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ADVERTISEMENT.

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

! Their titles here follow :

“The Aphorisms of the Sfnkhys Philosophy of Kapila, with
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for
the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad :
Printed at the Présbyterian Miasion Press. Bav G Hay. Sup't.
1862."

#The Aphorisms of the S&nkhya Philosophy, by Kapus, with
Illustrative Extracts from $he Commentary. Books IL, IH., & IV
In Sapskrit and English. Printed for the use ‘of the Benares
College, by order of Govt. N, W. P. (lst Edition, 550 Copies ;=
Price 12 annas) Allahsbad: Printed at the Presbyterian Mission
Press. Rev. L. G. HaY, Superintendent. 1854.” ,

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kaplla, with
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnéna-Bhikshu.
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. ~ Translated by James
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt. College, Benares..
Printed for the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P.
(1st Edition, 660 Copies :— Price 12 annas)) Allahabad: Printed

‘at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup’t. 1856.”

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

The titie of the abridged form runs: “The Sé.nkhya Aphorisms
of Kapila, with Extracta from Vijnana Bliks[h]u's Commentary,” &e.
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up
63 pages out of the total of 175. The expository matter in that
Book is derived, very largely, from other commentators than Vijuéna.

1.



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 turned to
account, an immense number of improved readings "have
- been taken from another source. Three several times I
carefully read Dr. Ballantyne’s translation in a8 many
different copies of it ; entering suggestions, in the second
copy, without reference to those which had been entered
in' the first, and similarly making "independent sug-
gestions in my third copy.- - All these' were, on various
occasions, submitted to Dr. Ballantyne ; ‘and such of them
a8 did not meet his epproval Were crossed ihrfiugh. " The
residue, many more than a thousand, have been emb’odiéf_f

PN

Vedénti’Mshédm“hiainly'si:pplié;' it at the outset, and, towards
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddha_ Some share of it, however,
will not be traced ; it having been furnished by one of Dr, Ballantyne's
pandits, whom I have repeatedly seen in the very act, as by his own
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations, -~ ;- .

! Many of them, especially in Books IL=VI., Test on readings
of the original preferable to those which had been aceepted. . -

Though not fally published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnkkya-
pravackana-bhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne -had a ‘copy'of it A few arbitrarily
chosen words apart, his text, afer Book I, is borrowed from it

and digested from better manuscripts than thase to which I at first

bad access. Greatly to his disservice, he would not be induced even
 to look at them, It faring the same with my typographical cor-
-rections, he has, here and there, reproduced errors, ‘more or less gross,
which wight-easily have been’ avoided. Sce, for specimens, pp. 197,
288, 357, 373, 974, 381,880. oo T

s
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in the ensuing shests, but are not indicated,' as succes-

sively introduced. The renderings proposec. in t.he foot-
notes are, for the most part, from among those which have

_recently occurred to me as eligible.

That Dr. Ballantyne had any thought of reissm:ng,- 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 1mprf>ve-
ment of his second edition, which, at the cost of no slight

dgery, are here made available. i}
dn';‘hz )éénkhya -Aphorisms, in all the knowp 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 printeq, about |

to be specified :* o :
L. The Sdnthya-pravachana-bhdshya, by Vijndna Bhikshu.

Revelant particulars I have given elaevirhere. My old\eat

MS. of it was transeribed in 1654. .

! Nor has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of

idiom which have been remaved ; as, for example, !)y t,l’ae ;\'xbmtut:lon'
of ‘ unless’ for ‘without,’ of *in time’ ﬁor.‘ ::ongh :;ntz,' of ‘presently
‘just,” and of * between the two ’ for * betwean .

fox; ﬂ‘::’ theutime of his departure from Indis, in 1860, Dr. Bals‘l:ln:l}:ne
left with me the MS. of his revised trm!.ahon of th? i é,';;
Aphorisma.” ** Notice,” in the Bibliotkeca Iu.dlca,ANew Sene:;) 0. 81.
3 For details respecting these comientaries nuc-! l!w)r at; ors, :::
my Contribution towards an Index to the Bablwy:"iapl: j’ Qf,‘,.a

- Indian Philosophical Systems. or my Prelace to the Sda ya-sdra.



now are,

n ADVERTISEMENT.

IL The Kapils- sdnkhya - pravachang - sitra-oritts, byi .

Allmddha. Of this I have consulted, besides a MS,
:gw;i h:h 11818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne
procured to be copied, in 1 ,

ME, withont P mn 1855, from an old
t‘hj."['II. The Laglu-adnélya—cﬁtra-vritﬁ, by Nagesa. Of
. I hz.zve t_wo MSS., both undated. One of them is
enhrrve ; but the other is defective by the three first Books
dénﬁ.;ha;é Sauklz' Yd-pravackana-sity 'a-vz'z'ttifscira, by Ve-
2 dev?. Here, again, only one of {wo MSS.
Possees 18 complete. The other, which breaks off

- In the midst of the comment on Book IT., Aph. 15, 1s, in

Places, freely ‘interpolaféd from No. I. ~Neither of them

Nearly all my longer annotations, and some of the.

_ shorter, were scrutinized, while jn the -rough, by the

lfu-ned I:rofessor Cowell, but for whose searching criti-
mun:;l w.luch cannot be valued too highly, they would, in
several instances, hay_'e been far less accurate than they

- Mazvesrorn, SurroLk,
Ang. 28, 1884.

! | o
T oocs had & lle:o-nd copy of this very rare work, bearing no date,
but most .wnenb 10 appearance. Like many of my manuscript
treasures, it was lent, and never found its way back to me.
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THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

OF

KAPILA

BOOK I.

a. Salatation to the illustrious sage, Kapila!!

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

urge our striving to obtain] :2

= fafnrg eIl

, . "~ Aph. 1, Well, the complete cessation
The sed. J
et prope of pain [which is] of three kinds is the

complete-end of man. »
Boiciconi CHl
' | WgreiyHEAfA: #fus: wear-
TANTE FARIGI AN WA
TIFTHATCANTE |




2 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,
a. The word ‘well” gerves ag 2

benediction ;! [the
particle atha being regarded as an ausp

icious one].

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which
18 6f three kinds,~—viz,, (1) due to one’s self (a’d/zg/dtmz'ka),
(2) due to products of the elements (ddhibhautika), and

(3) due .to supernatural caugses (ddkzdazbika),—is the com-
plete end of man, he means to say thg

t it is the chief end
of man, among the four humagp aims, [viz, merit, wealth,
Pleasuro, and liberation (see"Sdlu}fya-darjmzia,§ 2)];* because
the three are transitory, whereag liberation is nog trans;-
tory: such is the state of the case,

A question whether ghe .
end Ty not be attaineq mentioned

by ordinary means,
man; still, what reason is there
doctrinal system which is the ca

for bodily, Dains, viz,, drugs, &c
pains, viz., beautify] women and delioate food, &ec., and
remedies for Pains due to Products of the elemen,ts, Viz.,
the Tesiding in Impregnable localities, &o.

in the institutes of polity, and remedies
supernatural causes, viz,

prophylactic Properties]

- 80d remedies for menta]

» 88 18 enjoined
for pains due to
» 8°mS8 [such as possess marvellous
»and spells, and herbs of mighty

IR Y]

e

4
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BOOK I.,, APH. 2.

; n [on the other hand], since it is hard
POWEl;» ﬁ‘e’ t;a.o!1 dgx:};);le[ with that very difficult l.cno;v.ledge
of f X th which can be perfected only by the toil o mantz
of tru ive births, it must be still more hard. to get 9nfe€
smw]‘;smhimself to the doctrinal system [whlch.treats (6 ) }:x.e
EmWTedge in question]? Therefore [i.e., seeing that this
mac;r be asked] he declares [as follows] :*

< iRl
7 geTefafafRTaga ey

Aph. 2. The effectnation of this [cor}x):-
s mot lo s plete cessation of pain] is .n.ot [to ;
amw; ordinary expected] by means of the visible [suc
. as wealth, &c.]; for we see [on th;
loss of wealth, &c.,] the restoration {of the misery an
evil,] after [its-tempora-y] cessation.

i SRS S s

. V . m\;r%@mqﬁT FT

B g wfadrRAE A

gfradart Tl ety

Ty AadaT Afanrarafeef -

AraTgATeATaRIfiES aﬁgilﬁfﬁ’j@m b

e SR e

q{UUATHETE aESHsfageR g
W TRERGATRIS SR |

t
= ing of Aniruddha, and of mos
? Instead of 'Fm:, the reading o

-
y + Ed.
MSS., Vijuina has, to the same effect, ﬁ?




THE ‘SANKHYA APHORISMS.

2. ‘Ine visible’ in the shape of the drugs,
mentioned! [§ 1, c.].

b. “The effectuation of this,’ Leé.,
complete cessation of pain.?

¢. Rhyis it not [to be thus effected] ? Because, after
f pain is understood), we gee
up again of pain in general,?

the cessation (the cessation o
it restoration, the springing ,
[from whichever of its three sources (§1.6)]. ‘

d. The state of the mat

above-mentioned ig there such a removal of pain, that e
Pain arises thereafter ; for, when, by this or that expedient,
ths or that pain hag been destroyed, we

e. But then, grant that fufure Pain is pot debarred
drugs, &c., Femployed to Temove present pain], stil], by*

\‘S\

PRI 0

: aﬁafgg:amwﬁq&rg&: n

- AaEfg ﬁﬁgwﬁm T
fafg REIREEIECes SRR

&c., above-

the effectuation of the

ter is this: not by the expedients

. 5
BOOK I., APH, 4.

iating i it presents itself],
1 in obviating it [as often 8s i  itactt]
:g::: ::i ggatl:lhe cessation of fufure pain, also. This dou
i .1 »
he states [as follows] : __
mwmmﬁmmo -
" ﬂlﬁaq N3N0
Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt%
. 3. . loubt
The fucstion wieer  that the soul’s desire [the ces:?.t:;nfor
toined by 0 s pain, may result] from exer ul)1 i
e oy s the obviation [of pain], as is the cas
i viati ily hunger.
th the obviation of daily
" When pain shall arise [let us spppose one i; gqsg:l;al]zs ,
th:l.l it is to be obviated ; af]d hus thelx;e u1lsd b soult
desire, the cessation of pain; just:us one.sho A

‘ thi
ter, viz., the cessation of hunger. Ix.l2 regard to
EZoul;t] he states the recognized decision :

. nTysh gﬁmia AHTT-

'é\ﬁ,sz%{:' ng

' e A Wﬁfﬁg@ﬁifw
fir :—E T HAlARa q Wrtag et

facfu wnfefa wga |

' I O™ qer mw H;:T
< grafaafa: qeardt awr @@ gEe

2

Ifa o

: . irnddha, is
3 The more ordinary reading of MSS., and that of'E jmru dha,
AT, ‘excellence,” not F{TA [ with Vijnbna. E¢

| W e g geeTd {f‘e}’ﬁmm



THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

if this were possible
e, th
regards fensun'ng] th eere

would be an imposei ility &
employed], Y a8

perfect fitness [of the agents

ich 18 mentyy :
[under such circumstances] » &c.; 50 that there is not
’

from paj , in every r . z
TVhichpam' For'these Teasons, sycj ay . ;‘;Pect., Liberation-
: c’ogtents 1tself with ¢ oul's aim [ag thyy

6. He wentj '
entions another proof? [of his assertion] :

—_——
————

SLE BN T ST AT | o
W% * FT&':I a‘m_
ST ”MT%ZI{&M

o I

N

La DL LU LT I e —n—

BOOK 1., APH. 5. 7

< - - -
IeaTely ATER WaTRERA: Ly b

Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method

,*""”“‘.‘”"4""”" ought not to be adopted,] because of
avowr of this view. . - . .

the preeminenc: of Liberation [as

proved] by the text [of Scripture declaratory] of its pre-

eminence above all else.

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

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

this he replies [as follows] :2

x,a,;m-m 2\ o:-\. 33?? » =
freme g RTSTRINATHRAG | HIH-
R A fagra fa g Ay e
¥R q@E T Ifqa=d

' A9 AT TR FAIfefa Wataa | @ 9
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THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

wraRwshran 0 &

Aph. 6. And there 18 10 difference

An olgection met,
een the two.

5. Now, with vhe vi
) e view of de :
of7 Bo ' ' Gémonstratine [the
the] ﬁrstn d?ag ° and Ll_berqu;mn’ he declares [exclf::ﬁrnlatu? :
Place, the objections to Bondages h: ély, In
5. 5.]: o : ondage’s being essengizy®

SIEC] T “W“@ﬁrﬁpuan‘

P s 2T There wruid b o e 3
oiney, " 1ave beenen.  the enjoining of means for the Hb: o
tion of one bound essentially. ra-

A B e g

b

FIABRISR e e e g g ERVUE it 3

&
g
&
;i
22
B
.8
b
H
£
&
e
B .3
i
T
&
=
R -3
&
- &

P2
=

4
o=
=

e
i
=

t

BOOK I., APH. 7. 9
a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage
is the junction of pain; and this is not essentia! in man.
For, if that were the case, then there would be no rule,
l.e., no fitness, in the Scriptural or legal injunction of
means for liberation : such is what must be supplied, [to
complete the aphorism]. Because, to explain our mean-
ing [by an illustration), fire cannot be liberated from its
keat, which is essential to it; since that which is essential
exists as long as the substance exists.! '

6. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the
fs'wara-gitd,] : ‘If the soul were essentially foul, or im-
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not take
place even through hundreds of successive births.” -

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

declares [as follows] :*

' R AAIRETENT AR |
¥ ge8 A @nrfas: | aar &fa AT
RTYATRE AT wae ¥ fafucTer
7 weq fa Tw 1 | @ gmtaw-

| wrATE: @WAfa EMITEE aTaEET-

famnfefa s

'I% IYTHAEAE | TR AT
sera faard e | Afe
HIRRAATATACA T I |

' AT fRAqTaddd W |
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THE SANXHYA APHORISM,

qREgH b

Seririurs would 3 . APh. 8. Since ap essential
nugalor,, i . 1 : . nature
entadiy, Y o wee 18 imperishable, unauthoritativeness

. i ,

trevitable,

6. But then [some one may say],

[to use means for ¢ i

; e e attainment of i
ob_l):c:], on the mere strength of Script;m:':-l 211?:;:;11?1310
Sa eﬁ u;:) nlls Zzll{i unquestionable authority, we may ,bel::e
;o0 TOM °SKing or answering the i .
lll‘J“l.lnc’tl(:)? 1s given]. To this he repHequ::t;gﬁ:)::j/° the

o Wm:n e

BT AT R T e e,
Wmﬁaﬁ: i |
Y AT w0

let it de an Injunction

H IR e p—",

BOOK 1., APH. 10. 11
_ An impracticabls in- Aph. 9. There is no rule, where
Junction s mo ras. something ‘impossible is enjoined:

though it 3¢ enjoined, it is no injunction.

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

4. Here he comes upon a doubt :*

TFueaataEq I 90l

o N

A dowt whethor e ApA. 10. I [some one says] asin
esvential be nol remor- 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 argus], the
destruction even of what is essential [in spite of what is
stated under § 7] 1s seen; as, for example, the essential
whiteness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the
essential power of germination in a seed is removed by

' Ty gy fatgeE |
wafqg ga SufeR fafgdsauwTaai-
wew wq 7 wafq fo quenniE T arfv
any Asfu 7 Iruwdifa T |

T TEd |



S THE SANKAYA APHORISMS,

fire, Therefore, accordin
» aceoraing to the analogy of th i
cloth and che seed, it is possible that the;gr}; shoulc;a b:l;if:

6. He declares® [the al ‘
to the doubt just tz[:isedf'l.e state of the case, with reference

THRATIRANAT ATTRTIR: ) 9q |

Deciion that an s APh. 11. Since both i
: “h perceptibl
se_nm:' groperty may b and [subsequent] non-percegt;blzzzsz
indestractibler ¢ may belong to some Power [which ig
e ctible], it is n?t sc.lmething impracticable that ig
Joned, [when .one is directed to render some ind
structible power imperceptible)]. e

s ¢;.O In regara even to.the two exé;mples above-mentioned
1, people do not give an injunction for [the positive

destruction of] somethin i i
! v g essential, which is indestryct;
[§8]. Why [dq We a8y this] P Because, in :h::g :::3

T I T A

TR R

., §

MW”M@WW RALIBEEE L R e Pt

BOOK I., APH. 1l. 13

instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of
a power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of
germinating (see § 10. a.)], there are merely the manifes-
tation and [afterwards] the Aiding of the whiteness, &c.,
but not the removal of the whiteness, or of the power of
germination ; because, that is to say, the whiteness of the
dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted

. seed can again be brought out by the processes of the
- bleacher, &c., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the

will of the Yog?, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in
the case of the roasted seed], &o.'

6. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is

" essential [to man], wishing to disprove also the notion

that it is the result of some [adberent] cause, he rejects
the [various supposable] causes, viz., Time, &c.:*

' IHGETAANANNTE AT IHTETY-
e Wt A Hafd 1 @a: | wEwAr-
qRANTT TETRA TFATQUT AT AT
A HIA A G NHATEITRETUTE: |
wafeamR ATt twueie-
A g gttt
ol N |
* g4 I @nfaas frusa Afafs-
Faafa fausftafafaate swé -
Tafa i ‘



14 . THE SANKHYA. APHORISMS.

q FEAPTAT HTTHAT fAe 554-
T 0 R N

dph. 12. Not from connexion with
time [does bondage befall the soul];
because this, all-pervading and eter-
nal, is [eternally] associated with a/, [and not with those
alone who are in bondage].

Time, whick “applies
to all, cannot be the cause
of the bondage of a part,

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

A AATATSYTATA I 93 1

Apk. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
from connexion with place, either, for
__the same [reason].

Placs, for the same
resson, cannol be the
oause.

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

' 7 wwfafaes: gEve I sfuan
fraw www @9 768 aiwerasia

TR G IR |
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BOOK 1., APH. 14. 15

or not liberated, bondage would [in Zkat case] befall the
Iberated, also.!

ATTETAT CTUHATIET: 1 98 1

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of
the soul arise] from its being condi-
tioned [by its standing among circum-
stances that clog it by limiting it];
because that is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but]
the body.

The soul is not kept
in bondage by its being
conditioned.

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

‘%a-arrrarsfq-a' T FA | T -
FEGATRFI R R e &
FYTIRIED:

T UTAfaRETaT | ddr q a9

T STUAATRHYAE  §IEICaaIvaa
Tt TRt wras o
' AY TRTRATIT WEETE 0



18 THE S8ANKHYA APHORISMS.

wEGTSIgRA Tfan v

Aph. 15. DBecause this soul is
[unassociated with any conditions or
circamstances that could serve as its
bonds, it is] absolute. :

T3e soul s absolute.

a. The word ¢ here shows that it [i.e., the assertion

conveyed in_the aphorism] is a reason; the construction

with the preceding aphorism being this, that,since the
soul is unassociated, it belongs only to the body to be

conditioned.?

7 SRR AR 95 |

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

The fruit o warh
beloxgs nat to mL

' efaean mm agm-
wﬁaﬁﬁrﬁm N

* The commentator Amruddha omits the final word, . Ed.

8 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives ¢ uninterrupted
continuance’ as one of the definitions of atiprasanga; and that
definition, in all probability, snggested ‘eternal’ to the translator,
who here had to do with afiprasakii. Near the end of @, in the
next page but one, afiprasanga is rendered ‘ undue result.” For the
synonymous atiprasakii and afiprasanga, respectively, see Aph. 53,
with the comment on it, and the comment on Aph, 161, of this Book.

Colebrooke, on verious occasions, represents one or other of these
terms by ‘wrest,” *straining a rule,’ ‘room for misconstruction,’ &.
As technicalities, they generally signify ¢illegitimately extended
application * of a canon, notion, or the like. Ed.

SERSMRA RS R R DRI LT ]

BNOK. L., APH. 18. 17

a. That is to say: moreover, the bondage ¢f the soul
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid-
den ; becaunse works are the property of another, i.e., not
the property of the soul [but of the mind]. And, if, through
a property of another, the bondage of one quite distinet
could take place, then bondage might befall even the libe-
rated !, [through some acts of some one else].

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

‘cases as the universal ‘dissolution® [of the phenomenal
‘universe, including the mental organ, but nof the soul].

4 doudt whether. the ¢. But then [some one may say], if
bondage, also,belongs not - that be the case, then let the bondaye,
f‘,’w:‘;f";”“"g ¢be than  t56, in the shape of connexion with

pein, belong [not to the sov/, but] to
the mind alone, in accordance with the prmmple 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

g f'afga’fai’agaﬁnwfw UEYE N
ammsmuﬁaramnmﬁmq. | -
YHW HTHEIE 94 9 'H'%ﬁEfTﬁi TITE: N

2 Upddki, for which see p. 53, 1. A

aq @ fusaa am;{iwr T4 Ty
ITNIA saa@Eifasawafa a=aEr-
fy gEarETTmEEdY: |



18 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

of the mind, why is bondage [1.e., connexion with puin]
assumed of the sou/, also? With reference to this doubt,
he declares [as follows] : '

fafararmagafarmud? o a9 0

o Aph.17. If it were the property of
e A n;';;:w,z":f any other, then there could not be
helong. . diverse experience.

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

' R gEAPTEATSTY T FHETATAT-
frarmrtem faedsg gow fegus-
aran: fawmre faad gewanfa sead o=
SATIFTIATATE | B

F FRATTREYANRTYAR faaea fa-
fermauefa: sfads gwdrsr =fs-
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BOOK I., APH. 18. 19

b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is
directly the cause of bondage:’

AgfafaETER T Sy arawas it

Natwre s mot the Aph. 18. .If [you say that the sou'l s
immediate cause of the boadage arises] from Nature, as its
soul's loxdage. cause, [then Isay] ‘no;’ [because] that,
also, is a dependent thing.

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

phenomenal].

