso-

lution, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact,

that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he, really, was
not bound, even when he seemed to be so].

a. By whom is known * the cause of bondage,’ viz., the
non-perception that Nature and soul are distinet, of him,
“by the perception’ [of it], i.e., by cognizing the distine-
tion, there is * that condition,’ viz., the condition of iscla-
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].!

= . .
LK gﬁaﬂagﬁﬁ ATTEY™ a=TaS
B AT | The substance of this is, that, caly in the eyes
of the mistaken man who is influsnced by the notorious cause of
bondage, or in other words, who is unable to diseriminate, is the
passntial condition of souls multeity, s condition the reverse of the
one before referred to, unity ; and that is inconclusive. The Aphorism,
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vedintic disputant
against the Binkhys. Whether az read by Aniroddha, or as resd by
others, it is sosoeptible, with reference to the previous context, of a
wariety of renderinge. Ed.
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b. [Well, rejoins the Vedinti,] 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 ; snd, 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:*

ATIZET THHA AT I GuE )

Y Aphk. 156. No: because the blind do
He jeers the Veddmii. mot see, can those who have their eye-
sight not perceive ?

a. What! because s 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.*

5. He declares, for the following reason. also, that Souls

are many :*
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mﬁ‘iﬁ" ARAA’ I 949 |

g ~ Apk.'157. Vémadeva, as 'well as
.'s-'-gf-ﬂ mw i athers, has been liberated, [if we are
! to believe the Scriptures; therefore]
non-duality is not [asserted, in the same Scriptures, in the
-Veddntic senpe].. |,

. In the Puranas, &o., we hear, * Vdmadeva has been
diberated,” ¢ Suks has been liberated,’ and so on. If Soul
oWere one, sinice the liberation of all would take place, on

the liberation of .ene, the Scriptural mention of & 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'tite some one or other is liberated, so,
by degrees, all having been liberated, there would be a
universal void. Buat, on the theory that Soul is one,
Liberation is merely the departure of an adjunct, [which,
the Védant: flatters himself, does not involve the incon-
sistency which he objects to the Bankhya]. To this he
replies :¥.s |, [
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SATEEY ATAATATR I TGCIH It |

Aph. 158. Though it [the world, ]
bas been from eternity, since, up to
this day, there has not been [an entire
emptying of the world], the fature, also, [may be infe-
rentially expected to be] thus [as it has been heretofore].

a. Though the world Aas been from eternity, since, up
to this day, we have not seen it become & void, there is no
proof [in support] of the view that there will be Libera-
tion! [of al} Souls, 50 as to leave a void].

3. He states another solution [of the difficulty]:*

A ®A% AEATSE: | que |

e ik Aph. 159. As now [things are, s0],
dome things wili flowe on  €verywhere [will they continue to go
7 dhoge on: hence there will be] no absolute
cutting short [of the course of mundane things]

Ay i has beem, g0 will
if ke

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

THTEUE quiutETR vX Ay A
RN
' IS SERSY AASAAT wER-
arsfawfa Afsfda o wfea wwre |
' gRTATAAR



BEDOK L, AFH. 150. 177

will be Liberation, but not, therefore, an absolute cutting
short [of the world]; since of this the on-flowing is
eternal. !

6. On the theory, also, that Liberation is the departure
of an adjunct [§ 157. 4.], we should find a universal void ;
8o that the doubt? is alike, [in its application to eithér
view]. Just as there might be an end of all things, on
the spocessive liberation of many souls, so, since all ad-
juncts would cease, when [the fruit of] works [this frut
being in the shape of Boul's association with body, as its
adjunct,] came to an end, the world would become void,"
[on the Vedanta theory, as well as on the Sénkhya].

o. Now, [if the Vedénti says,] there will not be a void,
.because adjunets are [in number,] endless, then it is the
same, on the theory that SBouls are many. And thus [it
has been declared] :* * For this very reason, indeed, though
those who are knowing [in regard to the fact that Nature

aRr=ersfu |7 = | !'{F&I"na nﬁw
Afaerrwa st afsifaadiia A=
mwzﬁmﬁm

2 Anuyoga, here rendered ‘doubt,’ rather signifies * dificulty
mued._. question.” Ed.

* FurfufasraT Ay =fa vesta @37=-
mrﬁ-l saim | QT ATATHAT
FAW HHT FATEL HATAT
AT & N
& The source of the stanza here translated I have not aseer-
tained. Ed,
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and Soul are different], are continually being liberated,
there will not be a void, inasmuch as there is no end of
multitudes of souls in the universe.”

d. Pray, [some one may ask,] is Soul [essenfially] 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 [cesse, with the
cessation of its essence, and] not be eternal. If [on the
other hand, you reply that it is essentially| free, then
meditation and the like [which you preseribe for the attain-
ment of liberation,] are unmeaning. To this he replies:*

=TT SR 1 9%o 0

' TR TaT ATATH-
TE gEE | 9 T uﬂtﬁfzﬁrﬂ@
Wmtmﬂﬁmﬁ
_qETCnAar |

* faRTHT 92T HR1 AT TR e
FrATEfAHTE: HAsTAREH | g T
wrATeda | Wd WIE |

3 This reading I find nowhere, but, instead of it, =
HA®Y:, ‘Clear of both conditions [i.s., that of being bound and
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].

Mesars. Bobtlingk and Roth eall Dr. Ballantyne's .

* Feblarhaft fiir Ll:lh'gq Their substifute s, so far as 1 know,
tonjectural.

According to most interpreters, however, the preceding Aphorism
bas peference to the question whether it be only after Soul is
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Bl - e Aph. 160. It [Soul,] is altogether
%‘ b may sem  free. [but seemingly] multiform, [or
different, in appearance, from a free
thmg, through a delusive semblance of being bound].

‘gﬁ'

a. It is not bound ; nor ia 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. 4.].

b, Tt has been declared that Svul is & witness.? Since it
is o 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 :lmpi]mty, or nn-
changing fizedness, of essential condition (ekardpatwa) is prodi-
cable of it

Introductions to the Aphorism, with expositions of it, bere follow.

Vedéoti Mabfdeva : mqwaﬁﬁm
1S TH WIACATHGTATHIR | Nogem: THAT
Wi JETR AW TF WIIR | Voot
Mahéders : AT ATIR

INTRA I m@ﬁq:ﬁmt

AT fAgag® SHTRTEe
mﬂ | Also see the commentaries on the Sdnkiga-

H:lH.:LlH. and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra. Ed.
'q %1 A wwa & q A
wEATYE wrfeA faa wfa o

# Fide rupra, p. 66, § 64. 0., and p. 165, § 148, Ed.
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is no Liberation ; [Soul, on this showing, being not an
ahsolutely simple entity, but something combined with the
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies:’

"FeETNTETEER | 983 0

Aph. 161, It [Soul,] is a witness,
Jlow Soud @ @ wpec- through its connexion with sense-
organs, [which quit it, on liberation].

a. A sense-organ is an organ of sense. Through its
connexion therewith, it [Soul,] is & witness. And where
is [its] comnnexion with sense-organs, [these products of
Vuture (see § 61)], when discrimination [between Nature
and Soul) has taken place?’

&, [Well, some one may ask], at all times of what nature
is Soul? To this he replies:*

frammsma’ 1 982 0

' WA AifEREwA | ARiAgaenfy
arfemstwaTe =fa | ==

2 Ouoly Aniroddha recognizes this reading. Vijnina, Négeda,
and Vedfati Mabideva have TTEJTRHO. Ed.

' wefafeas | amamieEs | -
I% = afegEa™ =fq
‘ ga feen wdAfa | sa ==

® Vijnioa says that this Aphorism and that next following specify
notes of Soul which estsblish that its essential condition is neither
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The real coadition of Aph. 162. [The nature of Soul is]
Foul constant freedom.

a. * Constant freedom :” that is to say ; Soul is, pesitively,
always devoid of the Bondage called Pain [see§§ 1 and 19];
because Pain and the rest are modifications of Under-
standing,! [which (see § 61) is a modification of Nature,
from which Soul is really distinet].

Sreret Ifq u &3 0

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

a. By ‘indifference’ is meant non-agency. The word ifi
[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. Tow is this, [if, as you
say, it be not an agent]? To this he replies :*

of thoes alluded to in Aph. 160: FHAGCUIRTATATHZG
gRgETIT fANETATE FEANATH | B
R
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[CTA 9 |

How Sond, which 45 AP 164, [50“1 ﬂﬂ#’-’!ﬂf] 'H-'mg an
mit an agemt, @ pet mgent is, through the influence [of

o ) e Nature],' from the proximity uf Intql-
lect, from the proximity of Intellect.

a. [Its] ‘being an agent,’ i.e., Soul's famey 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].

&. 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 Berip-
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 mot come again’*].

! The translator md@ﬂj omitted the words * ' through,” &e.

Fimﬁmwﬂwmm
SHARTATA: 0 ‘Eih

ﬁmﬁwﬁﬁﬂmnﬁmﬁrgﬁr
awr gemrfefa

¢ These words are taken ﬁ‘nmﬁolubmh: sew his Miroellancous
Essays (Prof. Cowell's edition), vol. i, p. 249. The original in_found,
&s a quotation, &e., in Vichaspati Miirs's TWitwa-boumidi, near
the beginning of t]u commest on ,_ﬂ."’ﬂ the Sdakdya-Fdrikd ;

HIHT T /T 1A | ma&aw.

Ed.
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¢. So much, in this Commentary®! on the illustrious
Kapila’s Aphorisms declaratory of the Sinkhys, for the
First Book, that on the [topics or] subject-matter* [of the

Binkhys system].

A | gAUAAA A 8 gAUAAA | of e

thars ia a wariant, m:, in one of my M88. The words

oe ﬁ. are obviously a gloss; and 1 bave punctusted se-
eordingly, They are preceded, I take it, by one text, and are followed
by another. The source of the first has not been discovered. For
what is-very similar to the second, see the comclusion of the Chhdn-
doyys Upamishad. Colebrocks's *thus’ is unrepresented in the
Banelerit aa I find it. Ed.

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

‘ofs erfosegreegegat fau-

T A9H: A

END OF BOOK I.
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BOOK IL

—_——

a. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth
[in Book L] 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],'

#. « Whoso rightly knows its changes, and the Primal
Agent [Nature], and Soul, the eternal, he, thirsting no
more, is emancipated,’

c. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &e.,
of Emancipation, sll the three [things mentioned in
these verses] require to be known. And here, in the first
place, with advertenca to the consideration, that, if Nature,
which is unintelligent, were to create withoutsa motive, we
should find even the emancipated one bound, he states the
motive for the creation of the world :*

¢ Here add, *in the Mokska-diarma, &e.'; and read, instead
ol *we remark . . - - Emumipnﬁun,’ * there is the declaration that.”
The verses quoted are from the MahdbAdrata, xii., THTD, and oocur
in Cliap. coxvi., in the Section entitled Moksha-dharma. Ed.

’mﬁ{ﬁTﬁEﬁHH |TWH TES-
mw&qﬁmqﬁazqﬁufsr
mRfafsatw fedtamarg qufa | avs
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famwaTaTd WY 1 WA 09 0

Aph. 1. Of Nature [the ageney, or
the being a maker, is] for the
emancipation of what is [really, though not apparently,]
emancipated, or else for [the removal of] itself.

a. The expression ‘the being s maker’ is borrowed
\from the last aphorism of the preceding Book. Nature
makes the world for the sake of removing the pain, which
is [really] a shadow [Book ., § 58], belonging to the Soul,
which is, in its very nature, free from the bonds of pain; or
[to explain it otherwise,] for the sake of removing pain
[connected] by means of but a shadowy link; or [on the
other hand,] it is * for the sake of itself,” that is to say, for
the sake of removing the actually real pain [which consists]
of itself!

maamﬁmiagdﬁmﬁrmﬁsﬁ
| Ha T |

faart wgfd 97 gFd ¥ §ATAAA |

a1 gurafesrita | fagan fem=ra o

o AUy TATWAT ST |
b I I CE R ERLE LR | 7 _ﬁ"
R FUAEE TATIER FTEAA 24T
ECIC

| Fafafa EATAETEEETETEEd | -
ATaAT pEANTeAwE gee wiatas-

The mative for erestion.
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&. Although experience [of good and ill}, slso, as well as
Emancipation, is a motive for ereation, yet Emancipation
alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the principal one.!

¢. But then, if creation were for the sake of Emanecipa-
tion, then, since Emancipation might take place through
creation once for all, there would not be creation again
and again ; to which he replies:*?*

e afes: n 20

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

a. Emancipation does not take place through creation
once for all; but it is [the lot only] of him that has been
extremely tormented many times by the various pain of
birth, death, sickness, &c.; and, therefore, [successive
creation goes on| because Emancipation actually oceurs in
the case only of him in whom complete dispassion has

Suceesrice creation why.

UL EATETY mfgfaedaan gEATETY
TN WUAE FTEFGEAY AT W S -
T GG EHTETA TR |

' 7gfa Aregwensfu {E: wAWH a-
wifa FERTATY TaATw: |
#3 g g giew wfefa awre i

* For ancther rendering of the original of a., &, and ¢, see my
translation of the Rafional Refutation, &c., p.62. Ed.
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arisen throngh 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 :*

A HAUARTH WS EITHATAT I573-
|30

: Aph. 8.1t is not effected by the
r::: e S  rmive hearing ; because of the foreible-
ness of the impressions' from eternity.

a. Even the hearing [of Seripture, 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

| BT ITFATRRT IqATE N

* This reading is peculiar to Vijnina, but seems to have some
countenance from Nigedn. Aniruddba and Vedinti Mahédeva have

.mw, Ed.

4 Vdsond. Tide supra,p. 29, note 3. Ed.
13
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have existed from eternity, but [the required direct cogni-
tion takes place] through the completion of Concentration ;
and there is an abundance of obstacles to Ooncentration
[sec Yoga Aphorisms, Book II]: therefore, only after
many hirths 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 How of
creation :*

AEAIe AEFH 1 8 1

Awsther veavom for Aph. 4. Or as people have, severally,
s e many dependants.

4. As householders have, severally, many who are dep.n-
dent upon them, according to the distinetions of wife,
children, &c., so, also, the Qualities, viz., Goodness, &o.,
[Book 1., § 61. 5] 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 IIL,§22] says: ‘Though it have ceased
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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 nsserted that Nature alone creates,
when, by the text,  From that or this Soul proceeded the
Ether,"* &o., it is proved that Sowl, also, creates? To this
he replies :*

nﬁﬁmﬁamﬁﬁ:nun

Aph. 5. And, since it [the charncter

. Hﬁu}:‘“- mot Soud, of creator,] belongs, really, to Nuture,
; it follows that it is fictitiously attributed
to Boul,

| AT TETA GRS qEAT N1 watw
wigeTTeRAd aenforammfa maws-
FEguwe faATsH iﬁlﬁ‘[l waq: f&3-

mﬂmmsﬁt GRUTATATIAY gfemarer
w2d JEETUTATARICTS: | qur 9 Irr-

g9 Fard ufq TeRUAY qEUETITUAT-
fefa

¥ Taittiriya Upanmichad, i, 1. But read: * From this, from
this same self,’ &e. FEd.

'Y AgAld WY SYHGA qEETEl
UATHISIGHT NI H‘ﬂ\ﬂiﬁf‘ﬂmﬂ'ﬁ-
ST gEAfasiia ave |
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4. 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 iz it laid down that Nature's
creativeness, moreover, is real; since we are told [in
Seripture,] that creation, moreover, is on & level with a

dream f To this he replies:*

Fraa@Es: | &0

The reality of No- Aph. B, Since it is proved from the
fure’s preafibeness. pruducts.

a. That is to say: because the real creative character
of Nature is established just ‘ from the produets,’ viz., by
that evidence [see Book 1., § 110,] which acquaints us with
the subject [in which the creative character inheres]; for
products ure 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

1 = = B
TFa1 NS IHN ¥ faw e

auis il
3 Apirodiha alone has mﬁm&: which reading

Dir. Ballantyue ab first arcepted.  Hd

¢ FrATURATFATHRIAAT ITANA FI-
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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 Sinkhya
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 Aerself, she must energize with
reference to the emancipated Soul, also. To this he replies:!

FAARAISIR: FRFATHAA I 9 |

Aph. 7. The rule is with reference
Wio escape mature.  to one knowing; just us escape from
& thorn.

a. The word chefana here means ‘ one knowing;” because
the derivation is from ehif, “to be conscions’. 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 ofhers; so Nature, also, is escaped
by * one knowing,’ one aware, one who has accomplished
the matter: to Aim it does not consist of pain ; but to others,
who are not knowing, it actually isa cause of pain : such is

Id v UHUTESHHIUA NFqAaden-
fasfega: 0

' A9 W WIYEUS HRYEY HAd &
Hqdd | aqTE I
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the ¢ rule, meaning, the distribution. Hence, also, of
Nature, which is, by its own nature, bound [inasmuch as it
consiafs of bonds], the self-emancipation is possible ; so
that it does not energize with reference to the emancipated

Soul * [§ 6. 8.,

b. But then [suggests some one], what was said [at § 5],
that, in respect of Soul, the creative character is only
fictitionsly attributed, this is not proper; because it is
fitting, that, by the conjunction of Nature, Soul, also, should
be modified into Mind, &c.; for a modification of wood,
&e., resembling esrth, &c, through the conjunction of
earth, &c., is seen : to which he replies :*

' fadt we =fa o= SaesATieE:
FUGFHT FESH TAAAISHTCEATCT Hd
d W94 GEIHE A HIEArRa d 9add
mwfﬁthaamqﬁmmﬁmwﬁ
4 v gt = AT
Hgmﬁnmn'm?ﬁﬁrﬁﬂmmm:
TaR |HTaar TR wfu “’ﬁ' WATET
wZa Ifa | Wa1 A HWUSY Wiq waaq
=fau

* 97 URY HYRHSEATIATG I5%
nﬁﬁaﬂﬁﬁmﬁm&qﬁm
ﬁrﬁa@fzuﬁm&ﬁmmﬁqﬁ
arfemzm: ofcay =fq 1 a=r
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wArisTa afefERrsE AR I b

. Aph. 8. Even though there be eon-

mmm? junetion [of Soul] with the other [viz.,

Nature], this [power of giving rise to

products] does not exist in it immediately ; just like the
burning sction of iron.

a. Even though there be conjunction with Nature, there
belongs to Soul no creativeness, ‘immediately,’ i.e., directly.
An illustration of this is, ‘like the burning action of
iron:' as iron does not possess, directly, a burning power;
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through
the fire conjoined with it: such is the meaning. But, in
the example just mentioned, itis admitted that there isan
alteration of both ; for this is proved by sense-evidence:
but, in the instance under doubt, since the case is accounted
for by the modification of one anly, there is cumbrousness
in postulating the modification of both; becsuse, otherwise,
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held
that the colour of the crystul was changed.!

' agfaarista UeRR A gyNiarEl-
w& A | A% JerErsaerEad |
TurgE A Trye "R & g 'wgE
ﬁ -u'\a u:l - ;
afcam: TaEfEEATead @fovas 1%
S L] A A wicarAEA
Freaw | AT TRz TOTY-
frammmaafita o
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b. Tt has already been stated [§ 1] that the fruit of erea-
tion is emancipation. Now he states the principal occasional
cause of creation ;!

T q_&: e
Aph. 9. When there is passion, or

dispassion, there is concentration, [in
the Iatter case, and] creation, [in the former].

Creation when.

@. 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, § 3*]; in short, emancipation, or the hindnﬁng 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 ereation ; because of
their being® simultaneously present or absent.*

b. After this he begins to state the manner of ereation : *

'qE: oW ATy Ifa werew | e
Teaw fafresmoase
3 Fide infra, p. 211, note 6.1 Ed.

3 ' Bimulianeously,’ &e., is to render aswayavyatirekawn, on which
vide supra, p. 43, note 2. Ed,

‘T et § Ivr EEdsTTe
Afefda araew a1 fawgfafon o= |
aar Sragefaiangt o gfearwfa-
| 0
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AEITCHAT 'T=HIATATA 1l 90 |

Aph, 10. In the order [see § 12. 4.]
of Mind, &e., [is the creation] of the
five elements, [or of the material world].

Ol of creation.

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

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

HHATARTREHATATHTS HTTH: 1l 99 1

Nistioe's. sk et Aph. 11. Sinee creation is for the
for themasives, sake of Soul, the origination of these

[products of Nature] is not for their own sake.

g. * Of these,” i.e., of Mind, &e., since the creativeness is
f for the sake of Soul,’ i.e, for the sake of the emancipation
of Boul, 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
suseeptible of emancipation ; such is the meaning.!*

8. He declares the ereation of limited space and time ;®

! Nagesa has, instead of SO, . FEd

* gfefifa sagaegada N
' famgATR
‘ wui nemft:n HYRRTHTIRT R~
ATETARTS ET9 [GE: FeN faartaas
ATETIATTIE: I
* grfemrsan gfewre o
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fearmraTETTiOd: | a2 0

ki e sk Aph. 12. [Relative] Space and Time
pace schence. [arise] from the Ether, &o.

4. 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. Dut the Space and Time which
are limited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction
of this or that limiting object: such is the meaning.
By the expression * &e.,’ [in the aphorism, is meant * from
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.”

5. Now he exhibits, in their order, through their natare
and their habits, the things mentioned [in §10] as *in the
order of Mind, &e.” :*

=
syorAETaT 3fE: 1 93 0

Aph. 13, Intellect is judgment.
Mind or Tuiellsc de-

fiur. a. *Intellect’ is a synonym of *the
Great Principle’ [or Mind (see Book L.,
§ 71)]; snd ‘ judgment,’ called [slso] ascertainment, is its

e W feman ararETIREE
AR | WA AT
qufe: | I q o q1 qaga-
ST TEEAd Ih: | TR
arfusranfefa

' el ARCfCRRURrE YAl UH-

a| FAW WA |
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peculiar modification : such 18 the meaning. But they are
set forth ms identical, because a property and that of which
it is the property are indivisible.' And it is to be under-
stood, that this Intelloct 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 :*

aRTd wHTe: 1 a8 0

Aph. 14. Merit, &c., sre products
of it.

a. The meamng is, that Merit, Knowledge, Dispassion,
and Supernatural Power, moreover, are formed out of
intellect, not formed of self-consciousness (ahankira), &c.;
because intellect alone [and not self-conseiousness,] is o
product of superlative Purity,’ [without sdmixture of
Passion and Darkness].

Products of intelleet,

! See, for a different rendering, the Eatiomal Befutation, &e.,

¢ From copying s typographical error, Dr. Ballsatyns bad, in
<
both his editions, YHITE. Ed

* yAFTH AT aEATE g
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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 :*

HREGUAPTIETdas 1 9y 0

Upposite products of Aph. 15. The Great one [intellect,]
mictfect. becomes reversed through tincture?

@. That same ‘ Great one,i.e., the Great Principle [or
intellect], through being tinged with Passion and Dark-
ness, also becomes * reversed ’ [see § 14. a.], i. e., vile, with
the properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and
want of Supernatural Power : such is the meaning.®

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

! ot fock ;
FraaTega: | <y
| TEE 9 AureTaE gEiwE-

2 Le, 'influence.' _Ed
3 -

%9 ATHEEHE F@AAHUCfE-
FEAEY: 0

' HEEE SgiaE amARes W
afan
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WAATAISERTC U 9% 1

AN i : Ap!n. 16. Belf-consciousness is a
conceif,

a. ‘Self-consciousness ' is what makes the Ego, as a
potter [makes a pot]; the thing [called] the internal
instrument (anfad-karaxa) : and this, inasmuch as a pro-
perty and that of which it is the property are indivisible,
is spoken of as ‘ a conceil," [viz., of personality], in order
to acquaint us that this is its peculiar modification. Only
when a thing has been determined by intellect [i.e., by an
act of judgment (see §13. 4.)], do the making of an Ego
and the making of & Meum take place.

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

THENUSEAATS dehTad I 99 |

Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of
m‘:’ of Self-con- Self-consciousness,] is the eleven [or-
gans|, and the five Subtile Elements.

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

I For another version, see the Rafiona! Refulation, &ec., p. 45.
Ed.

' WE FATIERIC TR AT
T8 | 9 YAYRAEEMATT TRRISHTITE
wafaarasTa | e fafaq vardsE-
THAFIU AT44 |

! FANTAREHTCE HIATE |
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five Subtile Elements, vis., Sound, &c., are the product
of Belf-consciousness,’!

6. Among these, moreover, he mentions a distinction :*

HIfERARETE Haqd AFaTeEard 1960

Aph. 18. The eleventh, consisting of
[the principle of] Purity, proceeds
from modified Self-consciousness.

Tl Mfind solawce.

a. The ‘eleventh,’ i.e., the completer of the eleven, vis.,
Mind, [or the * internal organ,'—which is not to be con-
founded with ¢the Great one,” called also Intellect and
Mind,—alone,] among the set consisting of sixteen [§ 17],
consists of Purity ; therefore it is produced from Self-
consciousness * modified,’ i.e., pure : such is the meaning.
And hence, too, it i8 to be reckoned that the ten organs
are from the Passionate Self-consciousness; and the Sub-
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.”

4. He exhibits the eleven organs:*
' gEERfeA G TRIfeUNawY 9%
FITA FTATASID: |
* sy faweATE 0
' wETEATA TUHSFCTS AA: WIFA-
WA

mfﬁmaﬁwmﬁﬂrm
TG 399 | WaW UNAESUEni<-
A0 ATAETEHIOE AT TAIH |

‘ sxrenfgarfa edafa o
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FHEATE TG ATCHIETSH Il 9e |

Aph. 19. Along with the organs of
il Creese action and the organs of understanding
another is the eleventh.

@ The organs of action are five, viz., the vocal organ,
the hands, the feet, the anus, and the generative organ;
and, the organs of understanding are five, those called the
organs of sight, hearing, touch, taste, and smell. Along
with these ten, *another,’ viz., Mind, is ‘ the eleventh,’ i.e,
is the eleventh organ : such is the meaning.'

5. He refutes the opinion that the Organs are formed of
the Elements :*

HIRFIEAAA ATfaati= i 20 |

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

a. Supply the organs.”
b. Pondering a doubt, he says:
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TAATHIH AATTAF' 1l 29 1

. Aph. 21. The Secripture regarding
& i J absorption into deities is not [decla-
mmrj] of an un'ginut.ur.

4. That Seripture 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., 8
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 & drop of water into what, nevertheless,
is mof its originator, viz., the ground; [and such is the
shsorption into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did
not originally emanate]*

b. Some eay that the Mind, included among the organs,
is eternal. He repels this :*

1 Anirnddha has, instead of = o -ﬂﬁ His comment

wusloms: LA FTAWA T Fegam | =0
fest 3 wepiedifa 33 w3 y@a | @
FONFE ATCAFTATE A -
mfafa m

‘ TFATY AT wIHfA: A AOEE A
wEfafatiafsaeEsta gas s
fa=rsigedaTd 0

' sfgararid war faafafa afeq
awfeEtta |
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— 1
agEfegataaTrewaTa’ 1 210

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 slersal.

a. A'| these organs, without exception, have a begn-
ning ; lor the Seripture says, ‘ From this are produced
the vital air, the mind, and all the organs ;"™ &e., and becanse
we are certified of their destruction by the fact that, in the
conditions of being aged, &c., the mind, also, like the sight
and the rest, decays, &c.: such is the meaning.®

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

watteafafea ararafaeE’ 1 23 0
! Aniruddba’s reading is H@'ﬁ: ﬁqﬁ AT

! Mundata Upanishad, i, i, 8 Ed

IR R IEE U SR USROS
=raq A we: wfeafe Sera-

THEANE THUALANHT AT
femr FgaTofATEEaT: |

' NTRaNIgASfcaratg ArfaaRaAqr-
Fufa i

& This is taken from my edition, where, however, it is corrected
in the corrigendn.  Bee the next two notes, Ed.

Ed.

14
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Aph. 23. The Semse is supersen-
founded sith s it suous; [it being the notion] of mistaken

persons [that the Sense exists] in [iden-
tity with] its eite.

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
mesning. The correct reading is: [The sense is some-
thing supersensuous ; to confound it with] the site,’ [is 8
mistake].’*

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

wfwaestu Hefasr 7 1 8 0

Aph, 24. Moreover, a difference
Al e eyserunel boing established if o difference of
powers be [conceded], there is mot &

oneness [of the organs].

' ofgd wawdifed A7 WEE AT
ATHT ATETH TS ARG A A q: |
wtuwrAfA= aE: |

3 The original ofthis shows that Vijnkns emphasizes TATETH

gs the true reading. He soems o poiot o Wﬁ, whick
Aniruddbs hag, and, after him, Vedfinti Mahideva. Ed.

' Eﬁﬁ‘am mﬂ:mﬁ‘ wa & aﬁ
HaAuTHa |
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a. Even by the admission that a diversity of powers
belongs to one single organ, the diversity of orguns is
established ; because the powers are, assuredly, organs;
therefore, there is mot a singleness of organ: such is the
meaning.

b. But then [it may bo said], there is something unphilo-
sophical in suppesing various kinds of organs to arise from
one single Self-consciousness. To this he roplies ;*

A FSATEI: FATUZER’ Il Y |

, _ Aph. 25. A theoretieal discordance
u;"::;fm is not [of any weight,] in the case of
what is matter of ocular evidence,

a. This is simple.*

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

1 wﬁ.qw ‘!.Fﬁﬁmﬁs ﬁﬁi‘q
¥z faafa wetamdtfeamrear Saefa-
feaw=g: 1

| aﬁmm- Wﬂﬁl’ﬁﬁ?ﬂ I'Fﬂ" g
19l [rafgw: | g

3 Nigein s peculiar in having WHTWZEAATA, X

g

' veEE gEfaw AAAsS o afE
HTT TR |
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IFAATHS AA: 12\ 0

i : Aph. 26. The Mind identifies itself
Lrversified operafion 'y
uf Mind. with both
a. That is to say: the Mind identifies itself with the
organs of intellection and of action.®

5. Of his own accord, he explains the meaning of the
expréssion * identifies itself with both:’*
E 29
L3
Aph. 27. By reason of the varieties
How thu nappent. o tranaformation of [which] the Quali-
ties [are susceptible], there is a diversity [of their product,
the Mind,] according to circumstances.

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, throngh
associntion with the organ of vision, or any other, becomes
various, from 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,” &e.; the meaning being,
because of the adaptability of the Qualities, Goodness, &c.,
to varicties of trunsformation.*

I Al the commentators but Vijndna here insert . Fd.

! FTASHCAHT AT IT99:

' guEeHETARETE |9 fagafa
‘ gum TF AT @FANSAME AA7T F-
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6. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection

and of action ;!

®UIfEHEATT 93T 1 2 0

Wiat the organs deat _ APh. 28. OFf both [sets of organs the
with. object is that list of things], beginning
with Colour, and ending with the dirt of Taste.

a. The *dirt’ of the tastes of food, &c., means ordure,
r [ml:n which the food, consisting of the gueality Taste,
E..:: -» i8 partly transformed].

b. Of what SBoul (indra), through what service, these
are termed Organs (indriya), both these things he tells us :*

TENITCU®: IR AfeITam I 2e |

g ﬁm‘ﬁ’ﬁﬁa‘TWT—
o vd wATsta SEUfeHgTERUga-
CIE aﬁmﬁv{ﬁrﬁﬁrﬁm AT Ay |
A% ‘gt i wETdEi gt
Hmwrﬁmﬁ‘ [
wﬁnwr—éwmg I

* Anirnddha resds, in liea of ~FHoH©, -q'ﬁ“ Ed

" JETETAT Awa: gl o
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Aph. 29. The being the seer, &c,
belongs to the Soul; the instrumen-
tality belongs to the Orguns

The Organy and Heir
PomesIora.

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
guiescent, through all the organs, of vision, &c., becomes
o seer, o speaker, and a judger, and the like, merely
throngh the proximity called ‘Conjunction;’ becnuse it
moves these, as the lodestone' [does the irom, without
exerting any effort].

b. Now he mentions the special modifications of the
triad of internal organs:®

TATWT FTEEH N 30

. ; Aph. 30. Of the three [internal
: M’:“;:L B¢ organs] there is a diversity among
themselves.

' qur fg weTOs: @awEiraaTarsta
qUA AT ITHT AFATHATRT AHAT-
o1 Few@rsfh gEwwETEfEwaaee

Arorrae 3wt 8
fefa u

| AR AU TR TETCU R
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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, & common aspect of the three:?

STRIAFTW N W qrEa: a0 39 0

Aph. 31, The five airs, viz., Breath,
o It &e., 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-
menta.*

L. The opinion is not ours, as it is that of the Vaiseshi-

! Adkyavardya, rendered * nscertainment’ and ‘ judgment® at
Pp- 166 and 106, supra. Also see the Rational Refwtation, &e.,
p-48. Ed

' 34 iRt =
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kas, that the modifications of the organs take place succes-
sively only, and not ssmultaneously. Bo he says:'

FAATSHEATE I 0 3R

. _ Aph. 32. The modifications of the
m&m:-;prrm. &e.s organs take place bath NML‘H‘E]I and
simultaneously.

a. This is simple.?

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

7w9: u=aa: feerfsen 1 330

; . Aph. 33. The modifications [of the

e idons wiich - 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.

