

















ADVERTISEMENT.

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

? Their titles here follow:

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

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

“The Aphorisms of the Sinkhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnina-Bhikshu,
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. Translated by James
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt. College, Benares.
Printed for the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P.
(1st Edition, 550 Copies :~—Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup't. 1856.”

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

The title of the abridged form runs: “The Siukhya Aphorisms
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijnina Bhiks[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 Vijnéna.
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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 as many
different copies of it ; entering suggestions, in the second
copy, without reference to those which had been entered
in the first, and similarly making independent sug-
gestions in my third copy. All these® were, on various
occasions, submitted to Dr. Ballantyne ; and such of them
as did not meet his approval were crossed through. The
residue, many more than a thousand, have been embodied

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

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

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnkiya-
pravachana-bkdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbitrarily
chosen words apart, his text, after Book I., is borrowed from it
thronghout, but with no mention of the fact. My advice was unheeded,
that he should profit by the copious emendations which I had amassed
and digested from better manuseripts than those to which I at frst
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 might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197,
288, 357, 373, 374, 381, 390.



ADVERTISEMENT. v

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

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

The S4inkhya Aphorisms, in all the known com-
mentaries on them, are exhibited word for word. The
variants, now given, of the Aphorisms, afforded by acces-
sible productions of that character, have been drawn from
the works, of which only one has yet been printed, about
to be specified :* ]

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

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

2 “Atthe time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sinkhya
Aphorisms.” * Notice,” in the Bibliotkeca Indica, New Series, No. 81.

3 For details respecting these commentaries and their authors, see
my Contribution towards an Index to the Bibliography of the
Indian Philosophical Systems, or my Preface to the Sinkhya-sdra.






PREFACE.

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

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

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

J. R. B.
Benares CoLLEGE,

bth January, 1852.






THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

OF

KAPILA.

BOOK I.

a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila!!

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

w fafaug ety i

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

Boicibcook CHl

* wn wrgfnfitRemia: sfust: wwar-
TANTAE FARITIU AUARIAT FCUAR
TTHRAATCAATE |

The subject proposed.




2 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

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

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

Ao ¢. But then, let it e that the above-
A question whether the . .

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

| WY TR AT

| efaumraf@atanfamfucfise-
T E:@wmfaqumagm&qaai -
TY W A TR TSEATT B
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BOOK I., APH. 2. 3

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

7 gerRfatefagaragafagsiargi 2 o

Aph. 2. The effectuation of this [com-
anz'}:; o it Lo te  plete cessation of pain] is not [to be
w1 ety expected] by means of the visible [such

as wealth, &ec.]; for we see [on the
loss of wealth, &c.,] the restoration [of the misery and
evil,] after [its temporary] cessation.

i SR G R SR SRUE R
uwwmuﬁa@uawagamnw &1
/] A whTadsRTETE AT 7T

afaaﬁaﬁmr FE fReEE AT ETa-
q@@faaﬁamm Hfaurrafeefagaw-
aramgAaAfR g gfaadamt w
fammmRTSA gEoat aRAAEETE-
GLOUATHATS aEFIAsfagea ARG
R NTEHFIemHaiETed N2 I

* Instead of fR{FT?, the reading of Aniruddha, and of most
MSS,, Vijnéna has, to the same effect, ﬁ'-ri% Ed,



4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

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

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

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

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

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

' gergwTEyTieRaTa
Hﬁ“ﬁ’@@mﬁ'{%ﬁfg
‘Aavafa g A3 =
fafa aﬁsaafmmg mﬁm
!

‘s wWrEr %nm-mg wrafafafoen
gufrafetafa aeguiiesgey Avwafa
FEFRUARNATT | awaamtﬁsﬁq a-
FEFATTIE®Rid



BOOK I., APH. 4. 5

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

T (R R M A AT -
TGEH 0 3 0

! Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt]
ok guestion wleller  that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
tained by the recurrent  pain, may result] from exertions for
u rdis g 2
e of orAATY AT the obviation [of pain], as is the case
with the obviation of daily hunger.