AT St | aégzaufaﬁrw T
nfafams @t w3difa arfanesg
da0

| grerTHgfafafARERAlY T -
Tfa -

2 Heré and In the comment, I have corrected HPITFII. FEd.
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20 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

4. If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhand’ [in
1t)he 18; (l:lase, and not in the 5th], then the construction will
¢ as follows: ‘If [you say that] the bond 1
by Natura s y ] ndage is caused
¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage,
only ag depcndl_ng on something else [i.e., on the conjunc-
tion to be mentioned in the next aphorism], through this
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is

’:’ﬂ”?‘”mly like the heat of water due to the conjunction of
fire ;* [water bein g hLeld to be essentially cold, and to seem -

hot only while the heat continues in conjunction wiih it]. .

a’ H.e establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this
poini, in the very middle* [of his criticisms on erroneous

notious in regard to the matter; for thers are more to
come]: M

A e TEwETEE agEar-

- Tmdusen

' This is the ection preferred byAnirud-dha and his followers. Ed.

fremr afefd w3 wafaframn
sgar Ifefa qmm

AT ATAAT A AT AITEHAT-
@ SImfaReRrmidT arsaaaT-
SRS At o M o

FETTTAGAT SRR 2Aa-
yreafa n o

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

authority has been discovered. The word translating it I have re-
tained, but bracketed, K.
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BOOK 1., APH. 19. at

- Aph. 19. [But] not without the con-
Wihat really is the junction thereof [i.e., of Nature] is
to the “ ¥ there the connexion of ‘that [i.e, of
pain] with that [viz, the soul,] which is

ever essentially a pure and free intelligence.

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

b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, either
essentially or adventitiously], he makes use of the indirect
expression with a double negative, [‘not without’]. For,
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul]

.with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case

of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the baking],
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc-
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the jar, after
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whereas
the red colour occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-roze,
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the.
removal thereof]. Hence, as bondage ceases, on the dis-
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 5. 4.] nor adventitious®

[§11. 2.].

1 The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in
the first edition. - Vijnfna here supplies the comment. Ed.

? ARG wgfaeari 5T ge
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22 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. In order that there may not be such an error as that
of the Vaifeshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso-
lutely real conjunction [of the soul] with pain, he says
¢ wlj.ich ié,gver,’ &e. [§19]. That is to say: as the con-
nexion of colour with essentially pure crystal does not take
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue
of which, seen athwart the crystal, seems to belong to the
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever

essentially -pure, &c., could not take place without the con- -

Junction of some accidental associate ; that i8 to say, pain
&e., cannot arise spontaneously,! [any more than a red

colour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is

essentially pure]. s

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

afe fg o= IR RIS e AT &7
AT a5 Hﬁ%ﬁsﬂlﬁjﬁa | e :qagﬁ:[-
faam anmiraRrarfis v s rg g En-
wrfaa Sfafia 3 <7

| ARfrrafie wrefia g efy
R A fedael frdenfe | aur Epa-
'ﬁ’jgm%m TAT 9 FURET o 92d
a7 fremarfeanmas evdiTaringan
famt g 7 wed AT TR

L

it ’%’?ﬂ’firfwﬁﬁi O R 8 B B b
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BOOK I., APIL 19. 23

that lends its colour, in like mauner the supreme svul?® [is
regdrded as being affected by pain].’

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

in the crystal].

J- And so the maker of the aphcrism meauns, that the
cause of its bondage is just a particular conjunction [§ 19.¢.7.

- And now enough as to that point.*

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

' agd @R T i e T W
egd I | TR TEHHGEA

P aw frevew sqq@OTTRE fAg-
TEEAGNEEUN fAaasd aerarArty-
FGEYFA NATTRGUGRAFTEAUTTAT-
T 9 3fq 9= |
AW ¥ HAfaRY TAT qNEd Y
g T |
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~ = ——
ATSATATSHII AT AT 4§ 20 ¢
The Veddnlic tenet on Api#. 20, Not from Ignorance, too,

this point disputed. 5 .
powmt <up [does the soul’s bondage arise]; be-

cause that whAch 13 not a re:lity is nc- adapted to binding.

2. The word 600" is used with referers to the previously
mentioned ‘ Time,” &e.,! [§ 12, which had been rejected, as
causes of the boudage, antecedently to the statement, in
§19, of the received cause]. _

b. Neither, too, does [the scul’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 Veddntu-sdra, § 20.0.)]; because, since their ¢Ig-
norance’ is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind; because,
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely
dreamt of was never witnessed.’

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

e fagrmfa: 0 290
Aph. 21. If it [*Tznorance’] be [as-

The Veddnti cannot  gerted, by you, to Le] a reality, then

evade the oljection, with- a )
out stullifying bimself.  there is an abandonment of the [Ve-

dantic] tenet, [by you who profess to
follow the Vedanta].

' syfgwey: THTRATAIATEAT |
* sghagrarsfu A aEEaEsTaar
femt AurATEATI WATHET qAT TUAT-
fae:rrafg TR TR et
* swfqzTan I A@E |

BOOK I., APH. 22. 25

«. That is to say : and, if you agree that ¢ Ignorance’ s
u reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see
Nyiya Aphorisms L, § 31] of the unreality of  Ignorance;!
[and so you stultify yourself].

5. He states another objection :2

EEroEraric e BIECE]
Aph. 22. And [if you assume ¢ Igno-

T caunot  Tanice ’ to be a reality, then] there would
erwite {he with- . .
oul conceling -« dudlity,  be & duality, through [there being]

something of a different kind [from
soul; which you asserters of non-duality cannot contem-
plate allowing].

a. That is to say: if “Ignorance’ is real and without a
beginning, then it is eternal, and coordinate with Soul: if
[therefore] it be not soul, then there is a duality, through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul;
and this the Vedantis cannot intend to establish] ; because
these followers of the Veddinta, 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 sometking of a ditferent kind.?

' gfe arfaama agR S@itead aq

mw oifafa:
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26 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

& ITe pouders o doubt 2!

IELTA s ers] SCUEEY

< 4 4
The Vodintt s et Aph. 23. If [the Vedanti alleges, re-
(43 U 2O > . . .
‘.luc,’le that * Lynovanes® gardmg ) Ignorance,’ that] 1t 1s1n the
is at once reul ( un- h: 1
s ot ut wat un- shape of both these opposites, [then we
' shall say “no,” for the reason to be
assigned in the next aphorism].

¢. 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 Vedanta cannot allow] ,——and,
moreover, it is not wnreal, because we experience its’
effects; but it is in the shaps of sorething at once real
and unreal,® [like Plato’s &v «xal un 6r: (see Vedinta-
sdra, § 21)].

T ARSI S I 8 1

Aph.24. [To the suggestion that

There is no such thing o " ¢ T
a5 1 T o sl thig Ibnorarice is at once reul and unreal,
and unreal. we say] ‘no;’ becausc no such thing is

known [as is at once real and unreal.]

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

' wga N
) *wfaem | w6t a9 faerdigsaTafs-
ATERGl AEHaeI g aawEgan G-
gq9q: | -

RONT 1., APH. 25. 27

For, in the case of a dispute, it is ncozssary that there
should be an ezample of the thing [i.e. (see Nysya Apho-
risms, 1., § 25), a case in which all parties are agreed that
‘he property in dispute is really present]; and, as regards
younr opinion, such is not to be found; [for, where is there
anything in regard te which both parties are agreed that
it is at once real and unrezl, as they are agreed that fire
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ?]: such is the

import.!

b. Again he ponders a doubt :*
7 34 ygeraaricaT Iufyamfeag 1=y i

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Vedinti may

4 question whether the  remonstrate] ¢ We are not asserters of
Vedinti s beund to a- . . . .. g
void selfcontradiction.  any Six Catogories, like the Vaiseshi-

kas and others.’

a. “We are not asserters of a definite set of categories
like the Vwiseshikas, who arrange all things under six
heads, and the Naiydyikas, who arrange them under six-
tecen]. Therefore, we hold that there 78 such a thing,
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ‘ Igno-
rance’ which is at once real and unreal, or [if you prefer
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see

' geagmiaadfa = gafaad: | a9 2
wTE ATghtd Heagus wafeeiy ugre-
wEta: | feargrae g sgfq ger =n-
quEw: | 9 wARdsutas fa W |

* g: wEgd |
3



28 THE SANKHYA APEORISMS,

Veddnta-sira, §21]; because this is established by proofs,’!
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to z:s
although they may not comply with all the technica] requi:
sitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition

(see Nyaya Aphorisms, 1., § 35)].

. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘and others ’ are
mea:nt the Naiydyikas; for.the Naiyiyika is an asserter
of sixteen categories? [see N yaya Aphorisms, I., §1].

e. .He confutes® [this pretence of evading the objection,
by disalliwing the categories of the N yaya]:

SfraRsta Mafes doRisgwr =
NAACEARH Il 2 I

o . Aph. 26. Even although this be 1t
o %ﬁgﬂmg c?mpuls?ry [that the categorics b
sible. SIX, or sixteen], there is no acceptanc:

) of ‘the inconsistent; else we come tu
the level of children, and madmen, and the like.

a. Let there be. ’[accepted] 0o system of categories [sucl.
as’that of the Va'’eshika, § 25]; still, since deing and not-
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to

' | 94 fAEquerdatfen: | watsnaS
sfu scaTrrT: veafseear 3 AR
THIGAT AT I

" wiftug=artas: § fi Seagardar-
dfa

* ufeedfa

BOOK 1., APH, 26. 29

adwmit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to
all fitness: otherwise, we might ag well accept also the
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like:
such is the meaning.'

b. Certain heretics [deniers of the authority of the
Vedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen-
tary duration [individually; each being, however, replaced
by its facsimile the next instait, 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] : ?

] < b
uerafagar a1, awifa wrEammEfa-
SN aA
ARG Jraigess Geagciay-
-

< L) - . — -~

MY HUIT WIITAATIT AT 7 &9~
< v
afq | A ATFHRREATGA wE F
<

wrfems: |

2 Vdsand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has rendercd rarionsly, 1n
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewherc. It is well
defined, in Prof. Benfey's Sanskrit-English Dictionary: Arn
impression remaining unconsciously in the mind, from past actions,

ete, and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing plessure or
pain. Ed.
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FrafefawaTaEataessT=T 0 29 |

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

successicn of momentary . .
objects from ali eternity,  YDOTeOVeT, is not caused by any in-

ausing the soul’s Gom= . .
ZZ;?,"L'{'Zaid. fluence of objects from all eternity.

a. ‘Thereof,” 1.6., of the soul. An eternal influence of"

objects, an influence of objects the effect of which, in the
scape of a continued stream, hus had no commence-
ment,—nct by this, either, is it possible that the bondage
{of the soul] bas been occasioned : such is the meaning.®

. 5.  He stures the vesson of this [impossibility]:®
| DI RO A AR AT Tsiu .
FyTAr R urfagEEAeT’ 1 b

i Tnstead off -fﬂﬁﬁﬁ:, Aniruddha hus the substantially
equivalent "Fﬁ'f‘:{'ﬁ': Ed.
" - . .
‘T | XA AT uaiE-
- -~ - -
woararemar fawagm@ar afafaaaisiy
- 0 <
INT A7 @Fa Y U
" WX gqATE
¢ Dr. Ballantyne had, most prol;nbly by mere oversight, the un-

authorized JTRJ[*AL°, which I bave corrected. The reading

JUITII®, here foilowed, is, perkaps, that of Aniraddha. 3I49-
IF3H0O is the form of the word recogrized by Vijnéna; and I know
of no wunuscript warrant for the alteration of it seen in the following
page, 1,—an extract from his commentary. It is, farther, a regular
derivative, which the other is not, if it is not even unjustified by

grammatical presaription,  Ed.

- S .
, v Arniruddha has -HE\O, ‘ division, " in place of ~SFYTHO: .

sevatat, - B

BOOK 1., APH. 28. 31

Aph.28. Also [in my opinion, as

e hing cannot att  well .as in yours, apparently], between

the external and the internal theré is

not the relation of influenced and influencer; because

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

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

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

' e Ad Ui SR ETGR UTHT a9
M A FIEENaU - @RI O IEE
wTaTSty Eafa | ga: | gRerTElATs-
A Snaurafeas: | @3TT 899
fe aramTEg ST gEl AW AfEETEw-
ATAAT AT TEAGZHRATIA 1 '
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¢. Srughna and Pitaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna | are
two several places far apart.!

d. But then [these heretics may reply], ‘The infiuence
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there s
a contact with the object ; inasmuch as the soul, according
to ns, goes to the place of the object, just as the senses,
a%c(iordi]ng to Your Worship.” Therefore he declares [as
totlows] :

TAATAGTATH TN 22 |
Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the

On the heretical vi ’ i i
110 e Beretcal wiew, §ou1§ bonuagg shm'ﬂd arise] from an
egually liulte t0 bondage. influence received in the same place

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

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

ATy famgenfaadT g
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b. Here he ponders a doubt :!

HEEINEA N 20 |

Aph. 30. If [the heretic, wishing to
de};iﬁ"'“‘““‘“’"i"ed save his theory, suggests that a differ-
ence between the two cases (see §29)
does exist] in virtue of the wunscen, [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,
grapting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when
they become conjoined with them in one and the same
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely
from the force of the unseen, [i.e., from the merit and
demerit of this or that soul; the soul that is liberatad
alike from merit and demerit being able to encounter, with
impunity, the object that would enchain one differentiy
circumstanced]’: if? [#his be urged, then we look forward].

‘a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :

A ARSI ICIRTE IS
HTE: 139 0

BT T | | TATZATTEHRAAT
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CET wEa
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in
+the relation of deserver and bestower,

since the two ds mnot belong to vne
and the same time.

Lach barl must bear
its own hurden.

a. Since, in thy opinion, the agent und the patient are
distinct, and do not beleng to the same time [believing, as
thou heretically dost, not only that objects (see §26. 1.
momenturily perish and are replaced, but that the dusation
of souls, also, is of a like description], there is positiveiy
no such relation [between the soul at one time and its suc-
cessor at another] as that of deserver and bestower [or
transmitter of its merits or demerits]; because it is impos-
sible that there sho:ld be an influence of objects [§27]
taking effect on a patient [say, the soul of to-day], occa-
sioned by the “unseen’ [merit or deinerit] belonging to
an agent [say, the soul of yesterday, which, on the hypo-
thesis in question, is a numerically differen¢ individual]:
such is the meaning.!

b. He ponders a doubt:?

eFHafelfa Sq i 32 0

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests
Whether meritmay, o that] the case is like that of the cere-
may ol he inpated, d .
monies in regard to a son, [then he
will find his reply by looking forward].

4. But then [the heretic, admitiing the principle that

b S A .

'Ta AA, FAHTRHCIRERTATHINTE
HATURATIRREATS AlR TqfA8Tged
Flaer famarurem: sadtad:

i
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r

» merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the
went, may urge that], as the son is benefited by ceremonies
irf recard to a son, such as that [cerersony (see Colebrooke’s
¢ Hindu Law,’ Vol. ITL,, p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the father
[who performs the cercmonies, to propitiate the gods], in
like manner there may be an influence of objects on the
esperiencer [say, the soul of to-duy], through the unse.en’
[merit or.demerit] that belongs even to 2 different subject
[say, the soul of yesterday]: such is the meaning' [of the
heretic].

£ 1y
Y

|3-]

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

b <
Arfe fe q= g oF AT AT
3 S 4
A1 afenad 0 33 0
Aph. 33. [Your illustration proves
3o This will not felp the  pothing ;] for, in that case, there is no
e one permanent soul which could be

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

2. *Tn that case,” i.e., on thy theory, too, the benefit of

' e gat fagfaes wirrfear o3s
U gRATGR Hafq aeaiEaE-
geA ArgfawaraT wfead:

* goTmTiaen aftedfa

s Aniruddha has TRATYTATICHRAWT ; and Dr. Ballan.

tyne’s rendering suits it. Ed.

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

b. And, according to my theory, also, your illustration
is not a fact ; seemg that it 78 possible that the benefit to
the son should arise from the ‘unseen’ [merit] deposited
in the son by menns of the ceremony regarding the son:
for it is an implied tenet [of my school], that it [the soul]
is permanent [in its self-identity]; and there is the injunc-
tion® [of Manu, (Ch. IL,, v. 26), with regard to the cere-
monies in question, which proceeds on the same grounds].

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

feariTfag: wiua=w i 38 |

Aph. 34. Since there is no such

Whether londage may  thing as a permanent result [on the
not be momentary, and so

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

¢ Of bondage ’: this must be supplied, [to complete
the aphonsm] 3

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

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

(3) [Everything that exists is momentary,] as
the apex of the lamp-flame. or the like.3

' A sRfu giaasefraaaaat
STTATAWRT JT TASEEEATHLATYY -
fa= wafaea !
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‘.

¢. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘exist-
encc’] does not extend unduly? [as you may object,] to the
case of a jar, or the like ; because that, also [in my opinion],
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary].
This [in fact] is precisely what is asserted in the ex-
pression,. ¢ since there is no such thing as a permanent

result’* |§34].

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

7 w03 0

Aph. 35. No, [things are nof mo-

The foct of recogni-  mentary in their duration]; for the
Tion proves thut thinys . ..

wre ot momentary. absurdity of this is proved by recog-

nition.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary; because the
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite
argument [to that under §34. 5.], taken from such facts
of , recognition as, ‘what I saw, that same do I touch,’
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. :

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

! Pyabhickdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work
and others, the translator bas given it many meanings; and so has
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various countexts, by contradiction,’
‘derogation,” ‘failure,” ¢impossibility, ‘ unoperativeness,’ &e. As a
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle
term, unaccompanied by the major texm. Ed.

' A9 w2l I TREETY v |
TacaTH fararfasfi@E« |
* gwafa

LuOK 1., APH. 37, 89

(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,] as a
jar, or the like.!

wiqarafaLraT 1 3% 0

. o Aph. 36, And [things are not mo-
m%?-‘"zn::ié:d mentary ;] because this is contradicted
’;Z.ﬁf"’ ture and rea- by Secripture and by reasoning.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary; because the
general principle, that the whole world, oonsisting of
effects and causes, is momentary, is contradicted by such

texts as this, viz., ¢[All] this, O ingenuous one, was

antecedently existing,’ and by such Seriptural and other
arguments as this, viz., * How should what exists proceed
from the non-existent pre

TeTIfaRE Il 39 |

Aph. 37. And [we reject the argu
tm“; ::"fff;‘i"‘“'“ ment of this heretic;] because his
instance is not a fact.
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a. That is to say : the general principle of the .2omen-
tariness [of all things] is denied; becsuse this momentary
character does not [in fact] belong' to the apex of the
lump-flume, &e., the instance [on which thou, heretic
do§t ground thy generalization, (§34. 5.)]. Moreover thou,
quite errést in regard to momentariness, in that insf,:ance,
from not taking account of the minute and numerous
instants [really..jncluded in a duration which seems to thee
mornentary]: such is the import.!

b. Moreover, if the momentary dura-

I things were momen-  tiom, &e., [of things] be asserted, then

fary, .there could be no :
reiition of cause and DT can be mo sugh thing as the re-

s . .
z lation of cause and effect, in the case -

of the earth and the Jar, and the like,
And you must not say that there is no such thing as thut
[relz?tlon of cause and effect]; because it is proved to be a
rez.alxty by the fact that, otherwise, there would be no such
thing as the offorts of him who desires an effect, [and
who, thf:refore, sets 1n operation the causes adapted’to its
production].  'With reference to this, he declares [as
follows] :

FTAIIATAATH FIAHFTOIF: | 36 |
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Aph. 38. It isnot between two things

The causal relation s coming simultaneously into existence,

¢ between things tha! A
nrise simultancously. that the relation of cause and effect

exists.

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

follows] :*

TATATY SECFTETE 1 3¢ 0

Aph. 39. Because, when the antece-
A productcamnot sur- dant departs, the consequent is unfit
vive its substuntial cause. - i 4 . .
{to arise, and survive it].

a. The relation of cause and effect is, further, inconsis-
tent with the theory of the momentary duration of things;
because, at the time when the antecedent, 1. e., the cause,
departs, the consequent, i.e., the product, is ‘unfit,’ i.e., is
not competent to arise; because, that is to say, a product
is cognized only by its inhering in [and being substan- -
tially identical with, however formally different from,] its

‘e AgearrTaTTEATAAT. FEASHT-
wra: f& 91 wfaswan | "ry fafqmas
qTATET AT AefengwuuRE | AT
TR
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stixb..st-an.tml cause,! [and is incapable, ther.forc. of Sur-
viving it]. ' .

. "(‘ - L -
. ;) With re crence to this same [topic, viz,, the] substan-
tial cause, Le wenticns apother [the converse] objection

[to the thecry of the momentary duration of things] :

qRTS AAPTIFRRTIITR Y 7 1 go |

4dph. 40. Moreover, not [on the

J:’L‘”ﬁiﬁi";"&ﬁ"‘-’ th?ory of the momentary duration of

impossilde, if tings be  DIRES, cau there be such a relation as

momendary. that of cause 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 relatiox;
8» that of cuuse and effect ; because, at the time when the
antecedent exists, the consequent cannot coexist with it
tlfe two being mutually exclusive.”* The two suggester;
of the relution of cause and effect, in product and sub

) ' uam ILAHTIITHS ITCH HFTT-
ArTgIHTfaRTEf 7 wiuwaar -
En%z ST SR TAAAT
FETIfCA: | |

| SRR A AT AT |

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

# Here again occurs, in the Sauskrit, the term vyabhichdra. Ed,

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

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

i

t 1 have inserted the words ‘ in product and substance.’ Ed.

* The original dual of ‘ concomitancy of afirmatives’ and *con-
comitancy of negatives ’ is anwayavyatirekau. For other English
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see
Book VI., Aph. 15 and 63. Ed.

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

YRATIATY 7 foqgs: o 4q |

) . g 4Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

ntecedence to the pro-  tecedence

gianecedenstothe pro cedence, then there Wou.ld be no deter-

iﬁ‘i,;"f;:’f" Srom the I- TOINation [of a substantial op material
s cause, as distinguished from an instru-

mental cause].

a. And it could not be determined that this was th
subs{ance [of this or that product], on the granting i’
nothing more than its antecedence [to the prod act]; becb .
x.mtecedence constitutes no distinction between it’ and a:hse
tnstrumental causes ; for, [a.s we need scarcely remind ;
that there ¢s a distinction between instrumenta] and }:1)1[;)],

d

b. Other heretics say: ¢S;

i e eh : ‘ Y : ‘Since no-
onmar deston whether thl'ng [really] exists, except Thought,
Thought. ne.)ther does Bondage ; just as the

things of a dream [have no real exist-

TAIAT HFWATRATT a7 |
Fa:rfr\ra rfefAavarar-miy THATT-
furdsia fe frfrrareafho
TISTSAT TR 0 |

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

| fag=are amudta: it 8200
Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists;

of i fir st £ because thero s the intuition of the

ternal, us well as for the -
A external.

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

b. But then [these heretics may rejoin], ¢ From the
example of intuitive perception in dreams [see Butler’s
‘Analogy,’ Part 1., Ch. L], we find this [your supposed
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence
of objects!’ To this he replies:®

mﬁ RWW afé N 83

Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one

The denial of the ex-  does not exist, the other does not exist,
ternul amounis to Ni- . . . . .

there is a void, [i.e., nothing exists

halism,
at all].

