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PREFACE.

—o00—

Tux great body of the Hindd Philosoply is based upon six sets
of very concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary the Apho-
risms arc 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 ob-
scurity, which must needs attach to them in the eyes of the un-
instructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault,

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be an sc-
curate translation of the Aphorisms with 8o 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 Eng-
lish, it is contemplated that a version of the Aphorisms, brought
out in successive portions, shall be submitted to the eriticism of
these men, and, through them, of other learned Brihmans, so
that any errors in the version may havo the best chance of be-
ing discovered and rectified. The employment of such a version
as a class-book is designed to subserve further the attempt to de.
termine accurately the aspect of the philosophical terminology of
tbe Enst as regards that of the West,

J. R. B.
Benares College,
5th Junuary, 1851. }



TRE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

INTRODUCTION.

a. [The Nydya-mitra-vrilti, or * Explication of the Aphorisms
of the Nyéya,” commences with the following exordium.)

b. Salntation to the illnstrious Ganesa!

¢. May he, the splendour of whase gracefulness of porson sur.
passes ten million of Cupids;—who mede the joy—and O how
delightful it was l—of the bevies of the dames of Vraja ;—whose
body is dark as the teeming rain-clond, and who haunts mo tem-
ple save the mind ;—may he, the some one [whom, as the well

known Krishna, I need not name], promote the felicity of the in-
habitants of the three worlds.*

d. In order to prodnce great good-luck, we meditate on the bean-
ty of the toe-nails of Bhavéni, which [besuty), taking an exquisite
aspect ag it was associated with the ruddy lustre of the newly ap-
plied lac-dye, seemed a sort of Jovely ornament of Siva’s head—
when his head wes bowed down {at her feet] to deprecate her
haughty displeasure—eclipsing {—as the beanty of the toe-nails
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4 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

then did—] the resplendent beauty of the twilight Moon* [which
ia the usual ornament of Siva’s head.]

e, I reverence him {—meaning Gavrama—], the respiendent,
who has eyes in his feet [as well as in his head—thongh how, or
to serve what purpose, does not scem to be known—], by means
of the rays of whose dialectica {—meaning thereby the body of
doctrine which he bequeathed to the world—]the virtuous get
over the whole darkness that was within them.t

J. We reverence our father, Viorinrvisa [the abode of learm-
ing], who is as it were a combination in one—of the two gods of
wisdom and of justice, the ornament of the globe of the fair earth,
a masculine form as it were of the goddess of eloquence, the pro-
ducer of confident scholarship [in those enjoying the advantage
of being his pupils], in liberality like another Karna incar-
nate, towards the wretched ingenious in his kindness, whose fair
farae prevades the universe.f

¢. I make the dust of my preceptor's feet my pilot [in the voy-
age on which I am going to adventure—for I am] seeking to
promote ekill, and resolved in mind that even the dull-witted
shell {be supplied at all events with the means to] understand—
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BOOK 1. SECTIOR 1. b

withont mnch effort, and the intelligent as mere play,~—the
wide [and all-embracing] system of the Nysya.*

A. May this work of Viswan{raa the son of Vipy{Nivisa con-
duce to the gratification of the sage the fine-witted and the un-
envious.t

i, Now the on-lookers do not engage [in any study offered to
their attention] without having come to feel an interest in the
molive [—i. e. in the end, to the attainment of which the study
ia calculated to lead]; therefore the end is to be mentioned first.}
[The end proposed is the escaping from lishility to transmi-
gration, and the attainment of tranquil and eternally uninter-
ripted beatitude:—and, as the declaration of this emd is re
quisite in order to gain attention at the ontset—] therefore,
for the declaration thereof, the venerable one who has eyes
in his feet [—see e.—] aphorises in the first place as follows.§

SECTION 1.

TeEE END OF THE PROFOBED ENQUIRY.

Eounciation of the TATUT A E O G o (g T
things, the right v AgfrdaTTER A TTERRLTEETTA
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6 APHORIBMS OF THE NYAYA.

No. 1.—Proof [~i. e. the instrument of right notion—
8. a.*—] ; thet which [—as having a proof—] is the ohject of
right notion; doubt; motive; familier fact; scholastic tenet;
confutation ; escertainment ; disquisition; controversy; cavil;
semblance of a reason; perversion; futility ; and unfitness to be
argued with ; from knowing the truth in regard to these [six-
teen things], thereis the attainment of the suramum honum
(ni’ sreyasa.)

a. But then [—there is no denying—] the knowledge of truth
is not the immediafe cause of Beatitude, Beatitude—to consider
it apart—is of two kinds througb the distinction of the higher’
[attainahle only on gqmitting the body], and the ¢ lower.” Of these
the ‘lower,’ in the sbape of ‘ emancipation while yet in life’ (jf-
vanmukli), takes place immediately on the attainment of the
knowledge of truth [—the sign of a man’s having attained to
which is his exhibiting a perfect indifference to all that passes
aronnd him]. This, moreover, is attained by him who has ascer-
tained the truth in regard to Boul, whose false motiona have
heen removed by incessant application, and who is yet experiencing
[—in appearance at least—for, though apparently exposed to hard.
ships, he is generally supposed to feel nothing—the fruit of] past
deeds ;—but the ‘higher’ [is attained by him] by certain degrees. To
explain the order thereof is the purpose of the following aphorism.t

The order of the *'mmm
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BOOK 1, SECTION 1. ?

No. 2.,—Pain (du'kka), birth (fenman), activity (prevritti), fault
(dosha), false notions {miAyd-fndna),—since, on the successive
annibilation of these in turn, there is the annihilation of the one
next [before] it, there is (on the annihilation of the last of them]
Beatitude (apavarga).

a. [That is to say—] among Pain and the rest [in the forego-
ing list], whichever are subsequent in order [to cthers in the list],
on the annihilation of these [subsequent ones], since there is the
annihilation of the next one—i. e. of the one immediately next it
and preceding it—, there is [—in the end—when Pain, the last
in the list thus read hackwards, has been annihilated,] Beatitude.*

4. Although[—as some one may ohject—] Beatitude doea not
come from the abeence of Pain, but is it—still [there is no fault
in the form of expression employed in the aphorism, for] the senss
of the 6th case here is that of indifferencet [—i. e, the absence of
any difference between the what and the whence).

¢. So much—in the ¢ Explication of the Aphorisms’—for the
topic denominated that relating to the mofive’} [for pursuing the
enquiry proposed].

d. [The remembering of the order of the steps, in § 2., may be
facilitated, to some readers, hy availing one’s self of the distribu.
tively cumulative form of exposition employed in the nursery tale
of “The House that Jack huilt.” Thus—

1. Dw'kiig.~This is the ‘ pain’ that the man had.

2. Janman.~—This is the 2irtA’ [again renewed] that gave
room for the * pain’ that the man had.
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8 APITORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

Pravrittt—This is ‘ activily’ (—requiring reward—) that led
to the ¢ birth’ (again renewed) that gave room for the  pain’ that
the man had.

4. Doske.—This is the ‘jaul?’ (—of *desire’ or dislike’—
alike to be shunned—or * stupidity’—) which (—in the man who,
if wise, hed done nothing at all,—) begot the ‘activity’ (requir-
ing reward) that led to the ‘birth' {(again renewed) that gave
room for the ¢ pain’ that the man had.

5. Mitkyd-jndne.—This means the ‘ wrong-nofions’ {of that man
unversed in the truth-teaching NyAya Philosophy) which (—since
the man knew no better—-) gave rise to the ¢ fault’ (of * desire’ or
¢ dislike’ or * stupidity’) which (—in the man who, if wise, had done
nothing at all—) begot the ‘activity’ (requiring reward} that led
to tbe ‘birth’ (again renewed) that gave room for the ‘pain’ that
the man had.

8. Apavarga.—This last is ' begtitude’—promised an fruit of
the truth-teaching Nyfya Philosophy, which gives us righi onea
instead of the ¢ wrong notions,’ which gave rise to what Gavrawa
atyles a ¢ faull,” inasmuch as it mischievously begot the ! activity’
carcfully shunned by the wise—for *activity,’—shaping itself in
acts that are good or bad, and require reward of a like descrip-
tion,—occasions a man to be born again,—and °‘twas this same
¢ birth’ that gave room for the ¢ pain’ that the man had.}*

*Mr, Colebrooke, in his celebrnted essay on the Nyiya, {sce Eamys, vol. 1)
mg;g concisely the Nyiya view of the nttainment of beatitude, descrihes (at
Ei ) wsoul sz ** not earning freah merit ar demerit by deeds done with desire.”

ere he maken, ns QavuTaMa does, the * desire’ (which is one of the three
mieant hy the technical word doska * fault’—~see the Essay, p. 290. . 1.—and the
present work §18. a.—) to be the producer of acts, from which acts, in turn, arise
wment or demerit.  But, at P 289, when he says “ From acts proceed faulta{dosha);
“ including under this designation, passion or extreme demire ; aversion or loath.
*ing ; and error or delusion (mdha),” he adopta an order the reverse of that en-
joined in §18.—sec Note on §18, 5.  If the passage in the Fsay be correetly
cdited, it would seem aa if Mr. Colebrocke, when giving to his Essay & final re-
vision after having laid it aside for a time, had been struck with the oddness of
the expression that “ from faults proceed acts,” and had reversed it without ad -
verting to the technical definition of * faults,’ in the same scntence, as the pas-
sions which give rise to action. GAUTAMA, the votery of Quictism, gives to



BOOK 1. SBECTION 2. 9

d. Now, since a definition will be looked for [of each of the
things cnunciated in the aphoriem §1] in the order of emunci-
" ation, he defines, and divides, Proof—the first enounced.*

SECTION 1I1.

THE INSTEUMENTS AVAILABLE IN FROSECUTING THE ENQUIRY.

-
Woat are the . THRIGRIATIRIALRL: AT 3 0
ﬁ";:mm“ of right no- No, 3—Proofs [—i. e.—see §l—instru.

menta of right notion—1] are {1) the deliver-
ances of sense ; (2) the recognition of signs; (3} the recognition
of likeness; and {4) words,

What is meant by ‘right & There, by the root md ‘to measure,,
notion’ or knowledge peculiarised by the emphatic prefix pra
wat efoxm~ [—and thus giving the word pramd—sci-
licet ¢ what takes the very measure of its object’—] there is signi-
fied & notion [—not dubiods, or erroneous,—for notions may be
both of these ;—but the ‘righf notion’ denoted by pramd is a
knowledge] in the veriest manner determined [-—or distinguished
from the hare knowledge that ‘this is somefAing’—] by the de-
terminate nature of that which [— heing the chject of the know-

ledge-—] possesses such and sucht [determinate nature.—It is,
the passions the name of  faults’ with a significance akin to that which the word
bore in the remark of Talleyrand on the murder of the Duc I’Enghien—* ce
n'émit pas une crime—c'etait une foufe;—it was an sbsclute diunder. TLe
wiee man, sccording to Gadur.\n.\. is he wh;:r awid‘fﬂ}l,e theee muta]fia of ha-
ing » liking for  thing, and acting accordingly ; or of having a dislike for a
vﬁg, mdusmﬁng accordingly ; or of being stupidly indifferent, and thereupon
scting ; inatead of heing intelligently indifferent, and not acting at all.
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1 APIIORISMS OF TIE NYAYA.

in short, the knowledge of a thing as if is,—or, in the words of
Butler,

“ To know what's what ;—and that’s as high
* As metaphysic wit can fly.”]

. That—in virtue of which any thing is the instrumen? of such
[right notion as hes been just defined]—is what constitutes any
thing a Proof* [or instrument of right notion.]

¢. And the knowledge intcnded to be spoken of bere is uotion
other than memory ;/—so that this [definition of € Proof’ just given]
doea not extend [where it ought not] to the instrument of recol-
lectiont [—which wc may have to treat of hereafter.]

d. At this point the Explication of the {first] thrce Aphorisms
is completed.}

e. Now be hegins to define, in their order, the [sevoral kinds of
s Proof’ which, in the preceding Aphorism, were] divided.§

/. [The four kinds of ‘ Proof’ arc usually spoken of as * Percep-
tion,” * Inference,” Comparison,’ and  Testimony.’ We may have
oceasion in the scque! to explain why we think proper to depart
from the accustomed from of rendering].

ﬁ a Fi -~ : -
What is meant by UTRH A" %W
s deliversnce of sense.  orr{Cy FeETATHE TR N 8 0

No. 4.—By a deliverance of sense is meant knowledge which
haa arisen from the contact of a sense with its object,—[and this
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TOOK 1. 8ECTION 2. 11

knowledgze may bejindeterminate [—as when one in consequence
perceives ‘this is something’—we know not, or think not, what;
—but] not erroneous {—for, 1f erroncous, it would be no ‘ instru-
ment of right notion :"—or it may be] determinate [~—such a de-
grec of attention having heen exerted as to determine that ‘thisis
s0 and 50’ and not any thing else.]

a. [Now] he defines and divides the recognition of a sign.'*

What ia meanthy 9T AdR fafrvagaet vdag v
the recogmition of & .
go. AAT TEE a0

No. 5.—Now the recognition of a sign, which Is preccded
thereby [—i. e. is preceded hy a deliverance of senset—§4—
else the recognition of the sign were impossible—] is of three
kinds—(1) having [es the sign] the grior, or (2) having [as the
mign] the pesterior, or clse (3) [consisting in] the perception of
komogencousness,

a. [By ¢ prior'-—as explained in our Lecture on the Sinkhys
Philosophy, $101, &ec.—the author means a ¢ cause,’—from which,
when recognised, its effect may be inferred as about to follow.
So again, by ‘posterior’ he means an ‘ effect’—from which, when
recognised, one can infer that such and such a cause has been at
work, By the ¢ pereeption of homogeneousness’ he means the re-
cegnition of the subject as being referable to some class, and as
being thence liable to have predicated of it whatever may be pre-
dicable of the cless. The three signs’ hclong to the three argu-
ments €A priori,” A posteriori,’ and ¢ from analogy.’)

6. He (now) defines the * recognition of likeness.'t
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12 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

Wit is meant by the TR TR AT 0 ¢
L“:fmﬁ"n of like-  No, 6.—The ‘recognition of likeness’ is

the instrument [in the ascertaining] of that
which is to he ascertained through its similarity to something
[previonsly] well-known.

a. [That is to say] the ‘recognition of likeness’ is the instru.
ment [in the ascertainingj—or [—for the Sanskrit term, mot
strictly defined, stands for either—] it is the ascertainment itself
of the signifieation, which we wish to determine, of s word, such
aa gavaya for example—through the perception of likeness or si-
milarity to something perfectly well known, i. ¢. of which we
have previously ohtained a right notion,—as a eow for example.

5. [A man is told that the gavaya, or ‘hos gavacus,’ is an ani-
mal like a cow. Going to the forest, he Bees an animal like &
cow. By means of the instrumental knowledge above deserib-
ed, he arrives at the conviction thet ‘fhis thing is what is meant
by the word gavaya.’]

¢. [The term ‘recognition of likeness'—upamdna—is to be em-
ployed throughout to denoté the instrument; and the commenta.
tor notices two etymological views, cither of which will justify
that employment :—thus} it may denote the instrument, if we
suppose an ellipsis, and that it stande for ‘that from which the
recognition of likeness’ is obtained ; or it will be the name of the
instrument, if we suppose the word to be formed by the affix of
instrumentality-—viz. yu¢ [-—Pénini, TIT. 3, 117—*] which
marks the instrument of something to be established or effected.t

What is mesnt by d. [Now] he defines a ‘word.’t

s “word.” WINTIS W W I S
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BOOK 1. SECTION 2. 13

No. 7.~A ‘word’ [xar’ éfoxmv] is the precept [or instruetive
assertion] of one worthy {to have his words implicitly accepted as
an authority.]

a. By saying ‘ A word’—he mentions what is to be defined.
It means {—as used here by Gautame—not a mere sound, &e.
but] a word which is an insfrument of right notion. ¢ The precept
of one worthy’—such is the definition.*

. Or the expression given as the definition may mean * a right

[or fitting] precept [or instructive assertion ;—that from which
[correct] knowledge ¢ verbally communicated’ (¢4bda) arises,t

¢. He now divides this :—
¥ frfrdrreeemam i = 0

No. 8.—It is of two kinds, in respect that it may be that
¢ whereof the matter is seen,’ or that ¢ whereof the matter is un-
seen.’

@. ‘It'—i. e, a word that is an instrament of right notion.}

5. By “that whereof the matter is'seen’ he means that {word]
the thing declared hy which is accessible to instruments of know-
ledge other than words themselves or any instrument {—such as
that spoken of under §6, z.——] dependent thereon§ [—i. e. de-
pendent on words. ]

¢. By * that whereof the matter is unseen’ he means that [word]
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14 APIIORIEME OF TITE NYATA.

the thing declared by which is aceessible only to worda or to in-
struments of investigation dependent thereon.*

d. And thus, through the distinction of “the being that where-
of the matter is secen’ and * the heing that whereof the matter is
nnseen,’ there is a twofold character of words that are instruments
of right notion—such is the meaningt {which may be put into
plain English thus ;—Aassertions are of two kinds—capable of ve-
nification, and incapeble of verification.]

e. Here the topic of the definition of the instrumcents of right
notion is concluded.}

J. He next divides and defines the objécts which arc fitted to
supply right notions.§

SECTION III.

THEE OBIJECTS ABOUT WHICH THE ENQUIRY IS CONCERNED,

- = L - -
Whet things i WTANA U afgma. refsdedig
the objects of right no-

tion, WITH G AT THGH 1 € 1)

No. 9.—But soul, body, sense, sensc-object, knowlcdge, the
mind, activity, fault, transmigration, fruit, pain, and beatitude,
are what are fitted to supply right notions.

. [And it is not to be objected that this enumeration is not
exhaustive] —for the expression ‘ fitted to supply right notions,’
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BOOK I. SECTION 3. 16

—like the word ‘disquisition’ or the like, [sec §1-—which is
employed in this work with a sensc technically limited—] is spe-
cially appropriatcd, as o kind of technical term, to these twelve*
[things enumerated in the aphorism.]

b. Among these [twelve things enumerated in the aphorism,]
having named,—as these take the precedence,—the set of six
which are in the shape of causes ; the set of six, ¢ fitted to supply
right notion,’ which are in the shapc of effects, are mentioned
[after these.] On this point [—viz. the order of arrangement to
be observed in enunciation—] they tell us that “the enunciation
first of cach one foremost [in respect of those that follow it] is re-
gulated Ly its superior dignityt [in comparison with those that
follow it.”’]

¢. Among thesc [encunced in §9] he defines the one first
enounced-—viz. Soul.

Soul defined.  XRNENTHATEY GAIATHIHAT fAFA N Lo b

No. 10.—Desire, Averzion, Volition /prayaina), Plgasure, Pain,
and Knowledge, are the sign of the Soul.

a. Herc [—somc one may object—] your saying the ‘sign’
(Baga) is incongruous, hecause the soul [is not inferred by means
of a sign’—but] is intuitively recogmised.f [This objection
would be a sound one if the word  sign’ were here employed in
its technical sense, of Texunpiov,—the ‘reason’ in a syllogism ;—

Rt T R wfomfadse grwy
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16 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA,

but it is not so]—for the word ‘sign’ (Zinga/ here means [nothing
more than] a * charecteristic’ (fakshana.}

&. He next defines f hody’ [—the topic, among those enunci-
ated in §9—] which presents itself next in order.t

Body defined. T (EATE I WOITA N LRl

No. 11.—The body is the site of [muscular] action [eheshid),
of the orgens of semsation (indriya), and of the sentiments [of
pain or pleasure experienced by the soul.]

a. And the nature of the [muscular] action (cheshtd) is this—
that it is 2 peculiar species [of action] the constitutive peculiari-
ty of which is its being the resuit of volition (prayatna).}

b, The word arths [which has been rendered by -* sentiment’]
in the expression “ the site of the sentiments of pain or pleasure,”
is not intended {—as it is in §9—1] to denote colours and the
like [objects of sense], for then the fact of being the site tAereof
[—instead of its being what we intend to speak of—viz. a distincte
jve characteristic of the hody—7] would extend, beyond where it
ought, to jars, &c. ;—but it is intended to denote pleasure or pain
alternatively. Therefore the BhdsAya [or commentary by Vas-
sydyana) tells us In what taberuacle there prevails the conseci-
ousnesa of pleasure and of pain, that is [what we mcan by] the
site of these—and #Aat is the body.”§ :
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BOOK 1. SECTION 3. \7

e. He divides and defines the organs of sensation (indri.
ya).* .

-, -,

What are e FTUETRTE AT FATE ya: 1R
organs of sense. N, 19, —The organs of sensation [originating,
or not differing,] from the Elements [§18], are Smell, Taste,
Sight, Touch, and Hearing.

a. Although the Mind also certainly is [as declared by the
Sénkhyas—sce Taifwa-samdsa §28—) an *orgax’ findriya), yet,
tince we employ the term not as being exelusively applicahle to the
8mell, &c., there is no fault [to be found with our employment of
the term.] But, in reality, hy ‘organs’ [in this placc] we mean
(exclusively] the exfernal organs; and hence there is no incon-
groousness in (the addition of] the cxpression “from the Ele-
ments,”t [—which weuld be incongruous if we intended to in-
clude Mind].

5. Do the Smell, &e., originate [as held by the Bdnkhyas—see
Tattwa-samdsa §26 and §27—] from one of the producers’?
As there may be an expectation [that this question should be re-
solved,] he says—from the Elements”” Hence it is nof to be
held that the organs of sensation originate in that productive
sgency termed ©self-consciousness’ [—see Tattwa-samdsa §54—].
And this will be explained in the 3rd Lecture.}

¢. What are the Elements? As there will naturally he an ex-
pectahon [that he should explain what he means by the exprese
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18 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

sion in question—employed es it is in the definition laid down in
the aphorism §12,—therefore] he says—*

Whet e the @AW EATaTgTATRfAf iAo L

Elements. No. 13.—Earth, Water, Light (fejas), Air,
Fther,—these are the Elements rbhdta),

a. He next divides and defines ©sense-object’ [—the topie,
among those enunciated in §9,-~] which presents itself next in
order.t

Whetaretheob.  WHARTETQRTRT ¥luanfeyuras-

jecta of the senses. ﬁT: 1

No. 14.—Their ¢ objects’ fartha) are the gualities of Earth, &c.
[see §13,] viz., odour, savour, colour, tangibility, and sound.

a. By the word  their,” the cxternal organs of sensation {§12,]
are referred to.}

b. To define ¢ understanding’ /buddhAij, he says—§

Understanding or ﬁ‘qﬁfﬁmﬁlmu A8 §

kzowledge. No. 15.—Understanding (buddhi), appre-
hension (upalabdhi), knowledge (fndra/—these are not different
in meaning,

4.  Not different in meaning’—i, e. synonymous. |

b, He next defines the Mind-—1
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BOOK 1. SECTION 3, 19

Whatinthe  SUTASTAITA{TAET faga €0
Mind. No. 16.—The sign [—conf. §10, a.—] of the
Mind /manas/ is [that habit in virtue of which] it does not give
rise simultaneonsly to notions [more than one].

a. ¢ Simultaneously’—i. e. at one time. [Of course] you must
supply “in a single soul’* [—if you speak of the mind generical-
ly, and not of an individual mind].

4. The meaning [of the aphoriam] is—that the sign—meaning
the characteristie—of Mind is that property, viz,, the afomic na-
ture of the intellectual organ, frow which it happens that there do

not arise notionst [more than one at once in one and the same
soul].

¢. He next defines and divides Activity} (pravrifti).

TR AR T OTTR: | L)

Energy No, 17.—Activity is that which originates the [ut-
defined-  torances of the] voice (vdk), the [cognitions of the]
understanding, and the [gestures of the] hody.

a. Since the expression ‘ which originates,’—heard [in the apho-
rism] immediately after the Dwandwa compound,~—is in construe-
tion with each term severally [in the compound], Aetivity is of
three descriptions, according. to the division into ‘that origina-
ting the [ntterances of the] voice,” &e.$
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20 APHORISMB OF THE KYAYTA.

b, By the word funderstanding’ rbsddhi) here, the Mind
fmanas) is meant ;—and the word ‘body’ ffarfra) is common to
the Aands and other mcmbers [as indicative of each and all of
these] in so far as these have the power of muscular action™ [—eee
§11, a.].

¢. Thue [—to explain—] an effort tending to utterance is
[what we mean by] ¢ that which originates the voice’ :—an effort
the site of which is the body, or [more properly] which tends to
gesture [or bodily movement] is {what wemean by] *that which
originates the [gesture of the] body';—an effort distinet from
both of these is [what we mean by] ¢that which originates the
{cogunitions of the] understanding,’ And this [last one], tending
to {the act of] vision, &e., is accomplished in the mere dawning of
attentiont [—attention alone being required in order that the re-
velations of the external world may flow into the understanding
through the appropriate channels of the senses].

d. He now defines [the failings or weaknesses to which he gives
the name of ] Fault fdosha.}

AR ATESWT JTHT § L&D
The passions No. 18.—Faults [or failings] have the character-
whet. istic that they cause Activity.

a. The employment of the plural, in the expression *Faults,
is intended to make oue aware of {not & single species, hut of ] &
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triad of things to be defined [as faults or failings}—in the shape
of Affection /rdga), Aversion (dwesha), and Stolidity fmoka/*—
[each of which is regarded as a fault or defect, inasmuch as—see
§20—it leads to actions, the recompense of which, whether good
or evil, must be received in some birth or state of mundane exis.
tence—to the postponement of the groat end of entire emanci.
pntion— B §2}.

5. The word pravariiand means the being a producer of Ac-
tivity. Those of which just this is the characteristict [are what
we mean by Faults],

¢. He now defines [our mortal life or the atate of] transmi-
gration} (pretyabhdva).

TR fH: TepTTa: 0 ¢ p

Mortal No, 19.—Transmigration means the being produced
. again {and agein).

a. The word pretyadhdua is formed out of prefyas ¢ having died’
end bkdva ‘the becoming [born into the world again’]. As, hy
the expression “again,” here hahitualness is meant to he impli-
ed—there is first a birth, then deatb, then a lirth—thus [the
state of ] transmigration, commencing with [one’s first] birth,

+ T oA AFaed (I WRATO S NI
t wadte wEfoerrad | AT TR FwT

Mr. Colebrooke s to have viewed the term heor;u renc}er;d ‘the bemg

1 of Activi A ing ‘the t of Activity,’'—or
mpmif«m to this, (a U'rm definition o fnu{i:’ (dosha), be says (-—see
Easays, vol. L. p. 289.—) « From acta proceed faults (dosha : including ap-
!i.u designation, passion,” &e. The word ¢ fault’ (dosAﬂJ, as technically
uployed"z GauTada in the sense ed to it in §18. a., is not to be con-
odharmma * dement’ w mﬁ.‘t&d«lprweed from acts. See

farther in our note on §2. d.
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2 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA,

ends [only] with [final] emancipation. And this knowledge ia
conducive to the ‘relinguishment of all passions’ pairdgya),—
therefore it was not needless [—as some persons may think, on
reading the aphorism end reflecting that the condition called
pretyabhdva is just the condition of ns men, and might as well
have been called dAidva « condition’ simply ;—it was not needless,
we say,] to add the word prefya ‘hoving died’* [—a word sugges-
tive of the fleeting character of this mortal life, end which, com-
bined with the word bAdva, ‘state,” gives the compound term
pretyabhiva to denote our mundanc existence].

5. He next defines Fruits /phala H—
wefw3 tas AT w1 R 0

Retri- No. 20.—Fruit is thet tbing which is produced by
bution.  Activity end by [the originaters of Activity—viz, our
constitutional faults or] Failings—[see §18].

a, And amongst these [fruits} the fruit that is denoted hy the
word primarily is the fruition of pleasure or of pain; and so the
Bhdshya tells us “ Fruit is the consciousness of pleasurc or of
pan.” And since one’s [unwise] Activity in engaging either in
duties or offences is the causer thercof, and the Failing again
[—whether of passion or mere folly—sce §18—]is the canse of
thal, therefore he says “ produced by Activity and by [the origi-

* By Tt WA AW T | A IAfCARATE-

FUAIA AAPETRAT ATG AR Iafuicta TmaT
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Hence Mr, Colebrooke’s definition of prefyabhdva as “ the eondition of the
poul after death” {(—see Esaayn, vol. I. p. 200—) while it is literally correct,
may mislead the reader if he does not bear it in mind that this, sccordmg to
Hindd notions, ia the condition of every man now afive—for, as we are all sup-

to have lived and died no one knows how often, we are eath of us slwayw
in the condition * after death.”
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BOOK L SECTION 3. 23

naters of Activity-—viz, our] Failings.” But the definition, [--if
we regard the nature instead of the origin of Fruits] is ‘the ex-
periencing of pleesure or pain—one or other.” But by *fruit’ in
a secondary application of the term, we mean every thing (mun-
dane] beginning with the body.*

b. He next defincs Pain fdw’kha)t—
FIYTERY F@H I U
Pain No, 21.—Pain is that which is in the shape of Vexa«
defined. tjon. -

a. The word ¢ pein,’ in the * secondary application’t of the term, ia
employed to denote the body, the senses, and their objects, since
these are the instruments of pain, and to denote pleasure, because
of its being ever closely connected with pain. And only therefore
fi. e. since the onc term ‘pain’ implies the whole of these] is
¢ pain’ referred to, in the aphorism following, by the term ‘that.’§

5. He now defines emancipation|| fapavarga,.

* WA HG WS g-@g:awﬁm:t YT VY | qQ-
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{Thins is what is to be imderstood by the varieties of evil which Mr. Cole-
brooke (Essays vol. 1. p. 290} mentions as “ primery or secondary,” It is not
degrees of en{ that are to be understood as thus referred to; but, the author,

we are told, chooses to employ the word ‘pain’ fechnically—in a * tranaferred
sense’—to deoote the causes of pain also, as well as pein itself.
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AT AT ST A xR A

Hestitude No. 22.—Absclute deliverance from that is Eman-
what. cipation.

. ‘ That'—i. e. pain [—as understood in its widest aoceptas
tion—aee §21. a.]

5. ¢ Absolute deliverance’—i, e, the annihilation of the paim
which has the same Jocus as one’s self, [i. . one’s own pain], and
[an aunihiletion thereof ] not synchronous [with the pain that
belongs te each moment of our mundane state ;—for each mo-
ment, as it passess, sces the extinction of its own quantum of
pain; but what is so *“ devoutly to be wished” is the absolute an-
nihilation of one’s troubles once for all]l.*

¢. Here is completed the topic of the Definition of the things
that furnish the objects of right notiont [§9].

d. He now defines ‘ doubt’ fsanzaya/ which presents itself next
in order} [in the list given in §1].

) SECTION IV.
COHPL‘TING THR TOPIC OF THR PAE-REQUIRITES OF REAMONING.
TSR TR TRy Trer Tty -

Tt o g3 1 e

Deoubt No. 23,—Doubt is & conflicting judgment [in regard to
defined.  gne and the same object] respecting its distinction [ar
precise character ;—this conflicting judgment arising] from un.
steadiness in the recognition [of some mark which, if we could

* W (AT GEATT ROy ATEHTARTE AT w&E: b
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BOOK 1. 8ECTION 4, 25

make sure of it, would determine the object to be eo and s0] or
[from unsteadiness]in the non-recognition [of some mark which,
were we sure of its absence, would determine the object to be
nol 80 and so ;—this state of things, moreover, resulting] from
the recognitiou {in the object] of [only such] properties [as are}
common [to a variety of things, and therefore not distinctive,] or
of several properties [such a8 cannot really belong to one and
the same thing,} or from conflicting testimony.

d. “Doubt ;”—here ia the statement of what is to he defined.®

b, A conflicting judgment’”’—(vimarsha) -—here the prefix
i signifies ‘confliction,” and the root mris significs “ knowing.’
“In regard to a single object”—is to be supplied. So that
Doubt means, in regard to any single objcct, Kunowlcdge distin-
guished, contradictoriwise, by the [simultaneous] presence and
the absencet [of some given nature].

¢. [The commentstors are not unanimous in their interpreta.
tion of this aphorism, some holding that there are five kinds of
donbt referred to, and others that there are only three. We have
preferred the latter view, Of the first kind of doobt an exam-
ple is furnished hy the case of an object, in the twilight, of wbich
we can discern nothing more than that ita size is that of a man,
—a property which may belong to a post as well as to a man.}
‘We have an example of the second kind in the dubious and dis.
puted guestion whether Sound is a substance or a quality or an
action.§ It cannot be more than one of these, yet it presents
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b ] APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

characters which fornish plausible grounds for contending that it
is each of the three. The third kind of doubt is, of course, such
as arises when, of two witnesses {presumed equally trust-worthy)
the one asserts what the other denies.}

d. He now defines [the fourth in the list §l—vis.] * Motive’
ferayqiana), which next presents itself*

A AfuE® WA ARATATH AL )

No. 24.—What thing having set hefore one, one proceeds to
act—ihkat [thing] is the * Motive’ [of the action.]

a. ‘Having set before one,’—i. e. having proposed [to one’s self
~—a8 something to be gained or avoided.] And so what consti-
tutes any thing a Motive is its heing the olject of desire, which
[desire either of attaining or escaping] is the cause of one’s ac-
ting.t+

4. He now defines [the fifth in the list §1.—viz.] ¢ familiar case
of a fact’ fdrish{dnta) which next presents itself.

Siferr dawrat afgredt sfyerwd g vemm

No. 25.—In regard to [some fact respecting] what thing both
the ordinary man and the acute investigator entertain a same-
ness of opinion, that [thing] is called a ¢ familiar case’ [of the fact
in question.}

a, The * Ordinary man,’—. e. oue to he informed—~who has not

attained that superiority of intellect which is the result of conver-
sancy with bools ;—such is the sense of the term [—among the
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BOOK 1. 8RCTION 5. 77

various sensea that might be given to it—) that will be found of
ase *

5. The acute investigator’—i. e. the informer {of the ordinary
.man §?5. a.]—one who Aas attained superiority of intellect throngh
converaancy with books ;—such is the sense of the term that will
be found of use.t

¢. Here closes the topic of the pre-requisites of Reasoning.t

d. He now defines [the sixth in the list §1—vis.] ‘Tenet’ /nd-
dhdnia), which next presents itself.§

BECTION V.
Op roirTIONs, NO* PAMILIAR, THAT MAY PA EMPLOYED IN RE4-
SOWING WITHOUT BRQUIRING TO BE PACE TIME DEMON-

STRATED.

mgrfuscongaagfafmiogmm: . v ¢ o

No. 26.—A Tenet’ rriddhdnla) is that, the stcadfastness of
tbe acceptance of which rests on a trestise {of weight and autho-

rity.]
a. He next dividesf] [the “tenets’ thus characterised generally.]
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qOA N RO

No. 27.—[* Tenet#’ are divided into the species that are de-
scribed in the suoceeding aphoriams] through the difference be-
tween a ¢ Dogma of all the schools,’ a ¢ Dogma peculinr to some
school,” a ¢ Hypothetical Dogma,’ and a ¢ Dogmatic corollary.’

. It is of four kinds—such is the remeinder [required to sup-
ply the ellipsis in the aphorism]. The meaning is this that it is
so through the difference of its owing its steadfastness to aff
the schools [or to only one,} &c*

5. He now defines a ¢ Dogma of all the schools’ /azrvwalanira.
siddhdnta )t

g agfeyey sfuga: edagfagmn 1 =8

No. 28.—That [position or tenet] which is not in opposition
to eny of the schools, and which is claimed [as a tenet] hy [at

least] some one school, is [what we mean hy] a  Dogma of all the
gchools.’

a. He next defines a ¢ Dogma peculiar to some schoal rfmﬁ-
tanira-siddhdnta. )}

Rl vTagfay: afragfegmmia e

No. 29.—-That [poaition] which is [held] estahlished in the same
school, and which in another school is [regarded as] not esta-
blished, is [what we mean hy]a ‘ Dogma peculiar to some school.?
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BOOK 1. 88CTION &. o9

a. The word ‘same’ {in the expression ¢ established in the same
school’] means ‘one.’ 8o the sense is ‘ estahlished in one school.’
The complete sense is ‘estahlished in its own school” 8o the
sense in which we shall find it useful to employ the term [—since,
in 8 controversy, we may imagine each school to he represented
by a single partisan—] is this, that whatever is assented to by
only one or other of two disputants is the peculiar dogma of that
one of the two,—as, for example, the eternity of sound is [a pe-
culiar dogma] of the followers of the Mimdnad school . *

5. [Tbus the pratilanira-siddhdnla is what snpplies the materi-
al for the argumentum ad Lominem in the disputations of the
schools. ]

¢. He next defines a ‘ Hypothetical Dogma’ fadhikarana-sid-
dhdnia ¥
gfagiranscalely: 3 sawcafegm: 1| 301

No. 30.—That, if which he [held] established, there is the es-
tablishing of another point, is [what we mean by] a ¢ Hypotheti-
cal Dogma.’

@. The meaning is this—that, that position [—for which 10 evis
dence is offered in the first instance—} is a hypothetical dogma
[or a hypothesis] only on the estahlishment of which taking place
[—Dby being conceded—] does the establishment take place of
gnother proposition under consideration.}
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0 APHORISMS OF THER NYAYA.
5. He next defines & ¢ Dogmaetie corollary.’

wdfgrnarmafgrar aung mfage 1

No. 31.—A ‘Dogmatic corollary’ is the mention of a particn.
lar fact in regard to any thing, not expressly declared in an aphoe
rism, [our knowledge of the fact coming so immediately] from
what is recognised, [by the maker of the aphorisms, as to render
a demonstration superfluous—the fact being thus entitled to rank
not as a deduction but as a dogma. ]

a. “Not expresaly declared in an aphorism”—such is here the
meaning of the term aparikshita,*

&, ¥ The mention of a particular fact”—such is here the mean-
ing of the expression vifesha-parikshana.t

¢. And thus a * Dogmatic corollary’ [or an implied dogma] is
what is received aa a tenet [or first principle] without being ex-
pressly laid down in an aphorism,—as, for example, [the tenet]
that the Mind is an organ} [of the Soul,—which is recognised as
one of the tenets of the Nydya, although nowhere expressly as-
serted by Gavurana.]

Here ends the topic of the definition of the scholastic teneta
that take their place in argumentation.$

He next divides, with e view to defining, the members [of &
demonstration] which present themselves next in order| [among
the topics—see §1—].
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SECTION VI.

THE METHOD OF ARGQUMENTATIVE EXFOSITION.

FfAmRAN T MR w1 YR

No. 82.—The members [of a demonstration] are (1) the Pro-
position, (2) the Reason, (3) the Example, (4) the Application,
and (5) the Conclusion,

. He defines the Proposition* [to be proved.]
grafago: wfagry 330

No. 83.—The Proposition is the declaration of what is to be
established,

g, Of what is to be established—the declaration—=#his is the
Proposition :—and “ what is to be established" is this, that such
s thing as a hill is possessed, for instance, of fire.t

b. He defines, and then, by two subsequent Aphorisms divides,
the Reason, which presents itself next in order} [—of those enn-
merated in § 82].

STECUFTIHR AT XA 79T IuRTA 4 8 0

No, 34.—The Besson is the means for the establishing of
what is to be established ; [and this it is] through the Example’s
having the nature, or in like manner through its having the re-
verse of the nature, [implied in the Reason :—in other words—

* qfant gagafA s
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a2 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

through the Reason’s heing distributed, affirmatively or nega-
tively, in the Major Premiss].

a. Here the generic definition is this—that “The Reason is
the means for the establishing of what is to be established.” By
“ the means for [the establishing of ] what is to be established,”
is mennt [not exclusively the assigned Reason itsell but] that
[second member out of the fivc—see §32—] which informs us
[by its use of the 5th case-affix] that such and such has the pow-
er of giving information leading to the establishing of what ia to
be established.* [For example, when we say, ‘ The hill is fiery—
hecause there is smoke’,—the ‘smoke’ is the Reason of onr
knowing that the hill ia fiery, but the whole clause ¢ because there
is smoke’ is also technically called the Beason].

5. He declares that it is of two sorts when he says “ through
the example’s having the nature, or in like manner through its
having the reverse of the nature [implied in the Heason].” By
the possession of the same nature is meant [what is elsewhere
spoken of as] fagreement’ (amwaya), and hy the possession of
the reverse of the nature is meant [what is elsewhere spoken of
ws] ¢ contrariety’ (vyatireka). The meaning that will prove ser-
viceable {when we speak of this egreement and contrariety] is
that of ‘invariable attendedness’ fvydpti) of the one or the other
description.t [Thus when we speak of the ‘ agreement’ of fire with
smoke—the smoke heing adduced as the Reason for holding that
there is fire, we mean to speak of the invarighleness of smoke’s
being sttended by fire:—and when we speak of the contrariety
of fire and a lzke—the lake being adduced as the Reason for
bolding thet the vapour rising from the place is nof smoke, we
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BOOK 1. SECTION 6. a3

mean to speak of the invariableness of n lake’s being deveid of
fire.]

¢. He now defines the Bxample, which presents itself next in
order® [—of those enumerated in §32—]).

GRIGTURITATHWIE TEN ITTETTR I Ry §

No. 35.—The Example is some familiar case of the fact’'-——
[see §25—1], which, through the {suggeation of the reason’s] inva-
riable attendedness by what is to be established, causes that na.
ture [or property] to be {admitted to belong to the subject] which
is to be established [ns belonging to the smbject].

o. The definition [—expressed generally—] is this—viz. “The
Example is some familiar case of the fact.”” Hero the [elliptical]
expression ¢ familiar case of the fact’ means that Member (of the
five-membered exposition—see §32—] which is appropriated to
the mewtion of the fawiliar case of the fact :—hence there is no
harm if, seeing that some familiar case of a fact is only tempora-
rily so [—i. e. employed as an Example—], it is not invariably
sot [—the terms not being eo-extensive in their spplication, for
a fact remains a fact even when not cited as an Example—].

4. [But the Example is of two kinds—see §34 4.—s0,] to com-
plete this [definition in §35] we must add that it is the Example
where we have a case of invarinble attendedness* [that we aro

here speaking of ).
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¢. He next defines the Example where we have a case of in-
variable abandonedness.*

wfgrdian fAadty afmiagerecann e 4

No. 36.—Or inversely [—as regards the ‘mvariable attended-
ness’ spoken of in §35-—] the Example, on the contrary, may be
one where we have a case of invariable ahendonedness.

a. [As when we argue—see §34, b —that the vapour seen ri-
sing from a lake is nof smoke, becausc a lake is invariahly devoid
of fire.]

b. He next defines the Application, which presents itself next
in ordert [—of those enumernted in §32—.]

SR TG TG 7 AL T qrar@iaTm 1y g

No. 37.—The Application is the collecting [or bringing under
simultaneous view] with respect to the Example, what is to be
estahlished as being so, or nof so0,

a. And the Application is of two kinds, throngh the distinction
of (1) that where we have [in the Example—] a case of invariable
attendedness, and (2) that where we have a case of invarinhle
abandonedness. “8o0” [—or “in like manner”—] such is the
expression when the Application involves a case of invariable at-
tendedness. “ Not so’” is the expression when the Apphlication
involves a case of invariable abandonedness. [In other words—
“and so is this” (fathd-chdyam) is the form of expression when

+ LRI TgEfTy
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BOOK 1. BECTION 7. 3b

the Minor Premiss is affirmative; while “and not so ia this”
(ma-cAdyan tathd) is the form of expression when the Minor Pre-
mis is negntive.]

o b. He next defines the conclusion.*
The ecmelusion - _
defned  FmUIWAAYET TATE (T R E )

No. 38.—The conclusion is the re-stating of the Proposition
because of the mention of the Reason [which now authorizes ws
to prefix the illative < Therefore’].

a, Here concludes the topic of the form of demonstration.t

4. He now defines Confutation, which presents itself next in
order.}

SECTION VIL

CoNcLUDING THE TOPIC OF DEMONSTRATION,

wframa & SRR AR RTINS | e
No. 89.-—Confutation—{which is intended)
for the assertaining of the truth in regard to
a question, the truth in regard to which is
not accurately apprehended—is reasoning from the supposition
of [the cessation of ] the cause [to the cessation of the effect—
for, on the admitted cessation of the cansc, the observed result.-
ing phenomenon ought of course to cease also].

Confmtation, or reductic
ad absurdum,

. [In other words, confutation consists in our directing & per-
son, who does not apprehend the force of the argument as first

* faaae gt
t GHTH ATTGEOHRLTH §
! WHATH A% FwafA




a6 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

presented to him, to look at it from an opposite point of view.
For example—to take a simple case, which, simple aa it is, cor-
rectly represents the generic form to which all the logical errors
of man are reducible—snppose & person admits that there is
smoke in the hill, but denies that there is fire,—baving previons-
ly granted that where there is smoke there is fire, we confute
him—and put him in the way of coming to a ‘right notion’—by
remarking of the hill that) if it were without fire, it would be
without smoke.*

B. He now defines Ascertainment, which presents itself next in
order.t

iy mEvATEnET TG Rda:n e &

Certsinty arrived at ~ 1NO- 40.—Ascertainment is the det.e.rmin%-
by hearing both sides. tion of a question by [hearing] both what is
to be said for and against it, after having been in doubt.

a. Here closes the topic [—see § 25. ¢.—] of the latter divi-
mnon of Reasoning.}

3. So much for the first diumal portion of the first Lecture of
the commentary composed on the Aphorisms of the Nyfya, by
the venerahle Viswax{ras BearricEirvya.§
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THE SECOND DIUENAL PORTION.
SECTION VIII.

THE TOPIC OY CONTROYEIRHT.

¢. He now defines Discussion.®
Detuiton of s : fegrmfaeyg: v
fair discumion.  gFTITRT AR IgRT AT a v

No. 41. Diacussion is the undertaking [—by two parties res-
pectively—] of the one side and the other in regard to what [con-
clusion] has been arrived at by meanas of the five-membered [pro-
tess of demonstration already explained—see §32—; this proce-
dare] consisting in the defending [of the proposition] by proofs
[on the part of the one disputant] and the assailing it by objec-
tions [on the part of the other,—the discussion being conducted
on both sides] without discordance in respect of the tenets [or
principles on which the conclusion is to depend].

¢. [Such is the discussion that takes piace between a preccptor
and his pupil, when the latter brings forward ohjections, which
the other, having a clearer view of the matter, is able to remove
—there being no dispute between the two in regard to the data].

4. The persons competent for [this honest
style of ] discussion are those who are really
desirous to get at the truth ;+—and it is not
neceasary that there should be a Moderator in such a discussion,
becanse the debate ia here conducted without pession} [or shab.
by ambition of victory].

The prime requisito
in an honest disputant.

* AW AT ITA(A A
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38 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

¢. He defines wrangling.*

FYTATIIE, FAANATTUEGTAGTIATITRI A0 4R 1

No. 42.—Wrangling, consisting in the defence or
attack [of a proposition] by means of frauds [see
§50], futilities [sce §58], and what procedures de-
serve [nothing but an indignant] rebuke [see §59], is what
takes place after the procedure aforesaid [-—tbat is to say, after 8
fair conrse of argumentation,—supposing this to have failed to
bring the disputants to an agreement].

Defimation of
wrangling.

a. By the expression “frauds,” &e. it ia inti-
mated that this kind of talk [viz. wrangling)] is
that of the person who is desirous of victory, for
it is the man desirous of victory [instead of being desirous of
truth], that makes use of frauds, &e. And so the meaning is
this, that Wrangling is the diseourse of him who aims only at
victory, [he being quite indifferent] whether this [discourse of
his] estahlishes either side of the questiont [provided only he can
make out s pretext for bragging that he has said something to
the point].

5, He now defines Cavilling, which next presents itself.}
g wiArergmaTetat farwTy 8y

Definition of N0 43.—That [—viz. Wrangling, §42,—1, when
Cavilling. devoid of [any attempt made for] the establishing of
the opposite side of the question, is Cavilling.

The pim of the
wrengler.

a. [The man shabbily eager for the semblance of a victory,
sometimes, see §42, a., attempts to prove aomething by disinge.

* g gEatt
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BOOK 1. SECTION 9, 39

nuous artifices. He is then said to wrangle. If he attempts to
establish nothing, bnt confines himself to carping disingenuously
at the arguments of the other party, he is said to cavil].

b. Here the topic of controversy is concluded.®

¢. He now defines and divides the Semblances of a reasom,
which next present themselves.

BECTION IX.

Or PALLACIES, OF WHAT ONLY LOOE LIEE HEANONS, BY MEANS

OF WHICH A MAN MAY DECEIVE HIMSELF OR ANOTHEER.

AR S UERE G EATAI AT TET S TRIET (28 8

Baumeration of the NO. 44.—The Semblances of a reason are (1)

Fallacies. the Erratic, (2) the Contradictory, (3) the Equal-
ly available on both sides, (4) that which is In the same case with
what is to be proved, and (5) tbe Mistimed.

a. He now defines the Erratic} [semblance of a reason.)

WA R gl 1 8y,

The argument that V0 45.—That [semblance of & reason] is
Frotes too much. Erratic whicb arrives at more ends than the
one [required.]

a. For example [suppose one were to argue that] Bound is
eternal, for it is not the object of touch§—[—the reason alleged
would bring us to more conclusions than we want; because the

* GHTH HATHHTUA |
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0 - APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA

quality of Conjunction or of Disjunction for example, is not the
object of touch, yet no one argues for its eternity.}

&. He now defines the Contradictory [semblance of & reason)
which presents itself next in order.*

fagrmate At frag: e d o

The argnment that V0. 46.—That {semblance of a reason] ia
proves the reverse.  the Contradictory which is repugnant to what
is proposed aa that which is to be established,

a. * Which is to be established,"—such iz the meaning here of
the term siddhdnta.t

b. And so the meaning, as it may be most profitably regarded,
ia this, viz.—after having proposed, or stated, that which 1a to be
established, [a Contradictory reasou is} one employed which is
opposed thereto, or invariably attended by the negation of what
is to be established ; as, for instance, [if onme were to argue],
¢ This is fiery, because it is a body of water.’}

¢. He now defines that [semblance of a reason] which is Equal-
ly available on both sides—this next presenting itself,§

ggrAmcateT § o aufee: secuga:n s on
No. 47. That from which a question may
arise a8 to whether the case stands thia
way or the other way, if employed with the
view of determining the state of the case, is [a mcre semblance

* wANTY {agg waafa
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BOOK 1. SECTION 9. 11

of a renson—being] equally available for both sides [of the dis-
pute].

a. [According to the commentator]—That reason employed,
or adduced, for the ascertainment of one’s own proposition or the
negation of the other's proposition, is called ¢ the same for hoth
mides ’—hut which reason P—with regard to this he says—* from
which & question’; i. e. from which two opposite views may arise ;
—awuch is the account given in the BAdskya.*

b. [For example—suppose a man argues that Sound is eternal
because it is audible, the reason here alleged will just provoke
the question whether audibleness is any proof of eternity, and the
opponent may with equal propriety argue that Sound, hecause it
18 audible, is mot eternal].

.t. He now defines that {semblance of a reason] which is in the
same case with what is to be proved,—this presenting itself next
in order.t

qrtfafuey qramTes: | 2= |

The wrgument that stands ~ NO. 48.—And it [the alleged resson]
factf in need of proof. is in the same case with what is to be
proved, if, in standing itself in nced of proof, it does not differ
from that which is to be proved.

a. [As the commentator remarks]—for if the reason stands in
need of being proved too, just as the proposition stands in need
of being proved, then it is said to he ‘in the same ease with what
to be proved ;” and therefore the expression unestahlished’

*u ¥ g ey @ fadargmefye
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42 APHORISMS QF THE NYAYA.

fasiddha) is employed [in speaking of such a reason]; and this
[“ uncstablishedness’ or unreality] is of three sorts, through the
distinction of the unreality of the locality [or subject of the al-
leged property], the unrenlity of the character [as regards the
subject whereof it is assumed to be predicable], and the unreali-
ty of the universality* [assumed in the major premiss. Exam-
Ples of these are given in our Lecture on the Tarka-sangraks].

4. He now defines the Mistimed [semblance of a reason] which
next presents itsslf.t

FTITFATIE: wr@TAAI 4 8L 0

The argument that js op-  130. 49.—That [semblance of a reason]
Egsed by the evidence of the i3 Mistimed which is adduced when the
time is not [thet when it might have

availed.] .

a. [For example,—suppose one argues that] Fire docs not con-
tain heat, because it is factitions,} [his argument is mistimed if
we have already ascertained, by the superior evidence of the sens-
es, that fire does contain heat)].

4. Here concludes the topie of the S8emblance of a reason.§

¢. Ife now defines Fraud [or unfairmess] which next presents
itself.i]

* gutfy wnd sTed e ¥l Fnaen g |
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SECTION X.

Or THE TRICES EMPFLOYED BY THE DISHONEST DISPOTANT

T0 THWART THE OTHER PARTY.

TeafaaAT i ETr%ET ) Lo 0

Wikily vnfair No. 50.—Unfairness [in disputation] is the

objections. opposing of what is propounded by means of as-
suming & different sense [from that which the objector well knows
the propounder intended his terms to convey].

¢. For example—in such a case of argument as this, that ‘ The
man has come from Nepaul, because he has a new fmava) blan-
ket [such as the country of Nepaul supplies],’—the declaring
that this is not established, on the assumption that the mesning
was nine* [blankets, instead of a new blanket,—the word nava
meaning both new and nine,—is unfair].

5, He now divides Fraud, which he has just defined.t

Affad FTaEd FRErRTITEITEEg I U

No. 51.—1t is of three kinds, (1) Fraud in respect of a term,
(2) Fraud in respect of a genus, and (3) Fraud in respect of &
trope.

g. Of these he now defines the ¢ Fraud in respect of a term.’§

* qQ AETREA & AIFAIIHTRT AT
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wfiRwfen & sgchmtaTgy R T
wan 4R

The fraudulent No. 52.—° Fraud in respect of a term’ i« the
misunderstanding  assuming a meaning other than [the ohjector
of & term. .

well knows] was intended hy the speaker when
he named the thing by a term that happened to be ambiguous,

a. [An example of this has been given under §30. a.].

5. He next defines * Fraud in respect of a genus,’*

FrTAT RIATHRETR TS RN G-
TR

The fraudulent over. N0 53.—¢Fraud in respect of n genus’ is
strainiog of an assertion th ine th R .
e o8 ebeionsly mot 1€ assuming that something is spoken of in
meant of the whole ge- respect whereof the thing asserted is impos-
nus. sible, because [forscoth] this happens to be

the same in kind with that of which the thing asserted is possible.

a. For example, on some one’s saying, ‘ This ia 8 Brdhman,—
lie must be possessed of learning and conduct’ ;—the other, as-
suming that he here deduces the possession of learning and con-
duct from the fact of heing a Brdhman, says—‘How can that
be ?—for, the possession of learning and conduct, if deducihle
from the fact of being a Bréhmean, would he found, where it can-
not, n his childhood’t [The other, of course, meant, as the ob-
jector very well knows, to speak of a Brihman who has lived

* gAY Igafd
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long enough in the world to render it possible for him to study,
in which case the probebility is that he will have studied].

3. He now defines ‘ Fraud in respect of a trope.’*

YNREREIY YTEIEANARY TR N L ¥ |

No. 54.— Frand in respect of a trope’ is

The h;d:f,‘:n ,,:e':'_ the denial of the truth of the matter, when

phorical literally, and  the assertion was made in one or other of the

e v modes, [viz. literal or metaphorical,—which
it snits the purpose of the objector to invert].

a. For example, in the case of such an assertion as ‘ The seaf-
folds cry out’ [—somewhat analogous to the English phraseology
‘The pit and gallery applauded’—] ; or ‘The jar is blue’; [a dis-
honest opponent will say,] < It is only Zhose standing on the scaf-
folds that cry out, but not the seqffolds’ ;—nnd, in like manner,
[he will say,] < How can & jar be the same thing as dlue—which is
[not & substance but] a colour ¥+ [In these cases the objector
knows perfectly well that the assertion was not meant literally
of the scaffolds, and that the jar was not asserted to be the co.
lour bloe, but a blue substance].

b. So too [conversely] it is a frand in respect of a trope, when
the assertion ' I am eternal’ has been employed literally, to ob-
ject “ How canst thou be eternal that was born of 8o and so ¥’}

+ gyrerewd amafay
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46 APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

[Here the objector is supposed to know very well that the speak-
er employed the term ‘1’ to denote, what is regarded as the di-
rect ohject of its denotation, the eternal spirit within him, and
not his dody, which he can only metaphorically call himself, and
which, as the temporary prison-house of his soul, very possibly
was born of o and s0].

¢. [If you ask why it is exactly that] a Fraud [such as has
been described in §51, &c.] is not a velid reply, [it is] because it
does not assail what the spesker meant to say.* {In the phrase-
ology of European logie, it is a wilful ignoratio elenchi or miscon-
ception of what it is that is to be opposed].

d. And it must not be said that it is the speaker who is to
blame for employing terms with a double meaning or with & me-
taphorical application ; because tbe spesker is nof to blame in
employing a term that is notoriously understood as expressive of
this or that meaning; else there would be an end put to every
thing like reasoning by such objections ns the following—rvis.,
when a2 man says ‘ The mountain is fiery,’ [the opponent, chogs-
ing to suppose that the term employed was not vahnimdn ¢ fiery,”
but g-vahnimdn ¢ not fiery’—the form, by the rules of euphonic
combination in Sanskrit, being here the same in either case,
might say] ‘How is it that [you say] this mountain is not
fiery P+

e. He next takes n primd facie or incorrect view of Fraud

* GRIFAHATI T NU S TERCE, |

+ % fgwarafus sanmxtiza oy arfefr o=
AMTHATIRAA WA WK T A AT
s TiA afpmfems oddt @ wematEmante
PITATAATARRT: AN



BOOK 1. SECTION 10. 17

[—as it is one that is likely to occur to some readers, and one
that may as well be disposed of ] whilst we are on the subject.¥

TAFIANTANCRHS AZFTRETAN LY 0

The varieties of Frand No. 55.—Fraud in respect of a.t'rope [§54
ot 1o be confounded —8Ome one may famcy at first sight—) is
mﬂ they pertially jyst Fraud in respect of a term (§52], for it

does not differ therefrom.

6. The meaning of this doubt is, that Fraud is only of two
kinds, hut not of three kinds ; for Fraud in respect of a trope is
jut Fraud in respect of a term, seeing that these do not differ in
being the assumption of a word’s being used in another senset
[than that in which it was well enough known that the speaker

did use it].
b, [This doubt] he clears up} [as follows].
A ALTHTRCTATA 6 € 0

. No. 56.—It is not so [—as supposed in
Th though par-
fally agroeing, may §55—] because they do differ [although, it may
yet difer. be, agreeing in the respect just mentioned].

a. Since they may agree in some reapect or otber, even while
they differ through the characters abovementioned [in §52—54)
which have led to their being treated as separate, there would be
no distinction anywhere [if we were to adopt the principle which
would remove the distinction here], because there is everywhere

* TgTEE TRTwata |
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no difference so far as regards & character common to the things
severally* [~—a man and a monkey, for example, or a jar and &
web, being slike in s0 far as regards their being substances, but
still requiring to be distinguished in respect of that in which
tbey differ].

b. So, with the intention of showing that the opposite view in-
volves an absurdity {such as has heen noticed in §56. 2.}, he sayst
[as follows].

wfaas a1 frfgaradg ssamay: Lon

No. 87.—Or if there were no distinction where there is ey si-
milarity of character, we should have but one kind of Fraud.

a. That is to say—if no distinction is to result from any pro-
perty whatever provided there be some similarity of nature, then
Fraud, inasmuch as each variety thereof has a common charac-
ter so far forth as ench ¢ a Fraud &ec., would not be even of Zwe
sorts as you imagine [—see §55 a.], but of only one.}

5. Here concludes the topic of Fraud [in disputation.]§

¢. He now defines Futility, which next presenta itself.}|
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SECTION XI.

0' FUTILE OBJECTIONS AND HOPELESBE ATUPIDITY.
B [ . .
YRR TR FTEH A 1 L=

. No. 58.—Futility consists in the offering of
Fudlity, in an .. e e
objection, what,  objections founded on [some mere] similarity

or difference of character [—without regard to
the question whether the fact asserted bears any tnvariable rela-
tion to that character].

a. The expression ‘ founded on similarity or difference of cha-
racter’ is a definite one [—intended to convey just so much, and
to exclude everything beyond—]) ; therefore the mesning is this,
that Futility consists in objecting, or taking exception, on the
ground of a similarity or difference of character withou! respect
to imvariableness of association or dissociation* [between the cha-
racter and that whereof it is taken as a sign of the presence or
the absence. For example, if it were propounded that ¢ The man
is unfit to travel, because he has a fever,” it would be futile to
object that ‘ The man is fit to travel, because he is a soldier’—
there being no invariableness of connection between the being a
soldier and the being fit to travel].

4. [As a syllogism with the Major premiss not universal but.
particular has no force at allj—so, [in consideration of the want
of universality referred to in §58. 4.,} it is implied that the futile
reply—differing from & Fraud [§50]—is one that is powerless as
an objection, [—whereas the objection, in the case of ignoratio
elenchi, has power against the “man of straw’ which is frandulent-

» grawidgRnaaA STy AR ue afwfed-
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ly substituted for the argument of the opposite party—], or it is
a reply that is self-destructive.*

¢. He now defines Unfitness to he argued with—the topic
which presents itself next in order.t

fawfaa frenfarfay faresraa ) v

The limit at which it be- No. 59.—Unfitness to be argued with
comes uscless o argue fur-  consists in one’s [stupidly] misunder-
ther. . .

standing, or nof understanding at all.

a. The term here rendered ¢ Unfitness to be argued with’ sig-
nifiea literally the place, i. e. the suggester, of cenaure or re-
buke ;i [—for if & man stupidly misunderstands you or does not
understand you at all, and yet still persists in trying to make a
show of opposition, then the matter has come to that point where
there is nothing left for it huat to rebuke him as a blockhead, and
to turn him out or quit his company].

. In order to prevent the mistake, [into which some might fall,
of supposing] that there is no subdivision of Futility and Unfit-
ness to be reasoned with, [—the subdivisions of which will be
atated in their proper place—] he says,§ [as follows].

afzFrmneniafarTenads@g s €o |

No. 60.—Since they are of various kinds, there are many
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BOOK I SECTION 11. 5l

sorts of Fatility and Unfitnesa to be reasoned with [—see §69.
b.).

. [But as other questions are more pressing] their snbdivision
is not made at present;—such is the import *[of the apho-

3. [Here ends the First Book of the commented Aphorisms
of the Nydya.]

* gt Ay feaw ofm v




52 APPENDIX TO THE

APPENDIX

TO THE

FIRST LECTURE.

a. Before going further, let us bestow a re-
strospective glance on this Lecture in which
GavuTana lays down the plan of the whole Nyé-
ya system ; and let us enquire whether Gavrana’s exposition is
obnoxious to such a charge as is brought against it, for example,

hy Dr. Ritter, who says, (at p. 366, Yol. IV, of
turhe method o the English version of his History of Philoso-
in Europe. phy), * In its exposition the Nydya is tedious,
loose, and unmethodical. Indeed the whole form of this Philoso-
phy is a proof of the incapacity of its expositors to enter into
the intrinsic development of ideas, whatever knowledge they may
have possesscd of the external laws of composition”” Setting
aside the latter of these sentences, which has possibly been mis-
translated, we venture to say that the Nydya--up to the point
that we have here reached in GauraMa’s exposition of it—ecan be
tedious only to him who does not understand
it or who has no taste for philosophical enqui-
ries ; that it can appcar loose to any one only
as the chain cable heaped upon the deck of a man of war appears
loose in the eyes of the landsman who never saw it stretched ;
and that 1t can appear unmethodical only to him who hes failed
to discern its method. We blame no one for having failed to
discern its method, but we do hlame thoge, including Dr. Ritter,

Review of Gau-
tama’s 1at Lecture.

Ressons why it
ia libetled,
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who, having failed to discern it, take upon them to deny its ex-

Attempt to show istence. .The m‘ethod in f}mnm’s exposition
why it ought not is, one might think, sufficiently clear. Let us
to be 8o libelled. try to make it if possible clearer. Aiming at
this, we shall now give our Synopsis of Gavrama’s method, noting,
as we go along, the Aphorism to which our statements have re-
ference.

Eatimate of Gau. O GAUTaM4 starts with the grand question
ame’s order of pro- of all guestions—the enquiry as to how we
cedure. shall attain the summum denum,—the ¢chief
end of man,” as the Westminster Catechism literally represents
the Sanskrit paremapuruskhdrthis. The general answer to this he
states in his first aphorism—where he lays down further the posi-
Hon that deliverance from evil can be reached only through know-

ledge of the truth, [see §1].

¢, Few are likely to dispute this first position [—those few be-
ing such as are to be remitted to the category noticed under §59),
and the next question is,—have we inslruments eadapted to
the acquisition of a knowledge of the truth? According to Gav.
rixa we are farnished with four instruments adapted to this pur-
pose. [These he enumerates in §3, and descrihes severally in

48],

d. Bot, if we have instruments, let us know what are the odjects,
in regard to which it is worth while ohtaining a correet know-
ledge by means of the appropriate instruments. [These he enu-
meratey in §9, and he defines them severally in §10—22].

¢. Bot the hare enunciation and definiton of these Ohjects does
not ensure B correct and believing knowledge of them, ([The
rate intermediate between hearing and helieving, viz. Doubt, he
defines in §23].

[ But how is b man to get out of doubt ? He will be content
to remain in doubt if there be no mofive for enquiring further.
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[Here—§24—he takes occasion to explain what constitutes a
Motive].

g. Baut, in every enquiry, to reach the unknown we must start
from the &nown ;—therc must he dafa. The knowlcdge which,
in any enquiry, we may treat as requiring no demonstration, is
either popular—heing that on which the unlearned and the
learned are at one—-the only ground available in dealing with
the unlearnmed, [see §25]; or it is scientific—bclonging to the
schools, [see §26]. This latter, again, is divisible into four—viz.,
tenets received in every school [§ 27]; tenets peculiar to particu-
lar schools, und furnishing the grounds of argumenia ad Aominem
only [§29); tencts postulated, and available only where the
hypothesis is conceded (§30]; and tenets which, though not ex-
pressly laid down by the founders of the schools, are yet so
clearly implied es to require no special demonstration, being in-
evitable Corollaries {§31].

h. The date being determiued, it is proper to determine the
order of procedure in demonstrating tbereby something not
granted. [This order of procedure is intimated in §32 and ex-
plicated in §33—38].

i. But, thus far, we have been shown an arrangement for hear-
ing only one side of the question,* and how can we be sure that
the opposite side is not the right one? [Before making up our
minds we must hear both sides—§39—40].

J. But an honest enquirer may have heard both sides and stili
he in perplexity. Is heto be turned adrift ¥ Not at all. Honest
discussion, with one who holds the same first principles, is open
to him [§41].

k. There are yet others, besides honest enquirers, that are not
utterly to be rejected. A person, not hopelessly irreclaimable,

* Prov. XVIIL, 17.
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may shabbily wrangle for the sake of a sceming victory. [Here,
therefore, he defines wrangling, §42].

i A person, not perbaps hopelessly irreclaimable, may descend
to even a lower depth of sbabbincss than the wrangler, aud may
carp at others without nndertaking to settle any thing himself,
[Here, therefore, he defines cavilling, §43].

m. Wranglers and cavillers, in default of good reasons, must
take up with bad ones—with what logk like reasons; and even
an honest enquirer may mislead himself hy taking the semblance
of a reason for a real one. [The various possible semblances of
a reason he, therefore, defines and divides §4+—19].

a. But, whilst there are fallacies by which a man may deceive
himself as well as others, there are other frauds which are em-
ployed only dishonestly for the defeption of others. [These
frauda he defines and divides, §50—57].

a. Descending a stage lower, an opponent may employ objec-
tions so futile as to be capable of deceiving no one. It is well
to know in what consists the futility of such objections, [This
he shows—§ 58.]

p. Finally, an opponent, sinking even below the former one,
{who knewr what he was opposing though he could make none but
a futile opposition), may be unable to understand the proposition
[§59—60). Here Gaurama’s patience is exhausted, dut not defore.
Against everything but that invineible combination of the spirit
of contradiction with stupidity, he seeks to arm himself at all
points. An objection the most frivolous—or even futile-—provi-
ded it be tendered hy one who understands the proposition—he

. does not refuse to deal with, The objection
How it happens that . .
very frivolous objec- Might perplex some honest enquirer, and
tions eregravelytreat- therefore GauraMa, or the follower who has
ed in the Nyiya. L. i . . . .
imbibed his spirit, does not consider himself
entitled te consult his own eage by scouting it, thongh he himself
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may see its futility plainly enough. Itis fair to remember this
when we meet witb udicrously frivolous objections gravely treat.
ed in a Nydya work, The author is not to be suppased to have
invented the objection. It was offered to him—offered very pos-
sibly for the purpose of vexatiously puzzling and perplexing,—and
the Naiyéyika will not allow himself to be puzzled and perplexed.
The most cavilling opponent is not to be allowed the semblance
of a victory; he shall not be allowed to boast even of having put
the philosopher out of temper. This single trinmph—such as it
is—is reserved for the absolute blockhead.

¢. Now, we should like to learn from the undervaluers of the
method of the Nyéya, how could that method be much improved?
The undervaluers of You are not to imagine that you have answer-
the Nyéya invited to ed this question when you have shown that
state where the order . .
of procedure is mis- there are some important matters not here no-
arranged, or what i~ ‘ticed by Gaurama. You must heable to show
rtant matier there J
i for which the sys- either that there are important matters for
temprovideanoplace. o hich his system provides no place, or thathe
misarranges the order of procedure. We have explained his or-
der of procedure, according to our own view of it. The enquiry
whether there is any thing within the range of conception, far
which his system does not furnish its appropriate place, we re.

serve for a separate essay,
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CORRIGENDA,

In Aph. 71, read “ heeause of its proving too much ;”” and a0 throughout the
section, where the term so rendered recurs.

In page 36, 1. 19, delete the * that,” and also the clanse “ As, by the”,



THE
APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA,
BOOK II.

INTRODUCTION.
Wt s AL IR S IS A I IS IR RN

a. I devote myself to the hri]l:mnt Beccmd Buok of fke’ Nj'ﬂfv‘u,
[and I 'witrehip] Huri, with (his four] arms tided in cohtests, [ahd
—if you apply my remarks to the Institute itself, which auggested
this comparison,) with its [four] Proofs [—the conquerors in all
logical coutests—] which avery one knows,*

b. Now the Proofs, &c. [B. I. §1], that have been defined,
baving to be submitted to ardeal [with the view of determining
the pertinency of the several definitions], since there is no room
for trial without [there be] Doudt, in the first place Doubt itself
must be put on trial.t
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2 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYATA.

¢. Some say that the pnrpose of the [Second] Book is only
the trial of the Proofe [—the first in Gautame’s enumeration of
topics—]), because [—they argne—] this is in accordance with the
pupil’s desire of knowledge [—he wishing to know fixst the whole
truth respecting what is enunciated first—}, and according to the
rule of the needle and the frying-pan [—the smith, to whom the
two are brought simultaneously for repair, polishing off the sim-
pler first—], and since thus the triel of [the definition of] Doubt
is subservient to the trial of the Proofs, &c. %

d. But in reality, since [the definition of ] Frand Aas been pnt
on trial [in Boak L. §§656—57], and since fThat which is the
object of right notion’ [-—the second in Gautamas’s list of topics
——]1is to he put on trinl in the Third and Fourth Books, and
Futility in the Fifth, the purpose of the [present] Book is the
examination of such of the topics as are other than these ;—for
[elthongh Motive, &c., is nof examined expressly, yet] the ex-
amination of Motive, &c., also will be made here by substitu-
tiont [—i, e, by saying—as in Aph. 7—¢ Now substitute Motive
for Proof, and the same rule will epply”'].

e. Here the alm of the first Dinrnal Portion [er haif of Boek
fecond] is the examination of just such topics as aforesaid, ex-
clusive of the examination of Proof with reference to the diri-
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BOOK IL §1. 8

sian thereol# [—Proof itself being put on trial, with other things,
in the first Diurnal Portion, and the question of the propriety of
its fourfold division being remitted to the second).

J. Among these, for the trial of [the pertinency of the defini.
tion of] Donbt [assigned in B. 1. §28], there is an Aphorism sta-
ting the primé facte viewt [as follows)-

THE FIRST DIURNAL PORTION.
SECTION 1.

TE! ACCOUNT GIVEN OF DD'UBT EXAKINED.
- €T
TR TR AACHATHEE AT A
L ]
SR

mw origingr  ApA. 1.—Doubt does not arise— [perhaps

some one will say—] from the consideration
of characters common [to mote than one] or several [such as can.
not really belong to one and the same thing], nor [again] from
the considerztion of [mutunlly exclusive] cbaracters under the as-
pect of an alternative,

a. Svme explain the inteation of the maker of the apho-
rism to be as follows,—+that here, for fear of & regressus in infini-
fum, Doubt is not an element in the examination of [the perti.
nency of the definition of ) Doubt, hecause no doubt is entertain.
ed by the maker of the apborisms. But this [acconnt of the im-
port of the aphorism) is not correct, for it is not the [definition

v AN fERETETTIA I AR TR EE e T
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4 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

of] the mature of Doubt that is put on trial, from which there
would be a regressus in infinitum [—whereas Doubt is the prie
mordial source of al{ enquiry—] but it is the camse of Doubt, as
set forth in the aphorism defining it [B. 1. §23] :—and thns the
doubt—** is Douht produced from the heholding of similar cha-
racters, &c., or not #’—is quite feasihle.*

b. But, since there helongs to the maker of the sphorisms
certainty [in respect of everything that is set forth in his insti-
tute], Douht ia not exhibited with a view merely to the refuta.
tion of primé facie views, [—as if these had ever had any weight
with the author,—but for the purpose of explaining what are
the sources of doubt in the minds of other men;—] and s0 too
in the examination of [the pertinency of the definitions of}
Proof, &c. It is this that is declered in the BhdsAya where it
is said—" Ju an institute, and in discussion [between a teacher
and & pupil,—see Book I, § 41] there is no Douht.” Suchis
the fact.t

¢. Doubt does not arise [-——says the supposed objector in the
aphorism—] from the beholding of ‘characters common,’ &e.,
because these [two alleged causes of Douht] severally wander

» FI FTAGAT GUAGTE AR THI AT T
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BOOK 1II. §l. 5

away [—so that if the first be present, when there 1s Doubt, the
other is absent, and if the other he present, the first is ahsent;
and how can that he the cause of a given phenomenon, which is
alsent when the phenomenon presents itsell 7] Moreover, Doubt
does not arise from the beholding of these [two] combined under
the relation of an alternative. For, whben taking cognizance
that « This [object] has the same chiaracter &s a post,” or “ This
hag the same character as a man,” one does not deud! whether
it be a post or not,—hecause, since resemblance implies differs
ence, it ia quite competent to one to apprehend the difference
[—and not to douht whether the ohject he the one or the other
—] s0 soon as one takes cognizance of itz possessing the charac-
ter of something different from it* [In short, when we say
* This ia Jike & post,” it is iraplied that it is mo¢ a post, but e, g.,
a man ; and again, when we say  This is fike o man,” it is im-
plied that it is m32 a man, hut, e. g., 8 post ;—things not being
said to be * like” themselves, but only “like” to something other
than themselves].

d. [Having enunciated an ohjection to two out of the five causes
of Doubt assigned in B, I.§ 23,] he ohjects to the three [rerain-
ing alleged kinds of] Dweubts arising from counflict of opinion,’
&e.t
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fufaorgamgmtg 1 ¢ )

The objection Aph. 2.—Nor [-——perhaps some one will say—
farther. does Doubt arise] from conflict of opinion, nor
from unsteadiness {in the recognition of criteria as present or
ahsent).

a. * Nor does Doubt arise,’—-30 much is to be supplied* [from
$11.

4. The meaning is, that the prodwetion of Doubt does not
depend upon  conflicting opinion,’ or ‘ unsteadiness’ in the re-
cognition [of some mark which, if we could make sure of it,
wonld determine the objeot to be s0 and s0], or unsteadiness ia
the non-recognition [of some mark which, were we sure of its
sbsence, would determine the object to be nof 30 and 0], be.
cause these severally wander away, [and every one of them in
turn may be shsent while Doubt is present].t

¢. There is another nphorism to convey an objection to Doubt
as the result, exclusively of other causes, of conflict of opim
fon’.1
n -
fanfao+rs gwmfaam o 30
The objection Aph. 8.—And [the origin of Doubt is not to
Surther, he found—some one may say—] in €oonflict of

vpinion,’ because there is [in the minds of the disputants and
the hearers, no Doubt, but rather dogged] conviction.

v adqE ymgERAN
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BOOK TI. §1. 7

a. The import is,—that the cause of Donht is not to be found
in the ‘confligt of opinion,” because there is na conflict of opini-
on ;—there is qsmargnoe,—assurance both in the case of the two
disputants and of the umpire :—ang since assuranca is, there is
no room for Doubt,*

5. Here follows an aphorism intended to demur to the two
kinds of Doubt—{rom (1} unsteadiness in regard to recogmuition,
and (2} in regard fo non-recognitiont {B. I. § 23],

Centab b atpeicicte i KR

The objection Aph. 4~-And {—some one may say—Doubt is

ker not the result] of ‘unsteadiness,’ because in ‘un.
steadiness’ itself there is steadiness, [-——just as, when you are
really mistaken, there is no miafake sbout your miatake].

a. The power of generating Douht might then helong to ‘un.
stendiness in recognition’ and to ¢ unsteadiness in non-recognis
tion,’ if there were unsteadiness also in [that unsteadiness,] its
self, {for there can be nothing in the produet that did not pre.
exist ia the cause ;] but this is not the case ; and so how can that
[aneteadinoss] which is atepdy in respect of itself, have the chas
racter of unsteadiness in respect of something else 7 Such is the
meaning.}
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4. He ntates another objection™
T oy
AAEAE QA EHATARTIAH: 1 4 o

Further objection. Aph. 5.—{And some one may perhaps say
that Doubt cannot arise from ¢ unsteadiness,’] because, if so0, there
would be endless Doubt, because of the snitableness of its pro-
ducer to be continual.

a. ‘If s0,’—1i. e, if it were so,—if ‘unsteadiness’ [in the recog-
nising of criterin,] were the canse [of Doubt]. Some say that
this expression fif so’ does not belong to the aphoriam, butis s
part of the BAdshyat [incorporated with the aphorism by mistake].