ST AT fag#T afe-
feaafa: waTa wafa A=

g0

* g w garfaeamfa-
uTEATHTET Eaafd

& Literally the same words are found in the Yoga Aphorisms,
Bock 1,55 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 7

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

afergeTIaTRTIrT: S 0 38 0

AR g4 Aph. 34. On the cessation thereof
SR * [viz., of mundane influences], its tinc-
ture® ceasing, it [Soul,] abides in itself.

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 s0]. And to this
offect there is a triad of Aphorisms of the Yogs,' [viz., Book
L., §§ 2, 8, and 4°].

gl T TTAeET e
¢ Namdly - FRTATTAAT(FRA(AGTEHAL: |

- Evience, misprision, chimers, unoonscigusness, memory.’ Ed.

' e EEd gftamaafa i

4 e, *influence’, as in Aph. 15, at p. 105, supra. Ed.

gt g AT TrEEA -
s T AT FA TATACTAAG: |
aar ¥ JrrgETaE |

j Wﬂﬁ{ﬂ'ﬂ. | *Concentration (yoga) is

the hindering of the modifications of the thinking principls.’ m

q: ‘@@ﬂm | *Then [i.e, st the time of Con-
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b. He explains this by an illustration : !

FEAIE AW 03y

: Aph. 35. And as [by] a flower, the
This llsstrated,
gem.

@ The “and’ implies that this is the reqson [of what was
usserted in the preceding aphorism]; the meaning being,
us the gem [is tinged, spparently,] by a flower. As the
gem called rock-crystal, by reason of a flower of the Hi-
biscus, becomes red, not abiding in its own state, and,
on the removal thereof, becomes colourless, abiding in its
own state, in like manner® [is the Soul apparently tinged
by the adjunction of the Qualities].

b. But then [it may be asked], by whose effort does the
aggregate of the organs come into operstion; since Soul
18 motionless, and since it is denied? that there is any
Lord [or Demiurgus]? To this he replies :*

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

a spectacls].’ Hmﬁqﬁ'{" | “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.

| TAea geTAe fadrta

' W §AT gEAAT AfORE: | g9y
FWAGHAT THRCHFAUT TRISEH®T afy
afsgsT ¥ TR S wafa qefefa

# * Demurred to' is preferable. Fide supra, p. 118, K4
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TRATH FTATRATSAZETETES I 3%

Aph. 36. The Organs also arise, for
Ry haodragspdea s the suke of Soul, from the development
of desert.

a. The meaning is, that, just as Nature energizes ‘ for the
sake of Soul,’ so ‘the Organs nlso arise;’ i. e., the ener-
gizing of the Organs is just in consequence of the develop-
ment of the deserts of the Soul : [see Yoga Aphorisms,
Book II.,§ 13. 5.]. And the desert belongs entirely to
the investment;' [the Soul not really possessing either
merit or demerit].

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

3 39
e ID
2
An illnsiration. 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, ]uainu, for
the sake of the master, Soul, the Organs anergwa quite
spontaneously : such is the meaning. And it is seen, that,

T FrEAEreE ¥ Hfafeeeiield |
mn

' g iR AR FTAH
u‘{ﬁtﬁmﬁmmm?ﬁaﬁu

WY AU |
' gl Ea: RIAT FETAIR 0
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out of profound sleep, the understanding of its own accord
wakes up.’

3. With reference to the question, how many Organs
there are, external and internal combined, he says :*

FTU ‘FATERAUEATATACA I 36 0

The number of the Aph. 38, Organ is of thirteen sorts,
Cpag. through division of the subordinates.

a. The triad of internsl 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 fune-
tions,] of the single organ, called understanding, are more
than one.*

‘g IR U EOAT R gEd
= TERUEA d9d EIAA: UReE Fd
WOART FCATA Taa= 399 | $94d 9
Wg&mﬁl’ﬂﬁn

! g AT fRaf S
STFTATATE I

8 The reading of Vedinti Mabideva, and of him alome, is
’ -
Tayenfay IR £
S
] . T
T FTUSY T FrHTT fAafseEn
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&. But then, since understanding [it seems, ] alone is the
principal instrument in furnishing its object [of emanci-
pation] to Soul, and the instrumentality of the others is
secondary, in this case what is [meant by| secondariness '
[Why are they said to be instrumental af a/ /] In regard
to this he says:*

Ifedy AUSFARRTUATPTTRTTEd I 3e i

Aph. 39, Beeause the quality of
i being most efficient is conjoined with
the organs; as in the case of an axe.

h:ﬁn':v,
ins whemor

@. The quality of the [principal] organ, the understand-
ing, in the shape of being most efficient on behalf of
soul, exists, derivatively, in the [other derivative] organs.
Therefore it is made out that an orgun is of thirteen
kinds: such is the connexion with the preceding
aphorism.*

ST : aferarefu
mnmmm
ummﬁﬁwm
FTUTATAASAT D! |

I Instead of *in this case, &c., read, *what is the character of
these [i. e, organs]?’  Bd.

ﬂaﬂfsﬁuﬁsﬁwﬁmm
AT 9 HCAE AW aF @ TU THGTH-
FHETATR |
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b. *Asin the case of an axe’ As, although the blow
itself, sinoe it is this that puts an end to our non-posses-
sion of the result, is the principal efficient in the cutting,
yot the axe, ulso, is an efficient, becanse 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 e!’ﬁclent, meaning to imply
that it is one with the internal organ.'

¢. Speeifying the precise state of the case in regard to
the condition of seeondary and prineipal, he says:®

TAT: WUTH AAT ATHARAA G N o I

’ I Aph. 40. Among the two [the ex-
fm,ﬁ"’ ternal and the internal organs], the
principal is Mind ; just as, in the world,

among troops of dependants.

* Among the two,” viz., the external and the internal,
Mind,’ i. e., understanding, simply, is * the principal,’ i.e.,

T{ﬁm mlmﬁrﬁﬂﬁ“m
mm!ﬂ'—luﬁngmn

' grafefa ) @ w TR atE=-
wmﬁmymﬁsﬁq
THNARTU AT AT SUs a9-
a9 | m:ﬁsmﬁﬁaﬂﬁ!ﬂmémﬁ't-
WHAAAT ATHA |
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chief ; in short, is the immediate canse ; 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 ressons why Intel-
lect [or understanding] is the principal #

HHHITAE 1 89 1

Aph. 41. [And Intellect is the prin-
mfﬂmﬂrﬁfnﬁ cipal, or immediate and direet, efficient
in Soul's emancipation ;] because there

is no wandering away.

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

' FEEmTEERE AR g wrE
AT FI79 A Fi"ea SE U
BUTAT Hq@A ¥ qEUASAAT HTHTS-
HregEsead: |
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vades all the organs; or because there is no result apart

from it.!

AqTRREECEETd | 3R U

Aph. 43. So, too, because it [the
understanding,] is the depository of all
self-contiuuant impressions.

Anuiher reasos.

a. Understanding alone is the depository of all self-
continuant impressions, and not the Sight, &e., or Self-
conscionsness, or the Mind ; else it could not happen that
things formerly seen, and heard, &c., would be remembered
by the blind, and deaf, &e.?

THATATATE | 83 1

_ Aph. 43, And because we infer this

Anoiber reasom. [its preeminence] by reason of its

meditating.

2. 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 SBoul, 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

L ST ISR TR
2 W{"‘" m‘ nTar Ad =

fefia: TRTUTHET: |




BOOK IL, APH. 44, 219

same root as chin/d'], is nobler than the organs whose
modifications are other than this: such is the meaning.*

b. But then, suppose that the modification * meditation ’
belongs only to the Soul, [suggests some one]. To this he
replies :*

o a a0 g3 0

ST I Aph. 44. It cannot be of its own
tial to Soul. nature. ;

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

&. 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

"\ The two worda are, respectively, from chif and chiné, which are
cognate. FEd,
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spparent contradiction to the view propounded at §39] 7
To this he replies:'

TaferERT TUTRTE: fRaTfaRETa 18y

Aph. 45. The condition [as regards
h:u:‘,"ﬂ"r::ﬂ' r  Boul's Lnut:rument._a,] of secondary and
-m-air; 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, &e., the Mind 18
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:*

' A73d TELT WU FY WA INATH-
4 ATTHA | a9E |
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TRATT TR AR T AT I 88, )

Aph. 46. The energimng [of this or

Pipond yndhace ol T R N 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 meaning is, that, *the energizing,’ ie., all
operation, of the instrument is for the sake of this [or that]
Boul ; 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 8- of buying, by
whatever man, the operation of that [exe, 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. 5.]

b. Although there is no amct in Soul, becauss it is jm-

! Nigeia differs from all the other commentators in reading

gAfg 9er. 22
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movable, still, since it is the means of SBoul’s experience, it
is called the act of Soul; just like the victories, &e:; 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}.

‘¢. Tn order to make clear the chiefship of Intellect, he
sums up,? [as follows] : ; ;

- - FHag n 890

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

Summung up.

a. Although the action of all the instruments is the
same, in being for the sake of Soul, still the preeminence
belongs to Intellect alone: just as in the world. The
meaning is, because it is just as the preeminence, in the
world, belongs to the prime minister, among the rulers of
towns, and the rest, even although there be no difference
so far s regards their being [all alike workers] for the
sake of the king. Therefore, in all the Institutes, Intellect
alone is celebrated as ‘tae Great One’ The a]éﬁﬁi“ﬁun

o
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[¥iz., ¢ 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 vemerable
Vijodna' Achdrya? 71

TG gRATGRA §HIA U wEET F0-
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END OF BOOK 1L,
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BOOK III.

a. In the next place, the gross product of Nature, viz.,
the great elements and the dyad of bodies, ia to be
described ; and, after that, the going into various wombs,
and the like; [this description being given] with a view
to that less pm-fect. dagre-a of dispassionateness which is the
cause of one's engaging upon the means of knowledge;
and, after that, with s view to perfect freedom from
passion, all the means of knowledge are to be told : so the
Third [Book] commences:*

mfqoarfemarm: 1 90

, Aph. 1. The origination of the diver-
sified [world of semse] is from that
which has no difference.

a. ‘[Which] has no difference,” i.e., that in which there
exista not a distinetion, in the shape of calmness, fierceness,
dulness, &ec., viz,, the Bubtile Elemetts, called ‘ the five
somethings, simply ;’ from this [set of five] is the origina-
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tion of *the diversified,’ [so called] from their possessing
a difference, in the shape of the calm, &ec., viz., the gross,
the great Elements: such is the meaning. For, the fact
of eonsisting 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 huve but the one form
of the calm, are manifest to the concentrated,’ [ practitioners
of meditation, but to no others].

b. 8o then, having stated, by composing the preceding
Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles, he states
the origination, therefrom, of the dyad of bodies :*

a1

The Body ichence, Aph. 2. Therefrom, of the Body.

a. ¢ Therefrom,’ i.e., from the twenty-three Principles,

' qrfi fae: wrETTARATICRYT 39-
Afa9E] JAaEH TSR -
ATfeEafaRa A faauTut W "
MATATATCH T9: | JETIRSAr g T1-
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there is the origination of the pair of Bodies, the Gross
[ Body] and the Subtile: such is the meaning.!

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

aEtArEf: 1 3 0

Aph, 3, From the seed thereof is
Mundune erisfenes mundane existences.

a. ‘Thereof,’ ie, 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 immovuble: such is the meaning. For Soul,
being conditioned by the twenty-three Principles, only by
mesns of that investment migrates from Body to Body,
with a view to experiencing the fruits of previous works*
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b. He states, also, the limit of mundane existence :!

SHEELIER-ELELiE b ituc S

_ ) Aph. 4. And, till there is discrimina-
Mundane existence 6l i there is the emergizing of these,
which have no differences.

a. The meaning is, that, of all Souls whatever, void of
the differences of being Lord, or not Lord, &c., [though,

seemingly, possessed of such differences] ‘energizing,’
i.e., mundane existence, is inevitable, even till there is

discrimination [of Soul from its seeming investments] ;
and it does not continue after that.

5. He states the reason of this

IUATTIIEATRR 0 4 |

Aph. 5. Because of [the necessity of]

Theressom of % the other’s experiencing.

a. The meaning is: because of the necessity that the

gufnfaaasafaar fe gea@aam-
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other, i.e., that that very [Soul], which does not diseri-
minate, should experience the fruit of its own [reputed]
aeta!

b, He states, that, even while there is a Body, during
the time of mundane existence, fruition [really] is not:*

“nfa iR svam 0 & 0

o/ s bondigs caly Aph. 6. It [Soul,] is now quite free
sermy. from both,

a. ‘Now,' i.e, during the time of mundane existence,
Soul is quite free ‘ from both,’i.e., from the pairs, viz.,
cold and heat, pleasure and pain, &o.: such is the meaning.*

6. He next proceeds to describe, separately, the dyad of
Bodies :*

ATATTUGS T« AW TATH q9r il § |

! Aph. 7. The Gross [Body] usually
.\-.E?- 'E:'.'..'Tmf arises from father and mother; the
] other one is not so,

| TaTETaate v SaEEwEarT-
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@, The Gross one arises from father and mother, ‘ usually,”
i.e., for the most part ; for there is mention also of a Gross
Body nof born of a womb : and *the other,’ i.e., the Subtile
Body, is “not so," i.e., does not arise from a futher and
mother ; because ¢ arises from creation, &ec.: such is the
meaning.'

4. He decides [the question], throngh disguise by which
one of the Bodies, Gross and Suabtile, the conjunction of the
pairs [pleasure and pain, &c.,] with Soul takes place.®

TA TR AT Aat 0 b |

A o e Aph. 8. To that which arose nntece-
is the casse of Sowrs dently it belongs to be that whose result
bowdiage. is this; becauss it is to the ome 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 froition of what is called pleasure und
pain belongs only to ¢ the one,’ i. e., the Subtile Body, but
not to * the other,’ i. e., the Gross Body ; because all are

' @S AATUs WTEAT ATgAAAA-
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sgreed that there is neither plen.sura nur_'péi_n. &, i.fll_ﬂ‘-
body of earth : such is the meaning.’ :

6. He tells the nature of the Subtile Body just mnntwnﬂd i

AWETS foEFA Il e

The Sulile Body biw Aph. 9. Theseventeen,as one, are the
i, Subtile Bedy,

a. The Subtile Body, further, through its being cottainer
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 orguns, the five Subtile Elements, and Understand-
ing. Self-consciousness is included under Understanding.?

‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂfﬁﬁfﬁmﬁﬂ
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5. But [one may ask] if the Subtile Body be ome,
how can there ba diverse experiences accordingly as Souls
are [numerically] distinet, [one from another]? To this
he replies:!

wfwe: FATFTETE I 90 0

B i it e b Agh. 10, There is distinetion of indi-
individwals, yiduils, through diversity of desert.

a. Although, at the beginmng of the creation [or annus
magnus), there was but one Subtile Body, in the shape of
that investment [of Soul (see Feddnla-sira, § 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, & plurality, partitively,
the shape of the Subtile Body of son, daughter, &e. He
tells the cause of this, saying, ¢ through diversity of desert %
meaning, through actions, &e., which are causes of the
experiences of other animal souls.®?

* am g W24 afd 99 gewien faw-
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8 See, for another rendering, the Rotional Refutation, &e.,p.36. Ed.
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4. 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

AefuUeTaTaY 8 gEeTEae: 1 99 |

Aph. 11. From its being applied to
b cotled o oy, ¥ i, [viz., to the Subtile one], it is ap-
plied to the Body, which is the taber-

nacle of the abiding thereof.

a. But then, what proof is there of another body,—other
than the one. consisting of the six sheaths,—serving asa
tabernacle for the Subtile Body P 'With reference to this,
he says:*

A HrawaTagd SraTateTag 1 R |

_ Aph. 12. Not independently [can
r*ﬂﬂﬂkﬁ” 4 the Subtile Body exist], without that

ftwiy, [Gross Body]; just like a shadow and

u picture.

. 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 abundoned a Gross Body, in order to go

‘734 ArTgARaa fegias wie
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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 Eéder
[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 *

wARTY 7 FF@AETEAE |93 |

_ Aph. 13, No, even though it be
maor. f mast h% @ Jimited ; because of [its] association
with masses; just like the sun.

a. Though it be limited, it does not abide independently,
withaut association ; for, since, just like the sun, it consists
of light, it is inferred to be associated with o 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

' gfagniR agasfues fawr €@m@-
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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:?

QAT argfasga:’ 1 a8 o

Sion of the Sublile Aph. 14. It is of atomic magnitude ;
: for there is a Seripture for its acting.

a. ‘It,’ the Subtile Body, is ‘ of atomic magnitude,’ i. e.,
limited, but not ahsolutely 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 asting.
When a thing is all-prevading, it eannot act ; [action being
motion]. But the proper reading is, ‘because there is
Scripture for its moving.'
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b. He states another argument for its being limited *

"AESHTREAE 1 <y |

Aph. 15, And becuuse there is Serip-

A auther proafof this.
VRS tare Toe 16 being formed of food

a. That is to say: it, viz, the Subtile Body, cannot be
all-pervading ; because there is a Seripture for its being
partially formed of food ; for, if it were all-prevading, it
would be eternal. Although Mind, &c., are not formed of
the Elements, still it is to be understood that they are
spoken of as formed of food, &e.; because they are filled with
homogeneous particles, through contact with food ;* [as
the light of a lamp is supplied by contact with the oil],

b. For what purpose is the mundane existence, the
migrating from one body to another [Gross] body, of Sub-

:ﬁ'Emﬁ:l R wfa faar 7 &afa

1 Niigeda has the reading J[F® . Ed.
} Aniruddhs and Nigesa omit the word ~ . Ed
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tile Bodies, whirh are unintelligent #  'With reference to
this, he says:'

et wgfafesTAT GUATCIES: | 9% |

Y . Aph, 16. The mundane existence of
M Subtile Body g btile Bodies is for the sake of Soul;
just like s king's cooks.

a. That is to say : as the cooks of a king frequent the
kitehens for the sake of the king, so the Subtile Bodies
transmigrate for the saks of Soul®

b. The Subtile Body has been discussed in respect of all
its peculiurities. He now likewise discusses the Gross
Body, also:?

qrsifaaT €8 1 a9 !

The Gross Body Aph. 17. The Body consists of the
Wikwacs five elements.
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a. That is to say : the Body is a modification of the five
elements mingled.!

b. He mentions another opinion :*

STHIfaR A I 3t 0

Aph. 18. Some say it consists of four
elements,

a. This [is alleged] with the import that the Ether does
not originute® [anything].

oEifaasAgET I 9e |

Aholior i Aph. 19. Others say that it consists
of one element.

Another opinicn,

a. The import is, that the body is of Earth only, and the
other elements are merely supporters. Or ‘of one element’

means, of one or other element :* [see the Rosicrucian doe-
trine in the Tarka-sangraha, § 13., &c].
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b. He tells us what is proved by the fact that the Body
consists of the Elements :'

7 wifafes Ja~ w@wge: 1 20 0

AT Aph, 20, Intellect is not natural [a
nof vegull = .
of srpumisution natural 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.®

3. He states another refutation® [of the notion that
Intellect is a property of the Body]:

HORATUTEHTTE I 9 |l

Aph, 21. And [if the Body had in-
tellect natural to it,] there would not
be the death, &e¢., of anything.

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 auything,’ 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

A farther argumest.
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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 fin §20], viz,,
“ because it is not found in them severally,’ he repels it :*

AN RATHARIGE ATy AgHT: 1220

; Tl Aph. 22. If [you say that Intellect

,h‘:}ﬂfﬁ?% results from urg-anizaﬁgn, 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

conjunetion, if we had seen, in each [element, something
conducive to the result].

a. 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 suy this,
it is not so. If it Aad been seen in each [constituent], its
appearance in the compound might have had place; but,in
the cuse in question, it is not the case that it is seen in each.
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T EWIgsea 6fq =nfegw: | #-
wagwIfes fe eT<aqar /1 ¥ @mr-
famwa= vfa Arvvaa EwEw gragey-
¥y famrfefa

:mm“ Wm.

3 Aniruddba mvmm nmﬁmfgﬁ



240 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

Therefore, in the illustration [of something intoxicating
resulting from mixture], it being established, by the In-
stitutes, &c., that there is, in each ingredient, o 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 separutely : such is the meaning.'

b, 1t 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 :*
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FrATHEE: 0 3

Purpose o the Subtle Apk. 23. From knowledge [acquired
Betiys Julony @ pees during mundane existence, comes] sal-
vation, [Soul’s chigf end].

a. 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.'

g faudara 1 =B v

r Aph. 24. Bondage [which may be

viewed as one of the ends which Soul
could arrive at only through the Subtile Body,] is from
Misconception.

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.*

». Liberation and Bondage, [resulting] from knowledge
and misconception [respectively], have been mentioned.
Of these, in the first place, he explains Liberation [arising]
from knowledge :*
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fraasrcaaTs aREafaasat o v

Aph., 25. Bince this [viz., knowledge,]
S . e is tlfe precise cause [u‘f[libemﬁan], there
fultyin leruting Soul. 2o neither association [of anything else
with it, e. g., good works,] nor alternativeness, [e. g., of
good works, in its stead].

a, In respect of there being neither association nor
alternativenecss, he states an illustration *

WYAINATTRT ArfgsraEfaangt ant-
i}rg&n:gmnaﬁu

Aph. 26. The emancipation of Soul
does not depend on both [knumledge
und works, or the like]; as [any end that one aims at
is not obtained | from dreams and from the woking state,

[together, or alternatively, which are, severally,] 1llu&urjr
and not illusory.

This illustraled.

a. But, even if it be s0, [some one may say,] there may
be association, or alternativeness, of knowledge of the truth
with that knowledge which is termed Wumhlp of [the One,
all-constitutive, divine] Soul; since there is no illusoriness
in this object of Worship. Tu this he replies:*

Lmqﬁmﬂlt =~ "
mﬂwﬁmuamﬁaﬂﬁ

?ﬂm;ﬁmn
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AT ATfasd 029 |

p ; Aph. 27. Even of that other it is not
PR _,!-::_"',:;{"'“"’( complete.
a. Even of *that other,” 1. e, of the
[just-mentioned] object of worship, the non-illusoriness
is not complete; becanse imaginary things, also, enter
into [our conception of, and overlie, and disguise,] the
object of worship, the [One, all-constitutive] Soul: such
is the menning.'

5. He states in what part [of it] is the illusoriness of
the [object of] Worship,* [just referred to] :

TSI I 3 |

S el Aph.28. Moreover, it is in what is
funcied that it is thus [illusory].

a. That is to say: “moreover, it 1s thus,’ . 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 declured in such texts as, ‘ All this, indeed, is
Brahma,”? the illusoriness belongs entirely to that portion
[of the impure conception of ‘the All® which presents
itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect] of the
world.*

' TS AT A AT Aw -
AT T AR S TATATAIG HawTfemd: i

* qurETE AIfAEe IR aaE i

3 Chlidndogya Upanizhad, iii., ziv, 1. Ed.

‘ gESiga Sgin TIAIY AfqEe-
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b. Then what profit is there in Worship? With refer-
ence to this, he declares [as follows]:'

ATARTIIAIEES 69 Wgfaaq b el

\ _ Aph. 29, From the achievement of
The frit of Worship: 1o 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,
Spul, all power ; as belongs to Nature : such is the
meaning. That is to say : as Nature creates, sustains, and
destroys, so also the Purity of the understanding of the
worshipper, by instigating Nature, creates, &e! [But
this is not Liberation, or Soul’s chief end. ]

b. Tt has been settled that Knowledge alone is the means
of Liberation. Now he mentions the means of Know-
ledge :*

wdtwd: | @Y wfEe aRferg® que
ROSETTE ATIHAHAA I

' agurae e wwfETEgTaTEne o

* grgArETITRAT AT TEe faear-
Ue URGE WFATCd WARAE N9 |
afqaerafa TRfaRca gefead -
dfan

* FTARE ATHEYATATG WTTaaH | 3=-
A SHATYATETE |
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TETaRfaET=R N 30 |
Roavsil of wbatmitos Aph. 30, Meditation is [the cause of ]|
to imawledye. the removal of Desire.

a. That is to say : Meditation is the cause of the removal
of that affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderer
of knowledge.!

5. With advertence to the fact that knowledge arises
from the effectuntion of Meditation, and not from merely
commencing upon it, he characterizes the effectuation of
Meditation :*

'{&ﬁﬁ:ﬂ\ﬁfmﬁ: n29

Apk. 31, It [Meditation,] is perfected
m{‘jﬁ:‘m" =ist by the repelling of the modifications
[of the Mind, which ought to be ab-

stracted from all thoughts of anything].

a. He mentions also the means of Meditation :*

YTUTHAESH T airs: | 321

‘ Aph. 32. This [Meditation,] is per-
.‘SF“".""'“““‘“" " fecw:d by Restraint, Poatures, and one’s
Duties.

' grnfaaar a1 faeaetERs
FeuuTAR AT AEY: |

g = mﬂ = “ﬂﬁﬂ*
A WATTIANHUHIE |

! AT e ATYATAE
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a. That is to say: Meditation results from the triad,
which shall be mentioned, viz., Restraint, &o.!

b. By means of a triad of sphorisms he characterizes, in
order, Restraint, &e. :*

ftrassfefurcanars v 33 0
Aph. 33. Restraint [of the breath] is
by means of expulsion and retention.

a. That it is “of the breath’ is gathered from the
notoriousness* [of its being so].

Hesiraint of the brexth.

4. He characterizes Postures, which come next in order:®

fergmamETH 1 381

Aph. 34, Steady and [promoting]
ease is & [suitable] Posture,
a. That is to say: that is a Posture which, being

steady, is a cause of -plenauru; such as the crossing of the
urms.*

Pagtures.

1 . x
FWATAN YIWIesqU @ATH W3-
o
g |
' wrrfeRd FRTHEIIU FHatq |
¥ Anirudidba and Vedanti Mahideva transpose Aphorisms 33
and 34, Ed

¢ grueafa wfgs sngq 0

" FRUTRATAA =&afa 0

‘afrmt wmwEH wafa @fewfe
AETEATAZD: |
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b, He characterizes one's Duty :*

S H WAt afgasaTTeTad I 3y |

Aph. 35. One’s Duty is the per-
formance of the actions prescribed
for one's religious order.

a. Simple.*

JuraToaTETE 0 3%

Enowledge by Conoen- Aph. 36, Through Dispassion and
tration bow attzined. Praitios.

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 :*

' | FH wwEtd

One's duty,

'gwmu
' FEETTEHTEIARA AP gHT gdl-
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faudate: T 1 39 0

I ol A Aph. 37. The kinds of Misconcep-
Misconception divided. tion are five.
a. That is to say: the subdivisions of Misconception,
which is the cause of Bondage, are Ignorance, Egoism,
Desire, Aversion, and Fear of Dissolution ; the five men-

tioned in the Yoga,' [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book IL, § 3"

b. Having stated the nature of Misconception, he states
also the nature of its cause, viz., Disability :*

srafmceriaafayr @ 0 3t

The varisties of Dis- Aph. 38. But Disability is of twenty-
whility. eight sorts®

a. Simple;® [as explained in the Yoga].

fagaa wrered | aurel (A |/
qATE |l

' fgefearorReTRifAawn o 4t
ﬁmmﬁﬁhﬁmﬁmﬁmﬁ&u

2 The five are there callsd * afflictions” (Eefz). Ed.

* faudge SWEIHET A UETTR g
=HeyHAE |

& This word is omitted by Aniruddha and by Vedinti Maha-
deve. Ed.

5 See, for these, Dr. Ballantyne's edition of the Tatlwc-samdsa,
g 63 KEd

fwTHA

-~
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5. In a couple of ephorisms he mentions [those] two,
Acquiescence and Perfection, on the prevention of which
come two sorts of Disability of the Understanding

qfesaurn 3e

Aph. 89, Acquiescence is of nine
sorts.

a. He will, himself, explain how it is of nine sorts.*

fafgTeur 1 8o

Perjfections. Aph. 40. Perfection is of eight sorts.
g. This, also, he will, himself, explain®

b, Of the aforesaid, viz., Misconception, Disability, Ae-
quiescence, and Perfection, since there may be & desire to
know the particulars, there is, in order, a quaternion of

aphorisms :*

WA TaTd 1 890

Aoquiesoence.

' gIfama gETaw o qiefadt aw-
FgATR |

' |gHT AT Tegta |

* gaefa =4 gwafa

‘gwE favdamafwafefadiat faee-
fesmamai FAT gIIqed 7Iaq |
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L Aph. 41, The subdivisions [of Mis-
Their sibdivisiont. o neeption] 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.'

vafaa=n 1 8200

1 Aph. 42, Bo of the other [viz., Dis-
€ this further, ﬂhihtj']

a. That is to say : *so0,’ 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.”

s et qfe: 1 83 0

Aph. 43, Acqniescerice is ninefold,
through the distinctions of ‘the in-
ternal and the rest.’

Acquicseence divided,

' faqAgETATAIEl A "I TN
w6 sdAgaTadauTEEys fafrarns-
yrdr famoraErTr 399 0

iﬂ E:aaaﬂ. - -,
gofEnfafansarsarr== 399 |
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@. This aphorism is explained by a memorial verss,'

[No. 50°].
serfefiv: fafe: 1 830

) it Aph. 44. Through Reasoning, &e.,
e [which are its subdivisions,] Perfec-
tion [is eightfold].

a. That is to say: Perfection is of eight kinds, throngh
its divisions, viz., Reasoning, &e. This aphorism, also,
"has been explained in & memorial verse,’ [No 51¢:

] - L
R HE WA AT
2 Quoted below, from the SdnkAya-kdrikd. with Mr. John Davies's
trunslation:

HraTfAaEaE:  AFgUTEIAaT-

HrrgrEqT: |
aren faedacaes 79 qEAlshH-
. Hat: 0
* Nine vurieties of acquiescence are set forth ; four internsl, named

from Natare, means, tims, and fortune; five externsl, relating to
abetinence from objects of sense,” Ed.

' srfene: fafetew wadiad: | =-
wfg g% wricwa WrEaa |

4 Here appended, with Mr. Davies's trmslation :
g WRSHAH grEfquTATEa: FEAHIN: |
T = fawdisel fas: gRsgofafa: o

“The sight perfections (or mesns of anquiring perfection) are reason-
ing (sika), word or oral instruction {fabda), study or reading (adhya-

17
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b. But then; how is it said that Perfection consists only
of ‘ Reasoning, &e.,’ 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:® -

AaufeacE™a faamn 8y

' Aph. 45. Not from any other [than

P e 9  what we have just stated ‘does real

Perfection arise; becauss what does

arise therefrom, e.g., from austerities, is] without abandon-
ment of something else, [viz., Miseonception].

a. *From any other,’ i, e., from anything different from
the pentad, ‘ Ressoning, &c.,’ e. g, from Austerity, &c,
there is no real Perfection. Why? ¢ Without abandon-
ment of something else;’ i e., because that Perfection
[which you choose to call such] takes place positively
without abandonment of something else, i. e, of Misconcep-
tion : therefore [#hat Percoption], since it is no antagonist
to mundane existence, is only a semblance of & Perfection,
and not & real Perfection : such is the meaning.*

yana), the suppression of the three kinds of pain, scquisition of friends,
and liberality (ddma). The three fore-mentioned (conditions) wre
checks to perfection.’ Ed.

' aqeifefita o fafeewd weaws
wrarfefrrafuaraefas: sdmmfae-
fefa asm=z 0

-

A fafe: | a0 wwEEme faqr a3 @
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b, Now the individuated ereation, which was mentioned
concisely in the assertion, ‘There is distinction of in-
dividuals through diversity of desert,’ [§ 10], is set forth

diffusely :!
Tarfemer 0 8% 0

. Aph. 48. [The creation is that] of
o s viwedin  wiyich the subdivisions are the de-
mons, &e.

a. Supply, such is that creation, of which ‘the suo-
divisions,” the included divisions, are the demons, &c. This
is explained in a memorial verse,* [No. 53°].

fafsfam favdaw o+ fadg vaam:
grTaufafaamar feemmw 3 ag ar
ferat fafaftad: o
' gred wiwae : FRfaRaTRf R
Tw1 wfegfefdmt: wfaumad o
*ZETfe: EARISATOET TR /T AWl
gfefdfa Tw: | aeamT@dT TEETAH o

2 Tt bare follows, with the translation of Mr. Davies:

wefasgy Tamararaw o=y ¥afa |
: gATHAT Hifas: |1 0

\ The divine clnss has elght varieties ; the animal, fire. Mankind
in single in its class. This is, in summary, the world (rarge, emans-
tion,) of living things' Ed.
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b, He states that the aforesaid subdivided creation, also,
is for the sake of Soul !

WEEERIAT agad greataaad 1891
This crention, alio, for 4PN 47. From Brahmd down to a

doul's wide. post, for its [Soul’s,] sake is creatiom,

till there be discrimination [between Soul and Nature].

a. He mentions, further, the division of the subdivided
creation, in three aphorisms :*

T geafqurET 0 86 0

Aph. 48. Aloft, it [the creation,]
abounds in [the quality of] Purity.

a. Thatis to say : * aloft,” above the world of mortals, the
creation has chiefly [the Quality of] Purity.?

qATrEaTST FEa: 0 ge |

; Aph. 49. Beneath, it [the creation,]
Tlebyfrnal world. ) ounds in Darkness,

The celestial world,

a. * Beneath,” that is to say, under the world of mortals.*

' WATACHRTTHAT: TRATIRATE |

' spfeqerafa favma gas3w
A |

' FAT YTy 9
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H THAITFRTET A Yo il

Aph. 50. In the midst, it [the crea-
The world of mordals.  1,n,] abounds in Passion.

a. * In the midst,” that is to say, in the world of mortals.!

b, But then, for what reason are there, from one single
Nature, creations diverse in having, affluently, purity and
the rest? With reference to this, he says:*

FASTTYTAITAIET THAEEA I 4q i

] Apk. 51. By reason of diversity of
ﬂb::ﬁf“""m desert is Nature’s [diverse] behaviour;

like a born-slave.

a. Just by reason of diverse desert is the behaviour of
Nauture, 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 wvarious

ways|.