' ;3 AriaT w1y | fagrifatoes-
FATAA FATSTH ETHICGA | HATSH-
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a. That is to say : if external things do not exist, then
a mere toid offers itself. Why ? Because, if the external
does not exist, then thought does not exist; for it is in-
tuition that proves the objective: and, if the intuition of
the external did mnot establish the objective, then the
intuition of tAought, also, would not establish [the existence
of ] thought.!

b. ‘Then let the reality be a mere void; and, theréfore,
the searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, sust
becciuse a void is all:’> with such a proposal [as recorded
in the next aphorism] does [some one who may claim the
title of] the very crest-gem of the heretics rise up in
opposition : 3

w83

Seretic goes s Aph. 44. The reality isa void : what
auserting shoer  ig perishes; because to perish is the
habit of things.

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

The
Lencth
Nikilism.

' afR T IE wEsd . ga |
IPTE fagrTTEETATe -
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truth]. Since evervthmg that exists perishes, and that
which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti-
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end-
ing], has merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal,
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by tohat?
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned
for the perishableness of whatever exists 1is, ¢ because to
perish is the habit of things;’ because to perish is the
rery nature of things: but nothmg continues, after quitting
its own nature ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceaaed
to perish]: such is the meaning.!

b. He rejects® [this heretical view]

HNUATCHTIHISTATH I 84 U

Nikiliom denied ; as Aph. 45. This is a mere counter-
the indiscerptible is in- . . .
destructibla. assertion of umnintelligent persons.

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

' R aeR | 9a: /91 $f e o
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erists; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the
destruction of such things, cannot perish.!

b. [But] what need of many words? It is not the fact,
that even products perish; [for] just as, by the cognition
that the jar is old’ [we mean that it has passed from the
condition of new to that of 0ld], so, too, by such a cognition
as this, that ‘the jar has passed awsay,” it is settled only
that the jar, or the like, i3 in the condition of having passed
away.®

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

SHAUFHRATTRAARIATT I 85 1

_— Aph 46. Moreover, this [nihilistic
the ‘,’;,‘,,’,:"‘0,;-;,,-,,’,,, e theory is mot a right one]; because it
voth the Momenlaryand  hag-the same fortune as both the views
the [deul theories. . X

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

-FHTE°. Ed.

BOOK 1., APH. 46, 49

. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good one;
Lecause it has the same fortune as, i. e, is open to similar
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things
are momentary [§ 26. b.], and as the theory that nothing
exists besides Thought [§ 41. 3]. The reason fer the
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35), the fact of recognition, &c.,
[wuich is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex-
ternal, &c., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism] :
such is the import.!

6. Moreover, as for the opinion whieh is accepted by
these [heretics], viz., ‘Let the mere void [of 'absolute
nonentity] be the soul’s aim [and summuin donwm], since
herein consist at once the cessation of pain [which cannot
continué, when there is absolutely nothirg] and also the
means thereof [since there can be no further means re-
quired for the removal of anything, iff tt be settled that
the thing positively does not exist],” tlus. too, can hardly
be : so he declares [as follows] 2
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NURATARHATET Il 89 |
Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as

T,’}‘,I*'t’f‘“ aim ismot g means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
annifilution, = . .- .
nilation] the soul’s aim.

a. ‘ Let the void [of mere noneniity] be the soul’s aim,
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre-
senting the means for the cessation of pain,’ [says the
heretic. And this cannot be; because the [whole] world
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c.,
that shall abide in 4¢; that is to say, because [7hey 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, entertained, as
causes of [the soul’s] bondage, by [imperfectly instructed]
believers, remaining over and abo¥e those [proposed by
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside :2

7 sifafareTd u 86 1

hi b , Aph. 48. Not from any kind of
that the soul gets o THOtion [such as its entrance into a
bendags, body, does the soul’s bondage result].
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a. ‘Bondage’ [requu-ed to complete the aphorism] is
understood from the topic! [of discussion].

5. 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.?

¢c. He states a reason for this:*

fafewas ag@ T 1 8e

Aph. 49. Because this is, impossible
Whatis all-pervading  for what is inactive, [or, in other words,
does aut chanye pluce.
without motion]

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

. 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 [m
its extent] : and to this effect, also, is the text, ¢ Of the size
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of the tl.lumb is the soul, the inner spirit,” and the like :?
[but] this conjecture he repels :2

AN TS AR T A T T O Ra T o)

 Fere the soul lmted, Aph. 50. [We caunov sumt that the
it might be perishable. . 80Ul is other than all-pervading ; be-

cause] by its being limited, since it
would come under the same conditions as Jars, &c., there

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

a. That is to say : and, if the soul were admitted to be,

like a jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumscribed [in di-

fnensfon],'then, since it would resemble a jar, or the like,
in being made up of parts, and thence] in being perish-
able, &ec., this would be contrary to our settled principle,3
[that the soul is imperishable]. i

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

1 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iii., 13. Ed.
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nfegfarguiiiuarmeraraaa I ua o

Aph. 51. The text regarding the

M‘fﬁ‘dm’:o;;sa;?( * " motion [of the soul], moreover, is [ap-

plicable, only] because of the junction

of an affendant ;! as in the case of the Ether [or Space,

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

a. Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimited-
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent,
permanent,” the text® regarding its motion is to be explained
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to the
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, ‘As the
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed,
[in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the 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 Vedinta Aphorisms,
Part I, §4. 1.}, from such maxims® as this, that © Nalure
does the works the fruits of which are blisstul or banctul

1 Upddhi; often, bielow, ‘investment’ and * adjanct.’ .Ld.

2 Bhuagavad-gitd, ii., 24. L.

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

# The anacoluthism observable in the translation follows that of
the original, with reference to which see the Indiscke Studien,
vol. ii., p. 61.
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and it is wilful Mafure that, in the three worlds, reaps
these’: such is the import.! ?

b. It has already been devied [§ 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 :?

A FHATGAEHETA I 4R |

Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the
The bondage of the bondage of the soul result from the
 soul is no resull of any . . ..
merit or deweri, merit or dement arising] from works;
because these belong not thereto.

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

' frm: w9 wgfafe weTT-
wwisufifaaR  Afaafatrafustfaa
IIEAT | UTHIFATHRN AIGATR ¥ A9T
T HiAd ATHH qewrar AErga: | gfa
W | UHfa: FEA TR TATTHHERTHSA |
wgfaw aemfa g sty &9 1 W=
fewpa m1a: sgfafaemramaEfa v

2 For another rendering, see my translation of the Rational
Refutation, &ec., p. 57. Ed.
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this is mo property
i by works.! Why? Because : .
:;?enrzdot' iye. because this [merit or demerit (see §16.2.)] 13
3 l.z
no property of the sou ‘ ' e
b. But then [some one may say), ¢ Let it be tha

un n, 1.€ y €

son ; whereupon he declares [as follows] :*

sfamafReaTHAd | u3 n’

Aph. 53. If the case Evﬁreb()t;g(:z
f I say], then it [the bondag

cz,-fy'i‘.;,,;“'{;",“ﬁ’,,,wf Eltltazoisl] mig]{lt extend undaly, [even

e ‘to the emancipated]. o e

a. That is to say: if the case were f)t.herms;, if vl:(;nh?;e

! d. its cause were under other co.ndxtmns 3 ax; o b

?irzclared them to be], then there might be an u::d \: o o
gion ; bondage would befall even the emancipated,

same reasons as those stated under §16. a.)
e

ave taken < gnseen’ and ¢ works’ as in
the former explanatory of the l.att;el:-.
ding substantially hu\sense, is the
<

1 Dr. Ballantyne should b
apposition, and should have mnd;e
Clearer than his original, and yiel -
gloss of Vedauti Mahddeva: FARUAT

M d.

a: "regrE- B
. 2 . -
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& Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed.
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b. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with
its essence [see § 6. b.], and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture,!
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

fretanfegfafatmrafa i ug u

Aph. 54. And this [opinion, that the

- :;Jﬁl“‘* of lS”"PN bondage of the soul arises from any (?{'
the keretical -motims o  these causes alleged by the heretics,] is

the s 1 -
'i"r relation to bon contrary to such texts as the one that
declares it [the soul] to be without
qualities : and so much for that point.

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

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

'fE agwT | ETRICEHTRRT qT
FAT TRTH FUTH o wed Ffatairar-
fefa aruarc STaATE |

t Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 11. Ed.
3 = =N )
ETATEIAAT R TTHET Wregt

Sar st feraeTegfafatnrae: o
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the
soul] here closes.!

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

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

Farnsafaasg - GETIEH 1 Yy |

Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction

Hwe the true cause of  thereof does not, tirrough non-diserimi-
bondaye «ffects not the . K
emancepated. nation, take place [in the case of the

emancipated]; nor is there a parity,

' faw=y TEGEOETEHTAT |

 ToH | TR TEAICAT ATHAA-
qafaiyd: HHfaTesarT Ta wreyEw-
TqaauIfa: |

*Ag av garsfa @ofa-
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* JZAITT, the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddba,
seems to be indefensible. Ed.
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[in this rcspect, between the emancipated and the uneman-
cipated].

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

[faadarg=e:’ v ug o

The true canss of bond- Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the

age, in other words, error [of not discriminating between
non~discrimination. Nature and soul].

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

' FETT: ARfAgREEIAT sHfqIaR-

sfaaemTaT A §AT St | qar

T T ARAIAAATIY: 1

* These words, a bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Book III.,
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment
attached to them, no place here; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he re-
published the Sdnkhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted
them, Hence the brackets now iuserted, and my alteration of the
numberirg of *he Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book 1.
Ed.

.
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting
rid of it :']

frgaacaragfafesT=aTq U ¥k |

. Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be
nfﬂm“mf.: effected by the necessary means, just
nation alons. like darkness.

a. The necessary means, established throughous the worl'd,
in such cases as ¢ shell-silver ’ [i.e., a pearl-oyster-shell mis-

taken for silver], viz.. the immediacy of discrimination, by

this alone is ¢its removal,’ i.e., the removal of the non-dis-
crimination [between Nature and soul], to be eﬁ'ect?d, 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]. o

b. ‘But then [some one may say], if merely the non-
discrimination of Nature and soul be, through the conj.unc-
tion [of the two, consequent on the want of d.isc.riu'lina'tmn].
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] & body, &c.; and this is contrary to Scripture,

[ w4 g9 wfqwd g wfadr-
eqfa 1l
fafas sfeffoadf aar yrem=a
RaTIAT At -
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.” To this
he replies :

WUTHT S AT I FH TETH EA Y I

- Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina-

Ths diseri wationor tion of other things [frorn soul] results
paure. o wher thar  from the non-discrimination of Nature
crimixation, {from soul], the cessation of this will
take place, on the cessation of that

[from which it results].

a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nature from:
the soul, what non-discrimination of ofker things there is,
such as the non-discrimination of the wunderstanding [as
something -other than *he soul], this necessarily ceases, on
the cessation of the non-discriminartion of Nature ; because,
when the non-discrimination of the understanding, for
example, [as something other than soul,] does occur, it i3
based on the non-discrimination [from soul] of that cause
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature]; sincs
the non-discrimination of an effect [and the * under-
standing’ is ‘an effect or product of Nature,] is, itself, an
effect,® [and will, of course, cease, with the cessation of its
cause].

mf‘amﬁa" TY SEAPTEIU
mmrﬁ'ﬁ Tq ArgRqamfs cErat-
ATAEE STy AT |I9Y vafamfam
ﬁtsﬁafa lgaEn
" ysy I CNEEL I e N EEE
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5. The state of the case i3 this: as, when the soul has
been discriminated from the body, it is. impossible but that
it should be discriminated from the colour and other [pro-
perties], the effects of the body, [which is the substantial
cause of its own properties]; so, by parity of reasoning,
{rom the departure of the cause, when soul, in its charac-
ter of wunalterableness, &c., has been discriminated from
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain a conceit
of [the soul’s being any of] the 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-
elterable].

. ¢. Baut then [some one may say], * What proof is thers
that there is a conceit [entertained by people in general,]
of a Nature [or primal principle] different from the conceit
of an ‘understanding,’ &c., [which, you tell us, are products
of this supposed first principle] ? TFor all the various con-
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, ‘I am ignorant,’ and
8o on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an
‘understanding,’ &c., [withouat postulating a primal Nature
which is to assume the shape of an ‘ understanding,’ &c.}

IT FEAAATAT AT TS THA AT
ERIGHEELTHER R ELC R
gaTfesafaaat 7 &vafd aur FEermre-
W AR fafas amerdy i
EYHRY  gEnfesaf@TT W TIAEA
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well, if any one says this, I reply, ‘no;’ because, unless
there were such a thing as Nature, we could not account
for such conceits as the following, viz., ‘ Having died,
having died, again, when there is a creation, let me be a
denizen of Paradise, and not of hell;’ because no products,
such as the ‘understanding,” when they have perished, can
be created anew,! [any more than ja 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 confoumding  say that men’s conceit of [the identity
:fu’l’u‘;};z}e\ct:{tz t (;:; of themselves with their] ¢ understand-
:’;’;’,‘}ff:g':[:’,."’df wi  ing,’ &c., is [the primary cause of the
soul’s bondage, and is] not preceded by

anything ; because ‘ understanding’ and the rest [as you
wiil not deny] are ¢fects. Now, while it is to be expected
that there should be some predetermining agency to esta-
blish a conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity wit}},]
any effects, it is clear that it is a cor}ceit of [ownership,
&e.,] in respect of the cause, and nothing e15fe,‘ that _must
be the predetermining agency : for we see this in ordinary
life ; and our theories arebound to conform [defe.rentxal}jr' ]
to experience. For [to explain,] we see, in ordivary life,
that the conceit of [the ownership of] the grain, &e., pro-

' Aq qEmEtETETafcE TUTATRAATA
fefraaRAaTuuRida 9= #\T {RT O
g et & | AR AT ATATHL
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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 bracelets, &c., the corres-
pouding products or effects of the field and of the gold,
are one’s property : and so the soul will cease to confound
itself with the ‘ understanding,” when it ceases to confound
itself with Nature, of which the ‘ understanding ’ is held
to be a product].

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

' & = genfey gRwrwARmETST-
feds 7 wwQ TR ARG | FAS-
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its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing so to
corfound itself is, reciprocally, the cause why it confounds
itself ; we reply, vhat] there is no occasion to look for any
otner ‘ predetermining agency,’ in the tase of the conceil
of [the identity of the soul with] Nature, or in th> case of
the self-continuance’ thereof, [i.e., of that error of con-
founding oune’s self with Nature]; because [these two are
alike] without antecedent, like seed and sprout,? [of which
it is needless to ask which is the first; the old puzzle,

¢ which was first, the acorn, or the oak ?’ being a frivolous
question].

/- But then [some one may say], if we admit the soul’s
bondage [at one time], and its freedom [at another), and
1its discrimination [at one time], and its non-discrimination
[at another], then this is in contradiction to the assertion

[in § 19], that it is ¢ ever essentially a pure and free intelli- '

gence; and it is in contradiction to such texts as this,
viz., * The absolute truth is this, that neither is there
destruction [of the soul], nor production [of it]; nor is it
bound, nor is it an effecter [of uny work], nor is it desirous
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, liderated; [seeing that that
cannot desire or-obtain liberation, which was never bound]."®
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels : ¢

! To render vdsdna, on which see 2, at p. 29, supre. Ed.
3 -
AT AMIERRETE a"fmgaar-rr-
N -~ =
F{i AT Eiaisilﬂlﬁ frarAaT=Q qzaifa l
3 dmritabindu Upanishad, v. 10. See Dr. Albrecht Weber's
Indische Studien, vol. ii., p. 61, note 2, Ed.
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qrgTs A ) o fasfua: s

Aph. 58. Tt is merely verbal, and
Tie bamdase of the  pot a reality {this so-called bondage of
rout & merel veriel the soul]; since it [the bondage] resides

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

2. That is to say : since bondage, '&c., all reside qunly 1n
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards.tllne soul,
is merely verbal, i.e., it is vor et praetcrea nihil ; l?g-
cause is is merely a reflevion, like th? redness of [pellu(fx ]
crystal [when a China-rose is near it], but not a renl.xt}, ‘
with no fawe .mputation, like the redr}es.s of the China-
rose itself. Hence there is 0 contradiction to what had

‘been said befores={as the objector (under § 7. 1) wou}d

insinuate] : such is the state of the case.”
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1 Aniruddba bas, instead of “ a‘,, g ao Hence : ¢ But it

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

I%‘ﬁg Testimony, o gards the sou!, be mere!y verbal, let
ception, might not wvail them be set aside by Aearing [that they
Ionda P e e soult  gro merely verbal], or by argument
[estabhshmg that they are so]. Why,

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

immediate cognition ? To this he replies :!

gfwansfa 7 amad fegeagainaTea tue

Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non-

The truth must be di-  discriminati
reotly dre """an ¢ di- Ehscnmmatxon of Soul from Nature,]
merel{i accepted on the 18 mot to be removed by argument ;
et simony,or  gq that of the person perplexed about
the points of the compass [is not to be

removed] without iramediate 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,
10 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].
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5. That is to say : the bondage, &c., of the soul though
[orzmted to be] merely verbal, are not to be removed by'
merely hearing, or mferrmg, without immediate cognmon
without directly perceiving; just as the contrariety in
regard to the [proper] direction, though merely verbal [as
resulting from misdirection], in the case of ! a person who
is mistaken as to the points of the.compass [and hence as
to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony, or by
inference, without immediate cognition, i. e., without [his]
directly perceiving® [how the points of the compass really
lie, to which immediate perception ‘testimony,” or ‘in-
ference,’” may conduce, but the necessity of which these
‘media, or instruments of knowledge, cannot supersede).

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

Here I have had to make several insertions and other alterations.
Dr. Ballantyne had : ‘ That is to say, the bondage, &c., [of the soul]
is not to be removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without
percewnm ; just as the contrariety in revard to the proper direction,
in the case,” &c. Fd.
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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
case with one who is bewildered in regard to [his] direction ;
because the only thing to remove an immediate error is an
immediate individual perception' [of the truth. For
example, a man with the jaundice perceives white objects
as if they were yellow. He may infer that the piece of
chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he may believe
the festimony of a friend, that it s 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

' SuErd IrEad /e fragaagte-
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Nature], the next thing to be set forth is the ¢ diserimina-
tion ’ [here referred to]. .

¢. 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’ ( pramdsa) which esta-
blishes the existence of these [two ¢mperceptible realities]
is [first] to be set forth :*

FETEATTATATR ATt AT
ag Il &o

Aph. 60. The knowledge of things

 The ovidencs for things  imperceptible is by means of Inference ;

) aslt)zat cI))f fire [when not directly per-
ceptible,] is by means of emoke, &c.

a. That is to say: ‘of things imperceptible,’ i.e., of
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g., Nature and tlfe
Soul, * the knowledge,’ i. e., the fruit lodged in the soul, is
brought abount by means of that instrament of rig’ht know-
ledge [which may be called] ‘Inference’ (anumdna), [but
which (see Nyéya Aphorisms, I.,§5) is, more correctly, ¢ t1.1e
recognition of a Sign’]; as [the knowledge that there is]
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot directly
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perceive it,] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sigu,’
occasioned by smoke, &e.'

4. Moreover, it 1s to be understood that that which W
[true, but yet is] not established by ‘ Inference,” is esta-
blished by Revelation. Bat, since  Inference’ is the chief
[among the instruments of knowledge], in this [the Sén-
kbya] System, ‘Inference’ only is laid down [in th:
aphorism,] as the chief thing ; but Revelation is not disre-
garded® [in the Sénkhya system; as will be seen from

Aph. 88 of this Book].

¢. He [next] exhibits the order of creation of those things
among which Nature is the first, and the felation of cause
and effect {among these, severally], preparatorily to the
argument that will be [afterwards] stated :* ‘
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A4ph. 61. Nature (prakriti) is the
;)tate. of ?qu.ip;)ise of Goodness (satfiwa),
assion (rgsas), and Darkness :
from 'Nature [proceeds] Mind (mahat) ; from Min(fia”g;i?fi
cousciousness (a/ankdra); from Self-consciousness tl’le five
$ubtlle Elements (¢an-métra), and both sets [extex"nal and
nternal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele-
ments, the Gross Elements (sthila-bhita). [Then there i8]
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five.

‘Ga. ‘The ftat'e of.equip9ise’ of the [three] things calfed
oodness,” &c., is their being neither less nor more
[vne than another]; that is to say, the state of not being
[developed i{xto:f an effect [in which one or other of
‘t.hem predominates]. And thus ‘ Nature’ is the triad of
Quah'txes’.(_quzza), distinct from the products [to which
this triad gives rise]: such is the complete meaning.® *

6. These things, viz., ‘ Goodness,” &e., [though spoken
of as thfa three Qualities], are not < Qualities ’ (gura) in the
Vaiseshika sense of the word ; because [the ¢ Qualities’ of

T My MSS. of Anirmddha omit TRATIN:. I,

2 m@@ T AT YA -
ﬁmmﬁaﬁav}: | wE ¥ sTifrs
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Rfut@t:n? &t::n;:la:;;.)n ‘_)Ef'd? SIlghtly diﬁ.erent tBXt’ see the Bational

. The twenly-fire Reali-
lies enumerated.
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the Vaiseshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see
Kanéda’s 16th Aph.); while] these have the qualities of
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force,! Weight, &o.!
In this [Sénkhya] system, and in Scripture, &o., the word
‘ Quality’ (guna) is employed [as the name of the three
things in question],? because they are subservient to Soul
[and, therefore, hold a secondary rank in the scale of being],
and because they form the cords [which the word guna also
signifies], viz., ‘ Mind,” &c., which consist of the three [so-
called] * Qualities,’ and which bind, as a [cow, or oth-r]
brute-beast, the Soul.**
¢. Of this [Nature] the principle called * the great one’
(mahat), viz., the principle of ¢ Understanding * (buddhs),
is the product. ‘Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of sepa-
_rate personality]. Of this there are two products, (1) the

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

% 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, &o.' Vaideshikd gunak is equivalent to the viseska-gundi
in the original of Book V., 25. 4. For the ‘sp-eific qualities,’ see the
Bhdskd-parickchhieda, st. 90. Ed.