4. ¢Endless doubt,”—i. e. there would be no cessation of
doubt,—* becanse of the suitableness ta be continual,’—i, e., be-
cause of tbe continual possibility,— of its producer,’—i. e., of
jts generator,—viz., the beholding of cognizability and other
characters commony [to all things whetaoever].

c. He states the tenety [of the Nydiys system, in regard to
this question].
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TATHIIAR AFTFTAAATY TG
ATERETE AT 1 € 0
The fact as regards Apk. 6.—Just from consideration as afore-
Dot said,—from one’s not discerning the differ-
ces of this or that,—there being Doubt, neither is there no
Donbt, nor ia there endless Doubt.

a. ‘From consideration ax aforesaid,’—i. e., from the behold-
ing of common characters, &c. ;—* of this or that,’—i. e., of the
fact of being & man or something else ;—* the differences,’—Li e.,
the character which distinguishes a thing from other things ;—
the ¢ discerning’, or beholding, of that heing ahsent [—such is the
anslysis of the word apeksid here] ; from that non-discerning of
the differences, [Doubt arises ;] such is the meaning.*

4. And o, since it is sgreed that Douht may arise from such
sources as the recogmition of characters common [to several
things] sccompanied hy the non.recognition of any differences,
it is neither the case that there is ao Doubt, because [forscoth
—as has been contended in §1—4—] there is 5o cause of it,—nor
that there is endless Doubt, hecause [forsooth—as pretended in
Aph. 5—] anything whatever may be the cause of it ;—such ia
the meaning.+

¢. And, since the recognition, for example, of charactera com-
mon [to different things] may prodnce some scparate instance
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by an: fagweyatea o

t e ST TAE A RT ST e
TR 7 FRUTAEEE TN TN g -
WmﬁuB




10 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

of Doubt, there is no harm though this showld {—as alleged by
the objectors—] wander away [and not he found in every in.
stance present] es regards Doubt simpliciter ;* [(—there being
nothing absurd in a “ Plurality of causes”. A man may die of
a gunshot wound, though we do not find a gunshot wound
wherever we find death].

d. And [Doubt may arise] in a ‘ conflict of opinions,” because
we understand the douht, raised hy the speeches of the dispu.
tants, to belong only to the umpire.t

¢. And as for your saying [at § 1.—] “ How can Doubt arise
from the recognising of characters common {to different things],
seeing that fikeness impliea differences ?”—thia also is not [a right
account of the matter]; for the cause {of Douht] is not the cogniz-
ing this or that as having a charecter similar [to what something
else has), but the perceiving that it has a character which belongs
to both [of the things of which we doubt whether this be the
one or the other]; ao that there is no auch fault [in our defini.

tion] as you allege.f

J. Now, by means of this same examination of [the pertinem-
cy of the definition of] Douht, snggesting by substitation [—aee
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Intro :—d.], the examination of the other topics {enunciated hy
(antama in his opening aphorism), he says* :—

9 FOAGRAATIEEF: 1 © 1

The some rule to be applied Aph. 7.—Where there is {room for]
throughout. Doubt, Aus you are to desl in respect
of each [case of it] in succession,

6. ‘Thus,’—i. e, in the manner aforesaid;—‘in respect of
esch in succession,’—i. 6., in respect of the {several] applications
[of the present rule to the matters to which it is applicable],
‘you are to deal with,’ i. e., your are particularly to meddle with,
—~i. e, yon are thus to understand the relation of examinationt [to
the definition of this or that, the pertinency of which may eall
{or examination].

5. What, then,—is Motive also to he put on trial? He replies
~—0sy,— when there is {room for)Doubt,” [and here there is
none]. If there toere any doubt as to the definition of that,
then that also would be put on trial,f [—but this is not the
cae].

¢. Or [—to give another explanation of one portion of the
sphorism—] the meaning may be, that, dizlogwise, i. e, in
the form of speech and reply, you are to deal with each, i, e,
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12 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.
you are to nllq.ake, in reapect of the thing douhted, the examina.
tion whichs[ought to be made) in respect of it.*

d. Here ends the section on the examination of Douht.t

L g 5.

SECTION I1I.
TAE EXAMINATION OF FACOP IN GENERAL.

e. Now, since there is room for it, he states a priml facie view,
in order to the examination of Proof in general}.

. B ~
TN ARG ARt ag: 1 =1
A denial that Sense, &c., Aph. 8.—[Perhaps some one will say]
art Proofs. the nature of a Proof does not belong to
Sense, &c., for it cannot be so at any of the three timea [into
which Time is divided].

a. That is to say,—the nature of Proof does not belong to
Bense, &e., because it cannot be said that, even at any of the
three times [past, present, or future], is ‘correct knowledge”
{pramd) eatabbished by {that to which the Nyiya gives the name
of Proof—or] ¢the instrumental cause of correct knowledge’ /pra-

F]
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4. By a triad of aphorisms he explains how it cannot be so at
any one of the three times.*

v3 fy wrafagr AferefawiT wwe-
fafes 1 &0

The awteriority of Proof to Aph, 9.—For, if Proof existed an.
isowledge demied. teriorly, Perception could not “ arise
from the contact of a Sense with its ohject,”

. The anteriority, in the first place, of Proof [to the know-
ledge which, you allege, resnlts from it,] cannot he; ¢ for,’ i. e., be-
cause,— if Proof existed anteriorly to knowledge,’ i. e., if Proofl
were an existing thing,—it would not he the case [as asserted in B,
1. §4] that « Perception takes place from the contact of the Sense
vith the object,”—because [—on the hypothesis—] the Proof
existed anteriorly to the Seuse-lknowledge. For, what is meant
by being a ¢ Proof’ is the being the instrumental cause of right
knowledge,~—and, anteriorly to our getting the right knowledge,
bow, moreover, can anything be called the ceuse of the right
kmowledge [which we have not even got]? If its existence even
anteriorly to the right knowledge muost be acquiesced in, how
ia it “ from the contect of the Sense with the object’” ?—[how
] the production of Perception—the production of Perception,
ke, —from contact of the Sense with the object, &e., Pt [—an
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14 TERE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA,

account of the matter apparently 1nconsistent with the anterior
existence of the thing so spoken of].

- -
uga fast « wara: wRafafa Qe
The posterionity of Proof to Aph, 10~If the existence (of the
Inowledge densed. alleged instruments of right know.
ledge] were subsequently, then the objects of knowledge would
not be known through the instrnments of knowledge.

a. If the existence of Proof were [not anterior but] subsequent
to right knowledge, the fact of a thing’s heing rightly known
would be settled anteriorly to the Proof,—sc that the produo-
tion of right knowledge, and the cognizance of a thing rightly
koown, wonld not come from [what you call] ‘the instrmments
of right knowledge’*.

AR TS fATANTR A AEATET
LT AN

The rimaliancousness of Proof and Aph. 11.—If the existence [of
knowledge denied, Proof] were simultaneous [with

that of the corresponding kmowledge], there would not be, in the
cognitions, [—e. g, iu the case of inference—] that order of
succession which results from their being conversant about sepa-
rate objects.

a. If Proof and the knowledge ¢were simnltaneous,’—were
to arise simultaneonsly,—there would not be that ¢ order of suc-
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BOOK IL §2. 15

cession’ which there really is in consequance of the cognitions’
being conversant about separate objects. For, the apperception of
& word [e. g.,] has the sound for its object, being in the ehapa of
an earicular intnition,—but the verbal knowledge [—the know-
ledge conveyed by the word—] has the senre of the word for ita
object, being in the shape of something nnperceivahle [by Sense],
and generically different [from the other ohject] ;8o that these
two cannot be simultaneous, because, since they have the relation
of cause and effect [—which the Naiyfyika will not deny that
they have—], they can really be in the order of succession™.

He states the tenett [of the Nyfys, on the point].

SarenfaR: wfasuruufe 1 LR 1

. -;Iﬁ,-, argument Aph. 12,—[If there be no such thing as
re Proof, ] because {forsooth] nothing can be

mch st any of the three times, then the ohjection itself cannot
be established,

a. If the establishment of matters rightly known, by means
of Proof, is not to be admitted, because [forsooth] there can he
no such thing at any of the three times, then, at that rate, thy
objection also [to the possibility of Proof] cannot be establish
ed;—a0 that it is a futile objection:—such is the import}.
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16 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

4. Again, hostile evidence, moreover, going to the denial of slf
evidence, eannot be admitted ; and so how could the denial be
substantiated ? So he says* [as follows).

< = =

Ctrniceinerie BHpet it AR N
This shown Aph. 18.—-And the denial itself cannot be esta.
Surther. blished, because [by the denial]all evidence is denied.

a. And if a refutative Proof be admitted, how are all proofs
disproved ¥—s0 he sayst [as follows].

- < =

ARTATE 91 A guufoo: 1 L8 0
And stéll fur. Aph. 14.—0Or if that one have the nature of
ther. & Proof, then all [Proof ] is not excluded.

a. “But then [—the sceptic may rvjoin—] according to my
way of thinking, there is no use in establishing realities ; since
the Universe is a void, the relation of Evidence and [conseqnent]
Knowledge is also unreal; and it has been shown that according
to thy view it 1s impossible that this [character of being a Proof]
should exist in any of the three times [—before the knowledge,
with it, or after it—] :*’ therefore he solves this} [as follows].
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-
FnrEmfaayy TREEEfafrE afad: 1
The antecedent eristence of ~ APA. 16.—And this {fact, that there
Proof Wiustrated. may be things entitled to the name of
Proof ] is not to be denied as regards all the three times, becanse,
aa {the antecedent existence of] 8 drum is proved by the sound,
0 is this proved.

a. The denial that this [character of & Proof] could belong to
a thing during any of the three times, was asserted [by the scep-
tic, at §8);—but this [denial] is not competent ;—Why ?—so he
replies, < by the sound,” &c. As an antecedently existent musieal
instrument, & drum or the like, is proved, or known, (to exist,]
by the sound which takes place subsequently [to the formation
of the instrument]; or as, from the antecedently existent sun,
the chronologically subsequent illumination of things [may be
inferred] ; or as the existence of fire follows from the smoke
which is synchronons with the fire; so here also, from fright
Imowledge,’ which is, in every instance, posterior to the ¢ cause of
right knowledge,’ is really [demonstrated] the prior existence of
a ‘ cause of right knowledge,’ such as Sight or the like*.

5. It is not to be supposed, however, that this [—Proof—] has
antecedently got the ‘ right knowledge’ associated with it; for a
thing may be entitled to the character of a Proof merely throngh
its association, from time to time, with ‘right knowledge,’; just
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18 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

as, for exampple, one may [without inaceuracy] say, “Bring the
cook,” [—giving to some man, though perhaps not cooking at the
time, that name—] just because of his being from timea to time
engaged in the act of cooking:—such in the import.®

¢. In the Tattwdloka it iz here rsserted that that [portion of
the aphorism) which ends with cka does not belong to the apho.
rism ; but, in reality, from the temour of his own comment,
among the rest, [it ie clear that] it does belong to the apho-
rism.t

d. But then [—some one may say—| the dealing with ¢ Proof*
and * Object of right knowledge,” jnst since this [relation] is not s
fixed thing, is not an ahsolntely correct procedure; just ms, in
the case of a rope, the dealing with it [—under & mistaken im-
pression—] s if it were & serpent, for instance:-——s0, in regard
to this douht, he says}:—

N
RETATY AIHEATGEFA [\ § 1
Proafs, by being objects of knowledye, Apk, 16~~And the fact of

are vo! debarred from being cawses of

knowledge. being an object of right imow-
ledge [does not destroy the character of a proof], as the judieial
character of a balance [is not disproved by the fact that you can
weigh the halance iteelf in another pair of scales].

» 7% TR e Ag A0GR | seTReTNE
NATERA AT FRTTAERATIL HE S AThawS-
A% areRATARATE Al R W o

t W W | GARAT AT AR | T
AGANTTEER FATATARY |

1 ANfAEAATZE GHTATATHIRRE 7 QA
feat . aifeameRafeamEEmTe )
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# Asa balance is dealt with es an fipstramental cemse of
right knowledge,’ because it is what docides the weight of goid,
or the Bke,—and is deadt with as an odject of knowledge whea
we deeide, by mewns of another balanee, the amount of its own
weight ;—=a aleo, by reason of the entranee of twe esusea [for
our taking two separate views of the aame thing], the Bensm
&c. are dealt with botb aa causes of knowledge and as objeeta of
knowledges,

4. Here is an aphorism, with a primi fxeie view, intended e op.
pose [the possibility of any thing’s heing a Proaf }, on the gronnd
of the regressns iwm infinitum.+

raga; fag: WAt gaTnacrefames L e |

“:0""-"‘ scepiical objection A pA. 17.—Since it is by Proofs that
7 the existence of Proofs is established, the
existence of other Proofs prenents iteelf [for demonstration],

a, Sinee it is agreed that it is by Proof that the Proofs are es.
tablisbed fas being Proofs], you must agree that there are other
Proofs [iw addition to any number that can be assigned]. To ex-
plain ;—a Proof, in the first place, is not self-established, for then
we should have a case of a thing's supporting ifself, [—and, ag
remarked elsewhere, & man—* however clever”—cannot sit apon
kis own shoulder, sud thus convey himself dry.-shod scrass s
river,—] therefore another Proof must be admitted ;—~and since
theas two, if they were to ba tho establishers mutually of ons
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20 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

another, would present a case of reasoning in a circle [—ar, lite-
rally, of ‘resting on one another mutually,’~-as when two boats,
by laying hold of one another, vainly expect to avoid being drift-
ed out to sea], therefore there also another Proof [of the Proof
of the Proof ] must be admitted,—and so on withont coming to
any stand-still :—such is the import.*

4. But then [—the sceptic may rejoin—] a Proof may be es-
tablished, as such, withou! a Proof :—s0 he states thist [objection
in the following aphorism].

afgfagRar wmafefaga afef Lz

. Progf weed no caxse, may Aph. 18.—O0r in the absence there-

not knovledgencednocanse? o1 ;o of Proof,—since Proof may, in
virtue of itself, b¢ Proof,] then, just as Proof is established [inde-
pendently], so may this [—viz., right knowledge, independently
of any cause of it,] be established.

a. And if ‘in the absence’ of Proof,—i. e., withont Proof,—it
be agreed that Proof is,—then, just in the same way let it be
agreed that {Aaf [—viz., ‘right knowledge’—] may exist. What
is the use of acknowledging e cause of right Imowledge? And
thus the whole world is an unsettled question, so that we end in
the void [of ebsolute scepticism] :—such is the import.{
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BOOK 11. §2. 2
5. He states the tenet* [of the Nydya system, on this point],

7 ntwreTafafean afe: 1 L&
Proof illaminates wildowt  A4ph, 19.—Tt is not so [—that an end-
requriag to bedllaminaled. e series of Proofs of Proofs are re-
quired—), because it [viz., Proof,] really is, just as the light of
a lamp is.

a. For, as, hy the light of & lamp, a jar, or the like, is illumi-
nated, so are the ‘cawses of right knowledge’ the illuminators
of what things are rightly known. Otherwise, then even the
larap wonld not be the illuminator of the jar, for fear [forsooth)
of the regressus in infinitum,—viz,, that the lamp is {in the first
place,] the illuminator [or revealer] of the jar, and the Sight [in
the second place,] is the revealer of the lamp,—and something
else makes us aware of #f, and so on.t '

5. Here ends the section regarding the examination of Proof
in general.}

fafe: Sifaa we axes afwfy: <t FwRaat %
AWTHRSRY | SN Gans IR griefa
TR TEAETATAfA W .

« fggrRTY




22 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

SECTION III.

THE EXAMINATION OF THE DEFINITION OF Sznse.

¢. After the examipation of Proof in general, the separate
kinds of Proof having to he examined, the one first enumernted,
vie., Sense, falls to be [first] examined. And, in respeet of this
one, the definition given before [—at B. I. §4—] waa through
its fruif [and not in respect of ilself]:—s0 one oehjects to that
definition of the fruit, as laid down.*

TN SR TG AERgTaAra I R o )

Objection to the definitiom  A4ph. 20.—The definition of Percep-
o Perception. tion [—says the Bauddha—] is unteaable,
because not of the whole [that ought to have been stated] ia
there a statement,

¢. That which hes been given ss the definition of Pereeption,
—viz., its heing what results from the conjunction of a Sense
with its object,—is untenable, ®becsuse it does not state the
whole.” The meaning is this:—of [the species of kmowledge
called] Perception, a definition, made up of its cause [—viz., the
conjunction of & Sense with its object,—] has been laid down:
in this case the insertion [in the definition,] of the totality made
up of the assemblage of causes would prevent the undee exten.
sion [of the definition, to things not intended by it], and this
[enumeration of the whole assemblage of cawses] has mof been
set down, For, ‘not the whole’— i. e., only the fact of being
produced by the conjunction of & Sense with its ohjecs, is set
down [in the definition] ;—but the comjunction of Soul with

* FATTRTATRTCIIAAT RATE FRRe SO
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Mind, {and of the Senses with the Mind,] and 50 on, has nof been
set down ;—and so it {—the definition of Sense—] extends nnduly
to Inferenee &c., seeing that these {also] result from the conjunc.
tion of a Sense-organ [—viz.,, the Mind—] and an Object [—
vi2., the Sonl—] in the shape of that conjunction of Soul and
Mind {-—which is the ‘ non-intimate canse’ of all knowledge what-
socver] :—such is the meaning.*

b, But then, since there may be a doubt that the conjunction
of Soul with Mind is not reslly a cause [of Parception,—in
which case the foregoing objection of the sceptic would go for
nothing], he [the sceptic,] sayst [as follows].

AWAAYT, GIHHETAE WA A R 4

Aw indispeasodle to Per-  Aph. 21.—There is no Perception pro-
cephon. duced in the absence of the conjunction

of the Soul witb the Mind.

a. The conjunction, which takes place with the Mind, of Soul
divided off {from the universal Sonl] by a body,— in the absence of
that [conjunction] sinoe there is no Perception produced,—there-
fore [-—saya the sceptic—on the Naiyfyika’s own principles—] it
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24 THE APHORISME OF THE NYAYA.

is indispensable that the conjunction of Soul and Mind shouid be
one [element in the] cause of Perception [—and so it onght to
bave been recorded in the definition]. ¢The production of
Perception’ is what is here specified; but it is tbe production of
[right] Imowledge [in ary shape] that is meant* [to be impugned
by the eceptic].

. But then [—some one may object to the sceptic—if the
definition is bound to specify everything which is a condition of
the production of Perception, or of knowledge in genersl, them}
Space &c. must be canses of it:—so he propounds this doubtt
[aa follows].

fERUTATITATIESE WEW: I R R

Whether Space &e. ave Agh. 22, —And were it 8o, then also in
causes of Perception. the case of Direction, Bpace, Time, the
Ether, &c., we should find this to be the case, [viz., that these
should he enumerated among the causes of Perception].

a. 8ince there really is, in the case of these also, in a manner,
the relation of priority and posteriority [—these being necessa-
rily antecedent to any cognition, and therefore to be reckoned
among its causes or conditions—], if [you sey that] these are
inoperative, then the same is the case with the thing in gnestion}
[—viz., the conjunction of Soul and Mind, which, however, the
Naiyfiyika cannot regard as inoperative in the matter].
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8. In order to declare the answer in regard to this point, he
says* [as follown].

WHATATETZTNAT AT I R 8 0

Kaowledge im- Aph, 23.—The Soul is ot excluded [—in our
plies Soul. definition of Perception, or any other kind of
knowledge-—], hecause kmowledge is the Sign thereof,

& ‘The Soul is not excluded,’—i, e., is not omitted to be ta-
ken in ms one of the causes. How ?—fbecause knowledge is the
Sign thereof’ Thst of which knowledge is the Sign, is so [—i.
e, is implied as one of the causes in the production of knowledge,
in the shape of Perception or otherwise]; for Knowledge, be-
ing a positive product, estahlishes [the existence of ] a subject of
inherence,—and this {subject of inherence), in the ultimate re-
sart [—when nothing else remains to which we can mssign the
character], is Soul alone; and there is no proof that Space and
the rest are causes [of knowledge] :—such is the import., And
thus it is established, also, by the sense of the terms, that the
conjunction of Mind, with Soul, the Intimate Cause, is the non-
intimate canset [of kmowledge in general).

. Since it may be asked why the non.intimate cause [of
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a5 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

knowledge] is not the conjunction of Soul and Bedy, or the like,
—therefore he states an argument for the preeminence of the
Mind#* [among the joint causes with Soul].

ATE I ATATHAD AR 8 |

The function of the  APh. 24—The Miud {is not excluded, in
ﬂ:fio"; o:f'""’" our estimate of the causes of knowledge], be-

causo that by which we recognise it [—the
Mind—in the case of our cognitions—] is the fact that these
[cognitions] are not simultaneous,

a. The expression is not excluded’ is supplied [from the pre.
ceding aphorism].t

b. It is indispensable that the Mind also be reckoned one of
the canses, becanss, through the conjunction of the Senses and
the Mind, this [Mind] regulates the non.simultanecusness of
cognitions [—acting, in short, the part of A#fention, which is
conversant about only one thought at a time—]; and it is not
by the conjunction of Body with Soul, or the like, that this is
regulated :—such is the import. And thus it is fitting that the
conjunction of the Soul with the Mind should be the non-inti-
nate cause} [of knowledge].
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BOOK II 43, 27

c. The aphorism conveying the tenet. *
werafafaraRfEaian eferia wEw-
Al RY 0

koation of Aph, 25,—And, because of its heing fhe cause
m of Perception, is there separate mention of tho

conjunction of the Sense and the Qbject,

a. ‘ Because of its being Zh¢ cause of Perception,’—i. e., bee
eause of its being s cause peculiar to Perception.t

&, The meaning is as follows. In the aphorism regarding
Perception [B. I, §4], the mention of the conjunction of a Sense
with its Object is not indeed with the view of mentioning the
cause [in all its completeness], in which case the not mentiun.
ipg the conjunction of Mind with Soul &e. would have been
a deficiency ; but it was for the purpose of marking it (by a cha.
racter peculiar to itsel{] : and since, in such a case, it is as proper
to mention a characteriatic consisting of the peculiar cause as
one consisting of the whole aet [of canses], and since the peco-
liar canse [in the case of Perception,] is the coajunction of a
Sense with its Object, it was mentioned separately. The men.
tion was proper, seeing that it constitutes a characteristic, with-
out reference to such things as the conjunction of the Mind with
the Soul, which are canses common} {to all kinds of knowledge
as well as Perception].

o fagmmEEEA

t wmnfafaverm rmaErTCTSTCaET

1 wmwd | naves sfrdefamstfin =
SUfifien daEERRCTER e g
wfwy Tremrfindy | wwe qEMEfzadEE-
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¢. He mentions another way of settling the dispute.®
~ ~ <
gy AAAaT fgaae sfgwafafaw
CiGUREE

i}o:?‘z" defence of the  4ph. 26.—And [the conjunction of the

' Sense and the Object is the principal peca-
liarity in Perception,] hecause the conjunction of & Sense with
its Object is the cause [of knowledge] in the case [even) of those
who are asleep, or whose minds are not attending,

a. © Of knowledge’—is to be supplied.t

&, The fact that the conjunction of a Sense with its Object is
the main thing [in producing Perception], is proved by the pro-
duction of knowledge, quite instantaneously, in the case (even} of
those sleeping and those whose minds were not attending, by the
conjunction of the organ of Hearing with the thundering of a
cloud, for instance ; or by the conjunction of the organ of Touch
with fire, for example.}

¢. He mentions another argument.§
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AYTIL AT WAFAITUH I R0 1

Asoiher reason. Aph. 27.—And by these [conjunctions of Sense
and object] are excluded the [other] kinds of knowledge.

a. The kinds of knowledge [other than Perception] are * ex-
cluded,’—i. e., distinguished,—set aside,—by ¢ these,’—i. e,, the
conjunctions of Sense and Ohject. For the conjunction of Soul
and Mind, or the like, does not exclude ;—for the fact of being
produced thereby is commeon to the other kinds of knowledge
[as well as Perception]. In like manner, the fact also of its re-
sulting from conjunction of a Sense-organ with the Mind would
not serve as the characteristic, because this would uot extend to
the mental* [i. e., to internel intuition, in which casa the Sense-
organ, 8o called, is the Mind itself ;—and the definition of pra-
{yaksha must extend to internal as well as external Perception].

5. He ponders a doubt, with reference to whether the conjunc-
tion of & Sense and its Object is no! the cause [of Perception],
because this may be present unattendedt [by any resultant Per-

ception].
H
FTeAEee L RT )
f:l;ﬁmmﬂﬂdd Pare A;ik. 28.—This is not the cause [of
! eption—some one may perhaps say—),
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3 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

becanse this [Perception] is debarred [in instances where the
conjunction of a Sense with ita Object was present].

a. The meaning is, that [some one may perhaps say that] the
conjunction of a Sense with its Object is not the cause [of Per-
ception}, because, at the time, e. g., of listening to a song, though
there really be the conjunection, e. g., of the Sight and a jar,
the visual parception of it, e, g., is debarred,*.

&, He clears up this doubt.t

ArefariwwTeT | RE |

Solution of the Aph, 29.—Nuy,—it is from the preeminence
puszle. of ihe particular Object.

a. The song, e. g., is heard, because of the engrossingness,—
the desire to attend to it, of some particular object, e, g., the
song ; and because thus the desire of hearing the song is an ob-
stacle, €. g., to {our taking note of j sensations of BHight, and
becanse it ia the absencs of obstacles that brings sbout the effeet ;
and the fact of being the cause belongs to the conjunction of a
Sense with ita Object in cooperation therewitht [—i. e., in co-
operation with the absence of ohstacles] ;—therefore the primi
facie view [here referred to] is not right.
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5. But then [the objector, taking another line of objection,
raay say—] if Perception were a different kind of Evidence (from
the others], the investigation of its definition wonld be fitting,—
bat it is really no such thing :—which doubt he next ponders,*

WA ATARS TAQUTEIGS: t Ro |

B Aether Perccption be wot  Aph,—30. Perception [some one maey
o case of Inference. eay—] is [none other than] Inference,
becanse the apprehension [fo which we give the name,] is through
the apprehending of & part, {which is to us a Bign of the whole].

o. What we regard as a Perception, e. g., the cogmition of s
jar, is an ¢ inforence,’ i. e., 8 conclusion ;—because we apprehend
it after apprehending ‘a part,’ viz., the part in front; and thuas
the cognition, e. g., of a tree, is an inference, because it results
from the cognition of a Sign—{tbis Sign] consisting in the ap-
prehension of & part (of the tree] :—such is the meaning.t

4. He clears up this donbt.}

A HRW  IEAEYEERTA L Y

Perception not g case of . AphA. 81.—Nay,—bhecause by Pereeption
Tnference. is apprehended so much as is so,
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a. That Perception is Inference is not the case,~—that is to
say, 80 far forth as it is & Perception, it is not a Conclusion.*

4. ‘Because so much is apprehended [through Parception]
a8 is 30,/—i. e,, hecause, even by #Aee it is admitted that there
is [really such an) apprehension ; since ¢ 50 much as is 80,"-=i. e.,
some portion or other,—is apprehended by Perception,—i. e, hy
Sense.t

¢. It is to be understood, moreover, that this is but low ground
——{that we bave taken up ;—for we might have argned that] Per-
ception eimply is not excluded [by your argument to prove its
being a case of Inference], because it {~-your argnment—] does
not exclude Sounds, Odours, &e.,{ [—which are apprebended, by
Sense, in their totality,—though the ohjects of Sight wight, at
first aight, seem to afford a handle to the objector, by being sp-
prehended through the apprebension of a par?].

d. He censures, moreover, [as follows,] even the assertion that
the cognition of a tree or the like, is a case of Inference.§
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BOOK 1. §4. a3

4 tking i perovived, vhes  Aph, 32,—And there ia not [—.-i.n the
apert of W isperosioed. e 6. g., of the cognition of a tree
-] the apprehension [merely] of a part,—because that which is
made up of the parts [—i. e., the whole—1] is a reality.

¢. fAnd not,’~i, e,, neither.*

& Neither is it proper, moreover, to say that there is the ap-
prebension of a part only [—in the case, e. g., of a tree’s being
apprehended by vision-—],—~* hecause that which is made up of the
parta is a reality’—i, e., because what is made up of the parts is
[there] ; so that, at the time of the perception of the part, the
perception of that aleo which is made up of the parts is not ex-
cluded,—inasmuch as there is the conjunction of the Sight with
#f also [—that which is in conjunction with & part, being, even
thereby, in conjunction with that to which the part pertains—]:
—such is the import.t [See the Tarks-sangreha, {47.]

¢. Here ends the Section on the Examination of Perception.}

SECTION 1V,

An TO WHAT I8 MNANT BY 4 WHOLE.

d. He begins a section on the suhject of {& whole, or] ¢ what
is made up of parts’ (avayavin)—for there is pertinency in his
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34 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

analysing this [conception] with a view to establisking the res-
gon [to be no fiction, which was essigned in $32, viz.},  because
what is made up of parts is a reality,’*

qraareaafafa TR | k1

Phether thera be gny . Aph. 88.—[Porhaps some one will say}
wholes. there is a doubt as regards * what is made up
of parts,” because it requires to bo proved [that there is anything
to which the name of ¢ a whole’ is appropriate].

o. The meaning is this :—-there is a doubt in regard to * what
is made up of parts,’-— because it raquires to be proved,’—i. e.,
pecanse that is pot a reality ;—that is to say, the reason alleged,
vis,, ‘because what is made vp of parts ie a reality,’ is incompe=
tent because doubtful.t

4. And, es regards this, it is impossible that ¢ what is made up
of parts’ should be one,—because there may belong to it contra-
dictory characters, in the sbape, for instance, of shaking and not
shaking, redness and not redness, hiddenness and unhiddenness.
To explain:—as far as regards the branches, a shaking, and again,
as far as regards the trunk, the absence thereof, is beheld [in a
tree] ; aund it is impossible that there should exist simultaneous-
ly, in one and the same thing, a conple of contradictory charac-
ters, Therefore parts alone are snoh [—i. e., are realities—},.
and not any cther thing ¢ made up of the parts,’—for there is no
evidence} [in support of the latter].
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BOOK IL ¢4. 88

¢. In like munner is this to be gathered from observing that a
cloth, of which a part s reddened by safflower, is not red as ra.
gards the ends (which were not dipped into the dye],~—and so
too from observing that, as far as regards the surface {presented
to va], &c., a thing is not hidden [—-while it 4 hidden as regards
its other parts] :-—such is the prima facie view of the Bauddhaa.
And here the priméd facie sphorisms of the Beuddhas, and the
things penned hy the author of the Pdrtika, are not written, for
fear of prolixity.”

d. The aphorism containing the tenet.t

CLIoR L GECE R R

Proof that there are  Aph. 34 —Were wholes unreal, everything
wholes. would be imperceptible.

a. If the whole { ‘made up of parts’] were not a reality,
all its qualities, actions, &c., would be imperceptible; and thus
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a8 THE APBORIBMS OF THE NYAYA.

even & thing’s being shaking or not shaking, red or not red,
wounld not be perceptible,—becausc these [characters,—according
to the objector,—] belong to the Atoms [or absolutely small
* parts’ of things], and the [indispensable] condition of percep-
tion ia bulk,* [—which does not belong to Atoms].

b, Hc; statea another reason.t

Vircicrticrecd RLE

Another Apk, 35.—And [there must be ¢wholes,’] bhecaunse
proof- holding and pulling are [—only on that supposition—]
reasonable,

a. A whole is something other than the parts [of which the
whole is made up], because, it being s0, the holding and pulling
[of maases] involves no absurdity ;—while, were it the fact, on
the other hand, that ouly heaps of Atoms exist [—constitnting
no wholes—], then it would not be the case [—as, however, it
is—] that, by bolding a part, we hold the whole, and, by pulling
a part, we pull the whole :—such is the meaning.{

4, You must not ssy this, [—with well-intentioned but misdi-
rected real—] that that, *As, by the [“There are such things
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BOOK II. §4. a7

as wholes] because then this (pulling, &c.] is reasonable,’ as, by
the pulling of the boat, the person standing in the boat is pulled,
—and as, by the holding of the pitcher, the curds in the pitcher
is held /"—{you must not say this,] because it is altogether in
virtue of a peculiar conjunction [——quite different from that of &
boat and the person standing in it—] that the relation of parts
and whole, or its absence, comes to exist. Therefore, holding
that only the previously assigned argument [io §33,])is the proper
one, he [the author], pondering the solution in respect of this
matter offered by some one elso, condemns it* [as follows].

SaramfEafefasaat fraaegam 1 4§ 1

4 ible . -
plawsible arpw-  Aph, 36, —If [any one should say] it is like

the case of an army, or a forest, [we reply
that] it is not so,—because Atoms are supersensual.

a. If [any one says], though a very distant man, or single tree,
or the like, is imperceptible, yet, as an army, or a forest, or the
like [aggregate of thinga separntely imperceptible], is perceived,
—4a0 too, though a single Atom be imperceptible, a collection of
them, in the shape of a jar for example, may be perceptible,—
[wo reply, that] this too is not so,~*because Atoma are soper-
semnsual.’ What ia meant is this, that, since Zuwlk is the [indis-
pensable] coundition of Perception, the perception of an army, or
a forest, or the like, is fitting [—inasmuch aa the constituents of
the aggregate have bulk themselves—] ; but not [so is it] in the
case of Atoms, becanse these have no bulk.t
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a3 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

5. Here ends the section on the examination of ¢ wholes’.¥

SECTION V.
Tar Derixition or INFERZINCE EXANINED.

¢, Since this is the proper plece for it, in order to test [the
definition of] Iuference, whose turn has arrived, he states a pri-
mi facie view.t

Y
IRWIATRRRAT IR AAEaE-
ATTA | RO |
The evidence of Infer- Aph. 37 —[Bome one may say that] In.
emee : ference is no Proof, because it wanders

away in the case of (1) the embankment, (2} the damage, and
(3) the likenesa.

a. That Inferemce is of three kinds, has been stated already
[B. L §6]. If the [whole] three kinda of this be proved not to
be the causes of right knowledge, it will be settled, by the sense
of tbe terms, that Inference ia no Proof ;—in reliance upon which,
this} [is propounded which is propounded in the aphorism].
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BOOK II §5. ¥

5. Infevence,~admitted to Aave the character of inference,—
is no ¢ Proof’,—L & no canse of right knowledge,—because of the
fact that the resson [assigned in amy case of inference] is one
that wanders away,* [and presents itself where what it ought to
certify is not found to accompany it].

¢. Among these three kinds [of Inference, thus all alike im.
pugned,] he exhibits the wandering away [of the Sigr from the
thing signified] hy saying ¢ throngh the damming up,’ &c.t

d. [According to the objector,] the inference of rain, &s tri=
partitely exemplified,~from the swelling of the river, the carry-
ing off of their eggs by tbe ants, and the screaming of the pea.
eocks,—cannot be, [—i. e. canuot be an absolutely certain means
of right knowledge,—) because thare may be & disjunction [be~
tween the Sign and the thing signified], inssmuch as the swell.
ing of the river may have depended on the dsmming up of the
river,—and the ants’ carrying away their eggs may have result-
ed from their nest's having been damaged,—and the sound like
the voice of a peacock may have been uttered by a man.}

e. He clears up this donbt.§
- <
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BOOK 1I. §6. 41

you imagine, that the recognition of a Sign has reference to the
three times [-—past, present, and future,—see B, 1. §5], because,
since there is no present,—because there is neither past mor fu.
ture, the oomception of which is dependent on that [—i. e., on
the present, which is a nonentity}, the receptivities—in the shape
of the triad of times—do not exist ;—so0, with reference to this,
commaencing s section for the examination of time present, he
[~—in the character of the objector—) demurs to time present.*

YT Ger; gffeafararRraETn: | 28
The soeptic desies ime  Aph. 88.—There is no present time [—
proeat says the sceptic—], because, of a thing fall.
ing, we can demonstrate [only] the time through which it hu
fallen and that throngh which it has to fall.

@, ‘There is no present time,’—i. e,, there is no kind of time
other than past and future. He explaina this, saying © of a thing
falling,’ &c. Of a thing falling, a fruit for instance, there is the
distance fallen, a certain space, the limit of which is the tree;
and theve is & certain distance to be fallen through, the limit of
which is the ground ; hut there is no concernment also with a pre.
sent :—sueh is the import.t
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T THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA,
& He clears up this doubt.*
™ -, L3 e
* WRTCUTAT THATATHIE ATUNETAL 8 o |
Proof that thers mast be . Aph. 40.,—Those two also [vix., the past

Gome present. and fature] would not be, if the present
were not; becanse they are relative to it.

&, If the preeent were not, then ¢ those two,’~the past snd the"
fature, would also not be ;— because they are relative to it,'—i.,
e, because what is meant by being poat is the being the coun-
tarpart to the destruction of thoe present; and becamse what is
mwant by being foture is the being the eonnterpart to the ante-
eadent non-existence of the present :—wsach is the import.t

3. But then (the sceptic may rejoin that], since those two are
wbstantinted just by their mutual relation, they have no rela-
tian to & (needlesaly postulated] present :—therefore he says :}—

Lininiocnenio oty it KA

Pist ndf-hrc ot imme-  Aph. 41.—The past and fature are not
! i substantiated by mutunal reference,

c. 'I'hatutouy, because this would be a casa of mutual de.
pendency,§ (—or of reasoning in a eircle].
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BOOK Il §6. L}

b. What were the loss [—enquires the sceptic—] if ‘these two
also [~past time and future—] did not exist? Therofore he
states another argument.*

TR T w4 R

T
Proof that thereis s ApA.. 43.—Were there no present, there
prrovent. would be mo coguition of anything, because
perception would be impossible. :

& If there wers no present, perception could not take place,”
bacanse tims present is the receptivity of perception. For this
resson he [Udayanfchfeys] says, “By the sight, &e. i apple-
hendsd what is adapted [to the sense], and present [in timel.”
And if there were no perception, there would be ne ‘ cognition,’
—ar knowledge,—of anything; because the other kinds of know
ledge have their root in perception :—such is the import.¢

&, But then (the sceptic may say}, if what is meant by being
past is the being the counterpart of the destruction of tha pre.,
sent [—see §40, 6—], and what is meant by the being futare,-
the being the counterpart of the antecedent nomn-existence of the
present, them, ia the case of & jar which exists only in the pre.
sent, bow comes the notion It was black, and [-—after hakingt
to the kiln—] it will be red 7’ To this he replies.}
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41 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYATA.
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How a thing pressst may e 4uh, 48 ]t (—the jar—] may be
2?:?:3:"'“"““*’ conceived in both waye [—i.e., both

as past and future,—] becsnse the facts
ofhmgbmmdemdofhmngtahe made, are couceivabde
[in respect of its past and future qualities].

'a, That is to say,—xince, of the black and red colours, for ex-
‘ample, of a jar or the like, though this exist anly in the preseat,
the facta of having been made and of having to be made, i. e
the facts of their being past and future, are conceivable, there-
fore the jar or the like also may he spoken of as past or Jfutmre,
through its being connected medistaly® [—with the past and the
future, through its past and future qualities].

b, Here ends the section on the examination of time present.t

SECTION VII.

Tae Exaxinariox or TEE Proor paawy yzou Lixznzes.
¢. Now, as the occasion presenta itself, in order to test [the
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BOOK 11. 4. 5

pertinency of the definition of] the ‘ Proof drawn from Likenees’
repamdna}, he sets forth a prima facie view, as follows.*

wAPTTAw TR TR AT ) 8 8 0

‘e Proef from il Aph, 44.—An argument from Likeness is not
most ojected {0 eabstantisted either through complets, consi.
derable, or partial ximdlarity.
- It wea stated [at B. L §6], that [the proof called] Compari.
son fupasiine) srises from a previowsly known similarity, This
{aoconding to the sceptic] is not right, becanse [as regards the
mattér in question] similarity will not suit, whether it be com-
plete, considerabie, or alight, For, on the ground of complete
similarity, it is never argued that “ A cow is like a cow ;* nor, on
the ground of considerable similarity, that ¢ A buffalo is like &
cow ;* nor, on the ground of there heing some mimilarity, that
¢ A mustard.seed is like mount Mern.” And the comparstive
proof drawn from déssimilarity is in like manner to be refased
admission, becanse similaridy impliss this in addition.t

é. Ho clears np this donbt.} |
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%6 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

afwr gy

Riply tothe  Apk. 45.—Since an argument from Likeness i
sijeckios.  cubetantisted throwgh previously known similarity,

4. ‘ Previously lmown’—[or, as it may be explained, diffe-
rently from the way in which it is explained woder B, L. {8~—]
that similarity which is Imown, és & Aigh depres [—as likeness o
s cow exiats, in the Bos Gavaens, in & high dogres} as conteadie-
tingunished from a buffalo or the like,—since the knowledge of
this is the instrumental cause of 1 ¢ concluston from ressmblnee’
fupamiti), there is no fault, [suck as the seoptic objests to ws].
And the similsrity consists in this or that [-—e. g., shape colowr,
sise, &e., &c.], sccording as the ease may he, &o.®

é. He states, ma a doubt, the opivion of the Vaijeshitas [—ap~
parently, therefore, anterior o himeslf—] that there is no other
kind of Proof, mch as the ‘ arguament from resemblance,’ since
the end is attained by ¢ Inference,’t [of which this is only a case].

werqurefa: 1€

Aph. 48.~{The case is not different from or-
dinary Inference,] because it is [—like any
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'BOOK 1. §7. - 47

other case of Inference—] an establishing of the unperceived by
means of the perceived.

& ‘By mesns of the perceived,—i. e., hy the species of re-
whlmmtoaeow,-—-unoe there is [nothing else than] an infers
emeca of what nnperceived [animal] is meant by the word Bos
Gavaens,—there is no other proof auch as Comparison.*

5. He replies to this.t

TR TS AT TSAIATG TRI: 48 0

How Comparison differs Aph. 47 —TItia notmmpaetofanot
Srom Inference. Gavagus unperceived—that wo seo the need
of *the recognition of Likeness’ (upamdna/ as the instrument:
of right knowledge.

a, That is to eay,—it is not in respect of what is ‘ unperceived,’
—i. @., not perceived inasmuch as it is {in relation to us only as]
something possessed of a Sign fvydpya)-—([which Bign, say, is
pereeived | ,—sinoe #Aatf [we grant you) wonld be a ease of Ina
ference,—that we see * the need of #Ais as the instrument of right
knowledge,’—i. e., the subserviency of ¢ the recognition of Like-
ness’ to right Imowledge.

5, Or the meaning is,—we do not regard aa & case of Infer.
eride the ohject of the evidence called Comparison,—that right
knowledge,—vis., the right knowledge due to Comparison,~‘in
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" THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

respect of the Bos Gavaeus,’—i. o., in respect of what belongs
to the Bos Gaveeus,—vis., that ‘unperceived thing,’—i. e, the
fact of being what is meant by the word Bos Gavaews. The im-
port is, {that this is not a esse of Inference,] becauso there is not
the knowledge of ‘constant sttendedness,’* [—which,—see the
Torka-sangraka,—is what constitutes anything a Sigm from
which alone something else can be said to be inferred].

¢. But then [it may be objected]-—let it be granted that the
kmowledge of ‘ constant attendedness’ is indispensable (to Infer-
ance ;—have we not it here also #]—s0, with reference to this, he
states another argument.t

Ao TgTATTE TR I ) $ %

m‘:w. Aph. 48.—Tt is not the casa that it is not different
‘M {from Inference], becaunse, through the compendi.
ous expresdon * 8o, it is settled that there is [s special kind of
evidence called] the ¢ Argument of Likeness’.

. It is not the case that the * recognition of Likeness’ is not
different from the ‘recogmition of a Bign ;' —becauso, ‘ through
the compendious expression ‘So,’—i. e., from the information
that “ A2 is a cow, #0 is a Bos Gavaeus,”-—it is settled by the
¢ Argunment of Likoness,’—i. e., the ¢ conclusion from Likeness’
fepamiti) in settled, in dependence on the ¢ Argument of Like-
nesy’ fupamdag). And in like manner it is settled hy conscious-
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BOOK 11. ¢8. : »

pess thist the ¥ conclasion from likeneas’ is dependent on & know.
ledge of likeness, without reference to any knowledge of *con.
stant attendedness’ "Moreover, we do not say [—ih the case of
the recoguition of the Bos Gavaeus—] “1 infer” - /anuminomd),
bat *“I conclude from its likeness [to a cow}” fupaminomi) :—and’
s0 it in impoatihle that the ¢ conclusion from likeness,” thus rigo-
roualy ascertained [to be a specifically separate species of evi-
dence), should be redargued :--such is the import.*

«

"8, Hereends the section on the examination as to whethar'
the € Argument of Likenésy’ be a [separate] kind of evidénce.t -

SECTION VIII.
ExaMINATION oF VEaparL EvIDENCE [N GENERAL.

¢. With a view to testing [the pertinency of the definition of }
verbal evidence, which presents itself next in order, he states a
prim4 facie view, as follows.}

TR SRR |88
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50 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

A doult whether testimony Apﬁ- 48.—Verhal evidenee [—perhap&
be other evidence thas Is- some one will say—] is & case of infer-
Jerence. ence, because the thing, inasmuch s it
is not perceived, must [—if known at all—] be inferred.

a. The complete sense is,—that verbal evidence consists in the
*recogpition of a Sign,’ so that its consequent ‘ knowledge de-
rived from verbal evidence’ (fdbda-bodha) is an inference. And
thus verbal evidence is, as & species of Sign, the instrumental
canse of inferences,—becanse ‘the thing’ revealed by verbal
evidence, as it is not ‘ perceived,—i. e., is not an object of per-
ception,—must be one inferred, And so the import bere is, that
‘knowledge derived from verhal evidence’ is an inference,—either
becanse its ohject is unperceived, or because it is different from
what is perceived *

4. Ho mentions another reason,t [iﬁ'support of the primd

facie view], _
sygHTEwRAEm I Y e |

Aph, 50.—[Knowledge derived from verbal evi-
dence in not other than an inference,] because
the apprehension (in the two cases] is uot of two kinds,

a. *The apprebension,’—wbether rega.rde.d under  the charac-
ter of verbal evidence, or regarded as an inference. ‘ Because it
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" BOOK II §8. 51

is mot of two kinds,’—or is not engaged in two ways.” {Hence}
to be an inference, and to be the result of verbal evidence, is not
to be two [separate] kinds of things ;—becanse, inasmuch as it
is as a species of Sign, that a word conveys knowledge, it [—rvis.,
knowledge resulting from verbal evidence—), being like know.
ledge resulting from any other Sign, ia not generically different.*

4. He states another reasont [in support of the primé facie
view.]

g LV}

Aph. 51.—And [knowledge derived from verbal
evideuce is not other than an inference] because
of the counsction [between the Sign and the thing siguified,
which is the same in the case of words and in that of other
Sigus].

a. * Because of the connection,’—i. e., supplying the ellipsis,
—bhecanse of the invariahle concomitancy recognised, For a
word conveys information inasmuch as it has reference to an ap-
pereeption of invariahle concomitancy [between word and mean-
ing, just soch as exists, in the case of inference, hetween Bigu
and thing signified]. Hence knowledge derived from verhal
evidence is an infarence :—such is the import.}
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2 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

. The aphoriam conveying the temet {of the NyAya, on this
paint, here follows].*

WHTIR AT T € 4R

L Aph, 52.—There is reliance on the mat-
Reply to the odjechion. o o+ evidenced by words, through the virtue
of the enunciation of one worthy [to be trusted.]

a, ‘Of one worthy,’—i. e., of one devoid of error, &ec.;—
what ‘enunaistion,’—i. e., verbal evidence ;—what °virtne'
there ie in that,—viz., the fact of being qualified by ‘grammatical
coherency’ fdkdnkshd), * adaptation of means to cnds’ (yogyaid),
&c. [—sce the Tarka-sangraka; §70]—from thist [it is, that we
mesan that certainty may be arrived at].

b. “ By verbal evidence I inow this,”—such is the phrase,—
but not “I infer.”’}

¢, He declares further, that a word and its meaning are not
connected§ {as in the physically established relation of Sign and
thing signified].
AqqITY '-'IIZ'HﬂTWﬁQ EAEWE I LR
The sonae thﬁl- Aph. '53.—-.1\11& there ie no {invariable]
connection {between the sound and the

thing meant], because we do not find filling, burning, and eplit--
ting, [to accompany the words food, fire, and hatcbet),

* fermER
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a. The thing is not connected with the word ;—i. e., there is
no constant attendedness [of the word by the thing]. He states
the reason, saying, ‘ filling,’ &c. If a word were constantly at-
tended hy what is meant by it, then by the words ¢ food,’ ¢ fire,’
and ‘ hatchet,” there should be a filling of the mouth,—a burning
of the mouth, and a splitting of the mouth,—because, since
[—on the hypothesis—] the word, vis., the thing constantly ac-
companied, is present, the thing also, vir., the food, &c., must
be there also.*

é. How then,—does a word acquaint us even with a thing wo?
connected with it? Were it so, then more things than enough
would present themselves ;—s0 he ponders this doubt.t

TRIHTGAEHAGE: 2 8t

:-;d:-bdmmd Aph. 54,—Bince there is a special alloca.
tion of words to meanings, [some one may

suppose that] there is no negation [of their being mutually con.
nected ; just as, in physics, are the Sign and the thing signified].
a. * There is no negation,’—i. e., it is not to he denied that
there is a relation between sonnd and sense ;— since there in a
special allocation of words to meanings ;—for only some one
word denotes some one thing,—not every one everything, And.
since it is agreed that in this way there is a connection, constant
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2] THE APHOBISMS OF THE NYAYA.

attendedness also is necessary throngh that conrection ;—and
that connection does not [-—nevertheless—] necessitats the fill-
ing of the mouth [when the word ¢ food’ is uttered), &c :—such
is the import* [of the doubt].

4. He replies.t

A gAfaNTERTIeAmaE t Y |

Aph. B5.~Nay,—for it is through its be-
_ ing conventionally qnalified that the mean-
ing of & word is understood.

This point determined.

¢. In my opinion also words and meanings are not without
their allocation [each to each]; for they heve a relstion in the
shape of power, since the word is conventionally qualified to call
np the meaning which belongs to it,—i. e., it is dependent on
our appreheneion of the power [~—else the word calls up nothingj.
And this is not [a case of ] constent attendedness, because ZAaf
is dependent on the relation which [—not conventionally but
physically—] determines the [actmal] conditiona [of things}
Sach is the import.}
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No M:‘c} cl:mhon bet- Aph. 56,—And (& word is not nafu-
R SOURE ARG srtsc. rally connected with its sense], because
it is not restricted to [the denotation of ] any particular species,

g. There 15 no natural connection of any sound with any
sense, ‘ because it is not restricted to any particalar species,’—
i. €., becanse we see that & word has not [—in the month of
every one—] one [and the seme] determinate sense.®

5. For, by the word yava, the Hindia understand & kind of
long-awned {grain], but the harbarians panic-seed. But if
there were & restriction [of each word to one and the same
meaning], every one would understand every one [in the same
senpe aa his neighbourj. But this is & matter of chance [—that
two persons, of different countries, shonld use a word in the
same sense]; because, even in the case of there heing several
powers [assigned to a word in & given language] in whichever of
the senses each one understands it, that is the meaning of it
which presents itself to him.t

¢. Here ends the section on the examination of [the perti-
nency of the definition of ] verbal evidence in general.}

qEHn | 7Y g M ETHRTRET -
fafavwm

* YEGA 9% 7 ERfeE: g AfnfEane
sFraaTe | TREEATERE T TATA |

+ vﬁtﬁmwrﬁﬂ‘qyﬁi}wwﬁwﬁﬂm
wxfafm) foo® e g% wAteT) wOEAed
wumﬁmwmmml

1 AT TR RIS CEH |




56 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

BECTION IX.

ExAMINALTION OF THE VARIETIEN OF VERBAL EVIDENCA,

d. It was stated [—B. L §8-—] that verbal evidence is of two
sarts, sccordingly as it hes reference to the seen or to the un-
seen; and, of these, with & view to try [the pertinency of the de-
finition of ] that verhal evidence, vis., the Veda, which has refer-
ence to the unseen, he states the primi facie view.*

AN TATEATRA A TITNERATS: | |9 )

Anthority of the Veda Aph, b7.~-That [-—vis.,, the Vedo—] is
questioned. no instrument of right knowledge, because
of ita fanlta of untruth, self-destructiveness, and tautology.

a. That verbal evidence, which ia other than what has refor.
ence to the seen, vis., the Peda, is no instrument of right know-
ledge. Why? Becanse it has the faclts of untruth, &c.t

b. And among these [fanlts of the Veda], there is antruth ;
because when the sacrifice for the sake of a son, or the like, has
been made, we sometimes see that the fruit is not prodoced.f

¢. ¢ Self-destructiveness’ in a contradiction between a prior and
a subsequent [enunciation]. For example,— “ Let him sacrifice
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when it is rieen;” [and agein] “ Let him sacrifice when it has
not risen.,’*

d. The aphorism conveying the tenet.t

LR 5
| mﬂrﬂaagumq P YT
How the Aph, 58.—Nay,— [the default of the
Veda fuil to be fu fruit is not in consequence of the untruth-

folness of the Veda, but it comes] from some disqualification in
the performance, in the operator, or in the instruments,

¢. It is not the case that the Veda is no instrument of right
knowledge, hecause the absence of the fruit arises € from some
disqualification in the performance, in the operator, or in the
instruments.’ Disqualification *in the performance,’ i. e., in
the [sacrificial] act, consists in its not heing according to rule,
&c. Disqualification € in the operator,’ consists in his not being
8 learned man, &c. Disqualification *in the instruments,’ i. e.,
in the butter, &c., consists in their not being [duly] sprinkled,
&c. For if the fruit were awanting when the thing was done as
directed, then [indeed] there would be a case of untruthfulness ;
—bunt it is not so :—such is the import.}
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58 THE APHORISME OF THE NYAYA.
é. He repels {iha charge] of Self-destructiveness,*

- o R
wgu FTERE rwagAr i & |
Consisiency of the Veds  Aph. 59.—{There is no incensistency,]

ed though you might allege the charge in res-
pect of a different time from that which was intended,

«. Supply—* there is no self-destrnctiveness.”’+

& There is no self-destructiveness [implied in the two appa=-
rently contradictory injunctions], though yon might allege the
charge aforesaid if, at the time of taking the fire, having intend-
ed, i. e., having agreed upon, the sacrifice after suarise, for ex-
smple, ome were to perfornr the aacrifice before sunriss, or the
hke :—such is the meaning.{

¢. He repels [the cbarge of | tantology.$
~ =~
FAARMIET L § 0 0

lamuo‘z;';?:;““ tobe  A4ph. 60.—And [—the Veda is not clurge-
' shle with tautology, though things are re-

#erated in it~} since re-inculcation is suitabla.
8. The “and” here has the sense of “again” ¢8ince re-
inculeation is snitable,” again, there is no tautology. For it iy
when tbere is no motive [for the reiteration] that reiteration is a

fanlt.|
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3. He declares that the ofildty of re-inenleation = a settled
point in the world.%

TR TETearA | £X 0

Re-incaleation Aph. 681.—And becanse the utility is aduitted
nat werdles. of this division of discourse.

a. *Pocause the utility iz admitted,” i. e., hecause it is agreed,
—supply “ by the learned,”—that there is & motive,—¢of this
division of discourse,’ i. e., of discourso divided [from the other
species of discourse] hy the character of re.incyleation. For the
learned, having divided discourse according to the distinctions
of enactive, re-inculeative, &c., Liold that the re.inculeative also
bas its reasons. So is it in the case of the Veda:—such is the
import.t

&, He shows the division of discourse in the case of tha
Veda.}

fratrrmaressafafasoma 1 £

Discourse  Apk. 62.—DBecause speech is distributed ioto in-
divided junction, persuasion, and re-inculcation.

& Through the distinetion of hymn fmarira) and ritual forih.
mapa, the veda is of two sorts, Of these, this division [—rvis.,
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60 THE APHORISMB OF THE NYAYA.

that stated in the aphorism—] helougs to the ritual portion,
Because the Veda is ‘ distributed,” 1. e., divided, accordingly as
the apeech is an injunction, or as the speech is one of persuasion,
or aa the apeech is one of re-inculeation. Or,—*because it ia
distnhuted,’—i. e, because of the distinetion ;—and so, through
the distinetion of injunction, &c.,—supply ** the ritnal-portion is
tripartitely divided.'*

4. Among these he states the characteristic of en injunction
rvidhi).t

<
fafufauras: 1 €20
An infunction what. Aph. 63.—An injunction is that which
- enjoins,
a. An injunction is a apeech in which there is articulated en

affix indicative that something is the means of good :—e. g., * Lot
him that desirea Paradise perform the fire-sacrifice.”’}

b, * Persuasion’ (arthavdda)is the setting forth of the end, i.
e., of the motive ;—that is to say, it is a speech intended to com-
mend the ohject of an injunction. Fora persuasive speech, hy
means of laudation, &c., commends the object of en injunction
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with a view to our quickly engaging® [in the performance of the
ceremony enjoined].

¢. With reference to this, he divides Persuasion according to
the distinction of Landation, &c.t

wfafaer st Tome sodEe: 1 €8 0

Topics of per- Apk. 64.—Leudetion, - Blame, Warning, and
Fuanos. Prescription,—such are [the topics of ] Persuasion.

a. Laudation fstwfi/ is speech directly calculated to commend
the purpose of an injunction.}

5. Blame (nindd) is that which urges the motive of the injunc.
tion by means of acquainting us with the undesirahle§ [conse.
quences of neglecting it].

¢. Warning /pars-kriti) is the mentioning of something mutu-
ally opposed to what belonged to some partienlar person,|| [—and
which “act of that other,” as having led to bad consequences,
ought to serve as a warning],

d, Prescription (purdkalpa) implies the mention of something
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62 THE APIIORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

a8 having been handed down by tradition,* [and commended
by tbis “ conjecture of its antiquity™].

¢. He etates the characteristic of re-inculcationt fanuodds).

fafufafgremaeaaqaz: e 4 1

Aph. 65.—Re-ineulcation is the mention.
ing subsequently of what has been enjoined
by en injunction.

Re-inculeation whal.

a. The mentioning ‘subseqnently,” i. e. afterwards, of what
bas already presented itself, with a motive [for the reiteration], is
Re-inculeation :—such is the generic character. Its peculierity in
[its being the reitcration] “ of what has been enjoined by an in.
junction ;’—that is to say, there is the re-inculeation of the in-
junction, and the re-inculcation of what was enjoined.}

. And tbis division of Persuasion and of Re-inculeation belongs
to paesages which are enounced as injunciions ;—therefore, though
it does not include tbeological passages, which are in the shape
of stafemenis of fact, there is no defect.§

¢, He ponders a doubt.|
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B 4 flea = -
ArERTARRFAaTY: wRnaraT 1 €€
Whether Re-inculeation  dph. 66.—[Perhaps some one will say,]
differ from Tautology:  there is no difference between Re-inculca-

tion and Tautology, because what presents itsell [in either case)
is a repetition of some expresaion,

a. That is to say, Re-inculecation is not different from Tauto-
logy; becanse ‘what presents itself,’ i. e. what there really is
[in the one case as in the otber] is a ‘repetition of some expres-
sion,’ i. e, a repetition, or employment over again, of an ex-
pression, the sense of which has been already communicated.*

4. He clears up tbhis donht.t

THAaATuL TEgEETE faga: 1 §o1

Re-inculcation not

Remouicats Aph. 67.—S8ince there is a re-employment,

Like the instruction to go faster, it [—viz., re-
inculcation—) does differ {from mere reiteration].

a, It is not the cmse that Re.inculeation does not differ from
reiteration ; ‘since there is a re-employment,’ i. e., since there
s a motive for the re-employment. He stotes an illustration of
this,~—asaying ‘fester,” &c. As in the world, after having said
“ go on,” one sRys over again “go on, go on,” &e., for the pur.
pose of eignifying that there should be no delay in the action, or
the like,—so0 is it in the case in question.}
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44 THE APOORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

4. Having thus repelled what would go to prove that it [—vix ,
the Veda—] ia no instrument of right knowledge, he demon-
strates that it és an instrument of right knowledge.*

AAGATTH ANATEATIIATEIR 1 €=

ﬂ;ﬁﬂ} _{: f}’;:dam- Aph. 68.—And the fact of its being a

" cauwse of right knowledge, like the bymns
and the medical science, followa from the fact that the fit one
[who gave the Veda] was & source of right knowledge.

a. Since a fit person, a maker of Veda [—i. e, of knowledge
—], is a cause of right knowledge,—i. e., ia a teacher of what
ia true, it may be gathered from the sense of the terms that the
Veda was delivered by such s one. By means of this reason it
is to be inferred that the Veda is a camse of right knowledge.
He states an example in respect of this—*like the hymns and
the medical science.” A hymn [or spell] counteracts poison, &e.,
and a portion of the medical acience exists in the Veds. Since
these, by universal consent, are held to be causes of right know.
ledge, by means of this example, in so far forth as anything is
Veda, its being a cause of right knowledge is to be inferred.+
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8. Some [explain it otherwise, and these] say :—-that is [—in
accordance with the etymology called] Peds where the fact of
being a cause of right kyowledge is found, or admitted ;—and by
its having such character of I'eda, the fact of its being a cause’
of right knowledge is to be inferred.*

c. Here ends the section on the examination of the varieties
of verbal evidence.t

d. So much for the first daily portion, entitled “The Exdmi.
nation of Proof and its Subservients, without reference to the
examination of its division,” in the commentary, on the Apho-
rivms of the Nydys, composed by the venerable Viawandtha
Bhattfchérys.}

THE SECOND DIURNAL PORTION.

e. Now the examination of Proof with reference to its divi.
sion ; and this it is that is the matter of this Diurnal Portion.
And in this there are four sections. Among these there is, in
the first place, the section of the enquiry whether they be four;
and the others will be mentioned in their several places, Omn
this point [—of the kinds of evidence being four—] we have an
aphorism of objection.§
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SECTION X,

Ox THE QUESTION WHETHESR THE KINBS OF EVIDENCE iARR
FOUR IN NUMBER.

B

# WA fagrmfAeRTHETETETA L § 0
Whether bf:e kindsof  Aph, 69.—[The Miménseka will say—}
¢ be Jour. they are not four (only], beoanse Rumour,
Conjecture, Probability, and Non-existence, are (also] caunses of

right knowledge.

a. The kinds of evidence are mnot four’—-i, e., the fact of
being & cause of right knowledge is not invariably attended by

the fact of being one or other of the set of four aforesaid {—eee
B. I. §3—]; hecause it belongs to others than those stated.®

5. In regerd to this, he explains how it belongs to others, eay-
ing * Rumour’ &e, A rumour /aititya) is what is expreased in
this way—* thus indeed people say,” &c. For it is an assertion
which has come from one to another, without any first assertor
being indicated :—for example, “In every Bengal fig-tree there
is a goblin,” end the like. And this is not incladed under ver-
bal evidence, because there is no certainty of its having been
declared (in the first instance,)] by one worthy [of credit] :—such
ja the import.t
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¢. Conjectura farthdpat!i) ie, from a thing unaccoumted for, the
imagining the prodncer of it; for example, from rain, the know-
ledge of [thers having been] clouds. Since the cloud is not in
the same place with the rain, this is not an instance of ¢onstant
attendedness ; and therefore the case does not fall under the head
of Inference.*

d. Probahility feambhava) is knowledge depeudent on frequent
coneomitancy, For example:—* it is probable that there ia
learming in & Brihman,”—*it is probable that among a thousand
there are a hundred.’” And bere there is no reference to con-
stant attendedness [—which would bring the case under the
head of Inference--] ;~~snch is the impart.t

e. But [the proof from] Non-existence is, in dependence on the
knowledge of the nbsence of one opposite, [out of two], the con-
jectaring of the other opposite :—for example, on our knowing
that tho ichneumon is absent, the eonjecturing of the ichnen.
mon’s adversary, the snake. Here also there is no reference to
constant attendedness :—such is the mpart.}
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J. Or the import may be, that [the proof from)] Non-existence
is, from the knowledge of the alsemce of the cause &ec., the
{coasequent] knowledge of the absence of the effect &ec.; for it
is only constant attendedness belonging to something positive
that is subservient to frference.*

g. The aphorism conveying the tenet.t

7% HAgEamRERTA@ sia e
WA ARG TETR G | 9o |

The kinds of evidence wot  Aph, 70.—Since Bumour is nothing
wmore than four. else than verbal evidence, and since Con-
jecture, Probahility, and [the argument from] Non.existence, are
nothing else than Inference, there is no opposing [our division
into four],

a. There is no opposing the quaternion of Proofs, since Bu-
mour ia nothing else than verbal evidence, i. e., is incjuded un-
der it, Although generally thers may be the knowledge whe-
ther the assertion were that of one worthy, yet in reslity the
knowledge of the assertion’s being that of one worthy is not &
cauee in respect of what [knowledge in general] is derived from
verbal evidence, but [the canse is] the knowledge of the interde-
pendence &c. [of the words,—see Tuarka-Sasgraha, §70 ]; and
right knowledge derived from verbal evidence is dependent on
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BOOK 1II. §10. 69
right knowledge of the ‘fitness’* [of the things spoken of, to
produce the fact assarted :—see, further, Zarka-Sangraha, §78 1.

b, Conjecture &c. are included under Inference; because,
withont an idea of constant attendedness, the suppoaition of a
prodncer is impossible. Moreover, in the [fact of a portion of
water’s] being rain, for instance, there really is constant attend-
edness, hy the fact of being produced from a cioud.t

- €. Probability also, as it has its root in constant attendedness,
is Inference; and if it have mo reference to constant attended-
ness, then it has not the charecter of evidence, because it may
stray away} [where the thing which it vouches for is not present].

d. In like manner, Non-existence [—as furnishing evidence—],
having respect to constant attendedness, is Inference. And,
since constant attendedness does belong to a negative [—as well
as to things poeitive,—notwithstanding what is alleged onder
§69, -], there is no inconsistency in its heing one member [in
the subdivision] of Inference :—auch is the import.§
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e. An indifferent person [—neither a follower of the Nydya nor
of the Miménsé—] propounda the following doubt,-—that there
might be a guestion whether it [viz.,, Conjecture,] were not in-
eluded, or were iucluded [under Inference], if Conjecture were
any cause of right knowledge,—but that it really is not so.*

SRR ARATA . oY 1

A doubt whether Conjecturs Aph. 71.—Comjecture i y8 BOome
be awy couse of right biow- one—] is no cause of right knowledge,
dedge. because of its indeterminatencsa,

a. A case of Conjecture [arthdpatli)is this, that, since there
is no rain when there is no clond, where there f# a cloud there is
roin :—and here {—says the ohjector—] there is not the charme.
ter of producing right knowledge, becansc of indeterminateness;
because, even when there is a clond, there is [frequently] no rain.t

8. He clears up this doubt.}

ARSI THATATA 1 ©OR |

Aph. 72.—[Indeterminateness does not ne.
cessarily belong to Conjecturs,] because [whem
you allege this fault,] you suppose that to be a {legitimate] Cona
jecture which is no [legitimate] Conjecture.
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a. Indeterminateness does not [necessarily] belong to Conjec-
ture :—sc much is nwenting® (to complete the aphorism).

d. And, in regard to the example [§71, @] ¥ Where there is &
cdoud there is rain, because there is no rain where there are no
clouds,”—we agree that the knowledge of [the existence of ] &
cloud {may be grined] by rain ;—but where the notion of {the
existence of ] rain {is deduced) from [the existence of ] a cloud,
there we have the mistake of [supposing tbat there is what we
here render] a Conjecture when it is no [legitimate] Conjecture.t

¢. And this is not inconsistent with its {viz.,, Conjecture’s)
character of being a cause of right notion, because {if this were
enough to debar anything’s bicing & cause of right notion, then)
we ghould find tha$ even Inference is no cause of right notion.—
for we see that there are also erroneows inferences throngh error
in regard to the constant attendedness [—leading to the formal
error of Non-distribution of the Middle Term—], &c.1

d. Some write, at the commencement of this aphorism, the
expression “ Indeterminateness does not belong to Conjecture,”
{which is, in truth,] the introduction {of the aphorism] in the
Bhdshya.§
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¢. He states also a bar* [to the objection].

=
RS WTATEr AT 10 % 4
The objector’s argument Aph, 73.—And (if the argument al-
reforted. leged at §71 were wvalid,] the odjection
would be invalid, through its indeterminateness.

a. According to your showing, your objection also would be in-
valid, through indeterminatenesa ;—becanse nowhere can we
manage to set aside the charge of indeterminateness, since there
is [on yomr showing, in respect of every argument that could be
made use of, for that or aay other purpose, the fanlt of ] indetez.
minateneas.t

5. Now, if yon [—the objector,—in reply to this retort,—]
say, the fact of indeterminateness is not everpwhore a fault, but
in respect of itself [it is a valid mode of argumemtation], then
{by parity of ressoning] Counjecture also in not invalid ;:—s0 he
saya as followa:—}

<
AMTANG ST ARG R 1 2 8
Aph 74.—Or, if that be valid, then Conjecture
is not invalid.
a. If you hold that your own argument is valid, becanse what
is indeterminate is sufficient in respect of itself [—i. e., is a

* ufeafaaaare
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safficiently good form of argument where that particular form
of argnment is under trial—], then Conjecture also is valid in
respect of itself,* [—und an argument from Conjecture may as
fairly be employed to estahlish the validity of arguing from Con-
jecture, as an argument that proves indeterminately can be em-
ployed to invalidate forma of argument alleged to prove indeter-
minately]. :

4. An indifferent person propounds the doubt that Non.exist-
ence ia not included among the causes of right notion.+

AWTEAAE SRaas: | oY 0
A doubt whether Non.  APh. 75.—Non-existence [says some one,)
eristemnce be any cause 18 no cause of right notion, since no object of
o rght knowledge. o 01y knowledge exists,

a. There might then he & cause of right knowledge called
Non-existence, if there really existed, in respect thereof, any ob-
Jject of right knowledge; but there is really none such :—that ia
to eay, since Nouentity is mere emptiness, we cannot deal with
it as if there were here a cause of right knowledge.}

5. The aphoriem conveying the tenet.§
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gozw mﬂmmn Aph. 76.—By their not being marked

' by the mark [thet ir foynd] in things
{thereby] marked, it (viz., Non-existence,} has, as its objects of
right knowledge, the things not [thereby] marked.

8. Although Non-existence cannot be marked by a Quality, am
Action, &c., still it ia marked by the zbeence of a mark ;—for,
when we say “ Bring the one which is m2f blue,” the absenoe of
blueness, by excluding othera {which ere blue], is & mark:—
therefore Non-existence is not invalid evidence :—snch is the ime
port.*

&, Hinting an objection, he clears it up.t

- .
wEEY TNE A [urreedieaT:l 9o |
An objection to Non- Aph. 77.—I{ you say that where the thing
ecisience diaposed of. exists not, its Non-existence i8 not,—it is oot
80 ; because the mark is possible elsewhere.

a. You eannot [—says an objector—] talk of a Non.existence
fabhdva) where there is no counter-entity (pratiyogi/; and
where there i# tbe counter-entity, how can there be its Non-
existence ? If any one says this, it is not so,—because ‘it is pos-
sible,’ 3. €., the Non-existence is possible through there being
elsewhere the * mark,” that is to say, the actual existence of the
eounter-entity. For it is not looked for that the counter-entity
should actually be in that very place} [wbere its Non-existence

is].
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5. He ponders a douht.*

afmgrafaamym | oF |

Wicther the absenceof  Aph. 78.—Though it effect that, (whare
& mark can mark. o . .

it, vis., some mark, ia present,] yet [mome
obe may object,] in what things are nof marked, it [vis., the Non.
existence of the mark,] ia no cause [of precision].

a. Though some mark, in things that are marked, feffect
that’—i. e., effect discrimination, yet, in what thingy are sef
marked, ‘it is no cause,’ i. e., non-existence [of the mark] is no
cause, i excluded as a eanse ;—that is ta say, what has no essence,
for there is the absence of the mark, cannot define.t

8. He clears up this.}
- -~
7 wRUEfgAANag: 1 ol
4ph. 79.—Nay,—[a Non-existence is not
ineffectual as a mark,] hecause it does exist
in relation to the preseuce of the [positive] mark [of which it ia
the absence].

@. The primé facie view [taken in §78,] is not right, becawse
such e thing [as the Non-existence that we speak of, ] does exiat
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in relation to the presence, i. e., the existence, of the character
which is its counter-entity, The memning ia this, Since it is
only through the knowledge of the nature of some counter.entity
that it is possihle to describe the nature of any Non-existence, we
are not to expect any mark of the Nou-existeaco [itself ] :—such
is the import.*

UCEARGIEATIURY | To |

Noa-eistence when A ph, 80.—And [there really is what may be
dizcernible. . .

rightly known therehy,—i. e., by means of a
Non-existence as a mark,] hecause we find the Non.existence an~
tecedently to the production [of its connter-entity].

a. * There really is what may be rightly known,'--s0 much is
supplied, by a frog-leapt [—not from the aphorism immediately
preceding, but from §76].

b. Becausg every cne has a preception the ohject of which ia
such an antecedent Non-existence es [is implied in the expres-
sion] * There will be a jar” [which as yet is Non-existent in the
halves which are destined to compose it]; hecause ‘we find," i.
¢., we perceive, the Non-existence ‘ antecedently to the prodme-
tion’—viz.,—of the counter-entity :—such ia the import.§
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c. By the *and’ it is included that also Emergent Non-
existence and the others are established by perception,® [—the
fact that the jar, on being broken, has ceased to exist, being a
matter of ocular coguizance].

d. [Since gesiures also may communicate right knowledge, it
may be remarked that,] if Gesture had no modus operandi [—as
a Sigo, e. g., produces knowledge through the special operation
of syllogizing—pardmaria-—], then it would be no species of evi-
dence :—hut, in reality, since, like alphabetical charecters, &ec., it
is 8 conventional thing, it also is included under Inference or
under Verhal Evidence.t

¢. Here ends the section on the question whether there he a
quaternion of kinds of evidence.}

SECTION XI.
ResrecTiNG THE NON-ETERNITY OF HOUND,

J. There being the doubt, that the authority of the Veda is
established by the authority of one worthy [of credit], and that
this is inconaistent, since the Vedsa is eternal,—he [therefore,]
commences the subject of the mon.efermily of Sound, on the
ground that, since leffers are not eternal, how can tbe Veds,
which is in the shape of an aggregate of these, be eternal? In
regard to this, the aphorism conveying the tenet§ [here follows].
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A RR FTHRET FAFGUTE § T 1

m«-ﬂy of Gomad Aph. 8]1.—From its having an origin,
) from its being cognizable by sense, and from
its being spoken of as factitious, [Sound is not eternal],

¢. Sound is not eternal, &c., * from its having an origin,’ i, €.,
{rom its having a cause, But then [—some may argue—] it haa
nof a cause, because it may he accounted for, [not only by causal
origination, but,] moreover, by manifestation, [—see the M{m#nsg
Aphorisms, B. I.-—] througb the impact &c. of the throat, pa-
late, &c.: s0 he adds ‘from its being cognizable by sense.’
* Prom its being perishable,” i. e., from its being destructible,
like anything artificial *

4. He considers the doubt whether tbere be not a fallacy in
the arguments in the precedingt {aphorism],

7 SR AT fAEaT R e
e | TR §

The {.'_rrx&dl'-ng argumenis Aph. 82~Nay, beecause the Non-exist-
quettioned: ence of a jar, and its genus, are cternal,
[though tbe arguments in the preceding aphorism, if valid, would
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apply to them,] and eternal things also are spoken of as if wm-
eternal.

a. The aforesaid are not [valid] reasons, The fact of having
a beginning strays away (from things uneternal, of which you
imagine it to be exclusively characteristic]), —because ‘the non-
existence of a jar,’ i. e,, the destruction of a jar [~—which had a
beginning when the jar was brolten—], is ‘eternal,’ i.e., inde-
structible. The fact of being cognizable by sense belongs unduly
[—so far as your argument is concerned—] to Genus, [—for,
when a jar is seen, its Genus, i, e,, the fact of its being a jar, is
visible aleo ;—yet Genus is eternal], “Because eternal things
also are spoken of as if uneternal,’—as when it is ssid, “The
jar's space is produced”’ [—whereas only & certain portion of
eternal space is now divided off and ocenpied by the newly pro-
duced jar—),—* I have become happy” [—though the “ heppy
1”7 has not just come into existence, having existed always}, &c.®

&. He repels the [charge of] fallacy.t

AR TATEY frmmr e | w10
The first objec.  Aph, 88,—Through the distinction of the diver.
fion repelled. sity between the real and the dependent, there is
not the fallacy [allsged in §82].

a. Through the  distinction,’ i. e, the differcnce, of the &1-
versity, i e, the severalty of ‘the real’i. e., the absolutely ex-

istent, and the ¢ dependent’ (or not substantially existent], there
is mo straying awey [of the alleged character of things uneternal
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to things eternal]. For, in the case of destruction [on emergent
non-existence], its heing produced [certainly] implies its having
a beginning ;—but, the fact of not having that eternalness which
consists in the fact of .belonging to the three times [—past and
present as well as future—), is renlly to be nof eternal. Thata
thing is eternal becanse indestructible [—while not having exis.
ted from eternity—] is a figure of speech. Therefore there is no
straying away* [as alleged].