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

gRTE IR sfa FaTETaTETs RATU-
suga

! 7 ARty e e
fu na o9 HataRa@ q Wifagafaa-
fafa wnfefa wga |

* gy g’@wmﬁ e amfasas auar
= grafergfa: geamal g e gEe Wi-

w mﬁﬁﬁt Twrd 3 ferar-
afq v

3 The more ordinary reading of MSS,, and that of Aniruddha, is
HEATO; ‘excellence,’ not T 192 with Vijnina. Xd.




6 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

. Apk. 4. This [method of palliatives

ol ruggestion w9 (£3)] is to be rejected by those who are

versed in evidence; because it is not

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

if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as

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

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

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

' Afy wifm= gdfrae Jaew:
afq swdstu w=asta Jgndat aamrmar
sfe Sanfefcaammranten S Ty
a9 TR AaRE
w1 fq 7 g1 gEifeam: | qEm-
LI NS Bl (e bRl

" TR N



BOOK I., APH. 5. 7

SehaTeft AT EETERREA: I Y o

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

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

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

' A RTINS AT Afaqd ATE
frema aag TRcEINATRTG | SR
st A fara sfa aFmasaty qm-
¥R qAFE TF Afqa=w |

' A9 ATy YW qffq ndtad ) /9



8 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

[EFRETIAAT: 1 &0

Aph. 6. And there is no difference

An cjection met. 1 otween the two.

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

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

(§ 5. b.]:
A @ATAAT TR ATHEHATIRN R 19 1

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

sible ; else the o8 5
possisle; che the means  the enjoining of means for the libera-

Joined. tion of one bound essentially.

Fu: f& @nufas saogs | @ A
TATST Irad € Agfa | f qwaan
Aqgd g N

' e @i ERa -
WTuTEERsTNE: | Fur gy e
¥ ATE q9T 99 T TFH W 0

| WU TRRTEARATAGARY AT
wifsm I TR |



'BOOK 1., APH. 7. 9

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

b. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the
Léwara-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 ¢4a¢?’ Therefore he
declares [as follows] :*

' FEIRAIIAGATENT AT |
¥ &8 7 @mrfas: | aw afa Argra
mmummmﬁmafaﬁxm
A wed fq Tw " @ @t

SRTEATE: @Rt @eTawE aragAT-

famnfefa wra:

‘9% AWCNAEH | AT AfSA
saa1 frad erETTEa: | AfR qe
AIHFRTATA AT |

" wamAE fRRaTTdEa WE




10 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ERETAY AR AT A UHAT-
ATEH I &

Aph. 8. Since an essential nature
is imperishable, unauthoritativeness,
betokened by impracticableness, [ would
be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential
to humanity].

Seripture _would be
, §f pain were
L] .f 2

. That is to say : since the essential nature of anything
is imperishable, i. 6., endures as long as the thing itself,
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential
to humanity], that, since Liberation is €mpossible, the
Scripture which enjoins the means for its attainment is a
false authority, inasmuch as it is impracticable?® [in its
injunctions. And this is out of the question; Scripture
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems,
to be an exact measure of truth].

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

ArmRTaenfafrEafeEsaTEeT: 1 e i

! ETARTT AR AR -
HETAR AT TIR T A A B A& -
AT |fed: i

" 79 farmdargeE =rEEE



BOOK I., APH. 10. 11

L An im‘pradrifd‘a?le in- Aph. 9. There is no rule, where
s something impossible is enjoined:
though it &e enjoined, it is no injunction.

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

&. Here he comes upon a doubt :*

THZI 9 | 90 |

LIS St ke Aph, 10, If [some ome says] asin

Z‘Z’zi""“" be not remov- the case of white cloth, or of a seed,

[something essential may be not irre-

movable, then he will find his answer in the next
aphorism].

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

' o werETeene fafigerE |
@vafg aaq Sufeg fafedsamwmargar-
wew va A wafq f& quennta T3 arfu
qu¥ asfu | Srwadifa wmafeEy: o

‘I wgdl ! d



12 THE S8ANKHYA APHORISMS.

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

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

Wﬁr‘gﬁm ATHFTYET: U 99 i

Decision that asters Apk. 11. Since both percept?bleness
pclialiproperty mayte and [subsequent] non-perceptlbl.enes's
’ may belong to some power [which is
indestructible], it is not something dmpracticable that is
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde-
structible power imperceptible].

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

' {9 WRfARETA AT TREd 991 UF-
TR WIS TR TEeHEd 991 9
fivw EnrfaegfefiaamEtad |
Ta: THIZAHNTAY @MTAFRY Iw-
WA YEY §Hadifa | d8ed aaryAr-
e wfefq wfed: o

P AR



BOOK 1., APH. 1l. 18

instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of
a power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of
germinating (see § 10. 2.)], there are merely the manifes-
tation and [afterwards] the kiding of the whiteness, &c.,
but not the remoral 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], &c.'

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

1 memﬁrtvmwm LSICNEEIRI L
3T A T AT Fq: | TR
qRAN eI mamrmﬁrﬁmﬁmm-
FETIATA A g ﬁmwﬁﬁ‘mﬂm' |
taamfiwmtmﬁmw&ﬁw THUGE-
Hqsam ga: mgswgtﬁmﬁmarfﬁa
HTT: I

' Td an wnarfaad fauge qfafs-
Faafu fausfcafafaata s@dfa -
usafa u



14 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

A FTEATTAT AT A q36-
TN R

: 3 3 Aph. 12. Not from connexion with
wﬁmﬁ'ﬁti’fx timep [does bondage befall the soul];
of the bondage of apart 1 anse this, all-pervading and eter-
nal, is [eternally] associated with af/, [and not with those
alone who are in bondage].