8 For ‘is employed,” &o., read, ‘is applied to these (teshu),
{namely, goodness, passion, and darkness].’ KEd.

' FET@fa gaf 7 AR T w1
UERIMEC I CEEE L H o TEC T B
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8 For s different translation, see the Rational Refutation, &e.,
pp. 43, 44. EU.
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¢Subtile Elements’ and (2) the two sets of “ Organs.’ The
‘Subtile Elements’ are [those of] Sound, Touch, Colear,
Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ‘Crgans,’ through
their division into th« -xternal and the m.ternal, are o:
eleven kinds. The products of the Snbt:le. Elemen_ts
are the five ‘Gross Elements.” But ‘Soul ’_m something
distinct from either product or cause. Such is the class of
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be-
sides these there is nothing.!

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

AT 1| &R 1!

Aph. 62. [The knowledge of the

The eridence of the  gxigtence] of the five ‘ Subtile Ele-
}%%:w ; the ments’ is [by inference,] from the

" Grosu.’ ‘Gross Elements.’
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a. ‘The knowledge, by inference,’ 80 much is supplied,’
[to complete the aphorism, from Aph. 60].

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

(1) The Gross Elements, or those which have not
reached the absolute limit [of simplification, or of the

atomic], conpist of things [Subtile Elements, or Atoms,]

which have distinct qualities; [the earthy element having
the distinctive quality of Odour; and so of the others]:

(2) Because they are gross;

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

TN T TERHRC 1 &3 1

Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the
S e 3 ¢ existence] of Self-consciousness is [by
inference,] from the external and inter-

' AR [ TEAAA N
" ww gfrae werefas @@ ar-
mmlm?méwmmﬁm-

% In mv MSS. of Aniruddha there is no < after %:. 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-consciotsness.!

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

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

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

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

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

T ".‘Fﬁ TS S
HICRATTATAR qT4: 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, |
recoguizes 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 [as the jar no longer can be,] of the
emancipated soul’s ezperiencing [either good or ill], but not
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor
[an end] of intellect altogether:* [so that we might
spare ourselves the trouble of further argument, so far as
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that
the intellect of the potter surceases, on his beatification :
but we may go further, and admit, for the sake of argu-
ment, the surcease of the ‘intellect’ of the beatified potter,
without conceding any necessity for the surcease of his

pottery. This alternative theory of the case may be stated
as-Yollows] :

e. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human
knowledge, Ch. vi.], let the Self-consciousness of the Desty
be the canse why jars and the like [continue to exist], and

' 7R SRR G-
U FAHHN AT IQGATR afiiia-
TEATE: WIq | WJgw TERT &
Tard b Ifa wafisramEtefa o
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not the Self-consciousness of the,potter, &o.,! [who may
lose their Self-consciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vedinta-iara, §62), never
loses /s Self-consciousness, while aught living continues]

aaTETTE 1 €3 10

Aph, 64. [The knowledge of the ex-
& istence] of Intellect is [by inference,]
from that [Self-consciousness, § 631

And thence thal
Intellect.

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 ’ (duddhs), the great
‘ inner organ’ (anfahkarana), [hence] called ¢ the great one’
(mahat), [the existence of which is recogmized] under the
character of the cause of this® [product, viz., Self-con-
sciousness]

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

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

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

FAUREY A FATHATAEHC U
WAL AETEE R I
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(8) Whatever i3 not so [i. e., whatever is nof ‘made out
of judgment, or mental assurance], is not thus [i. e., is not
a product of mental assurance] ; as tbe Sonl, [which is not
made out of this or of anything antecedent], &c.!

¢. Here the following reasoning is to be understood :
Every one, having first determined anything under a con-
cept [i. e, under such a form of thought as is expressed by
a general term; for example, that this which presents
itself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ‘ This is
I’ or ‘This ought to be done by me,’ and so forth: so
much is quite settled ; [and there is no dispute that the
fact is as here stated]. Now, having, in the present in-
stance, to look for some cause of the thing called *Self-
consciousness’ [which manifests itself in the various
judgments just referred to}, since the relation of cause and
effect subeists between the two functions [the.occasional
conception, and the subsequent occasional judgment, which

is a-function of Belf-consciousness], it is assumed, for sim-

plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exista
between the two substrata to which the [two sets of] func-
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a _function of the
effect must result from the occurrence of a function of the
cause;’ [nothing, according to the Sénkhye, beizg 1n any

' T 1 WA ) SR freag-
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in
the cause of that product]. :

aas :mjf: TRATR]

Aph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis-
Nowd tience that of  tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from
that [“ Intellect,’ § 64].

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

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

(1) Intellect, the affections whercof are Pleasnre, Pain,
wir? Dulness, is produced from something which has these
+:lections, [those of] Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness

Because. whilst it is a product [and must, therefore,
“wve arisen from something consisting -of that which
i« 't 10w consists of], it cunsists of Pleasure, Pain, and
alness; [and)

YT FAATAGICRUTTG ararasag | 3-
TEMEHILATRIGIT AT FTERT-
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(3) [Every product that has the affections of, or that
occasions, Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in some-
thing which consists of these]; as lovely women, &ec.!

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

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-

' WAE | gegEAREG g
UG TARYATCIALT FAR Wia G-
GRTETHSATFRTTICatefq I

' e fr 9 gecfa arfeast | wfe-
791 TEefa uwEt | fatfed Aigefa
aAE! Wt i

' IRWIERYT IR AT -
SE

BOOK I., APH. 66, 81

tioned,! [ip the four precedmo aphorisms, as existing
petween Nature and its various products]:

HEAUUARTYREH 1| &% i

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

m{‘f:;"gf"’g::ﬁf“"“’ inferred] from the fact that the com-

bination [of the principles of Nature

into their varioue effects] is for the sake of another [than

unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent
products]

a. ¢ Combination,’ i. e., conjunction, which is the cause

[of all products; these resulting from the conjunctiort of

 their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality,

as Nature,” Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is nof
made up of parts], is for the sake of some other; for this
reason it is understood that Soul exists: such is the re-
mainder,® [required to complete the aphorism].

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

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

' WY JATRRAHTATITAE G
AR UTHATAATE |

* Here indicated by the adjective avyakia, ‘the indiscrete. See
'Aph 136 of this Book. Ed.
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(2) Because it is a combination [or compages] ;
(3) [And every combination,] as a couch, or a seat, or the

like, |_1= for another’s use, not for its own ; and its Beveral
component parts render no mutual service].!

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

AW HRMTATHS TR 1 &9 1

Aph. 67. Since the root has no root,
the root [of all] is rootless.

Arqument for the eter-
mity of Nuture.

4. Since ‘the root’ (mila),i.e., the cause of the twenty-
three principles, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make
up the twenty-five realities recognized in the Sinkhya,]
‘has no root,” i.e., has no cause, the ‘root,’ viz., Nuture
(pradlzdna) is ‘ rootless,’ i.e., void of root. That is to say,

"are is no other cause of Nature; because there would be

fefa
' T FEARURTIEEd A
quregfd o

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

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange
i T FEOTATCHS AAATH |
rodt of roots, since it has no root, is ruotless.” This is very like
saying that A=A. Kd.

=
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a regressus en infinitum,! [if we were to suppose another
cause, which, by parity of reasoning, would require.
another cause ; and so on without end].

5. He states the argument [just mentioned] in regard
to this, [as follows] :2

T ESHET uftfefa Egme 0 &6
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The source of the preceding exposition I have mnot ascertained.
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes-

. de . .
o i_}:m b sion, the}'e is a halt at some one point ;
Natare, is merely to de- 8nd 80 it is merely a name [that we
:’,‘,;:‘"’ earns in fofi- give to the point in question, when we

speak of the roof of things, under the
the dame of ‘ Nature ’].

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

than a sign to denote the cause which is the roof: sach is
the meaning.!

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

' FATRRTC awwwfafa HTT-
ummmmmsm THEIF-
famafafa oftfer uuama wfg-
wdifq | Wa1 I¥ wATETH §9 uSHfaicta
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t Read ‘in connexion with.” Ed.

. % Literally, instead of ‘ Miud,’ ‘the principle [termed] the Great
ene, [Fd.

e
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as

follows] :*
HqATA: n-aF”r%z“n: h&e Nl

Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature,
and of both [Soul and Nature, is the
argument for the uncreated existence].?

Nature and Soul alike
uncreated,

a. In the discussion of the Primal Agent [Nature], the
cause which is the root [of all products], the same side is
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sinkhya doctrine]
and the opponent [Vedanti]. This may be thus stated:
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of
Nature, so, too, 18 there of that of Ignorance, in such texts
as this, viz.: < This Ignorance, which has five divisions,
was produced from the great Spirit.” Hence it must
needs be that a figurative production is intended to be
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the literal 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-
duction, in the shape of a manifestation through'conjunc-
tion with Soul, &ec., is congruous. A production [such as
that metaphorical one here spoken of,] the characteristic
of which is conjunction i3 mentioned ; for there is mention

' A9 ysfAnfaasaiiq ATduad Ae-
TR R ST e q T qu-

picipsarl

* This is Dr. Ballantyne’s revised translation, suggested by a
remark of Vijndna, quoted and translated below, in 4. The rendering
now replaced runs: ‘Alike [is the opiaion].of both [of us], in respect
of Nature.” The side-note was formerly comspondent to 2., viz.:
‘ He meets a Vedéntic objection.” Ed.
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a
passage of the Kaurma [Purdsa], beginning, ‘Of action
[or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul],’ and
so on. And, as there is no mention, in Scripture, of the
origin of Ignorance, a8 ﬁguratlve, it is not from eternity.
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has
been declared, in an aphorism of the Yoga, to be [not a
separate entity, but] ‘an affection of the mind.’ Hence

there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities,'

[in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled
Ignorance].

6. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter-
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the
argument is the same in support of both, i.e., of both Soul
and Nature: such is the meaning.!

c. But then, there being [as has been shown ,] 2 mode of
arnvmg, by inference, at [a knowledge of the saving truth
in regard to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflexion,
in the shape of discrimination [between Soul and Nature],
does not take place in the case of a// [men]? In rega.rd to
this point, he states [as follows]:?

SRR s fivgss: 1 so U
" All do nat_profit by

by ot prs Aph. 70. There is no rule [or neces-
i :,am The hest Tind sity, that a// should arrive at the truth];

o people hotare fuly. because those who are privileged [to

umenable lo reason.
engage in the inquiry] are of three

descriptions.

a. For those privileged [to enguge in the inquiry| are
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those
who, in 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 Bauddias, &c. By the mediocre they
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,] are made to
appear as if there were equally strong arguments on the
other side, by means of arguments which really prove the
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by

' W9 F1 4T ASfayEEAn §HE g
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arguments which are not true : [see the section on Fallaciss
in the Tarka-sangraha]. But it is only the best of thos:
privileged, thut reflect in the manner that bas boen set
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature]: such is
the import. But there is no rule that a/l must needs
reflect in the ménner so set forth: such is the literal
meaning.}

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 threc
¢ Qualities’ in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other
principles, such as the ‘ Subtile elements’ (see § 61)]:

AESIEAATE ST A U 94

) Apk. T1. The first product [of the
nil S Greeé ne™%  Primal Agent, Nature], which is called
‘the Great one,’ is Mind.

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

TERISTHC: Il 92 |

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

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

b. Since * Self-consciousness ’ is that whose function is a
conceit [which brings out the Ejgo,in every case of cog-
nition, the matter of whicki cognition would, else, have lain
dormant in the bosom of Nature, the formless Objective],
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena
of mundane existence,] are effects of this [Self-conscious-
ness]; and so he declares [as follows] :*
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AFRTARHEEETA 1 93 I

AU products, save Aph. 73. To the others it belongs

Mine /'t 17 C i 3

Mind, resuit .frfm Selft to be'products thereof, [i.e., of Self-
consclousness].

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

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

wm%ga'ra’gmnm’iswgaq I 98 i

ha °
! Instead of JFLHT, which seems to be peculiar to Vijnéna,
. aniruddha and others have the preferable lection W. Ed.

-~ .
* To render THwAY(. Paragraph a is taken, with slight
alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha. E¢.
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Aph. 74. Moreover, mediately,
Nature, immediately through that [i.e., the ¢ Great one’
ﬁ‘aﬁkﬂ;;%ﬂ’z' o (§71)], the first [cause, viz., Nature,)
all other products. is the cause [of all products]; as is the
case with the Atows, [the causes,

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

a. ‘Moreover, mediately,” i.e., moreover, not in the
character of the immediate cause, ¢ the first,” i.e., Nature,
i3 the cause of ‘Self-consciousness’and the rest, [mediately, ]
through ‘the Great one’ and the rest; as,in the theory of
the Vaiseshikus, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the
like, only [mediately,] through combinatioas of two atoms,
and so on : such is the meaning.!

6. 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]:?

géwﬁ%ﬁ TUTHATH TTASTATATT: 19yl

' oA ste ArgTeEgRsaTATaL: W-
~p . -
deqareaicy Aealfegmuta a9t Infe-
FARSYAT TERGAT TYIIETRIAAT: |
2 hany
T wgfagesdrsancty fammmgei
& FCARTATT HIE N
} Slightly better, perhaps, than thie reading is that of Anirudd
TR SRS AATAET:
ruddha’s explanmation here follows. ¥ @Tﬁﬁm
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‘ Apk. 75. While both [Soul and Na-

st by Naturs is the ture] are antecedent [to all products],

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

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

" a. That i§ 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, 2s clay is modified iuto a j ar], must be ‘devoid,’ -

or lack the nature of a cause, ‘it is applicable,’ i.e., the
nature of a 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 f4ese are causal]
In reply to this, he says:® ‘

wﬁfa#a’mﬁ’mmqn 9% Il

i
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* Aniruddha bas, sccording to both my MSS., GIClE=-
®qR, Ea
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Aph. 76. What is limited cannot be
hidsd I\‘I:.t-mnfa: the substance of all [things].
b to thot of loms. a. That which is limited cannot be
the substance of all [things]; as yarn cabnot be the
[material] cause of a jar. Therefore it would [on the
theory suggested,] be necessary to mention separate causes
of [all] things severally; and it is simpler to aseume a
single cause. Therefore Nature alone is the cause. Such
is the meaning.!

b. He alleges Scripture in support of this:*

agufaga=g h 99 0

Apk. 77. And [the proposition that
Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of Scripture, that the
origin [of the world] is therefrom, [i.e., from Nature].

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

' g@fife= & aeaiar+ 91 7
ﬁmm_ram&migm
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b. But then [some one may say], a jar which ante-
eedontly did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let,
then, antecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product];
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, a cause ; ;
‘the invariable antecedent being denominated a cause,’
if Dr. Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to betmlted] To
this he replies :!

AragAT Tgiats: 1 st n

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

a. That is to say : it is not poasible that out of nothmg,
i.e., out of a nonentxty, a thing should be made, i.e., an
entity should arise. If an entity were to arise out of a
nonentity, then, since the character of a cause is visible in
its product, the worid, also, would be unreal : such is the
meaning.?

6. Let the world, too, be unreal: what harm is that to
us? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [as tollows] :3

HAITELEHRTAATNTY ATIGNA 1 9 0

Ex pikile nidil 2.
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ApA.79. It [the world] is not unreal ;
Romons wly #he world  hecause there is no fact contradicto
ot el - [to its reality], and because it is nz
the [false] result of depraved causes,
{leading to a belief in what ought not to be believed].

a. When there is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], thut it
18 silver, ita being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent
and mere correct] cognition, that this is nof silver. Bat,
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a
rea]ity] , DO one ever has the cognition, ‘ This world is mat
in the shape of an entity,’ by which [cognition, if any one
ever really bad such,] its being an entity might be op-
posed.!

5. And it is held that that is fulse which is the resalt
of & depraved canse ; e.g., soma one’s cognition of a [white]
sonch-sbell as uwicw, :urough such a fault as the Jumdm,
{which cispraves bis vye-sight]. But, in the case in ques-
tioa, [tkat of the world regarded as a. reality], there is no
such [temporary or occasional] depravation [of the senses];
because all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality.
Therefore the world is %o¢ an unreality.

Wtsfaﬁvfa'ﬂﬁ‘ A afafa T-
ATGATAT: | | TN AE ATARY Wt
FATE I IR ATIRIATE: W1 N
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c. But then [some one may suggest], /¢ a nonentity be
the [substantial] cause of the world; still the world will
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unreal. In regard to this,
he declares [as follows]:!

1T TRV AERRTITE AT
afvefg: 1 bo o

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

s Th yreduct of o ome, be an entity, then this would be the
that of nothing, lol.hng case, [that the product would be an

entity], from its union [or identity]
therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how
could it possibly be the case [that the product would be
real], since i¢ is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it
1s united, in the relation of identity] P

a. If an entity were the substantial cause [of the world],
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the cause
present themselves in the product, ‘this would be the
case,’ 1.e., it would be the case that the product was real,
‘ because of union therewith,’ i.e., because of the union [of
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum].
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if.a nonentity [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 tbat supposition,] necessarily a non-
entity. [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case,’
[that it would be real] 2

' T ATAE, TITIEE A -
ar wfaudtfat asz
" T IATETAFTCY FCETAT: awvd 3fe
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b. But then [a follower of thé Mimansa may say], since
[it would appear that] nonentity can take no shape but
that of nonentity, let works alone be the-cause of the

‘world. What need have we of the hypothesis of ‘Nature’?

To this he replies :*

A FAE FurEgrRETa; | B

Aph. 81. Noj; for works are not
o Ashion St seroe as ‘adapted to be the substantial cause [of
any product].

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

 FaTE wraaAna afefE: e TRt

fa: | TR TTATSHTAR ATHTATTITAT-
WWWW.
' TR ITTETAGUATGRT  TRRR-
w ! & mraRTAaEd e
m is the lectiou rocepted by Vij-

ndas, and by bim only. Ed.
SItnﬂnh‘&MAph 56, at p. 58.:upra.thltuhm e
ferred 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 occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves
about] Vature ! To this he replies :!

ATTATTATE(y afei: araRETgraTT-
TgRATARA I bR

Aph. 82, The accomplishment there-
wz"‘:;;‘z;" r:" u:';' o‘(:el:: of [i.e., of Libera?ion,] is 1.1ot, more-
vances. over, through Scriptural rites: the

chief end of man does not consist in
this [which is gained through such means]; because, since
this consists of what is accomplished through’ acfs, {and
- 18, therefore, a product, and not eterual], there is [still left
impending over the ritualist,] the liability to repetition of
births.

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

TANCEA # wregy w0 7 TevR-
e qafa | afageeiaIsg=Tis-
fifa negfaeie |

RN
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{eomi] is still liable to repetition of births,' inasmuch as
this [its supposed Liberation,] is not efernal, [just] because
it i3 [the result of | acts. For this reason, the chief end o7
man Joes not consist in this,? [which is gained through

ritual observances].
5. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man :3

e EIEEE I CIE L R

Ia regard to the attai Aph. 83. There is Secripture for it,
Q- . . .

sment of the chict end of  tDat he who has attained to discrimina-

o, ”u: 5""7"“. Sé:";b;':‘ tion, in regard to thufe.[i.e., Nature

and Soul], has no repetition of births.

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

! Literally, * liable to return to mundane existence.’ B
* AT TITRIAR w&rr&: a-
mefg | aﬁw%mmmz qu&a
ITTFARATT GRS T
P | SRRTENTIR
Q"ﬁ" “‘*”5’1{3 t
‘ Cu'npaw the Clidndigya Upanishad, v, xv. A
' aw wpfagenan ymfeses fadw
geTEATTaafa: |« & = Tm’iﬁ “*Fq
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b. He states an objection to the opposite view :!
TILE AT rsfaRTS: o by

. 4ph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g.,
P__ics y oo Jvﬂ,i only b6 {0 yictims in .sacriﬁce,] must come pain
Srom i, [to the sacrificer, and not ZJideration

- from pain]; as there is not relief from
chilliness, by affusion of water. :

6. If Liberation were to be effected by acts, [such as
sacrifices], then, since the acts involve a variety of pains,
Liberation itself [on the principle that every effect in-
cludes the qualities of its cause,] would include a variety of
pains; and it would be a grief, from the fact that it must

- eventually end : for, to one who is distressed by chilliness

the affusion of water does not bring liberation from his
chilliness, but, rather, [additional] chilliness.?

b. But then [some one may say], the fact that the act
i3 productive of pain is not the motise [to the performance
of sacrifice]; but the [real] reason is this, that the act is
productive of things desirable. And, in accordance with this,
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they
may partake of immortality,” &. To this he replies :*

‘faug dem):
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FRASHTASTA FreamriaRaTa o by o

Aph. 85. [Liberation cannot arise

MT" ﬁmm from acts]‘; beca}xse, whether t'qe end

wo differeace in regard  be something desirable, or undesirable,

e aneirnen & [and we admit that the motive of the

. saerifice is not the giving pain to the

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

the result of acte, [and, therefore, not eternal, but tran-
sitory].

a. Grant that pain 18 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 a production. The text which declares that works
done without desire are instruments of Liberation has
reference to Anowledge, [which, I grant, may be gained by
such means]; and Liberation comes through knowledge;
g0 that these [works] are instrumeunts of Liberation

TERATAR g0 9T 9 Wia Fd
saEATARfCfa | g i

1 The readiog of Aniraddhs, according to my MSS., is TP~
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snediately :* [but you will recollect that the presert inquiry
regards the immediate cause].

b. [But then, some one may say), supposing that
Liberation msy take place [as you Sénkhyas centend,]
through the lmowledge of the distinction between Nature
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness [of the
Liberation efacted by #3is means, as well as any othber
means], mundane life ray return, we-are both ca an
equeality, {we, whose Liberation you Sénkhyas look apon
as tmnsitory, and you Sankhyas, whose Libemd«n e,
agein, ook upon as being, by parity of reasoning, iz mn
the same predmament] To this he replies:2

fasae w7 A BT by
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FemrRwaTaTasy Araw ramm‘z
fré sramralaRw Ty gd W@
Fersa "?“"ﬁm u'{"'ﬁ'ivﬁwgf‘? IGIE ] ;;-n
K4 WY £

*ufy w%vm?? -
iR AP SRR s -

TvE WY 4

3 Dr. Sallnatyne, on repuilisking the iakhys Anlorioms iu tae
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edition of tho Sdnkiya-proecel. mi-Chdshya, but iv oo MS. Ho

onght, Mwsnr. at the sce tde, fo Lavy altwwed his tranciniios,
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Adph. 86, Of him who is essentially
liberated, his bonds having absolutely
perished, it [1 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].

The right means effect
Liberation once for all.

a. Of him ‘who is essentially liberated,” who, in his very
essence, 18 free, there is the destruction of bondage. The
bond [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [between Nature
and Soul]. By the removal thereof there is the destruc-
tion, the annihilation, of Non-discrimination: and how is

daype state, when the destruction of Non-discrimination is

i%osaible that there should again be a return of the mun-

- absplute? Thus there is no [such] similarity,® [between

the two cases, as is iagined, by the objector, under § 85.5.].