5, Or the meaning is, that, by ‘ having a beginning’ is meant
the fact of being an enfily, this heing specialized by the fact of
having previcusly not existed ;—and & Non-existence is not {such
s thing as] this.$

¢. He refutes [the charge of] fallacy in respect of the second}
[reason].

EREATAAAfTEmA ) T8

ﬂezﬁﬂd objection  Aph. 84.~—Because, in the inference of a
repertet. son, [it is] through e distinction,

a. ‘In the inference of a zon,’ i. e., in the making the con-
clusion [that * This is such a one’s son”], it is through the dis~

tinction of some token [and not through our directly perceiving
in him the generic character of sonship,] that the son is regarded
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4s a eon,—recoglised as peculiarized by that single character.
Therefore, according to the maxim ¢ Since there in the posses-
sion of the genus,” &c., there requires to be a distinction,* [—and
this is not the case with the perception of Bound, which is di-
rcet and aimple].

. He sets nside the [charge of ] fallacy in respect of the thirdt
{reason].

mgamuwwrﬁmmntu

Ths third objection Aph, B3.—It is through e causal [ungenera.
repetied. ted] substance’s being designated by the term
Position, [that it comes to be apoken of as a thing produced).

a. There is really rio cause of [the Ether or] Space; but the
treating of Space as if made np of positions is figurative ;—bes
cause, by the word Position, a thing that is [only] a cause gets
the name of a thing that ias a canse ;—and Space is not such »
thing.}

5. So in the example I have become happy,” &c., itis only
the production of the happiness, &c., [and not of the percipient
soul,] that is the matter [of the proposition]:—such is the im.

port.§
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c. And it is mot the ¢ase that there wes nothing to call for
[the enunciation of] the aforessid reasons, because thoy are refu.
ters of the epposite opimion, a8 he deelares as follows.*

N RWR AU AR AU R 1 =1
ﬂ?m of the pre- Aph. 86,—[Sound is not eternsal,] be.
I cause it is not perceived antecedcntly to
pronunciation, and becanse we do not perceive any veil, &kc., [s0
that it might exist nnperceived].

4. If sound were eternal, then it wonld be perceived before
pronunciation, because [being admitted to be a quality of the
all-pervading Ether,] it is notually in contact with the orgsn of
hearing. .And there is here no vbatacle [to its being heard, if it
existed]; so0 he says ‘ any veil,’ &c. :—because ‘we do not per-
evive,” i. &, we are certain of the non-existence of, any ¢ veil’ ke,
as an obatruction,t

3. But since Sound bes no limits, its going [from one place]
te another place is not possible ;5 [—se that its not being per-
esived, while yet existing, is not to be explained on such a sup-
positicm].

¢. The bypothesis that Sound ie not eternal is decidedly sim-
ple in comparison with the hypothesis of there being innnmersble
imperceptible hinderers [of ita being perceived at sil times] : -
such is the import.§
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d. A cougle of aphorisms, having reference to the primd facie
view of some mistaken person.*

AR TTIEHI TR TT@ L § B9

Aph. 87.—{Perhaps some one will say,] we
da perceive the veil [by which Sounund is hid-
den], because we do mal perceive the mou-perception thereof

[spoken of in §86).

a. It is not made out, by the non-percaption thereaf, that there
is no veil, just as nou-perception actuslly exists notwithstanding
the non-perception [of that non-perception]. Just as you
allege that, beeanss of the nom-perception of the veil, i [the
veil,] does not exist ; 8o, since that non-perception of the veil is
not perceived, there must he the ahsence of that—[i. e, there
must be the absence of the non-pereeption of the veil, or, in
other words, there must be] just the perception of the veil. Or
if [you say that,] notwitbstanding the non-perception of the non.
percoption of the veil, the nan-perception of the veil does mot
cease to exist, then also, by the veil’s not being perceived, it is
not made ont that the veil does not exist :—such is the meaning.t

A falile sxggestion,

b, The a.phorism conveying the tenet
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WATTATHALATIHRE, | T )
-3 ~¥
Aph. 88.—This is no reasom, because the non-
Itz refutalion. . . .
perception consisis of non-perception.

a. To say that the veil is perceived, because the non.percep-
tion of the veil is not perceived, io a futile answer,— no reason,’
—i. e, no means of setting aside my opinion ;—because * the
non-perception,” i. e., the non-perception of any veil, ¢ consiste
of non.perceptlon,’ i. e., consists of the absence of perception ;—
and since this {want of perception of anything] is readily appre-
hended by the mind itself, the non-perception thereof [—i. e.,
the non-perception of the want of perception—] is nothing real :—
such is the import.*

5. He ponders the doubt whether it be not a case of equally

balanced arguments.{
HgiEE L T80

Ancther doult,  fonwr Aph. 89.—Becanse it is intangible.
a. That is to say [—suggests some one—J, Sound is eternal,

becanse it is intangible, like the Ether} [or Space].

5. It is not a case of equally balanced arguments, because your
argument is indeterminate ;--s0 he says.§—
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# FRIfAmETA L Lo |

Aph. 90.—Nay, because Action is not eternal
{—although intangible].

a. Intangibility does not establish the eternity of Sound, be-
cause, in the case of Action, it [viz. intangihility,] presents itself
straylng away* [unaccompznied by eternalness).

Its refuiation.

&. [But some one perbaps may say,] even what is indetermi-
nate may still prove [the point] ; so in regard to this he aays.t

argfamear 1 & 1

Ty,

A plea in demur re- Aph. 91.—Nay, hecause an Atom is eter-

jected.
! nal, [but might be proved otherwise if we
were to admit this],

a. Were what is indeterminate allowed to prove anything,
then an Atom, i. e,, an indivisible part, would not he eternal ;—
because we should then find arguments, for its nneternalness, in
ite posseseing Colour, &c., [which stand in the same category
with Intangibility] :—such is the meaning.}

5. He ponders a doubt.§

qaERE ! &R 1

Another doult, in fm’ Aph. 92.—By reason of traditionary
of the cleraily of Somad. teaching, [suggests some one, Sound must
be eternal].
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a, By reason, i. e., of the hending down of knowledge by the
preceptor to the disciple ;—and thus the antecedent existence of
Sound [-—or of the words in which the knowledge is conveyed—]
is proved ;—and so its eternity is proved by the sense of the
terms {or self-evidently], according to the maxim * The thing
has heen permanent for so long,~—and who, afterwards, will not
acknowledge this [as having heen eternally thus]?”’ Such is the
import.*

4. An aphorism conveying s tenet.t

ATRTATTTEHATRL N &} 1

Aph. 93.—This is no reason, because it is not

Ks refutaiicn. perceived in the interval.

a. The disciple being seated near him, the preceptor lectures
him; and, if Sound were eternal, then, immediately on the arri-
val of the disciple, even before the lecture, sound would be per-
ceived ;—eo0, a8 it is not perceived, there is no sound [antece.
dently to utterance]: hence what you have alleged [in §92,] in

no reason.}

b. An aphorism conveying a primA facie view.§
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wqUARufaea 1 &8 |

The objection Aph. 9+—You are not to set aside [my argu.
reigeraled. ment, —says the objector—], because there is the
lecture.

a. That is to say,—the setting aside of my argument is not
right ;—why ?—* because there is the lecture’ :—if, during the
intermediate time, sound [or the words to be employed in the
lecture,] did not exist, how could the lecture take place 7 But the
non-perception of eound is accounted for by the absence of its
manifesters, in the shape of the concussions of the throat, the
palate, &c.,* [as the non-perception of a jar is accounted for by
the absence of a lamp or other light to reveal it],

&, An sphorism conveying a tenet.
- -
SWAT, TEHCHACTAGATZATARY: | &Y
Aph. 95.—Ona or other of the two alter-

natives is not set aside by (that argument
of ] the lecture.

a. Sapply as follows:—tbe objection, aganinst ene or other al.
ternative demonstrating the non.sternity of Sound, which is
drawn from the "lecture,’ does not hold ;—becanse the fact of
the ‘lecture’ is common to both alternatives, [which are the
contradictories of one another ;—ao that, being no peculiarity of
dther, it must needs be irrespoctive of what is to be proved hy
either the one or the other]. For a lecture consiats in pronoun-
oing after the pronunciation of the preceptor, or in pronunei-
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88 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYKYA.

ation conducive to the pupil’s pronunciation ;—and this, which
is the case alike on the alternative of the permanency or the
non-permanency [of Sound], can furnish no corroboration of the
eternity of Sound. For a lecture is not a Jesfowal [of the
language employed], so that, with an eye to the relinquishment
of one’s own property in it, and the making over of it to another,
its permanency need he contemplated :—nor is the thing possible,
—for it is & contradiction that s thing should simultaneously be
the property of many, and one cannot make over the property of
another ;—hut it i3 just a case of direction, as in the case, e. g,
of teaching to dance, [-——where yon will scarcely contend that the
pirouettes, taught to the pupil, had & persistent previons exist.
ence] :——such is the import.*

b. An aphorism conveying a primi facie view.{
e | €€ 0

Another objection, in favoxr  Apk, 96— Sound must be permanent,
of the elermity of Sound. -
BAYE some one,] because it is dwelt npon.

a. For that which is permanent is perceptively dwelt upon : for
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example, one looks ten times at some colonr [which is & persisa
tent thing} ;—in like manner, one recites a chapter {of the Ve-
da] a hundred times ;—so that,  becsuse it is dwelt upon,” Sound
is permanent ;—such is the import.*

4. He repliea.t

WA (AT § €9 1

Apk. 97.—[Nay,] because even were they other
(or numerically different], the dweliing upon them
might take place.

Its refutation,

a. The primé facie view iz not right :—why ? ;—because ‘ even
were they other’ i. e, even were the words {oumerically] differ-
ent, the dwelling upon the lecture might take place,’ i. e., were
postible. For a ¢ dwelling upon’ [or repetition] does not esta.
blish persistency,—for we see a ‘dwelling upon’ the thing {or &
practice of it,) even where there is a {numerical] difference, in
such casca ss *“ He sacrifices twice,” * He dances thrice”?, &e.:—
mch is the import.}

b. Au indifferent person here proposes the doubt how there
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€. ‘Though this may be aheent,’ i. o., though otherness may
be absent, it is not further the case that there is no otherness ;
because ‘these two,’ i. e., otherness and identity, exist throagh
mntual reference to one another; because, in reslity, either, i. e,
any one of two,—e. g., identity,—exiets in respect of the other
{e. g., in respect of otherness], because it [viz,, identity,] is such
that it exists with reference to the knowledge of otherness, i. e,
of [numerical] difference [—the word szme baving no meaning
to him who does not understand the word ofher] :—such is the
meaning.*

4. He ponders a donbt.t

faargwraT s Yoo

Aﬂ::ﬂ; #ﬁﬁﬂ;’lﬁ?ﬂ' Agh. 100.—[Sound, says some one,
of the eternily f Sownd.  ust be eternal,] because we discern ne
cause why it should perish.

a. [For the reason alleged,] sound is eternal, &e. Non.discern-
ment means either absence of perception, or absence of know-
tedge,} (such, e. g., a8 might come by inference ;—see §102, a).

&. In the first place he atates what debars this.§
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E':t :;9:‘!0“ proess  Aph. 101.—[Were non-perception suffici-

' ent to prove mon-existence,] we should have
constent audition, hecause of our not perceiving any cause why
we should not hear,

a. If non-existence were established by non-perception, then,
as we perceive no cause of our not hearing, we should not cense
to hear;—that is tu sey, we should find that there is hearing
constantly.*

4. Bat, in the second place, be says.t

JTGEAA TTTHEEGATIT L o R |

The argument refited  4ph. 102.—And, since the non-perception
otherwise. is not a fact, inaemuch as it {vig., the cause
of the cessation of bearing,] is discerned, this [argument of
yours] proves nothing.

8. The cause of the cessation being gathered by inference, &c.,
since there is nof non-perception of it, your reason ‘proves no.
thing,’—i. e., does not establish,—hecause it is itself unsound.
The fact is, that we conjecture the perishahieness [of Sound]
from the fact of its being & product.}

5. Another sphorism of the author of the tenets.§
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utfafafaardazmE arqaefa: 1 e 1
One cause of tha censa-  AphA. 103.—There is not non-perception

; i
tiom of Sous [of the cause of the cessation of SBound],
sound ceasing on the application of such a cause aa the hand.

a. When a gong, or the like, is souuding, since the cessation
of sound is perceived ‘on the application,” i. e, on the contact,
of a canse—in the shape of the hand, there is nof & non-percep-
tion of any cause of the cessation of Sound.*

4. But then, since the contact of the hand with a hell or the
like, stops the sound, [some one may say] the sound must really
reside in the bell, or the like, {and not in that imaginary sub-
stratum of Sound, the Ether]; so, in reference to this douht,
be says :t—

4 -
FEIERA AEE | Lo ¥ |
The sbstratum of Sowsd  Aph. 104.—This objection will not

i angnible.
™ hold, becanse it [the ethereal substratam
of 8ound,] is intangihle,

a. Complete thus:~-the alleged ohjection does not hold, be-
canse the snbstratum of Sound is intangihle [and cannot there-
fore he the tangihle bell, or the like]. For Bound is not a dis-
tinguishing quality of what things possess tangibility,—for it is
not a product following from any such quality in its [substantial
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cause], not being the result [e. g.] of contact with fire ns the
non substantial cause :—such is the drift.* [To explain ;—if we
suppose the tangible bell to be the substantial caunse of Sound,
then the non-substantial cause is that contact of something with
the bell, which elicits the Sound :—but then fire is tangible, no
less than a bell ; yet contact with fire does not produce Sound.)

4, In order to explain this same point, he says:+—

faRTmRPALTIgwT GATE Y Loy |

4 peculiarity of Sowad, Aph, 105.—~And [Sou.n'd is not o:':e] in
an assemblage [of qualities helonging to

some tangible substratum], because there really are various di-

visions [of Sound apparently belonging to the same object].

a. It is not proper to say, that, in an sssemhlage,’ i. e., im
a compound of tangibility end other {properties], Sound exista
in combination,—* because there really are various divisions’, i.
e., saveral varieties of acute and grave, &c. The meaning is
this ;—in one single conch-shell, or the like, various aounds, acute,
grave, &c., are produced; but [we do not ohserve anything of
thie kind in the case of what are really qualities of the shell, or
the like ; for] QOdours &e. do not alter without contact with fire,
{whereas the SBound alters without any alteration of the shell]:
—anch is the import.t
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4. Here ends the section on the non-eternity of Sound.*

e. Since this is its appropriate place, in order to censure the
opinion that Sound changes, he displays a doubt.t

SECTION XII.
OX THE OHANGES OF 80UNDSE.

famTCruR ThagaTa, ST Lo § 0

Aph. 106.—From the injunction under
the character of s change, there arises a
doubt.

a. Some explain, that, by the rule [P. VL, 1, 77,] “ Instead of
the vowel i, &c., when s vowel follows, let there be a semivowel,”?
&c., it is meant that the letter y, &c., i8 a modification of the
letter i, &c. But others explain the direction thus, that, whereas
an i was to be employed, & y is to be employed [instead]. And
hence arises the doubt whether lettera are changeable or not.}

a9 farmee et AremRTRRaT: |
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4. And hy change is meant the originstion of another sub-
stance, whether with destruction or without destruction of ns-
ture [in that from which it origiuates], as the origination of
curds, &c. from milk, &c. and the origination of a tree, &e.
from a seed, &e. Moreover, even when there hes heen the des-
truction of a mass, a. g., of gold, through the destruction of
the uuion of its parts by the hlows of a bammer, there originates
a bracelet ; while s jar, or the like, originates wilhoul the des-
truction of the nature of the bowl-shaped halves &c.* [which
are put together to form it].

¢. An aphorism to set aside [the theory of ] a chauge in this
case.t

wafafaaet faarfaedg Lo o 1

An argument againe Aph. 107.—And, by reason of increased
change of letfers. 1 Ik in the original, there would be increased
bulk in the modification,

a. Letters are not changeable; for, were such the case, we
should find increased bulk in the modification, in accordancs
with increase of bulk in its original, i. e, in that which is re-
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gerded as its material,—just as largeness or smallness belongs to
that mass which originates from [aliguot] parts, large or small.
That is to say,—in comparison with the letter y which origina-
ted from a short letter 4, the letter y which originated from a
long letter i shou ! e greater : —therefore the side {of the argu-
ment which advoca:es the theory] of substitution is the better:
——~such is the import.*

4. Bome one objects.t

AR ATRARCTAAR: U L © % §

2_5.7'“""0' to the foregoing  Aph. 108.—This [says some one,] is no
9 ) reason, for we find modifications less
than, equal to, and greater than {the original material].

a. The alleged argument is not right, because ‘ we find,’ i. e,,
we see, that modifications are smaller, equal, and greater, in
comparison of the original material;—as, in comparison with
the bulk of the cotton, the thread formed of it is of small bulk;
or as, from a cocossnut, which is larger than the seed of n Banian-
tree {or Fiens Indica], 8 cocoa-nut-tree, smaller than a Banian.
tree, is produced,—and a bracelet or the like, equal in bulk to
the gold or the like; or as, from two cocoanuts, smaller and
larger, two equel trees; or from two seeds of the Banian-tree,
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smaller and larger, two equal trees; and, from the sced of a
Banian-tree, small in bulk, a large Banian-tree.*

b. He clears up this.t

ArgndaET faRafanmmal Lol &

3?3 05:;;0505 Aph, 109.—Nay,—because it was the difference
bposed of- o the products whose original material is unequal
[that I spoke of],

8. The forcgoing decision is not right, becanse what I spoke
of was the ‘difference,’ i. €., the discrepance of those producta
 whose original material is unequal,’ i. e.,, whose original mate-
rial is different. For the smallness or greatness, &c., of a tree
or the like, does not proceed from the smallness or greatnesas,
&e., of the seed or the like; but, moreover, there is, in this case,
an entire difference from that which Ispoke of [—which was
not & seminal principle, but a mass to he operated upon—]; and
30 thy remark is a fallacy throngh a figure of speech :—such is
the import.}
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8. He ponders 8 donbt.*

. gEfERATERU AR L Lo

Whether the changes of  Aph, 110.—There may be wo difference
different letters may sot

2o the same. in the modifications of {different] letters,

just as [conversely,] there may be differ~
ence in the modifications of substances.

a. As there it an inequality in tbe products, thongh, so far
forth as it is subhstance, there he equality in the original material,
of Banian-fig.trees &c.; just so [conversely,] there is nothing
umaccountable in there being ‘no difference,’” i, e, an identity
of form, in the letter Y, which is the modification whether of a
long or of & sbort {vowel] ;—sunch is the meaning.t

&, He clears this nup.} _
[
A FARTCaATUTR; 1 L L

T:lefm;rgoing_:ggu- Aph, 111.,—Nay, for the character of a
fiom RO in poin: modification does not exist [in this case].

a1 fe famamt faswe: Seae #anfifed) 1 fx.
AT AA@AIG AU SFHATNCHI A
T 1

v q¥al

1t zAn mRTafewaAat meRsfu fawra-
WA TUT CERY qUEA AR YEIAen
farT TFTEY ATFW TR AT RES: |

t g\TaR




100 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

a. There is not, in this case, a resemhlance to the modifications
of substances; for this is the character of [what are really]
modifications, viz., that they follow their original ; so that, where
this is different, they are different : and this does not present it
self in the present instance,—seeing that there is no difference
in the result, [viz., the semivowel,] although the original [vowel}
differed in being long or short, &c.*

b. And hence it is not & change [of one letter into another]:—
go he says.t

oY
faasEAmYATET: E AR |
Huowe il cannot be that Aph. 112.—Because what things have une

hange.
letters chaoge dergone a changa do not ﬂg&lll return [t‘o
their original form}.

a. The original form of what hes undergone a change is not
scen sgain. Curds, verily, do pot attain again the state of
milk ; but the letter ¢, having reached the condition of the letter
y, does again reach the condition of the letter i .—for, when one
bas said “curds here” (dadAiyatra), still again one does say [—with a
return to the original unchanged vowel—] “ curds here” (dadAi-4-
atra) :—sench is the import.1

» wtH gaEfamToTEAT | fawrcat fy W Wiy
amEEIfauT age ¥ YA umA agwaiw |
gL El WafaResfa wEmeREE L

t wag 7 fas Ty o

1 faRrorg @ o m@faguaT Ter) 7 wy
iy f@l qaTmEE | vany @i um:
TATCRICATATIA TR R % ek
wEfa o




BOOK II. §13. 10l

b, Bome one throws out an objection.*

gauraat gATEnRm | \\2
4n objection to the pre-  Aph. 113.—This [says some one,) is no

ceding argument. reason, because [ ornaments of] gold &e.
do appear again [as before].

a. The foregoing argument [says some one,] is not right; be-
canse gold or the like, having left the condition of a bracelet, and
having assumed that of & ring, again does assume the condition
of a bracelet :—such is the import.t

b, He repelst [this objection].

7 AfCHOET FIUREEATHT 8 L8

Aph, 114.—Nay, because its modifica-

The objection repelied. tions do not relinquish the nature of gold.

a. For, in the case of the modifications of gold, it is through
its nature as gold &o., that it serves ws & material, but not
through its nature as a Jdracelel or the like. In that instance,
{of the golden bracelet’s hecoming a ring, and that again be-
coming a hracelet,] neither of them relinquishes the nature of gold.
For if, having relinquished the nature of gold, it had attained
the natore of a hracelet, and the nature of gold had come back
again, #Aen [but not otherwise,] there might have been a fallacy
[in my argument, such es you charge upon it]. .And itis not
the same with the case in hand :—that which, having relinguish-
ed the character of the letter i, had even attained the character

* wfaufa
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of the letter y, really does resume the character of the letters;
.—which is an objection [to the appoesiteness of your instance,]
that you will hardly get over :—such is the import.*

4. He states the fundamental argument for there being oo
changet [of letters].

ﬁmsﬁmlzﬁmﬁwmmmu\\u

The theory, that letters Aph. 115.—Because, if it [viz., an alpha-
change, redeced o a  betical sound,] be eternal, it cannot change ;
dilenuma- and, if it be not eternal, then it does not
abide [long enough to furnish the material for & change].

a. 8ince letters, if eternal, are incapable of change, and since,
if they be not eternal, immediately after the perception of the
letter s, from its abiding for no length of time, the letter i pe-
rishes, there can be no such thing as a change [of the § to y] :—
such is the meaning.}

8. To this the assertor of change, founding on the opinion of
the eternity [of letters], ohjects.}
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fraradifgIs g famary aGfasroam-
nfagw 1 L €0

Aw attempt o meet one Aph. 116.—Since [some] eternal things
korn of the dilemma. ere beyond the grasp of the senses, and
since there is n difference of character, [in others,] the changes of
letters [—argues some one—] are not to be denied.

a. The denial of the chanpes is not proper; hecause eternal
things have a * difference of character,’ i, e., the characters are
of several sorts; because some are ‘beyond the grasp of the
senses,” By the “and” the fact that some are cognizable by
sense is included. For, as, although such eternal things as the
Ether are beyond the grasp of sense, the natare of a cow &e.
18 eternal [and perceptible] ; so, too, though otber eternal things
be uncbangeable, Zeifers may be susceptible of change.*

&. Founding on the non-etermity [of letters], he [the same
objector,) says :—+

ha )
FAQGIIRT AR HTAIT: § L\ |
Aw attempt to face the se-  Aph, 117.—And, though they be unper.

cond m of the dilemma, manent, yet, as there is the perception of
letters, this [change of them alao] is possihle,

a. Though letters be unpermanent, yet, as the perception of

v famrcrat wfamyt 7 9 frmmt vafamer-
THG AR AT SRRuEawe T
e | e X fammmErR A R gfa
ardtat frmaRaamn @R
i famrite @iz

t \fmeRTever @ ATy




104 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

them takes place, so also & change of them [—as from § to y—]
may take place :——such is the import.*

b. He replies to hotht [of these attempta to save the credit of
the objection].

fawrcufée famannam STt fasToe-
TAmiAR 8 L T 4

The reply. Aph. 118.—The objection will not do, because etere
_ nalness is not where there is that which has the cha.
racter of a modification, and hecanse the modification [—if we
are to call it so—] presents itself at a suhsequent time [to the
destruction of the alleged material],

@ The alleged objection is not proper, because it is impossible
that there should he eternainess whera the case is one of what
has the charncter of a modification ;—for modification here means
the mssumption of another nature, with abandonment of one’s
own nature ;}—and because, when such is the state of things,
there is the reverse of being eternal, For, in the instanee in
question, it cannot be 88 when bowl.shaped halves or the like
constitute the materials of a jar or the like ;-—because, during
the time of the letter y, there is no perception of the letter 4,
[-—whereas, during the existence of the jar, its constitutive bowl.
sbaped halves are equally patent]. On the alternative alse of
non.eternity, [in alphabetic sounds,] the objection is not proper;
for the perception of the letter, at the second instant, [—the an-
tecedent first inatant being that of ite presentation to the sense
—] is feasible, but its modification, belonging to a subsequent
time, is nof feasible ;—becanse, immediately after the sound of
dadhi (milk’), it is {on the hypothesis,] annihilated by, e. g., the
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scund of afra (* here’) ;—such is the import* [—so that dadh-
yaira caunot be a modification of dadhi - aira).

5. And he states how there cannot be a change [in the case
of letters,] for the following ressom.+

wEmfamAERe \\& 1

An argwment agaimst there Aph, 119.—Because there is no fixed
being change of efters. ) 88 regards the original material,

¢, For, in the case of [what really are] modifications, there is
a fixed rule as regarda the original material. For example, milk
and curd have the fixed relation of material and medification,
hut not conversely ; but, in the instance in question, the letter £
is the original of the letter y in dadAyatre (*curd here’), &e. ;
but in vidhyati (* he wounds,”) &c., the letter y (e. g., of the root
vyadA,) is the original of the letter ¢ :—such is the import.}
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. In respect to this, a sophist expreases a douht.*

wfeaw fFaamaga 1L R ot

£ onibbie Aphk, 120.—There is no want [says some one,] of a
qibbie. fixed rule, because the fixed rule consists in there being
no fixed rule,

a. That is to say, that absence of & fixed rule, which is alleged
[in §119], ia not right ;—why ? ;—bhecanse it is fixed that there
shell be nothing fixed.+

5. He clears up this.}

framfrasfacrazfaas frmmamfa-

B E LR 0

Aph. 121 —And this is not to be set
aside by saying that the fixed rule consista
in there being no fixed rule; because a fixed rule and the ab-
sence of a fixed rule are contradictories,

The quibble disposed of.

a. The objection made hy thee to the absence of a fixed rule
where there is no fixed rule, is not right ;—* because a fixed rule
and the absence of a fired rule are contradictories’ ;—fur the
shsence of & fixed rmle is the non-existence of e fized rule, and
when there is this, it is impossible there should de a fixed rule :
—such is the import.§
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BOOK II. §l12, 107

b. Having thus, then, rejected the opinion that letters stand
in the relation of original material and modification, he justifies
the employment, on bis own side, of {the term} change* [as ap.
plied to letters).

SR LB (CHECE PR L LT T
AMTAIATRT 1 LRR 0

Senges in whick the term change Aph. 122.—But there is [what
of fedters mey be employed. may allowably be called] change of
letters, becanse such change of letters does occur through the
attainment of another quality, substitution, abbreviation, pro.
longation, contraction, and augmentation,

a. The word ‘but’ here means ‘again’ For these {reasons],
again, ‘since change of letters does occur,’ i, e., since there does
occur ‘a change,’ i. e., by the employment of one letter the
force of another letter,—the term ‘change’ is employedt [allow-
ably].

b. He states these same {reasons,]-— other quality,’ &. Tbe
¢ attainment of another quality,” is the arrival of a different cha-
racter while the subject really remains,—as when the grave ac-
centuation befalls what was acutely accented. ¢ Substitution’
is the employment of another subject, the [previous] subject

& | Framfamwartatrae | afaaar fe fram
wranfad afa fagmewatfzia wwa s
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108 THE APEORISMS OF THE NYATYA.

having been set aside,—as b4 (be’) for ar (‘be’). ¢ Abbretia.
tion’ is the shortening of a long. ¢ Prolongation’ is thelengthen.
ing of a short, ‘Contraction’ is diminution, s the omission of
the letter a of as (be’). An ‘augment’ is an addition, For
these reasons the term fchange’ [of letters] is employed* (by
those who do not allow that one letter turns into another],

¢. Here ends the section on the changes of sounds.t

d. Since, of knowledge due to verbal evidemce, the caunse is
the advent of the word-meanings produced by the words, and
gince, in order to demonstrate this, we must explain in what
consists the meaning of a word, he in the first place describes s
word.}

SECTION XIII,

THE INVEATIGATION OF THE FORCE OF 4 WORD.

] favm vH I LRR 0

Aph, 128.—These, having an affix at the end,
form a word,
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BOOK 11 §13. 109

a. ‘ These,’ viz., letters, ‘having an affix at the end, form a
word” We do not mean to say that there must be a plurality
[of letters,—~for a word may consist of a duality, or of only one].
And the actual prescnce of en affix is not [necessarily,] to be
looked for, [—a word, logically, if not grammatically, being n
word, independently of inflection]. And an affix is an inflection
of case or tense, [—aee the Layhu Kaumudi, §144]. Bat, in
reality, it is not this [bare] word that is conducive to the know-
ledge due to verbal evidence, but it is this with the nature of
‘ expectancy,’ [i. e., 30 qualified as to keep the sense in suspense
until combined with other words in a sentence :—see Tarka-San-
graha, §71]. Or [—to explain the expression, in the aphorism,
vibhakiyantah, differently—], the word rendered °affix’ may
mean ‘function,” and the word rendered ‘ending’ may mean
¢ relation ;” so that what is meant by being a word will be the
< possession of a function,’* [—which does not belong to mere
arbitrary or accidental aggregates of letters].

b, Having described a word, what its meaning consists in, i. e,
what the sense of 2 word consists in, has been explained [in our
commentary], Moreover, since among these [meanings of words,]
there is no dispute as to what is meant by a verbal root, &e., in
order to explain the meaning of such a word as * cow,” he says.t

ATV TR A AR e € s A R 84
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110 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

The question vhat s Aph. 124.-—-1%13 to wtha..t is meant l.)}' ‘it,—'-
melstantive directly since we recognize this in company with indi.
denates. vidual, form, and genus —there is donbt,

a. *Individual,’ viz, cow, or the like; f genus,’ viz., cowhood,
or the like; ¢ form ; i. e., any particular collocation of parts;—
the * company’ of these, i. e., their vicinity, their association
where this [association] is; because we recoguize,’ i. e., we take
note of [the import of this or that word]. And so, since we
perceive the three simultaneously, there is the doubt,—pray, are
these severally what is meant hy the word, or these aggregatives
ly ?—such is the meaning.*

b. Some say that this [aphorism] is [a part of the BAdsAya];
but, in reality, from its difficult style, &c., it is decidedly an ap-
horism. Yet the portion “ As to what is meant by it’’ seems to
have been supplied by the author of the BAdshya.+

¢. In regard to this [doubt as to what is directly designated
by a substantive), he states the opinion of him who alleges that
the ‘individual’ is what is meant.}

LI ESEARILRITRA S RIES R BRI
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BOOK 11, §13. ni

F opinion that Aph. 125.‘—[The-me'ar.|ing of the word, saya
e appellative dewotes sOme one, is] the individual, because [only]
the individuat. in respect of en individual can be under.
stood the term ““go,” or a collection, or the giving, taking, num.
ber, waxing, waning, colour, [grammatical] composition, or birth,

@, Sopply *is the meaning of the word.” Because the said
things ‘can be understood,’ i. €., can be employed. The word
anubandha here means birth, ¢ Go,’ i, e., such an expression as
“The cow goes.” Ounly ‘in respect of an individual,’—becausa
genus and form are insubstantial,—becaunse thus it is only in zes.
pect of an individual that such expressions can be employed as
“ A collection of cows,” “ He gives the cow,” * He accepts the
cow,” “Ten cows,” ¢ The cow waxes,’ “A lean cow,” “ A red
cow,” ¥ Cow’s blood,” * The bull born,” &c.*

4. If the word samdsa be held to mean “ abiding properly,” or
M relation,” then the (penultimate] exemplification should be
“The cow abides,” or “ The cow’s face.”’t

¢. He condemns this.}
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112 THE APOORISMS OF THE NYAYA.

Aph. 126.—[An appellative does not denote
an individual,] because there is no fixation
thereof,

a. The meaning does not pertain to the individual, because
there is no * fixation’ of an individual simply,—it is indetermi.
nate,®

The opinion refuled.

b. For, if it were an individual simply [—without reference to
the kind of individual—] that i meant, then, in consequence of
the word “cow,” or the like, any individual [of any kind] what-
soever might present itself;—therefore what is meant (by the
word “ cow’] is [not an individual simply, but] an individusd
distinguished by cowhood. And so, (some one may ask,] agree.
ably to the maxim * Cognition which does not apprehend the die~
tinction, cannot infer {the exact nature of ] what is to be dis-
tingunished,” let the meaning apply ouly to the genus:—how,
then, does it acquaint us with en individual? To this the follow.
ing aphorismt [replies),

WU AT R R -
TRIHIRISFARTS ([T AFTAC; 1 LR 9 ¢

Aph. 127,—Though its meaning
be not so and eo, it is Gguratively
s0 employed, in the case of (1) & Brébman, (2) a scaffold, (3) a
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mat, (4} & king, (5) meal, (6) sandal-wood, (7) the Ganges, (8) &
cart, (9) food, and (10) a man,—in consideration of (1) associa-
tion, (2) place, (3) design, (4) function, (6) measure, (6) contain-
ing, (7) vicinity, (8) conjunction, (9) sustenance, and (10) supre-
maey, .

a. ‘Though it be not so and so,” i. e., though such be not the
direct meaning of the word; ‘it is figuratively employed,” i. e.,
the word is used indirectly ; for example, the word “staff” &c
is employed for a Brihman &c.,, because of association &e, In
consequence of ‘association,” which is a species of conjunction,
in this example “ Feed the staff,” the word staff is employed in
the sense of the Bréhman who hears a staff.*

5. In like manner, from the ‘place,” * The scaffolds shout”
means the man standing on the scaffold. From the * design,’
*“ He makes a mat” implies his aiming after a mat; for the mat,
inssmuch as it is & thing non-existent [until made], can have [—
at the time when one is spoken of as making it—] no maker.
Because his f function’ is that of Yama, [the jugge of the dead],
vis., chastising &c., the word Yama is used to mean a king, By
reason of the  measure,” meal measured by a bushel is called a
bushel of meal. By reason of the *containing,’ sandal-wood
piaced in a vessel in called a vessel of sandal-wood. Because of
Yvicinity,’ they say  The cows are feeding on the Ganges.” Be-
causs of the conjunction of some hlack substance [in the shape
of paint,] with the cart, the expression “A black cart’” may be
instanced. Because it is the fsusténance’ of life, food is called
life, In the expression ““ Of course his femily is & king,” we un-
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114 THE APHORISMS OF THE NYXYA.

deratand [by family,] the head of the family,—because of the
headship* [implied in thie elliptical expression],

¢. And thus, as, from the word Ganges &c., wo understand
the bank of the Ganges &c., 8o, from the word cow &c., we un-
derstand that to be indicated which possesses the nature of a
cow.t

d. He lays down the opinion that the form alone is what is
meantf [by an sppellative],

AEHAITITATA, CEATRATTR LRE

L. Aph. 128.—The form [—says some
Erroseony opinion thad the .
Jorm is what is demoted by oOne, is what is meant by the word], be-
o appellative. cause it is with reference thereto that

the determination of Lhe entity is settled.

a. The form is what is meant by the word ; —why 7—hecause,
—* of the entity,’ e. g., of an animel, as & cow, * the determing-
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BOOK IL §13. 115

tion is settled,’ i. o, there is the settlement of its being such
and such a determinate thing,— with referencs thereto,’ i. e.,
with reference to the form:—that in to say, the form alone ia
what is meant, becanse it is with reference to the form that the
expression “This is a horse,” * This is a cow,” is employed.*

&. He censures this, by means of its fruit,t [i. ¢., by showing
the ahsurd consequence to which it leads],

RS ATRATEHA RTRUTEA FFTR
sfas L R

;!l:urd consequence of  Aph. 120.—[Were thie so, then,} in mn

pracs sarthenware cow, where, though it possess
individuality and the form, we do not find immolation &ec., we
should find the genus.

a. Since, ia an carthenware cow, though it possess individuali.
ty and the form [of & cow], we do not meet with its heing im-
molated &c., [as happens to real cattle], the genus of this or
that is (at least neeessarily ineluded in] the meaning of a word :
—otherwise, we should find the earthenware cow alsa, imamuch
a9 it is sn individual and it has the form of o cow, getting
ccremonially immolated :—such is the import.}
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116 THE APHORIBMS OF THE NYAYA,

4, Having set aside the opinion that the meaning [of & word}
is only the individual or the farm, he sets aside the epinion that
what is meant is the genus alone.®

A AwO AT L R o |

The genas alome is not Aph. 180,—Nay [—it is not the gemus
what ir comoeyed by alome that is meant directly by an appella.
an appellative. tive—] because it is in referenee to the form
and to the individual that there is the manifestation of the genus.

a. It ia not the genus alone that is meant by the word. Since
the ¢ manifestation of the genus,’ i, e., the knowledge, commu-
nicated verbally, of the genus, has ¢ reference to the form and to
the individual,’ 1. e., is determined by its having some form and
individual s its object,—these two ulso are necessarily expressed
[directly by the word], because it is impossible that they conld
be recognised except by the direct meaning,t [seeing that they
could not be conveyed by ‘Indication’ or *Suggestion,’ if not
directly denoted. See Sdhilya-Davpana, §11.,13 and 23).

5. And thus it is settled that all three are expreased directly :
—&0 he sayn.}
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BOOK II. §18, 7

Wihat is muﬁlyw-m Agh. 131.—But the meaning of a word is
% en appellalioe. {1 genus and the form and the individusl.

a. By the word ‘hut,” that only one of these is what is meant
by & word, is excluded, But the expression ¢the meaning of 8
word’ is in the wingular, to acquaiut us that, though there are
three, the power [or direct siguificauce of a word,] is hat one.*

¢. Though the power [or direct siguificance of a word,] be in-
divisible, sometimes one or other [of the tbree things signified]
may [more prominently] present iiself. Though the meaning
be equal, [in its reference to each of the three,] the pre-eminence
belongs to the individual, siuce it is the subjecit [of which the
others are the attributes ;—so thet the word, more atrictly, de-
notes the individual and connofes its generic properties &c).

¢. Since it may be asked, among these what are [what you
call] the individual &ec.,—he says.$

AT A1 LRR 1

ﬂ, finition of an Aph. 182.—An individual is something definite,
) the abode of particular qualities,

a. He defines form.§
wralmdtfafagma 1 L1
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Aph. 183, —The form is what is called the

Defaition of form. token of the genus.

a. That of which the name is ¢ the token of the genus:’—for,
of the genus cowhood, for example, the token is a certain collo-
cation of dewlap &c.,* [whereby the cow is recognised].

b, He defines genus.t

GRTATGATIWHT AR 1 L B8 1

Aph. 134—Genus is that whose nature is
to produce the same [coneeption].

a. That of which the ¢nature,’ i, e., the essence, is ‘to pro-
duce,’ vis.,, to produce kmowledge,—‘the same,’ i, e, of the
same form, [—knowledge, illustratively, being regarded as ta-
king the form of the object known,—as water takes the form of
the receptacle into which it flows] :—and so the meaning is—a
fitness to produce Imowledge of the same desoription.}

Definition of genns,

4. Here enda the section on the Examination of the Meaning
of & Word, and the second Diumal Portion of the Second Book,
namely the Examination of Evidence amd its Subservients, by
means of the examination of the division thereof.§
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BOOK II. §13. 119

c. The commentary composed by the venerable Viswandtha
Bhattichérys, on the Second Book of the Aphorisms of tbe Nyéya,
is finished *
frAlamfras= iR I
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PREFACE.

Tre great body of Hindd Philosophy is based upou 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 adepted ; and, this being their end, the ob-
scurity, which must needs attach to them in the eyes of the un-
instructed, is not chargeable upon them &s a fault.

For various reesons it 1s desirable that there should be an ac-
cuarate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much of gloss as
may he required to render them intelligible. A class of pandits,
in the Bepares Sanskrit College, having heen 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 thew, of other learned
Bréhmens, 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 cless-book is designed to subserve further the
attempt to determine accurately the aspect of the pbilosophical
terminology of the East as regards that of the West,

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

J. R. B.

Benares College,
bth January, 1852,
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SANKRBYA APHORISMS

ap

KAPILA

INTRODUCTION,

a. Salutation to the illustricus sage Kapila !*

b, Well, the great sage Kapila, desirous of raising the world
[from the Slough of Despond in which he found it sunk], per-
ceiving 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 adaptcd to the attainment of
the fruit], declares, as follows, the excellence of the fruit [which

he would urge our striving to ohtain].t

vy fafaugwmmfaefaamtaem 1\ 1

The enlject Aph, 1,—Well, the complete cessation of pain
proposcd. [which is] of three kinds is the complete end of man.
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6 TIIE SANKHYA APIIORISMS,

a. The word  Well’ serves as a benediction®*[—the particle
atha heing regarded as an auspicious one].

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which is of
three kinds—viz. (1) due to one’s self (ddhydimika), (2) due to
products of the elements /ddhibhgutika), and (3) due to superna-
tural causes (ddhideivika)—, is the complete end of man, he
means to say that it is the chief end of man among the four hu-
man aims [-—viz. merit, wealth, pleasurc, and liberation,—see
Sdhitya Darpana §2,—]t hecause the three are transitory, whereaa
liberation is nof transitory :-—such is the state of the case.

A question whether the ¢, But then, let it e that the above-
g i A ::f; ba;:f:fm'd mentioned cessation [of all the three kinds

of pain] ia the complete end of man, still,
what reason is there for betaking oneself to a doectrinal system
which is the cause of & 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, beautifu] women and delicate food, &c., and re-
medies 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 power, &c.,—and when {on the other
hand], since it is hard to get onc to grapple with that very diffi-
cult knowledge of truth whlch can be perfected ouly by the tcul

v Y YR A {9 A
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BOOK I. 7

of successive births, it must he still more liard to get one to be-
take himself to the doctrinal system [which treats of the kuow-
ledge in question] P—therefore [-—i. e. seeing that this may De
asked—] he declares as follows* :—

% gemfafgfreacagefredaas & ¢

The end is not to be atigined Aph. 2—The effectuation of this
by ordinary meass. (complete cessation of pain] is not [to be
expected] by means of the visible {—sucb as wealth, &c.—), for
we see [—on the loss of wealth, &e.—] the restoration [of the
evil] after its cessation.

a. ‘The visible’—in the shape of the drugs, &c., above.men-
tionedt (§1. ¢].
6. ‘ The effectuation of this’—i. c. the effectuation of the com.

plete cessation of pain.}
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8 TIIE SANKIIYA APODORISMS.

¢. Why is it not [to be thus effected]? Because, Jaf’ter the cea-
sation,—-the cessation of pain is understood,—we see its restora-
tion,—the springing up again of pain in general* [—frora which-
cver of its three sources—§1 b].

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

e. But then,—Grant that fufure pain is not debarred by
drugs, &c., [cmployed to remove presen! pain], still, by again and
again obviatiog it [as often as it presents itself], there may be
the cessation of fulure pain also:—this douht he states as fol-

lows:]—
= (3
T TR AR IR TR AT 1 § 8
P Y
The qu-estimbwkethq' fge Aph. 3.—[Let us consider the donbt]
’“‘i‘z”fe:::n:‘amﬂé} that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
ordinary meany. pain—may result] from exertions for
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BOOK I. 9

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

a. When pain shall arise, {let us suppose one to argus] them
it is to be obviated ; and thus there is the soul’s desire, the cea.
sation of pain, just as one should eat when there is hunger, and
thua there is the soul’s desire of the eater, viz. the cessation of
bhunger. 1In regard to this {doubt] he states the recogmised de.
cision,*

TATEARTAA (U TRTERERT: -
YN

This mggestion Aph. 4.—This [method of palliatives, §3], is
segatmed. to he rejected by those who are versed in evi.
dence, because it is not everywhere possible [to employ it at all],
snd because, even if this were possible, there would ho an im-
possibility as regards (ensuring] the perfect fitness [of the agents

employed ].

2. For there are not physicians, &c., in every place and at all
times ; and [to rely on physicians &c., would not be advisshle]
even if there were the possibility,—i. e. even if these were [always
st band}, since physicians are not perfect {in their art],—for pain
cannot with certainty be got rid of by means of phyaicians, &e.,
with their drugs, &c. ; moreover, when corporeal pain has depart-
ed, there may still be that which is menfal, &c., so that there is
pot [under such circumstances] in every respect liberation from
pain ;—for these reasons such a soul’s sim {as that which con.

e mm TERATEA AQT A7 WfAwa AN
pairef: qaure: aut a9 yee Sy
*q yivef: qrwmd !:ﬁBfir{mafﬂ |



10 THE BANKHYA APHORISMS,

tents itwelf with temporary palliatives] is to be rejected by those
who are versed in evidences* [—i. e. who are acquainted with
anthoritative treatises}.

4. He mentions another prooff [of his assertion].
wwuTefd AreE SETRERA 0 W

Seriptural evidence in Aph, 5,.—Also [an inferior method ought
Javour of this view, .

not to be adopted] becanse of the pre-emi-
nence of Liberation [as proved] by the text [of scriptave decla-
ratory] 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 Libera-
tion (moksha), by being eternal, is transcendant s a remover of all
pains. Moreover one ought to endeavour only after the know-
ledge of truth, which is the means thereof [—i. e. of Libera-
tion—] because the Scripture tells its pre-eminence shove all
{other objects of endeavour] in the text “There is nothing he-
yond the gaining of Soul} [—with the utter exclusion of pain}.”

* 7fg qafar TN wafw S SR |
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BOOK L 13

b. Bat then, [it may be suggested] —when you say lideration,
we understand you to mean from bondage; and is that bondage
essential, or is it adventitious? In the former case, it is incapa-
hle of destruction ; if it come under the latter head, it will pe-
rish of itself [like any other adventitious and therefore transito-
ry thing]}:—what have we to do with your ‘knowledge of truth,’
then? To this he replies as follows*,

wfyEyRET 1 § ¥

Aph. 6.—And there is no difference between

rection met
An objection the two.

a. There is no difference in the applicability of liheration on
either of the suppositions, that the bondage is essential or that it
ia adventitions, [—supposing it were either ;—see §19.4.). That
is to say, we can tell both how the bondage takes place and how
the liberation takes place.t

b. Now, with the view of demonstrating [the real nature of ]
/Y W ATRIGUEATHNA | WAHAHTAE 7
faem xfa T TS AT T T e o afa-
Lol
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12 THE SANKHYA APIIORISMS.

Bondage and Liberation, he declares, exclusively, in the first
place, the objections to Bondage’s being essenfial® [§5 5].

A GUMAT Ty ATTENAML At 1 o 1

Liberation must be possible, Aph, 7.—There would be no fitness in

;:, ;:f,. ,.J-o,-uz ouid nof the enjoining of means for the liberation

of bim who is bound essentially.

a. Since Liberation has been stated [§1] to result from the
complete ceasation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage is the junc-
tion of pain :—and this is not essential 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 ia
what must be supplied [to complete the aphorism],—because-~to
explain our meaning [—by an illustration] ,—fire cannot be libe-
rated from its Aea? which is essential to it,—since that which is
essential exists as long as the substance exists.t

b, And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the [7wara
@Gitd,], “1f the soul were essentially foul, or impure, or changeable,

v QY THATARUTTEY Wil AErGIaRa
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BOCK I. 13

then its liberation could not take place even through hundreds of
succeasive birthe.”#

¢. [Sinee some one may he disposed to say] “ Grant that there
is no fitness [in the seriptural und legal injunetions—§7. a.],—
what have we to do with tAat #’—therefore he declares as fol-
lovws :(—+

FARGHANTAR A SATTURTAGH | &

Scripture would be nugatory Aph. 8.—Since an essential nature
if pain were inevitable, .. . "

is imperishahle, unauthoritativeness, be-
tokened by inappropristeness, [would be cbargeable against the
scripture, if pein were essential to humanity].

a. That is to say,—since the essential nature of any thing is
imperishable,—i. e. endures as long as the thing itself,—it
would follow [—on tho supposition that pain is essential to hu-
manity—] that, since Liberation is impossible; the Scripture
which enjoins the meanns for its attainment is a false authority,
inasmuch ea it is inappropriate} [in its injunctions, And this is
out of the question,—Scripture being assumed here, as i all the
others of the six syatems, to be an exact measure of truth].

b. But then, [some one may say]—let it de en injunction {to
nse means for the attainment of an unattainable object] on the

*» SHFCNAAL | T AFIAT 5T fawrt
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14 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

mere strength of Scripture :* [—and, since Scripture is an un-
questionable authority, we may be excused from asking or an-
swering the question why the injunction is given :—] to this he
replies as follows :—

™ = =~
AL A vRuieE faue i & 0
An impracticable injunc Aph. 9.—There i8 no rule where some-
nim -
tion i:p:o rule. s thing impossible is enjoined ; though it de
enjoined, it is no injunection.
d. There can be no fitness or propriety in an injunction with
6 view to an impossible fruit, seeing that, though something be
enjoined, or ordered, [to be effected] by means that are impracti-
cable, this is no injunction at all, hut only the semblance of an

injunction ;—because it stands to reason tbat not even the Veda
can make one see sense in an absurdity :-—such iv the meaning.t

4. Here he comes upon a doubt.§

Rekcet e CURON

A doubt whether the essen-
tial be not removeable,

Aph, 10.-—If [some one says]—es
in the case of white eloth, or of a seed,
[—something essential may be not irremoveahle ; then he will
find his answer in the next aphorism].

* 77 HfaawRaEmEE FrETe N

1 W waErdne fafsrrer @ wanfa
= sufze fAfeR i wriEs suen wa
wafw faguwwiTe on | arfuews a9 o 7 I
T e, 8

T A UER |




BOOK 1. 15

a. But then [the doubter is supposed to argue]—the destruc-
tion even of what is essential {-—in spite of what is stated under
§ 7—] is seen; as for example, the essential whiteness of white
cloth is removed by dyeing, and the essential power of germina-
tion in a seed is removed by 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 tbough
it were essential. 8o too there may be [without any impropriety]
the enjoinment of the meanas thereof. Well—if [any one argues
thus] ;—such is the meaning* {of the aphorism, to which he pro.
ceeds to reply.]

b. He declarest [the real state of the case with reference to
the doubt just raised].

TRFAEFICAT AMRULT: § LY 0

Decision that an essential Aph. 11.—8ince both perceptibleness
properiy may be kidden )
bt mot removed. and [subsequent] non-perceptibleness may

belong to some power [which is indestrue-
tible], it is not something impracticable that is enjoined {when one
is directed to render some indestructible power imperceptible].

a. In regard even to the two examples abovementioned [§ 10]
people do not give an injunction for [the positive destruction of]
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16 THE SANKHYA APIIORISMS,

something essential, which is indestructible [§ 8]. Why [do we
say this]? Because in these two instances of the perceptibleness
and non-perceptibleness of 8 power [—the powers, namely, of
appearing white, and of germinating—-see § 10. a.—] there are
mercly the manifestation and [afterwards] the hiding 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, &¢., [in
the case of the dyed cloth,] and by the will of the Yogf [—~the
possessor of supernatural powers,—in the case of the roasted
seed—] &c.*

. Having thus disproved the notion that Bondage is essenfial
[to man), wishing to disprove also the notion that it is the result
of some [adherent] cause, he rtejects the {various supposable]
causes, Vz., Time &c.t

A wEATAT F(GA R TEEEE AR |

Time, which applies to all, Aph. 12.—Not from connection with
;g:x; :’ < ﬁ; ;‘::,‘:' S the  4ime[does bondage befall the soul], becanse

this, all-pervading and eternal, is eternal-
ly associated [with all, and not with those alone wbo are in bondage].
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BOOK 1, 1?

a. The bondage of man ia not caused hy time, hecause (if that
were the case] there could be no such separation as that of the
liberated and un-liberaled, because time, which applies to every-
thing and is eternal, is at all times associated with all men*
{—and must therefore bring all into bondage if any).

A JTATAT STFAl L\ & 0

Place, for the rame rearon, Agph, 13.-—~Nor [does hondage arise]

cammot be tAe care. from counection with place either, for the
SAIE reason.

a. That is to say,—bondage does not arise from counection
with place. Why? ‘For the same resson,’—i. e, for that stated
in the preceding aphorism,—viz. that, since it [viz. place] is con-
nected mith all men, whether liberated or not liberated, bondage
would [in fAaf case] befal the liberafed alzo.t

ATAYTA SCHREATARL L 8 |

The soul is not kept in bomdage  Aph, 14, Nor [does tbe bondage of
m&mﬂ IMMI the soul arise] from its being condi-

tioned [by ita standing among cir-
cametances that elog it by surroumling it], because that is the
habit [not of the scul but] of the body.
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18 THE SANKTIYA APHORISMR,

a. By 'condition' we mean the being in the shape of a sort of
-asociation. The bondage [of the soul] does not ariss from that,
‘because that is the property of the body [and not of the soul};—
‘becanse~— that is to say-—bondage might befal ever the hberated

[-—which is jtapossible—]) if that which is the babit of amother
could occasion the bondage of one quite different.*

4. But then [some one migbt say,] lef this conditioned state
belong to the soul. On this point [to prevent m.ut.akas] he ds-
clarea :t— :

HYFT swgw wfan e LW}
The routis altogether Ak, 15, [Itis not s0} because thin sotil is
4 unassociated [with any conditions or ecircum-

stances that could serve as its bonds].

a. The word iti here shows that it [is e. the assartion conveyeﬂ
in the aphorism] is a reason,—the construction, with tbe pre-
ceding aphorism, heing thia, that, siace the soul is unassociated,
it beloogs only to tbe body to be [ha.mpered] among cu‘cumatm-
cen.}

3 € ' -
7 sRTTTTRR AR T | L ¢ 0
n . - .
weﬁ;le%‘" ?wh belonge Aph.. 16.—Nor [does the bondage of
som] arise] from any work, because these
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BOOK ). )

are the property of another, and begeuse it would be. eternal. {nf
the ease were 83 you imagine].

a. That is to say,-—moreover the hondage of the soul does not
arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbidden, 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 befal even the liberated* [through some acts of some one
else].

4. Bat then [some one may eay], this objection does not ap-
ply if we hold that bondage may arise from the acts of the as-
sociale [—viz, the mental organ];—so, with allusion to tlis, he
states another reason,—¢ and because it would be eternal’—i. e.
hecause bondage, in the shape of connection with pain, would
ocenr [where it does not] even in such cases as the universal dis~
rolntiont [of the phenomenal universe, including the mental or-
gan hut nof the soul], '

A dowbt whether the bondage c. But then (some one may say], if

fon 1 hi
:il:’:i;n The ’:‘m? #ometling  that be the case then let the bondage

too, in the shape of connection with pain,
belong [not to the soul but] to the mind ulone, in accordance with
the principle that it have the same locus as the works [to which
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» THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

it is due] ; and, since it is an established point that pain is an
affection of the mind, why is bondage [i. e. connection with
pain] assumed of the soul also? With reference to this doubt
he declares as follows :—*

P - €
fafeaivmAqufvoauRa | Ve |
Why it iz to the soul that Aph. 17.—If it were the property of

the ge must belong. any other, then there could not be diverse
experience.

a. If bondage, in the shape of connection with pain, were the
property of another, i. e. a property of the mind, there could be
no such thing es diverse experience,—there could be no such
different experience as one man’s experiencing pain and another
man’s not [—for, it must be remembered, it is not in point of
mind but of soud that men are held by Kapila to be numerically
different—]; therefore it must be admitted that pain ia connect-
ed with the soul also, And this {pain that belongs to the sonl]
is in the shape merely of a reflection of the pain [that attaches
to its sattendant orgapism), and this reflection is of its owm
attendant [orgamsm] only, so that there is no undue resnitt
[deducible from our theory. ]
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is directly
the cause of bondage.*

wafafansgaEay aQ i« WCAREHE LT |

Nature is ::: ‘;:f’t'r:mcg:;ate Aph. 18.—If [you say that the soul’s
canse of ¥ # %R bondage arises] from Nature as its cause,

{then I say) no,—[because] that also is & dependant thing.

a. But then [some one may say] let bondage result from Na-
tsre as its canse :—if you say so, I say no,—hecanse that also, i.
e. Nature alao, is dependznt on the conjunction which is to be
mentioned in the next aphorism,—becaunse if it [Nature] were to
occadon bondage even withou! that [conjunction which is next to
be mentioned], then bondage would occur even in such cases as
the universal dissolutiont [when soul is altogether disconnected
from the phenomenal].

b. If the reading [in the aphorisw) be nibandhand [in the 1st
case and not in the 5th], then the construction will be as fol-
lows :—“1f [you say that] the bondage is caused by Nature,”
&e.}

¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage only
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2 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

ap dependiug on something else [—i. e. on thé comjunctién to
be mentioned in the next aphorism], through this very sort of
conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is reflectional,—like the
heat of water duc to the conjunction of fire,®* [—water being
held to he essentially cold, and only to seem Lot while the hesat
contioues in conjunction with it].

d. He establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this point,
in the very middlet [of his criticisms on erronecus notions in re-
gard to the matter,—for there are more to come].

7 fATTI TR AATEATTEAT | L& |

Phat really is the relation  4ph 19.—But not without the conjung.
e bondage to the sl tion thereof [i. e. of Neture] is there the
connection of that [i. e. of pain] with that [viz. the soul] which
i ever esscntially a pure and free intelligence.

a. Therefore, without the conjunction thereol,—i. e. without
the conjunction of Nature,—there is net to the soul any connec-
tion with that,—i. e. any conncction with bondage :—but, more.
over, just through that [counection with Nature] does bondaga
take place.}

b. In order to suggest thc fact that the bondage [of the soul]
is reflectional (—and not inherent in it eitber essentially or ad-
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ventitionsly-—] he makes use of the indirect expression with s
donble negative (-—* not without”). For if bondage were proc
duced by the copjunction [of the soul] with Natare, as colonr 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 cou-
tinue even after disjunction thercfrom [—as the red colour re-
maing in the jar after the fire of the brick-kiln has heen extin-
guished,—whereas the red colour occasioned in & crystal vase by
a China-rose, while it occurs no? without the China-rose, ceases
on the removal tbereof ]. Hence, as bondage ceases on the dis-
Junction f{of the soul] from Nature, the hondage is merely reflec-
tional, and neither essential [§5. 4.] nor adventitious* [§11. #].

¢. In order that there may not he such an error as that of . the
Vaiseshikas—viz. [the opinion that there is] an absolutely rcal
conjunction [of tbe soul] with pain, be says ¢ which is ever,’ &c.
f$19). That is to say,—as the connection of colour with essen-
tially pure crystal does not take place without the conjunction of
the China rose [—the hue of which, seen athwart the crystal,
seems to helong to the crystal—), just so the connection of pain
with the soul, essentially pure, &c., could not take place without
the conjunction of some accidental associate. That is to say,
pain, &c., caunot arise spondancouslyt [—any more than w- red
"eolour can arise spontaneously in the crystal which is essentially
pure]. ’
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b THE SBANKHYA APHORISMS.

d. This has heen declared in the Squra as follows:—' As the
pure crystal is regarded by people as red in consequence of the
proximity of something [as a Chiua.rose] that lcnds its colour,
in like manner the supreme soul* [is regarded as heing affected
hy pain).”

¢. 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 perpe-
tual liberatedness means the heing ever dissociated from real
pain :—that is to say, the connection with pain in the shape of a
refleciion is not a real bondaget [any more than the reflection of
the China-rose is & real stain in the crystal].

f. And so the maker of the aphorism means that the cause of
its bondage is just a particular comjunction [}19. ¢.],—eand now
enough as to that point.f
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BOOK I 25

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

AAZAT SEAGAT THEENA L R e |

The Vedantic tenet on this Aph. 20.—Not from Ignorance, too,
poiat dispuicd. [does the soul’s bondage arise], because
that which ia not a reality is not adapted to binding.

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

&. 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 Veddn-
ta-Sdra §20. b], because, since their ¢ Jgnorauce’ is not a real
thing, it is not fit to bind ;—because, that is to say—the hinding
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.§
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Tga fegrreafa b R 1

The Veddnti caxnot evads Aph. 21. If it { *Ignorance’] be [as-
E:ﬂ?ﬁﬁt‘:}}“"w e perted by you to be] a reality, then there

is an abandonment of the [Veddntc]
tenet [by you who protess to follow the Vedénta],

a. That is to sny ;—and if you apree that ‘ Ignorance’ is a re-
ality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see Nydya
Aplorisms §31—] of the un-reality of ¢ [gnorance’* {—and so
you stultify yoursclf ).

5. He states another objection.t

fasrAtagAfvT 1 R R

The Veddnti cannot evade Aph, 22. Aund [if you assume ‘[gno-
iﬁﬁ.-::’ﬂfa"a}?f*“‘ “ rance’ to be a reality, then] there would

be a dualily through [there being] some-
thing of a different kind [from sou),—which you asserters of
non-dualily cannot contemplate allowing].

a. That is to say,—if ‘ Ignorance’ is real aud without a hegin-
ing, then it is eternal and coordinate with Boul :—if (tlherefore]
it be not soul, then there is & duality througlh {there being) some-
thing of a different kind {from soui; and this the Vedéntis can-
not intend to establish] hecausc these followers of the Veddnia,
asserting mon-dualily, hold that there is neither a dusality through

+ gfgrfaemn age Qiffad agT SngwmE-
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there being something of the same kind [with soul] nor through
there being something of a different kind.*

b, He ponders a doubt.t

fagg 1 aRUT |0 R 3 0

The Veddntf must not allege Aph. 23. If [the Vedsinti alleges, re-
:‘:f:; Jﬂ“::::lf ' at mce  rarding ¢ Ignorance,’ that] it is in the

shape of both these opposites, [—then
we shall say Nay, for the reason to be assigned in the next
aphorism].

a. The meaning is,—if [the Veddnt! says that] ‘ Ignorance’ is
uot real, else there would he a duality through [there being]
something of a different kind (from soul,—which a follower of
the Vedinta cannot allow]; and moreover it is not unreal, he-

cause we experience its effects; but it is in the shape of some-

thing at once real and unreal} [like Plato’s ov xa: un dv—see Ve.
ddnta-gdra §21 .
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P THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

Aph, 24. {To the suggestion that * Ig-
There i & thi P
A l.;; ‘;: ::c:"‘:m ':'fd“:: norance’ is at once real a.n_d unreal, we
real. 8ay] no,—because no such thing is known

{as is at once real and unreal.]

a, That is to say,—it ia not right to say that ¢ Ignorance’ is at
once real and unreal. The reason of this he states in the words
‘ hecause no such thing’ &c.,—hecause any such thing as is at
once real and unreal is not known. For, in the case of a dis-
pute, it is necessary that there should be an example of the
thing {—i. e.—see Nyfya Aphorisms §25—a case in which all
perties are agreed that the property in dispute iz really pre-
sent—), and, as regards your opinion, such is not to be found
[—for, where is there any thing in regard to which both parties
ere agreed tbat it is at once real and unreal, as they are agreed
that fire is to be met witb on the culinary hearth ?]—such is the
import. ¥

4. Again he ponders a doubt.}

7 7% wuRTdEEA SnfawfTaR Ly R Y o

P . Aph. 25. {Posaibly the Veddnti may

ddg‘“‘“""b:;:;"':o‘“ﬂ’;; remonstrate—] “ We are not asserters of

self-contradiction. any Bix Categories like the Paideshikas
and others.”
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BOORK I, 24

a. “ We are not asserters of a definite sct of categories {—like
the Vaiseshikas who arrange all things under six heads, and the
Naiydyikas who arrange them under sixteen——j; thecetore we
hold that there is such a thing—unknown though it be {to peo-
ple in general]—as ‘ Ignorance’ which is at ouce real and unreal,
or [if you prefer it] which differs at once from the rcal and the
unreal [—see Veddnta.sdra §21—], hecause this is cstablished by
proofs,® {scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to wus,
although they may not comply with all the technical requisitions
of Gautama’s schcme of argumentative exposition,”—sec Nydya
Aphorisms §33].

b. By the expression [in the aphorism] “and others,’ are meant
the Naiydyikas, for the Naiydyika is an nssertcr of sixteen cate-
gortes,t [—see Nyéya Aphorisms §1].

¢. He confutes thisf [pretecnee of evading the objection by
disallowing the categories of the Nyéya].

wfemae ({7 AETHEE ST AT arE -
fgawawt R§ 0

The self-comtradictory is Aph. 26, Even although this be not
nliogether inadmigsible. . . .

fised [that the categories are six or six-
teen), there is no acceptance of the incousistent, else we come
to the level of children and mrdmen and the like,

» 7 3% fagragraarfea: | @At sudtar s @e-
TITAE: FTEfTERu a1 Al it
ArfagETa !

1, mfeurgatas: afy seaardnf

1 afeefan




30 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. Lot there be (accepted) no system of categories {such as
that of the Nyaya—4§25], still, since deing and nol-being nre con.
tradictory, it is impossible for any disciples to admit, merely on
your worship’s assertion, a thing at once real and unreal, which
is inconsiatent,—contrary to all fitness; otherwise we might as
well aceept also the self-contradictory assertions of children and
the like ;—snch is the meaning.*

&, Certain heretics [—deniers of the authority of the Vedas—]
nssert that there exist extcrnal objects, of momentary duration
[individually, cach being, however, replaced by its fac-simile the
next instant, so that the uninterrupted scries of productions be-
comes 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 :t—

amfefassuTmfafaaa e 1 R o o

The heretical theory of a suc- Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof,
z:i;":s Q{ﬂﬂ:‘;"‘{:?&‘ b;: moreover, i8 not caused by any in-

dage, rejected. fluence of objects from all eternity.

a. ‘Thereof,’—i. e. of the soul. An eternal influence of ob-
jects,—an influence of ohjects the effect of which, in the shape

t sfmfas s @f agfaa wfaa
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BOOK I J1

of a continued stream, has had no commencement,—not by this
either is it possible that the bondage [of the soul] has becu oc-
casioned ;—vsuch is the menning.*

b. He states the reason of thist [impossibility].
T AENAAR U HATET ST S u2re-
T FRgIRfegEgAEl R 7 |

4 thing cannot act  4ph, 28, Also [in my opinion as wel as in
where o is not,

yours apparently] between the external and the
internal there is not the relation of the influeneed and the in-
fluencer, becausc there is a local separation, as there is between
him that stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pdtaliputra,

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are at
present objecting to], the sonl is circumseribed, 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
external ohject. Why? Decause they are separated in regard to
place, like two persons the onc of whom remains in Srughna
and the other in Pétaliputra;—such is the meaning. Because
the affection which we call ‘ influence’ (vdgand) 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-basketf [—to which they impart their odour.]
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$2 THE SANKIIYA APHORISMS,

b. By the word ‘ Also,” the absence of conjunction [between
the soul and objects—sce §15—], &c., which he himaself holds,
is connected* [with the matter of the present aphorism].

¢. Srughna and P#taliputra [—Palibothra, or Patna—] are
two several places fur apart ¥

d. But then, [these heretics may reply] ““ The influence of ab-
jects fon the soul] may be asscrted because there i a contact
with the objeet, inasmuch as the soul, according to us, goes to
the place of the objeet, just as the senses according to your
worship.”” ‘Therefure he declares as follows :}

TARHLAAHTIONS Zw@ | RE

O the heretical iew; the free AphA. 29. [Itis impossible that the
soul would be egually tuble to , .
bondage. soul's bondage should arise] from am

influence received in the same place
[wherc the objcct is, because, in that case,] there would be no
distinction between the two [—the bond and the free).
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BOOK 1. 33

a. Tocomplete the sense we must supply as follows :—* It isim-
possihle that the bondage should arise from an influence received
in one and the same place with the ohject.> Why ? Because there
would be no distinction between the two, the soul bound and the
soul free, becanse bondage would [in that case] befal the libers-
ted soul also (the free soul, according to this hypothesis, being
just aa liable to come across objects as any other—], snch is the
meaning.*

4. Here bhe ponders a doubt.t

HqTTAUTEA ! o |

g'“t"d“" attempied  Aph. 30, If [the heretic, wishing to save

) his theory, suggests that a difference bet-
ween the two cases—see $29—does exist] in virtue of the umseen
[-—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 end the hound] are alike in
respect of their coming into contact with objects, when they
becomsa 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 or demerit of this or that
soul,—the soul that is liberated alike from merit and demerit be-
ing able to encounter with impunity the object that would en-
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3 THE SANKIiYA APHORISMS.

chain one differently circumstanoed,]”~—if* [this be urged, then
we look forward].

a. This he disputes, as follows ;1

-, -, o
T TACR R TH I URTITIRCRAE N 0
Each back must bear  Aph. 31. They cannot stand in the relation

its own burden. of deserver mud bestower, since tbe two do
not belong to one and the same time. .

a, Since in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are distinct,
and do not belong to the same time [—believing, as thou here-
tically dost, not only that objects—see §26. b, —momeuntarily per-
ish and are replaced, hut that the duration of souls also is of &
like description—], there is positively no such relation [hetween
the soul at one time and its successor at another] as that of de-
server and bestower [or transmitter of its merits or demerits];
because it is impossible that there should be an influence of ob-
jects [§27] taking cffect on a patient [—say the soul of today—]
occasioned hy the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] belonging to an
agent [-—say the soul of yesterdny—which, on the hypothesis in
question, is a numerically different individual—] ;—such is the
meaning.}
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BOOK 1. 35

5. He ponders a doubt.*

€ =~
yRwaEfefa <At R 0

Wbdhrbm_rit may or Aph. 32. If [the heretic euggests that]

may mof beimpalet.  the case is like that of the ceremonies in re-

gard to a son, [—then he will find his reply by looking forward].

«. But then [the heretic~-admitting the principle that the
merit or demerit of en act belongs entirely to the agent—may
urge that] aa the son is bencfited by ceremonies in regard to s
son,—sinch as that [ceremony-~see Colebrooke’s Hindd Law,
vol. 8. p. 104—celebrated] in anticipation of conception,—which
[no doubt] belongs to the father [who performs the ceremonies
to propitiate the gods],~—in like manmer there may be an influcnce
of objects on the experiencer [~—say the eoul of to-day—] through
the ‘ unseen’ [merit or demerit] that belonge even to a diferent
pubject [—say the soul of yesterday—]: such is the meaningt
[of the heretic].

5. He refutes this by showing thet the illustration is not s
fact.f

iy fg 7= fgT os Fmt A1 MmiTIATesT
dfgaa kR

This will nol help the Aph. 83, (Your illustratien proves no-
Aeretic's argument. thin E.] for, in that case, there is no one per-
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36 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

manent soul which could be consecrated hy the ceremqnies in
anticipation of conception, &c.

@, ‘In that case’—i. e. on thy theory too the benefit of the
son, by means of the performance of the ceremonies in antici-
pation of conception, &ec., could not teke place,—for,’ i. e. be-
canse, on that theory there is not one [self-identical] soul, con-
tinuing from the [time of] coneeption to the birth, which could be
consecrated [by the ceremonies in question] so as to be a fit sub-
ject for the duties that pertain to the time subsequent to birth
(—such as the investiture with the sacred thread, for which the
yonng brihman would not be a fit subject if the ceremonies in
anticipation of his conception had been omitted—); and thus
your illustration is not a real one* [on your oton theory;—it is
not a thing that you can assert as a fact].

4. And according to my theory also your illustration is not a
fact, seeing that it 2 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 spul] is permanent [in its self-identity],
and there is the injunctiont [of Manu— ch. 2. v. 26.—, with
regard to the ceremonies in question, which proceeds on the

same grounds].
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BOOK 1. a7

¢. Some other heretic may encounter ua on the strength of
[the argnment here next stated, viz.] “But then, since dondage
also [like every thing else] is momentary, let this bondage have
nothing determinate for its cause, or nothing af all for ita
cause®”’—[which view of matters is propounded in the next
aphorism].

facarfes: wfusewge 38 0

Whether bondage may not be Aph. 34. Since there is no such
ponini fary and 10 require %o thing a8 a permanent result [—on the

heretical view],—the momentariness {of
bondage also is to be admitted].

a. ‘Of bondage’—this must be supplied {to complete the
aphorism}.t

4. And thus the point relied on is that it [i. e. bondage] have
po cause et sll. And so this is the application [of the argu-
ment—vis.—] :

{1} Bondage, &c., is momentary :—
(2) Beceuse it exiats:—

{(8) [Every thing that exists is momentary] as the apex
of the lamp-flame, or the like.}
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iR TOE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. And [—continues the heretic—] this {reason—-viz., ¢exis-
tence’—] does not extend unduly [—as you may object—] to the
case of a jar or the like, because tAal also [in my opinion] is like
the subject in dispute {in being momentary). This {in fact] in
precisely what iz asserted in tbe expression ‘Since there is mo
such thing as a permanent result "—% [§34].

d. He objects tot {this heretical view).

A ymfammmA 1| 3 Y 0

The fact of recognition Aph. 35. Nay—/[things are not momen-
{:ﬁ”" tha‘:::.mgs are tary in their duration], for the absurdity
of this is proved by recognition,

a. That is to say ;—notbing is momentary, because the abhsur-.
dity of its being momentary follows from the opposite argument
[to that under §34. 4.), taken from such facta of recognition
as ‘“ What I saw,—that same do I touch,”—{an argument which
may be stated as follows]—viz.

(1) Bondage, &e¢., is permanent ;—
{2) Because it exiats i—

(8) (Bvery thing thet exists is permament}—ss a jar,
or the lika.}
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That things are momentary Aphk. 36. And [things t -
+8 cowlradicted by Scripture P [ : g . are no : me
! reasoning. mentary] because this is contradicted

by Scripture and by reasoning.

a. That is to say,—nothing is momentary, because the gene-
ral principle thet 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 procced from the non-existent 7%

Ul yl 39 |

The lrreﬁc’s* slimstration Aph, 87. And [we reject the argument
4 mot & fruid. of this herctic] because his instance is not

a fa-ct'

a. That is to say,—the gencral principle of the momentari-
nesa [of all things] is denied, because this momentary character
does oot in fact belong to the apex of the lamp-flame, &ec., the
instances [on which thou, heretic, dost ground thy generaliza-
tion,—§34. 4.]:—mareover thou gquite errest in regard to mo-
mentariness in that instance from not taking account of the
minute and numercus instants [really included in a duration
which seems to thee momentary] :—such is the import.t
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If things were momentary 4. Moreover, if the momentary dura-
i}";ﬁ:ﬁg’géﬁmw tion {of things] be asserted, then there can

be no such thing as the relation 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 that [relation
of cause and cffect], becanse it is proved to be a reality hy the
fact tbat otherwise there would be no such thing as the efforta of
him who desirea an effect {~—and who therefore sets in operation
the causes adapted to its production]. With reference to this
he declares as follows :¥

GATSATIATAL (A FERELTAE N BT

The cousal relation s mot  Aphk, 38. It is not between two things
f::::z':n:mg; fhat ariee coming simultaneously into existence 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 simullaneously com-
ing into {their supposed momentary] existence, or a8 successive ?
Not the first,—because there is nothing to lead to such an in-
ference, and because we should not [in that case] ind the man
who wents a jar operating with earth, &ec., [with a view to the
jar's subsequent production]. Neither is it the last,—in regard to
which he declares as follows:+

wrATAfA: | e eEETRUTAET AT wi-
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4 ¢ cannof sureice Aph. 39. Because whe.n the n.nte,cede.nt
its subrtastial cause. departs, the consequent is unfit [to arise
and wurvive it),

a. The relation of cause and effect is further inconsistent with
the theory of the momentary duration of things,—because, at
the time when the antecedent, i. e. the cause, departs,—the
consequent, 1. 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 substantially identical with, however form-
ally different from] its substantial ceuse,* [and is incapabls
therafore, of surviving it].

4. With reference to tlis same topic—viz, the snbstentiel
cause, he mentions another [the converse] chjectiont [to the
theory of the momentary duration of things],

AEE ATATNAEIT RO T A0 8 o

The co-existence of emb- Aph. 40. Moreover not, [on the the.
dance and product i inee . )
possible if things be mo. OTY of the momentary duration of things,
meafary. can there be such a relation as that of
cause and effect,] hecanse while the one [the antecedent] exists,
the other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two keep

always asunder.
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a. To complete the aphorism we must sny,—* 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 co-exist with it, the two being mutually ex-
clusive,’ The two suggesters of the relation of cause and effect
are (1) this concomitancy of affirmatives—that while the product
exists, the suhstance thereof exists, and (2) this concomitancy of
negatives—that when the substance no longer exists, the product
no longer exist :—and these two [conditions—on your theory—]
cannot be, because, since things [in your opinion] are momentary
in their duration, the two [—viz, thc substance and the pro-
duet—], inasmuch as they are autccedent and consequent, belong
to opposite times* [—and cannot thereforc co-exist,~—for the
product—according to you—does not come into existenee until
its substance has perished, which is contrary to the nature of the

causal relation just defined].