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

A INAITATSTEAT I 43 1

Apk. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
”mpff,fe',f",,;of}"b:"x from connexion with place, either, for
G the same [reason].

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

' A FwfafAes: gReS I =faRt
fraw s /9 URY: GARSTTSA
CERIRICIGCE oG CLE



BOOK I., APH. 14. 15

or not liberated, bondage would [in #ka¢ case] befall the
liberated, also.!

ATTRATAL SRUARTIRT: I 98 1

Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of

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

n bondage b s being tioned [by its standing among circum-

stances’ that clog it by limiting it];

because that is the fact in regard to [mot the soul, but]
the dody.

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

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

' Imararsfa 7 oaRe | oga ) S
mq\%mrn%ﬁmﬁaﬁumwmﬁmf‘q
FETTR: |

' WaET dATafqNeRyqr | adr | q9-
TRl QUAATCHYAS  ATRTEI IS S
Fweta auraRfifa w0

' A qRARATIET RTRATE N
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wagTsd gEa T au n

Aph. 15. Because this soul is

Thosoud s abwluts.  [unassociated with any conditions or

circumstances that could serve as its
bonds, it is] absolute.

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

A FATWTUAATGHERE N 9% 0

Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of

kﬁ,{;“z % "",’f}f’“ soul arise] from any work; because

[works are] the property of another

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

N =

' TfdEaT TRURTAEFAEIWEAT  EAT-

< =

waAfafa gagara:
=-' TR o

2 The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, <. Ed.

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

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

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

BBt i i c. But then [some one may say], if
bondage, also,belongsnot ~ that be the case, then let the bondage,
fo something else fhan 444 in the shape of connexion with

pain, belong [not to the souZ, but] to
the mind alone, in accordance with the principle that it
have the same locus as the works [to which it is due];

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

'« fafgafafessiwfy gewer awn
FHATSYURARATHYANT IS | N-
AT WA TN T ARG T17a: |

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

' A Wrnfysar auTEtaE w4TE
IMTNIF AT fanasafa asaer-
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of the mind, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain]
assumed of the sou/, also? With refcrence to this doubt,

he declares [as follows] :!
faferarmguufatay@E | a9 0

Aph. 17. If it were the property of
P ;m’i‘;g’:" ol any other, t?len there could not be
belong. diverse experience. -

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

' qad g RATTEUTSY TN FRATHIAT-
fuams fee@am gue faaud-
aran: fagmre fany geamfa sad T
TIATAFHETATE U

' GEATTRTANRTNER s -
garmauufa: sfads gedmm =fa-
afa f‘afa'a'qvnaqqf‘a' | a: gwasty
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is
directly the cause of bondage:!

wfafaATR a0 A waH 1t

AN Sy b Aph. 18. _If [you say that the sou.l’s
immediate cause of the bondage arises] from Nature, as its
Sy soade. cause, [then I say] ‘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 conjunetion
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].

TEIATE ST | 8 9 ganfafaasy va
afafaaa @A wadifa Arfanasg
fa

| ATt ARREH T RIS -
ufa

$Hars and. in. fhe camment, T have dirfssted CRGIRYERER S

' w7 ngfafafaemean wafafa 9= @a-
T WU IFAgRE]  TEATTEAN-
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b. If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhand' [in
the 1st case, and not in the 5th], then the construction will
be as follows: ‘If [you say that] the bondage is caused
by Nature,” &ec.?

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

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

A Fwwsamaﬁm AATTRAT-

rrrg?r’n qe I

1 This is the lection preferred by Ani‘ruddha and his followers. Ed.
e wfefa we wfafwasmn
asa'r %f{ﬁf pie Gyl
* AT IULdAT nmfawm HITEAT-
EE | aumfasmamﬁm Frstaaar-
sa?«nt@afzfa [
' gfagTAEAT TEEAUE TaTa-
yreEfa o

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

authority has been discovered. The word translatmg it I have re-
tained, but bracketed. Ed.
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con-

What really is the  junction thereof [1 e., of Nature] is
Z%"’,’;jf e bondage there the connexion of that [i.e., of
pain] with that [viz., the soul,] which is

ever essentially a pure and free intelligence.