' A g T

P AR TS Wgd: a4 fafRas ®|r
fefameaar fafewr ged sagm@r-
"iE

8 Vidsand., Vide supra, p. 20, note 2. Fd.

¢ fyfawaafafAarea JUTHT AU=E
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6. Bat 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 ;!

W@ TgRURE@TAATTES: 1 u2 |

Wiy Heanen ir fo ba Jpa&. 52. E?ﬂn thm thm i‘l return
shuacd, [to miserable states of existence]: it is
to be shunned, by reason of the successive subjections to
birth, [from which the inhabitants of Heaven enjoy no
immunity].

a. Moreover ;*

HHIR AOATARS FEA' 0 43 0

A Apl. 53. Alike [belongs to all] the
eavenly i~ ¥ sorrow produced by decay and death.

wu srEafemear wafa ) Sfes zemny
meEAfefy | aur mhemmren @ -
O EATHATIRZ AT ATARGTT Se
ﬂﬁﬂ'ﬁrg;;nﬁ'ﬂﬂﬁrmﬁmﬁ: n

| 79, 938 st gfedha afe @
UF FArAT R 5 AEata | qwme

W

# Vediati Mahideva bas, instead of FHTH, WA, Fd.

4 Nigvin, according to my sole MS., has m;.
wWH . Ei

%
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2. Common to all alike, those that are aloft and those
beneath, beginning with Brahmé and ending with a stock, S
ia the ‘sorrow produced by decay and death’; therefore,
moreover, it [heaven,] is to be shunned: such is the
meaning.!

5. What peed of more? The end 15 not effected by
absorption into the cause, either ; as he tells us:*

A FAAATGAFEAT FrAagrarAra 1 ug
Amﬂ, Na  Aph. 54, Not by absorption into the
ture cause is there accomplishment of the

end ; because, as in the case of one who has dived, there is
a rising again.

o In the absence of knowledge of the distinction
[between Soul and Nature], when indifference towards
Mind, &c., hus resulted from worship of Nature, then
absorption into Nature takes place; for it is declared:
«Through Dispussion there is absorption into Nature.'
Even through this, i.e., the sbsorption into the cause, the
. end is not gained; ‘because there is a rising again ; 88 in
the case of one who Ims dived.” As a man who has dived
under water rises again, exactly so do Souls which have been
absorbed into Nature reappear, [at the commencement of a
new annusmagnus ], in the condition of Lords ; because it is

' gaTTAT AT #3-
ST FORTOES g8 WUTUAaTsa 83
=9

: f§ Tge | FQ FARY A FaFAaA-
TN
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impossible that one’s Faults should be consumed, without a
familiarity with the distinction [between Soul and Nature],
in eonsequence 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:®

THRARSTT FEAPT: TITATA U 4y 0

- e Aph. 55. Though she be not eon-
et gm{;".,_ strained to act, yet this 48 fitting ;
because of her being devoted to snother.

‘ﬁﬁmﬁm&gﬁtﬁn—

FUUEAT Hafa aqr wgar war wafq
7 Ifa a=g | amm-

TUATR A 7 FaFQATE AITIgATHATR

97 TR FA: muﬂcﬁtmw&r
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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:’
i. ¢, because she secks Soul's end. The meaning is, thut
he who is sbsorbed in heris 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
epd, 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.!

b. He mentions, further, s proof that Soul rises from
absorption into Nature :*

| fe gafaaamar 1 ug 0

Tbw i of abaorpiian Aph, 56. [He who is absorbed into
o e Nuture must rise again ;] for he becomes
omniscient and omnipotent [in a subsequent creation].

| gATEER S AR AR S AR TAY AR STa
agm: Eﬂwﬁﬁlﬁ e | g |
A | Fad o
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a. For *he,’ viz,, he who, in a previons creation, was
absorbed into the Cause, in o 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 Sinkiyas seem to do]. To
this he replies.”

Seawfafe: fagrous

g o LB R Aph. 57, The existence of sueh a
is & Lord Lord is a settled point.

a. It is quite agreed, by all, that there iz an emergent
Lord, be who had been absorbed into Nature; for the
ground of dispute [between Sdnkiyas 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 aphoriamn of the Second Book:*

' | fe wdw FwstE: Wi w30
Mawa AT wifeawar wafd o
ﬁﬁﬁjﬂwﬁm fm‘?:ﬂniﬂam
o< i
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w3 Ul

Nt i Aph. 58, Nature's creating is for the

tistereied-  ggke of another, though it be sponta-

" neous ;—for she is not the experiencer ;

—like & cart's carrying saffron [for the suke 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:'

WaaAAsia efiaefed AUt I ye |

4l Aph, 59. Though she be unintelli-
ity spowtaneoss  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, s0
Nuture, although she be unintelligent, changes into the
form of Mind, &c., even without the efforts of any other.*

aﬂuum%aamaa‘wgmﬁr-
QU TATE: TR WafReRAT a |
a
* aur @-{ u—m ST w‘
Zfusdw uftasa TaARSaARsTa TTHTE
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5. This is not rendered tantological by this aphorism,
¢ As the cow for the calf,’ [Book IL, § 37] ; because there
the question was only of the operation of inatruments, snd
because cows are intelligent.!

¢. By means of the exhibition of another illustration, he
mentions the cause of the thing asserted as aforesaid :*

FHAER AT Frere: I &o I

Aph, 60. Or as is the case with the
Avother illastration. gt [or on-goings}—for we see them—
of Time, &e.

a. Or as is the case with the ncts [or on-goings,] of
Time, &c., the spontaneous sction 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.*

‘:;rrf”ﬂ RegfeRaufcuma: uTAR WEHI-
|

' ARG AA FAUT A OTAE
A% FTawgala fawrfiaaregal da=-
TSt 0

' U AU S ® AR qHTE |

s One of my MSS. of Aniruddba has SHTSTICH  Ed.
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&. Bat, still, a senseless Nature would never energize, or
would energize the wrong way ; because of there being [in
her case,] no such communing es, ‘ This is my means of
producing experience, &." To this he replies: '

AT e aRA T 0 &3 1

Aph. 61. From her own nature she
acts, not from thought; lLike a ser-
vanf.

Nlhrll-:hﬁ-m
halst.

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 emergize from
habit alone.?

fawfa seaTq ™

mﬁaw&m\aﬁrﬁﬁmmw
YT U7 WTHIATAT FETIRTIAT-
PN

mmﬁqmwngaqmﬁm[ﬁt&a
wfgudtar ¥ wafa: &1d | awE i

3 As here, s0 again just mu- this w ]r-l renders sanskdra. Ed,

' A1 NFEIIE WATATR RIS Al
frqaramat w WifAdar wadad  wq
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FHTFeAATEA: 0 &0

 Or throwgh the infie- Apk. 62. Or from attraction by De-
enca 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 Nuture is necessary and rightly distri-
buted :* such is the meaning.’

5. It being thus settled, then, that Nature is creative for
the sake of another, he tells us, in the following section,*
that, on the completion of that other’s purpose, Liberation
takes place through Nature’s quite spontaneously ceasing
to act :*

fafawanmgfefagfa: mw=a ge=-

IqrE I &3

! Aniruddba inserts TG after JT. Bd.

* FIARIST AEEA | AA: FATATYA: F
Afqusaurefa TRETIES FiEar
= wyfafad: o

3 Seo the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 36. Ed.

4 Tead, instead of * in the following section,’ * by an enuncistion.’

* Aed AYTAE UUGA: fag am-
FIFAARATHT &=ad T arey:
ferardtae wuga

Ed.
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N ! Aph. 63. From diseriminative know-
ﬂ.mm e ledge there is a cessation of Nature's
creating ; as is the case with a cook,

when the cooking has been performed.

@. 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 cocking
is completed, the labour of the cook ceases: such is the
meaning.'

6. But, at that rate, since Nature's creating ceases
through the production of discriminative knowledge in
the case of a mingle Soul, we should find ali. liberated.

To this he replies:®

TaL @A I €8 1

Liberution of one in- Apk, 64. Another remains like an-
volves mot tdat of all.  other, through her fault.

a. But*another,’ L. e., one deroid of discriminative know-
ledge, remains ‘like another,’ i. e., just liko one bound by

' fafrsgmamraETrdw  gRaTgE-

wiHT wuTee gfefiada aur wa fres
qrese = fAEda W
] m‘* e g q.n—'ﬁ ﬁi lam
wga: glefagar sanfwaag fa a=e
3 Aniruddha's lection of this Aphorism is: Fe[q m.
qIa | £
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Nature. Why ? ¢Through her fault, ie., through the
fuult which may be described as her not accomplishing that
. soul’s aim: such is the meaning.!

5. He mentions the fruit of Nature's ceasing to act :*

FARFATH ATTETATT: 0 &y 1

Aph. 65. [The fruit of Nature’s
 Jteration cmsists of  oopsing to net], the solitariness of both
[ Nature and Soul], or [which eomes to

the same thing,] of either, is liberation.

a. * Of both,’ i.e., of Nature and Soul, the * solitariness,’
i.e., the being alone, the mutual disjunctfon, in short, this
is liberation.®

3. But then, how would Nature, having attained indif-
forence, 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 mot to eay
that this is no objection, because Nature consists of different
portions, [it is not another Noture, but the same]; because .
we see, that, even out of the [mortal] constituents of the

g fafawanfed TacaeEa
v ferefa | e | FETHEE AU
aﬂm i

* gfefags: vl

* AT MUTATRRATCATETH A et O
wafaam =fa aramnsuaet: |
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liberated persom, viz., his dust, &e., things are created for
the experience of another. To this he replies ;'

sfa =’ fasga” ngEAe-
‘FErent n &&

-, - -

‘mﬁmﬁ-

mnaamﬂmm:ﬁ!m
nmmﬁmrﬁ:trfww&ﬁm&n

qﬁzﬁﬁr&ﬁr | FETEN
* Nigeia has GH SIS B

3 Vijnana s gennine reading seems to be ﬁtﬁTS' His com-
ment, however, recognizes also ﬁmﬁg the reading of Ani-
ruddha, One M2 of his work which has been consulted has, like
Vediinti Mahideva, f‘q-(nas Nages has ﬁ[ﬁ[ﬁﬂ's. Ed.

L] 3 "
-ﬁ', instead u;utl‘-ﬁ"“;II appears to have wery little good
warrant ; and Dr. Ballantyne, indeed, translates Tof not . Bd.
& OF this Aphorism, and of the comment on it, MBS, of Vijnina's

treatise afford & much better text than that hers reprinted. In one
of its more spproved forms, that which Vijndna seems to elect, the

original enunciation rmuthul_: ﬂ'ﬂ]ﬁmﬁ;ﬁ[ " ﬁ-

TATSHIETTATTIATTT: | Forthermor, sbe [No-
ture,] does not gi‘ra‘?:nr effecting ereation, with referenee 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
s snake, with reference to him who is unenlightened as to the real

18
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Aph. 66, Moreover, [when Nature
ooTom Notars afficts  has left off distressing the emancipated,]
: she does not desist, in regard to her
oreative influsnce 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
mistukes for s 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 thas one; as the snake [s0
to speak,| does not produce fear, &e., in the case of him
who is aware of the truth in regurd to the rope, but does
produce it, in respect of him who is ignorant [that what

chamacter of the rope’ [which is mistaken for it; this illosory snaks
keeping him constantly in u stafe of alarm, though it censes to affect
him who has discoverad that it is nothing mare formidable than a
yard or two of twisted hemy, More closely, so far as regards the
construction of the original : * Furthermore, in like manner as  snake
goes on influencing him who . . . .. [Nature persists] in effecting
ereation,’ &e.

That upardga, 83 embodied in the expression srishfyupardga,
signifies * cansing, * effscting,’ is the view of both Aniruddha and
Vedauti Mahddeva, who define it by karana.

The Aphorism in question, mainly as just exhibited, together with

la deviations from the comment ns given by Dr. Ballantyne,
will be found at p. 13 of the variants appended to my edition of the
Sduilyaapruuucinna-bld:.&w. Niigeda, following Vijodna very

L

dlosely, explains the Aphorism as follows : YT AFELI A €A
aunTE fraad aa Sifas wfa fagaa
wgfacd ufa qel waad @9 | E
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he looks upon is a rope, and not a enake]: such is the
meaning. And Natars is likened to a snake, because of
her disguising Soul, which is likened to a rope. Certain
unintelligent persons, culling themselves Veddntds, having
quite failed to understand that such is the drift of such
examples as those of the rope, the snake, &o., suppose that
Nature is an absolute nothing, or something merely
imaginary, The matters of Secripture and of the legul
institutes are to be elucidated by means of this [or that]
example offered by the Sdnkhyas, who nssert the reality of
Nature: it is not the case that the matter is simply esfa-
blixked to be as is the example ;' [the analogy of which is
not to be overstrained, as if the cases were parallel
thronghout].

FAfataeaTIE I E,s.; U

| uafeR-ged fafawannferiafy nurs
TafeeEs geganma fas wafa 6
q @ ufa §97 I0 wqEGIaEEITen
waTfes 7 wafa 7@ wia q sagasd: |
STTAER ¥ TR (39d=d g&d HATO-

&R AATAT q1 WA | TAT A
AAATAfCRTETHGeraA Hlaegaar J1y-
1 7 S99 ceTagEAAraRg: fawfy o
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Amather consideration Aph. 67. And from connexion with
wiy Nature shosld act.  Pesert, 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.'

5. 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 P 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, ite fruits). To this he replies:*

Fcueasta uﬁmisﬁ%ir fafa-

wH_ I &6
Naturd'sselection hove Aph. 68. Though there ia [on Soul’s
determined. part, this] indifference, yet want of dis-

crimination is the cause of Nature's service.

spiraTfefa | Al
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a. That is to say: although Souls are indifferent, yet
Nature, just through [her own] non-discrimination, saying,
¢ This is my master,” * This is I myself,’ serves Souls, [to-
wards their eventual emancipation], by creation, &c. And
s0, to what Soul, not having discriminated herself [there
from], she has the habit® of showing herself, in respect just
of that one does Nature energize; and this it is that
determines her : euch is the import.*

b. Since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist,
even when discrimination has taken place? To this he

replies:*

Aaaramgaea frgfrafara 1 e

Nutre energizes anly Aph. 69. Like a dancer does she,
ll the endt i ottuined. — ¢hoygh ghe had been energizing, desist ;
becaunse 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

| Vdsand. TVide rupra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.

' gRTU AUUES9d § O E@RaATE-
famfagaes wafa: genfef gramm-
FUAIGD: | TAT T T&H g‘Eﬂ'Wl{ﬂTﬂ'Hﬁl—
famr esifag awen 9ad & weg AuTH
naad @A frgmstafa a0

' myfaepiraaTY fraashy fagfass-

THa | aEE o
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Nuture should desist, though she has been energizing, woen
the end has been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of
Soul’s sim; 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:®

Sraarust AroRdT AUTAHE FHAAY-
LKLY

Aph. 70. Moreover, when her fault
is known, Nuture does not approach
[Soul] ; like a woman of good family.

Thiy il madradiea,

a. That is to say : Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul’s
baving seen her fault,—in her transformations, and her
taking the shape of pain, &c.,—does not again spproach
Soul; ‘like s woman of good family,’ i.e.; as & [frail] woman
of good family, ashamed at ascertaining that her fault

' gEmiEY e sfReeTEr g

HTHTRA | Wa: DgEEIY OUTAE IRE-
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has been seen by her husband, does not approach her
husband.' *

&. 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 TATET TRGRTAIHEA I 99 1

: Aph. 71. Bondage and Liberation
o iggasarie do not actually belong to Soul, [and
would not even appear to do so0,] but

for non-discrimination.

@ 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
sphorism, they result only from non-diserimination : such
is the meaning.*

2 Bee the Rafional Refutation, &e., p. 61.

' Aq qEuTY SrmumAgfaEi awEr-
Hi gERe witaAmafaa o g

 FRATTIAPTRUT FINATET TEO -
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5. But, in reality, Bondage and Liberation, as declared,
belong to Nature alone: so he asserts: :

Wuﬁu
b T

Boedage is really Aph. 72. They really belong to Na-
e ] ture, through consociation ; like s beast.

a. Bondnge and Liberation, through Pgin, really belong
to Nature,? ! through consoviation,’ i. ., through her being
hampered by the habits, &e., 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:*

FraaEEd: (8 4 IOagIIeIHTUES-
‘i ﬁ-\ - u::n

| qTATAAE, AATRT ANATE HFALa-
FE

3 Read: *Bondage and Liberation belong to Nature alone; be-
sause to it, in truth, belongs misery.” Ed.

'ﬂﬁ'ﬂ'('ﬂh; TRAT TRA TUATET FHH-
AT EEERIAT M AT o T
feWaaT IUATENT asfead: o

‘S & YA FAAY WG
qrATE I
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& aRfrCeT Fuifa muTH RTEE-
ferraggaeaW I 93 I

s . Aph. i3. Tn seven ways does Nature
“ﬂ‘;ﬂ;}:‘;‘fm;“' 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 itsell constructs. 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 ba

I Nagesa bas RIMRITAAI®  Ed
+ Asirudibe and Vedinti Mahideva have T AN

-
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quitted nor assumed, and because, in the world, Pain, and
its negative, Pleasure, &c., can, themselves, be neither
quitted nor assumed : otherwise, [if you still insist on
retaining the opinion objected to], there is disparagement
of sense-evidence. Having pondered this, he himself [not
leaving it to & commentator, | explains what was asserted
in the fourth aphorism :?

faframmfaasw 7 gearfa: 1 o8 0

i Aph. T4, Non-digorimination is the
An oljation mat.
cause [not the thing itself]; [so that]
there is no disparagement of sense-evidence.

a. What was asserted before was this, that Non-dis-
erimination is only the oceasion of Bondage and Liberation
in souls, and not that Non-diserimination 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.*

‘77 TN wiagwriefa agw @€
WA ITIRATURIANTE S LS de-
MTIHETEd ¥ Wdl FATAIRINTEH9T ge-
ifefraTrgy U w4 fagafa

‘wiTaRE gRuy FRATHfAfHESAT
s 7 AfFaa va aifafa smar gearfa-
faga:
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5. He mentions, among the means conducive to Dis-
erimination, Study, which is the essence of them :*

Hﬁ'mﬁ ;'-[ ﬁﬁ"h‘ mﬂrﬁm\ -
fg: noun

S ko Aph. 75, Discrimination is perfected
oifoams of Diserimi- ¢} rough abandonment [of everything],
expressed by a * No, No,’ through study

of the [twenty-five] Principles.

a. Diserimination 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 Soal].
All the others [enumerated in the list of means] are only
supplemental to Study : such is the meaning.?

b. He states a speciality in regard to the perfecting of
Diserimination : *

wiumfmae=’ fAas: 1 o9& 1

' fragw fresoeqmay  wToIEERTE-
HE

' wgfawd=y w3y Afq Adfme-
YPTRITANITAI g ad e fanaTd | Tat-
WA TERTFHI A=Y |

* faasfasT faawaE 0

§ Vediati Mabidevs has FIUFTCAACTH. Fé.
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Aph. 76. Through the difference of
,,-ﬂ"mmw' 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, smong 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.!

3. He states that Liberation takes place solely through
the effecting of Discrimination, and not otherwise :*

s TR FAfAARATSYITT: U 99 0

- Aph. 77. Since what [Pain] has been
_Mﬁuﬁiﬂ"" repelled returns again, there comes,

even from medium [but imperfect,]
Discrimination, experience, [which it is desired to get en-
tirely rid of}.

a. But sluggish Discrimination [lower even than the

* faAgfacaaa fAeT ATAEETE |
¥ The reading of Aniruddha is q-[ﬁm'[wﬁﬂl‘ Fa.
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middling variety], antecedently to direet intuition, consists
only of Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating : guch is the
division' [of Discrimination].

Sragwg I ok 1

Of Literation duriny Aph. 78. And he who, living, is libe-
o rated.

a. That is to say : he, also, who, while living, is liberated
is just in the condition of medium Discrimination.®

b. He adduces evidence for there being some one libe-
rated, though still living:*

SuRsaTaRgATAE S I oel

Aph. 79, Itis proved by the fact of

Proqf that this may e i
instructed and instructor.

a. That is to say : it is proved that there are such as are
liberated during life, by the mention, in the Institutes, on
the subject of Discrimination,® of the relation of preceptor

‘naﬁiﬂmaﬁmﬁﬂqmﬂ—
arraTEd 3fa far U

3 The o is omitted by Vedinti MahGdevn. FEd.

s SrerRsta AAfaIaE® T wadt-
= N

¢ SR HETUHE |

5 This | haye substituted for * Liberution,” & mere overmight. Ed.
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and pupil; i. e., because it is only one liberated during life
that ean be an instructor’ [in this matter].

wia=s’ I ko 0

3
Further proof. Aph. B0, And there is Beripture.

a, There is also Scripture for there being persons
liberated during life.® ’

d. But then, merely through hearing, too, one might
become [qualified to be] an instructor. To this he replies: *

TATATAULGTT 0 59 0
Aph. 8l. [And not through merely

- - hearing is one qualified to become an
instructor] : otherwise, there were blind tradition.

a. That is to say : otherwise, since even a person of slug-
gish Discrimination [but who, yet, had keard,] would be
an instructor, we should have a blind handing down® [of
doctrines which would speedily become corrupted or lost].

' wrEy faasmfaey efreraETw-
q n i\ = = --
waTfefa

? None of the commentators but Vijnina recognizes an aphorism
in these words ; and it is very doubtful whether even he does so, K4,

" wfatfa saeaRsta

| A ATUAUIYUEYE W | awe

‘ w=frasarguiyR suaiaT-
ufafizw: o
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. B. 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 :*

TRATEGATITC I BRI

. I Aph, 82. Possessed of a body, [the
wilk Zilaraken, emancipated sage goes on living]; like
the whirling of & wheel.

a. Foven 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 ucts, possessing
an energizing body, he remains living, yet liberated ;*
[and, if he did not, but if every one who gained true
knowledge were, on gainingit, to disappear, true know-
ledge would cease to be handed down orally ; and Kapils,
probably, did not contemplate books, or did not think
these a secure depository of the doctrine]: such is the
meaning.*

' 79 Sr9A SAwa afq F9 A(taH = |
aqarE i

2 For ancther rendering, see the Ratiomal Refutation, &e.,
p.-81. Ed

' gEIREH AT JIRH AT I
F7 famTst 9% 9ATd | TF FrATaL FAl-
FaTafy ATCREA A SeATH WAL YR
St eatsiaish gl
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6. But then, sinee the continuance' of experience, &o.,
is put an end to by that ‘ Meditation with distinet recog-
nition of the object,” which [see ¥oga Aphorisms, Book L.,
§17%] is the cause of knowledge, how can one retain a
body P To this he replies:*

HE S TaaEts: I 63 |

Aph, 83. This [retention of a body]
s ppon b of sy s oocasioned by the least vestige of
impression.
a. That is to say: the retention of a body is ecaused by
even the least remains of those impressions® of objects
which are the causes of having a body.*

b. He recapitulates the sense of the declarations of the
Tustitute :°

! Pdrand, Vide siipra, p. 29, note 2. Ed.
2 Which hera follows, with Dr. Ballantyne's translation : ﬁ‘.

AR AT ERATTTATRANTA: | (el

tation, of the kind ealled] that in 'hil:]'l- there is distinot recognition
[arises, in its fourfold shape,] from the attendance of (1) srgumenta-
tion (vitarka), (2) deliberution (vieddra), (3) beatitude (dnaada),
and (4) egotism (asmitd).! FE.

3 ﬁ I - 5 - ?m -, ﬁ g
AT % TAWRTH | g |

4 This is to render the technicality sanskdra, Ed.

* qTUTTNEAAT 4 faasdwTwaTH-
syraerEe wourcae fafsfa: o

' eI AYEE
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faawfa ﬁﬂ'@iﬂﬁ'ﬁ Fagaar AaU-
Saud neg

S Aph. 84, That which was o be done

. has been done, when entire Cessation of
FPain has resulted from Discrimination ; not otherwise, not
otherwise,

a. So much for the Third Book, on Dispassion.!

1 Vijnans, according to soms copies of his work, has Tr@:
the preferable reading, and that of sll the other commentators
to me. Ed,

* sfq JanaTaEAta: o

EFD OF BOOK TII.

9



BOOK 1IV.

Now, by means of a eollection of narratives, recognized
in the Institutes, the means of discriminative knowledge
are 'to be displayed : so, for thw purpose the Fourth Book
is commenced.'

UFGIITATICAIA 0 9!

Soul set right by kear- Aph. 1. Asin the case of the king’s
e, gon, 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 [unluuky] 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 arta king’s son’

' wrafeTET AR ATaRE AT (43
mmaﬁn@ﬂmaﬁﬂ@

WY HTOEA

% The Sanskrit yields “under toe star [named] Ganda.' X,



BOOE IV., APH. 1. 285

As he, immediately, having abandoned the idea of his
being an outcast, betakes himself to his true royal state,
saying, ‘I am a king,’ so, too, it [the Soul], in consequence
of the instruction of some kind person, to the effect that
*Thou, who didst originate from the First Soul, which mani-
fests itself merely as pure Thought, art [thyself,] a portion
thereof,’ having abandoned the idea of its being Nature [or
_of being something material or phenomenal], rests simply
upon its own nature, saying, ‘Since I am the son of
Brahmé, I am, myself, Brahmi, and not something
mundane, different therefrom :* such is the meaning.!

4. He exhibits another story, to prove that even women,

' gAueRTTEiAASIsTaad | UG-
YT dAIGCnIg AN AT TE: | HWI-
TR | FETAYA TR TRAT
gufe:arfig: waiw safaifadarss wag
IGIAHIATA WA | A= FET F5-
THIN: WATAfd 7 § WAQ TTIAISH-
fa | & am wegs nwEnfaaE T
Arfes UTIATToEA UHTEATHTES-
Wﬁmmﬁumﬂ T ;\P .\H"ﬂmﬁlﬁm-
e qerw Ifaq Areius v AT T
Wwﬁrmﬂﬁa"ﬂm
daTidad SEEIAaEd 99
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Sudras, &c., may gain the [one desirable] end, through a
Brahman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman :!

fomreaeamrargeRsta n 2 0

Aph. 2. As in the case of the gob-
v when the insrue- lin, even when the instruction was for
(e vy @it 2 the sake of another, [the chance hearer

may be hﬁneﬁtﬁd}.

a. That is to say : though the instruction in regard to
the truth was being delivered, by the venerable Krishna,
for Arjuna’s benefit, knowledge of the distinction [between
Soul and Nature] was produced in the case of a goblin
standing near [and overhearing the discourse] : and so
it may happen in the case of others, too.*

5. 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:*

' gygredisfa SE@A ATWTE6RY
Ifa

zwﬁ*w“ mﬂﬁm .I*-sﬁ‘
giome fuwr=w AasgE SERTs-
Zgrafa s3fed: |

' qfe ¥ RFFUCATHIA 7 WA A9
wrafacfa FA A AEETETATR I
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SryfREFEaeRTd I 3 |

k Aph. 3. Repetition [is to be made], if
Pl of dnculcas 1 ot, from once instructing, [the end be
gained].

a. That is to say : a repetition of instruction, also, is to
be made; because, in the Chhdndogye [ Upanishad],' and
the like, there is mention of Aruni, and others, as
having more than once instructed Swetaketu and others.?

5. With a view to the removal of desire, he sets forth,
with an illustration, the fragility, &e., of Soul’s accompani-

faargmagragEsTa 1 8 1

o, Aph. 4. As in the case of father and
J:';‘:uﬁ'“”ﬁr"" son ; since both are seen; [the one, to
die, and the other, to be born].

a. That is to say: Diserimination tukes place, through
dispassion, in consequence of its being inferred, in respect
of one’s own self, also, that there is death and Girth ; since
these are seen in the case of father and son. This has

1VL,i.&c £d.
* Suewrgfecf sa=r TRTART Ha-

FATed AQTR U A ATAESgICA AeTaT-
fema:

' T ATY PR AT T -
fea nfaareafa o
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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.?

b. 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:®

WATHEEE FETAAETETH I Y 0

ki o Aph. 5. One experiences pleasure or
ment distinguished from  pain [alternatively], from [voluntary]
; i abandonment or [forcible] separation ;
as in the case of a bawk.

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 ;
* g in the case of a hawk.”* For a hawk, when he has food
[before him], if he be driven away® by any one, is grieved

1 Read, instend of * of Soul,” &e., *of one's sell.’ Ed.

‘g frargaaifarematsfu /-
WeeARAAaEeran 339 Jad-
A | agwA | WIAn: faqgemaraeRan
sargaifafa o

B CHRICGCERIESRETC IO (o
' frermgrEnfaEwg e R aa |

* Bee the Makdbbdrata, xii., 6648, Ed,

& Read, ‘ molested ' (upakaiya). Dr. Ballantyne followed an error
of the press, apakalya, which be 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 grief.'

wiefagataa 1 &

Hae Sl Aph. 6. As in the case of a snake and
alanioa Ndp:ﬂ “ its skin.

a. That is to say : as a snake readily abandons its old skin,
from kmm:'i.ug 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 & snake

. its old skin," &e?

out in the eorrigendn to my edition of the Sdakiya-prarechane-
bhdshya. Ed.

! gfmer A SaS! gal ST AEA
st gt faana 9 gE wafa @ae-
feard: | vaAy f wrfem: FATYUEATTAYT-
ﬁﬁagﬁmﬁmm%wgm

I
ﬁ'g-'l;:f my MSS. bave -fﬂéf 5 the rest, -ﬁ.

@‘ﬂfﬁﬂ. I have restored the etymological form of the word. Ed

* gurfesitai =9 uftAsg=Taaa 23-
T A9 T wHfd TEHIFTTA®I -
Wi FEEE UNfeRd: | agwA | S
mefaEeT 3T 0
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b. And, when abandoned, he-should not again accept
Nature and the rest. Se, in regard to this, he says;:!

femzmagT 9N

Kb e P gph. 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].

TEYATA A TG {@aq Wb o

Aph. 8. What is not a means [of

Duiy to b wacrified  liberation is] not to be thought about,

o7 [as this conduces only] to bondage; as
in the case of Bharuta.

@. That which is not an immediate cause of Discrimina-
tion, even though it may be a duty, still is *not to be
thought about;’ i.e., intention of the mind towards the
performance thereof i1s not to be made; sinece it tends
to Bondage, from its meking us forget Diserimination,
f As in the case of Bharata:? that is to say, as was the caso

'EW ¥ mgaeE UAE wiedifew-
qE

" aw fas v g Asfu AR awa-
TU® TANMARGEY: | AMRSEY |
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with the royal sage Bharata’s cherishing Dinandtha’s’
fawn, though [this was] in accordance with duty.®

agfaam fagnnw’ omfefin sardw-
gEa e

Aph. 8. From [uaaﬂcinﬁuﬂ with]
many there is obstruction to concentra-
tion, throngh passion, &c. ; as in the case of a girl’s shells.?

l'.";JJ.IIPﬂ.I" for e avoduled,

@, Association is not to be made with many; because,
when there is associntion with many, there is disturbance,
through the manifestation of Passion, &e., which destroys
concentration; ns a jingling is produced by thé mutual

1 The original, dindndthe, compounded of dine and andida,

* miserable and baving no master,' is an epithet of * fawn,’
For the story of Bhorata and the fuwn, see the Firknu-purdna,
Book ii., Chap. xiil. Ed.
-, . -

* faase gEmTEaYH | Hafa |1 99
- i "
#Hrsfa memfe geafes+ aeqe= fe-

Ca L]
T ATY | Had gamarg Wafa fa-
= L
AFATATTHAAT | ATAIA | TIT HTAH
-

THTIRATY SATATI U aTaF= uraa-
famra: o

* T fTaTITIATIYY is the reading of Aviruddha. Ed.

4 Rep the Maohalhdrata, xii., 66562. Ed.
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contact of the shells on & girl's wrist: such is the
meaning.'

TnaTE Y @93 1 90 |

Aph. 10. Just so, from [the company

Even that of on,
of ] two, also.

a. Just so, even from two there is obstruction to concen-
tration ; therefure one ought to abide quite alone : such is
the meaning.®

fago: gt fagsmad 1 a3

Blevsednrss of those Aph. 11. He who is without hope is
tulbo sapect molling. happy ; like Pingald.®

a. Having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed
of the happiness called contentment; ‘like Pingald;’
that is to say, ss the courtesan called Pingald, desiring
a lover, having found no lover, being despondent, became
happy, when she had left off hoping.*

' ggfia: wET 7 T 9gha: |y fe -
mrafamEn Fwel 99fa FEETET 97
FHATEVEATHATAFA MUH H3-
=

' gogi Anisfu auw faQdr wawa
mrfﬁ'«mawfﬂmﬁ-

mwmﬂﬁmm
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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 P 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; as is the case with
the coolness of water which [supposed natural coolness]
had been hindered [from munifesting itself,] by heat:
there is not, in this case, any need of means. And it is
laid down that precisely this is happiness of Soul.’