6. But then {the hcretic may say—do not let the co-exisience
of substance and product be insisted upon a3 indispensable to
the causal relation betwcen the two—but] let the nature of a
cnuse belong to the substantial cause, as it belongs to the instru.
menial cause, in respect merely of its anlecedence. To this he re-

plies.t
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¢ -~ -
Ceie e BU I ELCHE BEANE
Antecedence ta the product doct  Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

?:: f:f,:ﬁ;’:m Matter from  toceqence, then there would be no

determination [of a substantial or
material cause as distinguished from an instrumental cause].

a. And it could not be determined that this was the subsfance
[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 is a distinction be-
tween substantial ond instrumental canses, the whole world is
agreed :—such is the meaning,*

The question whether any thing 4. Other heretics say—* Since no
exisls besides Thoughts. . .

thing [really] exists except Thoughe,
peither does Bondage, just as the things of a dream [have no
real cxistence]. Thereforc it has no cause, for it is ahsolutely
Jaise,” He rejects the opinion of theset [heretics]:

7 faaanTd TrEpEtAin 8- 0

Aph. 42, Not Thought alone exists, be.

e Aave the evidence of . . "
Intuition for the Externel causc there 1s the intuition of the exter-

as well as the Infernal.  nAl
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4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

a. That is to say—the realify is not Though! alone, because
external ohjects also are proved to exist, just as Thonght is, by
intuition,*

6. But then [these hereticsa may rejoin]—* From the example
of intuitive perception in dreams [see Butler’s Analogy, Part L.
ch. 1.], we find this [~-your supposed evidence of objective
reality—] to exist even in the absence of objects!” To this he
replies :—t

- . 3
TN AQHTATE Afe 1 §% 1
Yke denial of fhe external Aph, 48, Then, since, if the one does

amounts fo Nikilism, not exist, the other does not exist, there
is a void [—i. e. nothing exists at all}.

a. That is to say;—if external things do not exist, then a
mere veid offers itself. 'Why? Because if the external does not
exint, then thought does not exist. For it is énfuition that proves
the objective, and if the intuition of the external did not esta-
blish the objective, then the intuition of fhought also would not
establish [the existence of ] thought.}

5. “Then le! the reality be a mere void ;—and therefore the
searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just decause a
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BOOK 1. 45

woid is all :"—with such a proposal [as recorded in tlie next
aphorism] does [some onc who may claim the title of] the very
crest-gem of the heretica rise up in opposition.*

T aw WIS farwgfa agiafi-
g 88

The Aeretic gves the o x a1 .
Length of aaserting eheer :!pb. 44. The reality 1s.a V(':'Dld, what 1'5’
Nikifism, perishes,—becanse to pcrish 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 truth—].
Since every thing that exists perishes, and that which is perish.
able is falsc, as is » dream, therefore as of all things the begin-
Ings and endings arc merely nonentities, Bondage, &c., in the
midst [of any beginning and ending], has merely a momentary
existence,—is phenomenal and not real. Therefore who can be
bound hy what 7—this [question] is what we rest upon. The
reason assigned for the perishableness of whatever exists is * be-
cause to perish is the habit of things,’—because to perisbh is the
very nature of things. But nothing continues after quitting its
own rafure [—so that nothing could continue if it ceased to pe-
rish], —such is the meaning.t
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45 THE SANKHYA APIIORISMS.
4. He rejects* [this heretical view].

AUATCATARIRA [ 84§
Aph. 45, This is a mere counter-assertion of umintelligent

persons.

The indiscerptibile a. “ Of unintelligent persons’—i. e. of block-
i indestructibie. . ey
heads, this is *a merc counter-assertion,’—i. e.

A mere idle counter-nssertion, that & thing must needs be perish-
ahle because i exis’s; [and such an assertion is idle] Lecause
things that are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of
the destruction of snch things, caunot perish.$

. But what need of many words? It is not the fact that even
products perish, for, just as hy the cognition that “the jar is old’
[we mean that it Lias passed from the condition of new to that
of old], so too hy such a cognition as this that ‘the jar has pass-
ed away,’ it is only settled that the jar, or the like, is in the con-
dition of having passed away.}
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BOOK I 47

¢. He statcs another objection® {to the herctical view].

IHAMATAT QAT | 8§ |

Nikiliem is open fo the same ob- Aph, 46. Moreover this [uiliilistic
Jections as both the Momentary . . .
amdl (he Idedl theories. theory is not a right one] because it

has the same fortuue as both the
views [which were confuted just hefore],

a. This view moreover [§44] is not a good one, becausc it has
the same fortune as—i. e. is opcn to similar reasons for rejection
as the theory that external things are momentary [$26 4.), and
a3 the theory that nothing oxists besides Thought [§:+l. 4]. The
reason for the rejection of the theory that things are momentary
1m their duration, viz. [—as stated at §35—] the fact of recogni.
tiow, &c., [—which is at least a3 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 at §#2—] the intuition of the cxternal, &c.,
apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism]:-—such is the im-
portt.

b. Moreover, as for the opinion which is accepted by these
Theretics]—viz. “ Let the mere void {of aksolute nomentity] be
the soul’s aim [and summum bonum], since hercin consist at
once the cessation of pain [~—which cannot continue when there
is ahsolutely nofhing]—and elso the means thereof {[—since there
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48 THE SXNKHYA APHORISMS.

can be no further means required for the removal of any thing
if it be settled that the thing positively does mnot exist],”’—this
too can hardly be,—s0 he declares as follows :*

FUTRTEEAHAGIL 80 |

The soul's aim ir not Ayph. 47. In neither way [—whether as a

ganikdalion, . . iy oy g
means or as an end—] is this (annihilation]
the soul’s aim,

a. “Let the void [of mere nonentity] be the soul’s aim, whe-
ther as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as presenting the
means for the cessation of pain”—{says the heretic] :—and this
cannof, be, because the whole world agrees that the aim of the
soul consists in the joys, &c., that shall abide in if,—that is to
say, hecause {Zhey hold, while] you do not hold that there is a
permanent soul [—see §38—in respect of which the liberation or
beatification should be possible or even predicable].t

b, Now certain other things nlso entertained as causes of
(the scul’s] bondage by [imperfectly instructed] believers, re.
maining over and above those [proposed by unbelicvers and] al-
ready rejected, are to be set aside.}
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BOOK 1. 49

a wfafagaran 8% 0

It is by wo movement that A‘Ph 48. _Not from Il.l'ly kind of motion
the soul gets into bondage, —{such as ita entrance into a body—does
the soul’s bondage rcsult.].

a. ‘ Bondage’ [—required to complete the aphorism—] is un-
derstood from the topic* [of discussion].

4. The meaning is,—that the scul’s bondage, moreover, does
not result from any sort of motfion—in the shape, for instance, of
its enirance into a body.t

¢. He atates a reason for this.}

fafa AzeRET L ¥E 0

: Aph. 49. Because this is impossihle for
P hat is all-pervading does . . . .
not change place, what is inactive [—or, in other words,
without motion].

a. That is to say,—Dbecause this ie 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].§
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40 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

b. But then [—the objector may say]-—* Since, in the books
of scripture and of law, we hear of its geing and coming into
this world and the other world, let soul be [—not all-pervading,
as you allege—but] merely imited [in its extert]; and to this
effect also is the text ¢ Of the size of the thumb is the soul, the
inner spirit’, and the like” :—hut this conjecture he repels*,

ANET FOfTaparE TAEufag: | o |

Were the soul limited Aph. 50, [We cannot admit that the soul
# might be perishable. iy other than all-pervading, hecause] by its
being limited, since it would come under the same conditions
as jars, &c., there would be a contradiction to our tenet [of ita
imperishahleness].

a. That is to say,—and if the soul were admitted to be, like a
jar, or the like, limited, i. e., circumseribed (in dimension], then,
since it would resemble a jar or the like, in being made up of
parts, and [hence] in being perishable, &c,, this would be contrary
to our settled principle ¥ {—that the soul is imperishable].

b, He now justifies the text [see §49. & ] referring to the mo.
tion} [of the soul,—by showing that the motion is not really of the
soul but of an accessary].
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BOOK 1. b1

- Y
nfagfargmiEreEmTaR | Y |
f‘:‘ ;::: not, any more  Aph. 51.—The text regarding the mo-
’ tion [of the soul], moreover, is {applicahle
only] hecause of tha 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 unlimitedness as
the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent, permanent’, the
text regarding its mofion is to be cxplained as having reference
to a movement pertaining [not to the soul but] to an attend.
ant ;—for there is the text—¢ As the Ether [or apace] included
in a jar, when the jar is removed,—[in this case] the jar
may he removed, bat not the apace,—and in like manner is the
soul which is like the sky [incapahle of heing moved]’ ;—and be-
cause we may conclude that the motion [erroneously supposed to
helong to the soul—49. b.—] helongs to Maiure {—see Vedéinta
Aphorisms, Part I, §4. J.—], from such maxims as this that * Na-
fure does the works the fruits of which are blissful or bapeful,
and it is wilful Nature that in the three worlds reaps these’ ;—
such is the import.*

b. It has already been denied {§16] that the bondage [of the
soul] is cecasioned by works—in the shape either of enjoined or
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52 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

of forbidden actions. Now he declares that the hondage more-
over does not arisc from the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] result-
ing therefrom.*

A FRAAATARTAN KR |

Aph, 52. Nor moreover [docs the
The dondage of the soul is no  bondage of the soul result from the
result of auy meril or demerif. 1) orit or demerit arising] from works,

hecause these helong not thereto.

a. That is to say—the hondage of the soul does not arise
directly from the 'unseen’ [merit or demerit] oceasioned by
works. Why? Because this is no property thereof—i. c. be-
cause this {merit or demerit—see §16. a.—] is no property of the
soul.t

4. But then [some one may say]—* Lef it be that the Lond-
age resuiting from the ‘ unseen’ i. e., the merit [or demerit] even
of another should attach toa different person,” ;—whereupon
he declares as follows.}

HfaraffraaRa 1 1 2 |

Else bangage might :::'iny Aph. 53.—If the case were otherwise
ewem fo fRe mancipated. (then as I say], then it [the bondage of the
soul] might extend unduly [even to the emancipated).
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BOOK 1. 53

*

a. That is to say,—if the case were otherwise—if bondage and
its cause were under other conditions [than we have declarcd
them to be]—, then there might be an undue extension,—hond-
age would befsl even the emancipated* [—for the same reasons
a9 those stated under §16. a).

5. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a gencral ob.
jection why the bondage of soul cannot result from any one or
other [of these canses]—beginning with its csscuce [—see §6. b—]
and ending with its [supposed] works [-—see §16—1, tnasmuch
as it ia contrary to scripturet [that any one of these should be
the canse].

famanfegfafairadfan W8 o

A ningle tect of scripture upsets Aph, 54 —And this [opinion
O o sveioiom to bondage,  that the bondage of the soul arises
from any of these causes alleged

by the heretics] is 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. &.] is the first, this would be contradic-
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LE THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

tory 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 that
the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the soul] here
closes.t

¢. The case then stands thus,—since ail other thecries are
overthrown by the declaratory apliorisms *There would he no
fitness in the enjoining” [see §7], &c., it is ascertained that the
immediate cause of the bondage [of the soul] is just the conjune-
tion of Nature and of the soul.]

4. But then, in that casc, [some one may say],—this conjunc-
tion of Nature and of the seul [§54. ¢.], whether it be easential
or adventitiously caused by Time or something else [§5. .],
must occasion the bondage even of the emancipaled. Having
pondered this doubt, he disposes of it as follovs :§

AT (afaamy eAEMEAL LY |

How the fnl; cause of bondd age Aph, 55.—Moreover the con-
ts nol i ipated.

Affects not the emancipate junction thereof does mnot, through

non-discrimination, take place [in the case of the emancipated],
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BOOK 1. 56

nor is there a parity [in this respect between the emancipated
and the unemancipated).

a. ‘The conjunction thereof’—i. e. the conjunction of Na.
ture and of the soul ;—this conjunction moreover does not tnke
place again “through non-discrimination’—i. e. through the
want of a discrimination [between Nature and soul] in the eman.
cipated [who do discriminate, and who thus avoid the con-
junction which others, failing to discriminete, incur, and thus fall
into bondage]; such is the meaning:—and thus the the emanci.
pated and the hound are nof on a level [—under the circum-
stances stated at §54. c¢.],—such is the import.*

fauEge: | W€

The true couse of bondage, Aph. 56.—Bondage arises from the
in other werds nom-diseri- e .
minalion. error [of not discriminating hetwcen

Nature and soul].

a. Having thus declared the cause of that [bondage] which is
to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting rid of it.t
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5t THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

o Aph. 57.—Its removal is to be
Non-discrmalion sy remove-
able by diserimination alone. cffected by the regular (and appro-
priate] means, just like darkness,

a. The rcgular mcans, established throughout the world, in
such cascs as ‘shell-silver’ [i. e. a pearl-oyster-shell mistaken for
silver), viz. the immediacy of discrimination,—hy fhis alone is
¢its removal’—i. e. the removal of the non-discrimination [bet-
wcen Nuture and soni] to be eflccted, and not by works or the
like ;—such is the meaning :—just as darkness—the dark—is re-
moved by light alonc* [and by uo other means).

5. “DBut then [some one may say]—if mercly the non-diseri-
mination of Nature and soul be, through the eonjunction [of the
two, consequent on the want of discrimination,] the cause of
bondage, and if merely the discrimination of the two he tbe
cause of liberation, then there would be liberation even while
there remained the coneeit of [one’s possessing] a hody &e.; and
this is contrary to scripture, to the institutes of law, and to sound
rcagoning.” To this he replies.t

T AR NAawE AL ¥EA N WT )

The discrimination of Nature, Aph. 53.—8ioee the non-diseri-
3:,::.?;::;:;_“" smooloes all mination of other things [from
soul] results from the non-discrimina-
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BOOK I 57

tion of Nafure [{from soul], the cessation of this will take place
on the cessation of that [from whick it results].

a. By rcason of the non-discrimination of Nature from the
soul, what non discrimination of ofher things there is—such as
the non-discrimination of the undersianding [as something other
than the soul],—fAis necessarily ceases on the cessation of the
non-discrimination of Nature; becanse, when the non-discrimi-
nation of the understanding, for example, [as something other
than soul] doee occur, it is dased on the non-discrimination
[from soul] of that cause to which there is none anteccdent [viz.
Nature], since the non-discrimination of an effect [—and the
‘understanding’ is an effect or product of Nature] is itself an
effect* [and will of course cease with the cessation of 1ts cause].

5. The state of the case is this ;—as, when the soul has been
discriminated from dody, it is impossible but that it should be
discriminated from the colour and other properties—the effects
of the body [which is the substantial cause of its own properties],
-—50, hy parity of reasoning,—from the dcparture of the cause—
when soul, in its character of unalterableness &c., has becn dis-
criminated from Nafure, it 1s 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 Leing modificationst .[of primal Nature, while
the soul, on the other hand, is 2 thing unalterable].
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58 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. But then [some one may say]— What proof is there that
there is a conceit [entertained by people in general) of a Nature
[or primal principle] different from the conceit of an ¢ under-
standing’ &c. [which you tell us are products of this supposed
first principle) P—for all the various conceits [that the sonl falls
into), such as ‘I am ignorant’ and so on, can be accounted for
on the ground simply of an ‘understanding’ &ec. {without pos-
tulating a primal Nature which is to assume the shape of an
‘nnderstanding’ &c.]:’—well, if any one says this, I reply, No,
—because, without there were such a thing a8 Nature, we could
not account for such conceits as the following,—viz.—* Having
died, having died, again when thcre is a creation let me he a de-
nizen of Paradise and not of hell ;”—becanse no products, such
ay the ‘understanding,’ when they have perished, can be created
anew® {—any more than a gold bracelet, melted down, can be
reproduced, though another like it may be produced from the
materials].

The soul’s confounding itself with Na. d. Moreover it is inadmis-
ture is logically antecedent 1o its con- . h ’
Jounding itself with anything else. sible to say that men’s con-

ceit of [the identity of them-
selves with their] ‘understanding’ &c., is [the primary cause of
tbe soul’s bondage, and is] not preceded by any thing,—becaunse
‘understanding’ and the rest [—as you will not deny—] are
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BOOK I 58

¢ffects. Now while it is to be expected that there should be some
predetermining agency to establish a conceit of [ownership in, or
of one’sidentity with] any effects, it is clear that it is a conceit of
[ownership, &ec.,] in respect of the cause, and nothing else, that
must be the predetermining agency ;—for we gee this in ordinary
life, and our theories are bound to conform {deferentially] to ex-
perience. For [—toexplain—] we see, in ordinary life, that the
conceit of [the ownership of] the grain, &c., produced by a field,
results fromthe conceit of {the ownership of] the field,—and
from the conceit of [the ownership of ] gold the conceit of [the
ownership of ] the hracelets or other things formed of that gold.
And by the removal of these {i. e. the removal of the logically
antecedent conceits that the field or the gold is one’s proper-
ty], there ia the removal of those* [i, ¢. the removal of the
conceits that the grain &ec., and that the bracelets &e., the cor-
responding products or eflects of the field and of the gold, are
one’s property :~—and so the soul will cease to confound itselt
with the ‘understanding’ when it ceases to confound itself with
Nature, of which the ‘ understanding’ is held to be a product].
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e [And if it be supposed that we thus lay ourselves open to
the charge of a regressus in infinifum, seeing that, whatever we
may assign as the firs! cause, we may, on our own principles, be
asked what was the  predetermining agency’ in regard to #f,—or
if it be supposed that we are chargeable with-reasoning in a cir.
cle when we hold that the soul’s confounding itsell with Nature is
the cause of its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing
30 to confonnd iteelf is reciprocaily the canse wby it con founds
itself,—we reply that] there is no occasion to look for any other
¢ predetermining agency’ in the case ofthe conceit of (the identity
of the soul with] Nature, or in the case of the seif-continvance
thereof [i. e. of that error of confounding one’s self with Nature),
hecause these two are [alike] without antecedent—Ilike seed and
sprout*—[of which it is needless to ask which is the first,—the
old puzele “ which was first—the scorn or the oak 7’—being a
frivolous question].

J. But then [some one may say]—if wo admit the soul’s bond-
age [at one time] and its frecdom [at another], and its discrimi-
nation [at one time] and its non-discrimination [at another], then
this is in contradiction to the mssertion [in §19] that it is * ever
essentialy a pure and free intelligence:”—and it 18 in con-
tradiction to such texts as this—viz.,—‘ The absolute truth is
this, that neither is there destruction [of the soul], nor produc-
tion [of it], nor is it bound, nor is it an effecter [of any work],
nor 18 it desirous of liberation, nor is it indced lderated [—see-
ing that that cannot desire or obtain liboration whicli was never
bound]” This [charge of inconsistency] he repels.t
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FTEATE A4 AW fewfegn: | 4Ly

The bondage of the soul is Apk. 59.—TIt is merely verbal, and
merely verbal, . .

not a reality, [this so-ealled bondage of
the soul,] since it [the bondage] resides in the mind [and not in

the soul].

a. That is to say,—since boundage &ec. all reside only in the
mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul, is merely
verbal—i. e. it is ‘ vox et praeterea nihil,’—beeause 1t is merely
a reflection, like the redness of {pellucid] crystal {when a China-
rose is near it]; but not a reality, with no false imputation, like
the redness of the China-rose itself. Hence there i8 no contra-
diction to what had been said before {-—as the objector under
§58, f. insinustes—]j, such is the state of the case.*

Whether Testimony orInfere'nFle, ws)!- 4. But then, if bondage
out Perceplion, mighl not avail io dis- &c., a3 regards the soul, he

sipate the soul's bondage.

merely verbel, then let it be set
aside by hearing [that it is merely verbal], or hy argument [esta-
blishing that it is so]:—~why, in the Scripture¢ and the Law, is
there enjoined, as the canse of liberation, a discriminative know-

AR TL0 AT QO | A FAGA T G 0
TRTRAr e afacreR A At wfoefa e

» grEAT wdat fw CAEETETERES
TR MRATE TR e RAEET
e A AT ST erRiE: | SR A
farery xfe o 8




62 THE SXNKHYA APHORISMS,

ledge [of Soul as distinguished from Not-soul] going the length
of immediate cognition ?—To this he replies.*

afaat fa 7 araa feeggagmrara i€ o §

The trith must be directly discerned, Aph. 60.—Moreover it is
and not merely accepfed om the ground to b ed b
of Testimony or of Inference, not to be removed by mrgu-

ment, as that of the person
perplexed about the points of the compass [is not to be removed)
without hmmediate cognition.

a. By “argument’ we mean thinking. The word ‘ moreover’
is intended to aggregate [or take in—along with © argument’ -]
‘testimony’t {—or verbal authority—which, no more than ‘ ar.
gument,” or inference, can remove the evil, which can be re-
moved by nothing short of direct intuitive perception of the real
state of the case].

4. That is to say—the bondage, &e., [of the soul], is not to be
removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without perceiving ;—
just as the contrariety in regard to the proper direction, in the
casc of & person who is mistaken as to the points of the compass
[and hence as to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony
or infecrence without immediate cognition, i. e. without his di-
rectly perceiving} [how the poiuts of the compass really lie,—to
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which immediate perception ‘testimony’ or ‘inference’ may con-
duce, hut the necessity of which these media or instruments of
knowledge cannot supersede].

c. Orit [—d4ph, 60—] may he explained as follows ;—viz.—
But then [seeing that] it is declared by the assertion [in 4Aph. 57]
viz. that “Its removal must be through the appropriate means,”
that knowledge in the shape of discrimination [between soul
and Nature] is the remover of nos-discrimination (in regard
to the matter in question],—tell us—is that knowledge of a like
nature with the hearing [of Testimony], &c., or is it something
peculiar? A reply to this being looked for, he enounces the
aphorism [§60] “ Moreover it is not to be removed by argument,”
&c. Thet is to say,~—non-discrimination is not excluded, is not
cut off, by argument or by testimony, without there be diserimi-
nation as an immediate perception,—just as is the ease with one
who is hewildered in regard to his direction ;—beeause the only
thing to remove an immediale error is an immediate individual per-
ception* {of the truth. For example, a man with the jaundice
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pereeives while objects as if they were yellow. He may infer
that the piece of chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he
may belicve the festimony of a friend that it is white; hut still
nothing will remove his erroneous perception of yellowness in the
clialk except a direct perception of its whiteness].

d. Having thus, then, set forth the fact that Liberation results
from the immediate discrimination fof soul from Nature], the next
thing to be set forth is the discrimination,’* {here referred to].

¢. This being the topic, in the first place since, only ifsoul and
Naturc cxist, liheration can result from the discrimination of the
onc from the other, therefore—that ‘ instrument of right know-
ledge’ (pramdpa) which estahlishes the existence of these [two
tmperceptible realities] 18 [first] to be set forth.t

Wﬁaﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬁﬂ
CE AN

The evidence  4ph, 61.—The knowledge of things impercepti.
Jor thingsim- B P
‘perceptible, ble 13 hy means of Inference, as that of fire [when

not directly perceptible] is hy means of smoke, &e,

a. That is to say—* Of things imperceptible,’—i. e. of things
not cognizable hy the senses,—e. g. Nature and the Soul,—" the
knowledge’—i. e. the fruit lodged in the soul,—is brought ahount
by means of that instrument of knowledge [which may be call-
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ed] ¢ Inference’ (anwmdna) [—but which—eee Nydya Aphorisms
~—§6--is more correctly ‘the recognition of » Sign’], as (the
knowledge that there is] fire [in such and such a locality where
we cannot directly perceive it,] is brought ahout by the ¢ recogni-
tion of & Sign’ oceasioned by smoke, &c.*

&. Moreover, it 13 to be understood that that which ia [true, but
yet is] not established by ¢ Inference,’ is establisbed by Revela~
tion ;—but since ¢ Inference’ is the chief [among the instruments
of knowledge] in this [the Séokhys] System, ‘ Inference’ only
i laid down [in the aphorism] ae tbe chief thing,—but Revels-
tion is not disregardedt [in the SAnkhya system—zee §89—1],

¢. He mext exhibits the order of creation of those things
among which Nature is the first, and the relation of cause and
effect [among these severally], which subserves the argument
that will be [afterwards] stated .}
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Ay At ggw wfn ofdfa-
w1 §R 0

The twenty-five realities Aph. 62.—Nature (prakriti) is the
m"_md“" state of equipoise of Goodness (salfwa)
Passion (rajas) and Darkness ftamas/; from Nature [proceeds]
Mind rmakat), from Mind Self-consciousness fahankdra), {from
Self-conscionsness the five Suhtile Elements (fanmdira), and
both sets [external and internal] of Organs (indriya), and from
the Subtile Elements the Gross Elements fsthdla-dMita). [Then
there i8] Soul (purusia) :—such is the class of twenty-five.

a. ‘The state of equipoise’ of the [three] things called ‘ Good-
ness’ &e., i. e. their being neither less nor more [—one than
another—], that is to say the state of sof being [developed into]
an effect :—and thus ‘ Nature’ is the triad of ¢ Qualities’ (gupa)
distinct from the products [to which this triad gives rise] ;—such
is the complete meaning.*

b, These things, viz. ‘Goodness’ &c., [though spoken of as
the three Qualities], are not * Qualities’ fguna) in the Vaiseshika
sense of the word, because [the ‘Qualities’ of the Paiseshika
system have themselves no qualities,—see Kapdda’s 16tb Aph.—
while] fkese have the qualitice of Conjunction, Disjunction,
Lightness, Force, Weight, &c. In this [84nkhya] system, and in
Scripture, tbe word ¢ Quality’ (pupa) is employed [as the name
of the three things in question] becaunse they are subservient to
Soul [and therefore hold a secondary rank in the scale of be{ng] R
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and because they form the cords [~~which the word guga also
signifies—), viz. ‘Understanding’ &c., which consist of the
three [so called) ‘Qualities,” and which &ind the brute-beast
[—so to speak—] the Soul.*

¢. Of this [Natare] the principle called ‘the great one’ /ma-
Aat), viz. the principle of ‘ Understanding’ (buddhij, is the pro.
duct. * Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of separate personality).
Of this there are two products, {1} the ‘Subtile Elements’
and (2) the two sets of ‘Organs’. The ‘Subtile Elements’ are
{tbose of) Sonund, Touch, Colour, Taste, aud Smell. The two
sets of Organs,’ through their division into the external aad the
internsl, are of eleven kiuds. The products of the ¢ Subtile Ele-
ments’ are the five ¢ Gross Elements’. But ¢ Soul’ is something
distinet from either product or cause. Suchb is the class of twen.

ty-five,—the aggregate of things:—that is to say, besides these
there is nothing.t+

d. He next, in several aphorisms, declares the order of the in-

* gwgifa gAifu = dxfam Tan: d@mfaam-
AWFTANTA WA HARET A=A TR
19 TR TR AT -
L encsysticeich e nl

t AL A A AW | TeETRI i |
o WAty AAElw Efafges |
TRYNEICETEL | SEfRfEE argmameia-
SwEnfad | wETTAl weEnfE o gea |
gRay wawRafTeae sfq ) @i esfiofa
TRTa: AR fAfC: Tt AT 4




&8 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ferring* ([the existence of these principles--the one from the

other|;
gETrRATE | {3

The swistence of the ' Subtile Elements  4Aph. 63—{The knowledge
is iaferved from that of the * Groas'. of the existence] of the * Sub.
tile Elements’ is [by inference] from the ¢ Gross Elements.’

8. ‘ The knowledge—by inference’—¢0 much is supplied,t [to
complete the aphorism, from Aph. 61].

é. Earth, &c., the  Gross Elements,’ are proved to exist by
Perception ; and therehy [—i. e. from that Perception,—for Per-
ception must precede [nference, as stated in Gaatama’s 5th Apho-
rism—)] are tbe ‘Subtile Elements’ inferred—{the orewyéia
arocyelwv 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 the atomic), consist of things [—Subtile Ele-
ments, or Atoms,—] which have distinct qualities, [—the earthy
element having the distinctive quality of Odour, and so of the

others) :
(2). Becanse they are gross :—

(8). [Everything that is gross is formed of something less gross,
or in other words more suhtile,] as jars, webs, &¢.,} [—~the grosa
web being formed of the less gross threads, and so of the others].

v IAHAATE T |

t WA 79 TR

t g ofaanfe werafed | A s
A | AYTY wRRwRTn g gf -
ARG TR G sTaiesfela mden o




BOOK 1. 69

AERTACHAT ARTEETG 4 €4 4

And thence that of  Aph. 64—[The knowledge of the existence]
seif-conecioumess.  of Self-consciousness is [hy inference] from the
external and internal {organsj and these [‘Subtile Elements’—
§63].

a. By inference from [the existence of] the external and in-
ternal organs, and from [that of] these ‘ Subtile Elements,’ there
is the knowledge of [the existence of such a principle as] Seif-
conscipusness.®

5. The epplication [of the process of inference to the case] is
in the following [somewhat circular] manner ;—

(1} The Subtile Elements snd the Organs are made up of
things consisting of Self-consciousness : —

+(2) Because they are products of Self-conscicusness -

(3) Whatever is not so [—i. . whatever is nof made out of
Belf-conacionsnesas—] is not thus {—i. e. is not a product of
Self.consciousness]—as the Soul [—which, not heing made op
thereof, is not & product of it].+

c. 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 Self-consciousness depends on ¢ Intellect’],
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then [some one may object, that,] since it would he the case that
the Self-consciousness of the potter is the material of the jar,
the jar made by him would disappear on the bestification of the
potter whose ¢ Intellect’ then surceases; and this [—the objector
may go on to say—] is not the case, because another man {after
the beatification of the potter] recognizea that ¢This is that
same jar* [which you may remember was fabricated by our de.
ceased acquaintance].’

d. [In reply to this we say] it is ot thus,~—because, on one’s
beatification, there is an end of only those modificationa of his
internal organ [—Fintellect’, or ‘inner man’—] which could be
causes [as the jar no longer can be] of the emancipated sonl’s
experiencing [either good or ill], but not an end of the modifi-
cationa of bis intellect in general, nor [en end] of that intellect
in its essence :¥—(so0 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 argument, the surcease of the ‘intellect’ of the beatified
potter, without conceding any necessity for the surcense of hie

pottery, This alternative theory of the case may be stated as
follows] :—
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€. Or [—as Berkeley suggests in his Principles of Humen
knowledge, ch. vi.] let the Self-consciousness of the Deify be
the canse why jars and the like continue to exist, and not the
Self.consciousness of the potter &c.* [—who may lose their
Self-consciousness,—whereas the Deity—tha sum of all life—
Hiranya-garbha—see Veddnla-jara §62—never loses Hig Self.
consciousness while aught living continues].,

AMEECaE 1 U

And thence that of In- . Apk, 65.—[The kno'wledge of the ex-
telieet. istence] of Intellect is [by inference)
from that [Self-consciousness—§64].

a. That is to say,—by inference from [the existence of]  that’
—viz, Jelf-consciousness—which is a product, there comes the
knowledge of ¢ Intellect’ (buddhi/—the great  inner organ’ /anfah-
karana) and hence called ‘the great one’ /makal),—[the exis-
tence of which is recognised] under the character of the cause
of thist [product—viz. Self-consciousness).

5. And so the application [—again rather cireular—of the
process of inference to the case] ia as follows :—

(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of the
things that consist of the mood of {mental] assurance :—

(2) Becaunse it is 2 thing which is a product of {mental] assu-
rance :—
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(3) Whatever ts not so [—i. e. whatever is #of made out of
mental assurance—), is not thus [—i. e. is not a prodact of
mental assurance—) a8 the Soul [which is not made out of any-
thing antecedent], &c *

¢. Here the following reasoning is to be understood. Every one,
heving first determined any thing under e concept {i. e. under
such a form of thought as is expressed by a general term,—for
example, that this, which presents itself, ia a jar, or a humsan
body, or & possible action of one kind oz other—], after that
makes the judgment “This is I,”—or “ This ought to be done
by me,”’—and so forth :—so0 much is quite settled [—and there
is no dispute that the fact ia as here stated]. Now, having in the
present instance, to look for some cauze of the thing called
¢ 8elf-consciousness’ [which manifests itself in the various judg-.
ments just referred to], since the relation of cause and effect
suhsists between the two functions [——the occasional conception
and the subsequent cccasional judgmeut which is a function of
Self-consciousness—], it is assumed, for simplicity, merely that
the relation of cause and effect exists between the two substrata
to which the [two sets of] functions belong,-—[and this is suffi-
cient] because it follows as 8 matter of course that the occur-
rence of a funrction of the effect must result from the occurrence
of s function of the causet [—notbing, according to the Sankhys,
being in eny product except so far and in suchwise as it pre-exis.
ted in the cause of that product].
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AR AHA €€
And thence that Aph. 66.—(The knowledge of the existence]

of Naisre. of Nature is (by inference] from that [ ‘ Intel-
180t'—§65]-

a. By inference from [the existence of ] ¢ that’—viz. the prin-
ciple [of Intellect] termed the Great one’—which is a product,
——there comes the knowledge of [tbe existence 6f ] Nature, as its
cause.*

5. The applicatian [of the process of inference to the case] is
as follows :—

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

(2) Because, whilst it is a product [and must therefore have
arisen from something consisting of that which it itsell now
conaints of }, it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness :—

(3) [Every produc! that has the affections of, or that oceasions,
Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in something which con-
sists of these,] as lovely women, &c.t
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¢. For, an agreesble woman gives pleasure to her hushand,
and therefore [is known to be maiuly 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 perhaps forgotten], occasions indiffer-
ence, and so partakes of the quality of ¢ Darkness,’*

d. And the appropriate refutation [of any objection] in thia
case is [the principle] that it is fitting that the qualities of the
effect should be [in every case] in conformity with the qualities
of the cause,t

e. Now he states how, in a different way, we have the evidence
of infercnce for [the existence of ] Soul, which is void of the re-
lation of cause and effect that has been mentioned,} [in the
four preceding aphorisms, as existing belween Nature and its
varivus products].

FEAREETETE § §9 1

The argument for the eristence Aph. 67.—[The existence] of
of Soul. Soul [is inferred] from the fact that
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the combination [of the principles of Nature into their various
effects] is for the sake of another :[thaa unintelligent Nature or
any of its similarly unintelligent products].

a. ‘Comhination’—i. e, conjunction which is the cause [of
all products,—these resulting from the conjunction of their con-
stitnent parts]:—since whatcver has this quality—as Nature,
Mind, and so on, [unlike Soul which is ne? made up of parts}—
is for the sake of some other,—for this resson it is understood
that Soul exists »—such is the remainder* [—required to com-
plete the aphorismj.

b. But the application [of the argument in this particular
casc is as follows] :—

(1) The thing in question—viz. Nature, the * Great one,” and
the rest [of the aggregatc of the unintelligent],—hnas, as its
fruit [or end], the [mundane} experiences and the [eventual}
Liberation of some other than itself ;—

(2) Because it is a comhination [or compages] ;—

(3) [Every combination,] asa couch or a sest, or the like, [is
for another’s, use, not for its own, and its several component
parts render no mutual service].t

¢. Now, in order to establish that it is the cause of all (pro-
ducts], he establishes the efernity of Nature (prakriti).t
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A FUTERAY FEHL (T
Arg;rm::l Jor the eternity Aph. 68.—8ince the root has no
of Nature. root, the root [of all] is root-less.

a. Since ‘the root’ /milaj,—i. e. the cause of thetwenty-
three principles [—which, with Soul and the root itsellf make up
the twenty-five realities recognized in the Sénkhys,]—* hae no
root'—i. e. has no cause ;—the ‘root’—viz. Nature (predidna;—
is ‘rootless’—i. e. devoid of root :—that is to =ay, there is no
other cause of Nature, because there would be a regressus in in-
JSimitum* {if we were to suppose another cause, which, by panty of
reasoning, would require mnother cause, and so on without end].

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

e Sewd uffagfa demEns €

The emplogment of the term Apk. 60—Even if there be a succes-
Primal Agency, or Nature, is . \ .
merely 1o debar the regressus 9101, there is a halt at some one point,

- infnilum. and so it is merely a name, [that wa
give to the point in question, when we speak of the ruo! of things
under the name of ¢ Nature').

a. Since there would be the fault of regressus in infinifum if
there wers a suecession of causes—another canse of Nature, and
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another cause of that one agnin,—therc must be at last a halt, or
conclusion, at some one point, somewlere or other, at some one
nneaused, eternal thing ;—thcrefore, that at which we stop is the
Primal Agency (pra-kriti},—for this word prakriti [usually, and
conveniently, rendered by the term Nafure,] is nothing more than
a sign to dcnote the cause which is the rvel.*

4. But then [some Vedinti may object,~aceording to this
view of matters]—the position, that there are just twenty-five
realities, is not made out; for, in addition to the f Indiscrete’ [or
primal Nature] whieh [sccording to you] is the cnuse of Mind,
another unintelligent principle, named * Ignorance’ [see Veddnia-
#ira—§21—] presents itself. Having pondered this douht, he
declares as follows:t

NEN
CUICHREGECIN

He meets a Vedantic ob. Aph. 70.—Alike [is the opinion] of

Jection. both [of us] in respect of Nature.

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
[Ved4nti]. This may be thus stated :—As there is mention in
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scripture of the produclion of Nature, so too is there of that of Jg-
norance in such texts as this—viz.—* This Ignorance, which has
five dimsions, was produced from the great Spirit.”” Henee it
must needs be that a figurative production is intended to be ns-
aerted in respect of one of these [—and not the liferal produc-
tion of both, else we should have no root at all—], and of the
two, it is with Nafure only that a figurative production, in the
shape of a manifestation through conjunction with Soul, &e., is
congruous. A production [such &s that metaphorical one here
spoken of ], the characteristic of which is conjunction, is men.
tioned, for there is mention of such e figurative origination of Soul
and Nature in a passage of the Kawma Purdys heginning “ Of
action [or the Primal Agency] and knowledge [or Soul),” and
so on. And as there is no mention in scripture of the origin of
Ignorance as figurative, if is nof from eternity. And Ignorance,
which consists of false knowledge, has been declared in an apho-
rism 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’].
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é. Or [according to another and more probable interpretation
of the aphorism] the meaning is this, that the argument is the
same in support of both, i. e, of both Soul and Nature.*

¢. But then, there being [as has been shown] a mode of ar.
riving by inference at [a knowledge of the saving truth in regard
to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflection, in the shape
of discrimivation [between Soul and Nuture], does not take place
in ‘the case of alimen? In regard to this point he states as fol-
lows :—t

wfymfcafagm faam e

Tt iz only the best kind of people Aph. 71.—There is no rule [or
:’::‘ are fully amenable to rea- necessity that a// should nrrive at

the trnth—] because those who
are privileged [to engage in the enquiry] are of three descrip-
tions.

a. For those privileged [to engage in the enquiry] are of three
descriptions through tbeir distinction into those who, in reflect-
ing, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these—by the dull, the
[SAnkbya] arguments are frustrated [and altogether set aside] by
means of the sophisms that have been uttercd by the Bauddhas, &c.
By the mediocre, they [are brought into doubt, or, in other words,]
are madc to appear as if there were equally strong arguments
on the other side, by means of arguments which really prove the
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reverse {of what these persous employ them to prove), or by ar-
guments which are not true; [—aee the section on Fallacies in
the Tarka-sangraha]. Dut it is only the best of those privi-
leged that reflect in the manner that has been set forth [in our
exposition of the process of reflection which leads to the discri-
minating of Soul from Nature] ;—such is the import. Dut
there is no rule that afl must needs reflect in the manner so set
forth ;—such is the literal meaning.*

6. He now, through two aphorisms, defines ‘the Great one’
aud  Self-consciousness’y [—the reader being presumed to remem-
ber that Nature consists of the three ‘ Qualities’ in equipoise,
and to be familiar with the other principles, such as the * Subtile
elements '—see §62).

ARTTAHTY FH A0 9% I

By * the Great ome’ is meant Apk.\ 72.—That first produc't [?f
Mind. the Primal Agent, Nature,] which is
called ‘ the Great one,’ is Mind,

a. "Mind’ ¢manas). Mind is so ealled becanse its funetion is
*thinking’ (manana). By ‘thinking’ is here meant ‘judging’
fnischaya) :—that of which this is the function is * mtellect’
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BOOK 1. 81

(buddhi) ;—and that is the first product—that called < the Great
one’ fmakat) —such is the meaning.*

JTHT SEFTC 10 1

Aph. 73— Self-consciousness,’
i3 that which is subsequent [to

Mind.]

Thke relation of Seif-conscicusness
fo Mind,

a. *Self-consciousness,’ the function of which is a conceit [that
“I exist”—“TI do this that and the ether thing’-.], is that
which is suhsequent ;—that is to say ' Self-consciousness’ is the
next after ¢ the Great one’t [§72].

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

follows :1—
AR | 04 )
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Az THE SANEKEHYA APHORISMS.

, Aph, 74.—To the others it be-
Al products, save Mind, resuit
Jrom Self-comscionmess., longs to be the products tbereof
[—i. e. of Self-consciousness].

a. ‘To be products therecof,i. e. to be products of Self-con-
sciousness ;—that is to eay, the fact of being products thereof
belongs to the others, the eleven QOrgans’ (indriya), the five
¢ Subtile elements,’ and, mediately, to the [gross] Elementa nlso
—-the preducts of the Subtile elements.*

5. But then, if it be tus, (some onc may say),—you relinquish
your dogma that Nafure is the cause of the whole world. There-
fore he declares as follows :t

ARRAR AT T @UEal oy |

?f?ﬂ'ﬁmmﬁﬁ? ii: causs g Aph. 75.——Lf[oreover, mediately,
all other products. through that [i. e. the ‘great one’

§72—], the first [canse—viz. Na.
ture—] is tho cause [of ell products], as is the case with the
Atoms [—the causes—though not the immediate causes— of jars

&c).

a. ‘ Moreover, medintely’—i. e. moreover not in the character
of the immediate cause ;—* the firast’—i. e, Nature—is the cause,
of ¢ Self-consciousness’ and the rest, [mediately] through ¢the
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Qreat one,’ and the rest;—as, in the theory of the Vaiseshikas,
the Atoms are the cause of the jar or thbe like, only [mediately]
through combinations of two atoms, and so on;—such is the
mesaning.* -

4. But then, since both Nature and Soul too are etermal,
which of them is [really] the cause of the creation’s commen.
cing? In regard to this he declares as followa :+—

JEIfAE TARAACE WA Faaae: t o o

g’:’{ Nature is the sole Aph. 76.—While botb [Soul and Na-
) ture] ere antecedent [to wll products],

sinca the one [viz. Soul] is devoid of this [character of being a

cause], it is applicable to the other of the two [—viz. Nature].

a. That is to say—‘while hoth’—viz. Soul and Nature—are
pre-existent to every product,—atill, ‘since the one’—viz, Sonl—
from the fact of its never being modified [into anything else—
as clay is modified into a Jar—) must be ¢ devoid of,’ or lack, the
nature of a cause,— it is applicable’—i. e. the nature of a caunse
mast belong to the otfer of the two.t
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B4’ THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

4, But then [some one may say|—let 4Aloms alone be causes,
since there is no dispute [that these are causal]. In reply to this
he says :-—*

wﬁﬁa‘ﬂ.ﬁmmnwn

Why the theory of a plastic 1 TRRTI
Nattrehpr;'?rabk {:J that Aph. 77.—What is hnflud cannot
of Atoms, be the substance of all things.

a. That which is limited cannot be the substance of all things,
as yarn cannof be the [material] cause of u jar ;—therefore it

would [on the theory suggested] be necessary to mention separate
causes of all things severally, and it is simpler to assume a single
cause ; therefore Natore alone is the cause,—such is the meaning.+

&. He alleges scripture in support of this.}

-~
AFIAHAT § 0T 1

Scripture declares in _favour of Apk. 78— .
e fj-'i . Iph. 7 Alld {the proposition
¥ that Nature is the cause of all is

proved] from the text of acripture that the origin fof the world]
18 therefrom,[—i. €. from Nature].
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BOOK 1. as

a. An srgument, in the first instance, has been set forth {in
§77—for, till argument fails him, co one falls back upon authori.
ty). Scripture, moreover, declares that Nature is the cause of
the world, in such terms as “From Nature the world arises”
&c.*

& But then [some one may say],—a jar, which antecedently
did not exist, is seen to come into existence ;—let, then, anfecedent
non-ezisience be the cause [of each product), since this is an in-
variable entecedent,—{and hence a cause—** the invariable ante-
cedent being denominated & cause,” if Dr. Brown, in his 6th
lecture, is to be trusted]. To this he replies :+—

At agRfE 1 9L o

fuiiﬂonikil Aph. 79.—A thing is not made out of ne-
L

thing.
a, That is to say,—it is not possible that out of nothing——i. e.
ont of a nonentity—a& thing should be made—i. e. an entity
should arise. If an entity were to arise out of a nonentity,
then, since the character of a czuse is visible in its product, the
world also would be unreal ;—such is the meaning.}
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Bé THE SXNKHYA APHORISMS.

b, Let the world too de unreal,—what harm iy that to ue? (—if
any ask—) he therefore declares as follows :%—

HATHIG CHCUATATE ATAGEALN T o !

Rearons why the world iswot  Aphk. 80.—1It [the world] is not unreal,
fo be supposed unreal. because there is no fact contradictary
[to its reality], and hecause it is not the [false] result of depraved
causes [-leading to & belief in what ought not to he believed].

a. When there is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a pearl.
oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], that it is silver, its
being stlver is contradicted hy the [subsequent and more correct)
cognition that this is nof silver. But, in the case in question
[—that of the world regarded as a reelity—], no one ever has
the cognition ‘This world is nof in the shape of an entity,'—hy
which [cognition—if any one ever really had such—] its being
an entity might be opposed.t

5. And it is inferred tbat that is false which is the result of a
depraved cause,—e. g. some one’s cognition of a [white] conqh-
sheil as yellow, through such a fault as the jaundice [which de-
praves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in question [—tbat of
the world regarded as a reality--], there is no ench {temporary or
occasional] depravation [of the senses], because all, at all times,
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cognize the world as a reality; therefore the world is nof an un.
reality.*

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

W adwa afafgond AewEgTETE-
fafmn =y

The product of something is some- - Aph, 81.—If it [—the substan.
thing, and of nothing nothing. tial cause-—] he an entity, then this
would he the case [that the product should he an entity], from its
urnion ot identity) therewith :—hut if [the cause be] a nonentity,
then how could it possibly he the case [that the produet should be
real] since éf is a nonentity [like the cause with which it is united
in the relation of identity] ?

a. If an entity were the substantial eause fof the world], then,
eince [it is & maxim that] the qualitiea of the cause present
themselves in the produci,—‘this would be the case’'—i, e, it
would he the case that the product is real,—‘because of wunion
therewith’-—i. e. because of the union [of the product) with the
reality {which is its snbstratum) :—But since [by parity of rea.
soning], if a nonentity [[were the substantial cause], the world
wounld be a nonentity, then, by reason of its being a nonentity—
1. e. hy reason of the world’s being {on that supposition] necessa.
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a8 TLE SANKIIYA APHORISMS.

rily a nonentity [like its supposed eause],—how could this be the
case* [that it should be real] ?

&, But then [some one may say), since [it would appear that}
nonentity can take mo shape but that of nonentity, let worke
alone be the canse of the world ;— what need bave we of the hy-
pothesis of ¢ Nature’? To this he replies.t

A FHU JURTARTIAL TR

. Aph. 82 —Nay,—lor works are not
Achion canrnot seroe as a
substrafam. adapted to he the subsfantial cause [of
any product).

a. Granting that ‘the unseen’ [merit or demerit arising from
actions] may he un insfrumental causc [in bringing about the
mundane condition of the agent], yet we never see merit or de~
merit in the character of the subsfaniial cause [of any product],
and our theories ought to show deference to our experience.
« Nature’ is to be accepted, hecause Liberation arises [—see §57.
a. and §84—) from discerning the distinction between Natuare

and the Soul.}
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BOOEK 1. 59

5. But then [some¢ one may eayl-—since Liberation can be
attained by undertaking the things directed by the Veda, what
occasion is there for [our troubling ourselvea about] Nature? To
this he replies.*

-
wrrwfammefT afafy: sremRfvaETE Y-
Ly
qEEA N TR )
Saloation is nof to be oblainad Apk, 83.—The accomplishment
by ritual cbecromaces. thereof [i. e. of Liberation] is not,
moreover, through.scriptural means:—the chief end of man
does not consist in this [that is gained through such means), be-
cause, since this consists of what is accomplished throngh means,

[and is therefore not efernal), there is [still left impending over
the ritusalist] the liability to repetition of births,

a. * Scriptural means’—such aa sacrifices—are 5o called because
they are heard (from the mouth of the instructor in seripture];
—not thereby, moreover, is ‘the accomplisbment thereof'—i, e
the accomplishment of Liberation. ¢Because one is liable to
repetition of births by reason of the fact that it [the supposed
Liberation] was accomplished hy means,’—i. e. because the [thus
far] liherated [soul] is still Jiable to repetition of hirths inasmuch
a8 thia [its supposed Liberntion] is not efermal, just because it is
[the result of ] act ;—for this reason the chief end of maa does
not conaist in thist [that is gained through ritual observances].
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L THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

b, He now shows what does constitute thel chief end of man,*

a% WnfawgEefafa e =8 0

In regard to the attainment of the Aph. B4.—There in scripture
o i i P for it thet be who hsa attained

to discrimination in regard to
these [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, there is & text declaring
that, in consequence of his knowledge of the distinction, there
shall be no repetition of hirths ;—the text—viz.— He does not
refurn again,” &e.t

b. He states an objection to the opposite view.}
» - -
TETE TAfaNTay MEEREm L T |
-3

Pain can only lead to pain, Aph. 85.—From pain [oceasioned,
not fo liberation from i. e. g, to victims in sacrifice] must
come pain (to the macrificer,—and not IZiberation from pain}, as
there is not relief from chilliness by affusion of water.

a. If Liberation were to be effected by acts {such s sacrifi-

cea), then, since the acts involve & variety of pains, Liberation
itself {—on the principle that every effect includes the gualities
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BODK 1. 9

of its cause—} would have a variety of peins; and it would be
a grief from the fact that it must eventnally end :—for to one wha
ta distressed hy chilliness the affusion of water does not bring li-
beration from his chillineas but rather [additional] chilliness.*

8. But then [some one may sey], the fact that the act is pro:
ductive of pain is not the molive [to the performance of sacris
fice]; hut the [real} reason is this, that the act is productive of
things desiradle :—and, in accordance with this; there is the text
“ By means of acta [of aacrifice] they may partake of immortali-
ty,” &e. To this he replies.t

wr g Sfa araETEIRwE e ©€

The character of the end makes  Aph. 86— [Liberation cannot arise

3:{;“:}':;3 a;d;fz:;a;; from acts] because, whether the end

works, he something desirable or undesir-
able, this makes no difference in regard to its being the result of
means [and therefore not eternal but transitory].

a, Grant that peinis not what is [intended] to be accomplished
by works done without desire [on the part of the virtuous aacri-
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ficer], still, though there iz a difference {as you contend] between
[an act done to mecure] something 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 aets[—
which, T repeat, permanent Liberation cannot be—] :—there must
atill agein be pain, for it [the Liberation supposed to have been
attained through works,] must be perishahle becanse it is & pro-
duction. Tho text which declares that works done without desire
are instruments of Liheration, has referonce to énowledge [which,
I grant, may be gained by such means}, and Liberation comes
through knowledge,—so that these [works] are instrumenta of
Liberation mediately ;* [-~hut you will recollect that the pre-
sent enquiry regards the immediale cause].

5. [But then some one may say]—supposing that Liberatiod
may take piace [as you Sénkhyas contend] through the know.
ledge of the distinction between Nature and Soul, still, since,
from tbe perishableness [of the Liberation effected by 2Ais
means as well as any other means}, mundane life may return, we
are both on an equality [——toe whose Liberation you Sinkhyas
look upon as transitory,—and you Sénkhyes, whose Liberation
we again look npon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much
the same predicament]. To this he replies.t
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fanawe weeaE W™ 9 TRmEa L T o)

t?a:;?:fm effect Labera- Aph. 87. Of him who is essenti-

' ally liberated, hia bonds having ab-
solutely perished, it [i. e. the fruit of his saving knowledge] is
absolute :~-there ia no parity [between his case and that of him
who relies on works].

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 destruction—the annihila-
tion—of Non-diserimination ;—and how is it possible that there
should agein he a return of the mundane state when the de-
struction of Non-diserimination is absolufe ? Thus there is no
such similarity* [between the two cases e is imagined by the
objector under $88. ]

5. It hes been daferted [in §62] that there is a class of twenty-
five [things which are realities]:—and since these cannot he as-
tertained {or made out to be frue] except by proof, therefore he
displays thisy {—i, e. he shows what be means by proof].
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Phat is meant by etn- Aph. BB, The determination of some:-
aemec: thing not [previously] lodged in both [the
Soul and the Intellect] nor in one or other of them, is ¢ right
notion’ fpramd). ‘That [is what we mean by proof, or evidence—
pramdng—] which is in the highest degree productive thereof
[—i. e. of any given ‘right notion’].

a. *Not lodged’—i. e. not deposited in ¢ ozne rightly cognizing’
(pramdiri),—in short, not previously got at. The ‘discrimina-
tion’, i. e. the ascertainment [or right spprehension] of such
a thing, or reality, is ‘right notion’:—and whether this be an
affection ' of both’—i. e. of Intellect and also of Soul [as some
hold that it is], or of only one or other of the two [as others
hold], either way, that which is in the highest degree produe-
tive’ of this ‘right notion’ is [what we term proof or] evidence
(pramdna), Such is the definition of evidence in general [—the
definition of its several species falling to be comsisted here.
after] :—sueh is tbe meaning.*

5. Tt is with & view to the exelusion of Memory, Error, and
Douht, in their order; that we employ [when speaking of the re-
gult of evidence] the expressions ‘not previously known’ (which
excludes things remembered], end ‘reality’ [which excludes
mistakes and fancies], and fdiscrimination’t [which excludes

doubt].
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¢, In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources of
knowledge], if ‘right notion,” is spoken of as located in the Soul
[—see §88. a.-—], then the [proof or] evidence is an affection
of tbe Iniellect. If [on the other hand, the ‘right notion’]
is spoken of as] located in the Intellect, in the shape of an affec~
tion [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 conjunc-
tion of an orgen [with its appropriate object,—such conjunction
giving rise to sense-perception—], &e. But if otk the Soul'a cog-
nition, and the affections of the Intellect, are spoken of as [cases
of ] ‘right notion,’ then dotk of these eforesaid [—the affection of
the Intellect in the first case, and the conjunction of an organ
with its appropriate object, &c., in the other case—] are [to receive
the name of] proof /pramdas). You are to understand that
when the organ of vision, &c., are spoken of as ‘evidence,’ it is
only as being mediately* [the sources of right knowledge].

d. How many [kinds of ] proofs are there? To this he replies.t

P N -~ ¢
fafad vt afeg @afegafumafefs: 1 =4
mt' three kinds of Aph. B9.—Proof is of three kinds:—

there is no establishment of more, be-

cause if these be established then all [that is true] can be estab-
Lished [—by one or other of these three proofs].
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a. ‘Proof is of three kinds;—that is to say, ‘the use of the
senses’ (pralyeksha), * the recognition of signs’ fanumdna), and
*testimony’ fsabda/, are the [three kinds of] proofa.*

5. But then [some one may incline to aay,] let ¢ comparison’
[which is reckoned in the Nyhys a apecifically distinct source of
knowledge,] and the others {—such as ¢ Conjecture,” &e¢., which
are reckoned in like manner in the Miménsé—), be instruments
of right knowledge {as well as these three] in [the matter of] the
discriminating of Nature and Soul :—he therefore says ! becaase
if these {three] be cstablished,’ &e. And, since, if there be the
three kinds of proof, everything [that is really truej can be esta-
blished [hy means of them] there is no establishment of more,’—
no addition to the proofs can be fairly made ont,—because of the
cumbrousness [—that sins against the philosophical maxim that
we are not {0 assume more than is necessary to account for the
.case—] : such is the meaningt.

c. For the same reason Manu also has laid down only a triad
of proofs—where he says [—see the Institutes, ch. xii. v. 105
—] “ By that man who seeks a distinet knowledge of his duty,
these three [sources of right knowledge] must be well under-
stood—viz. Perception, Inference, and Scriptural authority in its
various shapes {of legal institute, &c}”. And ‘Composition’ and
* Tradition’ (ailihya), and the like, are include under Inference
and Testimony; and ‘Non-perception’ /enupaladddi), and the

» fafed wofafa wGEATIRT AR
|

t AquwETEfa  wefAqRead avATrAf
maﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁuﬂaﬂﬁmmﬁ!r
Atfumfafen vy fawafs Twenfear




BOOK I 57

like, are included under Perception* [—for, the nom-perception
of an mbsent jar oo a particular spot of ground, is nothing else
than the perception of that spot of ground witAcuf a jar on it].

d. He uext states the definitions of the varietiest [of proof,—
having already,—§88,—given the gencral definition].

TAAT GAETHRRIG (I aaT amar Lo 0

Perception defined. .Apb. 90.—Pe::ception. (pra.tyaksbag is that
discernment which, being in conjunction
[with the thing pereeived], portreys the form thereof. ,

a. ‘Being in conjunction’—-[literally] ‘existing in copjunc.
tion ;'—* portrays the form thereof’—i. e. assumes the form of
the thing with which it is in conjunction [—as water assumes
the form of the vessel into which it is poured—] ; what ¢ discern-
ment’—or affection of the Intellect—[does tAis], that [affection
of the Intellect—see Yoga Aphorisms, §5 and §8. &4.] is the evi-
dence called Perception ;—such is the meaning.}

. But then, [some one may say] this [definition of Perception
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9 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

~—§90—7} does not extend {as wa conceive it ought, and presume
ft is intended, to do} to the perception, hy adepts in the Yoga, of
things past, fature, or concealed [by stone.walls or such inter-
vening things as interrupt ordinary perception], because there is
hete no ¢ form of the thing—in confunction’ {with the mind of him
who perceives it while absent] :—having pondered this doubt, he
corrects it by [stating as follows] the fact that this [supernatural
sort of percephon] 1s not what he intends to define.*

ArframETeTETEE s &l

The definition wot to be blamed Aph, 91.—1It 1s not a fault, {in
ot o ey ! ¥ the definition, that it does not apply
to the perceptions of adepts in the
Yoga,] because that of the adepts in the Yoga is not an extermal
perceptidn.
. @, Fhat ia to say,—it is only semse-perception that isto be here
defined, and the adepts of the Yoga do not perceive through the
exlernal [orgens of sense};—therefore tberc is no fault {in our
definition],—i. e. there is no failure to include the perceptions of
theset [because there is no énfention to inclnde them].

4. {Bat, although this reply is as much as the objector has any
right to expect,] he states the real justification} [of the definition

in gmestion].
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WaE AT am AT TR 1 &R ¢
B: the defimition d‘:;l apply to Aph, 92~0r, there is no faunit
the peresprions of the mysti. [in the definition] because of the con-

junction, with causal things, of that {mystical mind] which has
attained exaltation.

a. Or, be it =0, that the perception of the Yagi also eball he the
thing to be defined, still there is no fault (in our definition, §90],
—it does mot fail to extend [to this also], since the mind of the
Yogi, in the exaltation gained from the habitude produced hy
concentration, does come into conjunction with things [as exist-
cntjin their causes*® [whether or not with the things as developed
into products perceptible hy the external senses].

b, Here the word rendered “causal” (/Ina/) denotes the things, not
in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by the ohjector [in §90.
b):—for we, who ussert that effects exist [from eternity in their
canses before taking the shape of effects, and Tikewise in these same
causes when again resolved into their canses], hold that even what
is past, &c., still essentially exists, and that hence its conjusction
[with the mind of the mystic or the clairvoyant] is possible.t

Objection that the definmition ¢. But then [some one may say]—
et SFEML LM P otill this {definition] does not extend

to the Lord's perceptions, becausc,
» wgaE AfERAd I Aqfe A 8T
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1LY THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

since *hese are from everlasting [—past, present, and future, being,
a9 regards Him, indifferent—], they cannot resull from conjunc-
tion. To this he replies *—

Lyafas: 1

That myd‘ Lord® ezists is Aph. 93.—{This objection to the de-
mot proved. finition of Perception has no force] be-

cause it is not proved that there is a Lord (f#wara).

¢. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception] be-
cause there is no proof thet there i# 8 Lord—is suppliedt [from

301].

4, And this demurring to there being any ¢ Lord’ is merely
in accordance with the arrogant dictum of certain partisans (who
hold an opinion not recognixed hy the majority]; therefore, it is
to be understood, the expression employed is ‘ because it is not
proved that there is a Lord,’—hut not the expression ¢ because
there is no Lord.’]

¢. But on the implication that there is a ‘Lord,’ what we
mean to speak of [in our definition of Perception—§90—] is
merely the being of the same kind with what is produced by
conjunctiond [of a sense-organ with its ohject,~—and the percep-
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BOOK 1. ti

tions of the ‘Lord’ may Le of the samc kind with such perccp-
tions, though they were not to come from the same sourcel.

d. Having pondered the douht ¢ How should the Lord not be
proved [toexist] by the Scripture and the Law [which declare his
existence] P—he states a dilemma which excludes this.*

AAAgArCTA @ afafg i &8 |

4 dilemma to exciude proof Aph. 9+.—11t iz not proved that He
that there is any © Lord. . s .

[the ‘Lord"] exists, Lecause, of free
and bound, He can be neither the one nor the other,

2. The ‘Lord’ whom youn imagine,—tell us—is He free from
trouhles &c., or i3 He in Londage through these? 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.t

b. He explains just this point.}

SHTATEEETEA § LY, !

Aph. 95.—Either way He would he

The force of the dilemma. . 3
ef S inefficient.

a. Sinee, if He were free, He would have no desires which
instigate Him to create; and, if He were bound, He would be
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102 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

under delusion ;~~He must be [on either alternative,] unequal to
the creation &c.* [of this world].

5. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the ease, what be-
comes of the scripture texts which declare the ‘Lord? 'To
this he replies.t

AR WHEr SuRl fegm e LK

The import of the texts which Aph. 96.—([The scriptural texts
speak of the " Lord. which make mention of the ‘Lord,
are] either glorifications of the liberanted Soul, or homages to the
rocognised [deities of the Hindi pantheon].

a. That is to say :—accordingly as the case may be, some text
{among those in which the term ¢ Lord’' occurs,] is intended—in
the shape of a glorification [of Soul] as the ¢ Lord’ {as Soul is
held to be,] merely in virtue of junction [with Nature}—to incite
(to still deeper contemplation],—to exhibit, as what is to be
known, the liberated Soul—i. e. absolute Soul in general :—and
some other text, declaratory, for example, of creatorship pre-
ceded by resolution [to create], is intended to extol [—and to
purify the mind of the contemplator by enabling him to take a
part in extolling—] the etermity, &ec., of the familinrly known
Brahmé, Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal ¢ Lord,’—since these,
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality] &c., {and in so
far iable to perish] bave immortality in a secondary sense}
[—seeing that the Soul in every combination is unmort.al, thongh
the combination itself is not sol.
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BOOK I 103

4. But then [sonme one may say], even if it were thus [as
alleged under §98], what is heard [in scripture—viz.—] the fact
that it [viz. Soul] is the governor of Nature &c., would not he
the case,—for, in the world, we speak of government only in re-
ference to modifieations [preceded and determined] hy resolu-
tions [that so and so shall take place], &c. To this he replies.*

i fugee Afaaq 1 L9

Soul, like the loadstome, acts Apk. 97,—The governorship there»
;r"wb:wmob‘ but throgh o [i. e. of Soul over Nature] is

from its proximity [thereto,—not from
its resolving to act thereon—], as is the case with the gem [—the
load-stone—in regard to iron].

a. If it were alleged that its [Soul’s] creativeness or its gover-
norship were through a resoloe [to create or to govern], then thia
objection [brought forward under §96. 4.] would apply ;—but
[it ie not so—for] by w¢ [Shnkhyas] it is held that the Soul’s
governorship, in the shape of creatorship, or the like, is mevely
from its prorimify [to Nature]—*as is the case with the [load.
stone] gem.”t
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104 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

&, As the gem, the load-stone, acts as aw attracter of irom,
merely by proximity, without resolving [so to act], so, by the
mere coujunction of the primal Soul, Nature is changed into the
principle called the ¢ Great One’ [or Mind——see §62—]. And in
this zlone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as creafor to-
towards that which ia superadded to it :—such is the meaning *

¢. And thus it is declared [in some one of the Purénas]—* As
the iron acts whilst the gem [the loadstone] stands void of voli-
tion, just so the world is created by & deity who is mere Exis-
tence. Thus it is that there is in the Soul both ageuney [seem-
ingly], and non-agency [really] :—it is nof an agent, ingsmuch
as it 13 devoid of volition ; and it €# an agent, merzly through ap-
proximation [to Nature].”’t

d. In respect of worldly products also, animal souls overrule
merely through their approximation {to Nature]; so he declares
aa follows.}

A | A OO ST eg e -
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frtawrET AL T )

. Aph. 98.—In the case of individual products
mbodied sonls do
ﬁ: energise. alzo, [the apperent agency] of animal souls [is
solely through proximity].

a. *The agency is solely through proximity,’—so mmuch is
supplied* [from §97].

b, The meaning is this,—that, in the case also of particular
productions,—the ereation, &c., of things individual [as contra-
distinguished from that of all things in the lump—see Veddnfa-
#ara §67], eninal souls—i. e. souls in which the intellscts [of
individuals] reflect themselves [-—see $100, a@.]—over-rzle mere-
ly through proximity, hut not throngh any effort,—seeing that
these [animal sonls] are none other than the motionless Thought.t

¢. But then (some one may say], if there were no eternal and
omniscient * Lord’, then, through the douht of a hlind tradition
fobviated by no intelligently effective guardianship], the Vedas
would ceaso to be an authority—[a possibility which, of course,
cannot be entertained for an instant]. To this he replies.}
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106 THE BANKHYA APHORISMS,

fremmaERmmETR T | L4

How the Vedas need nof the Aph. 99.—The declaration of the
*Lard’ to axihenticale them. .t or sense [of the Veds, by Brahnré
for example], since ks knows the truth—{és suthoritative evi.
dence].

o. To complete the aphorism we must say—* eince Hirawya-
garbha [i. e. Brahmd] and others [viz. Viehnu and Siva], are
knowers of what is certrin—i. e. of what is true—, the declara-
tion of the texts or semse of the Vedas, where fAcse are the
speakers, is evidence* [altogether indisputable].

4, But then, if Soul, by its simple proximity [to Nature—§97
—1], is an overruler in & secondary zense [only] of the term, [—as
the megnet may be said, in a secondary sense, to draw the ron,
while the comviction is entertained thet actually, and Literslly,
the iron drawa the magnet,—] then who is the grimary [or sc-
tual) overruler ? In reference to this be says.t

TNIUE 7 AT TeEe (eR-
|HI o0

It is in the skape of the inlernal Aph, 100,—The internal organ,
organ that Nature gffects Soul. through its being enlightened
thereby [—i. e, hy Soul—] is the over-ruler,—as is the iron [in
respect of the magnet].
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BOOK 1. 107

@, The internal organ, i. e. the understanding, is the over-
ruler, throngh its fancying itself to be Soul, {as it does faney}
by reason of its being enlightened by the Soul, throngh its
happening to reflect itself in [and contcmplate itself in] Sounl ;—

¢ just as the iron,’—that is to say—as the attracting iron, though
inactive, draws {the magnet] in consequence of its mere proximi.
ty>

5. He now {—having discussed the evidence that conaists in
direct peroeption—] states the definition of an inductiont fenu-
mina).

nfaweaey: wfAaruEARARTH Lo |

Adpk. 101,—The knowledge of the con-
An Induction defined.  Dected, through perception of the conmec.
tion, is an induction,

a. That is to say,—an induction [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. ®,
of the constant accompenier, through the knowledge of the con.
stant accompaniment :—by ‘connection’ (prafibandha) here be-
ing meant ‘constant attendedness’ (vydpli/, and through the
perception thereof} [it being that the mind has possesaion of any
general principle].
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108 - THE BANKHYA APHORISMS,

5. But an inference fanwmili/ is knowledge in the soulhws
[whilst the Induction—so far forth ms it is an instrument in the
eatablishment of knowledge deducible from it—is an affection of
the internal organ, or understanding,—see §88. c¢.].

¢. He next defines testimonyt (fabda).

(RSNG| Lo R |

Aph. 102.~Testimony [such as is en.

titled to the name of evidence—]is s
fit declaration,

Vaiid Testimony defined.

¢. Here ¢fitness’ means ‘suitableness ’~—and so the evidence
which is called ¢ Testimony’ is the knowledge arizing from a suit-
able declaration ;—snch is the meaning:—and [while this be-
longa to the understending, or in‘ernal organ,—see §101. 6.—)
the result is that [knowledge] in the 8oul which is called ‘ know-
ledge by hearing’} fdcbds-bodha).

. He next volunteers to tell us what is the use of his setting
forth [the various divisions of | evidence.§

suAfafy: wAEHEURT I Lok |

Why the kinds of Eﬂ'fcl-ce Aph, 103.—Since the establishment of
huve been Aere set forth. both [soul and not-soul] is by means
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of evidence,—the declaration thereof [i. e. of the kinda of evi-
dence, has heen here made).

a. It is only by means of evidence that both Soul and not-
soul are established as heing distinct [the cne from the otber] ;—
therefore has this, viz. evidence, heen here declared ;—such is
the meaning.*

&, Among these [several proofs] he now describes that one by
which especially—viz. hy a proof which is onc kind of inference
—Nature and Soul are here to be established discriminatively.t

[rATEA FETgHEaiEi Lo 8

. — tabli
Whe existence of Sout and Na- Aph, 104.—The establishment

ture argued from analogy. of hoth [Nature and Soulj is by
analogy.

@, [Analogy (sdmdnyato-drishfa) 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 subject derives from a know-
ledge of its being conatantly accompanied by something which it
may therefore betoken], when we have had recourse to [as the
means of determining this constant accompaniment,] what is, for
instance, generically of a perceptible kind, [ where~~under such cir-
cumstances—we repeat—) anything of a different kind—i. e. not?
cognizable by the senses—is esteblished :—as when, for example
having apprehended & constant accompaniment [—e. g. that an
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110 THE SANKHYA APHORIGMS,

nct implies an instroment—) by teking into consideration sach
instruments as axes, &c., which are of earthy and other kinds, &
quite heterogeneous, imperceptible, instrument of knowledge,—vis.
[the instrnment nemed] Sense—is established {or inferred to exe
ist] :—such is what we mean by Anslogy; and it ia hy this [spe-
cies of inference] that Nature end Soul are proved to exist,—such
is the meaning.*

5. Of these {viz. Nature and Soul] the argument from analogy
for [the existence of] Nature is as follows. The great Principle
[—viz. Underatanding see §62. c.] is formed out of the things
[called] Pleasure, Pain, end Delusion {—te the aggregate of
which three in equipoise—see §62—the name of Nature is giv-
en—], because, whilst it is {undeniably] a production, it has the
characters of Pleasure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a hracelet,
or the like, formed of gold, or the like,t [has the characteristic
properties of the gold, or the like, and is therehy known to have
been formed out of gold or the like].

¢. But [es regards the argument from analogy in proof of the
existence] of Soul—[it is, as stated before, under §67, to the
following effect] :—Nature is for the sake of another, because it is
something that acts as a combination,~—as & house, for instance,
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{which is a combination of various parts combined for the benefit
of the temant]., In this instance, having gathered, in regard to
houses, &c., the fact, established on sense-perception, that they
exist for the sake of [organised] bodies, for example,—something
of a different kind therefrom [i. e. from Nature]l—viz. Soul—is
inferred [by analogy as something other than Nature, &c.,—
[which, aa being a compound thing, is not designed for itself] ;—
such is the meaning.*

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

fezaQmEt Hem e Loy |

When it is that ezperience Aph. 105—Experience [whether of
centet. pain or pleasure] ends with {the dis- -
cernment of ] Thought—[or Soul, as contradistingnished from
Nature].

a, By ‘Thought’ we mean Soul. Experience [whether of
pain or pleasure] ceases on the discerning thereof. As ¢ antece-
dent non-existence,’ though devoid of a beginning, [—see Tarka-
sangraha §92—7] surceases [—when the thing antecedently non-
existent begins to be—], so etermal Nature [—eternal aa re.
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112 THE SANKHYA APIIORISM..

gards the absence of any beginning—] continues [no further
than] till the discernment of the difference [between Nature and
Boul] :—so0 that experience [whether of pain or pleasure] does not
at sll times occur :—such is the state of the case.*

5. [But some one may sey]—if Nature were the agent, and
Soul the experiencer, then it might happen that another shonld
be the experiencer of [the resnlts of ] the acts doue by one diffe-
rent. To this he replies :t—

wrAefi FEAGT A Lo € )

The frait of the action is not Aph. 106.—The experience of the
alwdys the agent's, .
frnit may belong even to another

than the agent, as in the case of food, &c.

@. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c., and to
one who was not the agent, viz. the master, to enjoy the fruit
thereof [—i. e. the fruit of the cook’s nctions—1], 50 is the case
here.}

. Having stated s practical maxim [—which may serve in
practice to silence, by the argumentum ad hominem, him on whose
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prineiples it may be velid—], he now declares his own doctrine®
[in regard to the doubt started under §105. 2).

wfrdwmn afs: w9 w09 0

Natureis agent but  Aph. 107.—Or [—to give & better account
wol patient. of the matter than that given in §106—], since
it is from non-discrimination that it is derived, the notion that
the agent has the frnit [of the act, is 8 wrong notion].

a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient, hut, from the fact
that the Great Principle [—the actusl agent—see §09 &.] is re-
flected in it, there arises the comceif of its being an agent. *Or,
sines it is from non-diserimination, &e.,’—that is to say,—becanse
it is from the failure to discriminate between Nature and Sounl
that this takes place,~—i. e. that the 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].

5. The opposite of this [wrong view referred to in §107] he
states aa follows.]

- -,
AN AN o T )
Boul is neither agent Aph, 108,—And when the truth is made

mor patiest. known, there is [seen to be) neither [agency,
in Soul, nor experience].
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14 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

a. *'When the truth is told’ [and disoerned], i. e. when, by
means of evidenoe, Nature and Soul are perceived {in their en-
tire distinctness one from the other], < there is neither’—i. e.
neither the condition {as regards soul) of an agent or a patient.*

b. Heving discussed [the varieties of] evidence, he now states
the distnbation of the object-matter of emidence.t

fasar sfawan g@fagaR¥rAmeTear-
fafeagiy oL

What is ble ander Aph. 109.—[A thing mey be] an
certain circumsiancer may be  object [perceptible] and also [at another
imperceptible under otiers. time] not an object, through there be-
ing, in consequence of great distance, &c., a want of, or [in the
abeence of opposing canses] an appliance of, the sense.

a. An object {is a perceived object], through the proximity,
or conjnnction, of the sense [with the object]. A thing may be
pot an object [perceived], through the want of the sense,  i. e
through the want of conjunction [between the sense and what
would otherwise be its object]. And this want of conjunction
[may result] from the junction’s being prewented by great dis-
tance, &c.
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BOOK 1. 115

What may prevent percep- 4, {To explain the “&c.,” and ex-
fom. emplify the causes that may prevens
the conjunction, required in order to perception, between the
thing and the sense, we may remark that]—it isin conmsequence
of grest distance "that a bird [flying very high up] in the sky is
not perceived :—[then again] in consequence of extreme proxi-
mity the collyrium located in the eye [is not perceived by the
eye itself] :—a tbing placed in {the inside of, or on the opposite
side of,] a wall [is not perceived] in consequence of the obstruc-
tion :—from distraction of mind the unhappy, or other [agitated
person], does not perceive the thing that is at his side {—or un-
der his very nose—]:—through its subtilty an Atom [is not per
ceived) -——nor is a8 very small sound when overpowered by the
sound of a drum :—and so on.*

¢. How [—or, for which of the possible reasons just enmmera-

ted—] comes the imperceptiblencas of Nafure? In regard to
thia he declares :+—

QTR TEfan | Lo &

Aph. 110.—Her imperceptibless arises

The mubhlty of Nature. from her subtilty.

a. ‘Her'—i. e. Nafur¢’s—imperceptibleness is from sabtility.
Hy subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult to investignte,
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116 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

not [—as a Naiyfiyika might perhaps here prefer understanding
the term—] the consisting of Atoms,—for Nature is [not atomic,
in the opinion of the Sénkhyas, but] all-pervasive.*

5. How then [it may he asked] is [the existence of ] Nature
determined ? To this he replies :+—

AR TATAFITR 4 LAY 1

Nature inferred from the existence 4ph. 11%.—[_'Na-ture exista) be-
of productions, cause her existence ia gathered from
the beholding of productions,

a. An the kmowledge of [there being such tbings as] atoms
comes from the beholding of jars, &c., {—which are agglomera~
tions—], 8o the knowledge of Nature comes from the beholding
of products which have the three Qualities;} [—see §62, a.—
and the existonce of which implies a cause, to which the name of
Nature is given, in which these constituents exist from eternity].