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

wkich,.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, sesms to be the most
eligible. Ed.

* 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] :

TRFAH AT fagentufafa: wm
- AETYSAH I9q 0 ES |

Aph. 87. The determination of some-
thing mnot [previously] lodged in both
[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one
or other of them, is ‘right notion’ (pramad). What is, in
the highest degree, productive thereof [i.e., of any given
‘right notion ’], is that; [i. e., is what we mean by proof,
or evidence, (pramana)].

a. ‘Not lodged,” i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdtri); in short, not previously known.
The ‘determination,’ i.e., the ascertainment [or right
apprehension] of such a thing, or reality, is * right notion ’;
and, whether this be an affection ¢ of both,’ 1.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 definition of its
several species falling to be considered hereafter] : such is
the meaning.*

' gwfanfaria wwqw afefes 5 w-
a faafa agwafa |
* Nigein has JTHO. Fd.

$ Some MSS. have the inferior reading ~ETH, Ed.
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b. It is with a view to the exclusion of Memory, En:or,
and Doubt, in their order, that we employ [when speaking

. of the result of evidence,] the expressions  not. previm.xsly
. known’ [which excludes things remembered], and ‘ reality’

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

¢. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources
of knowledge], if ¢ right notion,’ is spoke: of as located in
the Soul [see § 87. a.], then the [proof, or] evidence is an
affection of the Tntellect. 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 nseto
sense-perception], &c. But, if doth the Soul’s cognition
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as ‘[caael
of] “right notion,’ then otk of these aforessid [the affec-
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction
of an organ with its appropriate object, &c., in the other
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case,] are [to receivé the name of]l proof (pramdna). You

are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &c., ere

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 :* '

it e’ afesr wefershfiefa-

LRt [ A

Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinda:
there is no establishment of more ;
because, if these be established, thex
all [that is true] can be established [by one or other of
these three proofs].

There are (hr»s kinds
of ovidence.

a. “ Proof is of three kinds;’ that is to say, ¢ perception '

e TR T W gearege
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! 8o reads Aniruddha; but Vijndns, Nigesa, and VedAnti
Mahddeva end the eighty-seventh Aphorism with these two worda.

Hence : ‘ That which is, in the highest degres, productive thereof
proof, of three kinds.” Ed,
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N it igns’ (anumdna), snd
ratyaksha), * the recogmition of signs (an )
E {estimony-’ ($abda), are the [three kinds of | proofa.!

b. But then [some one may incline to say], let.‘com-

rison’ [which is reckoned, in the Nysiya, a n'pecxﬁca.lly
.istinct source of knowledge], and the others’ [such as
¢ Conjecture,’ &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in
the Miindnsd], also be instramenta of right lmovzlet-ige,-[as
well as these three], in [the matter of ] the discrugmatmg
of Nature and Soul: he therefore says, ‘be.cause, if these
[three] be established,” &c. And, sincfa, if thert? be the
three kinds of proof established,” everything [that is r?aﬂy
true] can be established [by means of them], there is no
establishment of more;’ no addition to the proofs can.be
fairly made out; because of the cumbrousness [that sins
against the philosophical maxim, that we are not to assume

more than is necessary to account for the case] : such is

the meaning.’ :

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

' fofnd weufata  weegraATTET
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&c.)’ And ¢ Comparison,’ and ¢ Tradition ’ (aitikya), and
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and
‘ Non-perception ’ (anupalabdhi) and the like are included
ander Perception ;' [for the non-perseption of an absent
jar on a particular spot of ground is nothing else than the
perception of that spot of ground without a jar on it].

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

‘TRE e fame awe-
A I Bl

Adph. 89. Perception (pratyaksha) is
that discernment which, being in con-
junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form
thereof.

Perception defined.

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

‘-waﬁa‘wa#rﬁ:mmﬂﬁﬁml
mamaﬁﬁmﬂn
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3 Aniruddhs has m AdGlo, yielding *deter-

mined by,’ &e., instead of * being in,” &e. Ed.
* Vedfnti Mahédeva has T @) Ed.
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junction;’ ‘portrays the form thereof,' i.e., assumes the
form of the thing with which it is in oon]unotlon [as water
assumes the form of the vessel into which it is poured] ;
what ¢ discernment,’ or affection of the Intellect, [does tlm],
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I.,
§5 and 58 b. )] is the evidence [called] Perception : ench is
the meaning.! g

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

i Aph. 90. It is not a fault [in the
be %‘mﬁﬁmmuﬁt definition, that it does not apply to the
;’::i;gﬁ;ﬂgiy 1;;;:’;‘ perceptions of adepts in the Yoga];

because that of the adepts in the Yoya

is not an ezfernal perception.

a. That.is to say: it is only sense-perception that is
to be here defined ; and the adepts of the Yoga do.not per-

ceive through the external [organs of sense]. Therefore there

is no fault [in our definition] ; i.e., there is no failure to
include the perceptions of these;' [because there is no
intention to include them].

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

FagEAT aTaETTETE:” | e |

Aph. 91. Or, there is no fault
But the definition [in the definition], because of the
does apply to the percep- . . ey " .
tions of the mystic. conjunction, with causal things, of
that [mystical mind] which has at-
tained exaltation.* .
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* Thus Vijnina and Veddoti Mahideva. Anirnddba Dbos -§-
FRYTR CIH:. The reading of Nigeis is FHINTIT A
e Ed

¢ For the term atisaya, again rendered, in the next page, by
¢ exaltation,’ vide infra, p. 115, note 4. Ed.
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the Yogi, also,
shall be the thing to be defined ; still there is no fault [in
our definition, § 89]; it does not fail to exterd [to this,
also]; since the mind of the Yog7, in the exaltation gained
from the habitude produced by concenfration, does come
into conjunction with things [as existent] in their causes,!
[whether or not with the things as developed into producis
perceptiole by the external senses].

b. Here the word rendered *causal ’ (#ina) denotes the
things, #0f in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by
the objector [in §89.5.]; for we, who assert that effects
exist [from eternity, in their causes, before taking the shape
of effécts, and, likewise, in these same causes, when agsain
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past,
&c., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its-conjunction
{with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos-
sible.?

c. But then, [some one may say,]
ﬁ"fff,{f,‘,’;;’:‘, ,’,f,',‘f,;gﬁﬁo still this [deumtwn] does not extend to
the perceptions o the  the Lord’s perceptions; because, since

these are from everlasting; they can-
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112 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

- not result from [emergent] oon_]unctmn To this he re-

plies :!
: R
Prafes: e
- ~ Aph. 92. [This objection to the de-
o oy MM ‘finition of Perception has no foree];

. because it is not proved that there
.3 a Lord (iswara). ‘
a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perceptmn]

* because there is no proof that there ¢s a Lord, is supplied3

[from §90].
‘b, And this demnrring to there being any ‘Lord’ is
‘merely in accordance with * the arrogant dictum of [certain]

partisans [who hold an opinion not recoguized by the ma- .
jority]. Therefore, it is to be understood, the expression -

employed is, ‘because it is nof proved that there is a.

Lord,’ but _not‘ the expression, * because there i no Lord.”
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3 Rather, ‘And this [mere] taking exception to a _Lord is ex- :
presaly owing to,” &c.  The aphorist would not. be -confounded -

with those who denied what he waited to see evidenced. The attitude
which he assumed js that of suspense of judgment on the point of

themn, as against theposltxveneas of the professed atheist. Vijnéna, here

followed, then goes on to ey: W m

W | *For, otherwise[i.e., if the aphorist had been ntheut:c],

" it would have.been explicitly declsred, Bocnue of the non-emtapng of
Y Lord.’ Ed. :

..
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c. But, 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 sume source]. '

d. Having pondered the doubt, * How should the Lord
not be proved [to exist] by the Scripture and the Law,
[which declare his existence]?” he states a dilemma which
excludes [t,his] 3

‘ﬁmtmaﬁ afeafg: 1 ez

) Ap/z 93. [And, fnrther] it is not

A dilemma,to exclude  proved that he [the ¢ Lord,’] exists ;
proof that there is any

“ Lord. because [whoever exists must be either

free or bound; and], of free and

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

a. The ‘Lord’ whom you imagine, tell us, is he free
tfrom troubles, &e.? Or is he in bondage through these ?
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Since he is not, cannot be, either the one or the other, it
is not proved that there is a ‘ Lord :’ such is the meaning.!

b. He explains this very point :

IAATIEHLEH | e |

Tle forcs of the Aph. 94. [Because,] eithér way, he
dilenuna. would be inefficient.

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

b. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case,
what becqmes of the Scripture-texts which declare the
“Lord ? To this he replies:*
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3 The reading, m a later handwriting, of one of my MSS. of

Aniruddha is -Hﬁaaﬂ Ed.
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HEAA: THaET Surat faew’ qm i eu

Aph.95. [The Scriptural texts which
make mention of the ‘Lord’ are]
either glorifications- of the liberated
Soul, or homages to the recognized® [deities of the Hindu
pantheon].‘

The tmport of the texts
which speuk of the * Lord.

. That is to say : accordingly as the case may be, som.
tett [among those in which the term ¢ Lord occurq] is
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the
¢ Lord,” [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junction
[with Nature], to incite [tostill deeper contemplation], to
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, i. e,
absolute Soul in general ; and some other text, declaratory,
for example, of creatorship, &c., preceded by resolution
[to create, is intended] to extol [and to purify the mind of
the contemplator, by enabling him to take 4 part in ex-
tolling] the eternity, &c., of the fumiliarly known® Brahma.

L Ancther reading, that of Nagesa and of Vedinti Mabddeva,

n'ﬁ'}’ﬂﬁ'QT° malkes this ward of the singular nuwmber, Ed.

gmmm a compound, is the reailing of Aniruddha,

followed by Vedanti Mahddeva. See 4, below. ..
3 In both places, sidd/a, ‘possessor of supernaturai powers.” Ed.

+ Aniruddba’s exposition of this Aphorism is.as follows: IT-
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Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal ¢ Lord;’ since these,
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality], &c., [and,
in so far, liable to perish], have immortality, &c., in a se-
condary sense ;! [seeing that the Soul, in every combina-
tion, is immortal, though the combinatior itself is not 50]

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, &c., would
not be the case; for, in the world, we speak of govern-
ment in reference only to modifications [preceded and
determined] by resolutions [that so and so shall take place],
&c. To this he replies :*

-
Wﬁ |  According to this, the term ifwara,

‘mighty one,” ‘lord,” is applied, by way of eulogy, either to a soul as
it were liberated, or to a person who, through devotion, has acquired
transcendent faculties, that is to say, the Yugs. Resolution, agent.
ship, and the like, are impredicable of one absolutely liberated ; and
such a one, being inert and impassive, cannot be intended by fswara:
‘a pow}r.’ Hence the expression, ‘as it were liberated.’ Also see,
for atisuya,—translated, above, ‘transcendent faculties,'—Book IV,
Aph. 24, Ed.
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aRfTITATERreTgN wlheaa 0 e |

Sou. lite e 1o Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof
, like the 1 . .
"""j ke bymo{;. le., ?f §ou1 over Nature] is from [its]
but through prozimity.  proximity thereto, [not from ite re.

solving to act thereon]; as is the case
with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iron].

a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul’s ] creativeness, or
[its] governorship, was through a resolve fto create o;' to
govern], then this objection [brought forward undexf §95
b] .would apply. But [it is not so; for,] by us [Saukhyas ]
it is held that the Soul’s govemorship: in the shape c;f
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], &ec., so, by the mere conjunction of the
primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle [called]
the ‘ Great one,’ [or Mind, (see § 61. ¢.)]. And in this
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as ereator
towz:rds that which is superadded to it : such is the wean-

TUFq TR SRR afcsTahy
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¢. And thusitis declared, [in some one of the Purinas‘|:
¢ As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lodestone,] stat.ds
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deiiy
who is mere Exiétence. Thus it is, that there are, in the
Soul, both agency [seemingly,] and non-agency, [really].
It is uof an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition;
[and it zx] an agent, merely through approximation [to

Nuture].”

d. In respect of worldly products, also, animal souls
overrule, merely through their approximation [to Nature]:
s0 he declares [as follows]:*

fameaasafa’ A= 0 eo N
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1 The Translator's authority for this attribution has not been
discovered. Ed. ‘

&g wadd | GETHIRU 339 add 7-
W | W WA { ¥ @i
:; | faftamresa@n ST afthmEma
0
' Rifawardsata AyaTAl gfafaaa-
FriueTqR A= |

+ Anirnddba hes TYUEFTASHY  Ea.

e LT

SR LA B s

peers

&

Lo At S LS
FEIRE R

BOOK 1., APH. 97. 119

o d]z: d'ffiz,"&';":f?-, om- Aph. 97. In the case of individual

gize. products, also, [the apparent agency|
of animal souls [is solely through proximity]. '

’

¢ The agency is solely through proximity :

is supphedl [from § 96].
b. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par-
ticular productions,—the creetion, &c.,of things individual
[as contradistinguished from that of all thmgs in’ the

so much

" lump, (see Veddnta-sdra, §67)],—animal souls,i.e.,souls in

which the intellects [of individuals] reflect themselves [see
$99. a.], overrule, merely through proximity, bit-not
through any effort; seeing that these [animal souls] are

- none other than the motionless Thought.?

¢. But then, [some one may say], if there were no eternal
and omniscient ¢Lord,’ through the doubt of a blind
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective
gusrdthhlp] the -Pedas would cease to be an authority ;
[& possibility which, of course, cannot be entertamed for
an instant]. To this he replies:* :
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mﬁmt h el

; Aph. 98. The declaration of the

How the Vedas need- t€Xts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahm4,

not the* Lord " to aulhen-  for example], since he knows the truth,
teas e [is authorative evidence].

a. To complete [the aphorism, we must Bf‘ﬂ’ ‘fxncg
Hiranyagarbha [i-e., Brahma,) ?.nd oth'ers'[\nz., Vtshzt'u
and Siva], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is
true, the declaration of the texts or senue of the Vedas,
where thess are the speakers, i8 evidence! [altogether

indisputable].

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

this, he says :*
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Aph. 99. The internal organ, through

It is in the shape of  it8 being enlightened thereby [i.e., by
the interna! oryan, that . . .

Nuture «ffects Soul. Soul], is the overruler; as is the iron,

[in respect of the magnet].

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

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

in direct perception,]| states the definition of inference®
(anumdna) :

! Aniruddha has I{gﬁ}rw:qtm, prefixing to ‘the

internal organ’ the synonymous * the Great One.” Ed.
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AfqaReT: nfgasg=ATRT=R 1 900 0
AN

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

Inference defined.

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

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

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

! $ is the reading of Négeda and of Vedanti

Mahddeva., Zd.
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ROOK 1., APH. 102, 123

IRTAIT: =L Il 909

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

Vulid testimony defiucd,

a. Here ‘fitness’ means ‘suilableness;’ aud so the
evidence which is celled  Tectimony ’ is the knowledge
arising from a suitable declaration: such is the meaning.
And [while this belongs to the understanding, or internal
organ (see § 100. 3.)] the result is that [know edge] in the
Soul, {which is called] ‘knowledge by hearing’! (fabda-
bodha).

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

Sfafs: sATErEgUeT: 1 90 1

Api. 102. Since the establishment

Why the kindsof Evi-  of [the existence of] both [soul and
dence huve leen here sel . :

JSorth. non-soul] is by meaus of evidence, the

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

evidence, has been here made].

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

' T IEAT a9T ¥ 9rE: IRE-
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other] : therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de-
clared : ghch 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 :*

H®ATYAT TeTeafafE: 1 903 |

The existence of Soul Aph. 103. The establishment of both
Zﬂg‘;’“mw" ™™ [Nature and Soul] is by analogy.

a. [Analogy (sdmdnyato drishia) is that kind of evidence
which is employed in the case] where, by the force [as an
argument,] which the residence of any property in the sub-
ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly
accompanied [by something which it may therefore be-
token], when we have had recourse to [as the means of
determining this counstant accompaniment,] what is, for
instance, generically of a perceptible kind, [where, under
such circumstances, we repeat,] anything of a different kind,
t.e., kot cognizable by the senses, is established ; as when,

' IATATATRAT I8 fafs: wa-
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani-
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking
into consideration such instruments as axes, &c., which are
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper-
ceptible, instrument of Anowledge, viz., [the instrument
named ] Sense, is established [or inferred to exist}; such is
what we mean by Analogy; and it is by #kis [species of
inference], that both, [viz.,] Nature and Soul, are proved [to
exist]: such is the meaning.!

4. Of these [viz., Nature and Soul,] the argument from
analogy for [the existence of] Nature is as follows: the
Great Principle [viz., Understanding (see §61.c.)] is
formed out of the things [called] Pleasure, Pain, and
Delusion, [t6 the aggregate of which three in equipoise
(see § 61) the name of Nature is given]; because, whilst it
is [undeniably,]a production, it has the characters of Plea-
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a bracelet, or the like,
formed of gold, or the like® [has the charaotertstie pro-
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126 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

perties of the gold, or the like, and is thereby known to
have been formed out of gold, or the like].

¢. But, {as regards the argument from analogy, in proof
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66,
to the following effect]: Nature is for the sake of another ;
because it is something that acts as a combination ; as a
house, for instance, [which is a combination of various
parts combined for the benefit of the tenant]. In this
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &ec., the
fact estublished on sense-perception, that they exist for the
arke of [organized] bodies, for exumple, something of a

rent kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nature, viz.], Soul,
is inferred [by analogy,] as something other thau Nature,
&o., [which, as being a compound thing, is not designed
for itself]: such is the meaning.!

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

replies :*
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'Aph. 104. Experience [whether of
‘pain or pleasure,] ends with [the dis-
o cernment of] Thought, [or Soul, as
contradistinguished from Nature]. '

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

When it is that ex-
perience ceuses.

b. [But some one say], if Nature be agent, and Soul
experiencer, then it must follow [which seems unreason-
able,] that another is the experiencer of [the results of ]
the acts done by one different. To this he repliés 2

HHGU T taa“rmﬁrﬁrserrqaﬁ; N 9oy I

The freit of the action Aph. 105. The experience of the
is not alicuys the agent’s,  1TUIL may belong even to another than
the agent; as in the cuse of food, &c.
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a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c.,

and to ome who was not the agent, viz., the master, to
enjoy the fruit [thereof, i. e., the fruit of the cook’s actions],
s0 18 the case here, also.’

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

wfaaaeT afas: wq: w0 q0g

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

oo mxppose that Soa:f count of the matter than that given in
an error. § 105], since it is from non-discrimina-
tion. that it is derived, the notion that

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

[of the act is a wrong notion). '

a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient ; but, from
the fact that the Great Principle [the actual agent (see
§97. b.)] is reflected in it, there arises the comceit of its
being an agent. ‘QOr, since it is from non-discrimination ;’
that is to say, because it is from the failure to discriminate
between Nature and Soul, that this takes place, i.e., that
conceit takes place, that it is the agent that experiences
the fruit;® [whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasure].
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4. The opposite of this [wrong vxew, referred to in § 106, )
he states [as follows] :!

ARTYE 9 TETATA | 909 0

Aph. 107. And, when the truth is
told, there is[seen to be] neither[agency,
in Soul, nor experience].

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

Soul is really neither
agent nor experiencer.

b. Having discussed [the topic of] evxdence, he [now]
states the distribution of the subject-matter of evidence :*
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What is prrceptible Apk. 108. [A thing may be] an ob-
nader certais cirewm-  ject [perceptible], and also [at another
g m" oeper- time,] not an object, through there

being, in consequence of great distance,

&c., a want of [conjunction of the sense with the thing], - '

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

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

b. [To explain the ¢ &c.,” and to ex-

peram 3 prevent emplify the causes that may prevent
the conjunction, required in order to

perception, between the thing and the sense, we may
remark, that] it is in consequence of great distance, that
a bird [flying very high up] in the sky is not perceived ;
[then again,] in consequence of extreme proximity, the
collyrium located in the eye [is not perceived by the eye
itself] ; a thing placed in [the inside of, or on the opposite
side of,] a wall [is not perceived], in consequence of the
obstruction ; from distraction of mind, the unhappy, or
other [agitated person], does not perceive the thing that is
at his side [or under his very nose] ; through its subtilty,
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en atom [is not perceived]; nor is a very small sound,
when overpowered by the sound of a drum ; and so on.'

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

AreRmaT IS q02 I

Aph. 109. Her imperceptibleness

The sldilty of Nosure. o 1ises from [her] subtilty.

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

FACRATIGIS: 1| 990 I

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

tions. beholding of productions.

a. As the knowledge of [there being such things as]
atorus comes from the beholding of jars, &c., [which are ag-
glomerations], so the knowledge of Nature comes from the
beholding of products which have the three Qualities ;?
[(see § 62. a.) and the existence of which implies a

cause, to which the name of Nature is given, in which .

these constituents exist from eternity].

b. Some [the Vedintis,] say that the world has Brakma as
its cause; others [the Naiyayikas], that it has atoms as its
cause ; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sénkhya
doctrine], that it has Nafure as its cause. So he seis forth
u doubt [which might naturally found itself] thereon :*
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. . Aph. 111, If [you thrqw oat the
u:,mm daubt that] it [viz.,, the existence of
the contrudictiva of dis-  Nature,] is not established, hecause of

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

T

a. ‘Because of the contradiction of asserters [of the
Vedédnta or Nydya], it is not established,’ i. e., Nature [as
asserted by the Sénkhyas,] is not established.’

b. But then, [to set forth the objection of these counter-

- asgerters], if a product existed antecedently to its produc-

tion [as that product], ¢Aen an eternal Nature [such as you
Sankhyas contend for,] would be proved to exist as the
[necessary] substratum thereof; since you will declare
that a ctiuse is inferred only as the [invariable] accom-
panier of an effect ; but it is denied, by us asserters [of the
Vedénta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently to
its production ; well,] if [this doubt be thrown out] : such
is the meaning* [of the aphorism].

¢. hie states [his] doctrine [on this point]:3
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Mutua! denials setils Aph. 112. Still, since’ each [doctrine]
nothing. is established in the opinion of each,
4 [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive].

a. If one side were disproved merely by the dissent of
the opponent, then [look you,] there is dissent against the
other side, too: so how could ¢ be established ? If the
one side is established by there being inevitably attendant
the recognition of the constant accompanier, on the re-
cognition of that which is constantly accompanied [by it],
1t is the same with my [sxde] also : therefore [my] infe-
rence from effect [to cause] is not to be denied® [in this
peremptory fashion].