¢. Since it is an obstructer of Conecentration, exertion
with a view to experience is not to be made, since this will

be effected quite otherwise ; as he states: ’

fargmraaT fagaT ATe 941 FATa
arrAwa fafiear wdt fagmamt gfe-
g asfe: |

' ermtagen gefagfa =EE g
Ta: AAWETEa ) I9q | faee we-
R Eeafas  geearvar fofed
faufa azamfa sagfes wafa a0
afqagswamareid 7 a¥ |ryaTaer
TR ST A T |

! FpmfaausEecersta SemE |7
FAASUAT AgqaR CArE
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FATCWSTa TR GE /9Ed 1 R |

Aph 12. [One may be happy,] even
Ecertion needless,  Without exertion ; like a serpent happy
in another’s house.

a. Supply, ‘he may be happy.” The rest is simple. So
it has beengaid : ! * The building of a house is, assuredly,
painful, and in no way pleasant. A serpent, having entered
the dwelling made by ancther [e.g., a rat], does find
comfort.'*

4. From Institutes, and from preceptors, only the essence
is to be accepted ; since, otherwise, it may be impmaib]u
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:!

TR TETHA S BRI 9gead 1 93

1 Qunh‘d from the Makdbhdrate, zii., 6640, Ed.
g&t wafefa o9 | 9 gEa | qz-
w V ngrm"rﬁ'gm Hmmfam
|9 TFd IIH Wiq9g g&muﬁ l
3 Abhyupagama, * acceptings * (of positions, &a). Ed.
MR TEEE W1 TE ARSI
YT e ER SATAT ST AT -
GAA IHAATAT FEFAMEATE |
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dph, 13. Though he devote himself
to many Institutes and tenchers, a
taking of the essence [is to be made];
as is the case with the bee.

A Feelike eclecticiam
recommended.

a, Bupply “is to be made” The rest is simple. Thus
it has been mid : ‘From small Institutes, and from great,
the intelligent man should take, from =all quarters, the
essence ; as the bee does from the flowera'!

4. Be the other means what they may, the direct posses-
sion of Diserimination is to be effected only by intentness,
through maintaining Meditation ; as he tells us:?

TERRIAR AT FATIYTCA: (1 98 1

Aph. 14. The Meditation is not inter-
rupted of him whose mind is intent on
one object ; like the maker of arrows.*

Inteniness an ome ofeet.

@. As, in the ease of a muker of arrows, with his mind
intent solely on the making of an arrow, the exclusion of

' JAsAfa WE: | FATHA | AgwA|
FOT AFET AT FAAT A4C | §Ia:
WA IF wZe: 0

* grYATET 99T @97 NEARSHadq 8-
ArfugAETO faasareRT et
THTE W

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,’
i, e., o failure to exclude other thoughts

FATTARNF AR Srwad 1y W

1 Aph. 15. Through transgression of
ettt {mpusity.”the enjoined rules there is failure in
the aim ; as in the world.

#. Whatever rule, for the practisers of Concentration,
has been laid down in the Institutes, if it be transgressed,
then the end, viz., the effecting of knowledge, is not
attained. *As in the world.’ That ia to say: just as, in
ordinary life, if the enjoined procedures, &e., in regard ton
medicine, or the like, be neglected, this or that effect
thereof will not be obtained.*

-

' e wﬁam%mﬁﬂm ar
ot Ay A gErE t‘hﬂ
vARFOiIEE gaqrfy 7
gataTfEata o
1 Aniruddhs reads 'El‘aﬁ-rlrnﬂ. Ed.

3 Niageha is singular in here, apparently, adding, as an aphorism :
T b
TR FIACHY T §gA q, A Sranfg-
! | These words vocur in the midst of Vijnioa's comment,
gnd there introduce n quotation from the Makdbhdrate. Ed,

‘g WAy Far At franadEga
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5. He states, further, that, if the rules be forgoféen, the
end will not be gained :*

Afgeawasty J=tad 1 9% 1

Rules moust nod be Aph, 16. Moreover, if they be for-
fypeties: gotten ; as in the case of the female frog.

e, 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 marringe
by the king, made this stipulation: *When water shall
be shown to me by thee, then I must depart.' Dut, on one
ocension, 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 Kiimaripini,* daughter of the king of the
frogs, e -terad the water. And then the king, though he
sought her with nets, &c., did not regain her.

STAAeRTEA AT 7 AT | Frwad | T
ST SgWTel fafequeelAl §iga aw-
frafea wafa asfea: o

' fagufasrasamawERE i

2 Probably this is an epithet, * changing one's form st will," not a
prnpﬂ- name. Ed.

' T | SwmagArEtaar | &he-
T wrat At fafes g w9t e |
mawmﬂmm wfaar frad =3
Te] A 997 9 UEHd qel A1 a9
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b. He mentions a story with reference to the necessity
of reflecting on the words of the teacher, as well as hear-
ing them:'

ATTRTAIASTY’ FaAFAAT TOAATEA
fag=Tad n a9 n

_ Aph. 17. Not even though instruction
ﬂ‘quﬁ’;,“hﬁﬁr"‘ be heard is the end gained, without re-
flexion ; as in the case of Virochana.t

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 mnot necessarily follow ; for it is written, that, though
hearing the instruction of Projépati, Virochana, as

fafa waer q WeEar aftarmr o=
uns I FW(AfG | ATt aud faws
FMACHAd | dd: H AFUAG AT WHE
foadit et aymn Wit fa3w ) A= U= -
afeficfaarfa 7 amfa=<iefa i

' FAWAGEATHHAEET  HATTEEA
farm@#ATE |

5 Vedknti Mabédevs has simply FITACRSTT. Ed

3 The reading of Aniruddha is m’ﬂ: R

& See the Chhdadogya Upawishad, viii, viii, 4 Ed.
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between Indra and Virochana, wanted discrimination,
from want of reflexion s

AT 1 96 1

Aph. 18, Of those two, it [reflexion, ]
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.*

5. And be tells us, that, by him who desires to under-
stand thoroughly, attendance on the teacher should be
practised for & long time ;2

Tafaeeea Rt FaT fafgagar-

sirwEd Il el

L UUHS RATEATdfadrga fa-
I | fameewarRwaasty gEam-
faat wife ooasvenwa @ siwfat-
SAgAY frieae suRaTEE faaE-
maq’%&aﬁ: [ s

| ATSRATHAAL: GUAN: | AT
fatieaarAd e == geEy:

" FRTFEAIGAT 9 TTRAAT TgAE -
=R |
20

OF this further,
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The process requires Aph. 19. Having performed reverence,
e, 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: s 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.!

7 FEAfAEAl aAgaaq I 0 W

Aph. 20. There is no determination
“ﬂ:f;':{mr: of the time; as in the case of Vama-
cagwive alutes of being. deva?

a. Tn the arising of knowledge, there is “no determina-
tion of the time,’ as, for instance, in its taking place only
from causes dependent on the senses, ‘As in the case of
Vémadeva.! That is to say: as, in consequence of causes
pertaining to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case
of Vév.udeva, even when in embryo, so it may in the case
of another.*

'Hﬁl:.mﬁi@ wufas
fafemamasgfaata
ATaa: 0

3 Aniraddba seems to intend, ss an aphorism, after No. 20,

e voris : ATARAR ARSTATIEH HfwEH-

&)
}. But perhaps there haa been tampering with the text, on

the part of copyists. Ed.
3 See the ditareys Upanishad, ii., iv, 5. Ed.

¢ pfegsaTIATes It W
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6. But then, since it is written, that the means of
knowledge need be nothing other than devotion to those
[viz., Brahmf, &c,] who [unlike the Absolute,] have
Qualities, knowledge may result from thie. Why, then,
a hard and subtle process of ConcentrationP To this he
replies:!

AT ITHATHTOI AW THTATH AT
fagu 290

. Aph. 21. Through devotion to some-

.,;;w‘h'ﬁrhw,. _,"'"m“ ,;.;ﬂr,_ 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 attasinment.” Through devotion to
Bouls, e.g., Brahm#, Vishnu, Siva, under the forms
superinduced on them, the effecting of knowledge takes
place ‘by degrees,’ i.e, by the successive attainment of

WiaaA ArfE | THETaq | A w-
ARy misfy 3w geRTE-
qIRRTA: |

| T WA W grige-
qred va §i+ wfywfa fany g
TrTEdfa | awE

! Here the aphorism ends, in my copies of Nigess's commentary,

and also in some copies of Vijndna's commentary which I exnmined
in India. Ed.
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the worlda of Brahmé, &e., or else through the purification
of the Good principle, &o., but not directly; as is the
case with sacrificers [whose slaughter of animals, requiring
to be expiated, throws them back, so far, in the road to
emancipation] : such is the meaning.!

5. He telle us, that, moreover, there is no certainty that
successive rise to the worlds of Brahmi, &o., would effect
knowledge:*

: : gsTiAArTAl a:
TATETAsAT T
W

Aph. 22. Moreover, after the attain-

Seripturn! e #at  ment of what[like the world of Brahmi,]

iy is other [than the state of emancipated

soul], there is return [to mundane

existence] ; because it is written [in the Hth Prapithaka of

the Chhdndogya Upanishad 9]: *From conjunction with the
five fires there ds birth,’ &e.

' fafeframEsad | WoEEY: TR
FRfaMETAATAIRATE T d T Fwe-
SrEETRFAT FETfET q1 FHiTE-
fas wTETEE TESFAIADY: |

' gEfeRISUTOAITY SrAfATAst -
fa frawm =

: . —
1 One of my copiss of Aniroddba omits aﬁ.ﬂu W

Ed,
& This reference in taken from Vijndna, who, however, does not
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a. He exhibits an illustration, to the effect that the
effecting of knowledge takes place only in the case of
him who is free from passion :!

N2z

Aph, 23. By him who is free from
passion what is to be left is left, and
what is to be taken is taken ; as in the
cnse of the swan and the milk.

a. That is"to say : only by him who is free from passion
is there a quitting *of what is to be left,’ i. e., of Nature,
&e., and a taking  of what is to be taken,’ i. e., of SBoul ; as
it is only the swan,—and not the crow, or the like,—that,
out of milk and water mingled, by means of leaving the
unimportant water, takes the valuable milk,’ [as the Hindus
insist that it does].

Discrimination illus-
raded,

represent that the original of the words * From eonjunction,’ &e., is
found, literally, in the Chhdndogys Upanishad. Ed.

? Vijnkna, according to some MBS, has, peeuliarly, &ﬂm

I: and his comment, in those MES., follows .this
resding. Ed.

VR i R -
mwwmm
A ATATI A AR S AR |T0I-
BIOATEA T A, WA I I
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§. He tells us that both of these also take place in
consequence of association with & perfect! man :*

SRTfAwaAITET aeq 128 |

Aph. 24, Or through association
with one who has obiasined excellence ;*
as in the ease thereof.

a. That is to say: moreover, from association with him
by whom ‘excellence,’ i e., excellence in knowledge, has
been obtained, the aforesaid [diserimination] takes place;
just as in the case of the swan, [§ 23]; as, in the case
of Alarka,' Discrimination manifested itself spontaneously,
merely through simple association with Datiétreya.?

4. He tells us that we ought not to associate with those
who are infected with desire :*

A WANTCE TWNIEd THIq 0 2y

! Biddka. Wide supra, p. 115, note 3. For the cognate siddii,
wide infira, p. 310, note 4. Ed

1 -, »
fagTraRgRdagTd FadaTE

3 Nigel omits (. Ed.

% Beo the Mérkandeya-purdua, ch. xvi. Ed.

" s sfawal geaTer I awgeTs
wafa datagl IwaS TaTY g
ﬂlﬂﬂ!mﬁﬁﬁi“@;&%n
" st |7 @ =R
? Asirudihs bos 7 WEFARRIAETICR TPITOR: |

Benefii of good aocuety.

Ed.
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Aph. 25. Not of his own accord
.ﬁg,,’ o unmitible  hould he go near one who is in-
fected with desire; like the parrot.

a. Association is not to be made, voluntarily, with a
person infected with desire. ‘Like the parrot.” That
is to say : just as the bird [ealled a] parrot, by reason of its
being exceedingly beautiful, does not [by going near
people,] act in a rash manner, through fear of being
imprisoned by those who covet it for its beauty.!

6. And he states the harm of association with those who
Inbour under desire :*

TEATTEE: TaHq N % |

i |

Aph. 26. [Else he may become]
bound, by conjunction with the cords;
as in the case of the parrot.

OF this farther,

a. And, in the case of associating with those persons, he
muy become bound, ¢ by conjunction with the cords,’ i.e,,
by conjunction with théir Desire, &ec., [the Qualities,
punningly compared to cords]; just ‘as in the case of the

' TATURA UEY HIAA: @R T S |
TIIA | AW qFuEt wgeed dfa g
WA A FUTA ETAHY THATATIE-
fesrg: 0

*ufieg g eEE

3 All the commentators but Vijnfna read F#:, inslead of
qa.- Ed
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parrot;” that is to say, just as the bird [called a] parrot
becomes bound by the cords, i. e., the ropes, of the hunter.!

b. He determines, by two [aphorisms], the means of
[effecting] dispassion :*

A HrmerTTfsfag 129

Aphk. 27. Not by enjoyment is desire

Wy S, appeased ; as in the case of the saint.

a. That is to say : as, in the case of the saint, Saubhari,?
desire was not appeased by enjoyment, so, also in the case
of others, it is not.*

é. Bat, further:*®

STECHATHIAL: 0 2k 0

OF tis further. buip!:. 28. From seeing the fuult of

! qui ni_g gw&lﬂm'ﬂwtmﬁﬁrqné
I TS FasT 991 Wi AU 7T
Tfiast wafa afemd: o

* SRR gnaTa o

® Bee the Fishnu-purdna, Book iv., Ch. ii. and iii. Ed.

4“' gﬁ.: wﬁm‘h‘ mm‘ .
HRAYTATY 7 TIEI9:

‘sfagu
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a. That is to say: only * from seeing the fault’ e. g., of
being changeable, of consisting of puin, &e., 'of both,’
i. e., of Nature and her productions, does the appeasing of
desire take place; just as in the case of the saint [§ 27].
For it is written, that Saubhari, just from secing the evil
of society, was afterwards dispassionate.'

&. He tells us that incompetency even to accept in-
struction attaches to him who is infected with the fault
of desire, &o:*

7 ‘AfSAeaREe T THURISTAA I €

Agitaln exeludes in- Aph. 29. Not in the case of him
e whose mind is disturbed does the seed
of instruction sprout ; as in the case of Aju.

a, In him whose mind is disturbed by desire, &ke.,
not even does a sprout spring up from that seed of the
tree of knowlddge which is in the shape of instruction. ** As
in the case of Aju." That is to say : as not a sprout from

THIE
* Vijuas, sgreeelly to some M8, bas HITASATEIT-
gqign_ Ove of my MBS, of Aniruddia has HfGIR. Ed
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the seed of instruction, though delivered to him by Va-
gishtha, sprang up in the king named Ajs, whose mind
was distarbed by grief for his wife)*

§. What need of moreP?

ANTRATIATY AfSAeTuag 1 30 0

Aph. 30, Not even a mere semblance
[of this true knowledge arises in him
whose mind is disturbed] ; as in the case of & foul mirror.

O this further.

@. Even superficial knowledge does not arise, from
instruetion, in one whose mind is disturbed, through the
obstruction caused by its wandering away, e. g., to other
objects; as an object is mot reflected in a foul mirror,
through the obstruction caused by the impurities: such is
the meaning.*

sﬁltﬂwf‘{a%mﬁﬁﬂ’m‘ﬂﬁl |

JATHATE qa Hﬁmﬁﬁﬁi afa-
%ﬁmgwmiﬁmargrwamﬁ [

2 Bee Killidisa's Raghuvanda, Book viii. FEd.
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b. Or, if knowledge should spring up in any kind of
way, still it may not, he tells us, be in accordance with
the instruetion :*

A Aete’ aguar TEwad, I 390

Aph. 31. Nor, even though sprung

Knewledge woi meces-  therefrom, is that [knowledge, neces-

sarily perfect bnowledge.  garily ] in accordance therewith ; like
the lotus.

a. Though sprung ¢therefrom,’ i.e, from instrue-
tion, knowledge is not [necessarily,] in accordance with
the instruction, in case this has not been entirely under-
stood. ‘Like the lotus’ That is to say: just as the
lotus, though the seed be of the best, is not in accordance
with the seed, when the mud is faulty. The mind of the
student is compared to the mud* [in which the lotus-seed

was sown |,

' gfe o1 qurEy fevg AT WG
qRATRY 7 Hafeae |
* Vediati Mabiders reads TIAEATIO Ed.

* Aniroddbabas  AEHATICAT - B4

¢ AEATEUIATSIAEY WA aeAT:
TUAT 7 HAfq EEEAEAANT | 9E-
Tq | AT AATEAARSTY TFLMAAT-
SUATIENE W Nafq asiedw: | Ug-
wr fraf=es 0
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4. But then, since the Soul’s end is, indeed, gained by
[the attainment of] supernatural power in the worlds
[§ 21. a.] of Brahma, &c., to what purpose is the effecting
of knowledge, with so much toil, for liberation? To this
he replies :*

7 “afaarisie’ gagaararafaferagara-
fafama n 320

Aph. 32. Not even on'the attain-

jylleaven mot perfedt 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.

a. Even 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

' 7 FEEECRNaqT  gRuTG e
ﬁwﬁnammmrﬁﬂﬁmwamﬁm
TAR | AR

3 According to Nigeda and Vedénti Mahfideva, ‘lﬂ"; and this
bhsita, s synonym of bhditi, the former explains by mfwarys. See
note 4, below., KEd,

% One of my M8S. of Aniroddha omits ‘aﬁl Ed,

! Nigeda, commenting on this aphorism, explaios siddhi, bere
rendered * perfection,’ by aiswarya, ‘ supernatural power.’ Ed
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worshipped,’ i. e., to Brahma, &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]
practise 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.!

#. SBo much for the Fourth Book, that of Tales, in the
Commentary, composed by Vijnina Bhikshu, on Kapila’s
Declaration of the Sinkhya.*

' TwEAsta Fagaar Fardar Arfe
m'@'{?ﬂﬂﬁl am:nﬁaﬁ-q-al

X

Fq TRl wwEiA fatearisty 7 sas

wwﬁwwm
A9 ASUTEAAT HIHASHATIGE: |

* ofq fagrafigfafad sifosargoa-
TA WG NTEATTIHATT=TL:

EXD OF BOUK IV,



312 THE SBANKEHYA APHORISMS.

BOOK V.

a. The tenets of his Institute are completed. Next is
begun a Fifth Book, in order to set aside the primé 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 L], is purposeless :!

eI freraToreweRATgfaae-
fa‘nan
Heasons for o Bane- Aph. 1. The [use of a] Benediction

dictory Upesing. [is justified] by the practice of the
good, by our seeing its fruit, and by Seripture.

a. The [use of a] Benediction, which we made, is proved
to be proper to be made, by these proofs: such is the

' WOTATHET: UATH: | Tq: U ST

2 Aviroddha has, instend of 3?3'0. wfae  vide supra,

p- 310, note 2, for bhddi, Ed.



BOOK V., APH, 2, 413

meaning. The word iti is intended to preclude the expect-
ation of any other reasons.’ .

b. He repels those who entertain the primi facie view,
that what was asserted in the expression, * beeause it is not
proved that there is 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 wRiasare:’ AW afas: 121

Nocdlemen of o 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

' AEFSTECY TG aed: AR wd-
D1 e IWAUEE-
fagama: |
* $yrfefcfa a5% a=TuEd A%
Wﬂaﬁﬂiﬁfﬁﬁ‘ﬁm-
FHofa i

3 For snother rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
p.78. Fd

# Aniruddha’s rending is mﬂﬁ:, and Vedinti Maba-

dea has HETHARTTE: - Ed:
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the fruit to be effected by the works [ie., 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:*

@ﬂmﬁﬁﬁmnsil

The mppnd Leed  Aph.3. [If & Lord were governor,
weald fo selfid. then ] from intending his own benefit,
his government [would be selfish], us 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 *

' fufufed @ ssssgufcass
frufeq gwrawaas a9ty wwfawfs-
H@aaTfeaa: o

& Bew, for a somewhat different tranalation, the Rational Refuia-
tion, Ke., p. 78, Ed.

' TATH WA A wzasdiare 81 1
' TrrEnfuRigR SieEYay SEe-
Eﬁwﬁmﬁwﬁ:!l
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b. In reply to the doubt, * grant that the Lord, also, be
benefited : what harm ?* he says:®

HfeawErareaTar i 8 1

Asd, Bargfors, set Aph. 4. [He must, then, be] just
the Lord spoleno. like & 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
becauss, since his desires are [on that supposition,] not
[previously] satisfied, he must be lisble to grief, &eo.:
such is the meaning.*

5. 1n reply to the doubt, * be it even so," he says:'

mfenfasrarnu i

The difficulty pe Aph. 5. Or [let the name of Lord

g. If, whilst there exists also a world, there be a Lord,
then let yours, like ours, be merely a technical term for

' strETgEE W Efate-

e

' STETQUATCETAR  SAaed
Frsfa gl WRUSHAAT EIfCHa-
Fifead: 0

' auy wafeaTIgE i

2]



316 THE SANKHEYA APHORISMS.

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 Tmga ‘afefs: sfafraascaaEa
e

Objection fo there Aph. 6. This [position, viz., that

beiny o Lurd. 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 cannot be proved that he
is & gorernor, unless there be Passion ; because Passion is
the determinate cause of activity.}

:m' '\sﬁ:‘,aﬂ Fq i g -
YFGATITRTI AEATS AT HFarmia ST
ﬁmnﬁ. e ﬁ ﬁ lta ﬁ —_ = - ﬁ .
=9 1l

' ITRTTYRTAR ATIFTATATE |

. Elﬂfﬁf{frs: is the hrtiuu of Veddnti Mualiddeva, in the

text and also in the comment.

‘f& 5 U Fq?n aifugige faafa
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6. But then, be it so, that there is Passion in the Lord,
even. To this he replies :*

Er!i’rﬁ‘sﬁlﬂﬁiqgw nen

e Aph. 7. Moreover, were that [Pas-
FEF PRI sion] conjoined with him, he could not
be eternally free.

a. That is to say : moreover, if it be agreed that there
is eonjunction [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:

' AR TArSEA | qTE o

" grmarsty Eifsaara | fAeme =
HHa" d fagr=erfarie: i

‘owd f& myrmuARArsR M RaTR-
BIEAT \rEIRT JaaaAAE | & -
wWrARfuasfAfyaImET qsEAfeT
ATE uw gwata
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purAnrRarTEREgTarE: U b0

om  ome Aph, 8. If'it were from the con-
aliersative.  sunetion of the properties of Nature, it
would turn out that there is association, [which Seripture
denies of Soul].

4. From the conjunction, with Soul, of *the properties
of Nature,” i.e., Desire, &o., Soul, also, wounld turn out
[contrary to Scripture,] to be associated with properties.®

3. But, in regard to the latter [alternative], he says

‘FETRIATEEE A I el

Objection, on the olher Aph. 9. If it were from the mere
brusch. existence [of Nature, not in association,
but simply in proximity], then lordship would belong to

every one.

e

' R EAWHTULE: is the reading of Vijukoa, ia

some MES., and, in some, that of Nigeds, who, however, in others,
-
omits 1 Ed
LY
' uTATRICET: e JPTERNY
Ll
2

L
yREFArE: |

B

=+ A1

4 Some MSS. of Vijnoa exhibit, instead of FHRAIHIAIA »

WETATIQ. i )
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a. That is to say: if lordship is by reason of the mere
existence of proximity, as in the case of the magnet
[which becomes affected by the simple proximity of iron],
then it is settled, as we quite intend it should be, that
even all men, indifferently, experiencers in this or that
[eycle of] creation, [may] have lordship; because it is only
by conjunction with all experiencers, that Nature pro-
duces Mind, &ec. 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 | o Lord. Otherwise, Nature, also, could be
disproved by thousands of false reasonings of the like sort.
He therefore says :*

THTAMTETS qftara: 90 i

Aph. 10. It is not established [that
qmﬂ;h}:l?u: there is an eternal Lord]; because
there is no evidence of it.

mm‘ﬁﬁmmmhﬂﬂ a-
f& sauAT gwerTy AW YETATR
SR MTaHT ﬁquaahqaﬁ’r
e UUTHA WECeAANed | Adas
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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-evidenece ; 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 :*

HIMHTAHTEATAA
T 4 g n

Dewialthat it ean b~ APph. 11. There is no inferential
estallisled by inference.  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 cass]. And so there is
no inferentinl 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.*

' afefafArmrdafs: | $92 amamas
ARNFAATATZAT FATE %4 4 9 7
H79d =9

' JEAAE Bfaureata gEnaTE o

3 Tydpyatws, here rendered, is regarded as synapym of oydpti,

by which sambandda, * association,’ is interpreted just aBove. Hence
I have bracketed the wourds * the fact of' Ed.

* gt anfa: | samaErsfafs: | gt =
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5. Nor, moreover, he tells us, is there [the evidence of ]
Testimony' [to there being a Lord] :

wfacfa aurAaTIEE 1 R0

Desial thot thers 4 Aph. 12. Moreover, there is Berip-
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.®

5. 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].*

L
e I

3 Bead, instead of *by & closter,” &e., ‘by enonciations.’ Fide
pe 264, note 4, supra.  Ed.

4 Pada, here used for adhydya, which the translator renders by
*Book.' For the Aphorism referred to, and carelessly quoted in part,

; %wzﬁtm HYH-
TR @% UCAd famta: wagaa gaata o
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arfamafsarn a9z

Comjunction, in the Aph. 13, With thut which is solitary
mff’m there cannot be conjunmction of thg
tion property of Ignorance.

. Bince 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 reslily, there is no asscciation occa-
sioned thereby. To this he replies *

agr affegTa=AarET=E 0 98 |

. Aph. 14. Binee the existence of this
. : [alleged megative Ignorance] is esta-
blished [only] on the ground of its [ pretended] conjunction,
there is a vicious circle.*

a. And, if it is by the conjunction of [gnorance that
Ignorance is established, there is “a vicious eirels,’ [lite-

' frwmgam SaasnframtsarT |-
= ®@Fdtta

| FAfTgEERAT R W
WURATTGSNTS 791 &% 3fq | avE

! For s different translation of this Aphorism, and of what intro-
duces snd sucopeds i, ses the Bationsl Refutation, k., p. 257, Ed.
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rally, a resting of each on the other, alternately], a rest-
ing o thing on itself, or, in short, & regressus in infinitum.!

&, In reply to the doubt [suggested by the Naiydyika],
* but then, as in the case of seed and sprout, the regressus
#n infinitum is no objection,” he replies ; *

A AT CHATTHA: I 94 0

Aph, 15, Tt is not as in the case of
The world has a b geed and sprout; for Scripture teaches
that the world Aas a beginning.

a. There cannot belong to it such a regressus in infini-
tum os that of seed and sprout; because there is Seripture
for the fact that the mundane state of souls, consisting of
all undesirable things, viz., Ignorance, &c., had a begin-
ning. For we hear, in Scripture, that these cease to exist
at the dissolution of all things, in profound sleep, &e
Such is the meaning.?

&. But then, [yon Vedantis will say], according to us,
Ignorance is technically so termed, and is not, e. g, in

' sfgeratmefamfast S==T™EN-
ATHTHIRHATET 3fd T I
' A diNTgaAan A Serdar-
mu
' firgtaeaTEn A #9afa gwwTwi

mﬁ'ﬂmﬂﬁw
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the shape, specified by the ¥oga, 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-
uess thereof: in regard to this doubt, having deliberated
on this artificial sense of the word * Ignorance,” he objects
toit:!

faanaisa” sEayEag: 1 9% 0

Soul ond Emsicladge Aph. 16. Then Brahma would he
wo identical, 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 Brahma, sot | itself,
would be found to be excluded, to perish, through his
being annihilable by knowledge; since /e is other than
knowledge : such is the meaning.* [Further]:

2 Oue of my MSS. of Nages has ﬁw- Ed.

.
3 -HH . found in some MSS. of Vijniina, is the reading of
Aviruddhs and of Nigesa, Ed.

‘ gft feaaRETfagIRaEis a@
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WATH HEHTH 11 99 1

Hnowledge, nnd eveln- Aph. 17. Were there not exclusion,
Wﬂh then 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 Ignmorance,
[which is the only result competent to knowledge]: such
is the meaning.!

8. He censures the other alternative® [viz., that know-
ledge might exclude Soul]:

fagraras watsaEs 0 qb

Aph. 18. If it [Ignorance,] meant

e veerld ekt o the being excludible by Knewledge, it

ik, 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,

AT AT HEW HHATSTT JTuT A
waa faehraafesd: o
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b, 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 mnnihilated by one
man’s knowledge, the mundane system would become in-
visible to others, also. Such is the import.'

agus wrfeEH 1 9e

Aph. 19, I it [Ignorance,] were of
.E,' e F""ﬁ"':? theory  that mature, 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 [us held by Vedintis (see § 15, &.)], but must have
had & commencement. For it is proved, by such re-

' ofy gAfaear Saa ufdfa amaes-
afrgeawa am &@fq s wgfas-
Trgfemm USRI | | q9T
wifesmo=Eafag™ FAFE  FEA-
faermaTeTa wost | gRAdta Wi 0

3 Owing to & clerleal defect, both my MSS. of Nigeda's work

omit this Aphorism, and also much of the comment preceding and
following it. Bd.
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cited texts s, ‘ Consisting of knowledge alone,’'® &e.,
that, at the time of the universal dissolution, &c., the soul
consists of E_nuwln&gﬂ alone. Such is the meaning.
Therefore, it is settled that there is no other Ignorance,
annihilable by Knowiedge, than that stated in the Yoga
gystem; and this is s property of the understanding
only, not a property of the soul.*

. By a cluster of [six] aphonms,‘ he clears up the
primi 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:*

| Brikaddrangaka Upanishad, ii. 4,12; or Satapatha-brdimana,
ziv., 5, 4,13, Ed.

3 Professor Gough has, *a pure indiffersnce of thought.” Philoscphy
qft.h Opanishads, p. 163, Ed.

‘aEg AT 9 Fufafegrarawa an-
P awfa argTEA: wifemAd geay
Aamfed @afa | farﬁﬁaﬂm
wfar: HWATEl YEE femmaafas-
fer: | AT TR ATt
mﬂmm?ﬂﬁﬂﬁ!ﬂﬂ“@‘lﬁ!ﬁl
fa=s 0

4 Read, instead of “ by a cluster,’ &c., * by enunciations.” Ed.

mﬂqnﬁﬁmmwhﬁﬁl
T A TUATE FHIIR HEZEA



a28 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS.

A YHTIATS: WAt =T 20 I

Apk. 20. There is no denying Me-
rit; because of the diversity in the
operations of Nature,

a. Merit is not to be denied on the ground of its being
no object of sense; because it is inferred ; since, other-
wise,  the diversity in the operations of Nature’ [accommo-
dating one person, and inconveniencing ancther,] would
be unaccounted for: such is the mesning.?

&. He states further proof, also : *

Hfafefefimmtafs: 1 230

Apk, 21, Tt [the existence of Me
Proofs of this, rit,] is established by Secripture, by
tokens, &e.

Merit is undemiabls,

a. He shows to be a fallacy the argument of the oppo-
nent, that Merit exists not, becanse of there being no
sense-gvidence of it : ?

7 frm: mRTeTRTESTITa 0220

' IAAWAAT YATISTAL A €T 0
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Aph, 22, There is, here, no ne-
..umgrmﬂx,,m 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.’

é. He proves that there exists Demerit, ns well as
Merit : *

-
SHINTYOH
WA
Demerit aa cerain o9 Apfi 93, It is I.hu!, mOrecver, in
i both cases.
a. That is to say : the proofs apply to Demerit, just as
they do to Merit. ®

saTfrafEEEATTRIar: | 28 1

Aph. 24. If the existence [of Merit]
paie proof of each the e as of course, [because, otherwise,
something would be unaccounted for],

the same is the case in respect of both.

a. But then, merif is proved to exist by a natural conse-
quence in this shape, viz., that, otherwise, an injunction

! SifsanEEnTATS AT 3fa fAaA
i wARTArLETg IEAT edsar-
D
* yAgeuAATY wTvafa |
* yRgeyHSEd FATUHEY: |



330 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS,

would be unaccounted for; but there is none such in re-
spect of demeri? : so how can Secriptural or logical argu-
ment be extended to demerif ? Ifany one says this, it is not
80 ; since there is proof, in the shape of natural consequence,
fit 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. !

6. He repels the doubt, that, if Merit, &£c., be ac-
knowledged [to exist], then, in consequence of souls’

having properties, &c., ‘they must be lisble to modifi-
cation, &e.:*?