&. Some [—the Vedintine—]say that the world has Brehma

as its cause ; others [—the Naiyfiyikas—] that it has atoms as
ita cause; but our seniors [—the transmitters of the Sfinkhya
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BOOK . 117

doctrine—] that it has Nofure as its cause:—so he sets forth a
doubt [which might naturally found itself j thereon.*

atfefanfannaefafsfcfa Tau LR 8

A dowbt thrown on the existence Aph. 112.—-If [you throw out
:} Mature by ’_”" contradictios e Qoubt that] it [—viz. the ex-

istence of Nature—] is not esta.
blished, because of the contradiction of asserters [of other views,
then you will find an unswer in the next aphorism}.

a. * Becawse of the contradiction of asserters [of the Veddnta
or Nyéya), # is not established,’—i. e, Nature {—as asserted hy
the Sénkhyas—] is not established.t

b. But then [—to set forth the objection of these counter-
asserters—], if a product existed antecedently to its production
[as that product,] fAen an eternal Nature (such as you Sédnkhyas
contend for] would be proved to exist aa the [necessary] suhstra-
tum thereof,—since, you will declare that s cause is inferred only
88 the invariable accompanier of an effect ; butit is denied by us
asserters (of the Veddnta, &c.] that the effect does exiat [antece-
dently to its production—well] if [this doubt be thrown out} ;—
such is the meaning} [of the aphorism].
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e THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. He states his doctrine on this point.¥

AN AHATTHAT THRATHEATGA 8 LR B

Aph. 113,—But since thus each
[doctrine] is established in the opi-
nion of each, a [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive].

Muinal demials sritle nothing.

a. If oneside were disproved merely hy the dissent of the oppo-
nent, then [lock you] there is dissent against the other side too,—
go how should if he established? If the one side is established by
there being inevitably attendant the'recognition of the constant
accompanier on the recognition of that which is constantly ac.
companied by it, it is the same with my side also ;—therefore my
inference from effect [to canse] is not to be deniedt [in this pe-
remptory fashion].

5. Well tben [—the opponent may say—], let [the inference
of ] cause from effect be granted, how is it that this [cause] is

Naoture—and nothing else [—such as Atoms, for instance]? To
this he replies.t
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frfrafatrymasc e L 1

Nature the only hypothesis con- Aph. 114.—Becanse {if we were
sistent with what cppears. to infer any other canse than Na-
ture] we should have a contradiction te the threefold [aspect
which things really exhibit].

8. Quality is threefold [see §{62. a.}—vis. Goodness, Passion,
and Darkness :—there would be a contradiction to these,—such
is the meaning.*

5. The drift here is as follows :—If the character of cause [of
all thinge around us) belonged to Atoms, or the like, then there
would be a contradiction to the fact of being an aggregate of plea-
sure, pain, and delusion, which is recognisable in the world ;+ [—
becanse nothing, we hold, can exist in the effect which did not
exist in the cause,—and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of
Atoma),

¢. He now repels the doubt ae to whether the production of
an effect is that of what existed [antecedently] or of what did
not exiat.f

\
AMIART TEFIQ I LA\
Aph. 115.—The production of

W et will be. . .
RoveT Toah il never what is ro entity, as a man’s horn,

does not take place.
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120 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. Of that which, like the horn of & man, is not an entity,
even tlie production is impossible ;—such is the meaning. And
so the import is, that that effect alone which [antecedently]
exists is fat any time] produced.*

b. Hoe states an argument, why an effect must be some [previ-
ously cxistent] entity.t

BUTRHATATA I L €

4 product camnot be of Aph. 116.—Because of the rule thet
nofking. there must be some material [of which the

product may conxist].

a. And only when hoth are extant is there from the presence
of the cause the presence of the effect :—otherwise everywhere,
and always, every effect raight be produced,—{the presence of
the cause heing, on the sapposition, superfluous]. This he states
aa follows.}

G4 9 GAEAEEL Lo 1

Else any thing hﬂ:&'gﬂ ocour af Aph. 117.—Because every thing
amy time amywohere. is not possihle every where, always.

6. That is to eay,—because in the world we sce that every
thing is no? possible, i. e. that every thing is mef produced,
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BOOK L 121

‘ every where,’ L e, in every place,—~always,’ i. e. ot all
times.*

4. And for the following reason also, he deelares, there is no
production of what existed nott [antecedently].

TAY TWRCWHL L T

Effects pro-esict Aph. 118.—Because that which is poasible
polentially in their
e, ‘ is made out of that which is competent [to
the making of it.)

a. Because the being the material [of any future product] is
nothing else than the fact of [being it potentially, i. e. of ] hav-
ing the power to be the product; and this power is nothing else
than the product’s condition as that of what has not yet come to
pass ;-—~therefore, since that which has the power, viz., the canse,
makes the produet which is capable [of heing made out of it], it
is not of any nonentity that the production takes place :—such is
ths meaning.}

3. He states another argument.§
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122 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

FICANTETT & L & ¢

The product is wothisg  Aph. 119-—And because it [—the pro-
elee thaw the causs, duct—] is [nothing else than) the canse (in
the shape of the product],

a. It is declared in scripture, that, previously to production,
moreover, there is no difference hetween the cause and its effect ;
—~and since it is thereby settled that a product is an entity, pro-
duction is not of what [previously] existed not:—auch is the
meaning.*

5, He ponders a douht.t+
WA WETEEEAN LR 0 |

A dowbt whether that whick  Aph. 120—1If (it be alleged that)
is can be said to bacome, there ia no posaihility of that Secoming,
which already is—[then the answer will be found in the next
aphorism].

¢. 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 pos-
sibility of [or reom for] the adjunction of becoming,—the adjunc-
tion of arising,—in the case of a product which is [already, by
bypothesis,] in the sbape of an entity,—hecause the employment
of the term ¢ arising’ [or the fact of heing produced] bas refer.
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ence solely to what did mot exist (previoualy]:—if thin be
arged :—such is the meaning,*

b He declares the doctrine in regard to this point.t

wfEf Tt FEeOEEn LR

Production is only manifedation, . — — -
and 50 o The oppgme- Vfetation Aph. 121.—Nay,—the employ.
ment and the non-employment [of
the term * production’] are occasioned by the manifestation [or
non-menifestation of what is spoken of as produced or not].

g, ‘ Nay'-—i. e. the view stated [in §120] is not the right one.t
8. As the whiteness of white cloth which had hecome dirty is
brought manifestly out by means of washing, &e., 30, by the ops-

ration of the potter is the pot hrought intc manifestness;—
whereas, on the blow of a mallet, it becomes hidden,§{—[end no

longer appears a3 a pot].
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AY, FICEWTAE LR

Aph. 122 —Destruction [of any
thing} is the resolution fof the thing
spoken of as destroyed,] into the cause [from which it was pro.

a. The resolution, by the blow of a mallet, of a jar into its
cauze [—i. e, into the particles of clay which constitnted the
jar),—%o this are due both [the employment of] the term ‘destruc-
tion’, and the kind of action [or behaviour] belonging to any
thing® [which is termed its destruction].

b. [But some one may say]—if there were [only] a resolu.
tion [of a product into that from which it arcse], a resurrection
[or wﬂwymau] of it wonld be eeen, and this is no? seen : —
well [—we reply—] it is not seen by blockheads, hut it ir seen
by those who can discriminate. For example, when thread is
destroyed, itis changed into the shape of earth [—as when
burned to ashes];—and the earth is changed into the shape of
cotton-tree ; and this [successively] changes into the shape of
flower, fruit, and thread [spun again from the fruit of the cotton-
plant], Bo is it with all entities.t
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128 TIIE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. Pray--[some one may ask]—is this manifestation [that you
epeak of under §121] something resl, or something not real? If
it be something real [and which, therefore, never censes to be]
then the effect [during this constant manifestation] ought com-
stantly to be perceived; and if it be not resl, then there is an
end of your ‘existent product’ [§115 3.}, because, also of this
{manvifestation—as being not from eternity—] there must be
{in order to give rise to it] another manifestation, and of this
another, and 50 on without end, [—seeing that a manifestation
can be the result of nothing else than a manifestation,—on the
principle that an effect consists of neither more nor less than
its cause]. To this he replies.*

TGIHAT (AR g I LR ¥

How manifestation may ocour Aph. 123.—Because they aeek
withou! besng an entity. each other reciprocally, as ia the case
with seed and plant, [—manifestation may generate manifeats.

tion from eternity to eternity].

a. Be it so, that there are thousands of manifestations, still
there is no fault, for there ¢4 no starting point,—as is the case
with seed and plant,t [—which we may suppose to have served
from eternity as sources one to another reciprocally].

. He states another argument.}
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BOOK 1. 127
SAfwEeT B LRY ¢

oms fo the ¢ Aph. 124,—Or, [at all events, our
:-fkn?:?;mam: utort:iory theary of ¢ manifestation’ is as] blame-
less as [that of ] ¢ production’.

a. Pray [let us ask],—is production produced, or is it not? If
it is produced, then of this [production of production] there
must be production ;——3so that there is a regrestus in infinitum,
[such as you ellege against our theory under §122. ¢]. If it be
not produced, then, pray, is this because it is un-real, or beeause it
in eternal ? If because it is un.real, then production neveria at all,
so that it sbould never be perceived, [as you allege that it isj.
Again, if [production is not something produced] because it is
eternal, then there should he at all times the production of [all
possible] effects,—[which you will scarcely pretend is the case].
Again, if you say,—since ¢ production’ itself comsists of produc-
tion, what need of supposing an ulterior production [of produc.
tion] 7—then, in like manner, [I ask,]—since *manifestation’ it-
self consiste of manifestation, what need of supposing sn ulterior
manifestation [of manifestation]? The view which you hold on
this point is ours also,*—[and thus cvery objection stated or
hinted under §122. c, is capshle of being retorted].
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12¢ THE RANEHYA APHORISMS.

4. He now states the community of properties [that exists]
among the products of Nature mutuelly.*

Ve farmanfu afRawR waTwE faga I ' Y
The chavacters common fo Aph. 125.—[A product of nature is)

) ) cansed, un-eternal, mutable, not all-per-
vading, multitudinous, dependent, mergent.

6. ‘Caused’—i. o. having a cause. ¢Un-eternal’—i, e. de-
structible. *Not all-pervading,’ i e. not present everywhere.
* Mutahle’—i. e. distinguished by the act of leaving [one form])
and assuming [another form]. It [the soul] leaves the body it
had assumed, [and probably takes another]; and bodies, &e.,
move [and are mutable, as is notoricus]. ¢ Multitudinous’—i,
e.~—, in consequence of the distinction of souls, [everything is pro-
portionately multitudinous,—each man—e, g.—secing & separate
reinbow, though it be called but one). *Dependent'—i. e, (de-
pendent] on its cause. Mergent,—that is to say, it [i. e. each
product, in due time,] is resolved into that from which it origina.
ted].+

5. [But some one may ssy)—if realities be the twenty-five
(which the Sénkhyas enumerate—see §62—and no mare], pray,
are such common operations as knowing, enjoying, &e., absolute-
ly nothing ?—[if you aay that they are so] then you give up
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what you see—{in order to seve » hypothesis, ‘with which that
which you see is irreconcilable]. To this he replies.*

WHGRAIAT AT TUEATIIRE AT wo-
AIAETY LR |

The qualitics of the Nydya are = DM 126—There is the establish-
iaeplied in the term Natwre, ment of these, [which you fancy
that we do not recognise hecanse we do not explicitly enumerate
them,] either hy reason that these ordinary qualities [—as con-
tradistinguished from the fAree Qualitiea of the Ssnkhya—]are
truly nothing different; or [—to put it in another point of
view—] because they are hinted by [the term] Nature [—in
which, like our own three Qualities, they are implied].

a. Either from their being nothing different from the twenty-
four principles—¢ truly’—really—quite evidently,—since the cha-
raeter of these [twenty-four] fits the ordinary qualities, &c.,
[which yoa fancy are neglected in our enumeration of things,}—
¢there is the eatahlishment of these’—i. e. there is their esta-
blishment [as renlities] through their being implied just in thoset
[twenty-four principles which ere explicitly specified in the S4n.
khya).

. The word * or’ shows that there in another alternative [reply,
in the ephorism, to the objection in question]. ‘Or hecause
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130 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS,
they are hinted by {the term] Nature "~ that is to say,—the
qualitics, &e¢., [such as Knowledge,] are established {as realities],
just because they are hinted by [the term] Nature, hy reason that
these qualitiee are, mediately, products of Nature,—for there is no
difference between product and cause;—but the omission to men.
tion them [explicitly] is not by reason of their not being at alL*

‘e. He next mentions the points in which Natare and ber
products agree.t

farsarnfe @RI R

Tha charecters comesom lo Aph. 127.~0f both [Nature and
oducts.

Noture asd der product®:  her products] the fact that they oon

sist of the three Qualitics ($62. a.] and that they are irrational

— [is the common property].

a. Consisting of the three qualitics, and being irmtional,—
fsuch in the meaning of the compound term with which the
aphorism commences]). By tho expression “ &c.” ia meant their
being intended for another, [—see §67—]. ¢Of both’—i. e. of
the cause [viz. Nature], and of the effects [—vis. all natursi
products—], such is the meaning}.
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BOOK 1. 1%

5. He next states the mutual differences of character among
the three Qualities which [sce §62] are the [constituent] parts
of Natare*

< B ¢
M R T Rw LR |

Tn what the three Aph. 128.—The Qualities [§62] differ in

; difer. character, motuslly, hy pleasantness, nnplens-
antness, lassltude, &e.,[in which forms severally the Qualities
prescut themselves],

&, ‘Pleasantness,’~~i, o. Pleasure. By the *&o,’ is meant
Goodnesa (saffwa), which is light (i e., not heavy,] and illumi-
mating. ‘ Unpleasantness,’—i. o, Pain. By the ‘&c [in refer-
ence to this,] is meant Passion frajas), which is urgent and rest-
less. ¢ Lassitude,’—i. e. stnpefaction. By the ‘&o.’ is meant
PDarkness /famas}, which is heavy and enveloping. It is by these
habits that the Qualities, viz:—Goodness, Passion, and Darknees
differ ;—such ia the remaindert [required to complete the apho-
rism]. :

5. At the time of telling their differences, he tells in what
vespects they agree.}
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132 THE SAKKHYA APHORISMS.

TR g v U LR 4

I what r d:'th Qualities Agph. 129.—Throug]1 Lightneas
agree as well as differ. and other hahits the Qualities, mu-
tually, agree and differ.

a. The meaning is as follows. The enunciation [—in the
shape of the term laghs ¢ light’—is not one intended to call at-
tention to the concrete—viz. what thiogs are light,—but]is one
where the ahstract [—the nature of light things—rvis. ‘light-
ness’—/aghulwa] is the prominent thing. ‘Through Lightness
and other hahits,’—i, e. through the characters of Lightness,
Restlessness, and Heaviness,—the Qualities differ. Their apree-
ment is through what is hinted by the expression ‘and other.”
And this coneists in their mutually predominating [one over the
other from time to time], producing each other, consorting togea
gether, and being reciprocally present [—the one in the other—],
for the sake of the soul.*

b. By the expression [-—in § 126—] ¢ caused,’ &ec., it was de-
clared that the ‘Great one’ [or Mind], &e¢., are producls. He
states the proof of this.t

CHEATIETETSE HEITIRT AR ML R o

Proqf that Mind, &e., Aph. 180.—Sioce they are other than
e " both [Soul and Nature—the only two un-

« FE | AT fEw | e
qeEARETAT YR | wifeaeeiaT W
HH | A GRS AT RS A g e

t RAfemfem A sEEgaR) =
TRITATE | |




BOOK 1. 133

caunsed entities—), Mind, and the rest, are products, as is the
case with a jar or the like,

a. That is to say,—like a jar or the like, Mind and the rest
are products, because they are something other than the tweo
which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul.*

&, He statea another reason.t

pitcnac{ AR AN

A second Aph. 131.—Because of their measure, [which is s
prog- limited one].

a. That is to say, [Mind and the rest are products] because
they are limited in measure,} [while the only two that are un-.
caused, viz. Nature and soul, are unlimited|.

6. Ho states another argument.§

FREIE I R )

Aph. 132.—Because they conform [to Na-

A third .
proof. ture].

a. [Mind and the rest are products] becawse they well [follow
.and) correspond with Nature, i. e, because the Qualities of Na-
ture [§62] are seen in all things:[| [and it is & maxim that there
is nothing in the effect that was not in the caunse],
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M THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

b. He states the same thing* [in the next apharism].

wfgagfar Lyg

A4 ph. 138.—And, finally, becanse it is throngh
the power {of the cause alone, that the produet
can do sught].

.Afolrﬂ progf.

a. It in by the power of its canse that & product energises [—
a8 & chain restrains an elephn.nt only by the force of the iron—1],
80 that Mind and the rest, being {except through the strength
of Nature] powerless, produce their products in subservience to
Nature ;—otherwise, since it is their habit to energize, they wonld
at all times produce their productst—{which it will not be alleged
that they do].

4. And the word ifi, in this place, is intended to notify the
completion of the set of [positive] reasons§ [why Mind and the
others should be regarded as producits].

¢. He next states {—in support of the same assertion—] the
argument from negatives,§ [i e. the argument drawn from the
considerstion a8 to what becomes of Mind and the others when
they are sof products].
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AT wEfA: [RATAL LR 0

Procf of the sawme from Aph, 134—O0n the quitting thereof
megatmer. [—quitting the condition of product—],
there is Nature or Soul, [into one or other of which the product
must needs have resalved itself].

a. Product or not-product,—such is the pair of alternatives.
¢ On the guitting thereof,’—i. e, when Mind and the rest guit
the condition of product,—Mind and the rest [of necessity) en-
ter into Nature or Soul,*{—these two alone being not.products].

b. [But perhaps some one mey say that] Mind and the rest

may exist quite independently of the pair of alternatives [just
mentioned). In regard to this he declares as follows.t

RIS AR LR 0

Misd f;d“'"""ﬁ'f:‘m m all, Adph. 135.—If they were
U et mor Ratprodue- other than these two they
would be void, :

a. i Mind and the rest were other ‘than these two,’ 1. e.
than product or not-prodact [—§184—], they woald be in the
shape of what is € void,’—i. e. in the shape of nomentity.}
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136 TOE SANKHYA APHORISMS,

4. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be under the
eharncter of a product that Mind and the rest are a sign of [there
being such & principle as] Nature ? They may be [more propery
said to be] a sign merely in virtue of their not occurring aparié
from it. To this he repliea.,*

wETHRUTRATE e LR € 4

What kind of causes can be Aph. 136.—The cause is inferred
inferved from their efects. g om the effect [—in the case of Na-
ture and her prodacts—], because it accompanies it.

G. This may indeed be the case where the nature [or essence] of
the cause is not seen in the effect, as [is the case with] the infe-
rence—from the rising of the moon —that the sea is swoln (into
full tide,~~rising, with maternal affection, townrds 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 oceur € apart from’ the rising of the moon, yet here the cause
—moon-rise—is not seen in the effect—tide ; and consequently,
thongh we infer the effect from the cause, the cause could not
have been inferred from the effect]. But in the present case,
gince we se¢ in Mind and the rest, the characters of Nature, the
cause is inferred from the effect, ¢ Because it accompanies it'—
i. e. becanss, in Mind and the rest, we see the properties of
Naturet—[i. e. Nature herself actually present, as we seo the
clay which is the cause of s jar actually present in the jar].
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BOOK 1. 147

. [But it may still be objeeted,—]if it be thus, then let that
principle itself—the ¢ Great one’ [or Mind]—he tbe cause of the
world :—what need of Nafere ? To this he replics,*

Lok SR LUECIGURE B

H-Zw Mind must Aave an Aph. 137.—The undiserete, [Nature,
“ ’ must he inferrcd] from its cffeet, in which

are the three Qualitics, [which constitute Nature].

a. ‘It goes to dissolution’—such is the import of the term lin-
ga, here rendered ¢ effeet.”  From that [effect],—viz. the © Great’
principle [or Mind]—in which arc the three Qualities, Naturc
must be inferred.  And that the * Great’ principle, in the shape
of aecertainment [or distinct intcllection], is limited [or discrete],
and perishable, is estahlished by direct observation. Therefore
[—i. e. since Mind, being perishablc, must be resclvable into
something else,] we infer that into which it is resolvable,t [—in
other words its ¢ cause,’—here analopously tcrmed Zingin, since
‘effect’ had been tcrmed finga].

&. But then, [some one may say,] still something quite differ-
FTATA FETEHAATAAART AATemA Twfaere
HEIA TTAFAN
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313 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ent may be the cause [of all things];—what need of this Nafwre
of yours? In regard to this he remarks as follows.*

ARG ATEATATT § L RE

Why Natare, and wothing clse, Aph. 138.—There is no denying
wngl be Lhe rool of ali. that it [—NII. ] i, | use of
ita effects, [—which will be in vain attributed to any other
source].

a. Is the cause of this [world] a product or not a product?
If it were a product, then, the same being [with cqual propriety
to be assumed to be] the case with iZs cause, there would be & re-
gressus in infinifum. I effects be from any rooé [—to which there
is nothing antecedent—], then ¢4is is that [to which we give the
name of Nalure]. ‘Becanse of its effects,’—that is to say, be-
canse of the cffects of Nature, There is no denying ¢ that it is,”
~1i, 0. that Nafure is.T

b. Be it so—[let us grant—] that Nature is; yet [—the op-
ponent may contend-—] Sow! positively cannot be,—for [if the
existence of causes is to be inferred from their products, Soul
eannot be thus demonstrated to exist, sceing that} it has mo
products. 1n regard to this he remarks as follows.f
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YTATHY fAaTTATETA YRaY ETead 1L €y

It is mot from any effect that soui Aph. 139.—[The relation of
s dnferred. cause and effect is] pot [alleged
as] the means of establishing [the existence of Soul], becnuse, rs
is the case with [the disputed term) * merit,’ there is no dispute
about there being such a kind of thing, [though wha? kind of
thing is matter of dispute].

a. There is no dispute about ¢ there being such a thing’—i. e.
as to there being Soul simply (—since everybody, who does not
talk stark nonsense, must admit a Soul, or salf, of some kind—];
for the dispute is [not as to its feing, hut] as to its peculiarity [of
being],—es [whether it be] mnltitndinous or sole, all.pervading
or nof all-pervading, and so forth. Just as in every [pbilosophi-
cal system or] theory there is no dispute as to [there being some-
thing to which may be applied the term] ¢merit’ (dharma); for
the difference of opinion has regard to the particular kind of
{thing,—such as sacrifices according to the Miménsa creed, or
good works according to the Nyfiya,—which shall be held to in-
volve]  merit,’*

5. *Not the means of establishing’ that [—rviz. the existence of
soul}:—i. e. the relation of cause and effect is not the means of
establishing it, This implies— 1 will mention anéther means of
eatablishing it.”’+
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140 THF. SANKIIYA APHORISMS.

3. [But some one may say—] Souls are nothing else than the
body and its organs, &c. ;—what need of imagining anything else?
To this he replies.* :

woafzafalis: aml Lo |

Materialiom scouted.  Aph. 140.—Soul is something else than the
body, &c.

g. [The meaning of the aphorism is} plain.t

4. He propounds an argument in support of this.}

WAt ) L

The discerptible is subservient Aph. 141.—Because that which
fo the indiscerptible. is comhined [and is therefore dis-
cerptible,] is for the sake of some other [nof discerptiblc].

a. That which is discerptible is intcnded for something else
that is indiseerptihle. If it wcre intended for something clse
that is disccrptible, there would Le o regressus in infinitum.§

b, And combincdness [—involving-—sce §67—discerptible-
ness—] consists in the Qualitics’ meking some product by their
state of mutual commixture;—or [te cxpress it othcrwise—]
combinedness is the state of the soft and hard—[which dis-
tinguishes matter from spirit]. And this exists occultly in Na-
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BOOK 1i. 141

ture and the rest, because, otherwise, discerptibleness would not
prove discoverable in the products thereof.*

¢. He elucidates this same point.t

femafefaudam 1 L8R 0

bso'd prm-n} no symplom of Aph. 142.—[:oul is somathing
eing material. else than the body, &e.], because
there is {in Soul] the reverse of the three Qualities, &e.

a. Because, in Soul, there is ¢ the reverse’ of the three Quali-
ties, &c.,—i. ¢. because they are not seen in it. By the ‘ &e.' is
meant—becansc the otker characters of Nature also are not seen
[in Soullf.

b. He states anothcr argument§.
wfugramafa 1 L8R 0

Awother proof that toul i Aph. 143.—And [Soul is not material]
st material. becanse of its superintendence [over Na-
ture].
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b4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being, and Nature is
unintelligent,—such is the meaning*.

4. He states another srgumentf.

ATHHETA N LB Y )

Apk. 144.—And {8oul is not material] becanse
Asotkerrodf- ot its being the experiencer,

a. Nature it is that is experienced ;—~the experiencer is Soul.
Although Soul, from its being unchangeably the same, is not (re-
ally] an experiencer, still the assertion [in the aphorism} is made
because of the fact that the reflection of the Intellect befals it}
(—and thus makes it seem as if it experienced :—see §59. a).

b, Efforts are engaged in for the sake of Liberation, Pray, is
this [for the benefit] of the soul or of Nature—{since Nature, in
the shape of Mind, is, it secms, the experiencer]? To this he re-

plies.§
FAETY WER L LYY 0

For Soul, aot Natare,is  Aph. 145.—{It is for Soul and not for
Hberation wonted. Nature,] because the exertions are with a
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BOOK I 143

view to isolation [from all qualities,~a condition to which Soulis
competent, but Nature not).

a. The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it {so as to
leave it in the state of absolnte solitary isclation contemplated]),
for the three Qualities are its very essence, {the departure of
which from it would leave nothing behind] ; and because it would
thaa prove to be nof eternal {—wbile in reality it is eternal].
The isolation (kaivalya} of that alone is possible of which the
qualitics are reflectional [and not constitutive—sce §59 a,—] and
that is Soul.*

b. Of what nature is this [Soul]? To this be replies.?
FEEFTARTTAETTE L8 € 0

The nature of Aph, 148.—Bince light does not perkain to the
the Soul. unintelligent, light, {which mmust pertain to
something or other, is the essence of the Soul, which, self-mani.
festing, manifests whatever else is manifest],

a. 1t is a settled point that the unintelligent does not shine——
fit is not self-manifesting}. If Soul also were unintelligent [—
as the Naiy4yikas hold it to be in substance—knowledge being by
them regarded not as its essence or substratum but as one of its
gualities—), then there would need to bu another light for it ;—
and, a9 the simpler theory, let Soul itself consist essentially of
light}.
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144 THE SANKIIYA APHORISMS.

&. Afid there is scripture [in support of this view :—for ex-
ample the two following texts from the Vrikadiranyaka Upaxi-
shad } :—* Wherewith shall one distinguish that wherewith one
distinguishes all this [world] ?” * Wherewith shall one take cogni-
zance of the cognizer P*

¢. [But the Naiyfyika may urge—] lez Soul be unintelligent
(in ita substance], but having Intelligence as its attribute.
Thereby it manifests all things, but it is not essentially Intelhi-
gence. To this he replies.t '

frrarey fegATi g 0 0

Sowl kas no Aphk, 147.—It [Soul] has not Intelligence as
quaitly- its attribute, because it is without quality.

a. If soul were associated with attributes, it would be {as we
hold everything to be that is associated with attributes] liable to
alteration, and thercfore there would be no Liberation,}—[its
attributes, or susceptihilitics, always keeping it liable to be affect-
ed by something or other ;—or, the absolutely simple being the
only unalterahle].
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&. Hao declarea that there is a contradicton to Scripture* [in
the view which he is contending agsinst].

T fotw AETIEnE Tl L8T 0

Scriptere higher evidence thas  Aph. 148.—There is no denial [to
swipposed intustion. he allowed) of what is established by
Scripture, becanse the [supposed] evidence of intuition for this
[i. e. for the existence of qnalities in the Soul] is confuted [by
the scriptural declaration of the contrary]. -

a, The text—* For this Soul is un-companioned,’ &c., would
be coufuted if there were eny annexation of qualitiest [to Soul:—
and the notion of counfuting Scripture is not to be entertained
for a moment].

5. But the literal meaning [of the aphorism] is this, that, the
fact, eatablished by scripture, of ita [i. e. soul’s] being devoid of
qualities, cannot be deniod,—because the scripture itself confutes
the [supposed] intuitive perception thereof,—i. e.the {supposed]
intuitive perception of qualities, &e.,1 (in the soul].

geEsrmaaEa 1 Y88

Arguacnt against the souls Aph. 149.—[If soul were unintelli_
being mintelligent. gent] it would not be witness [of its
own comfort] in profound [and dreamless] sleep, &e.
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;. Ho pouders. as a douht the opuuon of the others* [—-m.
of the Veddntins],

wﬁlﬁiﬁwmﬁmmm-
R eyt

The view of the Vedinta Apk. 151.—[The Vedintins would
on this point. have us believe that] there being a differ-
ence in ita investments, moreover, multiplicity attaches {seam.
ingly] to the one [Boul), s ia the case -with Space hy reason of
jare, &o., (which mark out the spaces that they occupy].

. . As Space is one, [and yet] in consequence of the difference
of adjanets,—jars, &c.—when the jar is destroyed, it is [familiar-
ly] said ‘the jar’s space is destroyed’—{for there then no longer
exists  space marked out hy the jar];—so also, ou the hypothe-
wi» of thers being hat one Soul, since there is a difference of core
poreal limitation, on the destruction thereof [-i. e. of the limi~
tation occasionsd by any particalar body—], it is merely a way
of talking [to say] * The soul has perished.’ {This indeed is the
case] aleo on the hypothesis that there are many souls; other~
wise, mince soul is eternal {—without beginning or end—as hoth
parties agree—], how could there be the a.ppomtment of hu-th
and death 7+
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148 THE S8ANKHYA APHORISMS.

5. He states [what may serve for] the removal of donbt®* {as
to the point in question]. .

safufaeR =1 7 Ay LR )

R!.f‘:f:m of the Veddnta Aph. 152.—The investment is differ-
om flas posad " ent [—according to the Vedéatine—),
but not that to which this belongs, [—and the absurd consequen-

ces of such an opinion will be seenj.

a. ‘The investment is different’—{—there are diverse bodies,
of John, Thomas, &c.]; ‘that to which this belongs’—i. e. that
[Soul] to which this inveatment {of body in all its multiplicity]
belongs,’—is not different [—but ie one only-=]; such is the
meaning. And {now consider], in consequence of the destruc.
tion of one thing, we are not to speak as if there were the des-
truction of something else,—because this [evidence of a thing’s
being destroyed] would present itself where it ought not—{the
destruction of Devadatta presenting itself as a fact when we are
considering the case of Yajnadatta, who ia not for #Aaf reason to
be assumed to be dead];—and, on the hypothesxis thataSoul is one,
the {fact that the Ved4nta makes an] imputation of inconsistent
conditions is quite evident, since Bondage and Liberation do not
fand cannot] belong [simultaneously] to one. But the conjunc-
tion and [simultaneous] non-conjunction of the aky [or space]
with amoke, &ec., [of whick the VedAntin may seek to avail him-
self s an illustration,] are nof contradictory, for it is not the na-
ture of Conjunction to abidein something wholly pervaded hy
itf ; [—whereas, on the other hand, it would be nousenss to
speak of Bondage as affecting one portion of 3 monad, and Li-
beration affecting another partion, as a monkey may be in con-

* gATNEETE |
t swfufiaR i % firon v |
AT AT SFAvagE|  wwm-




BOOK 1. 149

junction with a branch of a tree without being in conjunction
with the stem].

&, *"What may be {proved] by this?” To thia he replies.®

TIRRER AfEnaay 7 faeguarara 1 Ly g ¢

The Sdakhya is free from the charge of Aph, 158.—Thus [—i. e,
abrurdity to which the Veddnta is opem, by ¢ Ilkillg the S ﬁn]ﬂ]ya view
—] there is no imputation of contradictory conditions to [a Sonl
supposed to be] everywhere present as one.

a. ‘Thuz’'—i. e. [if you regard the matter rightly] accarding
to tbe manner bere set forth,—there is no fimpntation,’ or attri-
bution, of incompatible conditions, Bondage, Liberation, &ec., to
a soul existing ‘ everywhere,” throughout all, as a monad.t

4, [But tbe Vedéintin may contend]—we see the condition of
another attrihuted even to one quite different, as—e. g.—Na-
ture’s character as an agent [is attributed] to Soul—which ia
one other [than Nature]. To this he replies.}

A fo AR fRfEREEEm I L

Imputation is mot progf. Aph. 154.—Even though there be (im-
pated to Soul] the possession of the con.
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BOOK L 151

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. Tt is not the indivisibleness [of Soul,~—moaning by
its indivisibleness the impossibility that there shonld be more
souls tban one,—that is meant in such texts—) because there is
no motive [for viewing Soul as ¢hus indivisible] ;—such is the
meaning. ¥ .

5. But then [—the Vedéntin may rejoin—] the Bondage and
Liberation are incompatible of any single soul [—and yet these
may coexiat aocording to the opinion] of him who esyerts that
souls are many., To this he replies.t

fafermmawtend vot wgwre WU § o

The compatibilily of Bordage Aph. 156.—Of him (i, e, of that
oad Frecdom. soul] by whom the cause of Bondsge
in lmown, there is that condition [of isolation, or entire libera-
tion], by the perception [of the fact that Natnre and sonl are
distinct, and thet he really was nat bound even when he seemed
to be so].
" a. By whom is known ‘the cause of Bondage’—viz., the non.
perception thai Natnre and soul are distinet,—of him, “by dis-
cerning it'—i, e. by cognizing the distinction,—there is ¢ that

condition’—viz., the condition of isclation, [-~the conditiom,
see §145, to which the soul aspires, The soul in Bondage which
1s ne real bondage, may be typified by Don Quixote hangingin
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152 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

the dark from the ledge of a supposed enormoua precipice, and
bound to hold on for his life, from not knowing that his toes were
within six inches of the ground].*

b, [Well, rejoins the Vedéntin,) Bondage [—as you justly
observe—) is dependent on non-perception, and is not real :—it
is 8 maxim that non-perception is removed by perception :—and,
on this showing, we see the [force of the] reasoning on the
hypothesie that soul is one, bnt not on that of Sonl’s being mul-
titudinous. To this he replies.t

ATHETET TYRAARTINRE 1 L9 1

He jeereth the Aphk. 157,—Npy—because the blind do net
Vedintin. sce, can those that have their eyesight not per-
ceiva ?

g. What,~—because & blind men does not see, does also one
who has bis eyeaight not perceive? There are many srguments
“fin support of the view] of those who assert that souls sre many,
[—though you do not see them—]: such is the mesning.}

5. He declares, far the following reason also, Souls are many.§
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< :
THRAEART ARAH U LT

Seripture proof that Smls  Aph, 158, —Vimadeva, as well as

Gre masy- others, has been liberated, [if we are

to helieve the scriptures, therefore] the non-duality [asserted in

the same ecriptures] is not [a fact,—if we are to understand it
in the sense of the VedAntins].

a. In the Purfgas, &c., we hear— Vémadeva has beon Libes
rated,” “Soka has been liberated,” and so on. If Soul were
#ne, since the liberation of all wonld take place on the liberation
of one, the scriptural mention of a diversity [of separate and
successive liberations] would be self-contradictory.*

. [But the Vedfntic msy rejain}—on the theory that Souls
are many,—since the world has been from eternity [without be-
ginning), and from time to time some ome or other is liberated,
w0, by degrees all having been liberated, there ahould be s uni.
versal void :—but on the theory that Soul is one, Liberation is
merely tbe departure of an adjunct—[which, the Vedéntin flat.
ters himself, does not involve the inconsistency which he objects
to the Sankhya]. To thia he replies.+

AT AR AT e | ut 1

Aph. 159.—Though it [—the world
«—)] bas been from eternity, #since
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tin THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

there, up to this day, has not been [an entire emptying of the
warld], the fature also {may be inferentially expected to be] thus
{as it has been heretofore].

a. Though the world has been from eternity, since up to this
day we have not seen it become & void, there is no proof. [ia
support] of the view that there will be Liberation* [of all Souls,
80 aa to leave a void].

b, He states another solution of the difficulty.t

€ -

TIERE 4 sl LEo b
The siream of wemndans things Aph. 160,—As now {things are,
il fow om for ever. 80] everywhere [will they contmue
to go on;—hence there will be] mo absolute cutting short [of
‘the course of mundane things]. ;

a. Since souls are [in numher] without end, thongh Libera-
tion successively take place, there will not he {as 8 neceuary
consequence] a cutting short of the world, As now, so every
where,—i. e, in time to come also,—there will be Liberation,
bnt not therefore an absolute cutting short [of the world], since
of this the on-flowing is eternal.}

8. On the theory also that Liberation is the departura of sg
adjunct [§158. &.], we should find a universal void,—so that the
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BOOK 1. 185

doult is alike [in its application to either view), Just as there
might be an end of ell things on the successive liberation of many
souls, 80 since ell adjuncts would cease when [the fruit of] works
[——this fruit being in the shape of Soul’s aasociation with hody
Ns its adjunct—) came to un end, the world would be void* [on
the Vedénta theory as well as on the Sfnkhya one].

¢. Now—{if the Vedfatin says,) there will not be a void, be-
cause adjuncts are [in numher) endless; then it is the same on the
theory that Souls are many too;—for therefore, while those get
liberated who become Imowing [in regard to the fact that Nature
and Soul are different], there will not be & void, because there ia
everlastingly no end of multitudes of souls in the universe.t

. &. Pray [—some one may ask—] ie Soul essentiaily hound or
freo? If [essentially] bound, then, since its essence cannot de-
part, there is no Liberation ;—for if it {the essence] departed,
then it [Soul] would {cease with the cessation of its essence and)
not be eternal. If {on the otber hand, you reply that it is essen~
tially) free, then meditation, and the like, {which you prescribe
for the ettainment of liberation) is unmeaning. To this he re.
plies.}
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FTERT P 1 €L

Sou! i w‘s‘ Jree, though it may seem Aph. 161.—It [Sounl] is al.
downd én okl sorts of ways. togethar free, (but seemingly}
multiform [through a delusive semblance of being bound].

a. It is not bound, nor is it iberated, but it is ever free; [soe
$19]- But the destruction of ignorance [es to its actual freedom)
is effected by meditation, &c.,* [which are therefore not unmeans
ing, as alleged in §160. d).

4. It haes been declared that Soul is s witness, Since it is
a witness [—#ome one may object—] even when it han attmined
to discrimineting (between Nature and Soul}, there is no Libern-
tion,—{Soul, on this showing, being not an absclutely simple
entity but something combined with the character of a spectator
or witness]. To this he rephies.}

WEGRHTGITER L LER o

Aph, 162.—It [Soul] is = witness
through its connection with sense-organs
[—which quit it on Liberation].

How Soul is o spectator.

a. A sense-organ is an organ of sense. Throogh ita connec-
tion therewith, it [Soul] is & witness ;—and where is ita connec-
tion with sense-organs [—these products of Naturo—sce §62—]
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BOOK 1. 167
when discrimination [between Nature and Soul] has taken
place 2%

4. [Well—some one may ask—] at ell times of wha! nature in
Soul? To this he replies.t

e LR

Aph, 168.—{The nature of Soul is]

‘m real iom of Soud constant freedom.

a. ‘Constant freedom,’—that is to say, it is positively always
devoid of the Bondage called Pain [—sse §1 and 19—], because
Pain, and the rest, are modifications of Understandingi—{which
—see §62—is a modification of Nature, from which Soul is

really distinct]. ‘
A=A 1 €8 |

Aph. 184.—And finally [the nature of the
Boul is] indifference [to Pain and Plesstre
alike].

a. By ‘indifference’ is meant inaction. The word 4 [render-
ed ‘finally’] implies that the exposition of the Nature of Soul
is completed.§
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158 THE SANEHYA APHORISMS,

. [Bome one may nay]—the fact of Soul’s being an agent is
declared in Scripture :—how is this [—if, 8a you say, it be mof
an agent] ? To this he replies.*

wo e e L Ey

How Soml, whick is mot an ageut, is Apk. 166.—Ita [—Soul’s—
yec spoken o 0o sucd. fancy of] being an agent is
from the proximity of Intellect, from the proximity of Intellect.

a. Ita ‘being an agent’'—i. e. its Soul’s famcy of being an
sgent, is ‘ from the proximity of Intellect,’—i. e. from the influe
ence of Naturet [—eee §19—of which Intellect—sce §62-—ia
a modification].

. The repetition of the expression ‘from the proximity of
Intellect’ is meant to show that we have reached the conelu.
sion ;—for thus do we eee [practised] in the scriptares,t—{e. g.
where it is said in the Veda— 8oul is to be known, it is to be
discriminated from Nature: thuos it does not come again, it
does nnt come again™].

¢. So much, in this commentary on Kapils’s aphorisma de=
laratory of the Bdnkhys, for the First Boak—that on the [topics
or) object-matter§ (of the Sdnkhya system).

'W:lﬁﬁﬁq\ﬁmml

t femfirds TemmeTR: WY Wy
o

t fewfranfefa S afceamn qa we
TrarfziR

§ fn wftegiErsmeaear  fAwaree:

m: 1| Enp or Boox 1.




THE APHORISMS

YOGA PHILOSOPHY,
PATANJALI

ILLUSTRATIVE EXTRACTS FROM THE COMMENTARY

BY

BHOJA RAJA.

PRiNTED FoR Tue UsE OF THE BeENangs CoLLEGe
pY orpeEr ofF Govr. N, W. D,

ALLAHABAD:
PRINTED AT THE PRESBYTERIAN MIS3ION PRESS.
Rer. L. G. Havy, Sep’t,
1852.






PREFACE,

Tae great body of Hindd Philosophy is based upon six sets of
very concise Aphorisms., Without a commentary the Aphorisms
are scarcely intelligible, they being designed mot so much to
communicate the doctrine of the particular schoel, as to aid, by
the briefest possible suggestions, the memory of him te whom
the doctrine shall have been already communicated. To this end
they are admirably adapted ; and, this being their end, the ob-
scurity, which must needs attach to them in the eyes of the uxn-

instructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault.

For verious reasons it is desirable that there should be an ac-
curate 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 i3 contemplated that & version of the Aphorisms,
brought out in successive portions, shall be submitted to the
criticism of these men, and, through them, of other learmed
Bréhmans, so that any errcrs in the version may have the best
chance of being discovered and rectified. The employmeut 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,



(i1 )

The translation of this first portion of the Yoga Aphorisms has
been attended with peculiar difficulties, among which it may
suffice here to mention that no pandit in these days professes to
teach this system. That the version should, in its present atate,
he found faultless, is therefore very unlikely., These pages, now
suhmitted to the criticism of the pandits who read English, are
to be regarded as proof-sheets awaiting correction. They merely

maot the subject, on which they invite discussion.
J. R. B,

Benares College,
Bik Sept. 1861,



THE

YOGA APHORISMS

oF

PATANJALI.
INTRODUCTION,

a. Salutation to Ganesa! May that union of the twin-persons
of Siva and his sponse,—hy the recollection of which one enjoys
emancipation, hard as it is to attein,—produce for you all bless-
ings I*

4. From such passages of acripture es this—viz.—“ Nicmigera
having received this science [viz. the Vedfnta] declared to him
by Yams, and all the rules of the yoga, having arrived at the Su-
preme Sonl, became passionless and immortal :—whosoever else
also thns knows the Supreme Spirit, &c.,”—it is inferred that the
rules of the yoga ought to be understood and practised by those
who are desirous of emancipation. Therefore the venerable Pa-
ransaLl, being about to exhibit the rules of the yoga, in order to
gein the attention of his disciples, states as follows what doctrine
it is that is going to be entered upon.t
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2 THE YOGA APHORISMS.

Tie wuioct proposcd, WAAT BOTATTEARL X

Aph. 1.—Now, then, the exponition of Con-
centration [is to be made].

a. The expression ‘ Now, then,’ intimates [that] a [distinct]
topic [here commences]}; and it serves as a benediction® [—the
particle atha being regarded as an auspicious one].

b, The word yoga, from the root yuf ‘to keep the mind fixed
in ahstract meditation,’ meane such a restraining of the exercise
of the mind, or Concentration.t

c. An ‘exposition’ is that wherehy something is exponnded, or
declared, through its characteristic marks, its natore, &e. An
‘ exposition of the yoya,’—[such is the meaning of the compound
word) yogdnugdsana, This [—viz. the expounding of the nature,
&c., of Concentration—] is to be nnderstood to be the topic even
to the end of this Institute} [of Paraniarr’s].

d. But what is Concentration £ yoga)? To this he replies :§—
wmAsmfenfay qAqui Anfafs@gasy K
T AKTACR] AfAmata o

» gETRIFARTATER AFIEY |

t gfeEmITaATT | 39 gATT

t WA FrEnER SrngETiR T ATAm
T | AFETE AEEIEA | AT e
AR UUHA A |

§ W1 20T XA WXL




BOOK 1. a

Conoeatration definad. am&"ﬂ?ﬁﬁlm iR

ApA. 2.—Concentration fyoga) is the hin.
dering of the modifications of the thinkiag principle.

a. That is to say,—Concentration is the hindering, or the pre-
venting, of the modifications—to be described hereafter [sce §5]
—of the Mind or internal organ [—to which modifications the
internal organ is liable when allowed to come into contact with
objects, as will be explained further on—]; and this ‘ hindering’
is a super-sensual species of effort which is the cause of the dea-
truction of these modifications.*

b. Buot then [a douht may here occur]. It is a tenet [—see
Nyéhya Aphorisma No. 31-—] both of the Sdérkiys and the Yoga
that the scul just consists of the knowledge which has as its ob-
jecta the modifications [in question—the two being united] like
fire and the wood [or fuel of the fire} :—on the destruction of the
modifications, then, the Soul too should be annihilated, as the
fire is in the absence of the fuel :—and therefore, at the time of
Concentration, what 1s the soul concerned ebout? With refer-
once to this he declares as faliows :+—

Condition of thesont TR T TER STGEAR N 3 0
during concentralics. 3

Aph. 3—Then [i. e. at the time of Con-

centration] it {the Soul] abides in the form of the spectator [with-

out a spectacle.]
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q THE YOGA APHORISMS,
a. ‘Then’ ;—i. e, at that time.*

b. “In the form of the spectator ;’—i. e. of soul [—see Tallfwa-
samdsa §3.—), in the form of Thought simply [without any ob-
ject thought of]. *Its state 18’ :—such is the force of the term
avasthdnat [rendered it abides,” &c.]

¢. And 83 the definition [of Concentration] is this, that concen-
tration ia the hindering of the modifications of the internal or-
gan [§?2], which [prevention of its being modified] is the cause of
the abiding in the form of aoul simply.}

d. What then is the form of this [Soul] when ina state other
than that of Concentration? To this he replies:§—

Condition of the ot T QG HATAN 8}

af other times.

Aph. 4—At other times [than that of
Concentration] it [the soul] i3 in the same form as the modifica-
tions [of tbe internal organ—§ 2. 4. and 5.]

a. ‘ At other times ;’—i. e. at another time than that of Concen-
tration. The ‘modifications’ are those that are to be described

wreAmEr feqmr ofvfaed eaufu aEage
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BOOK 1. 3

[see §5). To be ‘in the same form’ as these—means to consist of
these. The meaning [of the whole] is this, that when the inter-
nal organ [or Mind], through the senses, is affected [or modified]
by the form of some object, the soul also [viewing the ohject
through its organ the Mind] is as it were altered into that ’form,
as the moon [reflected] in the moving ripples of the water, is like
as if it were [itself] moving.*

b, Well, then :—-it was stated that the modifications [of the in-
ternal organ] are to be hindered. Of how many kinds, then, are
these [modifications], or what are they like ? To this he replies :+—

The modifications of T U Ung e, fiiET wfae iyt

the thinking principle,

Aow many andwhat like. Aph. 5.—The Modifications [of the inter-
nal organ] are of five kinds, {and they are either] painful or not
painful,

a. ' Modifications’ ;—i. e. varioua altered states of the internal
organ. ‘Of five Kinds,’ or of five sorts. ‘Painful’ ;—i, e. inva-
ded by vexations which will be defined in the sequel. ‘Not
painful’ ;—i. e. the reverse thereof.}
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& THE YOGA APHORISMS.

4. Which are those five Modifications? With reference tothis,
he states :*—

These Modifeations  WATWIAOErA RO o gregar 0 € |

apecified.

Aph. 6.—[The modifi -ations of the internal
organ are] evidence [or right notion), misconception, fancy,
sleep, and memory.

a. [All thia ja] clear.t

6. He defines these [modifications] in their order.}

Righ  WPTQEAAAREAT FATATAN O |

nolions.
Aph. 7.—The evidences [§6.] are Perception, Infer-
ence, and Testimony.

a. Here [—it will be observed—] without stating the defini-
tion of the several kinds of evidence, this. being so familiarly
known, he has only divided them. [Lest, however, the reader
should require the informetion, we may remark, iu passing, that]
the cvidence called Perception is that modification of the internal
organ which takes the form of assurance in respect of mome oh.
ject not previonsly apprehended. Inference is the modification
of the internal organ produced from a correct notion of & general
proposition, &e. [—respecting objects previously apprehended—

faen RATTTAUIRACTHRET | wimerefRed:
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BOOK L 7

as explained in the works of the NyAyn]. And the evidcnce cal-
led Testimony is {what produces] that modification of the internal
organ which arises from the words of one worthy* [to be received
as an anthority].

b. Having thus spoken of the modification of the internal or-
gan which consists in evidence [——or, as we should rather say—
which consists in the correct state of cognition resulting from
good evidence—], he mentions that which is in the shape of mis-
conception.t

Misconception wht. fawa faraeeas cmﬁlgqu':g

Aph, B—Misconception is incorrect notion,
not ataying in the [proper] form of that [in respect whereof the
misconception is entertained].

a. [That is to say—] misconception is a notion arising, in res-
pect of something that is sof so and so, thet it és 80 and s0; as,
in the case of mother o’pearl, the notion of silver. < Not staying
in the [proper] form of that’;—that is to say, which does not
ahide in that form which is the form of that thing [in respect of
which the notion is entertained],—which amounts to its not re-
cealing the form [or real nature] which belongs to the thing.}
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A THE YOGA APIIORISMS.

4. [To illustrate this langunage of our author, we may here state
the theory of the Understanding which he adopts, as we find it
laid down in the Veddnta Paribhdshd. The internal organ i
there compared to water, in respect of its readiness to adapt itaself
to the form of whatcver mould it may enter. “ As the water of
a reservoir, haviug issucd from nu aperture, having entered, by a
channel, the basins [or beds with raiscd edges formed in the
fields that require irrigation—] becomes four-cornered or other-
wise shaped just like these; so the manifesting internal organ
{or Mind,] having gone, through the sight or other charnel, to
wliere there is an ohject, for instance a jar, hecomes modified by
the form of the jar or other ohject, I[tis this altered state [of the
interoal organ] that is called its modification.””* This ¢ manifes-
ting internal organ,” whilst it is regarded as monlding itself npon
the ohject, is regarded as at the same time manifesting it--—or re-
vealing it s a mirror does. To a considerahle extent this theory
of the Understanding is analogous to the theory of vision enter-
tained by those who regard the retina as reflecting to the intelli-
gent principle those visible forms of which the retina itself is un-
cognisant ; whilst the intelligent principle itself is cognisant of
things visible only inasmuch as they are reflected to it by the
retina, 'The ¢ modifications’ are akin to Locke’s ‘ideas’].
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BOOK 1. _ 9

¢. Doubt also—for example whether the object be a man or &
post—is incorrect notion [§ 8], inasmuch as the real nature of
the object is not thereby revealed.*

d. In order to declare what modification [of tlwJr internal or-
gan)] is fancy—he says as follows :—+

Fancifd noions ohor, WCTAUTA G2 Faae: 10

Aph. 9.—A fancy is [a notion] devoid of a thing {in reality
corresponding thereto], following upon knowledge [conveyed]
by words.

a. ‘Knowledge produced {or conveyed) by words:’—[such is
tbe sense of the compound] febda-jadna. ‘That, the habit
whereof is to follow this {verbal information],’ is what is so nam-
ed [viz. fancy]. The meaning is—that a fancy is & conception,
without a thing} [corresponding to it].

4. Examples of this are such notions as ‘The head of Rdhu,’
and ¢ The soul’s Thioking,’—and * Sumething like the horns of a
a hare,/ &. Even after {discovering] the absurdity [involved in
such notions], people yet deal with verbal knowledge [as if it
were strictly receivable] in such senses, {—and it depends upon
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W THE YOGA APHORISMS.

circumstances whether any serious error is to result from this or
not.]*

¢. [As a hare has no homn, the notion of a hare’s horn is a fan.
ciful one, ‘devoid of a thing in rerum naturd corresponding to
the notion.” A person hearing the expression ‘The head of
Rdhy’ naturally proceeds to fancy that there is some Rdhu to
whom this head helongs ;—but RdAu is all head—heing a bodiless
monster who is held to cause eclipses hy swallowing the sun and
moon, which emerge from obscuration when they come to the
end of his dissevered gullet. The potion, therefore, raised by
the expression ‘ The head of RdAu,’ that there is sny more of
him hesides the head, is a fancy—equally with that of the hare’s
horn—*devoid of a thing corresponding to the notion.” So again,
r person hearing the expression ‘The soul’s Thinking,’ naturally
proceeds to faney that there is some Soul to whom this Thinking
helongs,—whereas the Boul is nothing besides the Thinking.
Although, aceording to the commentator, such expressions are
liable to suggest fancies that have nothing in reality correspond.
ing to them, yet the employment of the expressions does not ne-
cessarily mislead if we carefully hear in mind what is tke real
state of the case. Much on the same principle people in Europe
continue to speak of the sun’s rising and setting, though, hold-
ing the heliocentric theory, they do not reslly fancy that the san
either rises or setsl.

d_ In order to declare what is sleep, he sayst—
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L3
Deoiin o st wRrEvERTRET g fAagia e

Aph. 10.—Sleep is that modification [of
the internal organ] which depends on the conception of nothing.

« Of what modification [of the internal organ] the ground is
the conception of nothing, this is what is so called* [--vis.

aleep].

&. This may he [also] stated as follows -—Sleep is that modifi-
cation [of the internal organ] which takes place on the quitting
of all ohjects, through [the quality of] Darkness’s getting every-
where the upper handt [~—to the exclusion of the other two qua.
lities, which,—see Lecture on the Sdnkhya § 96,—are held to be
constituents of the phenomenal nniverse].

¢. And the fact that this [dreamless sleep) is a modification
[of the internal organ, and not a mere blank,] is [proved] by our
seeing that one recollects [on arising from profound and dream-
less sleep] that “ I slept pleasantly ’—and there could not be &
yecoliection if there had not been a state of consciousness} [to
farmish thc matter of the recollection. Conf, Lecture on the Ve-
dénta § 33].

d. In order to descrihe memory, he saya§—
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12 THE YOGA APHORISMS.

wRHAfAREE AW i L

Memory 3 b
defined. . .
Ay h. 11.—Memory is the not letting go

of an object that one has been aware of.

a. [That is to say]—memory [or recollection] ia the not letting
go—or, hy means of the self-reproductive quality [of the Soul
—see Tarku Sangruha p 55]—-the arisiug, iu the understanding,
of that which bas heeu cognised through evidence* [of the senses,
for example ;—see § 71.

Waking, slceping, . Of these [modifications of the in-
and dreamang. .
ternal organ, the three following, viz.]
right notion [} 7. a.] miscouception [§ 8.] and fancy (§ 9.] are
waking states. When just these [impressions—in the ahsence
of the objects or of what gave rise to them] are sensible, through
the force [or vividness] of the impression, then there is dream.
But [dreamless] slecp [§ 10] is witliout any object cognised.
And Recollection may take its rise either in a right notiou, in a

misconception, in a fancy, or in [dreamless] sleept [~—see §10. ¢.]

¢. Having thus described the modifications [of the internal
organ), in order to explain the prevention of these [§ 2. 8.], with
the means thereof, he saysf—
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[UEAFERAT AfTT 1 LR |

Aph, 12. The hindering of these
Asceticism aﬂg'mm;f’:ﬁfiﬂfh. ’:: [modifications of the internal organ
means of repeliing the bransient. —§ 2—is to be effected] by means

of exercise and dispassion.

a, ‘ Exercise and dispassiou' will be defined [in § 13 and 15].
By these [viz. excrcise and dispassion], the repelling of those
modifications of the internal organ which [modifications, at diffe-
rent times] have the form of revealing, energising, and obstructing,
—+2his i3 the ¢ hindering’—[which is to be striven after, and
which is tantamount to] the resting [of these modifications], in
a potential shape, in their cause, viz: in the intcrnal organ®
[without taking am actual shape as products of the internal or.
gan modified.) '

4. Of the two [viz. exercise and dispassion, §12,] it is from
¢ dispassion,’ which originates in our discerning the perniciousness
of the objective, that aversion thereto arises. And, by ‘exer-
cise,’ confirmed steadfastness [in the indifference towards all
objects] is produced. So, by these two, the internal organ is
hindered from undergoing modification.t

¢ FRIFIUR TEATWERD | ABFT ATET TR/
mfefraaeumt fametat amfaga @ i |
SN 4 4 nffeqaaEgEa

1 & finaRmg st ITERT AR AR |
FHETY T GIANEIA | Tt Wi e
A



4 THE YOGA APHORISMS,

d. In order to desacribe * exercise’ [ §12] he says *—

dsoetc gort okt O TGATEAT AT B L 8 0

Aph, 18.— Exercise’ is the [repeated] effort that it {-—vis. the
internal organ—7) shall remain in its [unmodified] state.

a. The condition of the internal organ, when free from modi-
fication, existing only in its own [unmodified] form, is what we
mean by its [unmodified} state. And what we mean by ‘exer.
cise' is the effort, or endecavonr, again and again to reduce the
internal organ to such a conditiont [of freedom from modifica-
tion].

b. He next mentions a special character of this same} [exer-
cise, or persevering effort].

T 7 AFwwATHIeRRAfTAT T 1 L8

Apk. 14.—But this [exercise—§13—] is a firm position ob-
wserved out of regard [for the end in view, and perseveringly ad-
hered to] for a long time unintermittingly.

a, That is to say :—it [—exercisc-~] is a firm ground [or state
of steadfastness],—to be firm [we may remark in passing| is to be
steadfast,—this [state of steadfastness] being assiduously attend-
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BOOK 1. 15

ed to, during a long time unintermittingly, out of the excess of
regard® [which one entertains for the end to be gained].

é. He now mentions the definition of * dispassion’t [§12].

A AR AN UG TGHTE-
&
CECCIURS
Aph. 15. Dispassion is the consciousness of baving overcoms
[one’é deaires,—this consciousness being that] of him who thirsts

after neither the ohjects tbat are seen [on earth] nor those that
are heard of [in scripture].

a. Ohject is of two kinds—'meen’ (drishfa) and ‘heard of’
fdnuiravika). One ‘seen’ is onc epprebhendel here (on earth]—
such as a Sound [or other object of sense]. Omne f heard of means
one in the world of the gods or elsewhere [wherte it cannot be
seen by us]. The Peds is called anusrava because it is [not first
read by the young student, hut is] listened to (ariyafe; from the
mouth of the preceptor [—and heard affer, or consequently om,
the teacher’s utterance,—as the prefix anu implies]. What [ob-
ject] comes (to our knowledge] therefrom [i. e. from the Veda]
is what we mean by one ‘ heard of [ /dnudravika).

Dispassion defined.

b, What ia called ¢ dispassion’ is the reflection * These [objects
—whether of this world or of the one beyond—§15. 8.—] are my
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BOOK L 7

s. Having thus stated the nature of concentration (Yoga), he
{next] mentions the difference between the nature of [medita-
tion, which is of two kinds—viz.] that ‘in which there is distinct
recognition,” feamprajndla) and that ‘in which distinet recogni-
tion is lost,’* fa-samprajndta /.

far T RrATTARTTANTA | LS

Aphk, 17.—[Meditation—of the kind
called] that ¢ in which there i# distinct
recognition’ [arises, in its fourfold shape,] from the attendance of
{1) ¢argumentation’ fevitarka), (2} ‘deliberation’ (vicidra,, (3)
‘ beatitnde’ /dnanda/, and {4} ‘ egotism’ farmiid).

Meditation, witk an object.

a. The word * Meditation’ is required to supply the ellipsis in
the aphorinm.t

b, Meditation ‘in which there is distinet recognition’ rsam-
pramdia) is a kind of ‘ pondering’ /bhdvand) whereby the nature
of that which is to he pondered is known thoroughly and well—
apart {rom either douht or error. This meditation ‘in which
there is distinct recognition’ excludes every modification of the
mind [or every idea—see §8. b} other than what is to be pon.
dered :—it is, in short, meditation with its seed} [i. e. with the

¢ 7@ AMY TEIE AT TANACANAGEIAT-
AT

+ gmfufdfadw

1 @ drafAeda AR T TYEA weR T wEA
WAEEY A § WA AT SIEA g |

anfafcmeswefaatvmamE R TeRfaia
T |

C






BOOK I 19

Elementa generate the senses—] then the Meditation is [techni-
cally said to be} ‘argumentative’ fsavilarka).*

J. When, having taken as the object something subtile, as the
Subtile Elements and the Internal Organ, pondering is engaged
in, in so far as regards the where and the when thereof,—then it
[—the pondering—] is [technically seid to be] ‘deliberative’
(savichdra).t

¢. But when the ¢ pure element’ (saflwa—see Sdakhya Leclure
§50) of the Internal Organ, commingled with somewhat of [the
two other elements,—vis.] ‘ passion’ and ¢darkuess’ [-—Sdakiya
Lecture §61 and 527, is pondered, then the meditation is [techni-
cally termed] ‘ beatific’ (sdmanda—§17 c.}, because the *pure ele-
ment’ then pondered, which consists in the manifestation of joy
[Sdnkhya Lecture §50], is predominant—inasmuch as the intel.
lectual faculty is then [—i. e. in this particular case of ponder-
ing—] a secondary matter.{

A. After that {[pondering of the ‘pure element’ commingled
with the two others~-§ 17. g.—], the meditation which is engag-
ed in, having, as that on which it rests, the clear pure element’
unaffected by even a little of * pagsion’ or ‘darkness’ is called
« egotistical’ meditation [§17. ¢.}, because, here, [personal] ex-
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2 THE YOGA APHORISMS.

istence only remains, since the intellectnal faculty becomes now
predominent inasmuch as the ¢ pure element’ which is to be ap-
prehended [as the ohject of the meditation] is here disregarded*
[as the mere stepping stone to higher things].

. Among these [four kinds of ‘ meditation, where there in dis-
tinct recognition’ of an ohject,—§ 17. ¢.], the first, the ‘argm-
mentative’ meditation [§ 17. e.] includes all [that belongs to] the
four. The second, the * deliberative,’ leaves out the ‘ argumenta.
tion’ {of the preceding]:—the third, the ‘beatific,’ leaves out the
deliberation [of the second] :—the fourth, consisting in mere aelf-
consciousness, leaves out that [beatitude which belongs to the
third]:—and all these (four] are meditations with something to
rest upont [as the object ponder:ed ;—the soul of the ascetic, like
the body of the young swimmer, requiring supports to begic with,
which are successively laid aside as power and confidence are
gained by practice].

7. He next tells what is meant hy that [meditation] ‘in which
distinct recognition is lost’} [§ 16. 5.—the practised ascetic hav-
ing parted with every vestige of object, as the practised swimmer
with his last cork or bladder].
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fRTERE TR G SR T 1 LT

Aph. 18.—The one [kind of medita-
tion jnat described] is preceded by the
exercise of thought in the shape of repose ;—the other [-—inde-
pendent of any fresh entecedent—] is in the shape of the self-
reproduction [of thought, after the departure of all ohjects).

Meditation withont an object.

a. By ‘repose’ fvirdma/we mean that wherehy one is rested,—
the abandonment of all anxiety about argumentation, &ec. [§ 17.].
Well—* thought’ in the shape of this ‘repose’ is what we mean
by the compound expression virdma-pralyaya;—and what we
mean by the ‘exercise’ fabAydsa) of this, is the reiteratedly
dwelling mentally thereon, and constantly rejecting with & nega-
tive [as a delusion and an unreality] whatever ¢ modification’ (or
iden,—see § 5.—) springs up there [to interfere with it] ;—such
is ‘ the exercise of thought in the shape of repose.” This [as re-
roarked in the first half of the aphoriam] produces meditation ‘in
which there is distinct recognition’ [§17:—and we have now
to consider that kind of meditation which differs from this].

& The other [kind of meditation] has nothing left but the
self-reprodunction of thought. It is different from that [above de-
scribed); that is to say, it is [as contra.distinguished from medi.
tation ‘in which there is distinct recognition,’] that ‘in which
distinct recognition i8 lost.” Here there is nothing to be thought
of or sccurately apprehended [—as it was necessary that there
should be in the former processa—]) ;—it is meditation withous a
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22 THE YOQA APHORISMS,

seed* [—i. e. without any ohject—see §17 b.—in any effort to
confine one’s self to the apprehension of which the meditation
has heen entered upon].

¢. Well, baving thus stated the [two] distinctions [§18] in the
pature of Concentration [§2], and having compendiously men-
tioned its methods, the author proceeds to speak of these me-
thods more fully, first premising some mccount of the spurious
semblance of concentration.t

VAT A2 eHETAIITE ) L 0

Spuﬁou;ﬂstf:;!- Aph. 19.—Of {the meditative state attained
z:a?{;. i by the two classes of aspirants, technically

called] ‘the unembodied and resolved into Na.
ture,’ fhe world is the cause.

a. By ‘the unembodied and resolved inte Nature’ we mean
to speak of [those technically called] ‘ the unembodied” [as one
set], and ‘the resolved into Nature’ [as another set]. Of these
the Meditation is caused hy tke worid,—that is to say, it is such
that the caunse, or instrumental agency on which it depends, i
the world—the creation—[—the phenomenal—beyond which the
vigion of these extends not to the discrimination of pure Bpirit,
and the uncreated energy Nature].}
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BOOK 1. o3

5, The meaning is this—that, only while the world is manifest,
are these men participators in such [inadequate] meditation [as
we have described]. And this is a mere false semblance of me-
ditation, because these do not discern the ultimate Reality.
Hence, by him who desires emancipation, effort is to he made
for [attaining to] the knowledge of the ultimate Reality, and for
pondering that* [instend of the lower things pondered hy those
of narrower ken, whose vision cannot pierce the phenomensl,
and discriminate the spectator Soul, and the natura naturans).

¢. And, of the persons spoken of in the aphorism, those who,
having their energies directed to ¢ heatific’ meditation [§17. g.],
do not discern any other Reality, in the shape of Nature or Soul,
these are they who are meant hy the term the ‘unembodied’
fvideka}, because their hody and their self-conscionsness are de-
parted [—hut they are not further advanced towards emancips-
tion]. And those who [going just one step further] are content
with the ‘egotistic’ meditation [§17. k.] but do not discern the
Supreme Soul, and whose intellect has heen resolved into [the
natura raturans which is] its cause, these arc they who are called
the ‘rcsolved into wature’t (prakritilaya)—[See Sdnkhya Lee-
ture, §15 and 54).

» FEA: | AALARTE v O auifave AT
fawT@A WEfA | Aut AR A ATATHIRT 6 |
WA WAEYM AFEAETS {iAmAE an fava
wfal

t FAY Y FIAREANHT AFYVATGVIME WA
qEeEd # Ty ] fmad e rrERdeR
AT | A9 FUHAGATHT HAGRATIT T GTAT-
W 7 TR ATy IRGHCU FIIIA A W
foam Ty




P THE YOGA APHORISMS.

d. But of others than those* [whose inadequate style of medi-
tation has been stated in aphorism 18, the meditation is as stated
in the aphorism here following].

wEEAEgAatarTgds wARawi R e |

The genwine order of ab-  Aph. 20.—[In the practice] of others,
#roct Meditation. this [Meditation] is preceded by Faith,
Energy, Memory, Meditation, and Discernment.

a. “Of others”—i, e. of Yogis other than [those called] the
‘unembodied’ [§ 19. ¢.] and the ‘resolved into nature’t (§ 19. ¢.).

b. “Preceded by Faith, &c.” To complete the sense, we must
supply tbe word ‘Meditation." ¢ TPreceded by Faith, &e.,'—that
is to say—the means antecedent [and conducive] to which are
Faith, &c. And these, < Faith, &c.’ acting in the relation of
means to an end, constitute the means [or appliances) for Medi-
tation ‘in which there is distinct recognition’ [—§ 17.).

€. Amung these [antecedents enumerated in the
Aphorism}), ‘ Faith’ firaddid) means s mental ap-
proval of Concentration§ [as a worthy and poasible aim).

Fauk defined.

Eaergy. d. “Energy’ (virya) means perseverance. |
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BOOK 1. 25

e. ‘Memory’ [or °Recollection’—emriti] hes

Memory. already been explained,* [—see § 11].
Meditation. ' I ‘Me.ditation’ rsamddhi) means intentness on &
single point.t
) g. ‘Discernment’ /prasrd) means thorough diseri-
es- mination of that which is to be known.t
Reason for k. Among these [antecedents,—to account for the

this order of  order of statement adopted in the aphorism, we may
satoment. remark, that]—of him who has ‘Faith’ there arises
¢ Energy,’—he becomes persevering in meditation ;—and to one
thus persevering the  Memory’ of past subjects springs up; and
his mind becomes ebsorbed in ¢ Meditation’ in consequence of the
recollection thereof ; and he whose mind is absorbed in medita-
tion arrives nt a thorough ‘ Discernment’ of the matter pondered.§

i. Buch are [according to those whose practice is recorded in
$20.] the means of that Meditation ‘in which there is distinct re-
cognitior’ [§ 17.]. The [still higher step—the] Meditation ‘in
which distinct recognition is lost’ [§ 18.] is arrived at througb
diligent practice {§ 13.] of this [“in which there i distinct recog-
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26 THE YOGA APHORISMS.

nition’ of some ohject pondered), and through extreme ¢ Dispas-
sion’* [§ 16).

J. He next mentions the subdivisions of Yogfs, adopting the
sbovementioned means, according to the difference of method
adopted by them.t

AAGFTATHTTRT 0 RN |

._'l:ce!i:l c_ﬁoi.riéfe accord- Aph. 21.—[T11e attainment of the state
:’;ﬁ;"“”’"‘""d ofPro-  of abstract Meditation is] speedy in the
case of the hotly impetuous.

a. To complete the aphorism, the words ‘The attainment of
the state of abstract Meditation’ require to he aupplied.}

5. By ¢ impetuosity’ f#amvega) is meant & more energetic self-
reproducing impulse, which is & causc of mction. Those persons
in whose ¢ transcendent’ methods [§ 22.] this [impetuosity] is
violent, are close upon the attainment of abstract meditation and
the fruits of meditation ;—that is to say, this is, in their case, ra-
pidly brought about.§
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BOOK I. 22

¢. Who are those “hotly impetuous’ [§ 21]7 To this he re-
plies.*

TEAATREmAGh ey 'R 0

ApA. 22, —Through the ¢ mild,” the * medium,’ and the * tran-
scendent’ [nature of the methods adopted] there is thence also
& distinction [among the ascetics who adopt the methods].

a. Through the diversity of these various methods, viz. the ‘mild’
&e., there is a distinction of those who employ the methods. The
divisions of method are the ‘mild’ /mridu/, the ‘medium’ fmadhys),
and the ‘transcendent’ fadhimdtra). These are severally threefold
from their heing severally subdivided into the ¢ mildly impetuons,’
the ‘ middlingly impetuous,’ and the ¢ transcendently impetuous.’
And in accordance with this division there are
nine classes of followers of the Yoga. Thus—
there is the ‘mild method’—{the follower of
which may be] the ‘mildly impetuous,’ the ‘middlingly impe-
tuous,’ or the ‘transcendently impetuous”’ Then there is the
‘ medium method’—[the follower of which may be] the ‘mildly
impetuous,’ the ‘ middlingly impetuous,’ or the ‘transcendently
impetuous,” And there is the ‘transcendent method’—(the fol.
lower of which may be] the ‘mildly impetuous,’ the ‘middlingly
impetuous,’ or the ¢transcendently impetuous’. And great en-
deavours ought to be made after the ‘transcendent method’ and
after warm impetuosity {in following cut the same]. 8o much
for the declaration of the distinctionst {among the followers of

the Yoga).

* ¥ & AavEm v W
t asurR i axifedz it suEemi faar
wafa | ggaasfme yeoeeien | @ W g%

The nine divizions
of ascefics.




2 THE YOGA APHORISMS,

b. By ‘mildness’ [as we learn from Bhévéganesa] is here
meant ‘smellness’, The meaning of middlingness’ is the fami-
liar one. By ¢ transcendentness’ is meant the exceeding of sli
measure,—excessiveness, in short®,

¢. Now he mentions a method which differs from these me-
thods in being an easy one.t

T ufareTET R 3 0

Apk. 23—O0r by profound devotedness
towards the Lord, [the ascetic may attain to
the state of abstract Meditation].

The devotional method.

@, By “the Lord” (ffwara) we mean what will be defined [in
§24]. By “profound devotedness” towards Him, we mean a
kind of devoted attachment, a peculiar serving of Him, the con-
signing of all one’s actions to Him. The person [under the in-
fluence we speek of ] desiring no fruit [of his actions]in the shape
of enjoyment of sense-objects, or the like, makes over all his mc-
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BOOK L. 29

tiona to Him, the pre-eminent guide. This ‘ profound devoted-
ness’ is a pre-eminent means of abstract Meditation and of the
attainment of its fruits.®

;rh devotional method &. It has been just stated that sbstract
as reference fo fhe o .
* Lord’ Meditation may be attained through pro-

found devotedness towards tAe Lord. With
reference tothis, he now proceeds to declare, in order, the natnre,
[§24] the proofs [§25], the pre-eminence [§26], and the name
{$27], of the Lord, the order of His worship [§28], and the fruit
thereoft [$29].

e e ntricreieieesi it e G A R EY

g .:drm * Lord Aph. 24.—The Lord is a particular Spirit
) {purusha) untoucbed by troubles, works, fruits,
or deserts.

a. ‘Tronbles’—i, e, things that distress,—such as ignorance
&c., which will be spoken of [in the 2nd section]. ¢ Works'—i.
e. [actions involving] merit or demerit. °Fruits’—i. e, what
ripen out of works, as birth, life, or whatever is experienced [by
mortals as the consequences of their actions]. By ¢ deserts’ are
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L)) THE YOGA APHORISMS,

meant thuse self-continuant conditions, or tendencies [—Ileading
to their inevitahle consequences—], which teke the name of
diaya [—from the root §f < to sleep,—] becanse they rest on the |
tablets of the mind until their fruut shall have ripemed. [The
Lord, to whom no such things are attributsble, is declared to be]
¢ Untouched’ by these—i. e. not affected by them during any of
the three times, [—past, present, or future].*

b. A ‘particular Spirit/—i. e. one who is different from other
apirits ;—such is the force of the term here rendered ‘ particu-
lar.’t

The Lord upholds all things ¢, *The Lord’ ({swura)—i. e. [-—from
by His mere will, . .
the root 4f “ to possess power'—]who is

accustomed to rule,—who is able to uphold the world by his mere
will. Such is the nature of ‘the Lord.’}

d. Having thus stated the nature of the Lord, he now [§23.
b.] states the proofs§ [that auch a Being exists].
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Proof tAat there is Aph, 25.—In Him does the germ of the
such a Being s the . . . .
) omniscient become infinite,

a. ‘In Him’—i. e. in that divine Being. The germ of omni.
science is the less or more of the knowledge of the past, the fu-
ture, &c. This is the germ, because like a germ it is the root [of
what spriogs from it]. This [knowledge which in others is less
or more) in Him, is infinite, or reaches its extreme limit. [And
it is held to be a fair inference that Knowledge rcaches the limit
of Omniscience somewhere], for, properties that are capahle of
degrees, such as Parvitude and Magnitude, are [in particular in-
stances] seen to have reached their extreme limits,—Parvitude,
for example, in an Atom, and pre-eminent Magnitude in the
Ether. So too Knowledge and the liks, properties of the intel.
lect, are seen admitting of degrees. They reach their extreme
limit somewhere, and He in whom they are infinite is the Lord.*®

5. Having thus declared the nature of the Lord, and the proof
that such a Being exists, he next {§23. &.] declares His pre.emi-
nence.t
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;‘:“P"-ﬂimu Apk. 26.—He is the preceptor even of the
0, md-
first, for He is not limited by time,

a. 'Of the fiest —that is to say, even of the earliest [of cre-
ated beings], such as Brahm4, &c. He [the Lord] is the precep-
tor, or instructor ; for He is not bounded by time, since He is
without beginning,—nand these, on the other hand, are limited by
time becanse they %ad a beginning.*

6. Having thus declarcd the pre-eminence [of the Lord], hLe
declares His name [§ 23. 4.], with a view to its employment in
devotion.t

AU IR AURE RO |

The mystical wame  Aph. 27. His name is Glory.
of the Lord,

a. ‘His’—i. e. of the Lord as thus defined [§24], the name,
or appellation, is * Glory’ (prapava), [which is the technical term
employed in speaking of the mystical name] * Om.’}

b, And of the two [—i. e. of the Lord and this neme-—] the
relation, as ¢ denoted and denoter,’ is eternal. It is convention-
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BOOK 1. 2

ally declared,—but not made by any one. Just in like manner
as the actual relation between a futher and his son is declared
[and not ¢reafed] by some one who says * This is that one’s fa-
ther, and that is this one’s son,’*

¢. He next spesks of worshipt {—§23. 4.}

AEATGIEHETHN RT 1

P e & ft  Aph. 28.—Its repetition [should be made,

worship. snd also] reflection on its signification.

a. ‘Its’,—i. e, of this mystical name, consisting of three and
e half prosodial moments [viz: (Gem?) 4 (¥==l) 4 (m=m})-m=
{om==3})], the repetition, or proper pronunciation; and reflection
on, or re-iterated mental attention to, its signification—viz: the
Lord,—is a means of concentrating the thoughts ; therefore it is
here stated that the follower of the Yoga ought to repeat the
mystical name and to reflect upor its import, with a view to the
effecting of abstract Meditation.}

&. He next mentions the fruits [§28. 5.] of snch worship.§
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A WAFATRTRT STFACETIETT | RE 8

Aph. 29.—Thence comes the knowledge of the rightly intelli-
gent [Spirit), and the absence of obstacles,

a. ‘ The righily intelligent [Spirit]’—i. e. the Spirit possessed
of knowledge,—He being an intelligence who rightly knows,—i
e. who knows in an opposite, or inverse way, [as contradistinguish-
ed from mortals, whose understanding-—as explained under § 5.—
is supposed to flow out and become meodified by objects. Such a
process of gaining knowledge, being regarded as undesirable in
the case of mortals, is not to be imagined to belong to the Lord,
who is therefore said to know in some opposite way]. There
acernes to him [the ascetic] a knowledge, a complete apprehen-
sion, of Him,* {through the practice recommended in §23].

b. The obstacles [to the attrinment of the end in view] will
be mentioned. The absence of these means the exclusion of

their power.t

¢. Now, which arc those obslacles ? This being a point in
doubt, he proceeds to remark as follows.}
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3:;_05"“-‘-'“' of the  Aph. 30.—Sickness, languor, doubt, care-
* lessness, laziness, addiction to objects [of
sense], erroneous perception, failure to attain any stage [of ab.

straction}, and instability {in the etate when attained},—these
distractions of the mind are obstacles {in the way of the ascetic],

a. These nine, prevailing throngh the power of the passionate
and dark qualities [—the two which are opposed to the element of
pure or good in the phenomenel world—] become distractions of
the mind :—that ia to say, the mind is distracted by these which
are opposed to the mind’s concentrating itself on any point.®

Sickness. 4. Among these, ¢ Sickness,” is a fever, or the
like, cansed by disorder of the humours.t

Languor, ¢. ‘Langnor’ is the mind’s inactivity.}

Doubt. d. ‘Doubt’ is a [sort of] notion that leans
to both alternatives. As, for example, {where one hesitates]
“Ys the Yoga practicable [e. g. for me the doubter], or is it
not ?"§
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38 THE YOQGA APHORISMS.