6. Well, then, [the opponent may say]; let [the infe- -

 rence of] cause from effect be granted ; how is it that this

(cause] is Nature, and nothmg else, [such as Atome, for

" instance]? To this he replies:*

1 T have corrected the translators ‘ But, since - thus,” which
rendered the unwarranted readmg aqar a, now replaced by

aﬂ]fq, the correlative of ?a at the end of the preceding
Aphorism. Ed.
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Aph. 113. Because [if we were to

thons eominiond T infer any other cause than Nature,] we

tokat appears. gshould have a contradiction to the
threefold [aspect which things really exhibit].

a. Quality is threefold [see § 61. 4.], viz., Goodness
Passion, and Darknees : there would be a contradiction to
these : such is the meaning.*

6. The drift here is as follows: If the character of
cause [of all things around us] belonged tc Atoms, or the
like, then there would be a contradiction to the fact of
belng an aggregate of pleasure, pain, and delusion, which
is recogmzable in the world ;® [because nothmg, we bold,
can exist in the effect, whxch did not exist in the cause
and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of Atoms].

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

1 VodAnti Mabh4deva ends this Apkorista with the word W; and
g0 does Vijndna, according to some MSS. Ed.
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ATAGHTT TAFIA_ I 998 1

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

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

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

SR TEATE 1 99U

Apk. 115. Because of the rule, that
,f‘:d’:;'“ cannol b¢  there must be some material [of which
the product may consist].

a. And orly when both are extant is there, from the

Wlhat werer existed
il never exist.

presence of the cause, the presence of ihe effect. Other- -

" wise, everywhere and salways, every [effect] might be
produced [the presence of the cause being, on the suppo-
sition, superfluous]. This he insists upon [us follows] :*
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ﬁﬁamnﬁéu

Aph. 116. Becau.se everything is not
Elss, anything might  nogsible everywhere and always, [which
might be the case, if materials could be
dispensed with].

a. That is to say: beeanse, in the world, we see that

everything is ot possxble, ie., that everything is not

produced ‘ everywhers,’ i. e., in avery place ‘ always,’
1. e., at all times.! -

b. For the following reason, aiso, he declares, there
is ho production of what existed not* [antecedently]:

TR TRHCAT 11 299 1l

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

a. Because the being the material [of any future pro-
dixct] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, poientially,
i. e,.of] haying the competency to be the product; and
[thm] compet,ency is nothing else than the product’s
condition as that of what has not yet come 0 pads there-
, fore, since ‘that which is wmpeten t, viz., the causc,
- makes the product which is ‘possiblie’ [te be made out of
it], it is not of sny nonertity that the production takes
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place, [but of an entity, whose esss, antecedently, wes
pnasibility]‘: such is the meaning.!

4. He states another argument :*

TTWATATY 11 996 i

The preduct i modhis Aph. 118. And because it [the pro-
s i the wameer %9 duct,] is [nothing else than] the cause,
[ the shape of the product], 4

a. It is declared, in Soripture, that, pmviously" to pro-
duction, moreover, there is po difference between the -

cause am.i its effect ; and, since it is thereby settled that a
pr?duct 1s an entity, production is not of what [previously]
existed not : such is the meaning.®

4. He ponders a doubt :*
T WIS HTIRAETRA 1 99e I

A doslé whether dat . .
phick is con besaid o there is no possibility of thit's becors-

."‘ tng which already 1s, [then the answer
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 adjunction of
becoming, the adjunction of arising, in the case of a product
‘which is [already, by hypothesis,] in the shape of an
entity ; because the employment of [the term] ¢ arising’
[or the fact of being produced] has reference solely to
what did no¢ exist [previously]; if this be urged: such is
the meaning.! :

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

ArfirsfafaI~AT IREra=aERi 1920 0

Aph. 120. No ;/[do not argue that
Production i3 only what {3 cannot become; for] the em-

?/::'gmn andwd ployment and the non-employment [of

the term *production ’] are occasioned
by the manifestation [and the non-manifestation of what
is spoken of as produced, or not).

a. ‘No;’ the view stated [in § 119] is not the right one:
such is the meaning.®

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

HTY ATFATT ISHIAATEN RELERIL T
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so, 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 eppears as a pot]. .

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

d. Therefore, the employment and the non-employmant
of the [term]  the production of an effect ’ are dependent on
manifestation, dependent on the manifestation of the effect:
that is to say, the employment of [the term] ¢ production’
is in consequence of the manifestation [of what is spoken

of as produced] ; and the non-employment of [the term] .

¢ production ’ is in consequence of there being no manifes-
tation [of that which is, therefore, not spoken of as pro-
duced] but [the employment of the term ¢ production ’ is]
not in consequence of that’ 8 becomxng an enfity which was
not an entity.} - - :
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e. But if [the employment of the term] ¢ production ’is

~ occasioned by [the fact of] manifestation, by what is occa-

sioned [the employment of the term] deséruction f* To this
he replies :

"I A N R

Adph. 121. Destruction [of anything]
o hab is meat by do- is the resolution [of the thing spoken
of as destroyed;] into the cause [from

which it was produced].

a. The resolution, by the blow of a mallet, of a jar into
its canse [i.e., into the particles of clay which constituted
the jaz], to this are due both [the employment of] the term
¢ destruction,’ and the kind of action [or behaviour] be-

. longing to anything* [whxch is termed its destruction}*

-
TECATR ANE: FHaQ9: |

1 ¢J¢ production is occasioned by manifestation, by what is de-
struction occasioned?’ Aniruddha, here quoted, has, in my MSS. :
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" 4 ¢From the blow cf a mallet [results] the resolution of a jar ints
its material cause: by this the destructionof it]is occasioned. Such is the
meaning of the word [ndsa], and [suchis] the particular action { which]
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b. [But some one may say], if there were [only] a reso-

lution [of & product into that from which it arose], a re- -

surrection [or rakuyyeveaia] 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-iree; and this [suc-
cessively] changes into the shape of flower, fruit, and thread

[spun agein from the fruit of the cotton-plant]. Boisit

with all entities.! .

¢. Pray [some one may ask], is [this] manifestation [that
you speak of under § 120] something real, or something
ot real? If it be something real [and which, therefore,
never anywhere ceases to be], then [all] effects [during
this constant manifestation] ought constantly to be per-
ceied; and, if it be not reel, 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 moni-
festation can be the result of nothing else than a manifes-

it expresses.” This is from Aniruddha, who, in the MSS. to which I
have access, has no a before (e . Ed.
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tation, on the principle that an effect consists of neither

more nor less than its causs]; and thus we have a regressus
¢n snfinitum. To this he replies:® ..

AT AATSATUTHTATELAG N RN

How manifestation Aph. 122. Because they seek each
may occur without being  other reciprocall y,} as is the case with
' seed and plant, [manifestation may

generate manifestation, from eternity to eternity].
. 8./Be it so, that there are thousands of manifestations :
still there is no fault; for there i no starting-point ; as i;
the case with seed and plant,* [which people may suppose
to Iomve.served, from eternity, as sources, one to another
reciprocally]. 7
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W\, the reading here given; is that of Ani-
ruddha and Vedénti Mahédeva. Vijnéua has TFAGWT Ed.

- 3 Translating the Sankhya Apherisms in the Bibliotheca Indica
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection anveskand, inconsiderately ren:
fiered: ‘You are to undersfand, that, successively,’ instead of * There
is a continual following of one after the other.’ Vijnéna explains
anveshand by anxdAdvana ; and Vedhnti Mahédeva has, in defini-

tion of it, the synonymous anusarana. Ed.' :
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b. He states another argument :!

Wﬁ?ﬁﬁ!ﬂ: 0 a3 I

n' ions fo the Aph. 123. Or, [at all events, our
-Mﬁm theory of ‘manifestation’ is as] blame-
less as [your theory of ] ¢ production.’

¢. Pray [let us ask], is production produced, or is it not ?

If it is produced, then of this [production of production].

there must be production ; so that there is a regressus in
infinitum, [such as you allege against our theory, under
§ 121. ¢.]. If it be mot produced, then, pray, is this
because it is unreal, or because it is eternal P If because it
is unreal, then production never is at all; so that it would
never be perceived, [as you allege that it is]. Again, if
[production is not something produced,] because it is eterna’,
then there would be at, all times, the production of [all

‘possible] effects, [which you will scarcely pretend is the

case]. Again, if you say, since ¢ production ’ itself consists
of production, what need of supposing an ulterior produc-
tion [of production]) ? then, in like manner, [ ask,] since
‘ manifestation’ itself consists of manifestation, what need
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation]?

The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ;2 [and
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\
thus every objection stated or hinted under § 121. c., is

capable of being retorted].

5. He [now] states the community of properties |that
exists] among the products of Nature, mutually :*

TARHERETG AfRIAATATA
faga 198 0

Aph. 124. [A product of Nature is]
caused, uneternal, not all-pervading,
mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent.

The characters com-
mon (o all products.

a. ¢ Caused,’ i.e., having a cause. ‘Uneternal,’ i.e., de-
structible. ‘Not all-pervading,’ i., not present every-
where. ¢ Mutable,’ i.e., distinguished by the acts of leaving
[one form], and assuming [another form], &c. It [the
soul,] leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as is
notorious]. ¢Multitudinous,’ ie., in consequence of the
distinction of souls; [every man, e.g., having a separate
body]. ‘Dependent,’ [i.e.,] on its cause. ‘Mergent,” that
is to say, it [i.e., every product, in due time,] is resolved
into that from which it ofiginated.®
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b. [But, some one may say], if realities be tho
five [which the Sénkhyas enumerate (se¢ § 61), and no
more], pray, are such common operations as knowing, en-
joying, &c., absolutely nofhing ; you accordingly giving up
what you see, [m order to save an hypothesis with which
what you see is u'reconcllable] ? To this he replies :!

FTHATEHEAT AT ITCATHATATR
HUTASTGRTTET I 924 1

Aph. 125. There is the establish-

The qualities of the  ment of these [twenty-four ¢ Qualities’
piady v of the Nydya, which you fancy that we
do not recognize, because we do not

explicitly enumerate them], either by reason that these
ordingry qualities [as contradistinguished from the three
Qualities of the Sénkhya], &oc., are, in reality, nothing
different ; or [to put it in another point of view,| because

they are hinted by [the term] Nature, [in which, like our

own three Qualities, they ars implied].
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. Either from their being nothing different from the
twenty-four principles, ‘in reahty, truly, quite evidently,
—since the character of these [twenty-four] fits the ordi-
nary qualities, &c., [which you fancy are neglected in our
enumeration of things,]—° there is the establishment of
these,’ i.e., there is their establishment [aa rea.h'ties]
threugh their being implied just in those! [twenty-four
prmmples which are explicitly specified in the Sankhyu].

b. The word ‘or’ shows that there is another alternative
[reply, in the aphorism, to the objection in question]. ‘Or
because they are hinted by [the term] Nature;’ that is to
say, the qualities, &c. [such as Knowledge], are estabhahed
[as realities], just because they are hinted by [the term]
Nature, by reason that [these] qualities are, mediately,
products of Nature ; for there is no difference between pro-
duct and cause. But the omission fo mention them [ex-
plicitly] is not by reason of thcir 1ot beiug at all.?

- ¢. He [next] mentlons the poiuts in which Nature and
Ther] products agree :®
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frTrEaaETe 74T 1 A& 0

The o .4])/1 126. Of both [Nature and her
ke characlers com-

e to Nature and her products] the fact that they comsist of
produets the three Qualities [§ 61. 2.}, and that
they are irrational, &c., [is the common property].

. 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
botly,’ 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 :*

ﬁimnﬁf‘aﬁrmmmmﬂmw -,
WA IR

Aph. 127. The Qualities [§ 62] differ

In vwhat the three jn character, mutually, by pleasantness,
ualtties difer. ’ ]

uatities unpleasantness, lassitude, &c. ,[in which

forms, severally, the Qualities present themselves].

n. ¢ Pleasantness,’ i.e., Pleasure. By the expression

' feTaRaENaARs | WfemTE-
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‘ &c.’ ismeant Goodness (saffwa), which is light [i. e., not
heavy,] and illuminating. ‘Unpleasantness,” i. e., Pain.
By the expression ‘ &c.” [in reference to this,] is meant
Passion (rajas), which isurgent and restless. ¢ Lassitude,’
i. e., stupefaction. By the expression ‘&c.’ is meant
Darkness (famas), which is heavy and enveloping. It is
by. these habits that the Qualities, viz., Goodness, Passion,
and Darkness, differ: such is the remainder,! [required to
complete the aphorism].

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

wYfeRfEr anedl Tl -
AT N R
In what respects the Aph. 128. Through Lightness and

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

a. The meaning is as follows: the enunciation [in the
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shepe of the term lagh:, * light,’ 18 not one intended o5 o:
attention to the concrete, viz., vhat things are light. Lu.”
1s one where the abstract [the nature of light things, #iz.,
‘lightness’ (laghutwa}’ is the prominent thing. ‘Thwuga
Lightness and other babits,’ i. e., through the characters
of Lightness, Restlessness, and Heaviness, the Quaiitics
differ. Their agreement is through what is hinted by tie
expression ‘and other.”” And this consists in their mau-
tually predominating {one over another, from time lo
time], producing one another, consorting togethzr, and
being reciprocally presext, [one in another], for the sake
of Soul*

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

PAATTRERIAN FEEEIEaq I e

. Aph. 129. Since they are other than
gcprgff prti(i(zttc(s.}”lnd both [Soul ax.xc% Natur.e, the only *?wo
uncaused entities], Mind and the fest

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 the
the two which [alone] are ete

b. He states another reason :?

QAT 1 930 0

Apk. 130. Because of [their] measure,
[Which is a limited one].

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

b. He states another argument :*

W"EP?TH; W39 |

4 third proof Naffrl:]l?»l. Because they conform [to

a. [Mind. and the Test-are products]; because they well
[f'ollo.w- and] correspond with Nature; i. e., because the
Qualities of Nature [§ 61] are seen in all things :% [and it

¥ are something other than

A second proof

rnal, viz., Nature and Soul.!
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is & maxim, that what is in the etfect was derived from
- the cause and implies the cause.

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

afwadfa I a2 1

L rourth Aph. 132. Aud, finally, because it is
Sourth proof. through the power [of the cause alone,
that the product can do aught].

a. It is by the power of its cause, that a product ener-
gizes, [as a chain restrains an elephant, only by the force
of the iron which it is made of]; so that Mind and the rest,

being [except through the strength of Nature,] powerless,

produce their products in subservience to Nature. Other-
wise, since it is their habit to energize, they. would at all
times produce their products,? [which it will not be alleged
that they do].

5. And the *vord 4%, in this place, is intended to notify

the completion of the set of [positive] reasons® [why Mind

and the others should be regarded as products).

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

TETR HFfa: gEAT 97 1 933 1

Aph. 133. On the quitting thereof

Converse proof of the [qulttmg the condition of product],

: there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or
other of which the product must needs have resolved
itself].

a. Product and non-product; such ig-the pair or aiter-
natives. ‘On the quitting thereof;’ i/e., when Mind and
the rest quit the condition of product, Mind and the rest
[of necessity] enter into Nature, or Soul ; * [these two alone
being non-products].

b. [But perhaps some one may say, that] Mind and the
rest may exist quite independently of the pair of alterna-
tives [just mentioned]. In regard to this, he declares
(as follows] :2

AR T 1 938 1
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) aﬂa{(,;,zo:gja?:”,@ dph. 134, If they were other than
neither product novse  these two, they would be void ; [seeing
product. that there is nothing self-existent,

besides Soul and Nature].

e If Mind and the rest were ‘other than these two,’
1 e., then product or non-product [§ 133], they would b:a
in the shape of what is ‘vcid,’ i.e., in the shape of
nonentity.!

5. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be
under the character of a product, that Mind and the rest
are a sign of [there being such a principle as] Nature ?
T.hey may be [more properly said to be] a sign, merely in
virtue of their not occurring apart from it. To this he
replies : ®

FTATRICATTAT TR 1 934 |

Wit it o s g, Aph. 135r..The cause 18 inferred from
aan. :; w:.:fmd Fom ; e effect, [in the case of. Nature and
. er Products]; because it accompa-

nmes 1t. ‘
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 natare [or

URATIRAEH I
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esserce] of the causé is not seen in the effect; as [is the
case with] the inference, from the rising of the moon, thut
the sea is swollen [into full tide; rising, with maternal
affection, towards her son who was produced from her
bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not occur
apart from the rising of the moon, yet here the cause,
Imoon-rise, is not seen in the effect, tide ; and, consequently,
though we infer the effect {rom 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 ha-
racters of Nature, the cause ¢s inferred from the effect.
¢ Because it accompanies it i. e., because, in Mind and
the rest, we see the properties of Nature,' [i. e., Nature
herself actually present ; as we see the clay which is the
cause of a jar, actually present in the jar].

b. [But it may still be cbjected,] if it be thus, then let
that principle itself, the ¢ Great one’ [or Mind], be the
cause of the world: what need of Nufure? To this he
replies ; ®
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o Aph, 136. The indiscrete, [Nature,
o ow Mind musthare  mugt be inferred] from its [discrete ana
A resolvable] effect, [Mind], in which are
the three Qualities, [wlLich constitute Naturel.

a. ‘It is resolved ;' such is the import of [the term]
linge, [here rendered] ‘effect” From that [resolvable
effect], viz., the * Great principle’ [or Mind), in which are
the three Qualities, Nature must be inferred. And that
the ¢Great principle, in the shape of ascertainment [or
distinet intellection], is discrete [or limited] and perish-
able, is established by direct observation. Therefore [i.e.,
since Mind, being perishable, must be resolvable inte
something else,] we infer that into which it is resolvable.’
[in other words, its ¢cause,’ here analogously termed /is;-
gin, since ‘effect > has been termed lings .

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] : *
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Aph. 137. There is no denying

Why N , and . . .
thing slse, wust ¢ fha  that it [Nature,] is; because of its
root of all. effects, [which will be in vain attri-

buted to any other source].

a. Is the cause of this [world] a product, or not & pro-
duct? If it were a product, then, the same being [with
equal propriety to be assumed to be] the case with ifs
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effects be
from any root [to which there is nothing antecedent],
then #his is that [tc which we give the name of Naturc]

.“ Because of its eﬁ'e'cts,’ that is to say, because of the effects

of Nature. There'is no denying ‘that it i3, i. e., that
Nature is.!

6. Be it 80, [let us grant,] that Nature és; yet [the oppo-
nent may contend,] Sou/ positively cannob\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 regord to this, he remarks [as
follows1 : *
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. . Aph. 138. [The relation of cause
It i3 =t from aay A
yrecrd that Soul i in- and effect is] not [alleged as] the means
i of establishing [the existence of Soul];
because, as is the case with [tho disputed term]  merit,’
there is no dispute about there being such a kind of
thing ; [though what kind of thing 7s matter of dispute].

a. There is no dispute about ‘there being such a kind of
thing,’ i.e., as to there being Soul, simply ; [since every-
body who does not talk stark nonsense must admit a Soul,
or self, of some kind]; for the dispute is [not as to its

being, but] as to its peculiarity [of being], as [whether it

be] multitudinous, or sole, all-pervading, or not all-per-
vading, and sc 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’
(dharmayj ; for the difference of opinion has regard to the
particulur kind of [thing,—such as sacrifices, according
to the Miméansd creed, or good works, according to the
Nyadya,—which shall be held to involve] * merit.’*

4. ‘Not the means of establishing’ that [viz., the exis-
tence of soul]; 1i.e., the relation of cause and effect is
not the means of establishing it. This intends, ‘I will
mention another means of establishing it.’*
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5. [But some one may sa i
. ¥,] Souls are nothin
“the b9dy, and its organs, &c.: what need of gi.mtxgxndm't?.;m
auything else? To this he replies ;! 8

Wrfeafafts: gam o 930 0
.; Moteriatiom 18 somethin
riiam sended.  than the body, &, e cle
a. {Thé meaning of the aphorism is] plain.*
6. He propounds an argument in support of this : 3

#Emﬁara\ il a¥o

‘ 4pk. 140. Because that which 1s

T*'e ‘d“mbm cf)mbingd [and is, therefore, discerp-

cerptible, tible,] is for the sake of some other,
[rot discerptible]. :

15:. That- w.hic.h is di?cerptible is intended for” something
else that is indiscerptible. If it were intended for some-

thing else that is.discerpti
: ible, t
in infinitum.s ptible, there would be a regressus

b. And combinednéss [involving (sce § 67) discorptible-
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ness,] consists in the Qualities’ making some product by
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other-
wise,] combinedness is the state of the soft and the hard,
[which distinguishes matter from spirit]. And this exists
occultly in Nature, as well as the rest; because, other-
wise, discerptibleness would not prove discoverable in the
products thereof, viz., the ‘Great one,” &c.!

c. He elucidates this same point :*

frparfefaadara 1 a8

Aph. 141. [And Soul is something

Sowl presets wo  ©lse than the body, &c.] ; because there

pdioution of beingma-  jg [in Soul,] the reverse of the three

Qualities, &ec.

a. Because there is, in Soul, ‘the reverse of the three

Qualities,” &c., i. e., because they are not seen [in it]. By

the expression ‘&c.’ is meant, because the ofher characters
of Nature, also, are not seen® [in Soul].

6. He states another argument :*
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Apd.-142. And [Soul is not me-
s.:f:: m“ tun.l] because of [ita] supenntan-
denoe [over Nature].

.&. Fwsmpenntendentua.nmtelhgantbang
Nature is unintelligent : such is the meaning.!

8. He states another argument : *

HTYRATITA 1 983 0

Aph. 143. [And Soul is not ma-
Assther proof. terial;] because of [its] being the ex-

periencer,

a. It is Nature that is expeneneed the experiencer is
Soul.  Although Soul, from its being unchsngeably the
same, i8 not [really] an experiencer, still the assertion
[in the aphorism,] is made, because of the fact that the
reflexion of the Intellect befalls it [and thus makes it
seem as if it experienced (gee § 58. a.)]. )

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

Fa=ary wgRs 1 a8g !

Aph. 144. [It is for Soul, z{nd not

P"L,-,,s“",,“,. ot Natses,  for Nature ;] because the exertions are

is Liberstion vanted. L1 s view to isolation [from all

qualities ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but
Nature is notl.