T FCAURN ATGATA I Y b

Aph. 25. Tt is of the internal organ®
Jferit, &e., imhere & ot of soul,] that Merit, &, are the
properties,

' w9 framarafeeTararemT ww-
fafy: a1 9 Arwvd =fa w9 wafegr-
faemisvd =fq <= 3@ AwTTRIEET
yEAIATUiEEY TRTUATE QIEE Te-
&fafaﬂuﬁmm&wi 0

71 yArfed Sreltad afe gewma
uﬁﬁtﬂﬁﬂtrft@mumﬁrﬁanw uft-
gfan

% The *great internal organ' (makat), called also buddhi, is here
referred to. See Bock L, Aph. 84, a. Aniraddha’s comment runs :



BOOK V., APH. 26. 331

a. In the expression ‘&c.’ are incloded gll those that
are stated, in the Faideshika Institute, as peculiar quulities
of soul!'?

5. [To the objection, that the existence of an internal
organ, as well as of the (lualities from which such might
arise, is debarred by Scripture, he replies]:

AT q AT N R 0

Aph. 26. And of the Qualities, &ec.,
g % Quaiities axis,  there is not absolute debarment.

a. The Qualities, viz., Purity, &oc., and their properties,
viz., happiness, &e., and their products, also, viz,, Mind, &e.,
are not denied essentially, but are denied vnly adjunec-
tively in respect of soul ; just as we deny that heat [in red-
hot iron,] belongs to the iron. *

5. In regard to the doubt, * Why, again, do we not deny

afgwdmn | wevEn fragegfafs:
ﬁ'ﬂ:l Ed.

' syfenrs IRfasTTEIS: @ WIH-
ﬁiiugmqﬂ%n

3 Vide supra, p. T1, Aph. 61,5, Ed.
+ e gl "
FwTETaTRiG AEGEAT weeal Arf|
ary: f4 7 @i T3 Jad T STRE-
Eleecll
22
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them an essence, as we do to what is meant by the words
sleep, wish, &c P he says: '

R IECERIQIC I Sl U

Tie abors thesia ar- Aph. 27. By a conjunction of the five
. members [of an argumentative state-
ment] we discern [that] Happiness [exists].

a. Here, in order to get a particular subject of hia
assertion, he takes Aappiness alone, one portion of the
matter in dispute, as a represeatative of the entire matter.
But the better reading is, ‘we discern [that] Happiness,
&o., [exist]’ The five members of an argumentative
statement are the Proposition, Reason, Exumple, Svn-
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. *

- U[: §®YG TH Iy A7 N3fq
amﬁ\tw&qzrﬁwﬁwmﬁwm
’ﬂncufmyl[ﬂﬂ.uf.ﬁ.mmdﬂhlhu-m

3 Magess has Wﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬁ:, the lection which, according
to Vijodng, is to be preferred. Ed.
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b. And the employment [of the argument] is this :

(1) Pleasure is real ;

(2) Because it produces motion in something.

(3) Whatever produces motion in anything is
real, as are sentient beings ;

(4) And pleasure produces motion in things, in
the way of horripilation, &e. :

(5) Therefore, it is real.’

e. But then the Chdrvdka, 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-
gion], that such and such is pervaded by such and
such, &c.'?

A FgpEUTEIAiatE: 0 2 0

wafA AUl ARSI eTg-
fafsfa: o
' gdeTaA | §E w9 | e fEE-

fmma | TERETRATET AT Sa |
USETTCRUTATRATAIL ¥ G&H | qEAT-
fefa

' 7Y neETfaiie WEIUAR A qafa
FATGRATATERIT ATATH: A TEA

3 Por the Charvakns' rejection of the muthority of inference, see

PP 5, of seq., of the translation of the Sarva-dardans-sangrais by
Professors Cowell and Gongh, Ed,
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Tie salidily of infir- Aph. 28. Not from once apprehend-
- . ing is & connexion established.

a. That is tosay : from once apprehending concomitance
[of & 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
frequency [of the same apprehension] follows' [the rule of
the single apprehension ; just as a thousand times nothing
amount to nothing]. Therefore [argues the sceptic,]
gince the spprehending of an invuriuble attendedness
is impossible, nothing can be established by JInference.

[This] he clears up:*

‘fraaudmTfeaaiaaTd 31 =iy

e

Aph, 29, Pervadednessis a constant
This point clearedup.  gonsocintion of characters, in the case
of both, or of one of them.

a. * Consociation of characters’, i. 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-

| As suggestive of the correction here required, see Professor
Cowell's Aphurizms of Sdndilya, &e., p. 8, text and foot-note. Ed.

' AR wTE N A fawafa
HTER STATTAE | WAl AR
SIEAATTAEEd: | A o

3 Nagesa bas, instead of TH Y012 ﬁ‘ﬂ 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 appropriste confatation
[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]. BSuch is the import.'
b. He declares that Pervadedness is not an additional

principle, consisting, e. g., of some such power as is to be
mentioned* [in § 31] :

7 geaTal aEEwaATIE: I 30

Aph. 30, Tt [Pervadedness,] is not

Mlﬁﬁmiprhﬂf;:“ [as some think (see § 31),] an addi-

tional principle [over and sbove the

twenty-five (Book I, § 61)]; for it is unsuitable to postulate
entities [ praeler rationem]. :
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a. ‘Pervadedness’is not an entity other than a fixed con-
sociation of characters ; because it is unsuitable to suppose,
further, some entity as the residence of what constitutes
‘pervadedness.’” But we consider that what constitutes
* pervadedness * belongs to extant things simply. Such is
the meaning.!

b, He states the opinion of others : *

Fsrragwrafammardn 1w 390

: - 3L. [But certain] teachers gay
heterodor opixion AP"E
H:-h;ﬁv "Pervaded-  that it [Pervadedness,] is [another prin-
= ciple, in addition to the twenty-five,]
resulting from the power of the thing itself.

a. But other teachers assert that * Pervadedness’ is,
positively, & 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 & power
of the [pervaded] thing itself; else it would exist wherever
the thing is, [which *pervad * does mot 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 ng over-extension in the

LIGIGAUES L1 LU L B o R S —
sfegafad: )
' THFETR |
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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. .

Iryanfwa fq wEfaE: 1 3R 0

L Aph. 32. Panchadikha® says that it
il 4 " [Pervadedness,’] is the possession of
the power of the sustained.

a. That is to say : Panchasikha holds that- pereadingness
is the power which consists in being the sustainer, und that
¢ Pervadedness’ ? is the having the power which consists in
being the sustained ; for Intellect, and the rest, are treated
as being pervaded [or invariably attended,] by Nature, &c.;*

' JUR AT WO WUfews v
fraaed geTRTAT iR | e
fws g arTg=eTtaaa 7 @iw | -
_qETAE YRS J G
T w1 wfsarwa Ifq Arwegastaata:
Eﬂﬁ@ﬁﬂmﬂmﬁﬂuﬁﬁﬁﬂ@u
=fq g

% The translator’s *the Panchasikba’ I have everywhere cor-
rected. Ed.

3 This is to render wydpyafica, on which vide supra, p. 320
note 3. Ed.

" qnfRy FpATIRTNEORNTE
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[and this means that each product, in succession, is sus-
tained by what precedes it in the series].

6. But then, why is a “power of the sustained’ postalated ?
Let “ Pervadedness’ be simply an essential power of the
thing pervaded. To this he [Panchasikhs,] replies : !

7 ‘'EwerafeaR: grdremws: 1 23 4

T Aph. 33. The relation is not an es-
_P;;cw'"w ®  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 Smtology ;
because, just as there is no difference between ‘ water-jar ’
and jar for water,’ so, al=o, there is none in the case of
‘Intellect’ and * what is Pervaded ’ [by Nature, of which
Intellect consists]. Such is the meaning.*

e ATEATITAT R ¥ "raRf
fa usfog == o

Bl sy TR E b B S —
T WA Wik | awre

* Asiroddba and Vediati Mabiders resd ETQUUTEHTS-

;. Ea
' Eewfwe fradt anfid s 4

:m'{ﬁwsﬁW“ *
USRI | w
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§. He himself explains the ¢ Teutology '

faayarAaETES: | 38 1

Aph. 34, Because we should find the
distinction unmeaning; [as Intellect does
not differ from Nature at all, except as does the sustained
from the sustainer]

The reason wihy,

a. This is almost explained by the preceding aphorism.*
6. He [Panchasikha,] mentions another objection :*

USATTCEATIURE 1 3Y |

Aph. 35. And because it [Pervaded-
A further reason. ness,] would not be reconcilable in
shoots, &e.

a. Because shoots, &e., are invariably attended [at their
origination,] by trees, &c. Dut this cannot be called simply
an essential power [in theshoot]; because, since the essen-
tial power [that which belongs to the shoot as being a shoot,]
does not depart, even in the case of an amputated shoot, we
should, even then, find it attended [by the tree, which, how-
ever, no longer accompanies it]. Such is the sense. But
the power [(see § 32), which consists in having the

' dreew waAa fagatfa o
' g3y T ATATARTAHEA
| TEWETATE |

& Aniruddba omits . Ed.
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character] of the sustained * is destroyed at the time of
wmputation ; so thut there is no * Pervadedness * #en. Such
is the import.!

4. Dut then what? Panchuéikha says that ‘ Pervaded-
ness’ is not a result of any essentia/ 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 nof [as token of
something that is betokened,] acoompaniod by fire. To this
he says:*

- =,
wugnfafast faanfsarm gama-
I 0 3% 0

. _ Aph, 36. Were it [thus] settled that
,”.‘:_’:: et e, triva power of the * sustained,’ then, by

the like argument, its dependence on
i essential power, [us pretended by the beterodox teachers

| uEATRy FEnfeanganfa | @egw-
fenrd § o= s @ @ty fegu-
w3sfu EEyTRtIeEa qeEwfe o
GATIRI D! | mwﬂfm@‘ ST f9-
wefa 7 aei=T =fwfcfy v 0

‘7 {4 u=fase fasoewar anfie
ﬂmﬁlaﬁwawﬁwmm
gamfaftfa | ag=



BOOK V., APH. 86, 341

referred to in § 31, might be proved, also; and thus
the argument proves mnothing, since it proves too
much].

a. That is to say : ‘ were it settled * that ‘& power of the
sustained ' constitutes the fact of * Pervadedness,” it would
be really settled * by the like argument,’ i.e., by parity of
reasoning, that the fact of ‘ Pervadedness' results from
essential power, also, [§ 31, a.].!

b. It was with a view to substantiate what was stated
[in § 27], viz., that the Qualities, and the rest, are esta-
blished [as realities,] by the employment of the five-
membered [form of argumentative exposition ], that he has
repelled, by an exposition of * Pervadedness,’” the objection
to Inference as evidence, [or as a means of attaining right
notions].*

¢. Now, in order to establish the fact that words, of
which the five-membered [exposition] consists, are genera-
tors of knowledge, the objection of others to a word’s being
a means of right knowledge," in the shape of [the objection

' wrgwseRtaE fAaraEasta
anfae faw va wAT=ETY R

3 ¢ Being m means of right knowledge ' here renders pramunya,
vepresented, 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, &eo., of words:!
FTHATIFATA: HTA: TG 1 39 0

Aph. 37. The connexion between
word and meaning is the relatior of
expressed and expresser.

Sonnd and sense,

a. To the * meaning ' belongs the power termed expres
sibleness; to the ‘ word,” the power termed expression ; sim-
ply this is their ‘ connexion;' their interrelation, as it were.?

mﬂ"f USHTATIRATRE FTAAASSI-
ugEd wEmEfefAdEAn aeguateed

m qTyi ATYFAIATA |
! ATHTITHIRLL is the reading of Aniraddha, Ed.

3 Tostead of *simply,’ &c., read, * this iteelf is their connexion,

such [a connexion] as [is seen] in anatheticity.

The *connexion’ in question is the swaripasambandia, for which
see Professor Cowell's translation of the Kusumdnjali, p. 13, note +.

A better reading than the one which Dr. Ballantyne sccepted from
me is, certainly, that which omits the clause rendered, * to the word,
the power termed expression.’ Asccording to Nagesa, *the expressi.
bleness inberent in the meaning is the connexion [intended]’:
HAWTd  ATHEAAA TATIE AR |

Ansuyogin and anuyogitd, as Professor Cowsll informs me, are the
opposites of pratiyogin and pratiyogitd, which latter I would repre-
sent, provisionally, by * antithetic * and * antithetivity.’

Pratiyogin, & very much commoner technieality than anuyogin,
occars in the comment on Aph, 05 of this Book. It must suffice,
here, to add, that, as Ilearn from Professor Cowell, the anuyogin,
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From one's knowing this [connexion between s given
word and meaning], the meaning is suggested [or ruised
in the mind,] by the word. BSuch is the import.

. He mentions what things cause one to apprehend the
powers® [in question] :

fafiy: ds=afafs’ 0 36 0

Aph. 38. The connexion [between a
word and its sense] is determined by
three [means]

Semee of words how
lewer meal.

a. That is to say: the connexion [just] mentioned [in
§ 37) is apprehended by means of these three, viz.,
information from one competent [to tell us the meaning],
the usage of the old man [whose orders to his sons we hear,
and then observe what actions ensue, in consequence (see
the Sdhitya-darpana, § 11)], and application to the same
thing which has a familiar name,* [whence we gather the
sense of the less familiar synonym].

or *anathetic,’ of ghatdbidra, *non-cxistence of & jor, is ghotd-
bhdea itself, and the pratiyogin, or * antithetic,’ of ghafdbhdva ia”
ghata, *jar." Ed.

' ¥ FrrATeyT WiE: W qraaaredt
nfscfa @9 @ar @srsqartTarad |
AT AT At aa: I

! afgaEErE |

S Aniraddha bas FARITEAR:. Fd

‘ IR JEIALITC HfAWOISHTATAT-
fusTmfraatefesaaT TTaq 99 |
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7 @l fAas 9T SR 0 3e

: : Aph. 39. There is uo restriction to
e.p::':,, AP what is to be done; because we see it
both waye.

a. That is to say: and there is no necessity that this
apprehension of the powers [§ 37,] should oceur only
in the case of “something [directed] to be done ;* because, in
[the secular life and dealings of] the world, we see the usage
of the old man, &e., [§ 38)] in regard to what is wef to
be done [being something already extant], also, as well us
in regard to what is to be done.!

WS U= Agrauatta: i 8o

Aph. 40, He who is sccomplished in
h-‘u‘f:n_.::f:; und mes-  the secular [connexion of words with
s meanings] can understand the seuse

of the Veda.

a. Here he entertnins a doubt :*

H-q'!rﬁmz F1d vy yadifa fAgar

3 Vijusma is singuler as regards the leetion .ﬂ?ﬁ'ra‘:‘
=
instead of -HFﬂT-l':. Ed,

‘ |y WEA
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7 fefrarigaRe devaTdifea-
GIGEE-EN

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

7 TNIS: WEAAT UHS afverd 1 82 i

Aph. 42. Not so [i.e., what is mean:
by the Veda is not something trunseend-
ing the senses]; because sacrificings, &e.,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-
lingquishment 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-
eause of their having preeminent fruit. And saerificings,
&e., since they are in the shape of wishings, &e., [of
which we are perfectly conscious,] are mot something
transcending intuition. Dut * what constitutes merit’
[which the objector supposes to transcend intuition,] does
not belong to something mysterious that resides in sacri-

o
| Aniraddha exhibits the reading HCYEATHAT G T-

CIGH

'%ﬂ?ﬁw frasafa o

A dowls,

Thix cleared up,
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ficings, &e., whence what is enjoined in the Veda must be
beyond intuition. Sach is the meaning.’

5. 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]:

fasafwdm=n aafega 1 82 0

Aph. 43. The natural force [of the
Hwwiedeoftla Veds  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 Vaidie terms, in the case of gods, fruits [of ac-
tions], &c., which transcend sense? To this he replies :*

| TR AW A AR ACI AT -
U™ IFIAIR: WE9A A yHAE Aefa-
fead IfmeaTmgewwaaTa | a=ifes
SeTfsuRTETdTan | wq aFifefa-
TWHFTEIE YA 37 Jefafeasrdiieaa
anfegd: |

' gerRANEA TR TR 3fq &
gfa fasafa o

' A aMrIAlfaRaaTRmIey 9 -
feor fewaeral =ra | avTe o
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AT AY A asmaTaarE: | 881

Aph. 44. This really takes place;
i wdonisle? % becsuse they [viz., the words] give
rise to knowledge, in the case both

of things adapted [to sense] and of things mot [so]
adapted, '

a. He defines the peculiarities which belong to words,
just because this matter is connected with the guestion
of the power of words to cause right knowledge:* *

7 fame Fg= A 0 8y

_ Aph, 45, The Vedas are not from
ey of e Vedst ety ; for there is Scripture for their
being a production.

a. Then are the Vedas the work of [the Supreme] Man P
To this he replies, *No": *

A UTREAN aeh: TETETAT 1 360
! Aniruddbs, sccording to one of my MSS, has TTRTE:.

"mmﬁq wd fraeRa-
yregta o

¥ + Power to canse-right knowledge’ is to render prdmdnya. Ed,
¢ One of my Hﬁ.,dhhﬂhﬂiﬂﬂjmm&@:.

Ed,
* afe T qisaar 32 | AR Y

23
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Aph. 46. They |the Vedas,] are not
_E",_M mot the  tho work of [the Bupreme] 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.*

5. Adverting to the anticipation that there may be
some other author, he says :*

HERHHRACATAETE I 89 I

Aph, 47. Since the liberated is un-

of e gt @bt 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 Bupreme] Man, it follows that they are eternal. To
this he replies :*

SIERERRNER L L ETuLe CRURE

1 Fids supra, p. 112, note 3, Ed.

* foqrufaaufefa o | @A 0

# See Book I., Aph. 63 and 04, st pp. 113, 114, rupra. Ed.
! IR ATRE A IR AITTAA |
Sy H-
TEN
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Aph. 48, As in the case of sprouts,
&e., their eternity does 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, &o.,
are productions, we must infer that they are the work of
[the Supreme]| Man. To this he replies ;*

auraAta @ geaTuTienats: ge |

Aph, 49, Were this the case with
u'o{-:i'.lh.ln i thE&ﬂ, 515'-". [i-'ﬂv, if it wera the casa
thut vegetables were works], we should

find a contradiction to experience, &e.

a. It is seen, in the world, as an invariable fact® that
whatever is the work of Man is produced by a dody. This
would be debarred, &c., were the case as you contend ;
[for we see no emlodied Supreme Man to whose handiwerk
the sprouts of the earth can be referred]. Such is the
meaning.!

4. But then, since they were uttered by the Primal

An ilustration,

" weH |
FEATATH | TR

? ¢ lnvariable fact * is to translate vpdpti. Ed,
zeT | aen Arrferd afF =fem:
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“Man, the Vedas, moreover, are, really, the work of [the
Supreme] Mra. To this he replies :’

sferagesfy Fagfesawraa aeites-

IA A Yo
Oniywictiswlintory  Aph. 50. That [only] is Man’s work,
o work in respect of which, even be it

something invisible, an effort of understanding takes
place.’
@, Asin the case of what is visible, 50, too, in the case
of wht is invisible, in respect of what thing there takes
“an effort of understanding,’ i.e., & consciousness
that Thought preceded,? that thing alone is spoken of as
Man’s work : such is the meaning. Thus it has been re-

' wenfeuearefamTeg wia  qres
wAaE

3 Read : * Even where an invisible [originator] is in question, that
[thing] in respect of which there arises the ides of [its] being made
is [what is meant by] a production by s person.’

Anirnddha, Nigeda, and Vedioti Mahideva agres in supplying
Bariori after adrishfe. Ed.

% Instead of Vijoina's expression, ‘ the idea of [its] being pre-
‘geded by consciousness,” Nigeia has: :
 the iden fhat [is] being made was preseded by coneciousnass,’ iz,
the notion that it was produced aforethought.

Vediinti Mahideva impliedly contrasta with a jar, as being a pro-
. deetion of sn intelligent and self-copscious maker, » sprout, which
originates as a factor of a series of canses and effects alternaling from
the time when vegetation waa first evolved. Also see the two
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marked that a thing is not Man’s work merely throagh 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 BSelf-existent,
through the force of fate, wholly unpreceded by thought
Therefore, they are not [aBupreme] Man’s work.!®

' 3¢ Tgeshu afeagfa sagfed-
feudsmafesaa aia TiesatRfa -
&ﬂaﬁlwuﬁlﬂwﬁlﬁa—
AATIW TIRAN WAl gy
Sl DesaRETEeTEE | A g
Fferdaaa | AT frwwaRageaw-
TEfEgIa T7 WOT: FaUTREd afe
Al A @ qreaan: )

3 Instead of * a thing is nol Man's work," &e., I have translated,
in the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 65: * Not from the mers fact of
[ita] being uitered by a person [can one say thers is] prodocedness
[of a thing] by [that] person ; since it is not the wont to speak of the
respiration of deep sleep as the produstion of & person : but, by [reason
of its] production consciously, [a thing is waid to be produced by a
person]. The Vedas, however, just like an expiration, snd by virtne
of desert [of souls], issue, spontaneonsly, from Brahmi, without ever
being consciously produced [by him]. Hence they are not productions
of & person.’

Dr. Ballantyne was misled by the tuu stop mistakenly put, in my

odition of the Sdabhye-prevackana-bidsbys, before T q. =
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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®:

fammsfias: @a: WA I U4 |

dph. 51. They are, spontaneously,
ﬂrﬂ""m” conveyers of right knowledge, from
the patentness of their own power

[to instruct rightly].

a. That is to say : the authoritativeness® of the very
whole of the Vedas is established, not by such a thing as
its being based on the enouncer’s knowledge of the truth,
but quite ‘spontaneously;’ because, as for the Vedus’
‘opn,’ i.e, natural, power of generating right knowledge,
theregf we perceive the manifestation in the invoeations®
[which produce the result promised], and in the Medical

1 Read, instend of ‘since they are,’ &e., 'since the trus sense of
their sentences was not originuted consclously,’ Ed.

* The implied *power to convey right knowledge® represeuis
pramdnys, Ed,

meﬁmﬂnﬁm
W FEATAY RTATE A JTd | a9TE

¢ Vedinti Mahadeva has the m.ngﬁs{mﬁ:mm
and comments nocordingly : ﬁﬂwm
THATVE®: AATHETE W9 | 2

¥ Asin the aphorism, prdmdnya, which, soon after, is rendersd
by * validity.’ .

® Mantra, & word of various meaniogs, K.



BODK V., APH. 52, 353

Scripture, [the following of which leads to cures], &e.
And so there is the aphorism of the Nyaya [Book II.,
§ 68']: ‘And [the fact of] its being a cause of right know-
ledge, like the validity of invocations, and the Medical
Scripture,” &ec.!

b. In regard to the proposition [laid down n § 26, viz.],
* And of the [existence of the] Qualities, &c., there is not
absolute debarment,” there wus duly alleged, and developed
[under § 27], one nrgument, viz.. by the establishing the
existence of Happiness, &. Now he states another
argument in respect of that® [same proposition] :

GGG @T#WII Y2 Il

Copuition i evidewce Aph. 52. T]:mre is no Cognition of
of eaistene, what is no entity, as 8 man’s horn.

1 The correct reading of the aphorism is W‘Iﬁﬁﬂ
AATATEIATHATATTA | 2.

* Ferat fasr wpafast a1 quas=-
TAANTHGE]  AATIICTE AT ARETH-
wRfesagA™Ha @q v9 AT fawafa
A AFAAIATAHAFAT CATE: | A9 |
SATAHAH | HATIAHATGTE  AHTHT-

il
‘TRt ¥ ArgAay ifq afasmai
TaH nmf’qﬁuﬁmﬁr FARUAE: WU-
foAw | ATRIA ARITHT TETHTE |
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a. Be it, moreover, that the existence ofplumra &e.,
is proved bj’ the reasoning [under § 27]; it is proved by
mere consciousness, also. Of pleasure, &c., were they
absolutely sementifies, even the consciousness could not be
accounted for; because there is mo cognition of & man’s
horn, and the like, Such is the meaning.'

t. But then, |interposes the Noiydyiks,] if such be the
case, let the Qualities, &c., be quite absolutely real; and
then, in the expression ‘not absoluts debarment ' [in § 26],
the word ‘absolute’ is [superfluous, and, hence,] unmean-
ing. To this he replies :*

T HAT ATUSHATT U Y3 0

- Aph. 63. It is not of the real [that
M.[E,ﬂ" »§%%%  there is here cognizance| ; because
exclusion is seen [of the Qualities].

a. It is not proper [to say], moreover, that the cogni-
zance of the Qualities, &o., is that of the absolutely real;
becuuse we see that they are excluded [and not admitted

ey afefs: | s gt
FAHT AUUGR  ATFEARATAI -
SR

'wRd e wNE H9q qw §
AT TAAUCAIAHTT | T 0
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w exist,] at the time of destruction [of the mundane
gystem], &o.!

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

AT qATaTd | ud i

‘A Veddatic advamce ..J.P.ﬁu 54. It 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 us either existing
or not existing ; * because there exists no such thing,’ ie.,
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.?

' RSty urAE A TW faAn-
wTfeETS ATRAATA

' wagaty wewwi fimee wag A
YTE A TR AU au i | 7T

' gETEEA SIfHaeHid agweEn g
qTH A WA aeTATaEeH sNa A ae-
foad: | qEIER@E FUATE Wiwr-
fefa wr




356 THE SANKEHYA APHDRISMS,

b. But then, on that showing, do you really approve
of [the Nyiya notion of] ‘ cognizing otherwise,’ [or our
fancying that nature to belong to one, which belongs to
anvther]? He replies, ‘ No’:!

ATAATEAT A SARATIET” 0 Yy N

N Aph. 55. There is no such thing as
ATy oy e eognizing otherwise [or cognizing that
as belonging to one, which belongs to another]; because
your own proposition is self-destructive,

@. This, also, is nov proper [to be said ], viz., that one
thing appears under the character of another thing [e.g.,
u rope, under the character of a serpent, for which it may
be mistaken, in the dusk] ; * because your own proposition
is self-destructive.’*  Of another nature [e.g., snakehood ],
in a different thing [e.g., » rope], equiralence fo 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]
otheriise is asserted, [as if #hat could be cognized which is
equivalent to what can nof be cognized]: hence your own

! Fad fEmagTEntaaer | Sare i

* Dr. Goldstiicker, in his Sanskrit Dietionary, erroncously speaks
of anyothd-khydti oa if it were a technicality of the Bnnkhys

philosophy, and quotes, by way of proof, the aphorism to which this
note is appended. Hd.

2 n t my MSE. of Aniroddha inally, =
ome of my was, originally m,
instend of -mm\. Ed,

% Bee Book 111, 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 doss wot erist is impos-
sible. Such is the meaning.!*

b. Expounding what he had said above, [in § 26,] “not
absolute debarment,” he sums up his doctrine

HEHEATTATTITATITA 0 4§

Aph. 56. They [the Qualities,] are
cognized rightly or wrongly, through
their being denied and not denied [appropriately or other-
wise].

Swmming wp,

a. All the Qualities, &c., “are cognized rightly and

| AEATHARIW HTHA T 7 IF &
I | HATTAEA TTHA-
ARIATIRAIAASIA § T HHEId
I 99 v WEaA | WwAT HTATHT -
wrRurEtaafefinf awarfeaa:

! The text followed, in this puragraph is, throughout, very
inferior; and the rendaring of it also ealls for some nlteration. Espe-

cially, as to the original, FAIYT o copies an error of the press,

my correction of which to Y ~ was not heeded. See, for the
purer text, pp. 23, 24, of the Appendix o my edition of the Sankiya-
pravachana-bhdsbya. Ed.

' ArgEa Ifq gavE fagwe: wfe-
SraHTERq |
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wrongly.” How? ¢Through their being denied and not
denied.” There is non-denial, as far as regards their exist-
ing at all; because all things [and things are made up
of the Qualities,] are eternal. But there is denial, relatively,
in Soul, of all things; just as is the case with the ima-
ginary silver, for example, in a pearl-oyster, &c., or with
the redness, &c., in crystal, &c.,' [which has no redness,
without its following that redness, sltogether 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 Sinkhya
not allowing to Testimony a coordipate rank with Sense
and Inference]:

WAl Wd i 7 ThieTaTS: T=2: 1 49 I

Aph. 57. A word does not consist of

,2,{_‘!"1"" Y [what the Yogas call] the * expresser’
x (sphofa) ; by reason both of cognizance
[which would dirprove the existence of such imaginary
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thing,] and of non-cognizance, [which would, in like
manner, disprove it].

a It is helﬂ,bjthﬂhﬂumufthfngu,lhltthm
aﬁ!tl,inﬂiuﬁneﬁmﬁu-thnnvuﬂhhl.mindiﬁiﬂu
[anit, the] word, such as * jar,” &e.,[which they call] the
‘n:pnnian;?‘jmtnﬂlmillj-r,uthﬂlﬁ,pnnﬂing
plrh.whinﬁiammthingelnnhnﬁptrh,ﬁ:..thlhdl-
lhupednmh&n.;lnﬂ.thnpnrtinhr d, termed a word,

Why ? 'Bg:mnhuthufmgni-m-ndoim-mgni-
zance,” [as thus]: Pﬂj,iuthatrmﬂ[vhinhymnhm
to call the ©expression,”] eognized, or not? On the
former slternative, what need of that idle thing, [the sup-
posed ¢ expression” ¥ For,] by what collection of letters,
distinguished by a particular sucoession, this [*expression’]
is manifested, let thaf be what scquaints us with the
meaning. But, on the latter alternstive, [viz., that it is
nm!mguiuﬂ],thepnmnfmquhﬁngmﬁthlm—
ingdwnuthlmghm‘upﬁm'vhﬂiﬁq-
nized. Therefore, the h]pthdldn‘wfi
useless. Such is the meaning.®

1 For sphofa, * eternal 'ml.‘wirinhlhhn-ﬂul-h'lhy
‘w,‘ﬂhh'upﬁﬂ.’m?ﬂﬂﬂnﬂhi
Colebrooke's Euq-l,lnl.i..;.ﬂ.l,mi—il;:dﬂ-
WH%WE}MHM
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6. The eternity of the Vedas was contradicted ! befors,

[ander § 43]. Now he contradiots also the eternity of
letters :*

7 ‘w=faerd FhamaE: 0 gy

The eternily of letters Aph. 58, Sﬂ.llnd‘ is mot eternal; be-
demied. ctause we perceive it to be made.

a. It is not proper [to gay, as the Mimansakas say |, that
letters are eternal, on the strength of our recognizing, e.g,,
that ‘This is that same G’ i for they are proved to be
non-eternal, by the cognition, e.g., that ‘[the sound of] G
has been produced’ : such is the meaning. And the recog-

TIITAISTAfCHT SererTTdta w9 w
=fawy: T SRR I TTrhT 2 -
Td B TLSHARC | ¥ | meftem
e | & = % wefted = ar) s
ﬁa?’iﬂﬁ,tﬁ?q@ﬁ:mﬁsﬁw-

1 Pratishiddha, * demurred . Ed
'E TRl e ofafren | s
FufAgraaly nfagufa |

3 Nugesa has ﬂ'@‘rﬂmﬁ Ed.
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nition has reference to the Aomogeneousness with that [one
which had been pravmuﬂly heard]; for, otherwise, it would

turn out that a jar, or the like, is eternal, inasmuch as it is
recognized.!

&, He ponders a douby:?

wifegrmETfafEdaTa azer 1 ye

Aph. 59. [Suppose that] there is [in
the case of sounds,] the manifestation
of something whose existence was previously settled ; as
[the manifestation] of a [preexistent] jar by a lamp.

A doul,

a. But then [some one may say], of Sound, whose exis-
tence was ‘ previously settled,’ the 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] is, ‘as of &
jar by a lamp.™

'®| AT AT m&mﬁiﬂmﬁm
fagd @ gwAE= TEHT H1-
fauafasfcga: | wafasT 9 asdtgar-
faufadt | sy=ar gereda oRAfagar =9-
gargarda

*wgd i

' 79 TATAEEETSET TR STieii-
qu-qfarammﬁwﬁaﬁﬂ =M-
wz;!ﬁﬁihﬂ'druz@ﬁnt
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6. He repels this .

FRTA fERTR g ETYTA 1 €0 )
| Aph. 60. If the dogma of products’

Thedewiidiopemdd  being real [is mocepted by you], then
this is & proving of the already proved.

a. If you say that ‘ manifestation ' means the taking of
s present condition by means of rejecting an unarrived
[or fature,] condition, then this is our dogma of the reality
of products [Book 1., § 115]; and such an eternity belongs
to all products, [not specially to Sound]; so that you are
proving the already proved [or conceded]: such is the
meaning. And, if “manifestation’ is nsserted 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, &z, and also in the case of
jars, &c. ; [for the jar is shown by the lamp, not made by
it} Such is the import. ?

3 Fide swpra, p. 143, ¢. Ed
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b. An cbjection to the non-duality of Soul, not pre-
viously mentioned, is to be adduced s therefore the refuta-

tion of the non-duality of Boul is recommenced,’ [having
been already handled under Book I., § 149].