Carelessness, e. ¢ Carelessnese’ is a habit of inattention,
——a listlessnesa about the effecting of abstract meditation.*

Lakinedt. J. ¢ Lazinese’ is n beaviness of the body and
mind, which canses & want of exertion in the department of ab-
stract meditation.t

Addiction to okjects. g, ¢ Addiction to objects’ avirafi) is a gree-
diness consisting in attachment of the mind to objects of sense.}

Erronecus perception. A, ‘ Erroneous perception’ is g mistaken no-
tion [§8. a.] such as the notion that the thing is silver when
it is mather o’pearl.§

Failwre to attain any stage  §, By * failure to aitain any stage' we
of ebstraction. -

mean the failing, for some reason or ano-
ther, to attain to, or arrive at, the state of sbstract meditation. }}

Instability. - ‘Instability’ is, even when the state of
abstract meditation bas been reached, the mind’s not continuing
steadily therein.§ :
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BOOK 1. 37

k. These [§ 30.] are called  obstacles’ because, as they present
themselves, they oppose concentration or meditation.*

1. In order to declare other ohatacles also, which cause distrace
tion of mind, he sayst :—

zmﬁmmmﬁﬁuuﬁw 2L 1

Aph. 81.—Grief, Distress, Trembling, and Sighing, are ac.
companiments of the distractions.

d. When, from whatever cause, distractions {such as enume-
rated in § 80.] bave arisen, then these, viz. Grief, &c. [§ 81.]
come on.}

Grief. b. Among these [} 31.] ¢ Grief’ is a modifieation of
mind, resulting from [other} mental affections and characterised
by annoyance, in consequence of which annoyance sentient crea-
tures exert themselves for its removal.§

Distren. ¢. ‘Distrose’ is a tremulousness of mind, arising ei-
ther from external or internal causes.||
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Trembiing. d. ' Trembling’ fangamejayatwa) is s shaking o |

the whole body which prevents steadiness either in prescribed
postures or in mind.*

Sighing, e. ‘Sighing’ féwdsa) is an excessive entrance of air
into the body. An excessive expiration of air from the body, is
what is meant hy praswdsa.t

Jf. These [§ 81.], prevailing along with the distractions [enc-
merated in § 30.], are to be excinded hy means of ‘exercise’ [§
13.) and ‘dispassion’ [§ 15.] as aforesaid ; and therefore it is
thet they are mentioned here.}

A. He now mentions another method for the prevention of the
obstacles [§ 80.] together with their supervenients [§ 31.].§

AmfraaTda TR | 8% o

Means of combating  AAph. 32.—For the prevention thereof let one
distractions.  {rqth he dwelt upon.

a. For the prevention, or hindrance, of these distractions, one
should dwell upon, or egain and again confine the attention, to
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BOOK 1, ’ »

one truth,—some accepted truth,—by force of which, when con.
centration on one point has taken place, the distrections sub-
gide.*

4. He next states another method, premising some mention
of purifying processes which conduce to the perfecting of the
miad.+

AfTAfAT  YEy @@ Eat
HEATAfy TRl 8 0

Awiable dabiy  Aph. 33.—Through the practising of benevo-
recommended. )epce, tenderness, complacency, and disregard to-

wards objects [i. e. persons who are respectively in possession] of

happiness, grief, virtue, and vice, the mind becomes purified.

a. ¢ Benevolence’ is good-heartedness; ‘tenderness’ is compas-
gion; ‘complacency’ is sympathetic joy; ¢ disregard’ is indiffer-
ence, He should exercise these, respectively, towards the hap.
Py, the grieved, the virtuons, and the vicious. That is to say,
when pcople are happy, he should show benevolence, saying,
¢ Blessings on their joy !",—and not [show] envy. When people
are grieved, he should show tenderness, saying ¢ By what means,
verily, can they be freed from their grief 7"—and not [show] a
disposition to stand aloof. And when people are virtuous, he
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40 ' THE YOOQA APHORISMS.

should exhihit complacency, by sympathctically rejoicing in their
virtue,—and not [show] aversion by saying  What |—are thes
forsooth virfuous 7> And in regard to the vicious he shonld prac-
tise simply indiffcrence, showing neither sympathy nor eversion.*

4. In the aphorism, by the words ¢ happiness’ ¢ grief’, &c., are
denoted those to whom these helong. 8o, in this manner, hy
the purifying influences of fricndliness, &e., the mind being ren-
dered cbeerful, the production of abstract meditation takes place
readily.t

¢. This purifying process is an external one [and not an inti.
mate portion of the Yoga itself ]. As, in arithmetic, in effect-
ing the calculations of gquestions of Alligation, &c. the operations
of Addition &ec., are valuable [not s6 much in themselves, but] as
sids in effecting the importand matter, so hy exercising benevo-
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lence, &c., which are [moods of mind] opposed to aversion and
covetousness, the mind, in which composure hes [thereby] been
prodoced, becomes fitted for meditation—that “in which there ia
distinct recognition of an object’ [§ 17.], &e. Covetousness and
aversion are the very chief raisers of distractions:—if therefors
these be radically extirpated, then, through its composure [and
freedom from distraction], the mind [the more readily] becomes
concentrated on one point.¥

d. He mentions another expedient.t

WL ARt AT TR | 2 ¥ o

Aphk. 34.—[Or, he may combat
distractions] by forcibly expelling
and by restraining the breath.,
Regulation of the breath. @, The ‘ expelling’ of the breath is the vo-
miting or emitting it [by a slow but complete expiration]. The
¢ restraining’ it, is the stopping it [by sbntting the mouth and
closing both nostrils with the fingers of the right hand]. And
this, we mean to say, takes place after inkalation [—though men-
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tioned in the apharism &3 if immediately following espiration—],
becanse, after expelling tha breath, it is impoasible to restrain it
witbout [having made & previous] inbalation. Thus, then, the
mgulation of the breath [ prdndydma), being of three descripkions
sccording to the distinction of ‘expiration’ frechaka), ¢ inspirs-
tion’ (piraka), and ¢ restraining’ (kwmbhaka), causes steadiness of
the mingd, and its concentration in a single direction.*

b. He states another menns of steadiness.t

fagerrAt o1 wefagrae fafafaafamtt a0 0

Another expedient.  Aph, 85.—Or a sensuous immediate cognition,
being produced, may serve as a cause of the steadiness [of the

mind).
a. To complete the sentence, we must supply ‘of the mind.’}

5. Objects of sense are odour, savour, colour, tonch, and sound.
Wherever these exist as fruits, that case of perception, or especi-
ally immediate cognition, is sensuous :—and this, when it is ex-
cited, canses fixation of the mind.§
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¢. To explain :—in the ease of him who
fixes his mind on the tip of his ncae, there
ariees a perception of celestial odour. [Ifhe fix his mind]on the tip
of the tongue, in like manner, there is a perception of savour ; on
the fore-part of the palate, a perception of colour ; on the middle of
the tongue, a perception of the touch ; on the root of the tongue,
a perception of the apund. Thus, then, through this or that or-
gan, the perception arising of this or thet celestial sense-ohject
becomes s cause of the mind’s concentration in one direction,*®

Mystical semae-pereeption.

d. He mentions another expedient of the like description.t

fargran =t =gty @€ )

Another expedient. Aph. 36.—Or a luminons {immediate cogpi.
tion, being produced,] free from sorrow, [may serve as a cause of
the steadiness of the mind].

. To complete the aphorisin, we must supply ‘an immediate
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coguition, being produced, may serve as a cause of the steadines
of the mind.’*

8. Here, by the word ‘lumen’ (jyofis) is meant the light tht
consists of the Pure element [out of the three elementary quali-
ties that constitute the phenomenal]. A luminous immediste
cognition [§ 35. &.] is that in which this [Pure element] is excel-
lent, abundant, exceeding.t

¢. ‘Free from sorrow,"—that is to say, that cause of the stes.
diness of the mind in respect of which [agency] all sorrow, which
[—see Sdnkhya Lecture, § 61.—] is a modification of the Pas-
sionate [or foul element of the phenomenal universe], is removed
by virtue of the exercise of the ‘beatific’f [degree of medits-
tion—§ 17. g.,—where the ascetic, not yet liberated from the
phenomenal, is nearly freed from the two coarser of its three
chains].

Duweliing on the inser d. The meaning is this, that, on the disap.
ght of the Reart. pearance of all ‘modifications’ {§ 5.] through
the beholding of perfect knowiedge, steadiness takes place im the
mind of him who, in the midat of the lotuscup of his heart,
broods on the Pure element of thought {spread out in the heart])
like the milky ocean when its waves are stilled.§
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e. By means of exhibiting another expedient, he declares an
ohject [worthy of being meditated] in the meditation ‘in which
there is distinct recognition of an object’*—[§ 17].

Frafaws a1 fawqge g9 1

Droetling on Aph. 37.—Or the thought, taking as its object
admirable some one devoid of passion, [may fisd what will
serve as a cause of the steadiness of the mind].

a. To complete the aphorism we must supply ‘may [find what
will] serve as o cause of the stendinesa of the mind.’'t

4. *Devoid of passion,’ i. €., who has abandoned all desire for
objects of sense,—like Sanaks end others. [The mind, we re.
peat, may be steadied by the expedients previously mentioned,]
or the thoughts of the Yogf, directed to this [—i. e. to one devoid
of passion as Sanaka was—], becomes fixed ;—that is to say, the
unimpassioned thought becomes more firmly steady through re.
flecting on one whose thoughts are devoid of passion.}
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% THE YOGA APHORISMS.
¢. He mentions another expedient of this description.*

wyfagTorETEEY e 3T 0

Recourse kad to dream- Aph. 38,—Or the dwelling on know-
tag and slecping. ledge [that presents itself] in dream, or in
aleep, [may serve as o cause of the steadincas of the mind].

Dreaming drfined. a. ' Dream’ is that wherein the sounl is af-
fected through the mind alone, when the modifications of the ex-
ternal organe of sense have departed.t

b. ' Sleep’ has already heen defined} [—see § 10.].

¢. [We say, then, that] knowledge dependent on dream, or do-
pendent on sleep, when dwelt upon, causes steadiness of mindl,§—
[there being in either case nothing to distract the attention].

d. Since [different] men have different tastes, on whatever
thing the Yogi places his faith, hy meditating on that same thing
he may attain what he wants [—viz. steadiness of mind] :—in or.
der to declare this, he states as follows.)
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T AATETET 840

Anything you please may be dwell dph, 89.—Or [the steadying of
spon o sleady the mind. the mind may be effected] by pon-
dering anything that one approves.

#. [That is fo say] the mind hecomes steadied when any object
that one prefers is pondered,—whether external, as the Moon or
the like, or internal, as a congeries of arteries or the like.*

The fruit of meditation. b, Having thus exbibited the means [of ac-
complishing meditation], in order to exhibit the fruits, he pro-
ceeds to remark.t

TEATTICA AT TG | $ o

:l:a?p'dend the infinitely Aph, 40.—His mastery extends to the
or great. atomic and to the infinite.

a. The aacetic, effecting, by these methods, steadiness of mind,
obtains, through meditation on subtile objects, unresisted maste-
ry as far as the Atoms ;—thatis to say, his miud, in [dealing with]
sabtile objects, even es far as the Atoms {which elude the cog-
nizance of ordinary perspicacity], i& nowhere baffled. In like
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manoner no mental obatacle arises anywhere to him meditating
the gross, even to the extent of infinite magnitude,—as the Ether,

for example ;——but everywhere he is uncontrolled,—such is the
meaning.*

. Of the mind thus by these methods rectified, what is the
aspect [or actoal econdition]? To this he replies.t

Razriiom@s FeifEreagy e
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The rtate of the mind Aph, 41.—To that [mind] whose ¢ modi-
properly infenf on ¢ fications’ [—all save that there remains mome
#ingle object. one object of meditation—] have dissppeared,
there occurs, as {occurs] to a8 noble gem [—~—e. g. rock-crystal,
when brought into conjunction with a coloured substance—], when
intent on any-one out of these—viz.—~the perceiver, the percep-
tion, and the perceivable,—a tingeing thereby.

a. That is to say—to that [mind] whose *modifications’ [§ 5.]
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have disappeared, which has repelled all modifications except that
which has to be pondered,—which has accomplished that con-
centration ‘in which there is distinct recognition’* [of a single
object to the exclusion of all others,—§ 17.].

b, ¢ Out of [the three viz.] the perceiver, the perception, and
the perceivable’~i. e. Soul, the orga.na of sense, and the (five]
elements.t

c. ‘To it [—the thonght—] intent on any one [of these §41,
b.—]Jthere occurs a tingeing thereby’ By *being intent theres
on’ we mean attending to that alone. fA tingeing therehy,’—
1. e. the [thonght’sjcoming to consist thereof [by taking the co-
lour ot character of the object as its own} ;—the coming to be of
the same description ;—that is to say, it [-—the tbought—] be-
comes modified into the aspect of that} [which is thought upon].

.

d. He mentions an illustration. To the noble—i. e. pure
Ttransparent and colourless}—gem, such a gem as rock-crystal or
the like, there occurs this or that colour in consequence of its
being the receptacle of this or that colour, [—as when the red or
other colour of flowers has place within a crystal vase—}. In
like manner, to the stainless pure element of thought [§36. d.]
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there oceurs the hue of this or that, through the adjacent hne of
this or that thing which is meditated upon.*

e. ‘ The perceived, the perception, and the perceiver’—such is
the inverse order in which these are to be understood [—instead
of the order adopted in the aphorism—], because it is on *the
perceived’ [—the external or objective—] that meditation is first
fixed,t [—see §17. e. &c].

J. He now states [in three aphorisms] a fourfold divieion of
the rbovementioned [§41] change} [of the mind into the like-
ness of what it ponders).

TRt afaamT 1 % 1

The first slage of the mind Aph. 42.—Thia [change of the mind
properly intent. into the likeness of what is pondered—
§41-—), when mixed up of the fancy of the ‘word,” the ‘ means
ing,’ and the ‘knowledge,’ is [technically termed] the ‘argu-
mentafive.’

a. A ‘Word,’ is what is apprehended by the organ of hearing,
or (in the tecbnical language of the grammariens] a manifesta-

tion§ raphota).
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b, The ¢ Meaning’ i. e. the thing meant by u sound or word)
is a genus [—such as ‘ cow,’ ‘ horse,’] &e.* {seo Sdhifya Dar-
pana §12].

¢ e. *Knowledge,’ is & modification of the understanding [—see
@5 and 6—) where the quality of Purity prevailet {—to the sup-
preswion of the elements of Passion and Darkness,—see §17. g3

d. A ‘ Fancy’ Las been already defined} (in 4ph. 9],

e. ‘Mixed up of these’—i. e. in which the threc—viz. the
‘Word," &c., [§42]),—~by mutually commingling, appear in an
[ambiguous and] fanciful shape,—in the shape {at once] of the
sword * cow,’ [for example], the thing ‘cow,’ and the notion ‘ cow,’—
this is what is called [technically] ‘ the argumentative’ (savitarka)
change§ {of the mind reflecting s mixed' ohject of thought—
while the attention is divided among the sound, the thing sigmi-
fled, and the kuowledge of the thing].

J. He now mentions that ‘non-argumentative’ [affection of the
mind] which is the oppoaite of the one just defined|| [§42].
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The m“age qf the mind Ap’l 48.—0On the clearing off of the
properly inlent. memory [of the word and the sense at-
tached to it by convention], the [mental]} display only of the
thing iteelf as if of something indefinite [and no longer re-
ferred to any term—mno longer regarded as being what is
meant by the word ‘cow,” or what is meant by the word
‘ horse,” &ec.—], this [affection of the mind which no longer re.
flects 8 mixed object of thought—§42-—] is that which is called
(technically] the ‘ non.argumentative.’

a, ‘Of the memory’—i. e. of the memory of the convention
as {0 the sense of the word., fThe clearing off —i. e. the de-
parture. When this takes pisce, the change [of the mind] when it
reveals the thing itself alone, as if devoid of any character [which
would suggest a term as applicable to it],—when it [the mind in
its changed state—§41—1] is employed about the object to be
pondered alone [without regard to its having any name}, and thos
clear of ‘fancy’ [—nothing being pondered but the actual thing
itse]lf—], is what is called the ‘non-argumentative’ [&ﬂ’ecuon of
the mind]; such is the meaning.*

6_- In order to declare another division, he says :t—
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The third and fourth stages  APh. 4h.—Just by this [mental affec-
of the miad properly intent.  t{oy under the two aspects explained in
Aphorisms 42 and 43], that which is [technically termed] * deli-
bexative’ (sa-vichdra/, and [that termed] ‘non.deliberative’ fnir.
vichdra), where the object [pondered,—instead of being gross as
in these two preceding cases—] is ‘subtile,’ has been [sufficientiy)
explained ; [—the distinction between this pair, out of the four
referred to at §41 f., being the same as that between the other
pair).

a. Just by this mental affection, in the shape of the ‘argu-
mentative’ {§42] and the ‘ non-argumentative’ [§43], where the
abject is a ¢ gross’ one {as contradistinguished from the ¢ subtile’
objects,—see §44 5,—), the pair of mental affections also, in the
shape of the ‘deliberative’ and the ‘ non-deliberative,” where the
object is “sbtile,” has been explained.*

b. What sort [of mental affection] is that where the object is
subtile ? That [mental affection] is so called, the object whereof
guch as the ‘subtile elements’ or the ‘ organs’ [§17. /], is subtile,
By this {mention that the objoct, in the case of the latter pair,—
§44, a.,—na ‘eubtile’] it is declared that in the former {pair] the
object is ¢ gross,’—for {in truth] it is on the gross elements that
it {(—the former pair §42—43—] is dependent, Thatis {called)
the ‘ deliberative’ [§44] in which the ‘subtile object’ appears
whether ‘as the object of a question as to the name, the meaning,
md the notion [§42], or apart from any such question, but yet as
qualiﬁed by the characters of space and time, &c. That [on the
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explanation) declares or suggests nothing, It is at this point
that ‘the having & subtile object’ ceases®* [—seeing that, beyond
this, there exists nothing more subtile lying further back].

: 4. To explain :—in the modification of the Qualities there
arise four divisions—(1) that which has & diversified character, (2)
that which has an undiversified character, (3) that which merely
haz a character, and {4) that which has not a cbaracter. [By]
‘that which has a diversified character’ fvisish{a.linga) {is meant]
the [gross] clements [Sdnkhya Lecture §33]. {By] ¢ that which
has an undiversified character’ favijish{g-linga) is meant the sub-
tile elements and the organs [S. L. §25]. [By] ‘that which
merely has a character’ flinga-mdira) ja meant Intellect 8. L,
§8). [By] * that which has not a characteristio attribute’ /alinga,
is meant the First Principle [8. L. §7] beyond which there ia
nothing subtilet {underlying or originating it.)

¢, He next mentions, as the topio presents itself', the motive
for-[reluing) these mental affections [or tinges, §41.]1 ‘
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l-l’utr.tk' mmﬂ © Aph. 46.—These themsolves combtigtz
ofections consishite: . < Meditation with its seed” [§17. 8].- -

g. ‘These themselves,” i, e. the mental affections mbove dp-
scribed. Meditation ‘in which there is distinot recognition’
[§17. 4.} is called [meditation] ‘ with its seed’—i. ¢..that which
ia with @ seed or with something to rest upon—because all these
[varieties of mental affection which we have becn treating of ]
‘bave something to rest upon® [—which—aee §17. i.—must even-
tually be deserted]. '

5. Now he states the fruit of the ‘non-deliberative’ [mental
Iaﬁ‘tlactiun], seeing that, of the other mental affections, this * non-
_deliberative’ one [§44] is the {ruit.t

< o e
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Aph. 47.—When wisdom has come, through

. the ¢ non-deliberative’ {mental affection], thers
ia spiritual cleamess.

a. What we mean by ‘ non-deliberative’ has heen almdy -
plained} [—§44). ,

b. ‘Wmdom’ here stands for purity’.§
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¢. In comparison with the ¢ argumentative’ [mental affection],
when the object is a gross one, the ' non-argumentative’ is the su-
perior. In respect of that too the ‘deliberative,” whose object
is a subtile one, (is the superior]. In respect of this again the
¢ non-deliberative’ {where the object is subtile, is the superior],
And when, in virtue of pre-eminent practice of this, there has
arisen wisdom, or purity, then there is spiritual clearness. By
* spiritual’ we mean what resides in the soul, or in the understand.
ing. Such clearnesa {vis. spiritual clearness] arises [from the
‘ non-deliberative’ mental affection with a subtile object]. And
it is just this spiritual clesrness which we mean by the firm stead-
fastness® [attained on the removal of distractions—§32]. '

d. [Wall],—this having been atiained, what next? To this
he replies.t

WARRI AT 87 0

From spiriteal clesrnes Aph, 48.—1In that case tbere is know-
~oemes right Inowledge.  Jodge which holds to the truth,

a. By ‘knowledge which holds to the true’ we mean that
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knowledge which is never overshadowed by error,—which holds
to the truth-—i. e. to the real.®

& “In that case’—i, e. when spiritual clearness has been attain-
ed, this [true knowledge] takes place.t

¢. And, through this rightly intelligent view, regarding every-
thing e it really is, the Yopf attains to pre-eminent Concentrs-
tion} [§2].

d. He now states the distinction of this from other [forma of]
correct knowledge.§ '

| FAFMAMRTT TWTEEEEETEEET L 8l

Thiz knowledge differs from Aph. 49.—[Thia kind of knowledge
ordinary knawledge. differs] from the knowledge due to tes-
timony and inference because the object of these two is not par-
ticulars hut generals.

6. By ‘testtimony’ we mean scriptural information. By ‘in-
ference’ we mean what has been already defined [at §7 a]. 'The
knowledge which arises from these two [sources of knowledge]
has generals [and not individuals] as its object ; for, neither tes-
timony nor & [logical] sign [ rexuqplov ; is able, like a sense-or-
gan, to convey a knowledge of particularities|| [meaning thereby
the ultimate and no further explicable distinctiona that exist be-
twcen individuals generically similar and numericnlly different).
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BOOK 1. &9

b, On the other hand this medrtative knowledge—that associ.
ated with the clearness which comes through the ¢ non-delibera-
tive’ (mental affection—§47]—differs from these two kinds of
knowledge [§49 a], in its having individualities as its objects
that is to say, [it differs from them] because its object is the in-
dividual ¢ subtile element’ or the individual Soul itself.* [And so
this knowledge, since its shject is the particular, has an objeet
other than that which belongs to testimony or inference],

¢. Morecover, when this has been attained, ome can discern
with one’s ordinary organs "even] minute things, hidden or very
€ar off.¥

d. The states the [especial] fruit of this correct knowledge.t

ASGERT SRR | Yo |

One trai thought with one L .
Db Mol ol Aph. 60.—The traiu (of self-re.
ofher trains. productive thonght] resulting from this

puts a stop to othor trains.

a. The [sell-reproductive] continuous flow [of thought—§18]
produced by this [meditative] knowledge [$49] prevents otbar
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BOOK 1. 1

Recepitalation. b Well then [—to recapitulate briefly—],
having set forth the definition [§2} of ¢ Concentration’ which is
the suhject of the work [§1], the explanation of the terms ¢ Mo.
dification of the mind’ [§5] end the ‘Prevention’ thereof [§12],
the definition of ‘ Exercise’ (§13] and *Dispassion’ [§15], and
hxm.ng thus stated the nature of and the difference hetween these
two expedients; then heving stated the division of Concentras
tion, into principal and secondary, by distinguishing it as ¢ Medi-
tation in which there is distinct recognition’ [§17] and that ‘in
which distinct recogmition is lost [{18]; then having exhibited
diffusively [$20—22] the expedients [for attaining to concentre-
tion}, after premising an exposure of the ¢ Spurious semblance of
concentration,’ [§19]; then, with a view to exhibiting an easy
method, having determined the nature of the Lord (§23—24),
the proof of Hia existence [§25], His pre-eminence {§ 26], His
name [§27], the order of His worship {§28] and the fruits
¥hereof [§29]; then having described the distractions of the
mind [§30] and their supervenients, grief &e. [§31], and diffu-
sively, the means of combating these—vizs. the dwelling upon
some one truth [§ 82], the practice of benevolence &e. [§ 33],

e regulation of the breath [§{34], and otber such means—vis.
* pensuous immediate cognitions &c.’ [§35-—89]—as are condn-
cive to Meditation with or without distinct recognition of an ob-
ject; having declared the mental affections [§ 41), with an eye
to the winding up, with their definitions [§42—44], their fruits
[§ 46—48], and their object [§{49] ; then by finally summing up,
in regard to the Meditation with distinet recognition and that
withont distinct recognition of an object,—in words to the effect
that Meditation without a seed is preceded by that which has »

T3fn At Afn A W vrEmiEA R
fotefa afa= ﬂﬁwmmﬁm
wpun xfe )







. BOOK 1. 63

Upsnishad—] recommendatory of the Yoga. The Yoga, there-
fore, under that name, was recognised antecedently to Patanjali,
and is not to be regarded as an invention of his.

e. The term Yoga, we are told {§2], implies the hindering of
the modifications of the thinking principle. All the six Hindd
aystems, five of which we have already partially examined, agree
in regarding the distinction hetween Subjcct and Object as the
most momentous of facts, and the emancipation of the former
from all entanglement with the latter s the one desirable end.
In their treatment of the Gbjective the systems differ, at least
in appearance, more widely than in their treatment of the Sub-
jective, The Vedénta denies reality—or most grudgingly allows
any thing of reality-—to the Objective. The Nyiya accords to
it a reality co-ordinate with that of the Subject, giving imparti-
dfly the name of Substance tohoth. The Sénkhys steers a mid-
dle course between these two. It treats the Objective as an ag-
gregate of gualifies, which exist as such hut not as substances.
1 this respect, the Sinkhya comes even nearer than the Vedén.
ta to Bishop Berkeley. The Yoga, as far as we have seen, con-
ours with the 8dnkhya on this point. While the systems thus
differ in regard to the objective or Material, they all agree, on
the other hand, in regarding the Subject /dtmenj—call it Soul,
or Spirit,—es a self-dependant reality. The only dispute here
ia, whether Boul, or Spirit, is one or manifold. The Vedénta
holds that it is one; the other systems, so far a8 we have yet
seen, that it ia manifold. It is to be observed that nowhere in
any of the systema does the notion of a created spirit present
#aoll. The Vedénts, availing itselfl of o sufficiently loose analo~
gy, speaks of one Soul pervading all bodies as one thread might
pervade & necklace of golden, silver, and earthen, beads; while
the Sénkhya urges the objection that if Soul were but one, then
all would be happy when one is happy, all would die, when one
died, and 80 on, which is contrary to experience, [S&nkhya Lec-
ture {48 and 45). But, whether Soul be one or manifald, every
one of the systems holds it to be seclf-dependant. Soul is the
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substance—beneath which there stands nothing ;-—and the pity,
in the estimation of Hindd philosophy, is, that anything should
stand above it,—any more than beneath it. It ooght to stand
alone—apart from everything phenomenal,

/- In order to repel the transient or phenomenal, sccording to
the Yoga (§ 12] we must have reconrse to exercise and dispas-
aion, or asceticism and mortification.

g. By means of ascetio exercises and the mortification of all
desires, the mind is supposed to attain to a state of undisturbed
Meditation [§ 17}, where some one single object is pondered, to
the exclusion of all others. But as the practised swimmer parts
with his last cork or bladder, so the soul of the ascetic must in
doe course part with every ohject, and at length meditate with-
out any ohject at all {§ 18]. To effect this being a matter of
difficnlty, devotion to the Lord [§ 23] is recommended as & com-
paratively easy method. In admitting the existence of m Divine
Being rféwara)in whom the good qualities belonging to man
reach their limit, the Yoga, hence named the seswara sdnkhya,
differs from the SB4nkhys of Kapila, which 18 koown as the
nirtiwara.

A. Aa the ascetic is exposed to obstacles, these are discussed
hy Patanjali [§ 80—81), and means for combating them are in-
dicated [§32—89].

i. When all ohatacles have been thus removed, the mind is
mepposed to be as {ree from all contamination of the phenomepal
as the pure crystal 1s free from the red colour which seems to be-
long to it while a rose is seen athwart it.

IND oF BoOK I,
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BOOK II.

a. May that three.eyed Lord of the World, by whom were
shown the several means for securing the difficultly attainable
riches of Concentration (yoge), be [adjuvant] for the attainment
of what is desired 1*

5. Thus then having declared, in the Pirst Book, the Concen.
tration, along with its means, of him whose mind is abstracted
[from all objects];—how, preceded by the practice of means,
does the concenfration of him whose mind iz no! sbstracted, ad-
vance to accomplishment? [Bince this question presenta itself—]
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P YOGA APHORISMS.

in order to set forth the practice of what is inetrumental thereto,
he deciares the practical [part of) Concentration.*

AT, Fra@ECH YR fREEEn L

Practices m;.m to Aph. 1.—The practical [part of ] Con-
rao. centration is mortification (/apas), mutter-
ing /swddAydya), and resignation /pragidhdna) to the Lord.

a. The penances and fastings enjoined in another Institute
[—viz. the Dharma-édsira—], are what are meant hy ¢ mortifica-
tion”” “Muttering’ is the muttered repetition of formule pre.
ceded hy the mystic name of the deity [B. 1. §27]. ¢Resigna-
tion to the Lord’ is the consigning to Him, the Supremely Vene-
rable, without regard to fruit, ell one’s works. Theas are what
are called the practical [part of ) Concentration fkriyi-yoga).+

4, For what purpose is this 7—He replies.t—
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BOOK I1I. 3

™ f rch Aph. 2.—It is for the purpose of esta-

¢ G4 GF .

pracpﬁg hlishing meditation, and far the purpose of
extenuating afflictions.

a. The ¢ afflictions’ (k/esa} will be mentioned [under §3]. The
¢ extenuating’ of them, is the opposing their producing their
effects. ¢ Meditation’ is what has heen already defined [B. I.
$20,7]. The *establishing’ of it, ia the repeatedly taking into
one’s thoughts [the thing to be meditatzd upon}. That the
purpose, or motive, of which is this, is what is so called [—i. e.
is what is spoken of in the aphorism].*

4. That is to say,—these, viz,, penance, &e., being practised,
rendering inert the < Ignorance’ and the other afflictions [§3)
that assail the mind, sustain the part of snbservients to Medita-
tion. Therefore it is to the practical [part of ] Concentration
that the Yogi should first direct his attention.t

c. ‘For the purpose of extenuating affiiction,"—this has been
stated [in §2);—what are here meant by afflictions ? He replies.i
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+ YOGA APHCRISMS.

_ Apk. 3.—The afflictions are Igno-
Afictions to be allemated by . . A
uch practices. rance, Egomm, Degire, Aversion, and
Tenacity [of mundane existence].

a. And the ¢ afflictions,’—Ignorance and the rest,—the defini-
tions of which.will be stated {in the sequel), are five; and these,
giving rise to distress, the characteristic of which is ita being
obstructive [to what we miserable mortals wish], are called
« afflictions,” because they, operating in the mind, consolidate
that modification of the [three] Qualitiea which is recognired as
mundane existence* {[—the state of existence which it is the aim
of the Yogi to eschew].

b. Althongh these are all equal in respect of being afflictions,
yet, in order to declare that * Ignorance’ (avidyd/, from its being
the root, is the principal one, he asys.t

wfaar FaAwal vl ¢ )

Aphk. 4.—Ignorance i the field of
The source of the qffictions. the others, whether they be dormant,
extenuated, intercepted, or simple,

a. ‘Ignorance’ means delusion; the notion, in short, that
what is not Boul 2 Soul. This is the * fleld,’—the place of origin,
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BOOK I1. 5

of the others, viz., ‘ Egotism,’ &c., which are severally fourfold
throngh the division into ‘dormant,’ &c. Therefore where Ig-
norance, in the shape of a mistaken notion [that what is not soul
is soul), becomes inoperative, there the springing up of the ‘af.
flictions’ 13 not seen; but, since, where thia mistaken notion
really exista, they are seen to spring np, it is quite settled that
it is Ignorance that is the source* ‘

4. ‘ The dormant, extenuated, intercepted, and simple”’—among
these, those ‘ afflictions’ are called ‘dormant,” whicb, deposited
in the site of the mind, do not give rise to their effects for want
of something to walie them up ;—as in the state of childhood ;—
for the child’s ‘afflictions,” though present in the shape of men-
tal deposits, are not developed for want of something to assist in
awekening them.t

¢. Those {‘afllictions’] are the °extenuated,” which, through
one’s meditating something that is opposed to each severally,
their power of producing their effect having been rendered inert,
shiding in the mind as a species of mental deposit, are incapable
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6 YOUA APHORISMS.

of giving rise to their effects without an ample apparatus [of auxi-
linries] ;—for example [such are the ‘afflicions’] of the ascetic
Yogt *

d. Those [*affiictions’] are the ¢ intercepted,” which shide with
their power overpowered hy aome strong ¢ effliction,’—as desire [is
overpowered and ‘intercepted’] when there is the condition of
aversion, or aversion when there is the condition of [an over-
powering] desire ;—for those two, mutuslly opposite, cannot
simultaneously co-exist.t

e. Those [* afflictions’] are the ¢ simple,” which operate their se-
veral effects when the things with which they co-operate are be-
side them ;—[such are,] for example, the things adverse to Con-
centration at all times during the state of non-ahstraction.}

f- ‘Ignorance,” though standing moreover &s the roof of theae
four kinds [of ¢afflictions’] severally, is recogmised as [also] af-
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BOOK II. 7

temding them ; for nowhere is there found the nature of ‘afHlic.
tions’ having the character of being irrespective of the attend-
ance of error; and when that, being a faleity, is removed by
right knowledge, these [‘afflictions’], like burnt seeds, never
apring up again; hence it is ascertained that Ignorance is their
cause and Ignorance is their attendant. Therefore they all par-
take of the name of Ignorance; and, since all the  afflictions’
eause distraction of mind, the Yogf{ must cut these off at the
very ontset,*

g. He defines * Ignorance.’t

wferrgfeg ey feyfrgeTmeEn
facfamre w1

Aph. 8.~—lgnorance /avidyd/ is the no-
tion that the uneternal, the impure, evil
and what is not soul, are [severally] eternal, pure, joy, and soul.
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a. The definition of ignorance in general, is this,—that, igno-
rance is the notion that what is nof this is this. The declaration
of the varieties of that same [is made in the aphorism]. The
notion that there is eternalness in things uneternal, such a»
water-jars, is called * Ignorance.” So too the notion that things
impure, such as the body, are pure; and the notion that objects
which are evils ere joy; and the notion that the body, which is
not the sonl, is the soul, [—es when s bumpkin fancies that his
eye #ces, or 8 phrenalogist that his brain fAinks—]. This ex-
plaina the mistake of vice for virtue, and of the useless for the
neeful.*

. In order to define ‘ Egotism’, he says.t

TTRATERATmAaTEa §

Aph. 6,—Egotism (asmilf) is the identi-
+ Egotisw’ defined.  fying of the power that sees with the power of
seeing.

a. The ‘power that sees’ is Soul. The ‘power of seeing’ is
a modification of the Quality of ‘Purity’ [—see Sénkhys Apho-
risms, B. I §62,] unobstructed by ‘Passion’ and ‘Darkness’,
in the shape of the internal organ [or Mind]. What is called
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BOOK 1I. 9

* Egotism’ 18 the notion that these two things, entirely different
a8 being the experienced and the experiencer—the unintelligent
and the not unintelligent,—are one and the same. For example,
—Nature, though really neither agent nor experiencer, fancies
“ I sm agent,—/ am experiencer” :—this blunder is the ‘ affiic-
tion’ called ¢ Egotism.’*

4. He states the definition of ¢ Desire’ (rdga/.t

FEER WL 90

Aph. 7.—Desire is what dwells on pleasure.

Dersire defined.

a. ¢ Dwells on pleasure’-—i. €. reposes on {—oris the affection of
the mind when the thought rests on—] joy. This ¢affliction’,
named ¢ Desire,’ is & longing, in the shape of a thirst, for the
means of enjoyment, preceded by [—or, in other words, conse-
quent on] the remembrance of enjoyment, on the part of him
who has known joy.t

4. He atates the definition of * Aversion’ {dwesha).§
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Apk. 8.—Aversion is what dwells on pain.

«. ‘ Pain’ is what has been already defined [—B. I. §31. &)
Of him who has known it, disliking what things occasion it, in
consequence of his remembrance of it, the feeling of disapproval
is the ¢affliction’ called ¢ aversion’,*

b. He states what is ' tenacity of life’t roddinivesa).

graaTet fagat o amquaat sfufe-
Fm A

The clinging to meadane Aph. 9.—Continuant through its self-
rntence. reproductive property, even on the part
of the wise, attachment to the body is ‘ Tenacity of life.’

. Continnant ¢ throngh its zelf-reproductive property ;’-—that
is to sny, it flows en by reason of its own nature, just by reascn
ot its being mif-vomtinumant. The  affliction’ called < tamacity of
life’ is what prevails in the case of every one, from the worm up
to Brabm#, without uny concomitant cauwe [in eddition to its
own self-continuant property], in the shape of the constant
clinging [which expresses itself in such terms as], “ May I not
o separutedl fron the body and things sensible, &e.,”’—this
springing up in the shape of dread, through the force of the im-
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BOOK I1. 11

pression {rom the experience of the pain of a death that took
place in & previcus life.*

b. Since thus, then, non-ahstraction is made up of the ¢ afllic-
tions,’ the ‘ afflictions’ are at the outset to be removed by the prec-
tice of intentnesa on a single point ;—such ia the import.+

¢. And not without their being known can these be removed ;
therefore having, with & view to the knowledge of them, declared
their name, source, division, end charsctenstic, be now states
the division of the methods for the removal of these bipartitely
gross and subtile].

A ufaraaRan Fom It e |

The Subtile ;gidiou’ Aph. 10.—These, when subtile, are to
Aow to be coaded. be evaded by an antagonistic productioun.
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12 YOGA APHORISMS.

a. These subtile " afflictivns,” which, abiding in the form of
mental deposits, do not occasion any change, in the shape ofa
* modification’ [—see B. 1. §5,—stored in the mind, like Locke's
‘ideas’ while not objects of attention—], these are “to be evaded,’
to be avoided, ‘by an antagonistic production,” by an alteration
adverse to them. When the understanding, with its deposit,
having done its work, lapses into its cause, viz.,, egobtimm, then
bow should these {afftictions’], being deprived of their root, pos-
sibly continue 7*

4. He now mentions the method for the removal of the ‘ gros’

ones.t

RATETE: | AN
The gross * affictions’ how Aph. 11.—Their ‘ modifications’ [—
to be got rid of. when the ¢ afftictions’ modify the mind

by pressing themselves upon the attention—] are to be got rid
of by meditation.

a. The * modifications,’ in the shape of pleasure, pain, or in-
difference, which conaist of these ¢ afflictions’ that have set in ope-
ration their effects,—¢hese are ‘ to be got rid of,” to be quitted, by
means of meditation, i. e., by intentness of the mind on a single
point ;—such is the meaning.}
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6. These ‘ from their being gross, can be removed by the mere
practice of what purifies the mind (—see B. 1. §383, c—], as the
coarse gross dirt on clothes and the like is removed by mere
washing ; but that subtile [impurity] which is in them can’ he re-
moved only by such [more recondite} expedients as bleacbing, &c.*

¢. Heving thus mentioned what the ¢afflictions’ are he re-
marks ps follows, with the view of mentioning the stock of
workst {tbet stands at eacb man’s credit or diacredit].

ATHY: FATN TEEEAHATAE 1 LR 4

Aph. 12.—The stock of works, whose
root is the *afflictions,’ is what is to be
had fruition of in this visible state, or in that unseen,

One's menits and demerils.

a. By ‘the stock of works’ the nature of this [that be is
speaking of ] is set forth, for works exist anly in the shape of
mental deposita.}
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4. By ‘whose root is the afflictiona’ the canse in et forth, since
the ‘afflictions” alone are the caunse of acts.®

¢. By “what is to he had fruition of in this visihle state, or
in that uneeen,’ the fruitis declared. What is to be experienced
in this present state, is ‘what is to be had fruition of in this vi-
sihle state.” What is to be experienced in another life, is ¢ what
is to be had frnition of in that unseen.’t

d. Thus some meritorious acts, such as the worship of the
gods, performed with excessive impetuosity (—see B. 1. §21,
4—1), hestow, even in this life, fruit in the shape of rank, years,
and enjoyment,—as distinguished rank [—that of a demigod—),
&c., accrued, even in this life, to Nandiswara, through the force
of his worship of the divine Mahedwara, So tv others, as Viiws-
mitra [—who, according to the Rdmdyana, from being 8 Kskattri-
yo waa raised to the rank of a Brdimag—], through the efficacy
of penance, renk and long life (have accrued]. To others [has
accrned change of] renk only,—as the change to another
rank, &c., of thoss doing wicked acts with hot impetuosity, such as
Nehusha [who was changed to a snake], and Urvasi [—the
nymph who was punished] by her metamorphosis into a creeper
in the grove of Kirtikeya. In this way is the rule to be ap-
plied, according to circumstances, distributively or collectively,}
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[—each well-deserving or ill-deserving person being understood
to receive rank, or years, or enjoyment, one or more of them, or
all of them, or none of them,~-and eo on through the string of
permutations and combinations possible].

¢. Now he mentions the fruit of the stock of warks divided
according to its division* {into merit and demerit].

Tff #& afgurat STAEAET 1 LR 0

The fruit Aph, 13—While there is the root, its fructification
of works. g rank, years, and enjoyment.

a. The “afflictions’ above-mentioned are the ¥ root ;’ whilst these
remain nnsubdued, of these mcts, virtnous or vicious, ‘rank,
years, snd enjoyment,” are the ’fructificstion,’ i.e. the fruit.
‘ Rank’ means the being a man [or a god, or a beast,] or the
like. *Years’ mean abiding for a long time in the body. ‘kn-
joyments’ mean sense-objects, the senses, and the aggregate of
pleasures and pains, because the word dAogs [—here rendered
‘enjoyment’—) is formed [from the root bAuf) so as to denote
the object, the instrument, or the statet [of enjoyment].
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16 YOGA APHORISMS.

6. The gist of thia is this, that the mental deposits of works,
collected, from time without beginning, in the ground of the
mind, as they by degrees arrive at maturation, so do they, exist.
ing in lesser or greater measure [—the sum of the merit being
lesser than that of the demerit, or conversely—}, lead to their
effects in the shape of rank [raised or lowered—], years, and
enjoyment* [or experience of good or ill}.

¢. In reapect of the ‘rank,’ &c., that have heen declared to
be the fruit of acts, he states, according to the works that are the
cause of each, which is the efficient of which effect.t

A YRURATIRET J@ENTETal L8 |

Aph. 14.—These have joy or
What works have what fruits. suffering as their fruits, according.
ly as the cause is virtue or vice.

a. ‘Joy' means pleasure; ‘suffering’ means pain. Those the
fruit of which are joy and suffering, are what are .0 named [—i
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e. are what are denoted in the aphorism by the componnd term
here analysed]. By ¢virtue' {punyas) is meant any good deed;
by ‘vice,’ its opposite. Of what things these two, viz., virtue
and vice, are the causes, the nature of these things {is what is
meant by the compound term pupydpunyahetukawa; and it is)
thereby* [—or accordingly as the cause is virtue or vice, that
the effect is joy or suffering].

&. What is asserted ia this, that the rank, years, and emjoy-
ment, originating in good works, are pleasant fruits; and what
originate in evil scts are painful fruits.t

¢. This twofold character [of the fruit of works] is in respect
of mortals simply ; but to the Yogi al [mundane experience] is
swrrow, 6s he proceeds to state.}
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n olike  APA. 16.—And, to the discriminating, alf
omm-a to th’:n Yogi.  is grief simply, since the modifications due
to the Qualities are adverse {to the summunwn bonnm]} through
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the vexations of the various forms [of Nature], and of anxiety
and of impressions self-continnant.

a. That is to say,—[in the opinion] of him who understands
discriminatively the ‘ affections,” &c., every instrument of experi-
ence [whether of pleasure or of pain] that comes under his view,
is, like food with poison in it, & grief only,~-something felt to be
againet the grain.*

4. Sincethe Yogi who has become a complete adept is distressed
even by the slightest pain,—as the eye-ball, and no otber member,
experiences great pain from the mere touch of a thread of wool, so
the discriminating [votary of Quietnde] is averse to the ad-
herence of even a very little pain;—how is it [that he shrinks
from such pains] ? To this he replies, ‘through the vexations of
the various forms, and of anxiety, and of impressions self-continu-
ant.t

¢. Since there is increase of desire in proportion as more ob-
jects are enjoyed, and since these [objecta] are causes of other
pains occasioned by their non-attainment, they are really nothing
else than griefs [—eccording to the principle that the nature of
the canse i3 not other than the nature of the product—]; thus
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is it that the various forms [of Nature presented to us in the
ahape of ohjects] are sorrow.*

d. Whilo the meana of enjoyment are being enjoyed, since
there must ever exist an aversion towards what is hostile to that
{enjoyment,—so that thus ever “ surgit amari aliquid medio de
fonte leporum’—-), even at the time of experiencing pleasure, the
pain of distress is hard to be got rid of,—such is what conatitutes
the pain [called) anxiety.t

e. As for the fact that ‘impressions self-continuant’ are griefs,
—the sense of enjoyment, and the sense of suffering, that arises
on the contact nf objects which one desires or does not desire,
originates in one’s [mental] field & corresponding self-continuant
impression., Again we [thence] experience sensations of the
same eort, so that, since, through the emergence of innvwmerabje
self-continuant impressions, the mundane state is never cut short,
every-thing whatever isa grief.]
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J- And since the modifications due to the Qualities are ad-
verse.” Of the Qualities, viz.,, Purity, Passion, and Darimess,
the modifications [or psychical influences] which arise in the
shape of Pleasure, Pain, and Indifference, are opposed to one
another, since they reciprocally are overpowered or do overpow-
er, These are hut griefs, since they are, in absolutely every in-
stance, the cause of grief* [—grief continving while the mun-
dane state due to the Qualities continues].

g- What is asserted is this, that to the discriminating one,
who desires entire and complete cessation of suffering, the whols
quaternion [enumerated in the aphorism] are causes of the
alleged descriptiont [i. e., causes of grief ]. Hence, since al
objeots exhibit themselves in the shape of vexations, therefore
the harvest of all works is in the shape of vexation alone.t

A, This, that, since the aforesaid fund of *afflictions’, the har-
vest of [each one’s] stock of works, takes its rise in Ignoranes,
and since Ignorance, as being in the shape of false knowledge,
is to be expelled by correct knowledge, and since correct know-
ledge consists in the ascerteinment of what ia to he rejected and
what to be nccepted, with the means [of rejection, &e.,}—in order
[—I repeat—] to declare this, he says.}—
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What i o Aph, 16.—What is to be shunned is pain mnot yet
be shunned.  come,

a. Since what Aar been is past, and what is deing experienced
is incapable of being shunned ({whilsé being experienced], it is
only mundane pain not yet arrived that is to be shunned :—asuch
is what is here asserted.*

4. He states the cause of that which is to be shunned.t

FEXRET €T VTR L9 |

The origin Aph. 17.—The canse of what is to be shunned is
of evil. the conjunction of the seer with the visual.

o, The “seer’—in the shape of Thonght. The ¢ visual’ means
the principle of understanding {which does not itself eee, hut is
Thought’s crgan]. The conjunction of these two, oceasioned by
the absence of discriminative kmowledge,—their contact as the
experienced [--for all that seems external is developed ont
of the principle of the munderstanding—] end the experiencer,
—this is the cause or reason °of wbat is to be shunned,’—of
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pain,—of the world in the shape of a modification of the Quali-
ties ;—hecause whon fAés surceases, the mundane state surcea-

ses,—such is the meaning. ¥/

a. We have spoken of ‘the conjunction of the seer with the
visual.! Among these things, of the * visual’ he states the na-
ture, the products, and the motive.t

ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ a G\WF [ a L
TR LT

q?:m‘:"dwe Aph. 18.—The visual [—including the

’ visihle—] whose hehit is illumination, se-
tion, and rest, and which consists of the Elements and the Or-
gans, is for the sake of experience and emancipation.

a. ‘ Illumination’ is the property of ¢ Purity’. ¢ Action,’ in the
shape of exertion, is that of ‘Passion.’ ¢Rest,’ in the shape of
fixation, is that of ¢ Darkness”’ Of which these,—illumination,
sction, and rest,—are the habit, or the essential nature,—fAa? is
what is so descrihed [—i. e. described in the aphorism by the
compound epithet here analysed]. Thus has ité nature been set
forth.t
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b, *Consisting of the Elements and the Organs.’ The ¢ Ele.
ments,’ according to their division into the Gross and the Sub-
tile, are Earth, &c., and the rudiments of Odour; &c. The * Or-
gans,’ according to their division into the organs of knowing, the
organs. of action, and the internal organ, are of three sorts,
Of which this two-fold character of percept and perception is
€ what it consists of,’—a modification not other than itself,—
that is what is s0 deacribed [—i. e. described as ¢ consisting of
the Elements and the Orgens’]. Thus have its products [—
which are not other than Nature herself—] been stated.*

¢. ‘Experience’ means what hes been already defined [at
§18. a}. ‘Emancipation’ is the surcease, occasioned by discrimi~
native knowledge, of the mundane state. Of which these two, ex-
perience and emancipation, are the motive or purpose, thaf is
what is 50 described [—i. e. described by the compound epithet
now analysed—], that is to say ¢ the visual {including the viai-
ble.]’y
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d. And since this, the ‘visible,’ which consists of modifications
in the shape of various conditions, requires to be known ms what
ia to be shunned in order to declare its conditions, he anya.*

 fanufatafagaratagtta oaEtu L&

The aspects of the Quali- Aph. 19.—The divisions [of condi-
Hlat. tion] of the Qualities are (1) the die
verse, (2) the non-diverse, (3) the mercly [once] resolvable, and
(4) the irresolvahle.

a. The divisions, i. e. the severz! conditions, of the Qualities
are to he understood to he four,—such is what we are here in-
formed of. Among these, the ‘ diverse’ are the gross elements
and the organs; the ‘non-diverse’ are the suhtile elements and
the internal organ; the ‘merely [once] resolvahle’ is intellect
[—which is resolvahle into the Undiscrete, but not forther—];
the ‘irresolvahle’ is the Undiscrete [or Nature]:—thns has it
been declared.+

4. The fonr conditions [of developement] of the Qualities
are set forth an neeessarily requiring to be known at the time of
Concentration, hecause we recognise the Undiscrete, which con-
sists of the three Qualities, aa heing present everywhere that
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these are,* [-—eo that if we did not know these, then the Undis-
crete, the cause of bondags, might he present undetected].

¢. Sinee the visible requires firnt to be known as that which is
to be abunned, baving thua explained it, with its conditions, in
order now to explain what is to be accepted [and not to be got
rid of—viz,] the *seer,’—he says.t

Fe T QT T wemamTE: 1 R 0 0

Aph. 20.—The ‘seer’ [Boul] is vision simply,

Soal defined,
though pure, looking directly on ideas.

a. The feeer,’ L e., Soul, is ‘ vision simply,’ i. €., mere Thought,
This ‘ though pure/ i. e. though ebiding as itself, without be-
coming modified, or the like. *Looking directly on ideas:—
‘ideas’ are thought culoured by objects :—it looks *directly on’
these —immedintely ~without the intervention of successive
stages, or the like. What s asserted is this, that, whilst it is
only the intellect that becomes coloured by the object, Soal ie
apectator merely through proximity.}
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b. It alone is the experiencer ;}—so he says.¥—

AT TA TR RE

Aph. 21.—For the sake of it alone is the

Soul is the experiencer, entity of the visihle.

a. The ‘entity,’ the self, of the ‘visible ? which has been al-
ready defined {§17. a.),—this is * for thesake of i ;’—the bringing
about that ¢ i#,” the Soul, shall be an experiencer, is its aim, to the
exclusion in short of any selfish end. For Nature, energising,
energizes not with a view to any purposs of her own, but with the
design  Let me bring about Soul’s experience.”t

5. If thus the motive he only the efecting of Soul’s experi-
ence, then, when this has heen effected, it should cease striving
for that in the absence of a motive :—and, when it is free from
alteration, since it is pure [—exhibiting neither the Qualitios of
Passion nor of Darkness when all three are in calm equipoise—],
all souls shonld be freed from boundage, and the mundane state
should be cut short. Having pondered this doubt, he sayst—
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| BATYWA TEAGAE ATTTUTCARTAN R R |

The emancipotios of ome enfails Aph. 22.—Though it have ceas-
not that of ofhers. ed to be, in respect of him who

has effected what is required, it has not ceased [in regard to all],
because it 18 common to others besides him.

a. Although, since it canses experience just till there is dis-
eriminative knowledge, it ceases to he, i. e., desists from acting,
in respect of some soul which hay effected the end [of discern-
ing discnminatively], still, since it is common to all aouls, it con-
tinues, as regards others, with its operations undestroyed.
Therefore, since Nature is common to all cxperiencers, it never

ceases; nor does the emancipation of one involve the emancipa-
tion of all:—such is what is asserted.*

4. Having explained the *visihle’ and the ¢ seer,’ in order to
explain their conjunction, he says—31

gEfaTRE: SEiTrEER ST 1R R
The confunction of sonl Aph, 23.—The conjunction is the

and safure what. cause of the apprehension of the actual
condition of the natures of the possessed and the possessor,
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a. He characterises this through its effect* [—telling us not
what the conjunction is, but what it is the canse of].

b. <The nature of the poasessed’ is the nature of the visihle
¢ The nature of the possessor’ is the nature of the “seer.” More-
over, the apprehension of the nature of these two, correlated sa
the known and the knower,—that which s the cause of fAis is
the conjunction [here spoken of ] ;—end this is none other than
the nature of their cognate habit as the experienced and the ex-
periencer. Because, of these two, which are from everlasting and
all-pervading, there is no conjunction other than thejr gssential
character. That the experienced’s character as something expe-
rienced, and the experiencer's character as an experiencer, has
existed from everlasting,—this alone is the conjunctiont [or re-
lation bLetween the two].

£. Moreover he states the cause thereof.}

wY STYERfIEmT e R 81

Aph. 24.—~The cause thereof is
what is to be quitted—vix,, Igno.
raace.
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a. That which has been alrendy described {§4.] as Ignorance,
in the shape of delusion, consisting in. the confounding the un-
real with the real, is declared to be of that conjunction in the
shape of the absence of discriminative knowledge, the cawse,—
whst is to quitted,—the {grammatical] object of the sct of
¢ quitting.’*

7 & What, again, is the * quitting’ thereof ? To this he replies.t

AGITATHATATAIAT T (T e 0 R W 0

’}:‘Mﬁq ¢/ conjuaction Aph. 25.—The * quitting’ consists
- in the surcease of the conjunction, on
that [Ignorance] ;—this is the isolation of the soul,

a. *Of that’ i, e, of Ignorance, eradicated by its essential
opposite, viz., right knowledge, ‘the surcease,’—when this takes
place, the surcease aleo of its effect, vis., of the conjunction, is
what is called the ¢ quitting’ of it.}

& What is meant is 8s follows ;—abandonment does not apply
in the case of this as in that of a circumscribed body [from
which yon may disjoin yourself hy moving away into a portion
of space unoccnpied by it] ; but, when discriminative knowledge
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has been produced, the conjunction, which was due to the ab-
sence of discriminative knowledge, ceases guite of ita own sc-
cord ;—such is the ‘quitting’ of it. And, moreover, that quit-
ting which there is of conjunction [with Nature], being for all
eternity, is what is ocalled the isolation rkaisalya) of the soul
(thereafter existing entirely] alone (kewala).®

¢. Thus have the nature, the cause, and the effect, of the con.
junction [of soul with Nature] been declared.t

d. Now, by means of declaring the means of ¢ quitting’ (what
ought to be quitted], he states {by implication] the cause of [the
attainment of ] what [condition] ought to be accepted} [as the
most desirable possible].

faawenfacfagar @R 1 R €y

The means of gquitting the Aph. 26.—The means of gquitting
compenchion. {the state of bondsge] is discrimina.
tive knowledge not diecontinuous.

a. The ¢ knowledge,’—the perfect cogunizance, of the distine.
tion, in thia shape, viz., that the Qualities are one thing and
Soul is another thing, is ‘the means,’ the cause, ‘of quitting,’
i. e, of abendoning, the visible [or phenomenal]. H#2at sort of
(knowledge]? *Not discontinuous.’ That [knowledge] is ¢ not
discontinuous,’ in respect of which there ia no skipping,—no
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breaks between end between, in the shape of non.abatraction*®
[or re-conjunction of soul with the things of sense].

4. The import here is this, that, when Ignorance is dissolved
by force of meditating on what is opposed to it, that advent
which there is of a reflection, in the soul, of the introspective
intellect, where the conceit of heing knower or agent has been Laid
aside, and when it is unoppressed by the filth of Passion and
Darkness, in what is called discriminative knowledge, [-—or the
knowledge of the non-identity of soul and Nature]. And when
this prevails permanently, there eimply becomes, through the
cessation of the rule of the visible, isolation.t+

¢. While telling of what description ia the discernment of that
soul in which discriminative knowledge has taken place, he de-
clares [hy implication] the nature of discriminative knowledge
itaelf.}
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D“ﬁi::m imowledge Aph. 27.—Of that {enlightened soul]
o what nature, the perfect knowledge, up to the gronnd
of the limit, ia of seven kinds.

a. *Of that' [soul] in which discriminative knowledge bm
sprung up; ‘the perfect knowledge’-—in the shape of the discrimi-
nation which it behooves us to nnderstand ; ‘up to the ground of
the limit’, i. e., as far as is the extent of all the meditation that
has a snpport [—sce B, 1. §17, 5,—] ; is of seven sorts.*

4. Among these [Beven], that which consists in liberation from
the products [of mind) is of four sorta,—(1) “ That which is to
be known is known by me;” (2) “Thereis nothing that ought
to be kmown ;”’ (3) “ My * afflictions’ are destroyed,—there is no-
thing of mine requiring to be destroyed ;” (4) * Knowledge has
been attained by me, discriminative knowledge hes been attained
by me ;”’—and #0, by the abandonment of all other impressions, in
that state of things, just such perfect knowledge takes place [ws
is spoken of in the aphorism]. Such perfect knowledge, being
pure knowledge the ohject of which is some product [of mind],
is what is called *liberation from the products.’t

* A fRTYE  WARARET W |
WPRAT EReraEaeA AT | e
wafna

t AW WEATER TR TLTETRr | W A R |
n wad fafsefa) dtar & &wn oA fafgs
dazwiE wiwr s e wor wan feawan:
fafafa weaTACfoaRw AE@sgTETRITES BN
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¢. ‘Liberation from the mind’ is of three sorts,—(1) “My
mind has done its office [in enabling me to discern the distine.
tion of aoul and nature];”” (2) "and the (Qualities have lost their
influence {over me),—like stones that have fallen from a moun-
tain-peak they will not again resume their place; for why should
thess, when tending towards resolution into their cawse, apring
up agein in the absence of the fundamental reason [for their
springing up} which is called ¢ delusion,” and in the absence of
a motive ?”—(3) " And my meditation is such as has hecome one
with soul ;—such being the case, I exist in my real nature.”
Such is the threefold ‘liberation from mind’.*

d. So then, when there has sprung up such a sevenfold per-
fect Imowledge, reckoning as far as to the limit [where medita-
tion ceases to rest upon an object], we say that soul is alonet
[kevala, or in the desiderated state of kaivalya].

e. Tt has been stated [§26] thet discriminstive knowledge is
we@R)| trlt v wrEfawe e W sEfa-
#fwfcgas
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M YOGA APHOTISMS.

the cause of the removal of the Conjunction [between soul and
nature] ; but what is the cause of #hat? To this he replies.*

AMFTETERI TT YRR

WA AIRT )
Ascetic practices clear the way Apk, 28.—Till there is diserimi-
to discriminative knowledge. netive knowledge, there is, from the

practice of the thinga suhservient to the Yoga, an illumination
[more or less brilliant] of kmowledge [which is operative] in the
removal of impurity.

a. The ‘things subservient to the Yoga’ are what will be
mentioned [in §29]. ‘From the practice’ of these, i. . from the
practice of them preceded by & knowledge of them,—* till there
is discriminative knowledge,’—that illumination of knowledge’
which, more or less, as 8 modification of the pure [or enlighten-
ing] principle, s [operative] ‘in the removel of impurity’—in
the removal of impurity in the shape of the * afflictions’ whose
characteristic is their hiding the light of the pure principle of
the mind,—until discriminative knowledge [takes place], tAas
is the cause of this knowledge [of the distinction between soul
and nature] ;—such is the meaning.+
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b.  From the practice of the things subservient to the loga,
—in the removal of impurity,’—has been said :—what, then,
are those ‘things subservient tothe Yogza’? 80 he enunciates

them . *

TR A AT T T TS T AT -
- |
GATYET SETEEIfat *< ¢
The eight subsercients of Aph. 29.—The eight things suhservi.

Conceniration, ent [to Concentration] are (1) forbear.

mnce, (2) religious observance, (3) postures, (4} suppression of
the breath, (5) restraint, (6) attention, (7) contemplation, and

(8) meditation.

4. Bome of these, an ‘attention,” &e., are immediately aub-
mervient, since they are directly conducive to meditation. Some,
as forbearance,’ ‘religious observance,’ &ec., conduce to medi-
tation by means of their eradicating [all] hesitation about things
opposed to it, such as killing, &. Of ‘postures,” and the rest
{in the list,] the conduciveness is successive, it being, e. g., when
one has succeeded in regard to ¢ posture,’ that there is stcadiness
in ‘suppression of hreath ;’—and so itis to be inferred ‘also in

respect of the others [in succession] .t
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4. He describes these in their order.*
» Y
W ETIRTE R AR U AT TR R o 0
Aph. 30.—¢ Forbearance’ (yama) consists

of not killing, veracity, not stealing, contin-

ence, and not coveting.

Forbrarmuce whal,

a. Among these [—to speak first of the first—),  killing' is
acting for the purpase of removing life; and this ia & canse of
all evils. The absence of this is what ia meant by ‘not killing.’
Since ‘killing’ must be abstained from at al times, ita opposite,
¢ not killing’ is set down firstt {in the list].

b. *Veracity’ means conformity, in speech and mind, to fact.
Its opposite is falsehood. ‘Theft’ ia the taking away another’s
property. Its absence is ‘not stealing.’ Continence’ is the sub-
jection of one’s members. ‘Not coveting’ means not desiring
for one’s self means of enjoyment.}

c. These five, ‘not killing,’ &c., which are meant by the word
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' forbearance,” are lnid down as things eonducive to Concentra-
tion *

d. He atates a peculiarity of these.t
vA AR TRTIEAATTA LT, GHAH-
A A0

Honesty independent Aph. 81.—-These, without respect to
of circonsances, rank, place, time, or compact, are the uni-
versal great duty.

¢. ‘Bank’ means Brihman-hood, &c. ¢ Place’ means a place
of pilgrimage, &c., ‘Time’ means the fonrteenth of the month,
or other [date which may affect the meritorionsness or otherwise
of this or that otherwise perhaps indifferent act]. ¢Compact’
meauns that e Brihman, for example, is the motive [of our doing
or leaving undone). The eaforesaid ¢forbearances,’ viz, ‘mnot
killing,” &c., without respect to these four [conszideratioms],
abiding in all places—i. e. [as the moral law written on the
beart, in all] understandings,—are what are called *the great .
duty.’}
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4. To explain:—'I will not kill a Bréhman,— I will not kill
any one &t a place of pilgrimage,’ I will not kill RDY oOne og
the fourteenth of the month’—I will not Ikill, except for the
benefit of & god, a Bréhman, or the like,’—[well, the *forbear-
ances’ must he] withont thia fourfold qualification,—unqualified,
—thus ‘I will not kill any one, anywhere, at any time, or for
any purpose whatever.” And the same holds in respect of * truth’
and the rest, mutatis mutandis. It ia these thua unqualified, and
acted upon in their full generality, thet are called ‘the grest
duty.'>

¢. He states what are ‘ religious ohservances’ (niyama,.t

TR AT G TR CHfur Tt # oo
P RR )

Aph. 32.—Religious observances fniya-
maj are (1) punfication, (2) contentment (8)
anusterity, (4) inaudible mutterings, and (5) persevering devotion
to the Lord,

Religious obsevvimces.

6. * Purification’ (daucha) is of two sorts, external, and inter-
nal. The external is the cleansing of the body by earth, water,
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&c. The iuternal is the washing away the impurity of the mind
by means of henevolence, &c.*

b, ¢ Contentment’ fsanfoshz) means contentedness. The rest
have heen nlready described. These, vie. f purification,” and the
rest, are what are meant hy the term ° religious observances.’t

¢. How are these mmbservient to Concentration? To thia he
replies.}

faamarys afacgemaaq 23 0

Aph. 33.—In excluding things
questionahle, the calling up some-
thing opposite [i8 serviceahle).

How theze things are of use.

a. ‘Kilhng,’ &¢., as opponents of Concentration, are * things
questionable,’ because they are douhted about [—it beirg ques-
tionahle what real good they can do]. If these are excluded
when things opposed to them wre called up, then concentration
is facilitated. Hence ¢ forbearance’ and ‘ religious observances’
really are subservient to Concentration.§

» Nt fefay argAnE=Os | are st
wrEnmEA| W AR TR )

t gRTAEfe: | YU WA AT | O
Arerz A faRTRaTE |

t HYAST AENEATAGA HTC

§ famarm of« faast arrafcefaaar (g=: |
Rut wfaweened afa afy aon wafa agy Jorg-
WT HAAI& WAHE ATASATAT AR )




40 YOGA APHORISMS.

b. Now he states, in order, the nature, the divisions, the kind,
the canse, rnd the fruit, of the ‘things questionahle’ fpilarka).*

faman fare: TANICAATTAT Srvary-
ATEANT FIAGITATRT TR
tfr wfaamrage 38 o

;Le:orﬂ of objectionable Aph, 84.—The ‘things questionable’

o killing, &c.; whether done, caused to
be done, or approved of; whether resulting from covetousness,
anger, or delusion ; whether slight, of intermediate character, or
beyond measure ; have no end of fruits [in the shape of } pain
and ignorance ;—hence the calling up of something opposite [is
every way advisable]. '

a. These the ¢ killing,’ &c., sforesaid are first divided tripartitely
throngh the difference of ‘dome,” ¢ caused to be done,’ and ¢ ap-
proved of.’ Among theee, those are ‘dons,’ which are carried
into effect by one’s self. Those are ‘ cansed to be dome,” which
are brought about by the employment of the incentive expreasion
‘Do it, do it.” Those are ‘approved,’ which, when being done
Ly mnother, are consented to by the expression * Well done, well
dooe.’ And this threefold character is mentioned in order to
dehar hallucination in regard to these respectively; otherwise
some dull-witted one might reflect thus, “The killing was not
done by me myself, therefore the blame is not mine.”t
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b. In order to declare the cuuses of these [‘questionable
things’), he says, ‘ resulting from covetousness, anger, or dela-
sion,’'*

¢. Although ‘covetousness’ is the one first specified, yet, since
the source of ali the ‘afflictions’ is delusion, whose mark is the
conceit that what is not soul is soul, ¢Ais we must be sure is the
root, because, when if takes place, ¢ covetousness’ ‘anger’ and
the rest arise in consequence of there having gone hefore the di-
vision of self and ofher one [—out for the existence of which de.
lusive division there would have been no room for either cove-
tousness or anger]. We mean, then, that every class of evils
results from delusion.t

d. * Covetousness’ is a thirst. ‘Anger’ is an inflamed condi-
tion of the mind, which nuproots all discrimination between what
ought to be done and what ought not to be done.}
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¢. ' Killing,’ &c., moreover, which are severally thresfold
through the distinction between * done,” &c., [§34. a.], are divid-
ed tripartitely through their having as their canse ‘ delusion,’ &e.,
[§34. 4]. He mentions, of these again, a threefold character,
through their diference of state, as  slight, of intermediate chs-
racter, and heyond measure.’ The ‘slight, or slow, are thos
that are neither fierce nor middling. Those ‘of intermediste
character,’ are what are neither slow nor fierce. Those that are
‘beyond measure’ are what are vehement, neither middling nor
slight. Thus the nine divisions, since there is thus s further
threefold character, become twenty-seven. *

J. The ‘ahight,’ &c., moreover severally may be of three sort
throngh the distinction of slight, intermediate, and excessive.
These are to he combined accordingly as they can combine. For
example, the ¢alightly slight,’ the ¢slightly intermediate,” the
‘ slightly excessive,’ and so on.+

g. lle mentions their fruit, saying, ‘ having no end of fruits
fin the shepe of ] pain and ignorance.” ¢ Pain’ is a state of mind,
dependent on the Quality of paseion, exhibiting itself as some»
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thing repugnant. ‘Ignorance’ is false knowledge, in the ahape
of doubt or error. Those {¢ questionahle things’] of which the
endless, or unlimited, fruits are these two, viz. pain and igno-
rance, are what are so spoken of* [—i. e. spoken of by the com-
pound epithet here aualysed].

A. Thna it is enjoined, that the Yogi, by meditating on ¢ some-
thing opposite’ is to get rid of these {* questionable thinge’)
which he has understood by means of the division of natures,
causes, &c.,t [that has been now set forth).

i. With » view to declare, in order, how perfections arise, con-
sequent on these [ forbearances,” &c.], when, by practice, they
have reached their highest degree, he says.i—

wrgfeNT FTHER L 3N 0

Aph. 85 —When harmlessness is
complete, near him, there is ahan.
donment of enmity.

Influmce of the Yogi that s
Aarmless

&. When the harmlessness of him that practises harmleamess is
complete, even natural enemies, as the snake and the mungoose,
abundon [when near him] their enmity, and ebide 1 amity ;-
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that is to say, those that delight in destroying, leave off their
destructiveness.*

4. What happens in respect of him that practises veracity?
To this he replies.t

grufagrat fRarmer==Eat 38 1

Aph. 36.—When veracity is complete,

b o veracity. he is the receptecle of the froit of works.

a. For works, such as sacrifices, heing performed, give fruits,
auch aa Paradise. But of that Yogi who practises veracity, the
veracity rises to such a degree that the Yogi receives the fruit
even without the work’s heing performed. At his bidding, the
fruit of works accrues to any one soever, even though not per-
forming the work :—such is the meaning.}

b. He states the fruit accruing to him that practises ahati-
nence from theft.§
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wHGAfAgTET GERCHTTETAR 1 3 9 |

Aph, 37.—When abstinence from
theft is complete, all jewels come
near him.,

The reward of wol thirping.

a. When he practises abstinence from theft, then, on ita reach-
ing its highest degree, the jewels that exist in every quarter
come to him even though he covet them not.*

&. He states the fruit of the practice of continence.t
. Byt
TETYIufAgEt NAER; L T )

Aph, 38.—When continence is com-
plete, there is gain of strength.

The reward of continence.

6. He, indeed, that practisea continence, when it is complete,
there ie revealed in him excessive strength, or power. For con-
tinence is the preserving of oue’s manly vigour; and from this
[continence] being of n high degree, vigour in body, organs, and
mind, attains a high degree.}

b, He states the fruit of the practice of non-covetousnesa.§
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BN
HUferews aurEmEEn: ) 38 )
The revard of nos- Aph. 39.—When non covetousness is es-

oemeloumess. tablished, there is knowledge of all about
[former] states of existence.

a. ‘All sbout it’ means the condition how [—kathantd being
the abstract of the indeclinable katham]). *All about states of
existence,” such is the mesning of jenma-kathantd. The ‘ know-
ledge’ thereof, the perfect understanding. That is to say, he
kuows perfectly every thing in regard to the question * Who was
I in a former atate of existence? What sort of person? The doer
of what sctions?'*

4. 1t is not merely the coveting of the means of enjoyment
that is [here meant by) covetousness. Covetousness is [meant]
even as far as the soul’s coveting a body. Since a body is an
inetrument of enjoyment whilst §¢ exists, from its mssociation
with desires, our energy being directed to the external, no real
knowledge reveals itself. When, again, withont regard to covet-
ing & body, &c., one hetakes one’s self tu indifference, then, sinee
one abandons desire, &c., the acquaintance with past and future
states of existence becomes indeed » cause of right Enowledge
to the indifferent} [person, who thus discerns how little there is
deserving of a wise man’s regard in say mundane condition
whatever).
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¢. The fruits of the ‘forbearances’ have been atated. Now he
mentions [those of ] the ‘ religious ohservances.’*

TIEGIHFITO TR Lo |

‘A_lulal resslt ¢f purifica- Aph. 40.—From  purification,’ loath.
one ing for one’s own members, and uon-
intercourse with others.

a. He who practises ‘purification,’ to him there springs up a
loathing, an aversion, even for his own members, through his
thoroughly discerming the cause and nature [of a body] ;—* This
body is impure ; any fonduess for it is not to be entertained ;"’—
and so for the same reason, there is * non-intercourse,” the absence
of intercourse, the avoidance of intercourse,  with others,’ with
other possessors also of bodies;—such is the meaning. For
whoso loathes his own body, through his discernment aof this or
that fault, how must he judge of intercourse with the similar
bodies of others Pt
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4. He states another fruit of this same  purification’*
B L2 -~
SRStUE CICECLILRIE SELILCa LRI o8
a2 1

Aph. 41.—And pority in the
Quality of Goodness, complacency,
intentness, subjugation of the senses, and fitness for the behald-
ing of soul, [are fruits of ¢ purification’].

QOther results of purifications.

#. ‘ Are’ is required to complete the sentence.t

4. The ‘ Quality of goodness’ is what consists of light, joy, &c.,
[—9vee Sinkhya Aphorisms B. I. §62]; its *purity’ is its not
being oppressed by Passion and Drrkness. ‘Complacency’ ia
mental joy, from there not being the oppression of distress.
‘Iutentness' is steadiness of the mind on an ohject to which the
aenses are confined. ‘Bubjugation of the senses’ is the abiding
in themaelves of the senses averted from objects. The ¢ fitness’
of tbe mind means its power of bebolding soul,—{this ¢ bebold.
ing’ being] in the shape of the knowledge of tbe distinctness}
[of soul from Nature].
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¢. These, ‘purity in the Quality of Goodness,” and the rest,
manifest themselves in sucoeasion, in the case of him that prao.
tisea purifications. That is to eay, from fpurification’ comes
¢ purity in the Quality of Goodness;’ from ¢ purity in the Quali-
ty of Goodness,” ‘complacency; from ‘complacency,” intent.
ness; from ‘intentness,’ ¢ enbjugation of the senses;’ and from
¢ qubjugation of the senses,’ *fitness for the beholding of aoul.’*

d. Ho states the fruit of the practice of contentment.t

FATHRAAGEART: 1 2R )

Aph. 42.—From coutentment there

The fruit of contemiment. .. sequired superlative felicity.

a. From contentment’s reaching its highest degree, thero is re-
vealed to the Yogi such an inward joy that the external enjoyment
of ohjects is not equal to a hundreth part of it.}

5. He states the fruit of ¢ austerity’ (fapas).§
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Aph. 43.—The perfection of the bodily
The fruit of austerily. senses, hy the removal of impurity, [is the
fruit] of austerity.

a. ‘Austerity,’ when thoroughly practised, brings ¢ perfee-
tion,' i. e. a heigbtening, of the bodily eenses, through the re-
moval of the impurity, consisting in the  afflictions,” &c., of the
mind.¥

b. What is meant is this;—by the chdndrdyana [species of
fast), and the like, there is the removal of the ‘afflictions’ (§ 3j
of the mind. By the removal of these there is developed, in the
senses, the power of, for example, discerning the subtile, the
hidden, and the infinite; and, in the body, {the power of assum-
ing] at will either an atomic or an enormous bulk, &e.t

¢. He states the fruit of ‘inaudible muttering’ noddhydya.}

.\
QT IR AATAHAT U $ 8
The fruit of incudible Apk.. 44.-—-—Thrf:mgh lflli.udlblel mut‘bean
muliering, there is & meeting with one's favourite

deity.