< nce of Nature cannot depart‘from. it
[w‘u?tiele?v? i?;: the state of absolute,.s?]itary i .solatlon'
MMi)hted]; because the three Q,ual‘xtles are its very
essence, [the depurture of which from it would lea;e no;
thing behind], and because it would thus prove to 1etir;on |
evernal, [whereas, in reality, it i:s eternal]: The iso ,ﬁiﬁes;
(kaivalya) of that alone is posisnbl.er of which the qu Hities
are reflexional, [and not coustitutive (see § 58. a.)]; avd
that is Soul.* |
5. Of what nature is this [Soul] ? = To this he replies :

ey wf | 1 FT R
aqd |=

2 This lection is that of Aniruddha alone. ° Vijnéna, Négesa, and
VedéntiAMahidevn end the Aphorism with <, Dpecessitating and
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Aph. 145. Since light does.not per-
tain to the unintelligent, light, {which
must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the
Soul,: which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is
manifest].. ‘

a. It is-a settled point, that the unintelligent is not
light; [it is not self-manifesting]. If Soul, also, were
unintelligent [as the Naiyiyikas hold it to be, in sud-
stance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its
essence or substratum, but as one of its qualities], then
there would need to be another light for :¢; and, as

the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, esseutially, of
light.!

The naiure of the Soul:

6. And there is Seripture [in support of this view; for
example, the two following texts from the Brikadérunyaka -
Upanishad®]: ‘Wherewith shall one distinguish that
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world]?’ ¢ Where-
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer ?’3

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

' 91 A warwa Ifq fagR | FEEnfa
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2 II., &, 14; or Sutapatha-brdkmana, xiv.,, 5,4,16. The two
sentences quoted are continuous, Ed.
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attribute. Theredy it manifests all things; but it is not,
essentiully, Intelligence. To this he replies:!

friaaT= |10 985 0

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

a. If soal were associated with attributes, it would be
[4s we hold everything to be, that is associated with
attributes,] liable to alteration; and, therefore, there would
be no Liberation;? [its attributes, or susceptibilities,
always keeping it liable to be affected by something or
other ; or, the absolutely simple being the only un-
alterable].

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

e T ATTR IR TITd I 389

Soripture i igher Aph. 147. There is no denial [to be
evidence than supposed  8llowed] of what is established by
puan. Scripture ; because the [supposed]
evidence of intuition for this [i.e., for the existence of
qualities in the Soul,] is confuted [by the Scriptural de-
claration of the contrary].
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a. The text, ‘For this Soul is uncompanioned,’! &c.,
would be confuted, if there were any annexation of
qualities* [to Soul: and the notion of confuting Scripture
is not to be entertained for a moment]

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

| FIRIART SR | 98t 0

Aroument cosind e Apﬁ.. 148. [If soul were unintelli-

wul' herng agean L4 gent,] it would not be witness [of ita

gont. own comfort,] in profound [and dream-
less] sleep, &e.

e If soul were unintelligent, then, in deep sleep, &e.,
it would not be a witness, a knower. But that this is not

1 Bril:qddravgyaba Upaniskad, iv., 3, 16; or Satapatha-brdlt-
mana, xiv., 7, 1,17. Ed.
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the case [may be inferred] from the phenowenon, that ‘I
" slept pleasantly.” By the expression ‘&e.’ [in the aphorism, j
dreaming is included.!

6. The Vedantis say that ‘soul is one only’; and 80,
again, ‘ For Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeleas., void
of blemish:’ ‘Being one [only], it is divided [mto’ a
seeming multitede] by Nature (fakt); i.e., Illusion (mdyd),
but not throngh its own essence, [to which there doee not
belong multiplicity].” In regard to this, he says [as
follows] :* : '

TRAfEA@Td: Teagas I aged

» Apk. 149. From the several allot-
Mo wuliplicly ment of birth, &c., & multiplicity of
souls [is to be inferred].

a. < Birth, &> By the ‘&ec.,’ growth, death, &c., are
included. ¢ From the several allotment’ of these, 1.e.,
from their being appointed; [birth to one, death to another.
and so on]. ‘A multiplicity of souls ;’ that is to say. souls
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are many. If soul were one only, then, when one is born,

all must be born, &e.!

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

e P ha b |
Iq SR ATHIIIIT {IWMIAH]T qI1-
fefir: n quo
Aph. 150. [The Vedintis say, that,]
&mﬁ‘;&f Ve there being a difference in its invest-

ments, moreover, multiplicity attaches
[seemingly,] to the one [Soul]; as is the case with Space,
by reason of jars, &c., [which mark out the spaces that they
occupy .

a. As Space is one,—[and yet], in consequence of the
difference of adjuncts, [as] jars, &c., when a jar is destroyed, -
it is [familiarly] said, ‘the jar’s space is destroyed’ [for
then there no longer exists a space marked out by the jar];*
—s0, also, on the hypothesis of there being but one Soul;
since there is a difference of corporeal limitation, on the
destruction thereof, [ie., of the limitation occasioned by
any particular human body], it is merely a way of talking
lto say], ‘The soul has perished.” [This, indeed, is so
far true, that there is reaﬂy no perishing of Soul; but

' AT | FTfeATTE IR A
TATEARFAAT | TRAIGN 983 AT~
W T | TES CATRSCSTSTIATA
9 wrat=fa

 qUHAATIHEG |

3. ¥Vide supra, p. 53, Aph. 51, &e. £d,
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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 P!

5. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt?
[as to the point in question]: '

Surfufisra wg aere 1 qua

[ Aph. 151. The investment is differ-
i dation ;{L‘:.V © ent, [according to the Vedantis], 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 no¢ 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 & thing’s being destroyed,] would
present itself where it ought not ; ? [the destruction of De-

1A o ﬁ-\ EH’QW-
JWADBCTEAIT WrRAT 7 Ly wroew-
WA | ATATHIESTI . wamwAT fo-
AT AT ™ i |
? GATUTHATE

- 8 Vids supra, p. 16, note 3. Ed.

BOOK 1., APH. 152, 169

vadatta, e. g., presenting itself, as a fact, when we are con-
sidering the case of Yajnadatta, who is not, for ¢ka¢ rea-
son, to be sssumed to be dead]: and, on the hypothesiz
that Soul is one, the [fact that the Vedanta makes an] im-
putation of inconsistent conditions is quite evident; since
Bondsge and Liberation do not [and cannot,] belong
[simultaneously] to one. But the conjunction and [simul-
taneous| non-conjunction of the sky [or spuce] with smoke,
&e., [of which the Vedant: may seck to avail himself, as an

- illustration,] are no¢ contradictory ; for Conjunction is not

pervasion ;' [whereas, on the other hand, it would be non-
sense to speak of Bondage as affecting one portion of a
monad, and Liberation as affecting another portion; as a
monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree,
without being in conjunction with the stem].

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

b b ﬁ < am q ﬁ (‘;'_-
oEe U quR il

Aph. 152. Thus, [i.e., by taking the
from the charge of @~ Shnkhya view,] there is no imputation
Privid .‘-bo;:]:.dm e of contradictory conditions to [a Soul

T | A ITATNIENS ATNHAERISiany-
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supposed to be] everywhere present as onme [infinitely
extended monad]. ’

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

b. [But, the Vedanti may contend, ] we see the condition
of another attributed even to one quite different ; as, e.g.,
Nature’s character as an agent [is attributed] to Soul,
which is another [than Nature]. To this he replies ; *

RAUAR S Hﬁmwf‘ﬁr&'iaﬁm\ Y3 |

o Aph. 153. Even though there be

p,f,,'?"‘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 eatity].

6. [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

! gawdQead afia: 991 I9ATE-
wEwT TATgIfefassyRTaEsne -
AT T IR 0 |
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BOOK 1., APH. 154. 171

death or the like is compatible with Soul; because it is
uncompenioned,’ [i. ., unattended either by qualities or by
sctions].

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

AreagfafaraT FfaagaTa 1 ug i

Aph. 154. There is no opposition to
s Soripture,speaking of  the Seriptures [declaratory] of the
ot genericully. non-duality [of Soul]; because the
' reference [in such texts,] is to the
gemw Soul in geueral;|. - .
a. But there is no opposition [in our Sankhya view cf
the matter,] to the Scriptures [which speak] of the oneness
of Soul ; because those [Scriptural texts] refer to the genus.

. . < -

‘l TEREAAE AT TRATHTT HTET-
THEAAE ¥ §UTEEaT AEEar
q3fa | [EfFEO®AT A AHATWIE
gafa i

2 Chhdndogya Upanishad, vi., 1. But the word S{®q does not

occur there. Ed.
3 Katha Upanishad, iv.,11. Instead of Wﬁ, however,

the correct reading is m Ed. .
‘ gd ¥ wfafatw: @ | qur SEEar-

12
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By genus we mean sameness, the fact of being of the same
nature: and it is to this alone that the texts about the
non-duality [of Soul] have reference. It is not the indi-
visibleness [of Soul,—meaning, by its indivisibleness, the
imposaibility that there should be more souls than one,—

that is meant in such texts]; becr.use there is no motive
[for newmg Soul as thus indivisible]: such is the mean-

ll'lg

b. But then, [the Vedanti may rejoin, ] Bondage and
Liberation are just as incompat:ble in any single soul, on
the theory of him who asserts that souls are many, [a.nd
that each is at once bound and free]. To this he replies :*

Fafeaaraamcae 3ot agus’ 0w

fedd =@ Ag ATl {5 == q@n | 99
ATWId T I ATAS I9qfq | JATE I

' STyl e, wife ami g

WfauwETg | Aifq: SRTEASETN ds-
arzawa“tm araﬁta | ATEWEH WATHAI-
m'an’{avi. 0
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3 All the commentators but Aniruddha read ;
N

and they differ widely from himn, as they often do, in their elucidations
of the Aphorism. Nigesa’s explanation of it is as follows : ﬁﬁa

nfag TrEREAfaIs a9 A IE

B T B
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BOOK 1., APH. 135. 173

Apk. 155. Of him [i. e., of that sbul,]
The compatiblity of by whom the cause of Bondage is
known, there is that condition [of iso-
lation, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact,
that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he, really, was
not bound, even when he seemed to be so].

a. By whom is known ¢ the cause of bondage,’ viz., the
non-perception that Nature and soul are distinct, of lnm,
“by the perception” [of it], i.e., by cognizing the distinc-
tion, there is ¢ that conditior,’ viz., the condition of isola-
tion, the condition (see § 144) a.fter 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 bf 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].!

a2\ a (3 » E
O T | The substance of this is, that, ooly in the eyes
of the mistaken man who is influenced by the mnotorious cause of
bondage, or in other words, who is unable to discriminate, is the
essential condition of souls multeity, & condition the reverse of the

ome before referred to, unity ; and that is inconclusive. The Aphorism,
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vediatic disputant

. against the Sénkhya. Whether as read by Aniruddha, or as read by

‘others, it is susceptible, with reference to the previous context, of a

unety of renderings. Ed.

ﬁ&amﬁﬁg@ﬁw@a

@ a@ e faamwma agd I

&9 |



174 THE BANKHYA APHORISMS.

8. [Well, rejoins the Vedanti,] Bondage [as you Justly

observe,] is dependent on non-perception [of the truth],

and is not real It is a maxim, that non-perception is
removed by perception ; and, on this showing, we recog-
nize as correct the theory that Soul is one, but not that
of Soul’s being multitudinous. To this he replies:!

ATIEET SYWHATHATSRT: I 94§ )

o Apk. 156. No: because the blind do
He joers the Veddasi. 0t see, can those who have their eye-
sight not perceive ?

a. What ! because a blind man does not see, does also
one who has his eyesight not perceive? There are many
arguments [in support of the view] of those who assert
?hst souls are many, {though yos do not see them]: such
18 the meaning.?

6. He declares, for the following reason. also, that Souls -

are many ;3

' fadsreRafafal a9 |7 qifas
zﬁﬂ'rzaﬁ#f‘ﬂaﬁaiﬁg%zl T IW-
U T A TIETAT A ATATHS 3T |
TR |
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BOOK ., APH. 157. 176

ATREATICHRT ARGR N U9 N \

. Aphk. 157. Vamadeva, as well as

sﬂ'ﬁ:.,{;mf that others, has been liberated, [if we are

to believe the Scriptures; therefore]

non-duality is not. [asserted, in the same Scriptures, in the
Vedantic sense].

a. In the Puranas, &c., we hear, ‘ Vimadeva has been
liberated,’ * Suka has been liberated,’ and so on. If Soul
were one, since the liberation of all would take place, on
the liberation of one, the Scriptural mention of a diversity
[of separate and successive liberations] would be self-
contradictory.?

5. [But the Vedant: may rejoin :] on the theory that
Souls are many, since the world has been from eternity,
and from time to time some one or other is liberated, so,
by degrees, a/l having been liberated, there would be a
universal void.. But, on the theory that Soul is one,
Liberation is merely the departure of an adjunct, [which,
the Vedaut: flatters himself, does not involve the incon-
aistency which he objects to the Sinkhya]. To this he
replies:?

1 Animddha perbaps has aTnian\Eﬁ%ﬁT%m |
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FATTAY ATIRTATRITRCATH Nl Ut

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

_ A it kas beem, 30 will
it be.

a. Though the world Z2s éeen from eternity, since, up
to this day, we have not seen it become a void, there is no

*

proof [in support] of the view that there will be Libera-

tion ! [of a¥ Souls, so as to leave a void].
5. He states another solution [of the difficulty] : *

WHAAY G3% ATARTBE: § ue |

The siream of
;ucthnglmllﬂo:: everywhere [will they continue to go

on: hence there will be] no absolute
cutting short [of the course of mundane things]

' a. Since sows are |in number,] without end, though
Liberation sucweesively take place, there will not be [as a

Decessary comsequence,).a cutting short of the world. As
now, 80 everywhere,—ie., in time to come, also,—there

Ty qufsfem Te Aty s
FTAE |

' AR HERST TGN weR-

m&qﬁmﬁnﬁﬁrwmmn
 FRTUTATICHATE |

Aph. 159. As now [things are, so],

BOOK -1., APH. 159. 177

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

4. On the theory, also, that Liberation is the departure
of an adjunct [§ 157. &.], we should find a universal void ;
%o that the doubt? is alike, [in iis application to eithér
view]. Just as there might be arn end of all. things, on
the spccessive liberation of many souls, so, since all ad-
juncts would cease, when [the fruit of] works [this fruit
being in the shape of Soul’s association with body, as its
adjunct,] came to an end, the world would become void,’*
[on the Vedanta theory, as well as on the S&nkhya].

¢. Now, [if the Ved4nti says,] there will not be a void,

.because adjuncts are [in number,] endless, then it is the

same, on the theory that Souls are many. And thus [it
has been declared]:* ‘ For this very reason, indeed, though
those who are knowing [in regard to the fact that Nature

mmmmm%r&rwm-
'*“anwmljszmnam

TR
wiawemsia afsifagaiia ara=T=er
s91 wRivgETa o

2 Anuyoga, here rendered °doubt,’
raised,’ ¢ question.” Ed.

* gurfufar@AT Arg o ugsty gaT=-
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an

4 The source of the stanza here translated 1 have not ascer-
tained. Ed.

rather signifies ‘diﬁculty
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and Soul are different], are continually bei.ng 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 [easentmlly] bound ?
Or free? If [essentmlly] bound, then, since its essence
cannot depart, there is no Liberation ; for, if it Lthe es-
sence,] departed, then it [Soul,] would [cease, with the
cessatior of its essence, and] not be eternal. If [on the
other hand, you reply that it is essentially| free, then
meditation and the like [which you prescribe for the at-tam-
ment of liberation,] are unmeaning. To this he replies :

aq-rztaT IEE: I 9%o |

' TR WAt ATATE-

TH A | a9 9 = w7 f femg

HIYATY HaaH | AR AR THATHA-
m:qa'r 0
* fHRTCHT 99T HRT AT TN mmr-

mrzf‘m- WS‘FHFIH'R\ \ 'fﬁ\'ﬂ [T
mlaliér{ia ! Hd VIR |

3 This reading I find nowhers, but, inatead of it, mﬁ-
HJ®RY:, ‘Clear of both conditions [s.c., that of being bound and
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].
. Messrs. Bohtlingk and Roth esll Dr. Ballantyne's W:
‘ Fehlerhaft fiir H‘&mq: . Their substitute is, so far as I know,

e T. 2 .

According to most interpreters, however,'the preceding Aphorism
bas reference to the question whether it be only after Soul is

BOOK I., APH. ‘160, 179

Soul it ever fres, Aph. 160. It [Soul,] is altooether
;’;‘;J “" d;"‘"’o'm’“;. free. [but seemingly] muIt1f'orm [or
(aye. different, in appearance, from a free

thing, through a delusive semblanc; of being bound).

a. It is not bound ; nor is it liberated ; bat it is ever
free, [see § 19]. But the destruction of irnorance [as to

its actual freedom,] is effected by medxtatxon, &e.,! [which
are, therefore, not unmeanmﬁged in § le9 d.].

b. It has been declared that Soul is a witness.> Since it
1s a witness [some one may object], even when it has at-
tained to discriminating [between Nature and Soul], there

hberated or, on the other hand, at all times, that simplicity, or un-

changing fixedness, of essential condition (ekaripatwa) is predi-~
cable of it.

Introductlons to the Aphorxsm, with exposltxons of it, here follow.

Vedénti Mabédeva ; A IS TeFeud afes ﬁw‘.
A wa Hamm‘gmrmg | Nugen: UEHT-
T IHEA ATHHS X aﬁmgn Vediati
Mabideva : wfamfamwﬁ AR frafrgd
SITED 34 &Y TUAT A AT |
Negoa: TR} WY fagagw svTRa
W‘q Also see the commentaries on the Sank/t_ya.

kdrikd, st. 19 and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra. Ed.

' I A gwa R e
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* Vide supra, p. 56, § b4. a., and p- 165, § 148, Eu.
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is no Liberation; [Soul, oa this showing, being not an
absolutely simple entity, but something combined with the
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies:®

©eEETETEEE 0 9% 0

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

" How Soul is a spec-
alor.

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

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

frmmwas’ 1 ag2 |

' ST aTfEaER | ATRiTASEnfa
arfgmRsfAATR a1 W=

2 Only Aniruddha recognizes this reading. Vijmi.né, Nigeda,
and Vedénti Mahddeva have HTEJTRH®. Ei.

' sefafas | a1 -
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5 Vijnana says that this Aphorism and that next following specify
notes of Soul which establish that its essential condition is neither

BOOK 1., APH. 183, 181

The real condition of - APh. 162. [The nature of Soul is]
Soul. constant freedom.

“ Constant freedom :’ that is to say ; Soul is, positively,
a.lways 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 distinct}s

e Ifa 1 ag3 o

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

:S'«l’: tndsfferencs,

a. By ‘indifference’ is meant non-agency. The word iz

[rendered ﬁnally,] implies that the exposu:lon of the
Nature of Soul is completed.?

b, [Some one may say, the fact of] Soul’s bemg an
agent is declared in Scripture, How is this, [if, as you
8ay, it be nof an agent]? To this he replies:3

of those alluded to in Aph. 160: PYFGURATITATHETY
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SUTCTIRN ﬁwrﬁwr&mﬁmmy
~ N 9§81 )

How Soud, which i Apl&..164. [Boul’s fancy of ] being an
m'qfﬂ'eh.“ yi  agent is, through the influence [of
. -Nature],’ from the proximity of Intel-
lect, from the proximiity of Intelleot. ‘

a. [Its] “being an agent,’ i. e., Soul’s Jan L
e] ' be t,” 1e., ¢y of being an
| ;;‘ﬁent, is ’from the proximity of Intellect,’ ‘throughgthe
. nfluence "of Nature,® [(sce § 19,) of which Intellect
(s0e § 61)is a modification]. \

. The repetition of the expression * from th imi
of Inte}leot' is meant to shoI:w that we have :egl(:):cllmtlltxz
conclusion :. for thus do we see [practised] in theJScrip-
tures,? le. 8, where it is said, in the Veda: ‘Soul is to be
known ; it 18 to be discriminated from Nature : thas it does
Dot come again, it does not come again ’4],

1 ’ : '
The translstor inadvertently omitted the words ‘ through,” &a.

- L5 . .
Siesinai

¢ Thess words are taken from Colebrogke : sée his M neous

_ : : nee his Miscella
Essays (Prtff. Cowell's edition), vol. i., p. 348. The original is found,
:; a qu.ohgop, &o., in VAchaspati Miira's Tattwa-kaumudi, near
¢ beginning of the comment on st. 2 of the Bdaddya kdriks :

T A W JTAW: | Towerar Prawer: |

EJ

[ I R

b

BOOK 1., APH. 164. 183

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

Sankhya system]. ~

-~
ARTRAAC AT | or I
there is a variant, m:, in one of my MSS. The words
He ﬁo are obviously a gloss; and I have punctuated ac.

cordingly. They are preceded, I take it, by one text, and are followed
by another. The source of the first has not been discovered. For
what is-very similar to the second, see the conclusion of the Chhdn-
doyya Upanishad. Colebrooke's ‘thus’ is unrepresented in the
Sanskrit as I find it. KEd.

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

*xfy efrermgraTTYAR -
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END OF BOOK 1.
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BOOK 1II.

a. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth

[in Book I.]. Now, in order to prove that it is not the £pu’
that undergoes the alterations [observable in the courss of

things], he will tell, very diffusely, in the Second Book, be:»
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 Scul
from these. Therefore, according to [the verses],!

b. ¢ Whoso rightly knows its changes, and the Primal
_ Agent [Nature], and Soul, the eternal, he, thirsting no
' more, is emancipated,’

c. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &c.,
of Emancipation, all the three [things mentioned in
these verses] require to be known. And here, in the first
place, with advertence to the consideration, that, if Nature,
which is unintelligent, were to create without a motive, we
should find even the emaccipated one bound, he states the
motive for the creation of the world :®

! Here add, “in the Moksha-dharma, &o.'; and resd, instead
of ‘we remark . . . . Emancipation,’ * there is the declaration that.’
The verses quoted are from the MaZdbAdrata, xii., 7879, and cocur
in Caap. cexvi,, in the Section entitled Moksha-dAarma. Kd.
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BOOK II., APH. 1, 185

AT Y AT T |

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

The mative for creation.

a. The expression ‘the being a maker’ is borrowed

Yfrom the last aphorism of the preceding Book. Nature

makes the world for the sake of removing the pain, which
is [really] a shadow [Book I., § 58], belonging to the Soul,
which is, in its very nature, free from the bonds of pain; or
[to explain it otherwise,] for the sake of removing pain
[connected] by means of but a shadowy link; or [on the
other hand, ] it is ‘ for the sake of itself,” that is to say, for
the sake of removing the actually real pain [which consists]
of itself.!”

mmfmzﬁaaﬁml HAET !
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& Although experience [of good and ill], also, as well as
Emancipation, is a motive for creation, yet Emancipation
alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the principal one.!

c. But then, if creation were for the sake of Emancipa-
tion, then, since Emancipation might take place through
creation once for all, there would not be creation again
and again; to which he replies:?3

fawe afe=: 1 210

_ - Aph. 2. Because this [Emaucipation]
Successioe croation i ig [only] of him that is void of passion.