"ATSAATEHAT fagTeaenata: 1 &9 1

Non-duolity of ot APh. 61. Nom-duality of Soul is not;
ousik o snza o forits distinctions are cognized through

sigus.

a. That is to say : because it is proved to be really dif-
ferent [in different persons], by the sign that one quits
Nuture [or escapes from the mundane condition], while
another not does quit it, &e.*

&. But, he tells us, there is even sense-evidence destruc-
tive of the non-distinetion of Soul from things [that are]
non-Joul, asserted in the Scriptural texts, *All this is Soul
only,’# * All this is Brahma only ;"% *

ATATRATTY wrEATYTA 0 &2 0

1 T

fadaeanT@ERATATE: TaO0ga |
o ]

3 Ragesa, a2 also some copies of Vijnana s work, has ﬂ'ﬁﬂ-
ATEHAT, * non-duality of Bouls,  Ed.

' usfarTTT: = =

3 tfeicay fasft

=9 |

¢ Chkduadogyas Upanishad, vii,, xxv., 2. Fd,
* WIS WY wead wAfAta wEw-
-,
SATANRA q AEAT AuSHEINRE |
& Fora very similar passage, vide supra, p. 243, near the foot, Fd.
‘24
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desing  apn. 62, Moreover, there is not
o 5&—- [non-distinetion 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, ie., the aggregate of the ex-
perienceable, and Soul; because this is excluded also by
sense-evidence, [as well as by signs, (§ 61)]; because,
if Soul were not other than the whole perceptible, it
would slso not be differeni from a jar and a web;
since the jar, e, would not be other than the
web, which [by hﬂnthaiin,] is mnot other than the
Soul: and ¢his is excluded by sense-evidence, which

corstrains us to apprehend a distinction® [between a jar
end a wah]

b. In order to clear the minds of learners, he illustrates
this point, though already established :*

-
At A 0 &3 0
Aph. 63. Not between the two [Soul

and non-Soul, is there non-difference] ;
for that same [couple of reasons].

The rewsony combined.

a. ‘Between the two,” Le., between Soul and non-Boul, the
two together, also, there is not an absolute non-difference;

' FATHAT  ATINTSEATHAT  ATed
HOHWIa AT | W FAne
TZUZAERT: W | W uZrEie-
WHETE | 8 ¥ SRS ATy T |

* frogfeawrEm awAad faweafan
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for the couple of ressons [given in § 61 and § 62]: such
is the meaning,! )

6. But then, in that case, what is the drift of such
Scriptural texts as, * [All] this is Soul only?’ To this he
replies .

HAUTEATTARTAT a5 0 &8 0

e Aph. 64. There it is for the sake of
#sely to human frailly of  gomething else, in respect of the un-

y diseriminating.

a. That is to say : *in respect of the undiscriminating,’
with reference to undiseriminating persons, in the case of
fon-difference [between Soul and non-Soul, apphrently
asserted in Secripture], 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 ;*

e

3 Ta render anwedida, which, as defined by Professor Cowell,
signifies.* the reiteration or reinculeation of an injunction, it may bs
with further details, but without dwelling on the purpose of the
injunetion itseli’ Aphoriems of Sdndilya, &, p. 75, foot-note,
At pp. 24 and 26, he translates anwvdda by * confirmatery repetition’
and * illustrative repetition.’ Ed

‘ wfrawawfrafageemafa aowa-
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[and Seripture humours the worldling’s delusion, with &
view to eventually getting him out of it].

b. He declares, that, according to the asserters of Non-
duality |of Soul], there can be no material cause of the
world, either :*

ARATEE ANE FTGUTEAaRd g
Gl @R

The Veddsia system Aph. 65. Neither Soul, nor Ign_u-
zph'n;r material for  rance, nor both, can be the material

o cause of the world; because of the
solitariness of [Soul].

a. The soul alone, or Igoorance 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 solifariness’ of Soul. For things under-
go alteration only through that particular conjunction

2 Aecording to Nagesa's reading, m:
* Ignorancs * is qualified as * beginningless,’ or ‘elernal o parte ante.’
Vediinti Mahideva reads, as do some MSS. of Vijuans, V{TGHT

i, B
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which is called ‘association;’ hence the [ever] solitary
Soul, without a second, sinee it is not associated, cannot
serve a3 a material cause. Nor can it do so by means of
[association with] Ignorance, either ; because the conjunc-
tion of Ignorance has been a].re.u.dy 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
Ignumm:ﬁ 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
consista of light, [or knowledge]. In regard to this, he
repels the primi fucie view, founded on the text, ‘Brahma

| S WrAmEEaT afra w@w-
ﬁammmmamam.
IATHAISHFATG | "FTear fe 30 @A
whmﬁqmﬁm‘tmﬁn FAl-
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is reality, knowledge, and joy,"' that the essence of the
soul is joy, also :*

AR aguR gater I &% 1

y Aph, 66. The two natures, joy and
;.:: S knowledge, do not belong to one; be-
cause the two are different,

a. A single subject has not the mature both of joy and
of intelligence ; because, since pleasure is not experienced
at the time of knowing pain, pleasure and knowledge are
different : such is the meaning.*

b. But then, in that case, what becomes of the Seripture,
that it [Soul,] consists of joy ? To this he replies :*

gafrasi 1 &0

! The passage thus rendered looks ms if it wers taken, with the
addition of its opening word, from the Brikaddranyaka Upanishad,
iii., 9, 28; or Satspatda-brdimena, xiv., 6, 0, 34 Ed

' TETTEEY WA = |
mmmﬁﬁmﬁm
wA: Weatafa gauet fagatita
" THufAT WA ITEMTETS 7 WAt
« M

' FATATACRIATHA: W Nf: | qwTR
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Aph. 67. Metaphorical [is the word

ﬂﬁ‘ﬁ“"‘ joy, in- the sense] of the cessation of
. :

a. That is to say : theword “ joy,” in the Secriptural ex-
pression which means, really, the cessation of pein, is
metaphorical. This is stated in [the maxim], ‘ Pleasure is
the departure of both pain and pleasure.”’

b. He states the cause of this metaphorical amploy-

ment :*
famfwasar @ 0 &6 0
Why the ferm soas used Aph. 68, It is [as] s laudation of
in o semae nof literal. emsncipation, for the sake of the dull.

a. That is to say: the Scripture, as an incitement to
* the dull,’ i.e., the ignorant, lauds, as if it were joy, the
emancipation. consisting in the cessation of pain, which
[cessation] is the easence of the soul;'* |for the soul is
such joy as consists of the absence of pain]

b. In order to manifest immediately the origin, already

' grefageITT W WA A
T™Y: | A%E §N GEAErg Ifa

! SrmE AwEE |

' gt gEfTyfTeTRTTRE -
wfs gaRn Ffa: Wifa ROearataay:i

4 For snother translation, beginning with the introduction to
Aphorism 67, see the Rational Refutation, &e., p. 34 Ed.
2
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declared,! of the internal organ, he repels the prima
facie view, that the Mind is all-pervading *

amﬁm:mﬁ&'ﬂmwﬁeﬂ

; Aph. 69. The Mind is not all-per-
Bt vading; because it is an instrument,
and because it is, moreover, an organ.

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 subtils
body ! was pointed to, here added, in brackets, *in B. IIL, 4§ 14, 15,

2 e -\. b, b, !
FTAFCUER: TAHIAT WIFEAT0-
UHA AT TR o
1 Aniruddba and Vedénti Mabadova seem to add the wonds
Bes the passage immedintely fol-
lowing the aphorism. Ed.

b The term manas, the translstor's *Mind," denotes not only
one of the thres internal organs, but, sometimes, as here, all three
taken together. Bee the Rafiomal Refutation, &e., pp. 45, 40, taxt

*EuBmhlI..ApLﬂﬂ.l.tp.ﬂm.m Ed.

" The words here bracketed 1 have substituted for *the subtile
hdy.mﬂmduudﬂﬂﬂl.,ilfpﬁ' £d.
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is not all-pervading; becanse i is, moreover, an organ.'
Bot knowledge, &e., pervading the body, are demonstrable
as only of medium extent,’ [neither irfinite nor atomie].

b. Here, there being a doubt whether this be con-
vincing, he propounds an appropriate confutation

"SR 1 90 0

; Aph. 70. [The Mind is not all-per-
Ereof o vading] ; for it is movable ; since there
is Beripture regarding the motion.

a. That is to say ; since, inasmuch as there is Seripture
regarding the goirig of the Soul [which, being all-perva-
ding, cannot go] into another world, it being setiled that
it is its adjunct, the internal organ, that is movable, [see
Book 1., § 51], it cannot be all-pervading.*

! See Book IL., Aph. 26, at p. 206, supra. Ed.

" RIS ARTETATE A i St
WRTETAICad | T Faf@aras=y |
HES LSRR gt = fa-
qNfAEd: | EEfaEfes q wawg-
ﬁ'mmaﬁtrwaatﬁfu -

| FATA AR T ATATRTARATE |

mmmwﬁl
waRT U wiEad RE A fagd
T
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4. In order to prove that it is a product, he repels also
the opinion that the Mind is without parts :!

7 feirTe aereea” v sa

Aph. T1. Like s jar, it [the Mind,]
is not without parts ; because it comes
in contact therewith, [i.e., with several Senses, &imul-

tuneously].

i. The word * therewith® refers to ‘organ,’ which oceurs
in & preceding aphorism, [§ 69]. The Mind is not with-
out purts ; * because it comes in contact,’ simultancously,
with several sense-organs. Baut, ‘like a jar,” it is of medium
size, [neither infinite nor atomic], and- consists of parts.
Such is the meaning. And it is to be understood that the
internal organ, when in the state of a cause, [and not
modified and expanded, e.g., into knowledge, which is its
product,] is, indeed, atomdc.?

The Mind har parts.

' FrdNTUUwd AAE fAcagaanty fa-
TEfa N
% WZAT , in both my MSS. of Auiraddha, is changed, by

a Ilater hand to ﬂzr&'q'ﬂ: » the reading of Vedinti Mahfdevw,
£d.

AR TN wEwfa 1 we-
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b. He demurs to the eternity of . Mind, Time, &e.:'

WFAURRAICARAATAGH | 92 |

_ Aph. 72, Everything except Nature
Bternitylelongstowhat. .- 013 Soul is uneternal.

a. [This 1s] plain. And the Mind,* the Ether, &e., when
in the state of cawse, [not developed into product], are
called Nature, and not Intellect® &c., by reason of the
absence of the special properties, viz., judgment,* &c.*

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,

L L -,

' B ST T wfaauta

8 Intended to represent anfafkarasa, *internal organ’ Wide
supra, p. 370, note 4. Fd.

3.4The very inferior, because ambiguous, reading, in the original,
manas, 1 bave changed to buddhi,and have displaced Dr. Ballantyne's
corresponding * Mind.! Ed.

4 Pyarasdya. For its synomym, sdhyavasdya, vide supra,
p- 200, note 1.  Ed.

i L -
AR | FAES ST ST
e ; -, : . I
fed wafatarsa = JeErfes AI@l-
L] oy
TETHTCOYATTET N
= ~
8 Swetdrwatara Upanishad, iv,, 10, Professor Gough trans-
Intes, differently : * Let the sage know that Prakriti is Miya, sod
that Maheswara is the Mdyin, or sroh-illusionist. All this shifting
world is Glled with portions of him.' A foot-note explaine * Mahes-
wara' as intending * [iwara, Rudra, Hars, or Siva’ Philosophy of

the Upanishads, p. 224 Ed.
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ulso, are made up of parts, they must be uneternal. To
this he replies !

T FPTSMT AEE fairmga: 1 93 0

1 3 - -

o TRV N X e rarwias
AR | ARTHIRIGE AR WA(AE 7
Td | Tevfefaf: dugaiy e
amfafa | awr=

* This reading is peculiar; many MSS. of Vijnana, with which
agrve Aniruddba, Nagess, and Veduoti Mabadeva, having 3TFITR:,
Their elucidations of the aphorism bere follow, Anirnddha : ]

follows the quotation ss in Vijofoa. Vedinti Mahadova : HT T
FH TR FEA 7§ a9 quTHE
7 FICAATAT TR | Some M58 of Vijonaa

bave precisely the words of Niagesa, transeribed above, barring the quite
immaterial substitation of W st the beginning.

WTIITA: is, without doubt, the correct reading. Vijuaue
and Nagess take it to denote *Soul and Nature; Aniruddbs and
Vedénti Mahidevs, ‘ Nature' only. BAdgin means, literaly, * that
wiich is made up of parts,’ or “the Whole.'  Hence, ‘Whole’ is to take
the place of Dr. Ballantyne's * Experiencer’ It ooours again in
Aph, 81 of this Book, at p. 379, infre. JEd.
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Aph. 73. No parts [from the pre-

_ff v';:ﬂ“ **  sence of which in the discerptible, one

might infer dastructibility,] are found

in the Experiencer; for there is Scripture for its being
without parta,

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.’ ! *

&. It has been stated [in Book L, § 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* -

ATARITEH wAYHSTa 0 98 I

; ; Apa. 74. Emancipation is not s
4 virw of Emancipa. LI pa
tiss dispuied. manifestation of joy; because there

“;%ﬁﬁn: gRae mTR TR A
fataaamgn: | freae fafed o
élﬂ'ﬂﬁtmlmﬁﬂ‘ﬁN

3 Swetdswatora Dpanishad, vi, 18. Professor Gough renders
as follows: * Without parts, without metion, and without change;
blameless and unsullied. Philosophy of the Upanizhads, pp. 232,
233. Ed. :

‘ L
Qﬂfﬁzﬁ.ﬁ!{ TYHA | eI
a¥ AY uiei "+ f[usata
¢ Vedinti Mahadevs omits {2, according to my sole M3
Most probably, however, thers is, ﬁre, a mistaks of the copyist. Ed
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are no properties [in Soul, as, e.g, in the shape of
ioy]:

. There belongs to Soul no property in the shape of joy,
or in the shape of manifestation ; and the essence [of Soul]
is quite eternal, and, therefore, not something to be pro-
duced by means: therefors, Emancipation is not a mani-
festation of joy : such is the meaning.'

aﬁi‘mpi‘rhﬁ'mquun

Aph. 75. Nor, in like manner, is it
St wor disputed.  [Emancipation,] the destruction of
special qualities.

a. Emancipation is, moreover, not the destruetion of all
special qualities, ‘In like manner.’ Because there are
sbsolutely no properties [in Soul, (see § 74)). Such is the
meaning.*

7 fauanfafattsa= 0 95 0

Agh. 76. Nor ia it [Emancipation, ]
A third view digputed.  any particular going of that [Soul,]
which is motionless.

a. Moreover, emancipstion is not » going to the world

' mregTAeE R shiEfReTR wHT A1-
fg wed ¥ fagwafa 4 avAETEH |
AT AR TRATE 99 0

* oefgaw TS sta 7 Afw: | agd)
fadARTEagg: | '
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of Brahmé ;! because the Soul, since it is motionless, does
not go.*

AT S iE: giesateaa 199
] Aph. 77, Nor is it [Emancipation,

R meaﬁmﬁmufmﬂmﬂmﬁ nﬁmm]
lectual] forms, by reason of the Faults of momentariness, &e.

a. The meaning is, that also the doctrine of the Nihilist,
that the Soul consists merely of momentary knowledge,
that Bondage is.the modifying thereof by objects, and
that emancipation is the destruction of the influence
thereof called Memory,! is inadmissible ; because, by reason
of the faults of momentariness, &c., [such] emancipation is
not the Soul’s aim.*

b. He censures another [conception of ] emancipation
of the Nihilist’s :*

7 A fargEaramTtegrard i ot |

1 Bee Book IV., Aph. 21, a., and Aph. 31, J., at pp. 301 and 410,
supra.

Ed.

& | Ary s fafes
R+ TENTETA |

5 Wisand; for which vide supra. p. 20, vote 2. Ed.

R e FIBCEUCIR S REL DIE G e
AMFETEATRATYIITE ATA] Ary ¥fq g9
e awd Hzﬁi:l wlasAfegaw ArET-

- |}

" arfedrg AR guata 0
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. Aph.T8. Nor is it [Emancipation,|
SN St dngtrastion ol all s for this has, among
mher things, the fault of not being the Boul’s aim.

g. Likewise, the entire destruction of the Soul, which
consistsa 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 mim: such is the

mesaning,!
T =AY 0 se i

A risth view duputed.  _Aph. T79. Bo, too, the Void.

a. The annihilation of the whole universe, mnulnhng of
coguition and the cognizable, is, thus, also, not emancipa-
tion ; because Soul’s mmmnut. effected hjﬂunlslnmhla
tion : such is the meaning.* '

#arme fadrman € A Sfesmi-
sfau o

o Aph. 80. And conjunctions termi-
= gt nate in separations; therefore, it [ Eman-
cipation, ] is not the acquisition of lands, &e., either.

' FAETRTEHA: AR S ey 7

:‘t):immmmﬁaﬁﬁwﬁm
! RIS ST SAAH T -

ATTATTRNTARTS A 9




BOOKE Vv., APH. Bl. a7
4. From its perishableness, possessorship is not Emanci-

paticn.!
# ITTAT AT 0 B9

x " Aph. 81. Nor is it [Emancipation,]
Sy conjunction of a Part with the Whole?

a, Emmmpntmn is not absorption of ‘s Part’ ie.,
the Boul, into ‘ the Whale,’ i. e., that of which it is [on
the view in question,] a part, viz., the Supreme Soul ; for
the resson assigned [in § 80], viz., * conjunctions l'.ermmal.u
in separations,’ and because we do not admit a Lord [Book L.,
§ 92], and because, f.hun self-dissolution is not Soul’saim :

such is the meaning.?

' femfarea=i 7 Hiwfda

2 Aniruddhs writes as follows, in his elueidation of the eighty-first
Aphoriom: W WWW] NPT ATATHT H@W@
qTTTETE | JT ﬁﬁfnmaﬁw-
WHW: |  His introduction to the Aphorism runs:
Wrarmem=r e w=fa 3y uﬁchFa
agwafa | =

' vrTETne sitaw swrf=ifats -
WA wa 7 Ay §9pm e faapmen
TWRATINUTYTHTE q91 ESA—T-
TRy |

23
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ArfaATfeAm ST aaTEg S R A -
TrTad W bR

| F—— Aph. 82, Nor is it [Emancipation],
g s mnriuvar, conjunction with the [powilr
of ] becoming as small as an atom, &ec.; since, as is the
case with other eonjunctions, the destruction of this must
necessarily take place.

a. Mareover, conjunction with superhuman power, e.g.,
the nssuming the size of an atom, is not Emancipation ;
because, just as is the case with connexions with other
superhuman powers, the destruction of this, also, follows,
of necessity : such is the meaning.*

AmTfeuear st qEq 1 b3 0
dAph. 83. Nor, just as in that case,

is it [Emancipation], moreover, con-
junction with the rank of Indra, &e.

A teath view dizputed.

a. Nor is the attainment of the superhuman power of
Indra, &ec., Emancipation,—just as is the case with other
superhuman powers [such as assuming atomic bulk] ;—by
reason of perishableness: such is the meaning®

1 Both my'HBS,an.nithn exhibit the questionable reading

ﬂfmﬂmﬁaﬂﬁsﬁanﬁﬁm
mmmﬁmr&ain

' gmreAwAISTY 7 giwfatriag-
fawmrfemrd: o i
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6. He repels the objection of an opponent to what has
been stated [in Book I, § 61], that the Organs are
products of Self-consciousness :!

7 ARstarafafeaTaATE g E-

gﬁ:‘ nEB N

Aph. 84, The Organs are not formed
of the Elements [as the Naipayikas
assert]; because there is Soripture for their being derived
from Self-consciousness.

The organs whence,

a. With advertence to the opinion that Power, &c., also,
are principles, he repels the determination of categories
[insisted upon by the various sects] of his opponents, and
the notion that Emancipation comes through s knew-
ledge of these [categories] merely : *

ot
7 sgrafraRE TR 0 b

' sfemramRgTiaN agw av wfam-
faufs froaifa o

? Vedioti Mabbdeva has, instesd of HWTRFILEA®,
TWER(E®  E

: U ARAMININSA 96 -
Tranfafaas gwmEETEe v fros
fa

4 Nogesa and Vedanti Mahbdeva add g, 25 does Vijoana, se-
cording to the best MBS, Ed
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Aph. 85. The rule of six categories
yhe categories of ¢ is not [the correct one]; nor does
Emancipation result from acquaintance

therewith, [as the Vaifeshikas maintain]

eI EEH I b&

And those of the Aph. 88. Bo, too, is it in the case
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 Faiseshikas and others :*

ATqfaear amraega: i b9 |

) Aph. 87. [The five Elements bein
e S A1 o oducts, us declared in Book L, § ﬁlf
Atoms are not eternal, [as alleged
in the Nydya]; for there is Beripture for their being
producta.
a. Although that text of Beripture is not seen by us,
because it has dissppeared, in the lapse of time, &e., yet

it is to be inferred from the words of teachers, and from
the tradition of Manu® [Ch. L, v. 27).

_‘wwﬂiﬁnwﬁmnﬁ%ﬁ&-
FEYETd WiRrTyfaRmm Tt
‘gt @ wfaR gwa s
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b.. But then, how can an Atom, which is without parts,
be a product ? To this he replies:!

7 frirr’ srdema 0 kb o
The Seripture decirive Aph. 88, Bince it is a product, it is
W gpatiia, not without parts,

@. That is o say: since the fact, established by Serip-
ture, of their being products, cannot be otherwise acoounted
for, the [so-called] Atoms of Earth, &c., are nof without

parts.?

é. He repels the objection of the Nihilist, that direet
cognition of Nature, or of Soul, is impossible; because
[forsooth, ] the cause of & thing’s being directly cognizable
is colour *

mr!‘zm AU TR A TR R TUTET -
WIF

‘A frETIE T wY s
TZd | aae

* Aviruddha resds 7 ATRIOTH. &

mem
Waﬁmwnﬁmﬁn

‘ mgfageseTaTRRy A @I wow
Ww&m%
"
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‘7 sufaaaETHEEaaa:’ | e

Aph. 89. There is no necessity that
A caril digposed of. - dipeet 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]:

| ‘aftArwETgfEw Inai aErnd o o

I A margival note in one of my M38. of Animddha mentions
a'gq- ss a varjant.  Both my MBS, of Nagesa have, erronecusly,

FAITT | ivtend of fATRATA . B

Y

N
* Aviruddba and Vedanti Mabidevs bave NG EIRTATH: .

' gurey faframagata faasy |
ATty argmrceraTfeg: 1

' 74 fawuufeard awfa 7 I3
grat afmrafaad stfa

 One of my MSS of Auiruddha bas QICHT®  £4.
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| ¥4 03 Aphk. 90. There are not four varieties
Eﬂ:. (o Y dimension ; because those can be

accounted for by two.

a. There are not four kinds of dimension, viz., small,
great, long, and short; but there are only two sorts.
* Because those can be accounted for by two :” that is to say,
the four varieties can be accounted for by merely two, the
atomic [or positicely small] and the great. Buch is the
meaning. For the short and the long are merely subordi-
nate kinds of the dimension called greut; else we should
have, e. g, no end of dimensions, in the shape of the

crooked, &c.'!
é. He rebuts the Nihilist’s denial of genera,? [as follows] :

winemsfe fegararmagfis |-
=g 1l eq |

Aph. 91. Though these [individuals]
Wb vos g ' ™  be uneternal, recognition, as being as-

sociated with constancy, is of genus,

wﬂﬁiﬁ‘wﬁiﬁwﬁmmamﬁw
aife 3faa g 9da w3 Wa'&mma
mmmﬁmmﬁmﬁm
fesa: | Hgmﬁ'ammww(ﬁ'q
‘“‘|mmﬁ®-tr&ﬂmﬂ-
wagRf: |
'mﬁgwm&nfa'qﬁf:tﬁ@ﬁm
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a. Hence, he says, it is not proper to deny [the exist-
ence of ] genus:'

¥ AEUSHATAE AT d e 0

And ast to be denied. Aph. 93. Therefore it [genus,] is not
to ha denied.

a, But then [itmay be said], recognition is to be accounted
for simply by a non-eristence, 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 replics:*

Arafryfasas’ Araweda: 1 e3
Gemus positive, mot Aph. 93. It [genus,] does not con-
R sist in ezclusion 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
cogmition of mmat.hm{‘pmhh; for, otherwise, the only
thing cognized would U™ ‘ This is not & non-jar.”*

' AEATS WTRTATISTGT T TATE )

! AEaETafeRtuUsTI AT SR
ﬁwﬁ!amqu avTE

lﬂuntm;mﬂmnuhl.mmﬁr—-imn

‘w® ma’r‘nf%r

AT | W fr Araee
wetaa ﬁ‘
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b. But still, recognition may be caused by likeness. To
this he replies:'
A TETAL WTT WO 0 eg |

Likeness nol @ distinct Aph. 94, Likeness is not a separate
s principle ; for it is directly sppre
hended, [as one manifestation of Community].

a@. That is to say: likeness is nothing other than same-
ness in many parts, &e.; for it is directly apprehended as
corisisting in sameness ;* [the likeness of a fair face to the
moon, €. g., cgnsisting in the sameness of the pleasurable
feeling, &c., ofeasioned by the sight of either].

6. The conjecture, * But then, let likeness be really an
inherent power, and not [& modified aspect of ] Community,’
he repels :*

‘e Ifresraguaa: ey

' A9 "resafaaEr wafiamr afyafa
awE

s sArEfeRATATEfa it ¥ wgva-
AfE TUWd ¥ EErEEIARIaEe-
femrg: o

" A |enfaEt wfeiy agmeg =g
AT AT E RIS 0

¢ Aniroddba hes TAAYATRe 24
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IV i i, Aph. 95. Nor is it [likeness,] a ma.
: PP 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.®

b, But still, let the likeness among individual jars, &c.,
be merely that they have [all alike,] the name, e. g., of
jur. To this he replies:*

w7 dgrafsaarsia’ o eg

1 Pratiyogin ; on which vide supra, p. 342, note 3. Ed.

B ER S ICHEL MR dE R e i
I e L
waTd | wiwsE e ArmfEsEaTee
g A AfgafeEatmasire-
SAafefd SEATTAETERET: |

‘79 qarfu weifcdasaaAe wefem-
®IAT WIGIAAE | AT

# The reading of Nagesa is '+ mfﬂﬁ m
sfa. =
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: Aph. 96. Nor, moreover, is it [like-
foses mamey s thinge,  Tes8,] the conmexion between name
and named.

a. Because even he who does not know the connexion
between & name and the thing named may cognize a
likeness,' [e. g., between two jurs].

b. Moreover:*

A dafAgariaTfAaaT 0 e i

Aph. 97, That connexion [viz., be-
tween name and named,] is not eternal ;
since both [the correlatives] are uneternal.

How it canmot be so.

a. Since both the name and the named are uneternal,
the relation between them, elso, i3 not eternul. How,
then, can there be, through fhaf, the likeness of a
departed thing in a thing present ? Such is the meaning.*

4. But then, though the correlatives be uneternal, let

' gREfITERTTHAISTY SR EE-
fefa

‘s

' FyrfgArcARAEETaEg = fa-
a1 | T FY aATAIAAGAGE TaA-
TawfA S
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the relation be eternal. What is to hinder fhis # To this
he replies :!

A1a: Ha ufAoTEsEEATITE | ek
Aph. 98. The connexion is not so
":;ﬁ"" mgpestion  [not  eternal], for this reason, viz.,
because this is debarred by the evidence
which acquaints us with the thing; [i.e., the supposition
is inconsistent with the definition of the term].

a, Connerion is proved only where digfunetion incidentally
subsists ; because, otherwise, there is mo room for the
supiposition of comuexion ; the case being accounted for,—
as will be explained,—simply by the malural slate of the
matfer. And this incidental disjunction is impossible, if
connexion be eternal. Therefore, connexion is not eternal ;
for this is debarred by the very evidence that acquaints
us with Connexion. Such is the meaning.*

' 7 derafaemsha s f=r: |na
faws qruEe | G9R 0

2 Read m:’ * not unoriginated,” i.e., * not eternal,’ qualifying
* connexion." * For this reason ' renders /(s . The reading FTe¥ s,
the manuseript anthority for which is of the slightest, is treated ns if

no better than s typographical error, in the corrigenda to my edition
of Vijukoa's work. Ed.

3 Anirnddhs bas, instead of -V ®, ~HHTWO. In the
margin of one of my MS8S. of his commentary is the wariant

-ATATATATA . 54
- 1wy Ha faafa
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b. But, on this showing, there could be no such thing
as the eternsl [connexion called] Coinherence' between
those two eternals, s Quality and the thing qualified;
[which Coinherence, or intimate relation, is one of the
categories of the Nydya]. To this he replies :*

A FHATAISTE WRTARTAT | e i

_The Catepory of In- Aph. 99. There is no [such thing
limale Relation rpected. o1 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 inkeres in it], and the unaccountableness,
otherwise, of the cognition of something as qualified. To
this he replies :*

AT FEATACT HETWATIIw §a=-
FUATATANTG | ® T Freriamn) HEn
A daNfAaa @afa | Ta: A
ATAAE TTuTS fA: d9W R 0

! Samavdya; of which the preferable rendering, proposed by
Professor Cowell, is * interpenetration.’ Ed.

e fAedrTefeafae: qREmE
A9da | aNE

3 The reading of Nigeia is AHTHIEA. His gloss rune:
FRATH WHTUOMNTE S99 | &

‘7 fwemary fafregEravTae-
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PANTGAITEEA ARAGHTATA
7 N 900 I

Aph. 100, Neither perception nor

e inference [is evidence for the existence

of Coinherence] ; since, as regards both alike, the case is
otherwise disposed of.®

a. Since, © as regards both alike,’ i. e., the perception of

qualifiedness, and the inferring of it, * the case is otherwise

disposed of ;" vis., simply by the natural state [of the thing

dnd its qualities], neither of the two is evidence for [the

imaginary category called] Coinherence: such is the

meaning.®

4, Tt is a tenet, that, from the agitation of Nature the
conjunction of Nature and Soul takes place, and thence
results creation. In regard to that, there is this objection
of the atheists, that ‘ Nothing whatever possesses the
action called agitation ; everything is momentary; where

1 One of my MBS, of Aniruddha simply omits ¥]; whils the
otber hes SHAYTATHE: Ed.
3 Niigesa gives . Bl

3 Read, instead of ‘the case is otherwise disposed of *the
establishment [which they lead o] is otherwise,' Ed,

4 Bee the preceding note. Fd.

‘e AfvemeR qeTEE W
WEIUATAUITEEA agid §HATE FATE-
Faad: 0



BOOE V., APH. 101, 493

it arises, even there it perishes; therefore, no motion is

proved to be inferrible from conjunction [of anything] with

anotler place;’ [the fruit, for instance, which sppears to

reach the ground not being that fruit, any longer existent,

which appeared to drop from the tree] To this he
Fagl

ArAAERY g Afcew augaa-
qOrEwaTd: 0 909 I

Motion is matter of Aph, 101. Motion is not a matter
. of inference; for he who stands very
near has, indeed, direct cognition both of it and of
what it belongs to.

@, In Book Second the different opinions were merely
mentioned, that the Body is formed uof five elements, and
80 forth ; but no particular one was considered. In regard
to this question, he denies the view of an opponent :*

fifa fagr: | awd  ATfES AR
wrfea wpreT sefa (5 89 a9 o
Fﬂl‘iﬂﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬂﬂ?ﬁiﬂ?ﬁﬂm
meEarRar fear fawdtfa | ae

3 Some MBS, of Vijokns omit T, as does Nagesa. Ed.

! Nigeia omits U, Ed
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A urifas T TRARIETETATa-
i EELY

The Body is of earth Aph. 102. The Body does not consist
o of fice elements; because many [heta-
rogeneous things] are unsuitable as the material.

a. He will mention, that, whilst there is but one
materiul, the material of every Body is earth :*

7 wwtAfa  faa sfaarfesanfu fa-
HIAATA I 903 I

There is o Subtile as Aph 103, It [the Body,] is nof,
well asa Gros, By poessurily, the Gross one; for there
is, also, the vehicular [transmigrating or Subtile] one.

a. Senses, [the organ of vision, for example,] distinet
from the eye-balls, have been already mentioned. In
order to substantiate this [point], he refutea the opinion,
that the senses reveal what they do not reach to:*

ATHTRHSR TSN A CATUTHETR: H3AT-
WaT il 908 0

' garareransiy gfeEaioed we-
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Conscxion Bebessn Aph. 104.' The senses do not reveal
scnse and oljet. what they do mot reach to; becanse

of their not reaching, or because [else,] they might reach
everything.

a. The senses do not reveal things unconnected with
them. *Because of their not reaching.’ For we do not
seo that lamps, or the like, Feveal what they do not reach
to ; and because, if they were to reveal what they do mo#
reach to, we should find them revealing all things, vis., those
intercepted, and the like. Such is the meaning. Therefore
there is sn organ, other than the eye-ball, for the sake of
connexion with the distant sun, &e. Such is the import.
And the instruments reveal the objects simply by deliver-
iug the object to the soul,—for they are, themselves,
unintelligent ;—as & mirror reveals the face. Or [in other
words], their revealing an object is simply their taking
up an image of the objeot.’

b. He repels the conjecture: But then, in that case,
the opinion [of the Naiyéyikas,] that the sight is luminous
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is quite right; for we see Light alone glide rapidly to a
distance, in the form of rays:

A aMsoRiuEwE wgIfaaw-
far=: 1 qoy 0

The Sight not formed Aph. 105. Not because Light glides
of Light. ) [and the Bight does so, too,] is the
Sight luminous [or formed of Light]; becanse the thing
is accounted fur 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 glidle. Why? Because,
just as in the case of the vital air, where there is no
luminosity, the gliding forth can be accounted for through
a kind of modification. Such is the meaning. For, ss
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
fesler of a polyp,] to a distant object, such as the sun, by
means of the species of change called modification.®

' qAd YEECTHAAT I% dWH Ud
faustaguwetwedmefa vy 5
T I
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b. But what is the proof that there is any such
modification ? To this he replies :'

ATRT AT gy araiE: I 0% I

Aph. 106. By the sign of the dis-
¢ LR oy play of the attained object the
counts for the phemo- | €Xxistence of the] modification [which
s, 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 :*

wrETan T e g T -
difa il 969 it

Aph. 107. The *n.odification’ 1is
another principle than a fragment, or

ﬁmmﬁmwﬁmﬁ'l wﬁgm -

O the theory, further.
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a quality, [of the Sight, or other sense] ; because it is for
the sake of connexion that it glides forth.

a. The modification is not & fragment of the Sight, or
other sense, [serving @s] the cause of the revealing of
objects,—a part disjoined like a spark,—or a qualily,
like, e. g., Colour ; but the modification, whilst a portion
thereof, is something else than a fragment, or a quality.
For, if there were disruption, connexion of the sun, &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.!