G. When ‘insudible muttering,’ in the shape of charmg and
spells directed [to some deity or other], is at its height, there

v AU ERIYAT. IE: FUETaUg RE-
YRU FrEfgmai fafqRmsateya |

t wEwd | TR feaarem ) Ave
aifeframat  Tw=Eiyafanaee trfeamer-
faiafa sTaw aERUTeRTE |

1 ETaEY HERTY !




BOOK 11. il

takes place, in the case of the Yogi, a meeting with the ¢ favou-
rite’ deity, i. e. with the one to whom this [inaudible mutter-
ing] was directed. That is to say, the deity becomes visible*
[—and most prohehly says ' Ask a boon™],

&, He states the fruit of ‘persevering devotion to the Lord’
iswara-pranidhding). i

grifufefrdaonfaymmee s 41

. Aph. 46.—Perfection in meditation
The fruit severia
denoﬁ roq{h’:e;md. 7 comes from persevering devotion to the
Lord.

a. As for this species of faith in the Lord, there is developed
therefrom Meditation, which haa been already described,—-be-
cause that Divine Lord, being pleased, having removed the ob-
structive ‘afflictions,’ elicits meditation.

4. Having spoken of the ¢ forbearances’ and the ¢ religious ob-
servances’ {§29], he apeaks of the ¢ postures’ /dsana).§

. ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂwmﬁwmnmﬁ%
fm Twar wfanaa JqAaT qEEET WAl | 91
THAT WA |

1 fqufiraee weaTe

1 R & @ Wikl danaaraTRewe-
faRTat WEfR QA AT TeY: SURCE-
FUTY RYTATYY GRS A )

§ aafranTTRTETE |




b2 YOGA APHORISMS.

feacgaEamH1 8 €1

Aph. 46—A ‘posture’ is what is steady and

.Poxtwres whal.
pleasant.

a. A ‘posture’ means what one sets one’s selfl in,—~euch s
the padma, the danda, the swastika, &c., [with the precise cha.
racter of which we are not at present concerned]. When this is
¢ steady,’-=not wavering,—and ¢ pleasant,’—not uncomfortable,—
then this serves as a subservient to Concentration.*

b. He mentions a plan for producing steadiness and plessant-
ness in this same.t

N AT VT | 29 )

) Aph. 47 —Through slightness of ef-
Postres how managed. et and through sttaining to the infi-
nite [do ‘ postyres,’ beoome steady and pleasant].
a. The construction [with the preceding aphorimms] is this,
that that,~~vix., ‘ posture,” becomes steady and pleasant through
alightness of effort and throngh attaining to the infinite.}
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BOOE II. 33

&, When, when he forms the wish—** Let me ostablish [myself
in such and such] a poatnre,”—that ‘posture’ is effected with
slight effort, with little trouble; and when the mind attains
to the boundlessness that belongs to apace,—i. e. when in
thought one has identified one’s self with it,—then, from there
being neither body nor self-consciousness, the ‘posture’ is no
canse of pain ;—when fhis command over the ¢ postures’ has been
attained, the tremblings, &c. [B. I. §31], which are obstacles to
meditation, no longer prevail *

¢. He mentions a fruit of thia same when accomplished.t

®AT XRTATHETA N 8 |

Aph, 4B.-~Thence there is no assault

Fruit of the * posiures, by the paira.

a. When this command of the * postures’ has been attained,
the Yogi is not assailed by ¢ the pairs’ cold and heat, hunger and
thiret, &c. ;—such is the meaning.}
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54 YOGA APHORISMS.

8. Next after the mastering of the ‘postures,’ he speaks of
the ¢ regulation of the breath’ (préndydma)*

afare wfa AremTEAmafTRT: Amwr
Tl 8

. the breath Aph. 49.—When this has taken
! s o place, there is regulation of the breath,

& outting short of the motion of inspiration and expiration.

a. When steadiness in a ‘ posture’ has taken place, that species
of anxiliary of Concentration, viz., ‘regulation of the breath/’
to which this [steadinesa of posture] is conducive, is to be prac-
tised. Of what sort is this? In the shape of a cutting short of
the motion of inspiration and expiration’.t

b, « Inspiration and expiration’ are what have been described
[B. I. §31, ¢, What is calied ‘ regulation of the breath,’ is the
* cutting short, or restraining, ‘of the motion,’ or flow, in the
places externsl or internal [-—see §G61—]), of these two by means
of the threefold process of [regulated] expiration, retention, and
inspiration,}[—see B. 1. §34, a}.
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BOOK II. 56

¢. In order that this same may be easily nnderstood, he states
the nature of it, with its divisions.*

9 ® sTenmcgARfeIRTedRn
TSt aaEm | Lo !

This ezplained. Aph, 50.—But this, which is (1) outer, (2)
inner, and (3) steady, peculiarised hy place, time, and
number, is long or short.

a. ‘ That which is outer’ is the expiration, or expelling ; * that
which is inner’ is the inspiration, or filling ; *tbat which ehides
steady,’ within, is called kumbhaka. It is called kumbhaka be-
cause, when it takes place, the vital spirits rest motionless like
water in a jar (kumbha).t

4. This threefold regulation of the hreath, further peculiarised
by place, time, and number, is termed ‘long or short’. ¢Peculi-
arised by place,’ ¢. g., [see the direction] “ As regards heginning
and end, twelve from the nose;’—that is to say, as far as twelve
inches, heginning from the nose. ¢Peculiarised by time,’ us,
“ For the duration of thirty six mdfras,” &c. Peculiarised by
number,’—e. g. the firat udvdéa is made by so many inspirations
and expirations, so many times ; and the employment of number
is had recourse to in order that this may he known [by substi-
tuting the definite number for the imdefinite ‘so many’). By
udvdia is meant the impinging of the air sent [upwards, in speak-

* AYY GETATATY e &Y Faafa |

1 argrfw: =ET Tvw: | wAefw: e g
s TE | afgs Tefas W ﬁrw-
WA KIAT GAGTAH A TR A




56 YOGA APBORISMS.

ing,] from the pit of the stomach, on the head,* [from which it
18 supposed to be reflected down again, so passing ont of the
mouth].

4. Having mentioned three regulations of the breath, in order
to declare a fourth one, he says.t

TETIACETITR Y L)

Aph. 51.—~The fourth recognises both the

A special veriety. outer and the inner apheres,

a. The ‘ outer sphere’ of the hreath is that {space] from begin-
ning to end [—reckoning from the nose—] of twelve {inches ;—
sce §50, 6]. The ‘inner sphere’ is the heart, the navel, the
plexus, &c. The fourth regulation of the breath is that which,
in the shape of motionlessness, is & cutting off of the motion [of
the hreath], recognising, i. e. having an eye upon, hoth those
two spheres.}
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BOOK I1. 87

4, The distinction between this and the third one, vis., the
kumbdhaka [§50, a,) is this. That one [—the iumdhake—],
without paying any regard to the two spheres, the outer and the
inner, suddenly, like & lotus dropped upon & heated stone, at
once arrives at the condition of rigidity ;—hut #Ais one is a res.
trainment that has respect to the two spheres.®

c. This also, like the former [§50, 4], ia to be regarded as be-
ing peculiarised hy time, space, and number.t

d. Of this [regulstion of the breath) which is of four deserip.
tions, he mentions the fruit.}

A WA TRTTECUR L R Y
The ‘!f the regulation Agh. 52.—~Thercby is removed the
7 obacuration of the light,

@ *Thereby,’ i. e. by that regulation of the breath, there is
¢ removed,’ or destroyed, that * obscuration’ whicb, in the shape
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58 YOGA APHORISMS.

of the ‘afflictions® [§3], there iz ‘of the light’ that helong
to the Pure Quality of the mind ;—such is the meaning.®

4. He mentions another result.t

HIRATEY ACAAT #0140

Aph. 53.—And the mind becomes fit for

A her result, .
Jorther 1 acts of attention.

a. “Acts of attention’ are what will be spoken of {in the se-
quel]. The mind, freed from its defects by tbe several kinds of
regulation of the breath, wherever it is directed to, there it
remains fixed, and does not suffer distraction.t

6. He defines ‘restraint’ (pratydhdra/.§

sefavmemETE farg sEurER
wfamat e L)

Aph. 54— Restraint’ is as it were tha ao-
commodation of tbe senses to the nature of
‘the mind in tbe. sbsence of concernment with sach one's own
object
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BOOK II. 59

a. Itiscalled ¢ restruint,’ because, when it exists, the senses are
restrained, are withheld, from their respective objects. And how
is this effected ? He replies ;— of the senses,’ Sight, &c., there is
feach one’s own object,” ax Colour, &c:—*concernment’ there-
with is any energizing with respect thereto:—the ‘absence’ of
this is the abiding in their mere nature after having abandoned
all regard to such things. When this tukes place, the senses
simply accommodate themselves to the nature of the mind ; for,
all the senses are ohserved to follow obsequiously the mind, =a
the bees their leader. Hence, when the mind is restrained [from
the exercise of its functions], these [senses] are restrained ; and
their accommodation to the nature thereof [under such circum-
stances] is what is called ‘ restraint’*

b. He atates the fruit.t

=,
AR, OTAT Fagafgaras 4 Y |
The frdl of restraint, Aph. 55.—Therefrom is there complete
subjection of the sensea.
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& YOGA APHORISMS.

&, For, when ‘restraint’ is practised, the senses becoms »o
subjected, so subdued, that, even when attracted townrds exter-
pal objects, they will not go;—mch ia the meaniog.*

Recapitslation. b. Thus, then, [—to recapitnlate briefly—] of

Concentration, which was defined in the First
Book, baving declared that appendage, viz., the ‘ Practical {part
of § Concentration’ [§1], the fruit of which ia the allevisting of
of the ‘afflictions’ [§2]; having mentioned the names of the
‘afflictions’ [§3], their cause and source [§4], their nature and
froit [§5--11]; having stated aleo the division, canse, nature, snd
fruit, of works [§12] ; the pature and couse of fructification mre
set forth [§13—14]). Then, since the *afflictions,’ &c., are to be
got rid of, and since it is impossible to get rid of them without
knowing what they are, and since knowledge is dependant om
instruction, and since the instruetion assumes four aspects, as it
respecta (1) what is to be got rid of, (2) whatis not [desired] to
be got rid of, (3) what is constituted by the cause, and (4) what
ia the cause constitutive, and since, without [an explanstion of
what is meant by the expression] ¢ getting rid of,’ the nature of
¢ what is to be got rid of * cannot be explained, [therefore] having
set forth the fonrfold arrengement, with [an explanation of
what is meant by] ‘ getting rid of’, and with [an account of ] the
cause of each thing severally [§16-—27]; having explained, along
with the fruits, the nature of those appliances, ‘ forbearance,” &e.,
which stand in the relation of causes, immediste or mediate, in
respect of the conatitutive cause [of emancipation), viz., ¢ discrimi-
native knowledge’ [§28—46]; having exhibited the ¢postures,’
., as far as ¢ attention,’ arranged sccording to their mutual re-
lation as conduced to and conducers [§47—%52]; their fruita,
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BOOK 1L L]

along with the rupech'va characters thereof, have heen set farth
[453—55].* '

¢. Thus this ‘Concentration,” having, through *forbearance,’
¢ religious obeervances,” &c., attained to the condition of a seed,
and having sprouted by means of the ‘ postures’ and ‘regulation
of the breath,’ and baving blossomed by means of  self-restraint,’
will fruetify by means of ¢ attention,’ ¢ contemplation,’ and ‘ medi~
tation’ {§29]. Thus has the Book onthe Means been explained.t
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& YOGA APHORISMS.

d. Thus has been completed the Becond Book—+that on €he
Means—of the commentary called the Rfja Mdriangds, conrposed
hy the illustrisus greas king and governor, king Bhojardj, on ths
Aphorisms of Patanjali’s System of the Yoga.®
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PREFACE.

The great body of Hindv Philosophy is hased upon six sets of very
concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary the Aphorisms are scarcely
intelligible, they being designed not so much to eommunicate the doc-
trine of the particnlar achool, as to aid, by the briefest possible sugges-
tions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine shall have been already
commnnicated. To this end they are admirahly adapted ; and, this
being their end, the obscurity, which must veeds sttach to them in the
eyes of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault.

For various reesons 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 cut in successive portions, shall be sub-
mitied to the criticism of these men, and, through them, of other learn-
ed Brihmans, a0 that any errors in the version may have the best chance
of heing discovered and rectified. The employment of such s version
as a class-buok is designed to subserve further the attempt to determine
accurately the aspect of the philosophical terminology of the %ast ns

regards that of the West,
g J. R. B.

Benares College, }
5tA Jonuary, 1851.
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THE APHORISMS KNOWN AS THE BRAHMA.-SU-
TRAS, THE S’ARTRAKA SUTRAS, OB THE
VEDANTA-SUTRAS.

sy

Book I. CHarrer L.

Salutation to the venerable Ganesa |

I reverence the pair of feet of the venerable Réima, the instru-
ment [in the attainment] of undivided joy,—from the touch of
the dust whereof even a sfone [—in the shape of the petrified
Ahaly4, the wife of Gautama, wbose story may he found in the
Rdmdyana—DBook 1, sect. 38—] attnined felicity.*

Secrion 1.
Or Tae Fimst Caver o¥ THE UnIVERBE.

¢. Finding one, in this world, who had

The reader to whom . . .
tA¢ work is addressed, ~ Perused the Vedas in conformity with the
: injunction of their constant perueal, and
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P THE VED{NTA APHORTBMM,

[hence] possessing & rough knowledge [of the sense of what he
bed thus perseveringly perused], desiring to attain the chief end
of [the soulof] man [—the “ summum bonum”—1], not haonker-
ing after the fruits of this world or of any one beyond it[—finding
such a one—]J, the pre-eminently benevolent BApsnivaya apho-
rised*—as foilows.

wyTAT AlereTaT 1oy

Arm. 1. Next, therefore, [O student that
hast attaived thus far] a desire to know God

The subfect propoted. .
[is to be entertained by thee].

a. Here the word f next’ means immediately oo the [engui-
rer's] attainment of the quaternion of requisitest—[which, as
explained in the Veddnta-adra, § 9, are] a perception of the dis-
tinction of theeternal reality from the tramsient, a disregard of
the enjoyment of the fruits of both here and bereafter, the pos-
session of tranquillity and self-restraint, and the desire of libe-
ration.})

8. The word ¢tberefore’ refersto the reason [why a desire to
know the nature of God ought to be experienced by the student
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BODE 1. CH. I, BECT, L, 3

properly qualified to enter upon the enquiry ;—and this reason
is] because the Veda itself shows us that the fruits of keeping up
the sacred fire and of the like expedients [for the attainment Jof
blessedness, are not efernal®  For example [the Veds declares]—
* As, here, the world obtnined by works perishes, just so, yonder,
the world ohtained hy virtue perishes’’t So too it shows us that
the chief end of [the sou! of] man is [to be attained] through the
knowledge of God—[for the Veda tells us] * He who knows
God obtains the highest” &c.f Therefore what is awanting [to
supply the ellipsis in the nphorism] is this, that ¢ after the attain-
ment of the requisites, as declared, a desire to know God is to he
formed.”$

¢. The expression drakma-jijndsd means ¢ desire to know God’
-——[being mede up of the two words drahme wnd jijndsd.] The
word jijndsd [according to its etymology as a desiderative deriva.
tive from the root jad ‘to koow’] means ¢ the desire to know ;’—

end the word drakme ¢ God’ means what is next to be told, ||
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4 TEE VBDANTA AFHORIZMS,

d. In the preceding aphorism it was etated that God ought to
be desired to be known. How then, [it will of course be asked,]
is this ¢ God’ defined [—or, in other words, what is the character-
istic mark—lakshana—by which we may be able to recognise the
object of our search—] ? Therefore the venerable maker of the
apborisms declares as follows.*

PTG TH: | Rt

What it meant by the Ard, 2, [God isthat one] Whence the
mame ¢ God.' birth &c. of this [universe results.]

g. The compound [fanmddi—rendered ¢ hirth &c.' and mean-
ing literally] ‘that of which the first is birth or production,’ is
s Bahuvribi compound of the kind [mentioned in the Laghs
Kaumud{, under No, 541, as]  denoting that of which the mat-
ters implied in the name are perceived along with the thing it.
self.” [For] the meaning of the compound ie ¢ birth, continu-
ance, and dissolution :1' [—-s0 that ¢ hirth,” which is a part of the
compound word, is also & part of the thing meant by the com-
peand].

b, And [as some one may ask why, in the componnd word
denoting ‘birth continuance and dissolution’, we speak of ‘hirth,’
rather than of either of the others, as the frsf,—we may mention
that] the treatment of ‘hirth’ as the firsf bas a regard hoth to the
teachings of the Veda and to the nature of things. The teacling
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BOOK 1, OM, 1. SECT, 1. 5

of the Veds, on the one hand, [authorises the form of expression
in question] hy exhibiting the conseentive order, of birth continu-
ance and dissolution, in the sentence beginning with ¢ or whence
these elements are produced” &c. The nature of things also [au-
thoriges the form of expression in question] because the continu-
ance or the dissolutipn is possible of that concrete thing alone
which, through preduction, has obtained an existence.*
e *Of this™—i. e. of whatever concrete
Ths created wniverse  thing is presented to those [our instruments
as far a5 weare O of nognition] among which the senses stand
cerned. first.t By the “this,” then, is denoted the
things concreted with those properties whereof the being produced
is the first in order. By tbe ‘whence’ is denoted the [Grand
First] Cause.}
d. The meaning, then, of the aphorism
The conception of is this, that, That One is God, from Whom,
God according to the Omuiscieut, Almighty, First Cause, there
;‘:ﬂ""""’“ when esplica- i the production the continuance and the
' dissolution of this world, adjusted as it is
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6. THE VEDANTA ABHORISMS,

with its names and natures —[for language, as well as the things
about which language is conversant, is regarded as the work
of God—], furnished with its various sgents & experiencers, the
locality where are [experienced] those [fruits] of action which
[fruits] are determined by established places and times—
[for the character of a bare act, such as the extending of
one’s arm, is determined by the fact whether fAere and then that
action was appropriate]—, and the nature of the construetion of
which [world] even the mind cannof conceive.* And thus,
then, the characteristic of God—or that by which we are to re-
cogoise whet is meant when the word * God’ is employed—ia
this, that He is the cause of the production §c. of the world.+

e. Here [—i. e. in spesking of the modes of mundane things—]
we take in [or specify] production continuance and dissolution
[and no others], because the other modifications of state are
included under those three.}

J. By saying that God isthe Cause of the world, the maker
of the aphorisms has, by the sense of the sentence, laid down the
proposition that He is Omniscient ; because creation, by one in-
telligent, presupposes Anowledge. And thus God inows all be-
cause He made all. Itis an admitted principle that be who
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BOOK 1. CH, I, BEOT, I. 7

makes anything knows it,—as a potter* [knows a water-jar—so
far forth es it is a water-jar—else how could he make one? and
God made everything so far forth as it is anything].

g. By being represented ns the Cause of the world, God wes
implied to0 be omniscient and almighty. It is merely to impress
this that he sayst [as follows].

areETfETa 18t

Are. 3. [That God is omniscient fol-

How we are certain  lows| from the fact of [His] being the source

that God is omnisciens. of the Scriptures, [—or—on an alternative

rendering—from the fact that the Seriptures,

which declare this omniscience, are the source—seilicet of our
knowledge—of Him.] ‘

a. God is the source, i. e. the [only possible ] cause, of n
great Scripture such as the Rig-veda, augmented hy its varions
repertories of learning [—menaning those appendages of the
Veda, grammar &e,]— illumicating, as alamp, everything, and
[itself] the nextthing to something omniscient. For—of such
8 Scripture as the Rig-veds and the like, which [by containing
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8 TRAE VEDAINTA APHORISME.

information in regard to everything] ia amsociated with the gualities
of one omniscient, the origin eould mot have been from one
otherwise than omniscient ™

) 5. [In illustration of this, it may be
inc{iﬁ:&“g" _:-’;"fz} observed that] it is an admitted fact that
which this certminty +s  whatever treatise, embracing a wide raunge
arrived ol. of topics, emanates from any particuler
man—as the grammar, for example, from Pfunini—, although its
topics be but a par? of what is capable of being koown [—or
of the omne seibile—],—that man, even in consideration of #Aaf
is inferred to be exceedingly knowingt [—and the anthor of a
work that explains everyfaing must, by parity of ressoning, be
inferred to be omuiscient.] '

¢. LAnd the omniscience of God may be learned} from such
texts of the Veda as this, viz.,, * The Rig-veds, and the Yajur-veda
is [ —notwithstanding its excellence—not the product of labor-
ious effort, but] the mere cut-breathing of this Great Being”
The drift of this text is this, viz.,—what need is there to declare
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waEir g ase™ Wi wor e | AT
WY FATRETAL O A
w3t sfer

t TEfREOT W AW IOt v v
wewtly wif gy fuR e afy § At safmare frym
xfa wfegm_ 1



BOOE I CH: L. BEOT: 1, o 9

the omnisciench and the omuipotence of that Grest Being, the
Absolute, when he is [proved to be omniscient &c. by his being
recognised as] the agurce of euch works as the Rig-veda
Eer?

d. (Buithere is another interpretation of

Tae elternative reu~ ¢} gphorism, for, scoording to tbe commen-
doring of the third tator,) otherwise—the Scripture, i. e. the
Apharien. Rig-veda and the rest, as abovo deseribed,—
is the source or cause or proof of Him,—of God—as far ns re-
gards oar comprehension of His nature :—that iz to asy—is i
from the Beriptures, as our evidence for the fact, that we eomé to
comprebhend that He is the cause of the production &e. of the
world.$+ Such a text [—from whioh the faet may be learned that
God is the cause of the production &e. of the world—) ie that
onc already cited under the preceding aphoriem—viz,, ¥ Or
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10 THE VEDANTA APHORIEMS,
whence theee elements are produced” &c.* [see § 2.c.]

e. [Iothe foregoing Aphorism, according
to its second interpretation, it is asserted
tion that the Vedo mims DAL theE TInstitutes are what make us to know
directly at revealing God ;—but the followers of the Mimdnsd
God. object to this, declaring that the direct de-

sign of the Scriptures iz to reveal what we
ought to do—and not toreveal God apart from aoy consideration
of aline of condact to be foliowed in respect of Him. In or-
der to obviate these objections, the oribodox tenet is laid down
in the nphorism here following. ]

Objections, of the
Mimdnsd, to tAe allega-

AV, THEATA L8 0

Arg. 4. But That One [—viz. God—

Thel it aims directly js what the Scriptures declare, not with a

af revealing GTM view to anything ulterior, but simply in or-

z;?‘e c;:zfmi ¥ der that what is so declared may be known ;

and we make this assertion] because there is

consistency [in this viow, whilst the opposite view would land ua
in incomsistencies. ]

a, The word “but’? is intended to rebut the first view of the
caset [stated in §. 8. e.]
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&, “Thet One,” i. e. God, is declared in the Veddntas [—i. e.
in those theological sections of the Vedas nsually termed wupani-
#hads—] as the direct object of declaration [-—and not merely, see
§. 8. e.,—as a mediate step to the injunction of works :]J—
why f—“because there is consistency.” Consistency means the
suiting of expressions well together among themselves—and ‘Aat
is our reason*[—in as much as we find this consistency among the
expressions of Scripture wben we hold the pronoun “That” to re-
fer to God, hut not otherwise].

c. [We meke the nssertions made in § 44,

Consistency the test hecause it is & maxim that] consistency is
:ﬁ"’""“‘ interpréfd-  that in virtue of which any one [out of se-
' veral offered interpretations] is {to be re-

cognised as] that which conveys the real import.t

d. Now, in order to demolish the opinion of those who wish
[it to be believed] that Ood is ae! forth, in the theological part
of the Vedas, {incidentally] through the injunction of devotions,
and who do not wish [it to be believed] that the direct design
[of the scriptures] is to declare God as He is,——another comment
[on § 4] is undertaken.}

* ATHH i'{l%i TRy WEATAR | F: 1 W
AT | SRTEEEEEY: | WHTA,

t wEAR €A ATTAANA_ ||

1 gufa fag g afwafaegat snfefafugra agm-
Wt wyfafgfregat mafrae= FUBTHATOIR 1



12 THE VEDANTA APHOSSES.

¢. Ia the opinion of theve [followers of the Mimdusd § 4 4.,
the theologieal parts of the Vedas announos God] not as whm
n to be declared for itpelf, but witb a view to something ulterior
[—vis., as the object of the devotions which nre enjoined}
They are not concerned [say these objectors} abost God sm-
ply a8 he is—hecanse [if you maseri that they are so, them] thers
ia e sbeenee of the characteristie [by which ap Fastitwie o
8’dsira in recognived—viz. injunclions raspecting} conduet. Sines
an Institute has in view [asits direct object] the doiog and
forbearing [which it epjoins in respect of acts to be done or
forborne], it is not possible that the name of Institute [§ datra
—derived as it is from the root #'ds * to enact’} should helong
[—as both parties agree it doer belong—] to it [ i. e. tothe Upa-
nishad if the obj ect in view were merely God as he is* [and
not as He is to he acted towarde].

7. TFurther [the objector goes om to say], it would present
no end to be gained fif the Upamishad were intended marely %o
doclare God aa ke is~—which declaration. ascording te the Ve

dénte, be it remembered, inwolves, the de-

Remark, ‘# the Mk lopation, addressed to. svery one that,
mdned, thet f ma% O iy grt That Oue”—3}, for we do mot
knowing God, is Ood, . .

see that sany end is gained even on the
ke does mol seem fo be ) «
sach ths better for it. knowledge taking place that “ I am Brah-
ma.” If the end were gained through such
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HOOK L GB. I. BEOT, I. 13

knowledge [which knowledge, you aasert, it is the direct pur.
pose of the Scriptures to commumicsta], then theére would not
be {as, however, there is,] the enjoining ef such things as
Meditation® {on the great [nct—which to know at all is to know
as cornpletcky me it con be known afler any amount of medita-
tion—for youn either know it or you do not, the case not being
one that admits of degrees.]

g. Therefore [the objector concludes], since, on meeting
witb such injonctions es ‘*Only towards Soul should he direct
hia devotions”—* He who knows Brahma, hecomes Brahma”
—¢ He who is desirous of becoming Drahma should effact
an understanding of Brahma—or of Soul,”—[since, on meeting
with these] the question arises who is this ¢ Soul’ P—all the
Upanishads are serviceahle [-—for we do not dispute their uti-
lity—] in a3 mwch as they declare Him [—and, by answering
the question, and so rendering the injunctions intelligible, sub-
serve the direct aim of the Veda—viz. the conveying of injone-
tions ;]—and Emancipation is to be accomplished [not by a
mere Anowledge of God, but] hy devotions, Well—this objec-
tion having presented itself, it is stated [by the author of the
Aphoriams in reply] * But That One, because there is consist-
ency”+{—§ 4.) The meaning ie this, that, ¢ That One,”i. e.
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14 THE VEDANTA APHORIAME.

God, is declared, in the theological parta of the Vedas, simpliciler;
—why f—betsuse this leads to no inconsistency* — and the
Miménsé supposition does].

A. And it is not true, for the matter of
that, tbat Emancipation is to be accom.
plished by {such works as] devotional exer-
cises [§ 4. 4.], for, since devotional exercise admits of degrees,
there would be in the Emancipation thereby accomplished also
differences of degree, and thus it would not be adsolutet [—which
18 what we do not allow to be Emancipation at ali].

i. [And devotional exercises, suhserved
by a knowledge of God—see § 4. g.—cannot
lead directly to absolute emancipation—see
§ 4. A.—] becouse, since a body is indispensable during tbe con.
dition of cnjoying the (ruit of enjoined acts, there would be »
body even in Emancipalion [from the body and all that belongs
to’it—wbich is ebsurd], ‘

Moreover [if the emancipated had a body}

Absolute emancipa- there would not be [—as, however, there
tion implies the absence {o 7 the denial that the emancipated is
of things Pkfmug ™ touched by what is pleasing or displeasing
:;1; Y gt Bt lwbich deuial we find in the following

text] viz., “ Him that ebideth bodiless nei-

Emancipation cannol
be the fruit of works,

Tke emancipated ne~
cetyarily disembodied.
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BOOE 1. OH. I, BECT. II. 15

‘““ther what is pleasing nor what is displessing doth touch ;-
for, if Emancipation were the fruit of meritorious acts then it
would be sometbing pleasing® [—all the fruits of meritorious acts,
according to Scripture, being something pleasant.}

J. Therefore the theological parts of the Yedas are conversant
about God directly, and not [indirectly] through injunctions
[which give occasion for the mention of him—see § 4. g.— ;]
and thus it is established that God ia revealed hy the Institutes
independentlyt [-—i.e. simply to the end that He may he kuown].

k. Thus has it been stated, 1a four
Aphorisms, that God is the OQmniscient,
the omuipotent, the cause of tbe world, the
object of revelation in the theological parts

Summary, recapilu-
tative, of the first four
Aphoriams,

of the Vedas.i
Secrion 11,

CoNPDTATION OF THE ATHEISTICAL DOCTRINE
OF THE SA{NEHYS.

I. [ The following question has been mooted j——Is “ That
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16 THE VBDANTA APBORIEMS,

One” [spoken of in § 4] something
thinking or something unthicking ? Tha
Sénkhyas, in regard to this, { —admit.
ting the aunthority, but taking liberties
in regard to the interpretation, “of the
Vedss,] eay —* The cause of the world cannot be a God
“who is fixed [in one perpetual and aniversal monotony of sitate],
“ because there is neither the possbility of knowledge nor of
“ action {in such & being] ; but Nafure [—asce the Taffwa Sawmdsa
“§ T—] is the cause of tbe world, because there is [in nature]
“that (viz. the possibility of knowledge mnd of action]. Taking
“into mccount its [constituent] quality of purity [Tattwa Samdsa
“ § 96—] its capability of knowing follows of course, and, by
“ meana of all its three qualities, it is capable of acting. [On the
“otber hand] Brahma, from being but one thing [along with
“nothing else] caunot ect:—therefore the Upanishads, by the
“ expression ‘That One,’ speak of omniscient and omnipotent
 Nature.”* In the design to demolish the opinion of those
¢ who hold this opinion], the following Aphorism originates.”

The guestion whether
the Cauze of the world
is intelligent or uninlelii-
gent.

e
et CARY
Ara, 5. [ “Nature"—as declared by the Sénkbyas to be the
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caunse of the world—is] pot so:——it is un-

Brute Nature aot the goriptural, hecause of the ¢ reflecting” [or
Canse of ‘," ¢ “':M’ S 7« seeing”, which Scripture speaks of as he-
the Cawse is an inlelli- . st
gent one. longing to That which ia the csuse o.f the

world.]

a. The ¢ Nature” imagined {or postulated] by the Sinkhyas,
is nof the cause of the world. The reason [assigned in the Apho-
rism, for saying 80,] is this, that it is un-scriptural.” This
[expression—vizs. *° un-scriptural”—) isan epithet pregnant with
a resson. He means to say, [Nalure is not thecauee of the
world], hecause it is not #his [viz. Nature] that the Seripture—
that is to say the' Yeda—furnishes the evidence of. The reason
[for asserting] that Scripture does not furnish the evidence of
what the Sénkhyae call ¢ Nature,” is [the word cited in the
Apboriam—rviz.] # reflecting” [-—or, literally, “seeing’’~-] which
term [as it stands in the Aphoriam] denoting the verbal root itself
[—the employment of the word being that which the schoolmen
term the suppositio malerialis, and which the Banskrit gram-
warians term anukaraga—] is intended to indicate [though it does
not bere demote] the semse of the verh “to see:” + [—vonf. the
Bdhitya Darpaga § 13. a.].

* amafaaeTE g TwRreaa |
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¥. Mr. Colebrocke (—Esays Vol. 1. p. 338.—], when rendering the 5th
Aphorism, makes BLDARSYANA emy “ It isnot po j—for * wish’ {mnnquntly
wolition) is -ttnhutud to that eause.” The verb, however, is not s} “to wish,
but fhsh *to see’

c
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6. Bat then [the Sénkhyas rejoin]—it is certain that the
eause of the world is not [proved to be] God by the mere [ men-
tion of ] ““reflecting’ {or “seeing]—for we hear of senseless things
seeing—e. g. Water and Light—in such texta as “The Light saw,”
" The Waters saw;”—and s0 likewise in regard to Naiure the
“seeing’” is used ina secondary or transferred meaning* [—i. e.
tropically]. This [argument of the Sénkhyas] having presented it-
self, it is declaredt [by the nuthor of the Aphorisms as followe.]

| T RN 141
The scriptural es- Avi. G. If [you sny that the expres-
pressions, implying that 810D *‘seeing” is] employed trapically [the
the cause of the worid reference being to Nature, which does not
i intelligent, not to be ¢ gee” _then I say] No,—hecause of the
expiained away figura-  gord ¢ Soul! [which is nof applicable to Na-

tively. . . sy .
¥ ture, and which 42 applied to That which is
in question].

* Mr. Colebrooke (—Eassays Vol 1. n. 338—) views diffcrently the scholag-
tic Lerm gaune which we have rendered by tise expression ** wsed in & acrand-
ary or transferred merning."  Whately (—in his Legic, B, 111 § 1.} anva
with reference tothis emplovment of wards, ** Thus we speak of Homer, for ¢ the
wurks of Homer '3 and tnis i3 a seeundary or transferred weaning.” $o. in
the Sdhitye Durpana—(see the transiation thereof, § 13 a}—the expression
* & herd-station on the Ganges' is cited as an inutznce where a wonl, the
Primnry {mukhya} sense of which is ¢ the stream of water named the Ganges',
1 emploved in the secondury (gaunah or lakshanika) sense of * the bank™ there-
of. Mr Cuolebrouke, npplving these techoical terms mekbya mml gavna pot
to the emplovinent of lngurge, in @ seose original or trensterred, hut to the
dignity of characler of the world’s cause, writes as follows. * In the sequel
* of the first chapter guesrions are rmsed npon divers passages of the Vedas, al-
" juded to in the ext.and quoted in the scholin, where minor attributes {grena #]
“ are seeoinkly sssigned to the world's canse ; or in which subordinate desig-
“ natinns oecur, auel as might be sunnnsed 1o nudieate an infenor beiag, but are
 ghawn 1o intend the supreme one.'—3ee § 8. a,
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a. Ifyou Bay that the word * seeing” is used in a secondary
sense [i. e. tropically] with reference to Nature, just as it is with
reference to Water and Light [§ 5. 4.], it isnof ae yousay, Why?
—*““becaunse of the word Soul” :—that isto say becaunse we hear
the word Soul* [applied to the Cause of the world, while it is not
in eny kind of way applicable to Nuture].

4, But then [the S8inkhyas may yet rejoin—dont say ZAat,]
but let the term ¢ Soul’ rlso [as well ns the term referred to in
§ 5,] be used tropically with reference to Nature ;—or even say
that it deootes it literaily, for the term [as may be learned from
the dictionary] has a variety of meanings. Because of this [sugges-
tion of the Sdukhyas] he sayst+ [as follows].

1 afee ATTIWEL S )

Ar. 7. [That ¢ That One” is not
identify himself with the “ Nature,”” may be inferred] from the decla-
eause of the world—can- ration that the Emaucipation takes place of
not be called upon to him who isintent upon * That”—{which
identify Aimself with ‘¢ That,” if unintelligent,—as Nature is—it
what is unintelligent. i phourd that a thinking being should in-
tently strive to identify himself with].

Man—called upon to

a. *Nature’ is nof denoted by the word ¢ Soul’—because, ia
auch texts as the one beginning ** The man that has a preceptor
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20 THE VEDLNTA APHORIMS.

knows,” and so on,—the Emancipation is declared {of whom!—]
of 8'waTAKETU mentioned in this text “That art thou, O S weta-
ketu |”«—[but of 8‘wetaketu how circumstanced? —why—of S'we-
taketu] who is going to be emancipated after having been instruc-
tad to fix his mind inteatly upon ‘That One.’ Now if unthinking
* Nature’ were here depoted by the word ‘That,” then the precept
# That art thou” would cause the intelligent S'wetaketu, deasirous
of Emancipation, to underatand as follows—"Q thinking 8 'weta.
ketu !—thou art something nothinking.”” Then be, on the au-
thority of that precept, pondering [as we are directed to ponder
the precept, but pondering it under the erroneous impression that
it means him to underatand] “I am something unthinking,”
would mizse his Emancipation sod go to ruin :—and thus the pre-
cept would be [no better than] the babble of an idiot:—and this
is not what we should like ;—and therefore it ia a settled point
that the word *“ That” [§ 4] refers to an intelligent Being %

b. But then [the S8fnkhyas may still contend]—let it be sup-
poved [--for the sake of argument—] that “ Soul”’ is declared,
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BOOK 1, OH, I. BEOT,IL - 31

[ —hut at all events admit thet, in the first instance, it is declared
not directly hy the word “That,” in Aphorism § 4, hut indireetly]
through the declaration of '* Nature” [which we still contend is
denoted directly hy the ¢ That”], in the same wey as in [the di-
rections for finding the small star Arundhati, beginning with]
% The large Arundhat?’ &c.—With reference to this [ wilily offered
compromise of the Sinkbyas] he anyst—

| VA 151

What the Veda means Are.8.—And [you must not eay that the
directly by the Camse ° That”—§ 4—denotes  Nature,” and that
of the world iz mo rude the conception of “Nature” is afterwards to
dype of God bwt God he quitted for that of  Soul,”} hecause
Himaelf. there is no direction that it [—whatever the
primary denotation of the *That” may he—] is to be quitted
[for any other].

a. If Nature,—meaning thereby something that is no¢ Soul,—
were denoted [in § 4] by the word “That,” then, on that occasion
{wheo the declaration was made which runs thus—¢ That art
thou™—] the declaration [-for we cannot suppose the declaration
designed to mislead—]would have heen ¢ That--meaning That
Suvul —ert thou:”— or, [if the ellipsis in the passage itself were
atill left unsupplied,—then assuredly] some preccpt, designed to
declare the Supreme Soul, would tell us that that, [ Grat rude cou-
ception of God under the form of Nature} is to he guiited,—s0
that [ we should understand, from that warning percept, that] he
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1 THE VEDANTA APHORIAMS,

[meaning S‘wetaketu—see § 7. a.-] is not, is consequence of the
[eliiptically expressed] declaration of * That” [—which, on the
hypothesis under consideration, denotes ¢ Nature” and nothing
else—] to become—through ignorance of the fact that Sowd is
meant—intent {in his meditations] upon zhat {which is not really
meant through mentioned—viz. Nature. And this direction, to
abandon the first rude conception after it had served its purpose
of suggesting a hetter one, would resemble a familiar method of
pointing out an object pot itself readily discernible ;—for the
process would be] like ms when a person wishing to point out
[the small star, in the conseliation of the Pleiades, called] Arun-
dbati, [first directs attention to the large star pear it, and then]
tells that the [large] star standing near it ia [not the one wanted,
but is] to be quitted, [and the amall star, which that large one
stands near, is the one to be observed]:—such ia the meaning:*
—[4nd this wily suggestion, of the S&ukbyas, we Vedintins
repel,—because if we were to admit that the primary (muthya)
sengse of the word * That,” in Aph. 4., is * Nature,! and that it
meand ¢ God' (—if atusll—) only in a secondary (gauna) sense;
then you Sénkhyas would go on to argue that your ‘Nature’ —
for which you had secured the right of preoccupancy—suffices to
acccunt for the phenomena, and that the additional postulate
of a Deity is an unphilosophical auperfluity].t
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5. The word * And” [—in the Aph. 8.

The knowledge of God  __jg intend-d mot to connect the reason
tnvoloes all knowledge. 41 ore amsigned with any rearon expressly
assigned before, but] is intended to attach it in addition to [the
unexpressed reason] that this [theory of the Sénkhyas] is oppos-
ed to the arriving at all knowledge by means of a single case of
knowing *; [and what we here assert—rviz—] that all knowledge
is arrived at [not hy the successive stepa of the Sinkhyas, but,]
by one single knowing, is declared in Seripturet.

e. That it is not Nature that is denoted by the term ¢ The
Existent’ in [the paseage of Scripture beginning with] ‘The Exis-
tent slone, O Saumyal—is inferrible also from the reeson which
he states 1 {in the following Aphorismi].

! ETaATE, )< )

Ara. 9. Because into Hinself is the retura [of all souls],
a. The meaning of the aphorizm is this,
that the thinking Soul is [that it cunnot be Nafure that is spoken of
t0 be resoloed into un. —3€€§. 8. c.—as the ¢ Existeat’—i. e., the
thinking Nature. ¢ Self-existent’]—because of Absorption—
i. e., hecause we hear {in Scripture] of the melting away [of pre-
viously embodied sonls] into Himself, who is in question,—the
Soul that is denoted hy the term *tle Existent,’ If Nafure were
what is there denoted by the term ‘the Esistent,’ then there

It cannot be admifted
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would be this [absurd] contradiction that the infelligent meits
away into the uninielligents Therefore the Cause of the World
is that intelligent One, denacted by the term €the Exiatent,
into whom is the return of all intelligences.*

4. Moreovert, {the assertion that not Nature but Godis
meant by ¢ the Existent,” or the Cause of the world, is proved by
the reason stated in the Aphorism here following].

¢ wfaeTaE. 1 ye @

Are. 10. From the sameness of the understanding [of the
term ‘ the Existent’ through out the seriptures].

g. The meaning is—[that God is meant by the term, and
not Nature—to which it might be plausibly referred only in some
prasages—] because of the sameness of the understanding—i. e. of
the recognising an inlelligent Cause [ as spoken of ] throughout
the whole of the theological parts of the Vedas; for we no-

where find the contradictory assertion in oune
mﬁ'&‘i’..c‘:ﬁ:ﬁ{,::: sentence of an intelligent Cause and in ano-
God—the only comsis- ther gne of an unintelligent one—but every-
tent interpretation of i R .
Scripture. where an inteiligent Cause alone is under.
stood. The texts [for example] about the order of areation, in
the Taitiriya Upanishad, exhibit Soul alone as the Cause. There-
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fore the net result {of the Apherisms 5—10] is this that, which-
ever wny you view the matter, Nacure is nol whatis meant by
the term * ‘Flie Exiatent,’ nor is it the Canse of the World*.

&. Moreovert [that the Cause of the World is not the unin-
telligent but tlie intelligent, may be proved by the reason ncxt
to Lo stated—viz.—]}

P AT 1 !
Arn. 11. And hecause it is so revealed [in Scripture].

o, The meaning is a3 follows :——That, by the term ¢ Himuael[™
[-sce §9-], is mcant an Quuiscient Ruler, the Cause of the
World, [is proved] by the fact of its being so declared [in the
ecripture,—to take an instance-] in the S'wetds’watara section of
the Manlra Upanishad, where we are told ©* And of Him no one
iv the parent nor is any one the overruler’ &o. Therefore it is a
settled point that the Cnuse of the World is the Omniseient God,
not uninteliigent Nature or woything else; and here the topic is
soncluded. §
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Craerer IL
SgotioN 1. oF THE VARIOUS NAMES UNDER
wiioB Gob Iy SPOKBN OF.

- o 5. But then, if tbus [—see§ 11 a—] it
-m:'d':::‘ ‘;:‘2::;::; be proved, by the Aphorisms § 1—11, that
subject of reflection only ! the theological portions of the Vedas
by being first spoken of Fefer to God the Omniscient and Omnipo-
as if possesring quali- tent,—then what further remains, for the
ties. . : - gake of which another Aphorism need be
added 7" If you ask “this—it is replied :—since & deity without
gualities canuot have his nature described [ —for the description of
anything is just the ennmeration of the qualities of the thing—1],
you must consent to his being described as qualified by some
characteristic¥ [ which does not in reality belong to him ;-—jast
a8, in seeking to determine the specific gravity, as compared
with water, of a substance thatis lighter than water, you muat at-
tnch to it some other substance Leavy enongh to sink it, aud then
eliminate the superfluity from the joint result]. .

¢. Some passages therein [i. e. in Scrip-
tation-in respect of t_u.re] a::e_ [intended to e_njo_in.] ('ievotiuns
passagrs where the dei- with a view to gradusl emancipation; and
ty is spoken of as haping 8OTIE are intended to convey a knowledge of
qualities, o the truth ;—and eo wherever, in a passage

A canon of interpre-
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where qualities rre spoken of, it is really intended to speak - of
the qualities, there the case in one of some religious observance
[which it is intended to enjoin] ; but wherever tbe quality—
though mentioned-—ia not intended to be spoken of, [but is em-
ployed as a mere vehicle of the real meaning], there the passage
ia concerned about God as He is to be énown [—not as He s to
be neted towards]. It is with the view of determining this [i. e.
of determining what are the passagea,in which tbe deity is spo-
ken of as He is, or asa He is to be acted towards, respectively,]
that [-—notwitbstanding the suggeation, in § 11, 3., that no more
need be gaid—] the following apboriam is presented.®

| WIARKWAT SETeTA. l'lﬁl

) Arg. 12. He [—tbe deity without gna-

What rpo’m-' o as lities—] is * the One that consista of joy"—
eonsithing  qf oy, is Jo¥
God. because it is the practice [of tbe Veda to

speak of Him by that name].

a. But then [some one may object], tho term ¢ the one that
consista of joy” cannot refer to a deity who ia without gualitiea—
for such a one is not made up of poartions of delight, [—which the
term would seem to imply—],—but it refers to the embodied soul,
for that is spoken of in seripture as being made up of joy :—Well, if
any one says this, I reply,it is oot thus. The Supreme Soul may
properly [ be said to ] consist of joy—why ?—because [as sta-
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ted in the apheriem] * it is the practice ;* «that is to say, be.
tause it is the practice { of the Veda ] very often to apply to God
the term * conaisting of joy.”*

When the deity in as- 6.. [ The next ap‘hor!am has reference
serted 1o consiel of o particularly to the objection that the term
t._:dd:;?:.t 'f.-:’wlff‘;,';:; discussed in the .prcceding paragnfph snost,
oxt of s0 and ro. in mecordance with {ts grammatical form,
mean some modiBeation ef something else, in which case, of

eourse, it ecould not signify the Suaprems Soul ).

0 RSN Y AIEEA, 1R 1

Apu, 13. If you say that it is not ro [—i. e. that the term
fnandamayn— § 12—dnes not refer to God— ] becausc it ia a
word expressing what has undergone a change ;—it is not ns you
gay, —for it expresses the quantity [that constitutes, without aay
reference to there huving been any change 1.

a. But then [-—-wa remark in cxplanntion—aome one may
etill ohject], that which is * made up of joy™ canmot he Gid
[«'hu is not made up of anything antecedently esistena]—why?
—Dbecause [—the objector supposes—] the affix mayay [with
which the word dnanda-maya ** consisting of juy” is formed] im-
plies a change (from one state or form to another—such as is
vuderzone when eurd is made out of milk, or a jar isa made oot
of clay]. and it is wbsurd to suppcee that God is io such 2 way
made up of joy t—well, if any one saps this, 1 reply, it is not
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thns. Why )—* because it is guantify™ [that is spoken of, and not
change lrom one state to another],—that is to asy, because here
the afix mayof in employed with an eye to the guantity of joy*
[ —according to Pdyini V. 4. 21.—that is God ; and not, as you
suppose—according to Pdgiai IV. 8. 143.—that joy out of
wlhich something was at any time first made up].

4. He next states another reason why the affix mayat [§. 13,
a.] is employed in the sense of quantity and not of change.t

| AZTEIRATT 1 LB

) Arm. 14. And [God must consiat of joy
(Fod mz+! haos joy in . . . .
Himself if He 5', e —§ 12— because He is called [in scrip-
Cuxse of joy. ture] the cause tbereof.

a. Thatis to say—becnuse, in scripture, God is named as
the cause in respect thereof—i. e. of joy.

&. God is apoken of na the cnuse of joy in such texts as this
~—viz. “For He alone it is that causeth to rejoice,”” As thoss
that enrich otliers must themaelves be rich, a0 it is' clear that there
must be abuudant joy with Him who cnusethi others to rejoice.§
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¢. And he mentions that, for the following reason sluo, it must
be the Supreme Soul that ‘“ consists of joy” * [ —as asmerted in
$ 12—] viz :—

| ArwmafwaREy MaR | oy i

. Arr. 15, And to the same effect {—that
The lyrical and the ] .

dnctrinel parts of the the Supreme Soul,§ 12, consists of joy—]
Veda agree in represen- g gupng the comment on the hymon.
ting God as made up of s . .
soy. @, ' Ia sung”-—that ia to say, [hy being
sung] declares, [The dnft of this argument ia thia]—because
both the hymns (mantra) and the doctrinal portions of the scrip-
ture {4rdhmana) are unanimoust [in representing the Supreme

Soul as consisting of joy].

4. And be states that it must be tbe Supreme Soul and not any
embodied soul that is meant by the term  consisting of joy"
[5. 12], for the following reason.}

| AAT SATAE: b 14

. Arn. 16, It is noue other [than God,
ﬁﬂg!:?:fd;;yy :'};::f::; that is spoken of —see §. 12.—as ¢ consisting
God it here meant.  of joy,”] because tlere is an absurdity (in
any other supposition].

a, That is to say—it is not any embodied soul—from the Lord
downwards [ see Veddnta Lecture No. 25]—that is mecant by the
term *‘consisting of joy :" —Why ? “ Because there is an absurdity.”
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The meaning of the aphorigm ie this, that, antecedently to the
creation [of the body] of <the Lord,” we are told that He
{ of whom the term ¢ consisting of joy” is correctly predicable]
was one that reflected [ see § 67, One that was Himself His
creation, and One thet was the ceuse of the creation [see § 2.
and Vedénta Lecture, No. 40]; and all this would be absurd
[if predicated of any other than the Supreme Soul J:—that is to
say—since knowledge belonging to any inferior soul is dependent
on there being a dody—there could have been no reflection® [ by
any such soul antecedently to the creation ],

b, Moreovert [any inferior soul is not what is meant by ¢ that
-which consists of joy”"—§ 12—for the following reason ].

o WITZ[ERIIE (1 e

. Ara. 17. Aud [ the inferior soul is not

It is no inferior soul h . £ b h
that is spoken of as con- WAL consists of joy ] becauee they are apo-
sirting of joy. ken of [ in Seripture ] as distinet.

a. The inferior soul is not what cousists of joy;~-why?
because the inferior sonl and that which cousists of joy are apoken
of us being distinct ;—such is the meaning. What is here referred
to is this, that, in the passage [for example] of the Taitirfya
[section of the Peda] beginming ¢ Truly that joy &c.” the One
' that consists of joy ” and the inferior soul are spoken of under
the respectively different characters of “ what ie to be obtained”
and ““the obtainer;”’—for the obtainer is uot the same as that
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which he is to obtain # [—and the inferior soulis hers directed
to aepire after ¢‘the One that consista of joy'].

8. Bot then [the followers of the S&okhya will probahly bers
suggest]—let it be MNafure thatis denoted by the term * coo.
aisting of joy” [§ 12]). With reference to this he says as followst.

) FTATY ATTATAART 1 L )

o Arn. 18.  And by reason of desire { which
,ﬁ'}éﬁf:,‘:;f,:fﬁ'::,‘;: is attributed to that “which consists of
ken of as cossitting of joy"] no regard [is to be shown] to the
o argument [of the Sinkhyas, who attempt
to prove that it is their unintelligent Nafure that is spoken of in
scripture as * consisting of joy"].

a. That is to say—we do not regard—i. e. we do not admit
that Nature is “ what consists of joy”, or that it is the cause
[of joy—see § 14—]. Why ?—" by reason of desire ;""—i. 4.
because we find in Scripture, where the topicis ¢ what consists of
joy", that this deaotes one that desires; and it is imposaible that
desire should belong to that which is unintelligent $ [ as Nature is
held by the Sfnkhyas themselves to be}.
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. & [Hesupports the orthodox view hy -another argument as
follows].

) WSy aunr wid 1 e

Arm. 19. And [the onc “ consisting of
. . joy"” cannot he an iuferior soul, or Nuture,
is what we are directed . b bt in thi
S0 aspire after, az we hecnuse] the scripture teaches t ‘l.m Vi
are directed fo aspire [—which can therefore mean nothing else
afler what comsists of than the Supreme—] there is the beatifica-

Joy- tion of that [iuferior sonl which obtains
- union therewith]. '

a. Thatis to say,—for the following resson also the term
 consisting of joy” cannot mean either any inferior soul or
[unintelligent] Nature, hecause the scripture teaches that in
this—* the o:1e consiating of joy” that we are concerned ebout—-
the [Supreme] Soul-—there is to take place, in the case of him—
i. e. of the enlightened inferior soul, union fAerewith—i. e. union
with that [Suprente] Soul—[for such is the meaning of] “union
therewith"—the attaining to the atate of Him—[in short]-eman-
cipation.*

4 Thus has it heen settled definitively that [what is spoken
of in scripture as] * what consists of joy” is the Supreme Soul ¢
[and nothing else].

. For, neither of these
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e, [The next point to be esabllshed is this, thatit is the
Supreme Soul that i apoken of in scripture as * the man in the
sun” and ‘“the man in the eye”).

| WA{RTERTIRITA I Qe |

. . Arg, 20. [God alone is meant wheo
X Ttir God that dropo- 1 vion i made, in scripture, of that which
en of as the man with-
i the sem ond withia i8] withio [the san awd the eye], becnuse
the eye. thers is wention of His characteristics [which
¢an belong to none other.}

a. That ia to say—He who is mentioned in scripture as ' He
that iz within the sun” send “ He that is within the eye,’” is the
Supreme alone and no one worldly, Whyt—“becauss there is
wention of His characteristics”—i, e. because, in these passages,
there is mention of characieriatics {such re absolute eialessaesa)
that belong cnly to Him who ia the Supreme.®

5. [At this, as at other points, the commentators enter into de-
tails which the fear of prolixity constrains ua to pretermit].

¢. Moreover ¥ [He that is apoken of as * the man in the aun™
i9 some one else than tbe aun’s soul—an is proved by the arguwant

bere {ollowing]. _
1 WTEYENTETA: M Ry e

“Arm. 21, And [ it in not tbe personal eoul of the pun—the
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holar congener of the amima mundi-—that ia epoken of as “ the
man in the sun”~~] because mention is made of & distinction [bet-
ween these two).

a. That is to say—The “man"” that is spoken of in scripture
a8 being within the sun and within the eye, is some one other
than any inferior soul which has the fancy [ —erroneons in the
case of any soul that fancies it has a body at all—] that its body
is the sun, Why }—“ because mention is made of a distinction,"
[One of the passages cited in regard to this, is the one heginging]
“ He who, standing in the eun, yet other than the sun” &c.t
[conf. § 20. &].

4. {The next point to be established is thie that it js the Sup.
reme Soul that is spoken of as the Ether in such & passage of
acripture, as the one beginning] ¢ Of this world what is the re.
fuge?' To this he replied—* The Ether’ &o”.

| Wi, ]9

Arm, 22. The Ether, [in certain passa.

It is God that ir i oe7-  pon  must he understood to mezn God,] by
::':hf;::f:’ poken of enson of His characteristics [which are, in
) such prasages, nitributed to that which is

there apoken of as the Ether].
. *
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a. That is to eay— It is proper to understand, by the word
Ether, God, Why ?—* by reason of his characteristic” :—1bat is
to say, becanse, in this passage[ § 21 4.], we find mentioned
such a fact as that of being the creator of the great elemeuts,
which character belongs [only] to Him—i, e. to God.*

3. [The * breath of life,” in like manner, is held to stand for
God, in such a passnge ns] “ *Who is that deity’ ?—To this
he replied—* The breath of life.

 wr T RTa fa 13

. rat is i Apu. 23. For just the same reason,
It " God that is in the breath of life” [is to be understuod
certain passages spoken

of as the Breath of life. to mean God.]

a. “ Forjust the same reason :"—that is to say, for the reason
stated in the preceding aphorism [ § 22] viz,. “ by reason of
His clinracteristics,” [which could not be predieated of the mere
 breath of life,”] it is God alone that is meant by the breath of
life,” [in the passage cited under § 22. .]

b. But then [—some objector may go on to say—1] let that
pass'-—tha.t in the passage about the bremth of life [ § 22 4]
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the [isputed] term doer mean God, since the characteristies of
Gud [—we are willing to admit—] are present [in that instance] ;
—Ubut [the same argument will not avail you in the following
passage, where we object to your essuming that the term ¢ the
light” means God] :—* Now the light that shines from beyond that
thie abode of the celestials &c.”’ The word * light,” here can mean
only the sun or some other created splendour, for thisthe word
notorionsly s employed to denote; but it crRunot mean God, who
is without limits, becanse it is here spoken of as Aaving a limit,
when it is styled  the light deyond the abode of the celestialg”
&c. [well—rejoins the commentator—] this [objection] bLaving
preseuted itself, it is declared* [as follows.]

1 wifaeafagE, 138 ¢

It is God  that "'k!"' Arp. 24, The “light” {in certnin pas-
t .
certait passaged fPORER  sages means Gud], hecause tliere is mene

ofus the the Light, . . . .
S 7 tion of feet [which no ordinary light cao be
said to possess.]

a. That is to say—here {i. e. in the prssage cited under
$ 23. 8] itis God alone that is Meant by the word lighe.”!
Wiy ?— boeanse of the mention of feef” :—that is to say, bo-
cause the Elements are spoken of as the feet [of this light,—
and lizht, in the ordinary semse of the word, does not mean
anything that has feet,—and these feet are spokenof] in such
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phrases as ¢ The feol thereof ave the pervadiag elemenis”
[—which phrase is employed] in respect of God whan regarded as
residing in that text [ —the most revered of all the taxts of Serip.
tare] called the Gdyalri, which is dealared to have four feet by
the text beginning with  the Gdyatri, indeed, is all this"” &e.*

8. Moreover [—the commentator remarks--] although—by
the expression * from beyond that” &e.[ § 28. 3.} the mention
is [apparently at least] of what has limifs &c., yet this s oot
opposed to its being God ; for, [in accordance with the canon of
interpretation laid down in § 11 ¢.] the passage im gquestion is
intended to enjoin certain religious observances [in regard to the
¢ light’"). Besides—the word “ light” is notorioualy employed in
the theological portions of ths Veda to denots God; therefore
it is a settied point that here [§ 23. 3.] the word “ light” meams
Gud.+

¢. [The next aphorism opposes the suggestion that the fee!
spoken of § 24. 4., ure the feet of the verse called the Gdyaird,
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~~such varse having four hemiatichs, the pame for which is the
same as that for a foot.] :

\ wR shrarrafa I awr 4_/T s wlRmgreer-
fo gqaa. ¢ _9 @

Wy it caumot Bethe  Apm. 25, If yousay thatit is the verse
Qdyatei thal is referred [—aee § 24. c.—of which it is intended to
fom such a paseage.  ocok, and not the Deity—see § 24,—] it is
pot s0 ; because there is the direction to fix one’s mind [on God]
thus [i. e. through the medium of the Gdyatr{]; forof such
a way [of directing the mind to the contemplation of the deity]
there is & view [of more than one example in seripture.]

a. “Thus :¥—that is to sey, becanse there is the direction or
mention, of fixing one’s mind or concentrating ome’s thoughts,
by means of the verse [the Gdyalri], on the Deity [regarded as]
resident therein* [—§ 24, a.]

5. ¢ For of such a way there is a view :’—that is to say,—in
other passages also, by means of some modification [of God—
such as the sun, the ether, &c.,] the worshipping of God [re-
garded as] resident therein, is seem [to be enjoined). N. B,
 there is a view of ” means “ there is seen.” t
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¢. Therefore it is a settled point that in the preceding paseage
[—see § 23. &.] it is God alone that is referred to, and not \a
verse * [called the Gdyatri—seo § 25.]

d. [He subjoinsa further reason.]

1 qyrﬁmqwﬁﬁmﬁ-ﬁw‘ 141

Arn. 26, And {the factis] thus [i. e.
that the deity and not the verse called the
Gdéyatri is referred toin the passage uoder
discussion] because we meet with the men.
tion of the elements &c., ns the {eet [—see § 24—of that which
is referred to in the passage in question,]

a. [That isto say] :— fur the fullowing reason also, it is to he
understood that, in the passage respecting the Gayatri [§ 2. 0.],
it is God atone that is referred to :—such is the raeaning of the
word “ thus” [in the auphorism § 26]. Why?:—* because the
mention of the elements &c., as the feet can apply, [only to
God]” :—that is to say, because the designation “The Gdyatri
“ with its four feet, {which] are the eclements, the earth, the
“ body, and the beart,”” ean apply to God aloune ; for the men-
tion of feef in the shape of the elements &e., ean hiave no reference
to the [verse called the] Géyatri—a thing consisting of a con.
glomeration of alphabetical characters.t

4. [The objector next proceeds to argue that what is spoken

A further reavon why
it cannot be the Gdya-
iri thal is referred lo.
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of in one passage as being “ in the sky,” cannot be that which is,
in another passage, apaken of as the Light shining  from beyond
the sky.” To this the author, who holds that it is God who is
referred to in both passages, replies as follows.]

| STRTHRTE A ANTEfHAEEIIR, 1 e |

Godmay be referred  Apm, 27. IF [ you say thatit is] not
to wnder different a1~ [God that is spoken of in n certain passage
‘;'.:m as regards loca-  opilet He is spoken of in another] because
el there is a difference of declaration [in res-
pect of what is spoken of in the one passage and in the other],
it is not [as you say], hecause there is no incompatibility [in His
being referred to] even in hoth,

a. ‘If you say thatitis not so, hecausethere is a differenca
of declaration’ ;—[to “explain this ;—suppose an ohjector says]
bat then, as regards the preceding passage [see § 23], the sky,
in the passage “ In the sky the immortal triad of feet thereof,” is
mentioned in the 7th [or locative} case as the locusin guo there-
of [i. e,, as the place in which is that which is spoken of—he that
what it may :—and, on the other hand,] in the passage ‘ Now
the Light that shines thence from beyond the sky” [§ 23], the
sky is mentioned in tbe 5th [or ablative] case as the limi? [from
beyond which shines whatever Light that may he that is spoken
of) :—and go, since this difference of cases involves a differcnce
of declaration [in respect of what is thus declared to be in, and
what is declared to be beyond the sky], it is impossible to recog-
nise, in the passage that speaks of the Light, [that which is spo-
ken of in the other passage ;—so that, granting that the one
passage speaks of God, it is clcar the other does not] :~—well, if
any one says all this, it is replied No :—why ?—*¢ hecause there

F
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iv no imcempatibility fin His beiog referred to] even in both "~
that is to sy, because there is mothing $0 prevent His being
recognised even in two deseriptions involving different declen-
sionnl terminations® {-—for what in to prevant our regarding God
as existing at once within this * visihle diurnal sphere” and beyond
it] ?

4. Therefore it is a settled point that it is the Supreme Soul
alone that is spoken as the Light [in the passsge cited under
¢ 23] and not any other created light.t

¢. But tben {some objector will say,] ia the Upanishad called
the Haushitaki Brdhmana,in the narrative of Indra and [kmg] Pra-
tardana, we hear [in roply to Pratardana’s question respecting the
¢summum honum’], “He [[udra] said— Tam the life, in the
* abape of perfect knowledge ;j—do thou [that seekest to obtain
# the summum bosum] worship me, that life immortal.’”” In this
passrge [the objector will say] the word “ life” means Indra’s vital
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epirit, for such is notoriously the sonse of the term,~—and it does
mot mesn the Supreme Soul. This {objection] having presentest
itself, it i3 declared as follows.*—

| WTOREAE, 0 RE

That the term Life, Arn. 28. The Life [—§ 27. e.—menns
in a certain pastage, (od alone] because of the conclusion that it
:":'::ufii‘:' shonom from  30es 80, [which condlusion is forced upon ua

by an examination of the context].

a. That is tosay,—there [i. e. in the passage cited under § 27.
¢.]the word ‘life’ means God alone :<~why ?—* because of the
conclosion-that it does so"—i. e. because we must gonclude, or
.admit, that it does so—i. e. that it does mean God.t

6. To explain,~~Prutardana, verily, [when he received the re-
ply of Indra, § 27. ¢.,] was enquiring what was the thing most
desirahle for man. To him, thus desirous of the summum bonum,
the injunction to worship the Life is given in the.passage begin-
ning “ Iam the Life” &c. And [—since -God alone is the sum-
mum bonum and the sole proper object of worship—] how can that
which is thus indicated as the chief end of man be the vital spirit
fof Indra]? Therefore, by looking forwards and backwards [and
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thus bringing the light of the context tobear upoun the guestion}
it is settled for certain that the term ¢ Life’ [in § 27. ¢.] means God
alone* i

[¢.—The objector being understood stilt to contend that Indm
cannot mean God by the term * Life,” when he is speaking of Aim-
#elf as the * Life,’ the following sphorism is enunciated].

| A ARCERER AR YT
wHrgf@a, 1 Re

... Awm. 20—If [you say that it is] not
A chaage of lopic [God that it meant by the term ¢ Life’ in the
uot fo be supposedin the

absence af cvidence tkat  PRE88EE under § 27 ¢.,] hecause the speaker

amy change is intended. 18 Mentioning Aimself—[it is replied that it is

God]—for in this [eection of tha Veda wlere

the passags occurs] there is abundance of reference to the Super-

intending Spirit [—and a change of reference is not to be sapposed
withoat some evidence that a change is intended].

a.—[That is to say—we may eupposethe objector to con-
tinue:] botthen what you say—viz., that the term ‘Life’ [ § 27
c.] means God—is not right ;—such is the meaning of the ¢ not’
[the first word in 4ph. 20]. Why [is it not right] ?  Becanse the
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speaker is mentioning Aimself’—i.e. because it is of himself that the
speaker, viz., Indra, ia making mention.*

b.—To explain ;—[the objector says that God is not meant ]
hecause the speaker, viz. Indrs,  certain embodied kind of deity,
indicates himaself to Pratardana in that egotistic speech beginniog
with ¢ Come—do thou know me"—snd then going on “ I am the
Life, in the shape of perfect knowledge” &¢. Therefore thisisa
mention of the deity [Indra] himself, [and notof the Supreme
Soul]. This [objection] having presented itself, it is  declared
[§ 29 —that it is Dot so—] *“for in this there is abundance of
reference to the Soperintending Spirit ;”"—that is to say—for, or
because, in this, viz., section [of the Kaushiiaki Brdhmaga—§ 27.
¢.), there ia found abundance, or & great deal, of reference to the
Superintending Spirit, or of relation to the Supreme Soul. There-
fore—i. e. from the abundance of reference to the Supreme Soul
[in the section in question, which is almost entirely concerned
therewith,]—it is a settled point that it iy God, nnder the aspect of
the Life, and not any [embodied] deity, thatis here spoken of.t
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¢.—Why then does the speaker talk of himeelf { if it be God
that is meant in the passage in which Indra—see § 37. ¢.—aays
¢ Iam thelife” &c.]? This havinz become a matter of duohi-
tation, he declares as follows.*

| WIGEHITURRT ATHIAAA_ 1R |

Arn. 80. But the mentien, [by Indrs,
of fimaelf as the Supreme Spirit], was with
an eya to the Scripture, {#hich Ruthorises
sucha form of expression], as Vimapeva
{identifies himself, in another place, with Mann and with Bdryd].

The identification of
one's self with onother
ageordant with seriplurs.

a.—That is to say—the mention of the speaker, Indra, in the
passage * Do thou know me™ e’ [§ 29. 2.7 is to be understood
with an eye to the scripture :—that is to say, he [Iodra] was
speakiog whilst looking upon the mafter under that scriptursl
view which is conveyed in the text “ T myself [—whoever may
‘ be the speaker—] am the Supreme Soul.”t

5. Of this [way of regarding one’s self as identified with an-
other] there is an example [cited in the aphorism—in the words]
‘as Vimapeva’ ;—that is to say—as Viwmapeva, in aceordance
with the scriptural view, said “J was Manu, aud J was Siryga.”
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Therefore it is n seitled point that thia prasage [see ¢ 27, ¢.] ra-
fers to God under the aspect of ¢ the Life.'s

c. [In the next aphorisma compromise in regard to the pas-
sage cited under § 27. c. is rejected.]

rgmTmEfaF Rty SReTE TR irAETRY 7-
GTMA_ | AL

ara. 81, If[you say that it is] vot {God alone that is meant hy
the term ¢ Life’ in the passage under § 27 c.] because there is
here the mark by which the [embodied] soul and that by which
tire hreath of life is recognised ;—[then we reply] Nay,~—bhe-
cause [if the case were as you pretend, then] there would he
three sorts of worshippings [enjoined), aud because those [cha-
racteristics] are here annexed by reason of which the term must
[ be seen to ] refer [to God alone.]

a. But then [the objector—aiming at a compromise—may
say], what yon remark {in. apm. 29], that the *Life’ does not
mean the [embodied] deity { [ndra], because there is such abun.
dant reference [in the section where the term occurs] to the So-
preme Soul ;—this is quite true.  Still the passage does not re-
fer solely to QGod, hut it refers also to the [embodied] soul, and to
thae chief spirit [the breath of life]. Why?~- ¢ because there is
here the mark by which the [embodied] soul and that by which
the hreath of life is recognised ;>~—that is to any, there is the
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mark by which the [embodied] soul is recognised, and the mark
by which the breath of life is recognised.*

4. [To pass over the arguments by which the objector at.
tempts to show that three things, and not merely one, are refer-
red to in the passage under discussion,—the commentator, ex-
plaining the rejection of any compromise, says]—if you say
that it ia not God [alone that is meant,—then we say] No ;—
that is to say—it is not proper [to say as you do]. Why ?— * be.
¢ cause there wonld be a threefold case of devotion, ;—that is to
say,—becauce, if the case were such [as you attempt to makeit
out to ke], we should have [enjoined upon us ] a worshipping of
three descriptions, viz, (1) & worshipping of the [embodied]
soul, (2) a worshipping of the hreath of life, and (3) a wor.
shipping of God;t [for Indra, in the dispnted passage, enjoins
the worshipping of ¢ the Life’, whilst, of course, none but God
can be the proper object of worship.]

¢. Since, on the supposition that God is meant, the whole,
from first to last, is one consistent discourse ;itis improper to
suppose that there are different discourses. Therefore, since the
word ¢ Life’ is employed elsewhere—viz, in [the passage referred
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to in apH. 28—viz.] the text “For the same reason the Life [ means
QGod,"—since—we repeat—the word * life’ ia there employed]
as referring to QGod, in virtue of the characleristic of God
[there recognised—see § 22]; a0 it isa settled point that here also
the mention ie solely of God, because of there being annexed [nee
—4§ 28, 5—] the mention of characteristics that belong to God
alone—such as that of being the summum bonum.*

d. So much for the first quarter of the first lecture, entitled
¢ The Distinct Definition of the Supreme Soul’t

e. [Let us here teke a restrospective

Retrompective glance. glance at the ground gone over. In the

, first place it is to he remarked that the aim

of this division of the Aphorisms is to determine distinctly
what is meant by the term God, and by what other terms in
Scripture God is meant. The former of these questions is de-
termined in the first four aphorisms, the latter in the remaining

twenty-seven.

J. As the enqniry is conducted with the view of n.s.certaining'
the sense of Beripturs, it will be observed that all the reasonings
proceed on the hypothesis (—-see the Nydya Aphorisms, Book I
No. 80,—) that the autherily of Bcripture is not dispnted.
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g. Ol the twenty-seven aphorisma in which it is sought to
determine what are the terms by which, in Scripture, it is
God that is really meant, Mr. Colebrooke, in his essays Vol. 1. p.
338, gives the following summary :—

‘“ The omuipotent, omniscient, sentient cause of the universe, is
‘ ([dnandamaya) essentially happy. He is the hrilliant golden per-
‘* son, seen within (antar) the solar otb and the human eye. He
‘'is the etherial element (dkds’s), from which all things proceerd
* and to which all return. He is the breath (prdna) in which all
‘ beings merge, into which they all rise.  He is the light (jyolish)
¢ which shinesin heaven, and i all places high and low, everywhere
“ thronghout the world, and within the human person. Heis the
“ breath (prdna) mnd intelligent self, immortal, undecaying
“ and happy, with which Indra, (in a dislogue with Pratardana, )
¢« identifiea himself."

The rcader of thia summary must not understand it as contain-
ing the Ved4dntin’s description of God. The risk of its being so
underatond might perhaps have been best avoided by comverfing
each of the propuoritions, and making the predicate take the
place of the snhjeet, No douht the Vedintin halds that God is
everything, and therefore all these things; but adpari{vaya, in
his twenty-seven aphorisms, is not concerned abont estahlishing
this, or anything like it, e is bent on declaring, not that God
is th's that or the other thing, but on determining that this that
and the other ferm, which might seem, in certain passages of
acripture, to mean something else than God simply, reslly is
employed in the sense of nothing elee than God simply.

h. Since rrerder not conversant with the topics handled by
A{vAR{vAY¥A may brapt tn think that needless difficulties are
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occasionally started, and needless tronble takento remove them,
we would here refer the reader to our remarks at the conelusion
of the first Book of the Nyéya Aphorisms. Bipanfvaya did
not make the difficulties, but he found them. The ohjections
were extant ; and those that had any show of plansibility—whilat
the ohjector conceded the authority of the Vedas—Bioarirawa,
bent on demonstrating the consistency of the Vedas, did not con-
sider bimself at liberty to ignore].
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FREFACE,

T'he great body of Hindd Philosophy ia based upon six sets of very
concise Aphorisma. 'Without 8 commentary the Apborisms are acarcely
intelligible, they being designed not 80 much {0 commumicate the doe-
trine of the particular achocl, as to aid, by the briefest possible sugges-
tions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine shall have been already
communiceted. To this end they are admirably edspted ; mnd, this
being their end, the cbscurity, which must needs sttach to them in the
eves of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault.

For various reasons it is desirable that there should he an accurate
translation of the Aphorisms, with so much of gloss a8 may be required
to render them intelligible. A class of pandits, in {he Benares Banskrit
College, having been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a
version of the Aphorisms, brought outin successive portions, shall be suh-
mitted to the criticism of these men, and, through them, of other learn.
ed Bréhmans, so that eny errors in the version may have the best chance
of heing discovered and rectified. The employment of such a version
as & class-book is designzd to subserve further the attempt to determine
accurately the aspect of the philorophicsl terminology of the East as

regards that of the West. IR B
Benares College, } o

5tA Jamuary, 1851.






THE

VAIS'ESHIKA DOCTRINE.

INTRODUCTION.

A.—[ Tee commentary, by Sankana Mis’ra, the “ Adorn-
ment of the Aphorisms of Kavina,” (Suiropaskdra), commen-
ces ag follows],

B,—S3alutation to the venerable Ganesa! Victorious is the
man-lion [Vishnu] dear to [the goddess] Lakshmi! Om ! I salute
Hara [or Siva] inthe lap of whose high.wreathed matted locks
the river of the gods disports, and whose forchead is resplendent
with [the moon] the lover of the night !

C.—My reverence is ever [due] to Kax{pa and to BEavani-
THa—the two through whom I have become thoroughly proficient
in the Vais‘eshika doctrine,

D.—Like [that funambulist] the spider [which runs on a thread
—mifra—] my boldness also in this case will attain success, whilst
I proceed, where I have no [other] support, in reliance upon [those
threads—stfra—] the Aphorisms alone [and not on any com-
mentary¥].

* =Y TWNTT AW 1 #H SenwiEwT wafi )



2 THE VAI8'ESBIEA APHORIBMS.

E.—Certain discriminating persons afflicted by the triad of erils
[see—Sdnkliya Lecture—No. 80—], investigating the means of the
cessation of the triad of evils, discovered, in various Seriptures,
law treatises, histories, and sacred poemeg, that the means there-
of is merely the perception of the real nature of Soul. Moreover,
wishing to know the path which might be the means of attainiog
to that, they approached the preeminently benevolent sage
Kanipa.

F.—Now Kay{pa, morcover, the great waint, possecssing a
knowledge of the truth, freedom from passion, and superbuman
power [—see Sinkhya Lecture—No. 18—], baving reflected
in his mind—as follows—rviz.:- ““The preeminent way to the
¢ attainment of the perception of the real nature of Soul is the
¢ knowledge of truth [derived] from [the knowledge of] tbe
¢ [mutual} agreements and disagreements of the Six Catego-
“ ries [into which the  omne scibile” is distributed)] ;—and this
“ [knowledge of tho mutual relations of the Categories] may be
“ completed, without toil on the part of these [ enquircrs]
“ by means of duty [of the kind—to be described elsewhere as]
¢ characterised by forbearance [from works either positively evil
¢« or undertaken with a view to the gaining of their transitory
“ fruits) ; —therefore I (Kanipa] shall, in the first place, declare
““ what is dufy—both as regards its characteristic mark and ite
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LEcTURE I. sEoTiON 1. 3

« generic nature; and, immediately thereafter, I shall declave
¢ the Six Chntegories by {the segular process— referred to Dby
« Mr. Colebrooke at p. 264 of bis Essays vol. 1. viz,] enunci-
¢¢ ation, definition, and cxamination:”—having sctticd this in
his mind,—in order to [bespeak] the attention of these [en-
quirers aforesaid}]—he makes an offer * [in the shape of the
Aphorism, No. ], here following].

Trne ApoorisMs oF THE 181 DIVANAL SECTION oF
THE I8T LECTURE.