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

b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, either
essentially or adventitiously], he makes use of the indirect
expression with a double negative, [‘not without’]. For,
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul]
with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case
of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the baking],
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc-
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the jar, after
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whereas
the red colour occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-rose,
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the
removal thereof]. Hence, as bondage ceases, on the dis-
junetion [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, Vijné.na here supplies the comment. FHd.

amﬁ?mn@a wgfaeaTi famt 7 gs-
g TN qumsﬁa \ =vfu g @a EE
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¢. Tn order that there may not be such an error as that
of the Vaideshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso-
lutely real conjunction [of the soul] with pain, he says
¢ which is ever,” &c. [§19]. That is to say: as the con-
nexion of colour with essentially pure crystal does not take
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue
of which, seen athwart the crystal, seems to belong to the
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever
essentially pure, &c., could not take place without the con-
junction of some accidental associate ; that is to say, pain,
&c., cannot arise spontaneously,! [any more than a red
colour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is
essentially pure].

d. This has been declared, in the Saura, as follows:

¢ As the pure crystal is regarded, by people, as red, in con-
sequence of the proximity of something [as a China-rose]

afe fe 97 UrERREAHF QRIS -
¥ A5 AfgamisaAdqd | Wa: HHfd-
faam srmararorfus T3 A g E-
arfasr afafas 3fqa

' Tafewranfa wreafae g wde sfa
waT w1 afedaey fAgefe . aar @wr-
INFHfeHE TAT |7 FUraE o0 wea
aua fremerfemsras geesaiman
famn gradaT 7 wed @an g
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that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul® [is
regarded as being affected by pain].’

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

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

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

laﬁﬁﬁl um&%a&ﬁm‘u&f‘zaﬁ

A T | TEMY LA TEEHTES
{Fa I

‘a9 fraTes sy@TnTaE -
gsﬁ'amfaaua faam FeTaTAT-
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qr T =0 AT
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ArfATATSAARAT FUAETG 0 20 1

The Veddntio tenct on _Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too,
i pelal e, [does the soul’s bondage arise]; be-
cause that which is not a reality is not adapted to binding.

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

b. Neither, too, does [the soul’s] union with bondage
result directly from ¢Ignorance,’ as is the opinion of those
who assert non-duality {or the existence of no reality save
one (see Vedinta-sira, § 20. b.)]; because, since their ‘Ig-
noranee’ is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind; because,
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely
dreamt of was never witnessed.?

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

en fagraafa: 1 a0

Aph. 21. If it [ Ignorance’] be [as-
ﬂ:{;@é%fﬁﬁ serted,‘ by you, to be] a reality, then
out stultifying himself.  there is an abandonment of the [Ve-

déntic] tenet, [by you who profess to

follow the Vedanta].

' furareg: GATEHRTTZUETAT |
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a. That is to say : and, if you agree that ¢ Ignorance’ is
a reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see
Nyéya Aphorisms L., § 31] of the unreality of  Ignorance;’!
{and so you stultify yourself].

b. He states another objection :*

fasnatasarafas 1 2 0

Aph. 22. And [if you assume ‘ Igno-

The Vedénti cannot rance’ to be a reality, then] there would
f,z,ad.,z,fzzd‘:ln‘;ﬁ",}%,ty be a 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 nof soul, then there is a duality, through
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul;
and this the Vedéantis cannot intend to establish] ; because
these followers of the Veddnta, asserting non-duality, hold
that there is neither a duality through there being some-
thing of the same kind [with soul], nor through there
being something of a different kind.?

'afe afgamn agE Eifwad @@
m»gmawﬁmﬂaam Tfafeaw: o
? THWTATE |
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. He ponders a doubt !

faesnigsar %a\ 23

Aph. 23. If [the Veddnti alleges, re-
augi ,;,V;;‘“I‘}’Q,,’ﬁ';';n;"” garding ¢ Ignorance,’ t»ha(:,] it is in the
is at once reul and un-  ghape of both these opposites, [then we
met shall say ‘mno,” for the reason to be

assigned in the next aphorism].

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

T AIFITATHATA: I 8 1

Aph. 24. [To the suggestion that

There is no such thing ¢ Ignorance’ is at once real and unreal,
as a thing at once 7 a 5 . .

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

known [as is at once real and unreal.]

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

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

b. Again he ponders a doubt :*

7 9% WZETAATIEAT IR N4 |

Aph. 25. [Possibly the Vedénti may

A question whether the  remonstrate] ¢ We are not asserters of
Vedanti is bound to a- €T . . 50 FL0
void self-contradiction.  any Six Categories, like the Vaiseshi-

kas and others.’

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

' memgmiaRifa = gwfa=d: | a9 &q-
AR afifa seegeer s@ferfy wer-
Tdta: | frarered fe ag i@ gerw -
JIH: | ¥ AFAIsATES 3fq v
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Veddnta-sira, §21]; because this is established by proofs,’!
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to us,
although they may not comply with all the technical requi-
sitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition
(see Nyaya Aphorisms, L., § 35)].

4. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘and others ’ are

meant the Naiydyikas; for the Naiydyika is an asserter
of sixteen categories® [see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 1].

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

wfqgansfa afese da@sadr 9%
ArAeEREA I & 1

Aph. 26. Even although this be not
The selfcontradictory  compulsory [that the categories be
s altogether inadmis- g . a
sible. six, or sixteen], there is no acceptance
of the inconsistent; else we come to
the level of children, and madmen, and the like.

a. Let there be [accepted] no system of categories [such
as that of the Vaideshika, § 25]; still, since being and not-
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to

' 9 99 fAgqueraarfen: | wATSAAtaT
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to
all fitness : otherwise, we might as well accept also the
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like:
such is the meaning.!

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

1 < =
werafagAr A awrfa wramrafe-

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

etc., and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or
pain.” FHd.
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arAfefaearauEfafassrsa=’ 1 29 0

The heretical theory of a Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof,
i L . .
g;::f‘ ,‘3’2,‘;’;71”1'1‘5;’"71’5 moreover, is not caused by any in-

as causing the souls bom= flyence of objects from all eternity.
dage, rejected.

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

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

AR ATGFFATATs A T
FuTATRRAT iR TR’ b |

1 Tpstead of -f\a'ﬁ‘aﬁt, Aniruddha has the substantially
equivalent -r‘a‘ﬁ'ﬂ': Ed.

' yQTRER: | xfefauaran uare-
suarAIfewaT fawaamar afafasasta
AT A @IFGEY: 0

" T AR U

¢ Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un-
authorized JTGTeA L, which I have corrected. The reading

JYIIY©, here followed, is, perhaps, that of Anirnddha. JY-

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

© Aniruddha has ~3{@0, * division,’ in place of " THTHOs

‘ separation.” Ed.
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Aph. 28. Also [in my opinion, as
well as in yours, apparently], between
the external and the internal there is
not the relation of influenced and influencer; because
there is a local separation ; as there is between him that
stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pataliputra.

A thing cannot act
where it is not.

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
influencer, as regards an exzternal object. Why ? Because
they are separated in regard to place; like two persons
the one of whom remains in Srughna and the other in
Pitaliputra: such is the meaning. Because the affection
which we call ‘influence’ (vdsund) 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)], &ec., which he
himself holds, is connected?® {[with the matter of the pre-
sent aphorism].

' avAd uRfE= SRt vATHT AT
T A qEafaudu g E
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¢. Srughna and Pétaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna] are
two several places far apart.

d. But then [these heretics may reply], ‘The influence
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there 48
a contact with the object; inasmuch as the soul, according
to us, goes to the place of the object, just as the senses,
according to Your Worship.” Therefore he declares [as
follows] :

TARFAAATATETIR AT I €l

Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the

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

equallyliate to bondage.  1nfluence received in the same place

[where the object is; because, in that

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

bond and the free].

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

' gﬂmzfau%r fangenfam
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b. Here he ponders a doubt :!
=N
wgEInTEd I 30 0

Aph. 30. If [the heretic, wishing to
(k};‘zeof'"d"‘" allempted  ggve his theory, suggests that a differ-
ence between the two cases (see §29)
does exist] in virtue of the wunseen, [i.e., of merit and
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism].

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

a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :
A TAHAATATTICURTATARTTH-
AT 03910
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in
_ Each back must bear  the relation of deserver and bestower,
its oun burden. .
since the two do not belong to one
and the same time.

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

b. He ponders a doubt:?

usFafefa %a\ 320

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests

n,e’:'yh;l;é{’;;e":‘::]lrr:;:'(r'ly " that] the case is like that of the cere-

) monies in regard to a son, [then he
will find his reply by looking forward].

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

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

= <
arfe fe @ fom va s anvinnfe
30 S ¢
AT dfewaa 033 0
Aph. 33. [Your illustration proves
Mgﬁi‘,@’z;’;:'zin"zlp the  pothing ;] for, in that case, there is no
one permanent soul which could be

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

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

' 99 gut fuqfags mirurarfeat gas
AW gRRTTFI Hafa gemfrEasar-
Tea Argfawamen: wnfeay:

* gerTiaEn uftgtfa o

3 Aniruddha has ﬂﬁ]!ﬂa]’f{q‘i’m]’ ; and Dr. Ballan-

tyne’s rendering suits it. Hd.
4 A common reading, but inferior, is g{@qa Ed.
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the son, by [means of the performanceof]' the ceremonies in
anticipation of conception, &e., could not take place; ¢for,”
i.e., because, on that theory, there is not one [self-identi-
cal] soul, continuing from the [time of] conception to
birth, which could be consecrated [by the ceremonies in
question], so as to be a fit subject for the duties that per-
ta‘n to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture
with the sacred thread, for which the young Brihman
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation
of his conception had been omitted]: and thus your illus-
tration is not a real one,* [on your own theory: it is not a
thing that you can assert as a fact].