5. But, if, thus, the ‘modifications ” are substances, how
is [the term] ‘modification ’ applied to the qualities of
intellact, in the shape of Desire, &c.P To this he re-

plies :*
7 ‘gafqgREaTg I ok 1

fersim sufeague 7 gfe: f4 g @<=
dwar wrwTanat fiwn qfe: ) fa
fe afg agr 9w gAfeRa= 7 92d
TR FfTmrd:

' wad gl gER aufrerfeEafe-
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3 Apiroddhe and Vedinoti Mahidevs bave the reading ﬁ.
Ed.
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jat . Aph. 108, Tt [the term *modifica-
Be ﬂﬂ_ oyt A tion,”] is not confined to substances ;
b because it is etymological, [not techni-
cal, and applies, etymologically, to & quality, as well].

a. Since it is nlso stated, in Seripture, that the sense-
organs are formed of the Elements, the doubt may occur,
whether the Seriptural texts are, perhaps, to be applied
distributively, according to the difference of particular
worlds. In regard to this, he says g

A TR STATUTETAATERE A =~
TH:" 1| q0C Il

oo e o e _Api. 109. Nu_t ‘thnu‘gh there be a
orpans everywhers the  difference of locality, is there & dif-
- ference in the material [of which
the organs sre formed]: the rule is as with the like
of us

a. Not through * difference of locality,’ as the world of
Brahmi, and the like, is it, again, the fact, that the organs
have anyother material than self-consciousness; but the rule
is, that those of all alike are formed of self-conscionsness ; as
is the case, e. g., with us who live in this terrestrial world.
For we hear, in Seripture, of only one Subtile Body

fasrataaenen o Tgal a-
qE
2 Some MSS. of Vijnkna exhibit mﬁ'ﬂﬁl’ﬂﬂ:,

the lection of Nigefa. Ed.
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[mwade up of the organs], transmigrating 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 sccounted for P
To this he replies ;*

fafaasaenrseae s’ 1 990 0

Apk, 110, The mention thereof [¥iz,

Mﬁuﬁm = of materiality, as if it belonged to the

organs,] is because there is [intended

to be made, thereby, a more emphatic] mention of the
coneomitant cause.

g, There is designation ss the material cause, in the
case even where the cause is [but] concomitant, with a

¥ Probably from mere oversight, my MB. of Vedinti Mahideva's
work omits {29, FEd.
- \ &
§ Mimitia, *instrumental esuse.’ Nimitta-kdrana is rendered

'mfuinml canse” nt p; 164, supra. Celobrooks'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 meaning. For, only in reliance
on the support of Light, or other Element, do the Organs,
viz., the Sight, &e., [formed] from the sccompanying Self-
consciousness, come to exist; as fire, in reliance on the
support of earthly fuel, results from the attendant Light,’
[or Heat, which cannot manifest itself alone].

b. As the subject presents itself, he delermines the variety
that belongs to Gross Body *

FERAEA AT H A A A &S
sfa = foram: 1 999 0

Aph. 111. The heat-born, egg-born,

B ofl

womb-born, vegetable, thought-born,
and spell-born ; such iz not an exhaus-
tive division [of Gross Body, though a rough and customary
one].

' fafrssfa  srfaggdioeEAE=y-
2 wafa agmmefEfda | =t At
TARTUCT TR | ﬁaﬂﬁﬂmﬂ
fe deTTEEETE
T uﬁiﬂﬁ’rwﬁﬂmmﬁﬂﬁsﬁﬂ-
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a. It was staled, before, that Body haa only one Element
as its material In this same connexion, he observes dis-
eriminatively, as follows ;!

w9y Sf U TR
gdaq I R |

The material of Bodies Aph, 11_2. In all [Bmima] Earth is

the material: in consideration [how-
ever,] of some speciality, there is designation ss 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, &o., in the case of Body, as before [in the
case of the Organs], there is, however, designation as con-
sisting of Elements, five, or four, &c., on the ground only
of there being & support, as in the case of the materiality
of the Organs. Buch is the meaning?

5. But then, since the vital air is the prircipal thing in
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the Body, let the vital air itself be the originant of the
Body. To this he replies :*

7 T ATUATAT AN waw-
frr=: 1992 0

il i, Agh. 113. The vital air is not [on

scuren o fho Besly. the allegation that it is the principal

~thing in the Body, to be considered]

the originant of the Body; because it the vital air, or
spirit,] subsists through the power of the organs.

a. The vital air, consisting in the function of the organs,
does not subsist in the absence of the organs, Therefore,
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:*

' A7 AT TOT NI T TR
TEISE | A9TE )
Eﬂiimhdofﬁhi:. Vedoti Mahbdera bas FATRTE:

' graafre: wrw: FTataa 7 fae-
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TR AR A T afqT-
IEEFTA' 0 338 0

) Aph. 114. The site of experience
1,—,3;";,;;;"““‘ “ 2 [wiz., the Body,] is constructed [only]
through the superintendence of the

experievcer [Soul ] : otherwise, we should find putrefaction.

a. ‘Through the superintendence,” i. e, only through
the operation, of the experiencer,’ i, e., Soul [literally,
that which has the vital airs), is * the construction of the
site of experience,’ i. e., the Body; because, * otherwise,’
L e., if the operation of the vital airs were absent, we
should find putrefaction in the semen and blood, just as in
8 dead body. Such is the meaning. And thus, by the
several operations of circulating the juices, &e., the vital
air is 8 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

! Aniruddha reads =TT ; Vedinti Mahddeva, ~“HE5:.
Ed,
* Nimitta-kdrana. Fide supra, p- 400, note 4 Ed,
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operates, not the Soul, since if is motionless, and sinee there
is no use in the superintendence of what does not operate.
To this he replies:*

SeETT EreafufefasaTa I 93 0

ot Aph. 115. Through a servant, not
s Soul"uctm ¥ Jirectly, is superintendence [exercised]
by the master.

‘g, In the construction of the Body, ‘ superintendence,’
in the shape of energizing, is not ‘directly,’ i e., imme-
diately, [exercised] “by the master,’ i. e., by Soul, but
‘through ita 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 IL, § 1,] that Nature's
[ageney] is  for the emancipation of what is [really, though
not apparently,] emancipated.” In referenceto the objee-
tion of opponents in regard to this, viz., ‘How can the

' 7 wrwEETTeTE @afa =
w|E Ao FeEAT A e T
warFATETE | auTE )

¥ According to one of my MB33,, the lection of Aniruddha is
Ed
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soul be eternally free, when we see it bound P with a view
to demonstrating its eternal freedom, he says :?

wRTTuRYfwATEY wewaar | 998 0

Aph. 116. In Concentration, pro
Boul. eosr froe, 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:?

T4 WAISHAT TEfa: 1939 Il

_ Aph. 117, In the case of the two, it
_m*w is 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,

| famwaTenY nuEEs W | oaw
F9RTHT fammst awedarfefa wiwn-
A frawfes I
* Bes the Rational Refutation, ke, p. 33. Ed.
" afe & gafwemieagr e fads: )
i
H‘Jimahh. AR ; s0d 00 has Vediati

Muhideva, sccording to some copies. Ed,
¥ Brahmatwa, the abstract of Bradma, Ed,
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in emancipation, this cause is absent : this is the distine-
tion. Such is the meaning.'

5. But then, Concentration and profound sleep are
evident : but what evidence is there of Emancipation ! This
objection of the atheist he repels: *

gaifcs waanfa gearsq € 1 9k

Aph. 118, But there are not the two

 The reality of Eman- [only]; because the triad, also [Eman-

. cipation inclusive], is evident; as are
tha two.

s. The meaning is, that, since Emancipation, also, is
¢ evident,” i, ., is inferrible, through the example of Con-
eentration and profound sleep, there are not the two, viz.,
profound sleep and Concentration, only ; but Emancipation,
also, really is. And the argument is-thus. The quitting
of that identity with Brahma‘ which [identity] exista
during profound ‘sleep, &e., tukes place only through s
fault, viz., Desire, or the like, lodged in the mind ; and, if
this fault be annihilated by knowledge, then there results

* Vedhoti Mahbdeva omits Q- 4.
& Frakma-bhdva, the same 88 brakmatws. Ed.
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a permanent condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &o. ;
and it is precisely #his that is Emancipation.' *

b. But then [suggests some one, with reference to § 117],
grinting, 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 mot arise during concentration, inasmuch as
Memory is [then] dulled [or deadened] by apathy, &e., yet,
in the case of a person in profound sleep, since Memory
prevails, there will really be cognition of objects ;
consequently, it is not proper to say that there is
identity with Brahma during profound sleep, To this he

replies :*

| wHETfURgieTR Aremnfa geAT-
TAfAFET=d 1 gufmand o3 f4 g @
EISURTIG: | FAATH 979 | gyraAre)
AN FTEIEETT TR 5
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® Bee the Rational Refutation, &e., p. 35, Ed.

8 Here and below, this renders vdsand, on which eide supra,
P20, note 2. Ed
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ALY ATAEETYS arganista 7 fA-
free muTAETIEREA ) 99e

e g9 Aph. 119. There is not the revelation,

Hmm,ﬂ';'m by memory, of an object likewise during

the conjunction of a [more potent] fault

[such as slesp]: the secondary cause does not debar the
principal.’

a. Asin the case of apathy, so, also when there is the
conjunction of the fault of sleep, Memory does not reveal
its own objects, does not remind us of its objects ; for the
‘secondary,’ the subordinate, Memory," cannot defeat the

1 This T find nowhere; and I believe it to be without warrant,
I have printed, agreeably to the reading of Aniruddha, Vediuti Mabd-

devs, and the best MSS. of Vijoins, FTHAGTAYTATAA,
and have noticed, in some copies of the last-numed commentator, the

variant FTEHAYT 7 EITHEATYA  Nigein has the latter

reading, followed by a‘q’a’rna , with omission of ﬂ'ﬁ
The. Serampore edition of the SdnkAya-pravackana-bhdehya hes

FTHATAT A ETHTATYH, for which 1 find no suthority.
Ed.

¥ The rendering given above is snseeptible of improvement; anu
#0, very probably, is that which follows: ‘Where, moreover, there is
inflaence from an obstruction [like that offered by sleep], mental
impression does not inform one of objects [snd, hence, one is then
exempt from desives, &¢., and in & state identioal with that of emanei-
potion]: & eauss [of desires, &o.; and such is mental impression,]
does not countervail what is predominant, [e.g., sleep, which is, as it
were, temporary Brabmahood or emancipation].'

Anirnddha's interpretation of this obscure aphorism, possibly by
roason of Lis elliptical mode of expression, is far from clenr. Hia view
of its sense is, certainly, pecoliar, Ed.

8 Samskdra, here nsed as synonymous with edeand. Ed.
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more potent fault of Sleep: such is the meaning., For
the really more potent fault makes the memory powerleas,
incompetent to produce its effects ; [and so there is nothing,
in this, to preveut identification of SBoul with Brahma,
during profound sleep, any more than during spathetio
Concentration] : such is the import.!

b. It was stated. in the Third Book [§ 83], that the re-
tentior of & Body by him who iz emancipated while still
living, is ‘in consequence of 8 mere vestige of impres-
sion’* To this it is objected as follows. Experience
is observed, in the case of the [alleged person] emancipated
during life, just as in the case of the like of us, [and this
experience continuous,] even though it may be constantly
in respect of a single object: now, this is unaccountsble
[on the hvpothesis of his really being emancipated] ; be-
cause the antecedent impression is annihilated, exactly on
its having produced the first [instant of] experience, and
because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as knot-
ledge debars it ; just as is the case with Merit. To this he
replies : *

‘aur ¥Trd qw fagrrearista wfa
TEAAT A WA WIATGERTC 73-
fa 7ar 7 fafawe Tivee s
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TS d@C feafaaas 7d wfafw
HIHET TFTATRER: | 920

Aph. 120. A single impression [suf-
fhe posnilality of emanci-  fices to generats, and] lasts out® the
T . experience : but there are not different
impressions, one to each [instant of] experience ; elss, we
should have s postulation of many, [where & single one msy
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.*

6. 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, inssmuch as thers
is no knowledge of the external : *

ST we  TeeafEaY ety
AT TR WSTITN: WUH ST
TS AT ST

ﬁauﬁwr&ﬁnmn
! The reading ~fAARA®, found in several MSS, ia & grous

eror. Ed
'R-d.iuludd'h-‘hnnl,"hrinplhnt.' Ed.
? This phrase is meant to translate sansbdra. Ed.
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7 IgfEfaar TErTEwarefi-
faquftendtamfy SrrTEa AN
gﬁﬂﬁ I 929

| Aph. 121. Knowledge of the external

r":&rﬂm"“ is not indispensable [to constitute a

Body]: trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals,

trees with invisible flowers, grasses, creepers, &c., [which

have internal consciousness], are, also, sites of experiencer
and experience ; as in the former case,

a. There is no necessity that that only should be a Body,
in which there is knowledge of the external: but it is to
be held rhat the being a Body, in the form of being the
site of experiencer and experience, belongs also to trees,
&e., which have internal consciousness; because, ‘pg
in the former case,’ meaning the putrescence already
mentioned [see § 114], of the Bodies of men, &e., [which
takes place] in 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, &eo., also:
such isthe meaning, Aund to this effect there is Scripture.?

TR A ArfEsraaa-
afan

1 Aniroddba and Vedioti Mabhidewn hers end one aphorism, and

treat what fullows as & seeond.  Vijndna furmally defends the reading
to which he givey the prefercne., By,
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|aE I 92 |

Aph. 122. And from the Legal In-

o el a2 Sl gtitutes [the same fact may be inforred,

i &x 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 aceruing to
them. To this he replies ;*

A AT A: SRS Ffrerea:igean

Vepetalies mot moral _ Aph. 123. Not merely through a
acents. Body is there susceptibility of Merit
and Demerit; for Seripture tells us the distinetion,

a. The vital spirit is not lisble 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 lisbility results just from the being

?ﬁﬂmmmm:w*
TR A Awfuer fae !
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1 Nigeta praty o 'y does not rogard thess words 2 an
aphorism, Ed
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distinguished by 8 Brahmanical Body, or the like [animal
body, not vegetable]. Buch is the meaning.'

-b. Bhowing that the liability to Merit and Demerit is
solely through the kind of Body, he mentions how Body
is of three kinds :*

faur sgmoi =g SHRTHTEM T
TR N 9B 1

: Aph. 124. Among the three there is
npﬂdgud"{ firee prin-  » threefold distribution; the Body

of merit, the Body of experience
and the Body of both. '

a. There is a threefold distribution of Body ‘ among the
three," i. e., among those highest, lowest, and interme-
diate,—all living beings,—viz., the Body of merit, the
Body of experience, and the Body of both: such is the
meaning. Of these, a Body of merit belongs to the pre-
eminent sages ; a Body of experience, to Indra and others,
and to things immovable, &e. ; and & Body of both, to
the royal sages. Here the division is [not exhaustive,
but] into three, because of the preeminence [of these]; for,

' A TEETNw yEAT R S|
Fa: | Ffwerga: 33
FrfusTeagIfesg: )

g = == tﬁ 3 E iﬁﬁ 0

3 Vedinti Mehiddeva, if my single copy of his work may be relied
on, omits this word, JEud.
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otherwise, we should have all alike possessed of a Body of
experience,’ [like Indra].

b. He mentions also a fourth Body :*

7 fa fagamwfas: 0 9y o

A fourth kind of Aph. 125. Not any one [of these],
Bedy. 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 Dattitreya, Jadsbharata, and others ; for they possessed
bodies consisting of mere knowledge.*

6. In order to establish the non-existence of a Lord,
which was stated before, he disproves the eternity of

| TYTUTHEATYRA AT /AT Y-
AW EfPATT: SRR ERE -
W9 | a9 FAE: TEEIAT deTeE T
&=t |ravEtEt Sgtew Uadrmfaf
WY wuEE fRwr fpariswar wias
qineEaTgs: |

* 9quwiy v i

' fatwml whtAawafassniaay: |
AT TRTHIAAPITATEAT AqT FrARITOYT-
Aegrenfefa n
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knowledge, desire, action, &c., which is accepted by others'
[as existing in the case of the Lord]:

7 gufefrummmaafarasty afg-

Td A RE N
' Aph. 126, Eternity does not [as is
_‘:E:.’;.mfﬂ’ alleged 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]; ss 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.*

HrEAITHEE 1| 929 1

3 — i
SREATHTEE YA W uTd

- - -
FASBGAIEAaE wfqaufa i

® Buddhi, rendered “intellect’ at pp. 106, &e., swpra. Much as
at p. 200, supra, Vijnioa bereupon remarks : ifg'{ﬂ =OSHI-
e e w

3 The world, viewed ns Brahmi's egg, is fabled to be surrounded
by seven envelopes, One of these is the dearawa-fejos, De, Ballan-
tyue's ‘empyrean fine’ See Professor Wilson's trawslution of the

Fickpuu-pevdna (ed. 1864, &e ), vol. i, p. 40, T have to thank Prof
Cowell for this reference.  Ed.

' gar Halrﬁiﬁﬂitﬁﬁﬁlﬁﬂmmﬂ Sg-
frmrTgAEtAE: |
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Aph. 127. And, because the site
i i really  [viz,, the supposed Lord,] is unreal,
[it matters not, in the present instance,

whether knowledge, &c., may be eternal, or not].

a. But then, in that ease, 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 '

FnfggasaauTefafegsmsosan
I 9 I

Aph. 128. The superhuman powers*
of concentration, just like the effects
of drugs, &c., are not to be gainsaid.

a. That is to say: by the example of the effects of
drugs, &c., even the superhuman powers of assuming
atomic magnitude, &c., which result from concentration,

and are adapted to the work of creation, &c., are esta-
blished.?

The height to which
acelicism muy efeoite,

e Rrirdvall G
FG T @AY Wia auNfeEa-
WA | a=TE |

2 Tide supra, p. 310, note . _Ed,

* Sieyifefafezeraa qrmsn safoar-
fefesa: genguarf: feawited:
2%
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b. He refutes him who asserts that Thought belongs to
the Elements ; since this is hostile to the establishment
[of the existence] of Soul :!

7 yARaw AAwee:” Aiedsty ¥ ‘wivw
sfagu e

; Aph. 129. Thought does not belong

A ogeleet . o, g Elements ; for it is not fuun_d

in them separately, or, moreover, in

the state of combinstion,—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].

| TRufafERfageadT yaSaaTie u-
gTEE )
H_u-mm-ﬂﬁmﬁmi‘:; Nigsis, TASTZY.

* Both hers aod just before, Nigeia reads THTO, as doos
Vijnans, slss, sccording to some MSS, Ed.

| HEEATITIRETATATy Ty S A
fe farranst ves Sagefea: o

END OF BOOK V.
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BOOK VI

Havize 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 recapitulutes the same matter, which
i8 the essence of the Institute, while condensing it. For,
in addition [to what has preceded], an enumeration of the
mdtters before mentioned, namely, & summary, having
been composed, learners aequire an undoubting, aceurate,
and more solid knowledge; so that, therefore, reiteration
is not here to be imputed as s fault; because the method
is that of fixing a stake, [viz., by repeated blows], and
because arguments, &c., not previously stated, are sdduced.’

HETHT A=A 19 0

| AU REWTEY  ufasrg
USATATE  UTOEfAUas  HTEerAt
AHY WIOATT@YG GETATAA HHWAY-
wetfa | sw™i fr oaeTE fawt
Fa fraramdfernfarast ead a9
SUYA A WMUTAEATI AR -
YURITHTE AT GIAEH 914 |

2 Vudinti Mahideva, in my single nceessible MS., reads
aifad. =

* ~HTAHITATE , sgroeably to Nigola. .
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Aph. 1. Soul is; for there is no
The exitence of Soul.  1roof 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.!

4. The discrimination of it he establishes by means of
two proofs

serfemfafoatsat” Ife=ma u 2

Aph, 2, This [Soul,] is different from
the Body, &ec.; because of heteroge-
neousness, [or complete difference between the two].

qetarqeafa n 3 0

Aph. 3. Also because it [Soul] is
i+ cotiones ot T expressed by means of the sixth [or
possessive, | case.

Soul is mal Body, &

a. That is to say : Soul is different from Body, &c., ulso
because the learned express it by the possessive ecase, in

' SIS WAIARTEAaT yEe: |-
Iq: fas TafE sryamwmamTEg |
Ham e aa AT FaA ALY I

' ax fa3s eqesa At

- " = # ﬁ
¥ Bome copies of Vedoti Mabbdeva's work omit qHT. Ed.
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ench examples as, ‘This [is] my body,” *This [is] my
understanding ;’ for the possessive case would be unag-
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].

5. But then, suppose that this, also, iz like the expres.
sions, ‘The Soul’s Thought’ [Soul and Thought being
identical], ‘Réhn’s head’ [the trunkless Réhu being all
head], ‘ The statue’s body,” &c. To this he replies :*

7 sy s 1 80

Aph. 4. Tt is not as in the case of
Asoljobon Equinl of, (3in statue;* because there is [there] a
contradiction to the evidence which acquaints us with
the thing.

@. This expression by means of the possessive case,

' e it wd afafenifie ah-
Teewrefe IWfoa s e
T TETUTRicEg: |

‘T Teee Sad e frc fie-

® Auiruddbsand Vediati Mahédeva bave T3
Sildputra is * grindstone,” aceording to the dictionaries ; jildpu-
traka, in the few places where I bave seen it, may well signify
‘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,’ &o.
In such s case as * The statue’s body,’ there is & mere fic-
tion ; “for it is contradicted by the evidence which acquaints
us with the thing;’ [sense being the evidence that there
is here no body other than the statue]. But, in such an
expression as ‘ My body,’ there is no contradiction by
evidence; for the contradiction, by Seripture and other
evidences, is only in supposing the Body to be the Soul.
Such is the meaning.'

b. Having settled that Soul is different from Body, &c.,
he settles its emancipation :*

WG AT Fagaar i 4 |

Aph. 5. Through the entire cessa-
tion of pain, there is done whot was

Sonls aim how socom-
iwhed.,
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

' fesrgwer wdtRAfeaed wdig-
2 7 wafa | frergarfees ufiomes
AHTAR AT FRTA | 7R wiAfa
WuR q wHraE Wi Erarar o
wrRpTfemATA ATITTed: |

* Tofemfaftwam qrawaurd a=ife-
AT |
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ceasing of Pleasure, also, thaé cannot be Soul's aim. To
this he replies :'

U T ETRN:’ URGE 7 g9 gErehi-
e RN
Aph. 6. Not such desire for pleasure
FPleasure mo compes-

stion fir Pais. is there to Soul, as there is annoyance
from Pain,

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 mot an equality of
gain and loss? [but a clear gain, in the desired release].

6. He declares that Soul's aim is simply the cessation
of Pain; because Pain is, indeed, abundant, in comparison
of Pleasure :*

7 gt geeTy frademge-
TIIRA 7 |1 gEATY HA | AN N
2 Instead of h:,mﬂﬂﬁ.ﬂﬁhh’- commentary, as

also Nigeia and Vedéati Mabbdeva, have WH:; and & margiva!
pote in one of my copies of Aniruddha ststes this to be the true
reading. Ed.

' A ¥ gErhiemd At e
Wmﬁﬁam-




424 THE SANEEYA APHORISMS,

‘garfa Fista gatfan o

Plassure sparingly Aph. 7. For [only] some one, some-
e i whers, is happy.

. &. Among innumerable grasses, trees, brutes, birds,
men, &ec., very few,—a man, a god, or the like,—are
happy: such 18 the meaning.*

1 -
aefu gEwawiafa pauy fAfge=
fTasa: 1 b

Aph. 8. 1t [Pleasure,] is also mixed
f{ﬂ'-b:'::—hﬂ‘w with Pain; therefore the diserimina--
' ting throw it to the side of [and reckon
it as 8o much,] Pain,
a. He rejects the opinion that Soul's aim is not the
simple cessation of Pain, but this [cessation] tinctured
with Pleasure :*

nwmmmgmﬁaﬁaﬁmi‘?ﬁ

I| en

! Vedioti Mabideva prefixes w]. Ed.

AU ERTAT RS T
W@ﬁﬁaﬁmﬁmﬁ-u

mgaﬁ'{ﬁwm & 9 gui-
ﬂﬁﬁrﬂaﬂmﬁﬁw
.u.ma.uuhum_ Ed,

o
® Oue of ay MSS. of Anirddbe hus JTHIIT B4
{
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_ ; Aph. 9. If you say that this [cossa-

nﬂ;‘f""fw tion of Pain] is not Soul’s aim, inas-

much as there is no sacquisition of

Pleasure, then it isnot as you say ; for there are two kinds
[of things desired].

a. For we see, amongst men, quite a distinct aspiration :
[the first,] *May I be happy; [the second,] *May I not
be miserable;’ [and the latter is our conception of beati-
tude].!

b. He ponders a doubt :*

AT sEgmTeER: 0 90 0

Aph. 10. The Soul [some one may
suggest,| has mo quality; for there is
Beripture for its being vnaccompanied, &e.

a. Therefore the cessation of Pain, indeed, [a property
which does not belong to it,] cannot be Soul’s sim : such
is the meaning.*

b. He clears up this® [doubt] :

‘get =i gt w w=fafa & gwis
ST BTAAT gua ¥fa o

TorEd

lumammm&qﬁ:;:%mﬂ'ﬁﬁ.
Eﬁ:. Fi,

‘sl Ao T wed
9

‘ AATUR U

o doutit,
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yruamR sty affefectaasma 1 aan

Aph. 11. Though it [the Pain,] be
the property of something else, yet it
exists in it [the Soul,] through non-discrimination.

s, Though qualities, viz., pleasure, pam, &o., belong
[only] to the Mind, t.he]r exist, ie., they I.]:-:de, in the
shape of a rgﬂenm in it, viz., in Soul, ‘through non-
discrimination,” as the cause, umng 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 P With reference to this, he says :*

AT ARSI YAEITEH: I R I

Tworsamonsslynen. _ APA- 12.  Non-discrimination [of
mm Soul from Nature] is beginningless;

because, otherwise, two objections
would present themselves.

a. For, had it a beginning, then, if [first,] it arose quite
spontaneously, bondage might befall even the liberated ;

' gEg e fravARsty awmmfa
ﬁﬁmfmﬁrrﬁtwﬁf‘am
AEfAYReHATTEREY: | TAY AUETEATd
wfaarieas

* gt g gee T sfaaeg fa-
s TTEGAHRE |

This cleared up.
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and, if [secondly,] it were produced by Desert, &e., there
wonld be a regressus in infinitum, inasmuch as we should
have to search for another [previous instance of] non-
discrimination, to stand as the cause of [that] Desert,
&o., also: such is the meaning.!

é. And then, if it be without beginning, it must be
everlasting. To this he replies:?

7 fre: SnereragaEtEa 1 93 0

PR Y, Aph. 13. Tt [non-discrimination,]
ﬂo’éﬁ from cternty, cannot be everlasting [in the same
S ot plav 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 om-flow [which may be stopped]. For,
otherwise, the cntting short of a beginningless entity
would, #s is established by Scripture, be unfeasible,
[though the beginningless antecedent non-entity of a given
jar may be readily understood to terminate, on the pro-
duction of the jar]. Such is the meaning.*

‘Hﬁﬁﬁ@@%gmﬁw—
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b. Having stated the cause of [Soul’s] Bondage, he
states the cause of Liberation :'

AFAf A S CUATERAS Sraad | 98 0

Aph. 14. Tt dage,] is annihi-

(o ondage hom destrac- 1.ple by the nllE:'g; i [viz., dis-

crimination of Soul from Nature];

as darkness is [annihilsble by the allotted cause, viz.,
Light].

wifa wfafAaarsaaarfatana |

Aph. 15. Here, also, [viz., in the
cass of Bondage and Discrimination,
as in the case of Darkness and Light,] there is allotment,
[as is proved] both by positive and negative conso-
ciation # [Liberation taking place where Discrimination
is, and not where it is not].

a. He reminds [us] of what was mentioned in the first
Book, viz., that Bondage cannot be innate, &o :*

Thiy enforeed.

TAREIUIHIG: I_ sRgAIfTa™ =fa-
feRtSeruasfa: o
' FUSTTUHE ATHHCTATE |

3 Tide aupra, p. 43, note 2, and p. 104, note 3. Prof. Cowell
defines anwaya-vyatireka s *affirmative and negative induction,’ in
his edition of Colebrooke's Eesays, vol. i, p. 315, note 3. See also
his translation of the Kusun‘njoli, pp. 7 and 23, Ed.

3 Fide supra, p. 8. Ed.
‘g EwWifaEafes | §9adid
AGATATATH T |



BOOE VI, APH. 17. 429

B L TG EIHEEE R e R

: Aph. 16. Bince it cannot be [ac-

Bondoge watimmale. sounted for] in any other way, it is
non-discrimination alone that is [the cause of] Bondage,
[which cannot be innate].

¢. ‘Bondage * here means the cause of Bondage, named
thé conjunction of pain. The rest is plain.®

. But then, since liberstion, also, from its being a pro-
duct, is Liable to destruction, Bondage should take place
over again. To this he replies:*

A YOS QAINAPNSAATIYA: I 99

. Aph, 17. Further, Bondage does not
e again attach to the liberated ; because
there is Scripture* for its non-recurrence.

1 Vedfinti Mahddeva hu Ed,

' qwsy gm:
A |
7 wEdy sEan femmosn 9w
T |rfefa | aam=

% Vijnfna and Nigesa quote the text: H H Eﬁ'('l'ﬂ'ﬁ'a

Aniroddhs and Vedinti Mahideva cite the longer passage : HTGHT

o= wgfaal fadwar 7 gauTaa |

Bee note 4, st p, 182, sepra, Sioce that note was written, I hare

observed the words TGHT AT ﬁi m: in the Brikald-
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FURATIRHGAT | 9k |

Aph. 18. Else, it [liberation,] would

Bt o 8% not be Soul’s aim, [which it is].

d. He states the reason why this is not Soul’s aim : *

wiawgrafasia): 1 qe |

Aph. 19. What happened to both
Force of the evidenee.  would be ulike, [if liberation were
perishable].

a. That is to say : there would be no difference between
the two, the liberated and the bound: because of their
being alike liable to future bondage; and, therefore, such
[perishable emancipation] is not Soul’s aim,’ [but emanci-
pation final and complete].

b. But then, in that case, if you acknowledge that there
is & disfinction between the bond und the free, how is it

ranyaka Upanishad, ii., 4, 5, and Satapatha-brdkmona, xiv., 5,4, 5.
Aniruddba, in his comment on an Aphorism which soon follows, the
twenty-third, quotes them correctly, with their ensuing context; a
fact which suggests that my eriticism on Vichaspati Mikra's quotation,
ventored in the note above referred to, may be hasty, Fd,

! Aniruddha, in one of my MS8,, and Vedinti Mahidern have

|. Ea
' WURATAN AR |

' M RRTRA M AT R T g A a5
WTHARTIRETAA AR
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that you have asserted [Book I, §18,] the efernal freedom
[of ak souls alike]? To this he replies :*

=, 3
ASTTTSEET 9T 1 20 0

g Apk. 20. Liberation is nothing other
fiberaticn,
Ty than the removal® of the obstacle [to
the Soul's recognition of itself as free].

a. But then, in that case, since Bondage and Liberation
are unreal, Liberation must be contradictory to the texts,
&e., which set forth what is Soul's aim, [as some positive
and real scquisition, not merely the removal of & screen|;
to which he replies :*

aurafay: 1 29 0

ot it Aph. 21. Even in that case, there is
4 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.}

‘ﬁﬁﬂ‘ﬂﬂwﬁﬁm A frames
FUHA | qAR |

? Nigein reads GTT. Ed.
8 The rare word dhwasti, thus rendered, Vijudns and Vedinti
Mahédeva explain by dhwansa. Ed.

damfaaremgEfe iy e |
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5. But then, if Liberation be merely the removal of an
obstacle, then it should be sccomplished through mere
hearing [of the error which stands in the way]; just as a
piece of gold on one’s neck, [which one has sought for in
vain, while it was] withheld from one by ignorance [of the
fact that it has been tied round one’s neck with a string],
is attained, [on one’s hearing where it is]. To this he

e §

replies:
vt faa faRt 1R

e Aph. 22. This [attainment of Libera-

i her ofecion 7 tion, on the mere Aearing of the trath,]

is no mecessity ; for there are three sorts

of those competent [to apprehend the truth; but not all
are qualified to appropriate it, on merely hearing it].

g. He mentions that not mere hearing alone is seen to be
the cause of knowledge, but that there are others, also :*

TrETaREER 123

' FEROTEEATY S wET | WU
7 afefe: SeEARfdIEREHIET
fafeafefa avm=

2 Nigviia, in some copies, and, according to some copies, Vijnina
el FIUFA®. Zd

# This Aphorism, as given, is & literal repetition of Book L, 70,
st p, 87, supra. Ed.

‘A FIF WIWAR FA TEHCTAS-
|
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’ Aph. 23. Of others [viz., other means
;,mﬂ_"“" besides hearing], for the sake of con-
firmation, [there is need].

a. He speaks of these same other means :*

fargewmatafa 7 faaa: 1 28 4

i dph. 24. There is no [shsolute]
nt m pestart  necessity that what is steady and pro-
moting ease should be a [particular|
posture, [such as any of those referred to in Book ITI.,
§34].
@. 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 case is a [suitable] ¢ posture.’*

5. He states the principal means® [of Concentration] :

T+ fafqed &=: 0 2410
Tihe efficient mesns of Aph. 25. Mind without an object
Concent ration. is Meditation.

a, That is to say: what Internal Organ is void of any
modification, tha 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

' IWOWT \TYATAIE I

‘WA ywwAfeAgAr Aife 98
fert ga ¥ aedamafaaw: o
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declared how Meditation effects this' [exclusion of the
modifications of Intellect].