The subject pro-

} wUTAT W ST 1

No. ). Now, therefore, we shall describe duty.

posed.

a,—[ The commentator, on this, remarke ns follows]—By
saying “ Now"—he implies [that the enunciation of this Apho-
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4 . THE VAIB‘ESHIEA APHOBISMS.

rism comes} immediately after (the intimation of] the desire of
the disciples {to he informed as to how they may escape from
the triad of evils]. By saying “ Therefore’”—he means—asince
disciples, apt to bear &c, and free from malice, have come to me.*

d.—[ The commentary then goea on to offer an alternative
explanation of these words—the remarks having much the same
drift as those at the opening of the Muktdvali (the commentary
on the Bhdshd-parichchheda) on the import of a * henediction”
(mangale)—which the word athe ““now” is held to stand for.t
After disposing of this matter, the commentator proceeds to
say—ae follows]—Now he [Kanipal} declares [or defines] the
thing which he’ tahled} [in his first Aphorism—viz., duty].

The means °f} ﬁrq@ﬁ:ﬁﬂﬁ!ﬁ: T WE R 4

rmancipafion.

No. 2—Duty ( dharmma) is that from which there results
¢ emancipation’ (nik#'reyasa) through ¢exaltation’ (abAyudaya).

a.—[ In explanation of these terms the commeuntator tells us
that) “exaltation” means {the being exalted hy] the ¢ knowledge of
reality,” and ¢ emancipation” means the ““ahgolutely final cesaation
of pain;” and ““ duty” is that from which come hoth [of these].§

b.~~But then [—exclaim the conaulters of Kawina—] the
evidence [of your assertion] that the duty [that consists) of
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LEcToRE I, seoTiom 1. 5

forbearance [from worke either positively evil or undertaken
with a view to the gaining of their transitory fruits] is the ineans
of (attaining to] emancipation through the knowledge of truth
—[the cvidence of this—we say—] is the Veda., [Now] we [the
present enquirers] deny the authority of the mere Veda—for it
has the faults of being false, self-destructive, and tautological.
That it is false [is proved] by a son’s no! being born even after
there has been performed the [ceremony of] puifreshti [or
¢ macrifice for the sake of a son’ which ceremony, the Veda
promised, was to lead to the Dbirth of a son3.*

c.—[ After citing examples—which we herc pretermit—of what
they take to be self-contradiction and tautology in the Veda, the
objectors go on to say that] neither is there anything that shows
that the Veda is en instrument of right knowledget, [and that,
in short] the whole matter is a mass of uncertainty}.

d.—[ By way of reply to all these objections] therefore, [says
the comrentator] he [Kawina] declares§ [as follows].

Why the Veda is held to be
an authority in the matier.

} RETATRTRTAN AT, 020

No. 3.—As it is the declaration thereof, there is an authority
[or a right to be received as evidence] in the Peda,
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a.—The word  thereof” refers to God—although the vame
[indicated by the pronominal has not been wmentioned before—or]
is not standing near —for He is understood to be meant, from
the notoriety* [of the unse of a pronomioal—Ilike the English
“ He” or *“ Him” with a capital—when speakiog of Him though
not mentioned, on the occasion, previously].

b—[And if you think that Ka~{pa had no right to employ a
pronominal where the pame of what wag therehy implied bad not
gone close hefore —then you must extend your censure—which
you are not likely to do—to Gaurams;—for the word ‘God’ is here
indicated by a pronominall—just a8 in the aphorism of GavTama
[~~the 57th in the 2nd Chapter—viz.,] “ The unanthoritativeness
“ thereof [inay he inferred] from its faults of untruth, self.contra-
¢ diction, and tautology”—[as, I repeat,—in this aphorism of
Gavrama—I]the Veda too, which had not been mentioned near
the place, is indicated hy the cxpression “ thereof)'t

c.—And thus [the mecaning of the 3d aphorisin appears to be
this that] the authoritativeness [—i. e., a8 remarked in the Veddn-
ta paribhdshd, the heing the instrument of correct Knowledge} —]
of the Veda (dmndya) is [derived] from its being ¢ the declaration
thereof’—i. e, a revelation by Him who is the Lord.$

ettty
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LEcTuge I, sgoriox l. 7

d.—Or [if you do not choose to allow that the pronominal
refers to God, you may say that] the “° thereof”” refers to dufy—
which [term] does stand near* [—being mentloned in the prece-
ding aphorism, No. 2].

e.—[Passing over the commentatorial details relative to th:s
alternative view of the import of the pronominal, we goon to
where, as the commentator tells us,] having, in pursuance of the
wish of the diaciples, explained what dufy is, as regards its nature
and its characteristic |1, e, as regards ita genus and differentia,]
there is [next presented] an aphorisin with a view to explaining
the object-matter [of tbe treatise] and the relationt [between the
treatise and that object-matter].

Enuncistion of the Cate- mmmmmw.
gories, the Knowledge of

\which is fo dead to Eman- [ [AUTERIATATAL Truwrtwwhat
wpation AR RT 1811

No. 4..—~Emancipation [is to be attained] through the Know-
ledge of truth, produced by a particutar Kind cfduty [—that ex-
plained under No, 4. g—] which [knowledge of truth] specially
relates to the agreements and disagreements of [the 5ix Catego-
rieg, referred to at f., which Categories are] Substance, Quality,
Action, Community, Distinction, and Concretion.

a.—Suchb a knowledge of truth is dependent on the Vais’eshi-
ka doctrine; therefore [do we assert that] it also [—viz., that

* _wgy afkla efufed waRe vamwly |
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8 THE VAIS'ESHIRA APHORISME,

this doctrine—] in a means of emancipation —just ana staff with
cakes} [—tied in a bundle to the end of it, to be carriedon s
journey--—may be spoken of asa means of susteaance, for when the
gtafl is brought then the cakes are brought]. '

b.—[In accordance with the established opinion, smong Hindd
commentators, that it is proper to point out not merely what
is the object-matter of the book and what is the motive for
attending to the matter, but also what is the relafion of the
book to its object.matter, and who is the person concerned in
the enquiry—the commentator informs us that] here it is to be
understood that tbe relation hetween this dectrine and emancipa.
tion 18 that of cause and effect ; between tbis doctrine and the know-
ledge of truth, that of an instrument and its operation ; between
emancipation and the knowledge of truth, that of effect and
canse; and hetween the Categories ‘Substance &¢.) and the
doctrine, that of matter for exposition and expositor *,

the nature of Eman- » 5 Jong discussion of the opinions current

cipation. respecting the nature of ‘emancipation’.
He denies that this consists in absorption into Brahma —for, he
argues,] if you sty that ¢emancipation’ is the absorption of the
human sounl into the divine soul, then this is absurd—if by € ah-
gorption’ you mean the hecoming one—for iwo never become
one [of the same kind]. And the opinion of the FEkadaendins
[—those who, uniike the hearers of the triple etaff, carry &

A dispute m“""ﬂg} ¢.—[The commentator then enters into
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LecTuRe 1. seorion 1. 9

single ataff asan emblem of their belief in but one reality—viz.
Brahma or the Absolute—] is to be rejected—[the opinion
viz,—] that “ ¢ Absorption’ is the departure of the ‘subtile body’
“and the ‘subtile body’is [the aggregate of] the eleven organs
¢¢[—see Lecture on the Sénkhya No. 297 and ¢ the departure
[we say] of these and of the [gross] body is absorption,”—[this
opinion of the Ekadanding is to be rejected] hecause of the
non-existence of any proof that Soul does consist of Knowledge
and of Joy [as the followers of the Veddnta assert that it docs).
And this scripture i8 no proof of it—viz.—* Brahma is the etcrnal,
knowledge, and joy—for this [when correctly interpreted] de-
clares Hia possession of knowlcdge and his possession of joy
[—not his being made up thereof] ;—for [—as every one knows—]
there is such a feeling a8 ““I know” or “1 am happy,” but
not such n one as “I am knowledge” or “I nmn joy.” *

d.—Moreover it turng out [—if we adinit the tenet of the
Vedéinta that nothing really exists except Brahmer—] that there
is no difference between one emancipated and one mundane [or

L AGRA AT gt S7_ | =937 wedh-
TeT AT, | A TERs wafr | fewrdmny e
R wifatt At woTR e o7 T A
fowamargs_ | WTWAT XS YEEAY FRIQTET |
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10 TOR VAIS'ESHIEA APHORIAMA,

still in the flesh] because each, [on that view of the case] e¢ven
now, is Brahma. ¥

¢.—~ [After sume other remarks which we omit, the commmen-
tator says) the cessolion of pain, [that cesgation being] of the kind
that has been described, [viz absolute] is the ‘summum bonum.’t

Jf—[With reference to the construction of the words in the
aphorism—No. 4—he tells us that] in the expression * knosw-
ledge of truth” the sixth [or genitive] case has the force of the ob-
jective ; and in the expression * agreements and disagreements”
the third [or instrumental] case has the force of specification
i [—the knowledge being of that kind which the expression in
the third case denotes]. '

g—[In the aphoriem-—-No. 4—] the expression  produced
by a particular kind of duty” qualifies [or particularises] the
expression “knowledge of truth.” Here the particular kind
of duty is that of forbearamce § [—see No. 2. d.—]

A, —But if [~——contrary to the analysis adopted under No, 4.

A WYY TXMAfT TwE gwdefodttan
wufw: 0
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LEOTORE I, seotron 1. 11

J—] it is the docirine that is meant by the expression {which
haa been rendered] “knowledge of truth”—because * truth is
known thereby’ [i. e. by means of the doctrine,] then the
“ pucticular kind of duty” [of which we have given our own view
under No. 4. g.] must be interpreted to consist in the ascertain-
ment of and the grace of God—for itis a matter of tradition
that  The great saint, Kan{pa, having attained to the ascertain-
ment and to the grace of God, revealed his doctrine,”*

i—And here, by “ knowledge of truth” we mean to say the
beholding of Soul—since thereby alone is it possible for imagi-
nary and false knowledge to be rooted out.t

J—Now, enunciating the species included in the category of
¢ Substance,’—the one enounced first [in No. 4.] in consideration
of its being what [alone] attains to emancipation [—asioce there-
upon the other categories vanish--] and of its being the substra-
tum of all the other categories, he [Kanipa] goea on to say :}—-

The Category of Sub-} i e TTICTHTN HRT -
stance dipided, T ®/A {Fﬁ i ﬁl 1 '{ "

No. 5.—Earth, water, light, air, ether, time, place, sonl, mind
—such are the Substances.
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12 THE VAIS'ESHIEA APHORISME.

a~—The expression “ such’ {i#) is iutended to make the aeser-
tion definite :—therefore the meaning is, that there are just nine
Substances and not nine and more.*

b.—But {gome one may object that] * Gold is notearth because
it is without odour [which——sce the Tarks-sangraha p.5.—is
s held to be the characteristic of earth]—nor is it water because it
“jn devoid of viscidity and of natural fluidity; voris it fire
“ because of its weight—and, for the same reason neither is it air
“ or ether [both of which are held to be devoid of weight];—
¢ therefore it is different from all the nine [ciiumerated in No.
¢5.]"—if [you say this—-then I, the commentator, say] No:—
your first two reasons are valid [against gold’s being earth ar
being water], but your third is a case of {the fullacy termed]
¢ unreality of the alleged naturet’—{for the “followers of this doc-
trine hold that gold is not really heavy in ifself, but appears to be
heavy through its admixture with earthy particles—and] the gold
itself is composed of fire or Light.t

c.—Qualities—in the shape of some quality or another—[—not
all qualities in all cases—] reside in all Substauces, they are the
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LEcTvRE §. grotiON 1. 13

characteristica of the Subatances, and it is they which render Sub-
stances cognizable ;—therefore, immediately after the Substances,
he enunciates and divides the Qualities* [es follows] :—

e c , FTCHNPTENT: ST AT R A
¢ Cal 0 - -
Qunli!qu?ﬁpi- LEAUE U LG LA | qTgq: §Egw
o YT WA A 1 4 |

No. 6.~Colour, Savour, Odour, Tangibility, Numbers, Mag.
nitudes, Sevcralty, Conjunction and Disjunction, Distance and
Proximity, Thoughts, Pleasure and Pain, Desire and Aversion,
Efforts and [others] are the Qualities.

a.—By the “and” he adds [to this ligt] Weight, Fluidity
Viscidity, Momentum, Merit and Demerit, and Sound ; for tbese
are notorioualy known to be Qualities, and thercfore he did not
mention tbem by word of moutb.+

b.—Aud [-next-] Actionsare things perceptible, because they awe
their existence to Substances and to Qunliiieq, and they ‘inhe_re in
coloured [and therefore perceptihle Substances ;—tberefore, im-
mediately after the naming of the Substances and the Qualities,
he enunciates and divides the Category of] Action} {as follows]—

v R €y quUEt edwmniyae wulewa
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14 THE VAIS'ESHIKA APHORISME,

SRTAA TR UR TG (O I WATH-
The Catego
"‘“""iﬂ} fr wwtfa 1 o 1

No. 7.—Elevation, Depression, Contraction, Dilatation, Mo-
tion—such are the Actions.

a.—The ¢ puch” [—conf. No. 5. a.—] is intended to make
the assertion definite ;—for whirling &c., too are not distinct from
Motion, [and are not therefore omitted in the enumeration.)
And here the kinds [of Action called] Elevation, Depression,
Contiaction, Dilatation, & Motion, are clearly five species inclu-
ded under Action,*

b.—{ This division of ¢ Action’ is ohjected to by others, on the
ground that ¢ Action’ and ¢ Motion® are convertihle terms,—s0
that the citation of ¢ Motion’ a8 one member in the division of
¢ Action’ is nothing else than the citation of ¢ Motion’ as one mem-
ber in a five-fold division of ¢ Motion’ itself. In the commentary
before ua this objection is treated voluminously. A more concise
solution of the difficulty is offered in the Dindhari, a commentary
on the Siddhdnta-mukidvali whicb is a commentary on the popu-
lar text-book the BAdshd-parichchheda, 'The author of the Dind-
kari, stating the opinion of the objector, says—]—mnow, since
we can obtain ¢ Elevation’, and the rest, from ¢ Motion’ simply,
the division [ of * Action’] into ¢ Elevation &c.’ is improper. Nor
{can you eay that] the fact of their being ¢ Motion® is not discer-
nible in ¢ Elevation’ and the othera,——-for, in the case of a clod,

*—gfreauTeaTs: |y TRttt | w-
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-LEoTURE I, sEortom I. 16

or the like, elevated npwards or depressed downwards, the convic-
tion [—if there be any—] is—that is goes upwards, or it goes
downwards [ ——s0 that there is a going—or ¢ Motion’—in either.
cnse—];—but if you say this { —resumes the anthor of the Dindkri
~— ] it is not as you say—for one most not [ presnme to direct a
great sanctified sage {like Kaw{pa] whose will isindependént* {and
who may divide  Aotion’ according to his own good pleasure.}

¢~—Next after the topic of the enunciation of ¢ Bubstance’ §e.,
[—see § 5 &c.—] the topic of the communities nf character be-
longing to the three [—viz. to substance, quality, and action,—~}
begins. Here, since the disciple is on the look out for the * com-
mupities of character’ beloning to the three, because these [—aee
—14 1. in the Introduction—] conduce to the ‘ knowledge of truth
{which—see§ e—leads eventually to emancipation),—even be
fore enouncing the [remaining] three categories, beginning wit-
* Sameness’ he mentions the communities of character belong-
ing to the [first] three +—aa follows.

ﬁ A .Q 4
In what respect Sub- T i
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14 THE TAISTNEVE. ADEVRMAIS,

No. 8-~The indifférence Bubstances, Quatities, amd Actisms,
iw thin that they are entities, mot eterhal, inhering in Substance;
effects, caudes, asd having [—or being the ooly loci of—] genos
& uvitiinate difference.

«,—The werd ‘indifferedce’ means wmerely 2 ¢ community of
chardcter’ {which may exist, &, in the case of the three catego-
ries in qoestion, does exist] even where ¢ difference’ ulso exisin.*

bi—* Entitien’—1. ¢. theso three alone are the objects in regard
to which the belief is entertained that they do exist—{and this
belief is entertained] because these are associnted with existence.t

—¢ Not eternal’—i. ¢. the counter-opposite [—and possible
victim=—] of an emergent nou-existence { —in other words sonie-
thing liable to destruction.] Although this charaeter is not
aclumoa to Atoms or the Ether &e.,—yet what we mean to speak
of in the posaension of the distinctive eharacter as & eategory f—
this digtinctive character betng here either that of Substance
Qunlity or Action—] which resides in those things that are the
fcounter-opposites of an emergent non.existence’—[—and which
muay reside, and does, in some that are not such].}
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LEcTURE I. sxcriony 1. 17

d.~—¢ Inhering in Substance’—i. e., ‘Substance’ is the substraium
thereof ¥[—in the absence of which neither a Quality nor an Ae-
tion could exist— nor an ordinary Substance itself,—seeing that
any euch given substance as a jar exists only in virtue of the
exiatence of the constituent Substances, e. g. its halves, which
furnish its gubstratum]. '

e.—[The name of an *effect’ does not apply to such things as
the Atoms which xaN{pa holds to be eternal; and the redun-
dancy in the definition is explained away like the one in §
8. c.]
- J~—Now he states the ‘ communities of character’ belonging to
Substance and Quality only ¥ [—excluding Action].

Hou for Subsiaxce | wrorwmdl; goTAYATCWEE wTH
an g s, || TR i
R B N

No. 9.—Itis the common character of Subatance and Quality
that each origiuates its congener,

a.—By the next aphoriam he renders clear juat the preéent
one, §

~
XEI{@ XATACATCHA AT TR 108

No. 10.—Suhstances origivate another Substance, and Quali-
ties another {like] Quality,
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18 THE VAMBANIKA APHORIEMS,

a.—[Thus the two halves of a jar originate, or prodnce, the
jar; and the black or red colour of the halves originates the black
or red colour of the jar.}

b.—But why then do 4cfions not originate other Actions ?—In
treply to this he says* [as follows].

kdcﬁo:dnal R .

H 4 .

a;’cji;zeﬁﬁd} w% gaery A fagd 1oy i
ciwn, :

No. 11.—An Action ia not what is established by an Action,

a.—~—The verb ¢ to be’ [—in the expression ¢ An Action is’ &e.—]
i bere intended for knowledge [—that is to say, it is intended
~~like the ¢ logical copula’ of European logiclans-—to make one
aware that the subject and predicate etand in sucb and
such a relation to one another J;—but it does not connote

exislence t.

&.—The meaning [of the aphorism] is, that there iano evidence
of an Action’s being completed or definitively resulting} io an
Action, as there is of & Subtance’s or a Quality’sin its originated
congener 1—[§9]. [Action, or motion, commencing in the deatruc-
tion of a former conjunction—i. e. in the disjunction of the body
from the place which it previously oceupied, is regarded as being

*—77 T FATA W WCATCHA TRV |
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LEOTURE I. seorioNn 1, 19

completed in the subsequent conjunction of the body with another
locality —aee § 14. a.],

¢.—He [nowstates the the difference of character in Substance
from Quality and Action*—thus. '

Wherein Substance

. . £, .
3{;;;!, f";,‘,fd fg;":} A e g wTae wuir iRl

hon,

No, 12,—Neither effect nor cause slays Substance.

a.—The menaning is—that its own product does not destroy a
Suhstance, nor does ita own cause destroy a Substance, because
two suhstances which stand to each other in the relation of source
apd product [—e. g. yarn and the web formed thereof—] do
not atand to each other in the relatiou of contradictoriest[—op-
posed and opposing.]

b,—* Slaye’—is an ‘ aphoristic’ expression} [—and the illustri-
ous propounders of aphorisms have the privilege of employing
words in ways more strange than would be tolerated in ordinary
cases).

¢.—He next states that a Quality [unlike a Substance] is destroy-
ed {both] by its cause and its efect. §
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0 THE VAIRENHIEA APHORISMS.

IHIYT w1 R}
No. 13.—In both waye Quality.

a.—That is to say—it is destroyed by its product and destroy-
ed by its cause. In the came of the firat, [second, third,} and
following Sounds [generated in succession by the ethereal
uodulations originated by the sonorous bodyl, and in the
case of Notions [succeeding each other in the train of thought],
and the like coses, thereis an instauce of [a Quality’s] being
deatroyed by its own product (each successive thought, for instance
being the product and the superseder of the one preceding].
Bat in the case of the lasf [wave, or the like, which is suc-
ceeded by no other], we have an instance of its being des-
troyed by its cause—for [—as our author chooses to view the
matter—]the destruction of the las¢ {Sound] is due [—siunce it
can be due to nothing else—] to the pemultimale one* [from
which it also took its origin].

b.—[Sound—it must not be forgotten—is here regarded es =
gquality of the Ether, and Knowledge as a gualify of the Soul].

c¢.—Having stated that Qualities are oppozed by [or cannot co-
exiat with] their effects and canres both, he next statesthat an
Action is opposed only by its effect.t
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No. 14.—Action is opposed by its effect.

a, —[The expression kdryyaviredhi, in the aphorism, is] a Baku-
vrfhi compound signifying ¢ whercof the effect ia the opponent.’
[Action is said to be opposed byits ecffect] because a motion is
destroyed by the latter conjunction produced by itself* [—sec 11.
4]

b —Having, in accordance with the wishes of the disciples,
stated tbe communities of character belonging to the three [—sce
§ 7], now, commencing the topic of Definition, + [—see Introduc-
tion, f.—], be says—

The  definition | e arasafascafifa vawwgy
of Substance, J' 1 '\"L \

No. 15.—1It has Action and Qualit.ies, it is the [sole} intimately
united cause [or substratum]—such ig the characteristic of Sub-
stance.

a.~[The expression, in the aphorism,] kriyd-gupavat means
tbat € in it beth Action and Qualities reside.’f

&.—Here the word ‘characteristic’ meana a mark—a species of
exclusive tokem which distinguishes thinge of the same from things
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29 THE VAIS EBHIKA APHORISMS,

of another genus.-—By ita etymology it signifies  that whereby
something is recogniged’.*

c.—Likewise, the fact of being an ‘intimately united cause’
[or substratum] aleo is & difference of the category of Substance
[alone—see § 18, a.—] out of the six categoriest [—§ 4.].

d.—Since the enunciation of the Qualities came next after [that
of] Substance, he now atates the definition thereof § [next after
the definition of Substance].

TATIYTATA, SR AT RTCTH-
The definstion A .
o Qualty | ade xfa guemwA. 1140

No. 16.—Inhering in Substance, not having Qualities, not =

cause of Conjunction or Disjunction if independent—auch is the
definition of Quality,

@.—*Inhering in Substance’—i. e, ita wont is to reside in a Sub-
stance, But this [charactet] belongs to Subsiance also, [as
well as to Quality, for a jar is as dependent on its two balves for
its existence ns the colour of the jar is dependant on the Sub-
stance of the jar]—therefore he saye ‘not having qualities’.§

b.—Bat still it [—viz, the definition, even thus narrowed—]
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LEcTURE 1. sEcTiOoN 1. 23

extends [—where the definition of Qunlity ought not—] to Acfion
[—which resides in Substance—see § 15, a.—and which is not a
substratum of qualities—see § 8, ¢.—] ; therefore, he says “not a
cause of conjunction or disjunction¥{—which Action, or motion,
is—see § 17].

¢.—And [yet again, conjunction, which is a quality, may be
the cause of conjunction—as the conjunction of the man’s hat
with his head may be the cause of the hat’s, mediate, conjunction
with the ground on which the man stands]—therefore he says -
[where it is so, it is not] f independent [or direct].’ Here, aftcr
the word ¢independent’ the word ‘quality’ is to be supplied
[—which accounts for the masculine ending of the word]. The
senge then is—¢that which, being independent {or unaided by
something intermediate], is not a cause of Conjunctions and Dis-
Junctione.™t

d—He next states the definition of ¢ Action, which —[zec
§ 4-—) was enunciated next after ‘Quality.’}

THZIAAY CANEAAY  FTCYHAT-
The definition " »
o detion.  erfirfq wwEaque 1 Lo
No. 17. Belonging to a single substance, without qualities,

a’canse of Conjunctions and Disjunctions [and a cause there-
of prospectively] independent,—such is the definition of Action.
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24 THE VAI8'EBHIRA APHORISMS,

a.—* Belonging to a single substance’—i. e. that of which
[unlike such Qualities as Conjunction and Disjunction] a siogle
substance is the substratum.*

&—* Without qualities’—i. c. there is not in this any qualityt
fof those in the list given under § 6].

¢—° A cause of Conjanctions and Disjunctions independent’:—
here the independentness consiats in the [Action’s] being iode-
pendent [—not of Substance, for example, apart from whick
it cannot exist,—but]) of any thing arising subsequently to its
own production.} [Tbus, whilst a Quality, such as Conjunc-
tion, can be a cause—say of another Conjunction-—see § 16. ¢.—
ooly through the intervention of another Conjunction,—or
whilst a Quality, auch as the Weight, Odour, and the like, in
the separate halves that are toform a jar, can be a cause—e. g.
of the Weight, the Odour, and the like, of the jar itaelf—only
through the intervention of another Quality—the Conjunction,
namely, of the separate halves ;—dclior, on the other hand, is
the direct or immediate cause of the Disjunction of the moving

body [rom the place which it quits, and of its subsequent Con-
junction with the place which it reaches],

d. He now reverts to the topic of the communilies of charac.
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LEOTURE 1. sEoTiON 1. 25

ter [belonging to the first three categories], since commuuities of
character serve to establiah a distinction [between what possesses
and what doea not possess these], just as does any definition* [the
topic wherewith we are now concerned.]

Substance the mb- | . XAYUETUL H=f FTCT GIAH
stantial  or intimate
cawre of the first three, | ')\c: 1

No. 18,—Of Substances Quality and Action, Substance js the
cause ; [—sucb is] a common character [of the three}.

a.—That is to aay—it is, singly, quite equally common [to the
three]—as [when one saye] “ She [speaking of some woman—1}
is the common mother of the two™.+ The meaning is—that m
one single substance, as a substratum (or substantial cause)
there (may) reside, as products, Substance, Quality and Action}
—[for example-—in the substance of a jar, as a substratum, tbere
may subsist at once the jar itself, the colour of the jar, and the
motion of the jar when foating down tbe Ganges].

&#.—He nstatea, as a common character of the three, that their
non-intimate cause may be a quality.§

Quality the m-inri-} CHAWT MW; 120

mate cause of the firet
tAree.
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14 THE ViM'MARNX4 APHAQRIAMS.

No. 19+~In tewo waya » Quality [may be » cause of all
the three].

a~[He means to may that] a common character of the thres
in this, that they possess that generic character which resides in
whatever has a Quality as its non-inlimafe [or in-substantial]
cauge,* )

5. —Of Substances the non-intimate cause is Conjunctiont
[—as the conjunction of the threads is the non-intimate cause of
the web. Then again—see Forka-samgraha p. 22.—tha colowr of
the threads is the non-intimate cause of the colourof the web.}
And thus a quality may be aconse ¢ in two ways’—inasmuch as
the quality may be ons already existing in the cemse—e. g. 1he
tolour,—or it may be ons existens only in the produci—e. g. that
ecRjunction]. .

¢~—That a single action may sometimes produce mors effects
than ope, he thus states§.

A cavee may pro-

guce divess cf-} QRATRHATAL S 1 e 1

No. 20.—0f Conjunction, Disjunction and Momentum [or the
manifestation of inerfia in what is in motion], Actioa [—is the
common cause].

a.—* Isthe common enuse’—snch is the eonmection,|| [of this

«—yureaaifTwToy tiwenfan feaveees_ g
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rxcrvas 1. szommox 1. 97

sphoriem, with § 18. in which the words, here omitted elllptiosl-
Yy, occur].

1 9 3=Mam, IR 1
No. 2t.—Not of Substances.

a.—That is to say—Action Is not the canse of Substances,
Why so?—therefore [—bince the queation may be put—] he
tells ug.*

1 SfaesE, 1 jR 1
No, 22.—Because of its sbolition.

g.~-¢ Becouse of its abolition,’—i. e. bechuse of the cessation
[of Action when completed]. When the Action has been put an
end to by the ultimate Conjunction [to which it tended—#eo
§ 14, a.], the [new] substance is produced {—as the jar is pro~
duced when the two halves, being moved towards each othcer,
bave met, and the motion hag ceased—] ; henece Action is not &
canee of a Substancet [ —that is to say not a permanent and con-
subsisting cause—for it i# the cause of the Conjunction which
is ona of the permanent and con-subsisting causes of the jac].

b.—Now he mentions the fact that, in the case of 2 single pro-
duct, many may have been the originators.}

€.
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28 THE VAIG'ESHIKA APHORISME.

No. 28.—--A substance which ie a product is the common pro-
perty [i.e. the common result] of snbatances [more than one].

a.—DBy ¢ substances’ [in the plural] we mean either two or
more. From two threads, a web of two threads originstes ; and
from many threads, a web [as usually met with] ;—but no weh is
seen composed of one [straight] thread. *

b.—But then [—the question may occur—] as 8 substance is
tbe product of aubstances, and in like manner a quality that of
qualities, is an action too the product of actions ?—therefore [to
prevent such a notion from being adopted) he says :—+

FERWRTS THATH_ | 8 )

No. 24.—Not of Actione [—more or fewer—see § 23 a.—any
more than of a single Action—asee § 11.], theough the difference
of their character [in thia particular] from that of Qualities—[is
Action the product].

a.—* Is Action the product’—such is the remainder} [of the
sentence given elliptically in the aphorism].

b.—1It has been mentioned [at § 9], a» a characteristic com-
mon to Suhstance and Quality, that they originate their conge-
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LEOTURE I, secTION 1. 29

ners. - But, with reference to the same point, it was denied—by
the aphorism [ § 11 ] viz,, ** An Action is not what is established
by an Action”—that actions originate their like. That fact is
re-asserted in the present aphorism :—such is the state of the
¢ase *

¢.—Now, pointing out that Qualities which reside in the com-
plex [—or in a complex substratum—] have their origin in more
substances than one [at a time], he sayst—

Of qualiies "-} famraa: s veg SR
uiring a comples
glbitrgmm. P =y 1

No. 25.—Noembers from two upwards, Severalty, Conjunetion,
and Disjunction [arise from—or require for their production—

more substances than one].

a.—* Arise from more substapces than ome—such ia tho
remainderf {of the sentence given elliptically in the aphor-
ism ;—a retrospective regard being_ bad to § 23].

b, But then, s substances that are made up of parts [—see
§ 28—1], and as the qualities hefore mentioned [at § 25], reside in

*FYUAT: CATAATNES TR W, | AW o
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30 THE VALY ESHIEA APEODIAMS,

what is complex,—why should it not be so with Aetions alsod—
(s this may be asked}—therefors he says*—

NEATAIETTAETE &) A fw (1R 1)

No. 28.—Action is not the product of a collection, becanss {t
does not inhere [—see § 17—in two or more substances].

a.—' Because it does nob inbere’—to this is to be added the
words * in two substances or in more”’ So then—one Action
[numerically one], does not inhere in two substances ; nor docs
ene Action inhere in s plarality of subatances ; therefore an
Action is not the product of [or dves not depend for its exis-
tence upon] 2 collection—an aggregate.t

8.—Iu this aphorism too [—asin § 11—see § 11. o] tha verb ‘to
be’ iz employed for the purpose of predication—and does not oone
note exrislence.f

¢.—Again [~-as at § 23—] he mentions one product as thatof
several § [causes].

VTRt TR A R

No. 27.—Of Conjunctions—a Substance,
-@,—That is to say-—of many conjunctions [of separate parts ox
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LecTURE I. azoTiow 1. 31

particles) s [givou] substance is the result.*

&.—Thia is to be understood with the exoclusion of thase Con-
junctions which belong to intangible substances [—sucl as Time
in ita conjunction for instance with the jar or the web of today
or yesterday—J, and to ultimate formations [snch as a jar, which
is a substance formed of its two halves, but which does not go to
make a part of any otber single substance], and to hetero-
geneous substancest [—such as the half of a jar and aome
threads]. _

c.—Now he mentions a single resnlt as that of many qualitiss. 1

b EIWT ®9H_ ) =)

No. 28.—Of colours [one] colour [isthe resnit].
a.—'‘Qune colour is the result’—such is the connection § [which
the ephorism requires that we should bear in mind].

b.—The word ¢ colour’ in both instances [of its occurrence in
the aphorism] is indicatory—and the indicative power here is that
of ‘ nword which does not [—while indicating something else ba.
sides—] abaudon its own meaning,’ I [-—so that whilst the word
¢ colour’ here indieates the other qnalities in Kayipa’s list of
qualities, it continues not tho less to denote colour alio ;—unlike
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32 THE VAIB'RBHIRA APHORTSMS,

the word ¢ lion’ employed to indicate a hero, in which case the
word * lion’ ceases to denote s quadruped, See Sdditya Dar-
pana § 14. a.].

c.—For these [qualities], heing present in the cause, originate,
in the products, one single quality of the same kind*¥—[as the
weight of the one half of the jar and the weight of the other
lialf produce together the weight of the jar formed of these
balves].

d.—He now states that a single Action may he the result of
a plurality [of causes].t

| YCRAVANCANTATRTCH_ | R |

No. 29.—Of gravity, effort, and conjunction, Elevating [may
be the result].

- a.—That is to say—Elevating may he the single result of thesej
[three—and it is to he observed that you cannot raise what has
no weight].

b—Heretoo [—asin § 28, 5.] the word ‘Elevating’ ia indica-
tory of [its kindred terme]  Depressing’ &c.§ [see § 7 ].

¢.—Reminding us merely of [what msy have oscaped the
reader’s memory—) the declaration in the aphorism [ § 20 )
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THE VAIS'ESHIEKA APHOBISME. 33

that ** of Conjunction, Disjunetion and Momentum, Action [is
the common cause],”—he says—*

What are the renus} ) H'a-l-"ﬁm "ng'rq: 5 KN

of Actions.

30.—-Of Actions, Conjunctions and Disjunctions [are the re-
sults].

a.—* Are the results’~—such is the remainder  {required to
supply the ellipsia.]

b —But then [ —some one may object] it was declared before
[—at § 21 and § 24] that suhstancee and actions ara not the pro-
ducts of Actions ;—hut it is just Conjunctions and Disjunctions
[—see 16. c.—] that have for their results the Conjunctions and
Disjunctions [which you now allege are the results of Action] ;
—and 20 now your styling Action 2 cause is contradictory [to
your previous declarationa].  In reply to this, therefore, he
says § 1=

. ~ LI A
FSTCAETHTR XASHUT SROHTCTGWEAT 13
31.—~In [our discussion of] cause in general, it is of Substances
and of Actions that Action has been styled no cause.
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3 r.EcTuRE J. sfgeTION L.

a.—By tlie expression ¢ causes in general’ he refers to the topie
[that be has been engaged upon]. So—when we were on the topic
of the fention of causes in general, it was in respect of Snb-
stances and Actions that Action was stated not tobe a cause ;—
but it was not intended -to be said that Action was not »
cause in respect of anything whatever,—because thia would des-
tray [by making nonsenee of] the aphorism [ § 30] vis.—* Of
Actions, Conjunctions and Disjunctions [are the resulte”].

5. —80 much for the first dinrnal portiou of the first Lecture

in [the commentary entitled} ¢ The Adornment of the Aphor-
isms of the illustrious and venerable KaN{Da.”}
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PREFACE.

—oo0oo—

The great body of Hindd Philosophy is based upon six sets of
very concise Aphorisms. Without & commentary the Aphorisms
are scarcely intelligible, they being designed not so much to
communicate the doctrine of the pearticular school, as to aid, by
the briefest possible suggestions, the memory of him to whom
the doctrine sball have been already communicated. To this end
they arc admirably adapted; end, this being their end, tbe ob-
scurity, which must needs attach to them in the cyes of the un.-

instructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault.

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be an ac-
curate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much of gloss es
may be required to render them intelligible. A class of pandits,
in the Benares Sanskrit College, having been induced to learn
Fnghsh, 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 farther the
attempt to determinc accurately the aspect of the philosophical

terminology of the Enst as regards that of the West,
J. R. B.

Benares College, }
3lst July, 1851,
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THE MIMANSA APHORISMS.

INTRODUCTION.

e

& SaruraTion to the feet of the veneruble preceptor 1%

4. Veneration unceasingly be to Jeimiri, who removes the de-
fect of vision of the simple hy the collyrium-needle of his Ingti-
tutes which put an end to doubt es to the sense of seripture.+

¢. Now & doubt being started as to whether or not Jaimini
ought to have undertaken this work, which consists of twelve
lectures,—and the primd facie solution of the doubt being as fol.
lows—viz.—such a work of disquisition ought nof to be under-
taken, becanse a work of disquisition is of no use when Heaven
(swarga) is obtained by the mere taking of the letters [of the
Veda without regard to its sense], Heaven alone being [in this
case] to be supposed the fruit, as it is in the case of the sacrifice
called viswajit [—mentioned in the 4th canto of the Raghuvgn.
#a—-), it being to be expected that there is some fruit attached

" SR IgECEE T 0

§ FETTRTA@FALAEN | HAore-
= AR e sfamy




2 TIIE MIMANSY APHORISM:.

to the perusal enjoined in the direction ‘The Veda is to be per-
used’ [~-and Heaven being most probably the fruit when no
other fruit is specificd ;—wcll, this primd facie solution of the
doubt having presented itsclf,] he declares the established tenct*
[in regard to the point, as follows).

BOOK 1. CIIAPTER 1.
SECTION I,

O¢ Dcry.

AR YR O #

_ Aph. 1.—Next, therefore, [O stadent that hast
The subject pro= ¢ tained thus far) a desire to know Daty fdharm-

d, .
pos ma) [is to he entertained by theel.
a, ‘Next’;—i. c. after perusing the scriptures whilst residing

with the fumily of a preceptor.t

5. * Thereforc:—i. c. becausce the fruit of the perusal of the
scripture is the knowledge of the scuse [of its severnl passages,

* Y FRATIENAHH NEHRRUT 72 fd §151
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BOOK I. SECTION 1. 3

without comprchensive apprchension of the import of its teach-
ings—sce Lecture on the Vedidnta §6]; therefore, in respeet of
Duty, the definition of which will be stated [in 4dpkh. 2.}, “n de-
sire to know”’—i, e. an investigation originating in o desire of
knowledge—is to be made ;— suel: is the remainder* [required to
supply the cllipsis in the aplorism].

¢. The state of the casc is this, that assurcdly the work of dis.
quisition ought to be undertaken, because such a work of disqui-
sition is just subscrved by {or has a foundation laid for it in] that
knowlcdge of the sensc [of tho soveral passages of seripture,
that may be ettained by a perusal thercol ], and because it is fit
that what is efleeted by a perusal thereof should he a correct un-
derstanding of the sensc thereof {—iustead of Heaven’s Licing at-
tained thercby, as supposed by the speculater in Intro. c.] seeing
that it is improper to imaginc an unscen reward [of this or thas
action] when a visille reward is possible ;¢ [—end the under-
standing of the scnse of scripture is a manifest reward of its per-
usal, whilst the attainment of Heaven by the porusal of seripture
is what no onc ¢an deelare that he has cver found manifested by
the scnses),

d. As the question will ocour—* What is the Duly spoken of,
in the expression ‘n desire to know Duty’, in the preceding

* F{AL | TAl AT FAAUTE | HA viE
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q THE MIMANSA APHORISMS.

aphorism ?’—in order to acquaint us with the nature of Duty,
he mentions its characteristic mark as follows*

ARATEGUL S L R R

Huo Duty is to Aph. 2.—A matter that is & Duty ia reeog-
be recopmised.  nised by the instigatory character [of the paa-
sage of scripture in which it is mentioned].

a. * Instigatory character’ [of the passage]:—this means [that
the criterion of Duty i8] an expression that moves [or instigates}
onet [to do so and so].

&. *Is recognised’—i., e. is known thereby ;—as fire is recognised
by smoke, so that the smoke is the mark wherehy fire [though un-
seen] is known [to be present where the emoke takes its rise] ; in
like manner an instigatory form of expression is the mark by
which we recognise Duty. So Duty is that, the criterion, or the
instrument f{in the determination), of which, is an instigatory
form of expression.

What essentially ¢. And what constitutes any thing such &
congtitutes Duly.  matter [i. e. a matter that is fit to he urged in
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BOOK 1. S8ECTION 1. 5

scripture asa Duty]is the fact of its mot producing more pain
than pleasure* {—i. e. its being calculated to produce more
pleasure than painy].

d. And by this [mention, 4Aph. 2., of the mark whereby Duty
is to be recognised], it 1s morecover suggested that a Duty is not
to be apprehended by the senses or hy any thing else besides the
instigatory character} {of a passage in scripture].

e. But now [some one may ask], “ Since, according to [the lexi-
con called) the Medini Koda, ‘ The word dharmma should be mas.-
culine when it means merit, but when it means sacrifices, &c., it is
held to be neuter,” how is the word dharmma masculine in the
aphorism where it mcans the Agnihofra sacrifice and others
[which are rccognised as matters of Duty by tle instigating pro-
mises attached to their performance] ?”—if you ask this,—then
take [and be content with] as the reason thereof the fact that he
[Jaruini] is a greatsanctified sage§ [—and thercfore entitled ta
give the word what gender he pleases, Conf. the Vaiseshika
Aphorisms No, 7. 6].

J. In the foregoing aphorism [§2.] it was intimated that the
cause of [our correctly recognising] a Duty was simply an insti.

< .
* YEFSE ARG AETAREH 8
+ This definition of dharmms may be compared with the Denthamite defini-
tion of the Useful.
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& TIIE MIMANSA APHORISMS.

gation [in the shape of a passage of scripture holding out a reward
for its performance], but not any other evidence such as that of
the senses, &c. Since it is impossibe that the doubt, as to whe-
ther other evidences do enter into the case or not, should be re-
moved without examination, he proposes the examination thercof®
[as follows].

a9 fafrmadifen 2 0
The definition of APh. 3.—An cxamination of the cause of [our

Duty discussed. recognising] it [—viz. Duty,— is to be made.]

a. ‘Of it’,—i. c. of a knowledge of the truth—the objeet (in
respect of which that knowledge is wanted] being Duty. ‘The
couse’,—i. e. the means, ¢ An examination’ thercof,—i. e. a dis
quisition, a discussion, through decisive confutations [of the op-
positc opinion—see the Nydya Aphorisms No. 39—] preceded
by arguments {in support of the pesition laid down:—such an
examination] is to be made:—such is the remaindert [required
to supply the ellipsis in the aphorism].

5. [In the following aphorism] he explains the assertion that
he made* [in Aph. 2].
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BOOK I SECTION 1.
- ™ »
AR TaRfEImi g wamgata
- \
faw A= rERTA L 9 0
Aph, 4. When a man’s organs of scusc are
rightly applied to something extant, that birth
of knowledge [which then takes place] is Per.
ception,—[and this Perception is] not the cause [of our recogni-
ging Duty—sec § 8—] because [the organs of sense are adapted

only to} the apprchension of what is [then and there] existent
[—which an act of Duty is nof.]

Duty not an object
of semse-perception.

a. ‘When rightly applied to something extunt’ &e. [That is
to say]—when & man’s organs of scnse are ‘rightly applied to’,
or brought into contact with, ‘somcthing cxtant’, i. ¢, some ob-
jeet [then and there) existing, what  birth of knowledge’, or of
intcllection, takes place, is [what we cali] Perception :—and such
Peroeption is ¢nof the causc’, L. o, not the producer, of a know.
ledge of Duty :—that is to say—the organs of sense, which ore
the mcans of arriving at the truths of perception, do not [of
themselves] cnable us to arrive at the truth in respect of Duty.t

b, Of this [—viz. that thc scnses are not the means of our
discerning Duty—] he mentions the reason [—when he says—in
§ 4—] ‘bectuse the apprehension of what is existent’; that is to

* gfaaraRaE faneafa
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] THE MIMANSA APHORISMS,

say—hecause, hy mcans of the organs of scnse there is the appre-
hension of ¢ what is cxistent’, i. e. of some thing [then and there]
present ;—and since Duly [—in the shape, suppose, of the per-
formance of sacrifice—]is no! present at the time of our knowing
it [to he a Duty to perform the sacrifice,~] it is not adnpted to
the organs of sense.*

Not being an object of ¢. From its being disproved that the
senge-perception, Duly & genses are the cause thereof {i. e. of our
}ﬁ,jﬁeb},’;if."i:;"f‘:,?f;: discerning Duty—] it is to be understood
tion. as also disproved that Inference, or Ana-
logy, or Conjecturc (sec Wilson’s Sdnkhys Kdrikd p. 21.~—] which
owe their birth thereto—having their root in Perception—can
be the cause thereof. Therefore it is a settled point that the
characteristic of Duty [—or that whereby we are to recogunise it—
as declared in Apk. 2.—] is the instigationt [of the passage in
seripture where some act is mentioned as being calculated to

lead to such and such consequences].
The doubt whether the  d. But then, an objector may urge,]
evidence in faoour of a Du- _«c oy words and meanings have pre-

ty may not be fallacious as i .
i':thafyof the ;:mn. gented themselves, since the connection

between the two is one devised by man—consisting, as it does, of
the conventions which man has devised,—therefore, as sense
knowlcdge wanders away from truth in respect of mother o’

» 7 gAY | fAERTATERI fammrr |
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+ FferafEfaTafEan AT
anfiemraE Tt Al frrgaeTer
AT A sRequiAta fegH




BOOK 1. SECTION I, 9

pearl or the like [when it mistakes them for silver or the like],
30 since language, as it is dependent on man inasmuch as it has
reference to the knowledge of a connection which was devised by
mam, i3 liable to part company with veracity in matters of de-
claration, the instigatory nature [of a passage which, being in
words, is liable to be misunderstood,] cannot be the instrument
of corrcct knowledge in respect of Duty”:—well, this primd facie
view of the matter having presented itself, he declares the esta-
blished doctrine as follows*

FAHY TIWET AN weHEe R
FfRFTE Foad AMATE T TTTGR-
TEE N 4 !

Reply—that this Aph. b.—~But the natural connection of a word
doubt does not af- With its sense is {the instrument of ] the know-
Jfect the evidence of  Jaqoe thereof, [i. e. of Duty), and the intimation
Serpture. lof Seripture which is] unerring though given in

L
respect of something imperceptible. This [according to our opi-
nion as well as that] of Bipanfvaya [the author of the Ved4nta
Aplorisms] is the evidence [by means of which we recognise Du-
ty], for it has no respect {to any other evidence—such as that of
sensej.

a. ‘Of a word,’—i. e. of an expression that is a constituent

* MREARATEIT (R9T K qATTATHS-
QEHY  F AR A= A T
R T WA ufEwet me mfaeta e
geaTimaw  oRsfa  smeahemaamy w
SrE vAfafa gdug fegrmae
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part of the everlasting Veda ;—such as—* He that desiretl Pa-
radise should solemnise the Agnikotra sacrifice,” &e.*

4. ¢With its sense’—i. e, with the meaning which is to be
conveyed by this or thatt [word],

¢. ¢ Connection’—in the shape of power] [or of God’s will that
this or that word should convey this or that meaning].

d. ‘Natural’—i. e. inherent,—in short, efernal.§

¢. Thence [i. e. from the eternal connection of a word with its
sense] is the knowledge * thereof’—i. e. of Duty. Here [i. e.in the
word jadna] the affix lyxf conveys the force of the *instroment’,
—so that the word signifies the insirument of knowledge or of
right understanding.

J- But then [some one may ask]—"since it
n objection, found- . otorious in the world that, after heari
ed on the imposndilily 15 NOtOrious 1n 1ae wor 8% heanng

verification ix the : ¢ — . .
gn o.f . the expression It [ €. g 2 mountain—1} is
fiery’,~having seen, with the organ of scose,

the fire [asscried to be, c. g., in the mountain], one then ndmits
[—what one was not prepared to admit before suhjecting the
matter, on some occasion or other, to the test of the scoses}—
that matter of testimony is [or may be] matter of right knowledge

* T | fAmRTTTRIe® | SR TEEr
W TAR:
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BOOK 1. SECTION 1. il

{~—or, in other words, that Testimony may be relied on, seeing
that we have found it corroborated by the evidence of the sen-
ges—) ; since [we say] what is conveyed by Hords [or Testimo-
oy} has need of other evidence, such as the senses, how can it be
this to which we owe our right knowledge of Duty ?’—It is with
an eye to this [aaticipated objection] thet he says, {in the Apho-
rism, that the teatimony is here the evidence] ‘in respect of
something imperceptible’, meaning thereby [that Duty is] some-
thing not to be apprehended by means of the senses or any other
evidence* [epart from that specified in §2].

g. ‘Intimation’—i. e. declaration of a fact.t

A. ¢ Unerring’—i, e. which is not seeu to diverge therefrom}
{i. e. from the fact].

i. *For it has no respect’—i. e. because it has no reference to
sense-perception, &c.§

J. ‘This’—i. e. a sentence consisting of an injunction—is the
evidence [on which rests our knowledge] of Duty ;—such is the
eonsentaneous opinion of Bpar{raNa.| The drift [of what we

* 7 afpatfafa TRETwEeR v 1 g
TR WA TR €@ ufe: wermdacw
QUETHRY € 79 ¥ WA WY HITH
off | wAowE ) WA o ¢

t 3weT | HgufaureaRn !

1 wafads | g 39EAR A

§ AOWE| WA AAETA

i The mention of the name of BAvARAYANA (or vvdea)in the Aphorism

8 to prove that JAT1MiNI'8 work, the pfropa-mimdasd, wes not antecedent

i time to vvaiaa the author of the stlara-mimdnsd, Mr. Colebrooke's ren-
dering of the terms pirvoa and allara bg ‘prioe’ and ‘ later’ (—see Essaya. vol.
o pp. 227 and 295 —) wonld <eem to have led Dr. Ritter to suppose that
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heve been argning] is this, The sentence “The mountain is
fiery”, when employed by & man who is defective [in some of his
organs of sense], wanders away from the fact [—for the moun-
tain may seem to such a one 1o be fiery when it really is not—];
therefore we require to make use of our senses to ascertain whe-
ther credence is due [to the testimony of fallible man} :—but the
injunction “He that desireth Paradise should solemnise the Ag-
néAotra sacrifice’” never at any time past present or future is lia-
ble thus to wander from the truth ; therefore is it, independently
of any thing else, the clear evidence of a duty.*

SECTION 1I.
On 1BE ETERNITY OF Sounp.

. k. It was stated in the foregoing Aphorism
sﬂ?,;:.ridﬁﬂno{h [No. 5] that the connection between a word
eternily of Sound. and its sense is efernal [—see §5 d.]; and
since this is dependent on the eternity of Sound [—seeing that if
Sound were not cternal, then words formed of sound could not

JAIMINT'S gysters wea the earlier in point of time. He says, (at p. 376, vol.
TV. of his History of Philosophy,—Morrison’s version—) that “ secording to
Colebrooke, the adherents of this achool may be divided into the earlier and
the later”,—and then he goes on to speak of * the alder and genuine Vedin-
o’ :—~but in fact the terms *prior’ and “later’ refer to the divisions of the
Veds which sarMInt and vydsa respectively expound, the latter confining
himself to the Upanishads, or theological sections, which stand last in order.

» w71 fafuefeaamell W wami TR EwT
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be eternal, nor consequently the relation of such to their significa-
tions—), he, seeking to demonstrate this, sets forth, in the first
Place, the prim4 facie view of the question in the shape of the
opinion of those who assert that Sound is nof eternal *

FHE 77 Tha 1 €

First abjection to the Aph. 6.—Some say that it [viz.Sound]
eternily of Sound, that it jg n product, for in the case of it we see

is 0 product. )
mew [what constitutes it such].

a. ‘Some say that it is a product, &c’ :— Somc’—i. ¢. the fol-
lowers of the Nyfiya—say that Sound is a ‘ product’,—i. e. some-
thing ns! eternal ; ‘for we see’—i. e. we see an effor? made; *in the
case of it’—i. e, in the case of Sound ; and it is a rule without
exception that that is not eternal which effort is concerned in
[the existence of |.+

&. Moreover [the Naiydyikas cantend that Sound is not cternal
for the following rcason]f.

HYATLH ©

 Jecond abjection, that 45 7 _ Because of its transitoriness,
it 1 lranalory,

* gied TR Y T e 1
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14 TIIE MYMANSA APHORISMS.

a. "Becanse of its transitoriness’—i. e. because it iz not per-
manent ;—or in other words, because, heyond a moment, it is no
longer perceived *

b. Moreovert [the Naiyfyikas contend that Sound is not eter-
nal for the following reason).

FUFATRTAN ©

Third objection, that Sound Apk, 8.—DBecause [we employ, when
is stamped as factitious by spenking of Sound,] the expression ‘ me-

the wsage of language. king.
a, That is to say—Decause we treat it as sometbing not eter-
nal, innsmuch as we talk of making a sound, just as we talk of
making a jar.}
b. And for the following reason also, he mentions, they hold it
to be not eternal.§

Fourth objection, that he GETAT ATAATA N & 1

alleged eternity of Sound is
sncompatible with ite wnde- Aph, 9.—From its simultanecusness

niable multeity, in snother n

a. [To complete tbe sentence] it is necessary to supply ¢ in
another place’, when we speak of ¢another person’ :—so then, we
ohserve ¢ simultaneousness’, i. e. the fact of belonging to one and
the same time,—¢ in another being’—i. e. in the perception of
[Sound by] another living creature occupying a different place.|}
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4. The scope [of the objection] is this, viz., the unify of Sound
will follow from the very same argument by which, for shortneas,
its eternity will be established [by the followers of the Mim4nsa,
—supposing the argument to be admitted] ; and thus one [nu-
merically single] thing would be simulianeously perceived by
[and hence simultaneously in immediate contact —see Nyiya
Aphorisms, No, 4—with the sense-organs of] those both near
and far ;—and this could not be if it were [numericaily] one and
eternal ;—therefore [the Nziydyikas conclude] Sound is not eter-
nal and it is plural®

¢. And for the following reason too [according to the Naiyiyi-
kas] it is so [—that Sound is not eternal—], so the author men-.

tions itt :—
nFfafadmeEg 1 Lo &

Fifth objection, thal sounds Aph. IO.TAnd [the Naiydiyikas infer
are liable lo grammatical  that Sound is not eternal, from the ob-
inflection. servation] of the original and altered

forms [of sounds].

a. What is meant is this,—because it holds universally that
that is not eternal the previous condition of which undergoes a
change; and in the example dadhyaira (i, c. ‘milk—here’]

TP | FERTGCEAR | HIGHRES | q0r-
TEREHIERE T
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16 THE MIMANSX APHORISMS,

wheve the original form was dadki atra, there is a change in the
shape of the letter y in the room of the original letter i.*

. <
Sixth abjection, thal Sound E.rﬁ 11\ gl e \\ '

roves the greater when mo .
P mgagegin making i, *  Aph. 11.—And, by a multitude of

makers, there is an augmentation of it.

a. For this renson too, it {viz. Sound] is not eternal, that an
angmentation’, i. e. an incrense, ‘of it’, i. e. of Sound, is observed
{to be caused], ‘ by a multitude of makers’, i. e. by the nume.
rousness of those who make it, On the other hand, if you as-
sume that human effort is {not the maker but only] the manifester
of Sound, [—as & lamp is not the maker of a jar but the mani-
fester of it—making cognizable the jar which previously existed
unperceived—then we reply, that,] what is manifesfed is not seen
to be made grealer even by a thousand manifesters, as a jur is
not made larger by a thousand lamps, [and Sound i made
greater by a multitude], therefore [sey the Naiydyikns] the al-
ternative supposition of ‘manifestation’ [instead of production]
will not answer :~—such is the import. ¥

» TIRaa T w3 vafafgat vafmEwT
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BOOK I. SECTION 2. 17

. The several objections thus alleged
The refutation of these objec-  againgt the ¢manifestation’ view [of
tions in wnderiaken. . .
Sound’s coming to be perceived], he
proceeds to refute in their order.*

THH AR TN AR )
Aph, 12,—But alike [according to both opini-
"W{_"‘:: a;”::-”“"' ons—that of these ohjectors and of ourselves]
is the perception thereof—[both agreeing that
this is only for s moment, whatever difference of opinion there
may be as to Sound itselPs being so.]

a. ‘But alike &c.” There requires to he supplied [to complete
the aphorism) ‘for a moment’ &nd ‘according to both opinions.’
According to both opinions,—i. e. according to the opinion that
it is produced and the opinion that it is manifested,— alike,’ i. e.
without dispute, “the perception,’ i, e, sensation of Sound, is for
s moment, i. e. only for a moment.t

5. Though [so far ns this point is concerned] they are alike,
yet which of the views is the best? To this question the reply is
that the ¢ manifestation’ view is the proper one; so he proceeds
to say as follows.}

* U4 FHAATR ARTT TAATGAS A HAW TR
TR
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A, TATTE faua@rmE 4 LR o

Aph. 13.—Of this [Sound] while it really
exists, the non-pereeption at another time
[than that when the sound is perceived)
arises from the non-arrival of the manifester at the object.

Howe Sonnd erists roen
when not manifested,

a. ¢ Of this while it really exists’ &c. ¢ While it really exists,’
—i. e. which is at all times extant [whether perccived or not} ;—
“at another time,” i. e. at a time before or after ; “the non-per-
eeption,’ i. e. the absence of perception, [ariscs] from non-.arrival
of the efficient manifester at * the ohject,’ i. e, at the Sound.*

&. The import is as follows. Sound is eternal, [as we are con-
strained to admit] by force of the recognition that © This is that
same lctter K’ [—viz, the same Sound that I heard yesterday or
fifty years ago—, and I recognisc it as I might recognise a peak
of the perennial Himdlaya which I do not suppose to cease to
exist when I turn away my cyes from it—], and in virtue of the
law of parsimonyt [one of the fundamental laws of philosophizing
acknowledged by philosophers both of the East and of the West,
and implying that we must ncver assume more causcs of a given
effect than are sufficient to account for it}].

» gAgfA ) g | e faamae ) W gar
TREE | TR | WA | S nTy A
% BEATTATA |
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I In oppoﬁtion to the Mimdnsakas, the Naiydyikas contend that the form
of expression * This is that same letter K.” is grounded merely on the fact that
the thingy referred to are of the same kind,—just as ia the case with the ex-
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¢. The conjunctions and disjunctions

being [ —or undulations—] of the air’ issuing
from the mouth [of him who speaks or
shouts] remove the s&i air® which was the ohstacle to the per-
ception of Sound, and thence it becomes pereeptible :—such is

the reply to the ohjection [recorded in Apk. 7] of ita  transitori-
nesa,t’

What prevents its
always perceived.

d. e next replics to the objection [recorded in Aph. 8] that
we use the expression ‘makirg’ [in regard to Sound].}

YA UTH ¢ L8 4

s DU
e say e * make’ @ Aph. 14.—This [exprfass.lon making’ ]
sound, we ought fo mea; that means [merely ] employing,
‘employ’ \ .
we oy 4 o g. In regard to Sound, when we

spcak of ‘making,’ the word ¢ making’ means, or 1mports, em-
ploying,’ i, e, uttering,§

ression * He has taken the same medicine thet I Aid’ Sece the SiddAdnia
ukidoali p. 103, Compare alsc the remarks of Whately on the ambiguity

of the word *3ame,” quoted at p. 39 of our ‘Intreduction to the Inductive
Philesophy.’

* Europeans hold that Bound is due to vibration. Jaimini admits that it is
not perceived when there ia no vibration; but he argues that the absence of
vibration, or the stillpess of the air, s what prevents us from perceiviog the
sound which never ccases to exisf, whether perceived or not.
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5, He next repliea to the objection [recorded in Aph. 9] that
Sound is heard simultaneously by different individuals,*

Cirocoe o RIS

As one mn is seen by ma-  Aph. 16.—The simultaneousness is as
ny men, g0 is one sownd heard. in the case of the sun.

a. *As in the case of the sun:'—that is to say,—as the Sun,
which is hut one, ie seen eimultaneously by those stationed in
different places, so, like the sun, Bound is & great object, not a
ninute onet [such s cannot come at once under the inspection
of persons at any distance-from one another.)

5, He next replies to the objection [recorded in ApA. 10] re-
apecting the original and altered forms of sounds.}

TUTHTATTRTC | L€ 0

Letters are exchanged, not  Aph. 16.—Thin [viz, the letter yp—re-
tranmmted. ferred to in 4pA. 10,—when it comes in
the room of the letter {] is another letter, not a modification [of
that whose place it takes].

a. ‘ Another letter’ &c,. That is to say,—in the room of the
letter i is another letter—another sound—a different sound in
short. It is not a modification of the letter i a3 & mat is & modi-
fication of the straws [out of which it is formed]. If it were so,
then, as the maker of a mat is under the necessity of providing
himaelf with straw, the man that employs the letter ¥ would be
under the necessity of taking the letter i{§ [to make the y ouf
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of ;~which is not the case, for one can use the letter y without
any reference to the letter i .

4. He next replies to the objection [recorded in Adpk. 11] that
ihere is an augmentation* [of the sound when the makery of it
are numnerousj,

AT WL LS

Increase gf noise xot ine Aph. 17.—Tt is the increase of noise [not
crease of Sound, of sound ]that is [in that case] angmented.

a. ‘It is of noise,” &c. It is an error to say [as in Apk. 11]
that it is an increase of sound that is * angmented’—i. e. rendered
greater.t

b. ¢Increase of noise.) From many beaters of drums, or pro-
nouncers of articulate sounds, it is recognised [by the hearers]
that  There is & great sound.” In such & case it is impossible,
according to the opinion of our opponents [the Naiydyikas] to
say that portions of Sound, being produced by each of the men
[concerned in the meking of the noise], produce a great bulk of
Sound, like a bulk of cotton [formed out of portions of cotton
aggregated), becanse Sound, according to these opponents, inas-
much as it is a qualify, has no parts} [or portions].
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¢. Therefore,—as there is no arriving [at an explanation other.
wisel,—when thc conjunctions and disjunctions [occasioned
by the vibration of the air] take place continually without inter.
mission, arriving from ell quartcrs at the entrance to the hollow
of the car, it [the Bound] scems to be great, and to be made up
of parts. What is meant [in 4pk. 17] by ‘noise’ is these con-
junctions end disjunctions, and if is just of these that an aug-
mentation takes place* [when a multitude of persons is engaged
in rendering Sound manifest].

d. Having thus removed the objections offered by others, he
proceeds to state what will estahlish his own theory.t

famyg GEdTE @ 1 LT )

Sound . Aph. 18,—But it must be etcrnal, because

vtind eternal, else it -

would not avatl for  its exhibition is [available—which it clse
commumication. would not be—]for the sake of another.
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a, ‘ Eternal’—i. ¢, sourd must be cternal. Its ¢ exhibition’—
1. e. its utterance—[herc denoted by the term)] dardena [from
dris ‘to scc’] because Sound is perceived or becomes manifest
thereby [i. e. by means of utterance}. *Becausc for the sake of
another'—i. e. because it is [availablc] to the cnd that another
may understand one’s mecaning. If it were not cternal, then, a8
it would not continue till the hearer had understood our mean-
ing [~—the perceived sound ceasing on the instant that it reaches
the ear—], the understanding {of what was uttercd] would not
take place because of the absence of the cause :—such is the im-
port.* {[The understanding of what is uttcred must folloro—at
however short an interval—the perception of the sound uttered ;
and if the sound uttercd perish on the hearing, then, being no
longer in existence, it cannot he the cause of any thing. If, on
the other hand, it eontinuc to exist, for any period however
short, sfter ceasing to be perceived,—it is impossible to assign
any other instant at which there is any evidence of the discon-
tinuance of its existence,—whence its eternity is inferred.]

. Morcovert [as Sound is prospectively eternal, so was it an-
tecedently—for] :—

t E =
9T AR 0 L&
Aph, 19.—[8 '
Sound is eternal, because hund- , [ ound ls prcwed to bo

reds wmullaneously recognise @ eternal] by there heing everywhere

sound, which cannot therefore  gimyltaneousness fin the recognition
be ¢ new production,

of it by cver so wany hearers).
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a. ‘ Every where ’—say in the word go, simply, [—a single
example of a word here sufficing as the representative of any or
every word—]. ‘DBy there being simultanecusness’—i, e. be-
causc there arises simultanecusly [in the minds of a hundred or
more persons, on hearing the word go—“a cow’’]—a correst
recognition. That ¢ This [letter G, of the word go,] is that same
letter G [that I have heard on an indefinite number of former
occasions, ] is the recognition, simultaneously, of many persons ;
and a multitude of persons do not simultaneously fall into an
crror [—this being es unlikely as it is that a hundred arrows
discharged simultaneously by a hundred archers should all by
mis{ake Liit the sume objeet—]); such is the import.*

b, When the word go “ cow’” has been pronounced ten times,
one says ““ The word go has been pronounced ten times” but not
“ Ten words of the form go have been pronounced;” and he
next declares that Sound is proved to be eternal by this fact also.t

WRITHTATAN R o

Sound ix eternal, because each Aph, 20,~[Bound is proved to be
sound 15 not numericatly differ-
end from Uself repeated. eternal] by the absence of Number.

a. * Of Number:’—i. e. because Number {which belonga to
that which, being transitory, is succeeded by another of the same
kind,] does not belong to Sound [—for the word go, heard ten
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times over, is just the same word go,—as rcmarked under ApA.
19. 5.] This is plain.*

5. And for the following reason too it is eternel, as he

atates :$—

FATGATA L Y 1}

Sound i eternal b Aph. 21.—[Sound is proved to be eternal]
indiscerptible, by there being no ground for anticipation
[of its destruction].

a. That is to say, because we do not know any ceuse that
should destroy Sound. To explain:—as, on the mere inspection
of a web, for instance, one fecls certain that—*“This web was
produced by the conjunction of threads, and it will be destroyed
by the destruction of the conjunction of the threads,’—aso, from
our having no such certainty rs to any canse that should lead to
the destruction of Sourd, we conclude tbat it is cternal} [—on
the same principle that the immortality of the Soul bas becn

argued from its indiscerptibility].

b, But then [—some one may say—] “ Sound is a modifica-
tion of the air, since [—as you admit under Aph. 17.—] it
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26 THE MIMANSX APHORISMS,

arises from the conjunctions thereof [with the organ of hear-
ing] ;—and so too the Sikshé [—that appendage to the Vedas
which treats of pronunciation—] tells us ¢ Air arrives at the state
of heing Sound ;’—and thus heing a product of Air, it is met
eternal.” This doubt having presented itself, he declares* as
follows ;—

RETHEATT AT 4 ¥R 8

Sound wot due to Aph, 22, —And Jthe case is not as the
;&; because nof fan-  doubter under Aph. 21. 5. suggests), because

(if it were so] there would be no percaption
by the organ of Hearing] of any ohject appropriate to it.

a. ¢ Appropriate to it;’—i. e. an ohject of the sensation that
arises from the organ of Hearing—viz., Sound :—* because there
would be no perception ;’—i. e. hy reason of our finding the
ahsence of any perception ;—because modifications of the Air
are not what the organ of Hearing tekes cognizance of,—
Sound not heing something famgible [as the Air is held hy
the Naiyiyikas to be, while Sound they admit Las an altoge-
ther different suhstratum,—viz., the Ether—]; such is the im-
port.+
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fegeTa 1 RE 0
Sound is_eternal, for this  <ph. 23.—And [Souud is proved to be
is implied in Scripture, cternal] by our seeing a proof, [of this, in

a text of the Scripture which will be cited in the eommen-
tary here following].

a. That is to say ;—because we see a proof that language is

eternal, in the following text—viz., “ By language, that alters
not, eternal,”* e,

&. And the truth is, that, although this declaration [—viz. the
text just quoted-—] was intended for another purpose [than to
prove the eternity of Sound}, still it does declare, incidentally,
the eternity of language, and therefore Sound [without which it
is impossible that language should be eternal] is eternal.{

c. Here ends the topic of Sound.f

SECTION III.
ON THE NATURE oF SentENCES, &c.

d. Though thus Sound is eternal, as also the connection be-
tween Sound and sense, still, that an instigation in the shape

I
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2% THE MIMANSA APHORISMS,

of a sentence is no proof of any thing’s being a duty, he states
[on bohalf of an cpponent, and therefore] iromically as fol-
lows ;*—

SR A T GIGAATAA L R Y

Objection that though Words Aph. 24.—This [—viz, the knowledge

may be ctermally conmected of the meanings of words—] being by
wilh their meanings, still (his  patpre, still let these [—viz. the con-

does ol apply fo Sentences. nections between senfences and their
meanings—] be factitions,—because the cause of {the knowledge
of ] the meaning [of the whole sentence] is not this [knowledge
of the meanings of separate words].

a. ‘ This being by nature:—i. €., the fact that knowledge of
the meanings of words is naturel {and “in short efermalP’—see
Aph, 5. d.—] being granted ;—still the conmections between
sentences and the meanings of the sentences are ¢ factitious,’—i,
e. are devised by man; because of itz being ‘ not fAat,— i, e.
{because of its being] something different from the knowledge
of the meanings of the words, that is the ‘cause,” or producer,
thereof,—viz. ‘ of the meaning,’ i. e.—af the knowledge of the
meaning of the sentence.t

&, For [—to explain—], the sense of a sentence is not barely
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BOOK 1. SECTION 3. 29

the [aggregate of the separate] senses of its words. There i
[—weo will admit—] a connection between n word and its sense
[—» connection, as remarked under 4ph. 5. ¢., in the shape of
power, or of God’s will that this or that word should convey this
or that meaning-—]; bat it is not the fact that the connection
between a collection of words in the shape of a sentence, and the
gense of that sentence, is in like manner that of power [—or of
God’s having pre-arranged that such and such groupes of words
should convey such and such & senee]; but the connection is
quite a different one, and it is devised by man, and is artificial:
—how then can such be our evidence for [—or the cause of an
absolutely correct knowledge of } Daty? Such is the import of
the aphorism conveying the primd farie view.*

¢. He now declares the established view.t

AFATT FaraTe wATETAT o AfwfE-
HTA bk RY 4

) dph. 25—{In cach injunction of Scripture
A?;ﬁ:g ®  there is seen] the mention, along with a verb,
of thosc [words] that are in it, because it is

this [viz., the knowledge of the sense of the words—] that is
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30 THE MIMANSA APHORISMS.

the producer of [the knowledge of ] the meaning [of the sen.
tence].

a. ¢ Of those that are in it’ ;}—i. e. of thosc several words that
are extant in these [sentencesl; ‘along with what signifies .
action’,—i. e, along with a term that cxpresses power [—in
other words, along with a verb—]; ‘the mention’, 1. c. the
reading [or the employment] is observed, in [the texts which
enjoin] the Agnikotra sncrifice, &c. Hence the knowledge of
the sense of & sentence—[knowledge] which we had not be-
fore [hearing or reading it}—comes only from a collection of
words which involves @ verd.—‘becausc it is fhis that is the
producer’,—i. e. because of the fact that ¢this’—viz, the know-
ledge of the meaning of the words, is the producer’, or cause,
thereof.*

&. To explain :—In the injunction “ He that desireth Parndise
ghould celebrate the Agniholre sacrifice” [see Aph. 5. j.], the
knowledge of the meaning of the sentence—via., that it is by the
sacrifice called the Agniheira that one may secure Paradise,—
does not take place unless there be present the meaning of the
words [—viz., the words Agniketra and Paradise—]; but the
knowledge of the meaning of the sentence just consists iu the
knowledge of the mutual rclation, consistently, of the meanings
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BOOK I. SECTION 1. at

that arise before us from the words :*—{s0 that if it be agreed
that the meaning of the separate words is not dependent on
man’s contrivance, so neither is that of sentences formed out of
such words ;—and such additional difficulties as may seem to
grow out of this view will be grappled with in the sequel].

@ SRR TR ga R €

Agpk. 26.—8ince, in [the secu-
As in secular matiers, g0 in Serip-

fure,.h_ﬁe formation of senfences nof lar laugua'ge Of] the world, there
capricious. is a regular order,—[so in the

Veda also] let there take place the employment [of language
according to a fixed system to Le learned through traditional
instruction].

a. *In the world’ ;}—i. e. in secular speech ;—having discern-
ed what is meant by the word,—or, with a previous knowledge
of what is meant by the word—, “since there is a regular order’
1. ¢. since there is an employment [of words according to a fixed
system,—mcn not devising phrases capriciously—so] in the Veda
also, let therc be-—founded on knowledge derived from the tra-
ditional instruction of teachers,—the © occurrence’—i. e. the tak-
ing place—of an employment of language [according to a fixed
system] .+
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32 THE MIMANSA APIIORISMS,.

Aggin he [the author] ironically states that this [the Veda]. is
no authority in regard to duty, becanse [forsooth] it ia not
eternal, and it has been made hy men, and men are lisble to
err.¥

FTTH afewd JRurR 1 R0 )

Objection to the eternily of the Vedas Aph. 27.—And the Vedas
that they contain the names of mem.  gome declare to he something

recent, [because] there are the names of men [in it].

a. ‘The Veda,” &ec, :—i. e. since there are the names Kdthaka,
and Kauma, &c., thercfore it is ¢ recent’—a matter of now—that
is to say Aaving had a beginning. ‘The Veda'—i. e. the scrip-
tures. ©Some’—i. e. the followers of the Nydiya, These (fol-
lowers of the Nydiya] have asserted this,—such is the remaindert
[which requires to he supplied in order to complete the Apho-
Tism].
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BOOK I. SECTION 3. 33

5. And for the following redson also (—if we are to listen to
such objectors as the Natydyikas—] it [the Veda] is un-eternal
—as the author [ironically] states.*

HfamedaE 1 R% 0

Aph. 28.—Because of our see-
Objection to the eternily of the Ve-

das that they make mention %p‘ persons  iDg un-eternal persons[mention-
who must antecedently have been bora, ed in the Vedas].

a. *Un-eternal,’ &c, Because, in such scriptures as # Babars,
the son of Prahani, desired,””—* Kusurubinda, the son of Uddd-
laki, desired,”"—we see mention of ‘un-eternal persous,’ i, e. of
persons to whom belonged hirth and death; and these sentences
did not exist before the hirth of these persons; so that the un-
eternity and the human origin [of the Veda] is established by
the fact tbat it Azd a beginning.t

a. The author now mentions the established tenet in regard to
this.}

SR TRGIEA 4 RE

) Aph, 20.—But there has been declared
Vg’,:fmf 4 the [already] the pricrity of Sound [to any point
in timej.

B aiviticl ol
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3 THE MIMANSX APHORISMS

a. ‘ But there has been declared,” &c. To supply the eHipsis,——
the priority [to any point in time], i. e. the eternity, of Sound has
been established. The eternity of Sound being established, the
eternity of the Veda alao is declared in the aphorism :~—such is
the meaning,*

FTIRIT RTATAL o 8

. Aph, 30.—The name [—derived from that

How sections of the . .
Vedas cometc benam- ©f some mortal—was given, to this or that
ed gfter mortals. section of the Veda,] because of his reading it.

. ¢ The name,’—-i. ¢. the name of “the Kd{Aaka section,” [see
Aph. 27. a.), or the like, is suitahle < because of his reading’ or
studying it,—the ¢ Kdfhaka section’ being that which was per-
used by KatHA b

TR FAEHEE 1 B0
Apk. 31.—But the terms in the text [which

What seem 20 b¢  geem to he names of men] are common [to

'+ 1 h - -
’i?,’:ﬁff;,‘,‘:,;};,i;, other objects, and do not there designate

men).

Although there is the name “ Babara” or ¢ Prévshim” [m
the Veda,—see dph. 28. a.], yet the text—the word ¢ Privahani’
or the like—in * common’—, i. e. is expressive also of some other
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BOOK I. SECTION J. »

thing [than it may appear at first sight to denote]. For exam-
ple—(in the word Prévakani—] the prefix pra implies * excess,’—
the word vah signifies * motion,’—the final { represents the agent ;
and thus the word signifies the Pind which moves very fast; and
¢his is without beginning ; and [moreover] the word * Babara” is
a word imitative of the sound of the Wind,—so that there is not
even a smell of inconsistency.*

Objection that the 5. But then how ecan it b? instrumental in
Vedas ocontain passa- producing right knowledge in regard to Du-
ges of sheer nonsensé. 4y ghen the Veda contains such incoherent
prattle as the following—; viz. “Jaradgava, in cloth alippers,
standing at the door, is singing benedictions :—of him, a Bréh-
man-woman, desirous of & son, enquires,— O Sir ! —what is the
meaning of this {which I hear you declaring] abont intercourse
on days of fastingt ?”—or the following ;—¥ie. * The cows aiso
attend this eacrifice”—? To this be replies as follows} :—
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+ Or, secording to enother reading, * What is the meani f garli -
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R o fifaden QA sETEEET L 8% 8
Passages at bﬂnt sight un- . Aph. 32._.“ {_—the expression
meaning, may be found, on  just charged with being incoherent—)
E:‘:_"“““""' to haveamean-  pgy have an application to the action,
through its really standing in relation
to the action (which it serves suggestively to inculcate na a duty),

a. ‘To the action,’” &c. i—that is to say :—even such an expres.
sion as “ The cows also attend this sacrifice” {4ph. 81, 5.],—
' through its standing in relation’——i. c. through its really involva
ing a mutual reference to—* the action’—i. e. the passage enjoin.
ing some action,—has ‘an application’-—viz. through the praise*
[which it suggests as attending the performance of the action].

b, The import of the mgument is this, viz.—Did the very brutes
—-the cows—engago in the sacrifice, or ought wise men to engage
in ite performance P—the hinting of the dowd! serves to com.
mend+ [that duty which cven things senseless would engage in
if men neglected it ;—as we say, “The very stones wquld ery
out” if mon were to keep silence when under an imperative obli-
getion to speak out],

-

©. So much for the firet scction of the first Book of the com-
mentary on the Aphorisms of Jaimini.}
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