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

1 The brackets are of my inserting. Ed.

'@ WG AT eFR Y geE-
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¢. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,]  But then, since
bondage, also, [like everything else] is momentary, let
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, or
nothing at all for its cause,’! [which view of matters is
propounded in the next aphorism] :

fararaTfas: afusami 38 |

Aph. 34. Since there is no such

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

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

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

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

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

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

' 9 e gfuaEefraaaean
STAFRWHT T JUISFER—ATIIATA -
fas: w=afaea
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¢. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘exist-
ence ’] does not extend unduly* [as you may object,]‘ to the
case of a jar, or the like ; because #4at, also [in my opinion},
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary].
This [in fact] is precisely what is asserted in the ex-
pression, ¢since there is no such thing as a permanent
result # |§34].

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

GRS SIEICIGERTN

Aph. 35. No, [things are not mo-
ﬁnzb;fx’i o m}s mentary in their duration]; for the
are sot 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. 4.], taken from such facts
of recognition as, ¢ what I saw, that same do I touch,
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. :

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

1 Vyabkichdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work
and others, the translator has given it many meanings; and so has
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various contexts, by *contradiction,’
‘derogation,’ ‘failure,’ ¢ impossibility,’ ‘ unoperativeness, &c. As a
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle
term, nnaccompanied by the major term. Ed.

' A9 iy AR veEaEeT |
TacaT ferarafasfiEmas |
* zmafa
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(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,] as a
jar, or the like.!

Hfqrafatara i 3% 0

B e v’ - Aph. 36. And [thi.ng.s are not mo-
mentary és contradicted  mentary ;] because this is contradicted
by Scripture and reu- Detseri .
soning. y Scripture and by reasoning.

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

ZeT=IfaS" I 39 0

Aph. 37. And [we reject the argu-
yioThe Reretic's dlustra- pent of this heretic;] because his
instance is not a fact.

' 7 wETfy wiwas aegre agaTE W
HranfomfgrEaa wnfus fad &
argeifcafefa maTAma yiusa= Tmr-
fema: 0
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a. That is to say : the general principle of the momen-
tariness [of all things] is denied ; because this momentary
character does not [in fact] belong to the apex of the
lamp-flame, &e., the instance [on which thou, heretic,
dost ground thy generalization, (§34. 5.)]. Moreover, thou
quite errest in regard to momentariness, in that instance,
from not taking account of the minute and numerous
instants [really included in a duration which seems to thee
momentary]: such is the import.*

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

FIUSATIATAT HIITRTTATA: | 36 1
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Aph. 38. It isnot between two things

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

arise simultaneously. that the relation of cause and effect

exists.

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

TRTUTA IITETTIA 1 3¢ 0

Aph. 39. Because, when the antece-
A product cannot sur- 1
i eicnpure . Ident fleparts, the‘con'sequeut is unfit
[to arise, and survive it].

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

'R gEEEnTETIAEIT SEAERT
arg: 4 a1 wfasan | arn fafemma-
ArargeaAT AefenTTaYRE | A
TR



42 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

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

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

awTa qErTEA TR |7 1 go

Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the

The coczistence of b~ theory of the momentary duration of

:ﬁx ,ﬁj’ 'f”’u’f,':;: i things, can there be such a relation as

momentary. that of cause and effect] ; because, while

the one [the antecedent] exists, the

other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two
keep always asunder.?

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

' O FCE TR ST FART-
ArMgEEATTaAEY 7 Riusware §4-
Ffq FAFCATE SUTRTHRCWTTAqET
LIRIGCEN GO L

! IUIETARTUARGIT HURTATE |

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

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

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

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

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

8 ¢ Antecedent and consequent ’ renders kramika, translated ¢suc-
cessive’ in Aph. 38, q, at p. 41, supra. Ed.

¢ TIE WIS SECHTH AT A -
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as it belongs to the instrumental cause, in respect merely of
its antecedence” 'To this he replies !

ugAaTaATY 7 faaa: 1 8a

Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

Antecedencetothe pro-  tecedence, then there would be no deter-
duct does not distinquish ] g -] g

e Vatton from o Tue  TOIRABION [?f a supstantlal or m.aterlal

strument, cause, as distinguished from an instru-

mental cause].

a. And it could not be determined that this was the
substance [of this or that product], on the granting of
nothing more than its antecedence [to the product]; because
antecedence constitutes no distinction between it and the
instrumental causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind you],
that there ¢s a distinction between instrumental and sub-
stantial causes, the whole world is agreed: such is the
meaning.®

b. Other heretics say: ¢Since no-

The question wheth 1 1
s e 1 thllng [really] exists, except Thought,
Tihought. neither does Bondage; just as the

things of a dream [have no real exist-

' A fafracaEEaTe Tty gEAn-
FATIAT FIAATRRATT AL |

' GRATAATINWTH | EHATaTRIA AT
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ence]. Therefore it has no cause; for it is absolutely false.’
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics] :

w1 fag=Ar Fadta: 1 80

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

of Intuition for the Er~ ~because there is the intuition of the

ternal, as well us for the =
et external.