&, But then, since Soul is alike, whether there be Con-
centrution or Non-coneentration, what have we to do with

Concentration P Having pondered this doubt, he clears
it up 2

SLELIVIERE L EE LU IGT IR RN R
e

] W : Aph. 26. If you say that even both
“,‘djémfu _ ways there is no difference, it is not so:
there is a difference, through the exclu-

sion [in the one case,] of the tinge [of reflected pain which
exists in the other case].

a. But how can there exist a finge in that which is

unassocisted [with anything whatever, as Soul is alleged
to be]? To this he replies:*

fragsquornstaaama 1200

' gfersl e wafq @i e
Ffawgfafaiuey wd: | adarc-
ST FATT; W WTH: | TARIIARA
A FEATTAT A

|7 AT gt -
AYTNEY ®AYF 0
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Sosl tinged by whot Aph. 27. Though it [Soul,] be un-
“"‘"‘m““ associated, still there is g tingeing
[reflexionally,] through Non-discrimination.

a. That is tosay : though there is not a real tinge in
that which is unassociated [with tincture, or anything else],
still there is, as i were, a tinge ; hence the tinge is treated
as simply & reflerion, by those who discriminate the tinge!
[from the Soul, which it delusively seems to belong to].

¢. He explains this same :*

=W n
p Aph. 28, As is the case with the
u,‘i':.-:f " Frews®  Hibiscus and the erystal [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 TR AT AT efisiaon: 1 2e |

Howio be ot rid of: Aph. 29. It [viz., the aforesaid tinge, |
18 debarred by Meditation, Restraint,
Practice, Apathy, &c.
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4. He shows the means settled by the ancient teachers,
in regard to the exclusion—through Meditation, &e.,
lodged in the Mind,—of the tingeing of Soul !

SAfqRuAr TR I 20 |

: Aph. 30, It is by the exclusion of
,J:L’f"ﬂ dogmacn  go eolution® snd 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, &o., there
takes place also the exclusion of the tingeing of Soul by
the condition; because, o1 the exclusion of any [real]
object, there is the exclusion also of its reflexion: so say
the ancient teachers.?

3. He states that there is no compulsion that Meditation,
&e., should take place in caves and such places :*

A wAfagwiEEwEEE 0390

' fesfreamarfe  gRERTOUETAUY
aTaTafaE g1 zaafa |

2 + Inertness [of mind]’ is o better rendering of laya. Ed.

* grnfean faae faergs: semanfe-
gaw fagen AL

Ty TR AT )

8 Apiroddba has, to a very different effect, -ﬂmma .
S



BOOE VI, AFH. 32, 437

- Aph. 31. There is mo rule about
placs smpeiore? ‘™ localities ; 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
eave is not indispensable for it.'
6. The discussion of Liberation is completed. Now,
with an eye to the unchangeableness of Boul, he handles
compendiously the cause of the world :*

e P o -
AFAT A AETAATIE WA | 3R 1
e _ Aph. 32. Nature is the primal ma-

q(u.,mji terial ; for there is Seripture [to the
effect] that the others are products.
a. That is to say: since we learn, from Seripture, that
Mind, &e., are products, Nature is established under the
character of the radical cause of these.?

é. But then, let Soul be the material. To this he replies :*

His comment runs: Y TARHEIEY A W3fq ax A
FAAATEAA

\II Ed.
' feameerey wfesn | waww |
™Y |
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famast ATt FraEniTara 1 33 0

; Aph. 33. Not to Soul does this [viz.,
q‘?j,,"".’:.,f material  to 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,] canmot serve as
material!

6. But then, since, from such Scriptural texts as, * Many
ereatures have been produced from Soul,”® we may gather
the fact that Soul is & cause, the assertions of an illusory

creation, &c., ought to be accepted. Having pondered
this adverse suggestion, he replies :*

Fiafat= FadroaeaTHeR: I 38 1

Aph. 34, The despicable sophist* does
e wiw s ot gain [a correct apprehension of ]
Soul; because of the contradictoriness

[of his notions] to Scripture.

WiaT ragE |

4 Here I have offered a substitute for *illogical outeaste.” Ed,
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a. That is to say: the various views, in regard to Soul’s
being a eause, which are conceivable are, all, opposed to
Seripture; therefore, the lowest of the bad reasoners, and
others, who are accepters thereof,! have no knowledge of
the nature of Soul. Hence it is to be understood that
those, also, [e.g., the Naiydyikas,] who assert that Soul
is the substance of the qualities Pleasure, Pain, &e., are
quite illogical ; these, also, have no correct knowledge of
Boul. And, if it be asserted that Soul is s 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 that; for, what we
deny is only that there is transformation* [of Soul, as
material, into the world. as product].

b. Bince we see, that, in the case of things motionless,
locomotive, &c., the material cause is nothing else than

l'hlut....thumf'lhinputiuhuﬂ.uf‘hnﬂlngiui
bolders of these.! Ed.
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earth, &c., how can Nature be the material of all? To this
he replies :'

urerad sty warATRafaTgEd o3 i

Y . Aph, 35. Though but mediately [the
.ﬁ.’ﬁ' mu:_'hm cause of products], Nature is inferred
[as the ultimate canse of the inter-

mediate causes,] ; just as are Atoms, [by the Vaiseshikas).

waw FragAATTRIEA 135 |

Aph. 36. It [Nature,] is all-per-
Nature all-pervading.  vading ; because [its] products are seen
everywhere.

a. But then, only if it be limifed, can it be said that,
¢ Wherever a product arises, there does it [Nature,] go [or
act]; [for what is unlimited, and fills all space, can find
no other space to move into]. To this he replies :*

A SATIRTTATE Aegad I 39 |
Aph. 37. Though motion may attach

to it, this does not destroy its cha-

racter as ultimate cause; just as is the case with Atoms.

An oljection parried.

a. * Motion’ means action. Though it be present,
this does not prevent its [Nature's,] being the radical
cause; just as is the case with the earthy and other

‘MWW
AENATRY HFd: HATAIEARH | A9E 0

' 7q afifemwsty a5 FEgEEd a9
mEdifa IwEH | awE
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Atoms, according to the opinion of the Waifeshikas: such
is the meaning.!

wfeTiirst ourasr 7 figs: 0 360

Nikee §2 - praper Aph. 38, Natare is something in
fiovitue Jor «ight o  addition to the notorious [nine Sub-
Nydya fist, 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.*

L3 -
FRTEAHATEAE aguaTd I 3e |
Aph. 39, Purity and the others are
Nature consists of tha

fhrea Qralitics, not properfiea of it [viz., Nature];
because they are its essence.

a. That is to say : Purity and the other Qualities are
not properties of Nature ; because they are what consfitutes
Nature.?

b. He determinea the motive of Nature’s energizing ;

' nfq: a1 ameEsta awETCEamET
wEifdar  Safasad mﬁzmtgarl’n
=9

" WEATHE FEARHEIUW w9 (|
T |

' meifemarat wsfauds aif| oy
fammamfaay: |
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since, if we held the energizing to be without & motive,
Emancipation would be inexplicable :!

JEAEq W 8o

Aph. 40. Nature, though it does not

Noturdsdisisteresied-  enjoy [the results of its own ener-

gizing], creates for the sake of Soul ;

like a cart's carrying saffron, [for the use of its master.
See Book IIT., § 58].

ag. He slates the concomitant’ cause of diversified
creation ;:*

FHArTITGEITTA I 89 0

Aph. 41. The diversity of creation
mmﬁwhnz mmmmqmmofthaﬂmtyof

TTARER: RAFwAIuTEAfa ey
WW&%

2 Niigess is peculiar in giving, us an Aphorism, in substitution
for these words, the clause from the introduction to it, printed just

sbove, viz, OIS, &0, but ending with the nominative case
+. [Ihe Berampore edition of the Sdnkhya-praea-
chana-bhdshya has, as ﬂ:e_\ﬁphnri:m. very n;lfrupl‘.l;r. in part:
N Ed
3 Nimifia, on which vide rupra, p. 400, note 4, Ed,

‘ fafewget fafawarcaare o
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a. But then, granting that creafion is due to Nature,
yet whenoe is desfruction / For a couple of opposite resulta
cannot belong to one and the same cause. To this he

replies :*
FTRAERTT SR ) 8

Aph, 42. The two results are t.hruugh
ey i equipoise and the reverse of equi-
poise,

a. Nature is the triad of Qualities, viz., Purity,»&o.
and their ¢ reverse of equipoise’ is their aggregation in
excess or defect; the absence of this [reverse of equipoise)
is ‘equipoise:’® through these two causes two opposite
results, in the shape of creation and destruction, arise from
one and the same: such is the meaning.?

b. But then, since it is Nature's sttribute to ereate, 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 :*

' {7 MA AUTATN (e HeTaE W |
Hi‘mrf‘ﬂmﬁﬁwﬁlmﬂu

3 Compare Book I, Aph, 61, @, at p. 71, supra. Ed.
* genferayd s Jui ¥ Iw -
fafteas d@ead aedra: ® i anat
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famwaturs gfe: nu=s sread 1830

Aph. 43. Bince [or when,] the eman-
Naturd's energy does mod oivpted has understood [that he never
diebuzr gmanripation.
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 sgain. To this he replies :*

ArqrEdasty gRre -
- ATq U 88

Aph. 44. Even though it [Nature,]

hf'mm why Na-  may invade others [with its creative

influences], the emancipated does mot

mu&, in consequence of the absence of a concurrent

eause,’ [e.g., Non-discrimination, in the absence of which

there is no reason why the emancipated should be subjected
to Nature’s invasion].

! Compare Aph. 66 of Book I11., st p. 267, supra. Ed.
AN AUTAS O ATegSEi §-
= WUTTHET RS9 -
I WA | ANIE

3 Bome copies of Vijnina here introduce )Taﬁ{ ; and Nigeia
b b letion FARTWATTTT WAl 2z

4 Nimifia, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed.
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a. But then, this arrangement could be possible then,
[only] if there were a multiplicity of souls: but thaf ia
quite excluded by the text of the non-duslity of Soul.
Having pondered this doubt, he says '

AR S et TR

Aph. 45. The multeity of Soul [is
uieity & ;s proved] by the distribution [announced
sromfon K e by the Pada iteelf]

a. That is to say: the multeity of Soul is proved, abso-
lutely, by the distribution of Bondage and Emancipation
mentioned in such Seriptural texts as, * Whoso understand
this, these are immortal, while others experience only
sorrow,” ?

b. But then, the distribution of Bondage and Liberation
may be through the difference of adjunct. To this he
replies :*

aﬁwmmxﬁaﬂﬁmﬂ
wrd | A

el
' ¥ afegoar® Aamgat FEAATIS-
g LE s

¥= fRadiad: |

3 Satapatha-brikmana, xiv., 7, 2, 15. Ed,
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“un
Surfirawfest’ gagaa o8& »
! Aph. 46. If [you acknowledge] an
i eaeindod e adjunct [of Soul], then, on ifs being
established, there is duality, [upeetting
the dogma founded on in §44].

@. But then, the adjuncts, moreover, consist of ‘ Igno-
rance,’ [which, according to the Veddnta, is no reality]; so
that by these there is no detriment to [the Vedéntic dogma
of] non-duality. With reference to this doubt, he says :*

TNTARIG TRETA O I 89 0

The Veaduts oamnol Aph. 47, Even by the two the au-
#oads mon-dualily. thﬂ:l'itj is contradioted.

. That is to say : even by acknowledging the two, viz.,
Soul and Ignoranes, & contradiction is constituted to the
text, [which is alleged as] the authority for non-duality.?

b. He states another couple of objections, also :*

TRATAGTETATR GAANL T FTUHHT-
RIGELE 1A

! Nigeia has TUTTUTRIE T WIRTEL. Z2
' wqmasatraE @fa A 3w
THATIFIATATE U
' yeEisfrgfa awugiganaRTa-
mgﬁﬁﬁmuﬁai 1
' FoE{T FEWETATE 0




BOOE VI., APH. 49, 447

Aph. 48, The primd facie view [of

The establishment of the Veddnta)] is not [to be allowed any

i g g R an] objection]; because, by

[admitting] two, [viz., Soul and Igno-

rance], there is no opposition [to our own dualistic theory

of Soul and Nature]: and the subsequent [dogms, viz.,

that one single Soul is the only reality, is not to be allowed];

because of the non-existence of a proof, [which, i 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 !

WETTAEERT SR 0 Be
K Aph. 49. [And,] in its [Soul’s,] being
ol festation 0% emonstrated by the light [of itself, as
you Veddntis say it is], there is the
[unreconciled] opposition of patient and agent [in one,
which is & contradiction].

a. That is to say : if Soul be demonstrated by the light
which Soul consists of, there is the ‘opposition of patient
and agent *3 [in one],

6. But then, there is no contradiction [here,] between
patient and agent; because it [the Soul], through the
property of light which is lodged in it, can, itself, furnish

' 7 WWRRAATHT AT | TATE N
-Mmﬁﬁﬂiﬂﬁ'ﬂm; Hi;&-.!&l—
AfaQu:. 2 .
- LU E i S
qy T4 0
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the relstion to iteelf; just as the Faskeshikas declare, that,
through the intelligence lodged in it, it is, itself, an object
to itself. To this he replies:'

WeATEl W€ Warwata fagE: i vo o

Bl . Aph, 50. This [Soul], in the shape of
By Thought, discrepant from the non-in-
telligent, reveals the non-intelligent,

a. But then, in that case, if duality be established in
socordance with proofs, &c., what becomes of the Seriptural
text declaring non-duality P To this he replies:*

= wfefedt Tl S afeR:

nus i
- Aph. 51. There is no contradiction
ﬁi"h'fwﬂ"ﬁ to Scripture [in our view]; because

that [text of Beripture which seems to

' A AifE SREqiaay: S
YHTT EW WHANEIT | 997 39
= WSRO WY e fuyg fq
av= |

2 Aniruddha has -—ﬁ . Bd

3 From this point, Vedinti Mahideva, according to my one poor
ME. of his work, bas a very different reading, which, however, owing
to the carelesssess of the copyist, 1 am unable to reproduce. _Ed.

1 fa: | a9
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assert absolute non-duality] is [intended] to produce apathy
in those who have desires, [and who would be better for
believing in * the nothinguess 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, alse,
because of the non-existence of evidence to convince us
that the world is unreal :*

Y0

ol - Aph. 52. The world is real ; because

The worifs realily it vesults from an unobjectionable cause,

: and because there is [in Scripture,} no
debarrer [of this view of the matter].

7. We see, in the world, that no reality belongs to dream-
objects, or to the [fancied] yellowness of [invariably white]
vonch-shells, and the like; inasmuch as these are results
of the internal organ, &ec., when [not normal, but] injured
by [I e., under the injurious influence of] Sleep,’ &ec.: and
this is not [the state of things] in the [waking] Universe,
in which Mind is the first,’ * [accordine to Book L, § 71].

‘A mmrﬁﬁr gar wfa
-ﬂ' mm@mmmm !
2 For *injured,’ &e., read, * impeded by the obstruction [offered]
by 8leep,’ Ed.

3 Instead of *in which," &o,, read, * [consisting of] the Great Oue,
&e' Ed,
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b, He declarea that the Universe is real, not merely in
its existent state [at any given instant], but, also, always :*

WSHFTTRTET ARG I 43 0

e Aph. 53. Since it cannot be [ac-

counted for] in any other way, mani-

festation [of whatever is manifested] is of what is real,
[i.e, of what previously existed]

a. That is to say : since, through the aforesaid reasons,
it is impossible that the unreal should ecome into existence,
whut does come into existence, or is manifested, is what
really existed [previously,] in a subtile form.*

A, Though [it is declared that] the being the agent and
the being the expericncer belong to diverse subjects, he
asserts the distribution [of agency to Belf-consciousness,
snd of experience to Soul,] by two aphorisms :?

WEHT: FAT 7 TR 0 ug

W P L Aph. 54. Bell-consciousness, not Soul,
is the agent.
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Fazamren sfwamRaTAaETa I 4N

PR Aph. 55. Experience ceases at [dis-

qum fgotrid  oination of] Soul, [as being quite

distinct from Nature]; since it arises

from its [Soul’s,] Desert, [which is not, really, Soul's, but

which, while Non-discrimination lasts, is made over to

Soul; just as the frnits of the acts of a king's ministers are
made over to the king|.

a. He shows the reason for what was stated before, viz.,
that cessation of action does not result from enterings into
the world of Brahmé :

= H
Tefesasargfafafrmasrara’ | u& |
_ j Aph. 56. Even in the world of the
,;,:ﬁ:.':,',,:"wﬁf’ moon, &e., there is return [to mundane
' existence]; because of there really
being a gause [of such return}.
a. * A canse,’ viz., Non-discrimination, Desert, die.”

b, But then, through the coumsels of the persons
dwelling in these various [supermundane] worlds, there
ought to be no return [to mundane existence]. To this he
rephies:*

' gmeaTTtataAaTe fassfafda o-
FTH HITW FIATA 0

t Tostoad of “FTRTATA , Aniruddha bns ~EATTT . Ee
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S AreemeE: adwa 0 yo

ks Aph. 57. Not by the counsel of
it e [supermundane] peaple is there effpetu-
wtion. [of Emancipation]; just as in the former case, {the
ease, viz., of counsel given by mundane insFugtors]..

@. But, in that case, what becomes of the text that there
i no return from the world of Brahmé ? To this he replies :*

mﬁrmaﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁ!:ﬂubll

i . Aph. 58. There is Scripture [declara-

Sty o tory] of Emancipation, [on going to the

world of Brahm4]; this [Emancipation]

being effected [more readily in that world than in this, but
only] by intermediacy [of the appropriate means].

a. He alleges the Scriptural text of Soul’s going [to the
locality where it is to experience], even though it be all-
ﬁ]linﬁ,“ [and can, therefore, have no place into which to
move] :

TAae ATTER squrfaTTR T -
AT FHTA I ye |

s 4ph. 59. And, in accordance with

the text of ita * going,” though it [Soul,]

! Auiruddha bas, instend of THFE:, Afefag:. 22
T AWSIEAT A W o
ANTE

' g saTarY e faaTaTeat i
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is all-pervading, yet, in time, it reaches its plaee of experi-
ence [or body], through conjunction with an adjunct; as
in the case of Space.

a. For, as Space, though it is all-pervading, 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 docupied by the jar is moved to the place to
which the jar is carried "], just so is it! [here].

b. He expounds the statement, that the site of experi-
énce [the body,] is formed through the superintendence
of the experiencer,’ [ Soul]:

afufgam sfamamagT afers:
W&ol

. Aph. 80, This [constitution of

J;?*ﬁﬂw body] is not accomplished in the case of

what is [organic matter] not superin-

tended [by Soul]; beeause we find putrefaction [in organie
matter where Soul is absent].

a. But then, let the construction of a site of experience
for & body,] for Experiencers [i.e, Souls,] take place

‘o grETTE  g@Estd wfARE
ﬁﬁagmﬁﬁﬂmﬁfﬂﬁﬁiﬁnn

' ArfremrRrTIaA AT Al T
ama=gfa i

3. The reading of Aniraddba s Eﬁ[mﬁmﬂ B,
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without any superintendence at all, through Desert. To
this he replies !

e A B
Qg("ltﬁﬁn

Aph. 61, If you say tnat [indepen-

#Mf' themaker  dently of any superintendence, ] it is

through Desert [that a Body is formed,

it is not so]; since what is unconnected [with the matter

to be operated upon] is incompetent thereto: as is the
case with [unapplied] water, &c., in respect of a plant.

a. That is to say : because it is impossible that Desert,
which is not directly eonjoined with the semen and other
[elements of the Body], should operate through Soul, in
the construction of the Body, &e. ; just as it is for water,
&o., wnconnected with the seed, to operate through tillage,
&c., in the production of a plant.?

b. According to the system of the Faifeshilas and
others, it is settled that Soul is the superintendent, [in
the construction of the Body], in eirtue of its being econ-
Jjoined with Desert, But he tells us, that, in his own doo-

‘Tt faRageRTn dredr ar-
TRAAATAATE HTq | a9T= |
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trine, since Desert, &e., are not properties of Sonl, the
Soul eannot, through these, be the cause' [of the Body] :

ijqmﬂ'ﬂmﬁrnﬁ S ARA N

Aph. 62. For this is impossible [viz,
that the Soul should, through its Desert,
&ec., be the cause of Body]; because it has wo qualities
for these [viz,, Desert, &e.,] are properties of Self-con-
sciousness, [not of Soul].

a. And so, in owr opinion, it is settled that Soul
superintends [in the causing of the Body,] quite diveetly,
by cenjunction simply, without reference to anything
intermediate : such is the import.*

&. 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 o

Reason fir thir.

.W‘ !m'\ Wm- ATH-
Asfrerae wfuas | wfewrs wgerd
ATRTHAMARMTATEE Aredageaa 9 &
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fafres stamm=rgarfatam n éa n

Aph. 63. The nature of & living soul
i limiled ond  balongs to that whick ia qualified, [not
to Soul devoid of qualities, as is proved]

by direct and indirect arguments.!

a. To be a living soul is the being possessed of the vital
aira;uudthiuiuthenhnmt&rufthemuldilﬁnguiahadb}'
personality, not of pure Soul ! [which is unlimited].

b. Desiring, now, to set forth the difference between
the products of Mind [or the Grest Principle,] and of
Self-vonsciousness, he first states the products of Self-con-
seipusness

Aph. 64. The effectuation of works
ity cadn is di:mﬂ.ent on the agent Self-con.
seiousness, not dependent on a Lord, [such es is feigned
by the Faileshitas] ; hannmthminnnumuf[uftha
reality of such].*

a. By this sphorism are set forth, as are also established

lﬂuuwhiqﬁﬁmp.&&ml Ed.

iﬁﬁ‘ mﬁﬂ o T
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4 Bos Book I, Aph. 82, at p- U2, rupra, Ed.
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by Seriptare and the Legal Tnstitutes, the creative and the
destructive agencies of Brahmé and Rudra’ [respectively],
owing to their adjunct, 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 :*

sreTEfaaEATAA | & 1

e Ap.i.ﬁi.Itiut'nuumauintha
o arising of Desert.

a. Just as, at the creations, &c., the manifestation of
Desert, which sets Nature energizing, Tesults solely from

1Thisil.tn|ppe1hﬁnlnf§in Ed.
’ﬂ%ﬂ .-s. . E ﬁ . Eﬂ:%
fedgraan yfawfafesAia ufaar-
1]
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HEAIST I &&

Orthodax  reenymition Aph. 66, The rest is from Mind, [the
ql'fiﬂ‘“. P" mﬂ Great Prineiple].

@, What is other than the products of Self-conscious-
ness [or personality], viz., Creation, &e., that, viz., Preser-
vation, &o., results from the Great Principle slone;
because, inssmuch as it consists of pure Goodness, having
no Conceit, Passion, &c., 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 hos been stated, before, that the relation of

Nature and Boul, as experienced and experiencer, is
oaused by Non-discrimination [of the one from the other].
Here, what is Non-discrimination, itself, caused by?

TWASATAHEF A UIREC  FISTHNTA-
fawRs swd wq aEnfa s
FRTARATIATCG: |
:mw g = 1“—
wEweTes wafa farewsaafimm.
MY TOIRAAAA ST |
HAA 9 ArwEwiys frar: ge-
urg«rg:u

3 The text here followed is very inferior, Ed.




BOOK VI, APH. 68. 450

With reference to this doubt, he states that all phi-
losophers reject. in common, the doubt whether we should
have an infinite regress, on the supposition of a stream of
Non-discrimination ; because this [regress] is valid;' [since
an infinite regress which is in conformity with the truth
is no sound cause of objection] :

FATATHE: UFa: WEITRATIISTIE S
ATFLA 1 &9 1
5

- Aph. 67, The relation of possession
6o nopminied 1 withsy,  8nd possessor, also, if attributed [as it
:m',_,; fo the args- 3 by some,] to Desert, in the case of
Nature [and Boul], like [the relation of)
seed and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite re-

gress of alternants], is beginningless.

wiaasfata=r a1 usfoe: u

Aph 68, Or [the case is, likewise,
one of an infinite regress,] if it [the
relation between Nature and Soul, ] be attributed to Non-
discrimination [of Soul from Nature], as Panchasikha
[holds].

A soeomd,

! fAfATE: is the reading of Aniraddhs. Ed,
30
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fagniataws sfa Faear=ra: 1 ge i

bl Aph, 69, [The case is the same,] if,

as the teacher Sanandana does, we
attribute it [the relation between Nature and Soul,] to
the Subtile Body, [which, in the shape of its elemental
causes, attends Soul, even during the periodical annihila-
tions of the world]. .

a. He sums up the import of the declarations of the
Institute :*

TET AT AGFS: TRETHEG SN T&-
gTd: Il 90 I\

L Aph. T0. Be that the one way, or the
i 15 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.

! TR TERq |

THE EXD.



CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

IN THE BODY OF THE PAGE.

P.12,1. 19, Instead of ‘indestructible,’ read *impracticabls.’
P.23,1.7. ‘That is to say,' &c. B8ee, for & more correct ren
dering, the Rational Befutation, &c., p. 63.

P. 25 L 2. Read, instead of *your own implisd dogma,’ *the
dogma which you acoept.’

P. 32 L 8. The reference to the second nots is omitted.
P.85, 1 14 TUh FIGHT is the reading of Aniruddha and
Nigesa ; m that of Vijnfoa and Vedinti Mahddeva.

P.44L8 umumw

P. 46,1 14. Mmm-ﬁ'ﬂﬁ as

P.63,1 10, ‘Thatin to sy, &. For mnother vesion, see the
Rational Refutation, &e., p. 119,

P.56,L7. Read

P.58, 1,13, ﬂmtumnlr,thumhrpohmmhhnhum

the Berampors edition of the Sdnkhya-pravackana-bhdshya. My
copy of that work was lent, in 1851, to Pandit Hirdnanda Chanbe,

ﬂupﬂmﬂ.hnr.mhntmm&mkﬁhpmﬁmdthnt
corresponds to pp. 1—1883, swpra, in which, additions, compressions,
interpolations, and other alterations lawlessly made by him, and
scholia of his own devising, were introduced with regrettable fre-
quénecy,

P, 59, . 15—p. 61, L 18. For another rendering, from a text
here and thers somewhat diffarent, see the Rational Refutation, &e.
rp- 12, 18,

P.69,L10. Read .

P.85, |. 13. *This Ignorance, &c. The original of this is i,
V. 4, of the Fisknu-purdng.,

P.143, L. 4 Resd = 'grqa

P.148, L. 1. Read *is mesnt.’



462 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

P.199,1. 5. *An internal’ is better.

P. 216, 1 8. Instead of *it is one with the internal organ,’ read
* the internal organ is reslly one.” The implication is, that buddhi,
ahankdra, and manas really make one whole, called manas, in the
wider semse of that term.

P.293,1. 8. Rend ‘Hﬁﬁsﬁl

P. 246, L 13 B.unmu the brackets which enclose ‘prmoting.’
Compare p. 433, L. 7.
P.272, L 16 Bead' 'EIJII!.II, i@, 68’

P 292, 1.9, Buul

P. 437,110, Mmiﬁﬁa

IN THE NOTES.

P13, 1 1. Resd EATATTIRIATATALC . and remove,

in p. 12 @, the brackets enclosing the words * the positive destruction
of' Dr. Ballsotyne’s maimed espression 1 find nowhere bat in the
Serampord edition of the Sdnkhys-pravackana-bhdsehya.

P52 Red PRI,
. 30. 1 1. Nigeia bes FAFEA:, which Vijnioa and

Vediinti Mahédeva recognize as a reading’

P35, L. 5. Read ‘Aniruddha and Nigeia have.”

P.39, IL.5,8. See, for the true md:ugu['whltu here given
mrrﬂ:pﬂy. the Chlidndugya Upawishad, vi., i, L2

P.47,L5 Resd FRAAHTNG:,

P.54,1.3. In the Serampore edition of the Sdnkiys-pravachana-

bhdsya, the reading s TTHIA TSI, which obviates
the anseoluthism spoken of in p. 53, note 4,

_P.54,1.4 From the Indische Studien, where referred to at the
foot of p. 53, it appears that Professor Weber found, in the Amrita-

bindu Upanivhad, v. 18, hers quoted, YZYUH:, instesd of
TR Compare, further, Gasdaphdu's Mindiikyopaniahat.
kdrild, ii., 4, et seq.

P.55,1. & Rend, instead of *Vedéati Mahédeva,' * Nigesa.
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P. 63, L 4 Red TARAFE. aod s in p. 70, L 5, and
p. 107,1. 6

P.64 L 1. Read vdsand,

F.64,1. 4. The verses in question also oecur as ii., 32, of Gau-
dapida's Mindikyopanishat-bdrikd. They are quoted and tmms-
lated in the Rational Refutation, &e., pp. 189, 190, where they are
professedly taken, T cannot now say how tenably, from the Fireka-
ehiddmani, which is eredulously affiliated on Sankara Achirya

P.68,1.6. Read HTEJTeERI-,
P.77,1. 1. Read {Y FT.

P21 4 Read -SIfANTATY.

P.118,1. 3, Ths quotation in question is xvi., 3, 4, of the Foga-
odrishtha. For a more correet translation of it, ses the Rational
Refutation, &e., p. 214

P. 182, . 7. For emendstions of sundry matters in mote 4,
see p. 428, note 4,

P.204,1.2,3 The Se:mpwe edition of the Sdakhya-pravacbana-

bhdshya bas TATGT , aveweriog to its SHTLGTH in the
Apborism ; also, HTTETATHZF T UTE:-

P, 326, |. 6. Read ‘elerical.’

-

In the foregoing pages, reference has been made, again and aguin,
to the Berampore edition of the Sdakdye-pravackone-bidebya
published in 1821. Of the imperfections of that edition some notion
may be formed from the facts, that it gives, as if they were com-
mentary, no fewer than twenty-six of the Aphorisms, that it whally
omits six others, repeats two, curtails or mangles seversal, and, more
than once, represents, as Aphorisms, fragments of Vijofina's ex.
position.  SBtill, if great liberties have not been taken with his
materials by the pandit who prepared it for the press, it may be
considered us possessing the value of an inferior manuscript. Hence
it has been thought worth while to extract from it, as below, its
principal peculinr readings of the Aphorisms, over and above those
already remarked on. . The pages and notes referred to wre those of
the present work.



404 COREBCTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

Boox I. Aph. 1f‘=r11 Apb. 24 FTITY®  Aph. 4L
+ | Aph ﬁ.ﬁumﬂt‘h&.

Aph 87. As in the MBS, spoken of in p. 52, note 8. Aph 73.

S Aph.81. 5 FHTITETATATIIIG | Aph. o7.
Boox IL Aph. 3. Oy W WHWHTHTHIRATE: |

Aph. 6. As in Anirnddha, See p. 100, note 3. Aph. 26.
is inserted. Bee p. 206, note L.

Boox IIL  Aph. 12. TV ACA . Apb. 15. T in

omittel. Seo p. 235, note 3. Aph. 63. FTRRAL®. Aph. 66,
fITHAS. See p. 207, note s,

Boox IV. Aph.26. FVY;. Bee p. 305, note 3.

Boox V. Aph. & instead of . &
Ph & W, iosed of TATAT.  Aph 6.
is added ut the end. Aph. 33. As in Anirnddha and Veddnti
Mabideva. Seop. 339, note2. Aph. 30, STATATH:. Apb. 40,

+- Soep. 344, note 3. Aph. 51. As in Vedénti Mahfdeva.

See p. 352, note 4. Aph. 57. mﬂlu&aﬂ uf@?'l'
THE: T Aph. 0. TRIEA, instend of TFY. aph, 0.

TGU® S p 354 noto L Agh. 08 —HISTHTTH.

LY
See p. 990, note 3. Aph. 120, ‘Fﬁmﬁﬁqﬁ Aph, 123,
=, ; =
FTTBTTHA: , instead of afaerga:.

Boox VL. Aph. 1L UTURTIG. Aph. 1. SymqaqTaf.
fa, insiesd of AT w: nmamhswo

d-lf 9
. -
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