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

TG EATETY  ufafaadaN GEATETY

T AU FTRAEAR 31 W @ 9T
WG gATRTARE: | |

' ggfa ArgawEisfa gE: oA -
i FEIRTATE TIATH: |

' g ATy Ao FgRET AT
w3 g g giew |fefd avg i

_  For another rendering of the original of a., b., and c., see my
tranelation of the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 62. Ed.
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arisen through the knowledge of the distinctress of Nature
and Soul : such is the meaning.!

b. He tells the reason why dispassion does not take place
through creation once for all :* :

T EFuENTRE s IEAT 9we-

?Em‘-rj n 3

Fores of the forepoing Aph. 3.1t is not effected by the
reason. mere hearing ; because of the forcible-
ness of the impressions* from eternity.

a. Even the hearing [of Scripture, in which the distinct-
ness of Nature from Soul is enounced, ] comes [not to all
al_;ke, but only] through the merit of acts done in many
births, [or successive lives]. Even then dispassion is not
cstablished through the mere hearing, but through direct

1 cogMnd direct cognition does not take place sud-
.denly, because of the forcibleness of false impressions that

' AT gRATy: 8 TwR wRACT-

¥ This reading is peculiar to Vijnina, but seems to have some
countenance from Négeda. Aniruddba and Yedénti Maliddeva have

“ATEATIZATA . .
A

4 Vdsand. Tide supra,p. 29, note 2. FEd.
13



188 THE SANKHYA APHORISME.

have existed from eternity, but [the r.equired direct coigm-.
tion takes place] through the completion of Concentratlgnx;
and there is an abundance of obstacles to Concentra ;to
[see Yoga Aphorisms, ‘Book 1I]: therefore, onl.y1 a ex;
many births do dispassion and El.nancxpatmn. tak? place s
any time of any one at all : such is the meaning.

5. He sta*ss another reason for the continuous flow of
creation :®

FEEaaT wEE 1 3 U

Aph. 4. Or as people bave, gseverally,
Another reasom for pht. '
continuous creation. many dependants.

«. As householders have, géverally, many w.ho are ic‘ler;tz‘: |
dent upon them according to the dmtmcté(:)r;; o w&c‘,
’ it 1 ness, &c.,
i &o., 80, also, the Qualities, viz.,
(E%I;if{erll.’ §61. b} ha.‘;e to emancipate innumerable Sc};ulesi,1
severally,. Therefore; however many Souls may have be

emancipated, the onflow of creation takes place for the

emancipation of other Souls ; for Souls are [in ;um;izl
without end: such is the meaning. And'sc;)‘ : ecéase(1
aphorism [Book I1., § 22] says: <Though it have ’

BOOK II., APH. d. 189

to be, in respect of him that has done the work, it has not

[absolutely] ceased to be; because it is common to others
besides him.”?

b. But then why is it asserted that Nature alone creates,
when, by the text, ‘ From that or this Soul proceeded the

Ether,’? &c., it is proved that Sou/, also, creates? To this
he replies :*

TEfaaTas ¥ gReETAEtare: iy i

Aph. 5. And, since it [the character
poiVature, not Soul, of creator,] belongs, really, to Nature,

it follows that it is fictitiously attributed
%o Soul.

' U TTRETA UGS qRAT SasT W
FuaTfedcad aaTieTmEi Gwa-
duen Fgaredta &t wa: f53-
gRgRTASTy gREATEAE  gfedaset
T2d GRETTATRTTCHY: | g9l = 31T
T FAOY Riq AEAGAT AGAETHIAAT-
fefa u

 Tuittiriya Upaniskad, ii., 1
this same self,’ &e. Ed.

' H¥ UHdld WEE FUNEd qeATe!
TAEATEIAA WA 69 fq g UE-

. But oad: ¢ From this, from

weTfa gyafasiia avE o

A
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i¢. And, since Nature’s character of creator is decided
to be real, there is, really, in the Scriptures, only a fictitious
[or figurative] attribution of creativeness to Soul.!

b. But then, if it be thus, how is it laid down that Nature’s
creativeness, moreover, is real; since we are told [in
Scripture,] that creation, moreover, is on a level with a
dream ? To this he replies:?

FAqEiEs:’ | & |

The realily of Na- Aph. 6. Since 1t is proved from the
{ure's mhcm. products. - -

a. That is to say: because the real creative character
of Nature is established just ‘ from the products,’ viz., by .
that evidence [see Book I., § 110,] which acquaints us with
the subject [in which: the creative character inheres]; for
products are real, inasmuch as they produce impressions
and exhibit acta* [The reality of eternal things is
established here, just asit is by Locke, who says: ‘1 think

LEgaT Wy age W el e
gyaTaTE vF giay fewfa o

' 739 ngarafy 9yge arafata gar-

sAYd g¥: WwIfcgqard rafawmrfé!%
aqaig I

% Aniruddba al;i'ne has miﬁm:, which reading

Dr. Bailantrue at first accepted. Ld.

' FrATTRG TRATERTICA AT AT ANA -
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G?d has §1ven me assurance-nough as to the existence of
things lmthoui_: me; sincs, by their different application, I
can prOfluce, In myself, both pleasure and pain (artlu;)
which is one great concernment of Iy present sta.te"’
These existing products being admitted, the Sankh :
argues tha.t they must have a cause ; and, as this cau)s’a
means neither more nor less than something creativee

]

whatetfer proves the existence of the cauge proves, at the
same time, its creative character. ] ’

b. But then [it may be said], on 1
» on the alternative [see § 1
that Nature works for herself, she must energgze 13itl;]
reference to the emancipated Soul, also. To this he replies :!

NAATEAITSTR: ST o 9 |

Aph. 7. The rule is wi
. ~with reference
Wiio escape nature.  to one knowing ; just as escape from
a thorn. :

a. The word cefana here means ‘one knowing;’ b

the derivation is from chit, “to be conscious’. Z; o::auss
‘the same t.horn .is not a‘cause of pain to him who be?rlx1
one kno‘wmg,’ Le., aware of it, escapes from that sa!’n b %
actually is so in respect of others; so Nature, also, is esf:; .
by ‘one knowing,’ one aware, one who ha’s acc,om lislll):g
the matter: to 4im it does not consist of pain ; but to I())th
who are not knowing, it actually isa cause c;f pain : sdcliriss’

dq T3 ufinEsmas “ﬁmm-

fasfd: o
T3 79 STINTY HHRIES BT @y

qdd | a9TE
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the ¢ rule, meaning, the distribution. Hence, also, of
Nature, which is, by its own nature, bound [inasmuch as it
consists of bonds], the self-emancipation is possible; so
that it does not energize with reference to the emancipated

Soul ' [§ 6. 5]

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

' fadt g wfa g |qRtsTif
IYHAT TED THAAISHTTEATRT LA
d URa QES 7 AAArAq § HaT
au naifar&r %amaﬁﬁrrﬁmm-@ A
& waT garfean = uae:maaﬁr;zrma
q glaﬁ‘%ﬂﬁ'r EECEIL R U aﬁW' I
TAR EMTAAT T=TaT S nEd: EATET
vza Tfd| WA 7 wwged wfq wadd

%mﬁvﬁmﬁm AT TR qf‘w
arfepgn: of wfa | =

,x;gg I8 ,

e

ERICE ST I

(25 S

Bl gl i ypiemn

HCHESIE T T
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sarisia afmfEaTsg angu

o b Aph. 8. Even though there be con-

fjj{”ﬂmfjgﬂﬁ’f junction [of Soul] with the other [viz.,

Nature], this [power of giving rise to

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

a. Even though there be conjunction with Nature, there
belongs to Soul no creativeness, ‘immediately,” i.e.,directly.
An illustration of this is, ‘like the burning action of
iron:’ as iron does not possess, directly, a burning power;
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through
the fire conjoined with it: such is the meaning. But, in
the example just mentioned, itis admitted that there isan

~ alteration of both ; for this is proved by sense-evidence:

but, in the instance under doubt, since the case is accounted
for by the modification of one only, there is cumbrousness
in postulating the modification of both ; becuuse, otherwise,
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held
that the colour of the crystal was changed.!

n—faumsﬁ: UReE | geefargU-
= oA |oad gvmrsumgaa |
IYTIHT A ama HTEE{TETH < q SETE-
FTHETREIEEAAGY: | SHET 4T
trFmrm vaRfasarega Hf%:mm A
SEEIteuEEIEEELC SRR CUE T o
AR | [AA ANEATNRRCHE TG
faammraafdfa
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b. It has already been stated [§ 1] that the fruit of crea-
tion is emancipation. Now he states the principal occasional
cause of creation :!

- TR gfe e

dph. 9. When there is passion, or
dispassion, there is concentration, [in
the latter case, and] creation, [in the former].

Creation when.

a. When there is passion, there is creation ; and, when
there is dispassion, there is ‘concentration,” i.e., the
abiding [of Soul] in its own nature [see Yoga Aphorisms,
Book I., § 3*]; in short, emancipation, or the hindering of
the modifications of the thinking principle [Yoga Apho-
risms, Book I., § 22]: such is the meaning. And so the
import is, that Passion is the cause of creation ; because of
their being® simultaneously present or absent.

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

a‘a W Ay I weTEE | sEEl
A= fafasscaae o
9 T’tde infra, p. 211, note 6. Ed.

3 ‘Simultaneously,’ &c., is to render anwayavyatirekaw, on which
ride supra, p. 43, note 2. Ed.

‘T giedod ¥ I wwEdsTwH
afafca araea a1 fewgfafm st |

adar armfammr Tt gfearcata-

o
[y §

BOOK II., APH. 1l. 1%

ARSICHRAT ' THIATATH I 90 K

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

Ovder of creation.

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

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

TTATIRTGEH ARIHTE |/ITHT: 1| 99 1

Nature's products wet Aph. 11. Since creation is for the
Jor themselves. sake of Soul, the origination of these

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

a. ¢ Of these,” i.e., of Mind, &c., since the creativeness is
¢ for the sake of Soul,’ i.e., for the sake of the emancipatiou
of Soul, the ¢ origination,” i. e., the creativeness, is not for
the sake of themselves; since, inasmuch as they are
perishable, they [unlike Nature, (see § 1)] are not
susceptible of emancipation : such is the meaning.*

6. He declares the creation of limited space and txme y ;>

1 Nigesa has, instead of Q50, . Ed.
 gfefichr T

* fawgATR

‘wui AEgEIEAi FEARTHET

ATETANTR WY W GYE oy

ATETITTIIECAR: |
' gusfegTaan: giews |
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femrmmararmfea: 1 aR N

Peiative tims und {lph. 12. [Relative] Space and Time
pace whencs, [arise] from the Ether, &c.

a. The Space and Time which are eternal/ [and absolute],
being the soxrce of the Ether, are, really, sorts of qualities
of Nature: therefore it is consistent that Space and Time
should be all-pervading. But the Space and Time which
are limited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction
of this or that limiting object: such is the meaning.
By the expression ¢&c.,’ [in the aphorism,] is meant ¢ fromn
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.”

5. Now he exhibits, in their order, through their nature
and their habits, the things mentioned [in § 10] as ‘in the
order of Mind, &c.”:?

\
TAFHTAT FE: 1 93 |
Aph. 13. Intellect is judgment.

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

‘fadn T femen arETETIEEaddr
TFTAfAREET | a1 FREarthgEr-
qufa: | 31 q EOEfeamen 91 qEgE-
FATTEANTEEAd T4 | ST
arfymganfefa | |

'l ARl RugRrEEYdT UH-
a9 FAW WEfd | /

Mind or Intellect de-
ﬁufd.

" Products of intellect.

BOOK 1II., APH. 14, 197

peculiar modification : such 1s the meaning. But they are
set forth as identical, because a property and that of which
it is the property are indivisible.! And it is to be under-
stood, that this Intellect is ¢ Great,” because it pervades all
effects other than itself, and because it is of great power.

b. He mentions other properties, also, of the Great
Principle :*

amTd wAme: u ag i

Aph. 14. Merit, &c., are products
of it.

a. The meanming is, that Merit, Knowledge, Dispassion,
and Supernatural Power, moreover, are formed out of
intellect, not formed of self-consciousness (akankdra), &ec.;
because intellect alone [and not self-consciousness,] is a
product of superlative Purity,’ [without admixture of
Passion and Darkness].

! See, for a different rendering, the Ratsonal Refutation, &e.,
p. 45. Ed.

<

' AEEEd AT giefia | wraaras
fraremeEaTT Ifafea: | wEe-

- < .
fadmg wwERTg | wETE T3

< N

AR RAATIFATHLTEATT A=A N

s . <

ATAAETATATY YATATE I

¢ From copying . typographical error, Dr. Ballantyne had, in

both Lis editions, YHTIE. Ed.
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6. But then, if it be.thus, how can the prevalence of
demerit, in the portions of intellect lodged in men, cattle,
’/&c., be accounted for ? To this he replies :?

- AEGEPTITRTda® I qu 0

Upposits. products of Aph. 15. The Great one [intellect,]
mlellect. becomes reversed through tincture.!

a. That same ¢ Great one,’ i.e., the Great Principle [or
intellect], through being tinged with Passion and Dark-
ness, also becomes ‘reversed ’ [see § 14. a.], i. e., vile, with
the properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and
want of Supernatural Power : such is the meaning.?

4. Having characterized the Great Principle, he defines
its product, Self-consciousness: ¢

wrgmqwmwf‘a I fAdfaraaa-
FTaATEw: 0

1 '«.w a .o. .
YAATIIHIRAATH | TR N

2 T.e., ‘influence.’ Ed. .

wld muﬁram%wm%wﬁuﬁmﬁ
Hﬂ?ﬁwﬁ N
‘ AEET SiONT dSTARES e

af‘a 0 /
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NfaAARISEIT 0 9% 0

Selfcomscicusness, Ap{;-. 18. Self-consciousness is a
conceit.

a. ‘Self-cousciousness’ is what makes the FEgo, as a
potter [makes a pot]; the thing [called] the internal
instrument (anfak-karana) : and this, inasmuch us a pro-
perty and that of which it is the property are indivisible,

1is spoken of as ¢ a conceit,” [viz., of personality], in order

to acquaint us that this is its peculiar modification. Only
when a thing has been determined by intellect [i.e., by an
act of judgment (see §13. 4.)], do the making of an Ego
and the making of a Meum take place.?

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

CHICUTNGHTS GRRIaA I 39 1

- Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of
wioduct of Sefeon  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 Rational Refulation, &c., p. 45.
Ed. ‘

"HWE FUAAEHC FHAICA -
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five Subtile Elements, viz., Sound, &c., are tiie product
of Self-consciousness.!

6. Among these, moreover. he mentions a distinction :*

e

mﬁaﬁmmamu%u

Aph. 18. The eleventh, consisting of
[the principle of] Purity, proceeds
from modified Self-consciousness.

The Mind whence.

a. The ‘eleventh,’ i.e., the completer of the eleven, viz.,
Mind, [or the ¢ internal organ,’—which is not to be eon-
founded with ‘the Great one,’ called also Intellect and
Mind,—=alone,] among the set consisting of sixteen [§ 177,
consists of Purity; therefore it is produced from Self-
consciousness ‘modified,” i.e., pure: such is the meaning.
And hence, too, it i3 to be reckoned that the ten organs
are from the Passionate Self-conscinusness; and the Sub-
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.®

b. He exhibits the eleven organs :*

' waRwfATty wRifeTNae wTE:
I FEATY:

* sy fawesTE N

' THRATA] YUUAFCAS AA: YA

UG RIS E R SEE TILHES LI 1

T=aa @Y | WAW UAAERIERie:
AT TR RO TRTATU T TR N
' Tarenfearfu Twafa |
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FAMGATRN S I UTCRETETRA_ I 9 |

Aph. 19. Along with the organs of
action and the organs of understanding
another is the eleventh.

Of the Organs.

a. The organs of action are five, viz., the vocal organ,
the hands, the feet, the anus, and the generative organ;
and, the organs of understanding are five, those called the
organs of slght hearmg, touch, taste, and smell. Along
with these ten, ‘another,’ viz., Mind, is ‘ the eleventh ie.,
is the eleventh organ: such is the meaning.'

&. He refutes the opinion that the Organs are formed of
the Elements :*

RS EET A ATfaart= I 0 1

. 4ph. 20. They [the organs,] are not
The Ny fyo view repocted. formed of the Elements; because there
is Scripture for [their] being formed of Self-consciousness.

a. Supply ‘ the organs.”
b. Pondering a doubt, he says:
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AT A TR
Ty 290
4 tart explsinnd, Aph. 21. The Scripture regarding

’ absorption into deities is not [decla-
ratory] of an originator. '

a. 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., a
jar, when it ceases to be a jar, is usually spoken of as being
resolved into its originator, viz., into earth, yet] we see
the absorption of a drop of water into what, nevertheless,
is ot its originator, vis., the ground; [and such is the
absorption into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did

not originally emanate].t

. 5. Some say that the Mind, included among the organs,
18 eternal. He repels this :3 ~

" TxATy A FAHTA: W AR AT
Wi rfiaaisAaeasiy Jas w1 -
fa=rsaedaTq

' fgarrid wAr fawfafa afq

[ !
\

aafEfan /
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— 1
agufegafamIeIATg 1 R0

Aph. 22. [None of the organs is
eternal, as some hold the Mind to be ;]
because we have Scripture for their beginning to be, and
because we see their destruction.

No organ eternal.

a. A'| these organs, without exception, have a begin-

ning; tor the Scripture says, ‘ From this are produced
~ the vital air, the mind, and all the organs ;" &c., and because

we are certified of their destruction by the fact that, in the
conditions of being aged, &c., the mind, also, like the sight
and the rest, decays, &c.: such is the meaning.?

%, He rebuta the atheistical opinion that the sense [for

‘example,] is merely the set of eye-balls, [&e.]:*

A TRAFATTT WA 0§ 3 0
! Aniruddba’s reading is a’g'(qﬁ: a’;ﬂ% ﬁmo

Ed
! Mundaka Upanishad, ii., i., 3. Ed.
3 SNoe e -
ayT "HIYTH <

5

WEE OTAT w: w3 fearta St AT

THEAEE FGUSAINAT AFETSAI_q-

fear fgamnfagara=s: o
- - = F' ﬁ F( ﬁ 3
&l

5 This is taken from my edition, where, however, it is corrected
in the corrigenda. See the next two notes. Zd.

14
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Aph. 23. The Sense is supersen-
P mﬁf’:‘d"g"&“" suous; [it being the notion] of mistaken

persons [that the Seuse exists] in [iden-

tity with] its site.

a. Every Sense is supersensuous, and not perceptible ;
but only in the opinion of mistaken persons does the Sense
exist ‘in its site,’ e.g., [Sight,] in the eye-ball, in the
condition of identity [with the eye-ball]: such is’ the
meaning. The correct reading is: [The sense is some-
thing supersensuous; to confound it with] the site,' [is a
mistake].’ ?

5. He rebuts the opinion that one single Sense, through
diversity of powers, performs various offices :3

weaesTa JefasT T 1 =8 1

Aph. 24. Moreover, a difference
,:ﬁy‘i‘,_"'y“"“"'”“ being established if a difference of
powers be [conceded], there is not u

oneness [of the organs].

-

' Tl waAdied qq UE T
A AFIETE TS qrerRA TR
wfugTAfagT ure: o

3 Theoriginal of this shows that Vijnéna emphasizes SYTLITTH

. . ) -
8a the true reading. He scems to point to iq'r“]'a, which
Aniruddha lus, and, after him, Vedénti Mahddeva.

' gERafd wﬁﬁmﬁm:;umﬁfa
A

AGAUTHI G |
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a. Even by the admission that a diversity of powers
belongs to one single organ, the diversity of organs is
established ; because the powers are, assuredly, organs;
therefore, there is not a singleness of organ: such is the
meaning.! '

5. Bat then [it may be eaid], there is something unphilo-
aophical in supposing various kinds of organs to arise from
one single Self-consciousness. To this he replies:*

 FEAATEI: HATUCEE I Y |

Aph. 25. A theoretical discordance
,wz.f:"’,’:,::f,“,]qf,",’,';f,’;“ is not [of any weight,] in the case of
what is matter of ocular evideuce.

a. This is simple.*

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

' Taafeaw  wisdcE i sdife-
¥e: faufa Tsimmadifeamrear Sasfa-
feasmY: |

! TSR ATORTAI g AT T Heg-
HT4T |[qratauy: | g

3 Nigeda is peculiar in having HATWCErI T, L.
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IRATHSH AT NG 0
Divernified operution Apk. 26. The Mind identifies itself
of Mind. with both
a. That is to say: the Mind identifies itseif with the
organs of intellection and of action.®

6. Of his own accord, he explains the meaning of the
expréssion ‘identifies itself with both:’3

Ta AR RTETERE 19 1

. Aphk. 27. By reason of the varieties

How this sappens. of transformation of [which] the Quali-

ties [are susceptible], there is a diversity [of their product,
the Mind,] according to circumstances.

a. As oue single man supports a variety of characters,
through the force of association,—being, through associa-
tion with his beloved, a lover; through associdtion with
one indifferent, indifferent ; and, through association with
some other, something other,—so the Mind, also, through

association with the organ of vision, or any otber, becomes -

various, from its becoming one with the organ of vision, or
any other; by its being [thereby] distinguieched by the
modification of seeing, or the like. The argument in sup-
port of this is, ‘of the Qualities,” &c.; the meaning being,
because of the adaptability of the Qualities, Goodness, &c.,
to varieties of transformation.*

1 All the commentators but Vijndna here insert J. Ed.

' FIRRCATHS AT T U

sawmmﬁmfaqa;:a_ay |
-
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6. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection
and of action : !

guifermaAsT w@m w2k
What the organs deal

X Aph. 28. Of both [sets of organs the
wih. 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,
&e.,’ .[mto which the food, consisting of the quality Taste,
&c., is partly transformed].

b. Of what Soul (indra), through what service, these
are termed Organs (indriya), both these things he tells us :4

SERICUHAA: TR AfITam U 2e |
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3 Aniruddha reads, in liew of ~HFO, -JI© v
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