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

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

AT e afe i 83 0

Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one

The denial of the ex~  dloes not exist, the other does not exist,
ternal amounts to Ni- 5 o o . o
lulisin, there is a void, [i.e., nothing exists

at all].

' R Arfaa g | fasrafafcee-
TTAA TSI ERUTIUAq | WATSET-
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a. That is to say : if external things do not exist, then
a mere zoid offers itself. Why ? Because, if the external
does mnot exist, then thought does not exist; for it is dn-
tuition that proves the objective: and, if the intuition of
the external did not establish the objective, then the
intuition of thought, also, would not establish [the existence
of ] thought.!

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

T qrd A faawafa aguAefEE
wEL N 88 1

The Reric goes the Aplz.. 44. The reality is a void : what
length of asserting sleer  is perishes; becuuse to perish is the
Nihilism, B .

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

‘af? AR YA nEsEd |l |
A fagramraedifals  faaw-
fumr srudifag=s faud arvafsgmnat-
facfa = fagrd amafefa s o
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truth]. Since everything that exists perishes, and that
which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti-
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end-
ing], has merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal,
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by what?
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned
for the perishableness of whatever exists is, ¢ because to
perish is the habit of things;’ because to perish is the
very nature of things: but nothing continues, after quitting
its own nafure ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceased
to perish]: such is the meaning.!

b. He rejects® [this heretical view]:

HUATTATTATIIATH I 84 I

Nihilism denied ; as 18 1 =
i Ap{;. 45. T.hxs is a mere counter:
destructible. assertion of unintelligent persons.

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

' wAE geaR | Fa: /41 sty e faw-
wafy 7w et @ e @waa: /d-
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exists ; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the
destruction of such things, cannot perish.!

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

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

IHAUGEATAEARTCIAT 1 8% 0

Nidion , Aph. 46. DMoreover, this [nihilistic
Vs ts 0 . . .
A dae ,,ly-ec,,-,',’,,e: b theory is not a right one]; because it
both the Momentaryand  hag the same fortune as both the views

the Ideal theories. . i
[which were confuted just before].

! WIETAT HSTATAUATEATS AR AT-
fomfafa fasmaae va AmmsamEa
fgwagaTat AT o
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¢ Aniruddha, according to the MSS. which I have seen, reads

-Q'FIT?& Ed.
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a. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good one;
because it has the same fortune as, i. e., is open to similar
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things
are momentary [§ 26. b.], and as the theory that nothing
exists besides Thought [§ 41. 5]. The reason for the
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their
duration, viz. [as stated in § 85], the fact of recognition, &e.,
[which is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex-
ternal, &c., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism]:
such is the import.!

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

' wfosaguegw  fagranTogw '
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NURATAIHATAT | 89 1

Apkh. 47. In neither way [whetheras
The soul's aim is not g means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
annihilation. LG SN
hilation] the soul’s aim.

a. ¢ Let the void [of mere nonentity] be the soul’s aim,
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre-
senting the means for the cessation of pain,’ [says the
heretic. And this cannot be; becausé the [whole] world
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c.,
that shall abide in ¢¢; that is to say, because [#key 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 above those [proposed by
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside :

7 afafasara o 8t 0

- , Aph. 48. Not from any kind of
s 0 0Ve; . . .

that the soul ?m”ﬂ, motion [such as its entrance into a
Lisdeoe body, does the soul’s bondage result].
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a. ‘Bondage’ [required to complete the aphorism] is
understood from the topic! [of discussion].

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

¢. He states a reason for this:®

faftsam aedrarq i e

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

What is all-pervading
does not change place.

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

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

! URTAIENT #h4d |
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of the thumb is the soul, the inner spirit,’ and the like:!
[but] this conjecture he repels :*

HANTE I CTAHT AT T afagT=: ol

» Aph. 50. [We cannot admit that the

it ,zf,y';;”, Z’:’;f,"ém}ifd’ soul is other than all-pervading ; be-

cause] by its being limited, since it

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

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

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

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

1 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iii., 13, Ed.
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nfagfargmiirErmersraad 1 ua

o 2 A:ph. 51. The text regardm'g the

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

plicable, only] because of the junction

of an aftendant ;* as in the case of the Ether [or Space,

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

a. Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimited-
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent,
permanent,” the text® regarding its motion is to be explained
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to-the
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, ‘As the
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed,
[in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the space;
and in like manner is the soul, which is like the sky,
[incapable of being moved]’;* and because we may con-
clude that the motion [erroneously supposed to belong to
the soul (49. 4.),] belongs to Nature[see Veddnta Aphorisms,
Part 1., §4. 2], from such maxims® as this, that ¢ Nafure
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ;

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

2 Bhagavad-gitd, i, 24. Ed.

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

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

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

q FAWAITAATA I YR |

Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the

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

merit or demerit. merit or demerit arising] from works ;

because these belong not thereto.

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

! fam: @9 wfenfeat wAm@ET-
wAsuftfegaR  Afagfatafuafaea
AT | GZHITATHN FAGATA 92 A7
W1 HIAA AT ggwrar aaraa: | ¥fa
Hd: | Ui F/G TH TATTAFATHFA |
wfaa agwifa 59 [y wam | -
fewan 1a: wgfafaemramarafa v o

2 For another rendering, see my translation of the Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 57. Ed.

" vy fafeafafogamaedu sda g~
fauga: | At awmgEfa |9 9w
R
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sioned by works.! Why? Because this is no property
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (see §16. a.)] is
no property of the soul.?

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

- Nfquafawuss 0 vz

Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise
Else, bondage might  [than as I say], then it [the bondage of

cling even to the emanci-

pated. the soul] might extend unduly, [even
to the emancipated].

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

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

g}oss of Vedénti Mah4deva : qﬁm a‘ﬁ;ﬂ“{g%ﬁ]ﬁ‘ -
Tq: HTEIE: | 5

' FATGEAY AT gReE T |
Fa: | NagaarRaARnTAIfeE: |

| FARATUTGE AT T ST A

4 Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed.

" FUYRR TUAHITTITTIIAR sfama-
feswenfa aurafafr: o
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b. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with
its essence [see § 6. 2.], and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture,!
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

frTanfegfafatnrafa u ug u

Aph. 54. And this [opinion, that the
A single text of Serips . hondage of the soul arises from any of
ture upsets, equally, all & .
the heretical notims of  these causes alleged by the heretics,] is
the soul's relation to bon-
dage. 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. 5.] is the first,
this would be contradictory to such texts as, ¢ Witness,
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is
the soul:’® such is the meaning.®

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

‘& FgaT | EraifeERTEE At
FATY Teae guTEiaR wead glafatur-
fefa arur anu=amE 0

¢ Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi, 11. Ed.
" EATATIAAT TRIE TR AT |ret
St sFwt feuamfegfafatrraed: o
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the
soul] here closes.!

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

d. But then, in that case, [some one may say], this con-
junction of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. ¢.], whether it be
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something
else [§ 5. 6.], must occasion the bondage even of the exan-
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as
follows] :*

FATTSATTIRIR * BATA 11 Yy 1

Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction

How the t Iy TR
i ﬁ;’ﬁ caxs t% thef'eof does not, thr(?ugh non-discrimi
emancipated. nation, take place [in the case of the

emancipated]; nor is there a parity,

' gfaw=y anEguieaATT o
* a3 A @ETAAT IREAI{eAT AeNaA-
qufasya: UHfaIeasart T ATerEs-
gmw&a 0
99 av ugfagewaarnsfa wefs-
T EHTF{TFE:FH'FHW T mﬁz TRT-
qITH ATV GATR |

4 m?[, the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddha,
seems to be indefensible. Hd.
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[in this respect, between the emancipated and the uneman-
cipated].

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

[faaaars=:’ i ug

Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the
The true cause of bond- P 5 g & o
age, in other words, ~€ITOT [of not discriminating between
non-discrimination. Nature and sou]].

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

| AET AR ARREATT sAf AR -
sfaaamTaT ga: §AT T | qa
T A FRASHIEHETTE: |

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

fagaararagfafasmad 1 ug

ety - Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be
Non-discrimination is .
removable by discrimi-  effected by the necessary means, just
EREBlcione: like darkness.

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

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

[ vd g=gq wfama gmd wfqa-
=gfa nl

* nfeearfems Sratas afaad s
fagsarenRItaa va  aglafedaaar
fefea wfeffimdl aar yrammEm
AHINAT A%t I
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.’ To this
he replies :!

AT A ARE AT A a a1 e 149l

Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina-

The discrimination of 1100 Of other things [from soul] results
Nature, as other than  from the non-discrimination of Nafure
soul, involves all dis- . R i
crimination. [from soul], the cessa