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EDITOR’S PREFACE.

The title which the Hindus apply to their atheistic* theory,

* ¢ (Cependant, 11 n’est gudre supposable que Colebrooke se soit trompé
en disant que Kapda wme Iidée de Diew. Il n’a fait que reproduire les
accusations directes que 'Inde elle-méme a portées contre lui; et, comme
ces accusations incontestables ne sont pas justifiées plemement par les slokas
de la Kanka, 1l reste que ce soient les Soltras qu les justfient. Dans
aucun de ceux que nous avons traduits, cette déplorable doctrme ne s'est
montrée positivement & déconvert, mais je crows pouvorr affirmer, dés & pré-
sent, quelle est en effet dans quelques autres, comme V’affirment les com-
mentateurs mdiens et Colebrooke.” M. Barthélemy Samnt-Hilawe: Pre-
mier Mémonre sur le Sinkhya, pp 271, 272.

Again, of Colebrooke as entertainmg the view that Kapila is atheistic:
é11 Pavart empruntée lu-méme aux commentateurs mdiens.” Id., iad., p. 5.

Tlus 15 searcely exact. Colebrooke, the last of men to condescend, as a
general thing, to statgments m tram, does much more than *smply re-
produce” the charge of atheism agamst Kapila, “ borrowmng 1t from Indian
commentators.” He refers, by numbers, to several of Kapila’s own aphorisms,
as bemg mphatly atheistic; and he translates one of them~—I., 92—by the
words “there 15 no proof of God’s existence.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, pp.
951, 252.  See, further, 1, 92—99; IIL, 56—57; V., 2—12, and 46; VI,
64, of Kapila’s Aphorisms.

A very cursory glance at Indian commentators, at least on the Sinkhya,
would have evinced to M. Saint-Hilare, that they are, mostly, as delicate
as he 15 himself, m respect of charging Kapila with the denial of God.

In the Padma-purdna, latter section, Pdshandotpatts chapter, Jaimm and
Kapla are called sages of the tdmase order, and thew writings arc teumed
WS ware,
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is that of Kapila’s Sdnkhya ;* this epithet being variously under-
stood, in accordance with the several acceptations of its imme-
diate primitive, sunkhyd. Tnthe Mahdbhdrata, sinkhya is allied
to parisankhydna and parisankhyd, ¢ eshaustive enurmeration.’t

The author of the Shad-dars’ ana-samuchchaya, a Jaina compendium, cor-
responding to Médhava Alcharya’s Sarva-darsana-sangraha, says, in the tone
of one who retails a familiar fact :

gie,  fadwte fya g |

* Sdnkhya 1s the denomination common to Kapila’s system and to Patan-
jalv’s.

M. Saint-Hilaire, in the opemmng words of his Analysis of the Sankhya,
confounds the paronymes sankhyd and sdnkhya : “Le mot de Sinkhya, qui
est devenu le nom du systéme de Kapila, sigmfie nombre , et, pris adjective-
ment, numéral. Il sigmfie encore, dans une acception assez voismne : caleul,
supputation, jugement, raisonnement.”” Premier Mémowe sur le Sinkhya,
p. 19.

Dr. Roer also says: “The term Sdnkhya has two meanings, enumeration
and investigation,”” Lecture on the Sinkhya Philosophy, p. 8.

The word Sdnkhya, as affording a vanety of sigmfications, 1s made the
subject of a laborious pun, n the imtial couplet of Bhaskara A'chdrya’s Bfja-«
gapita.

t wree yewty trftwwma;vima | XIL, 11393,
Also: ET@'W(W'HHTEY?{ gicHe, Tﬂ'{lﬁl“ |
LId srgrcra S3w fiwywwd |
awifa ¥ ggfand afces @ T |
geQ: Tyaargla we & e
Ind,, XII,, 11409-10.

One of my MSS. reads, mn the first of these two passages, parisankhyd-
nidars’anam ; and, m the second, parisankhydna-dars’anam. The same MS.
has sankhyam prakurute in place of sinkhydh prakurvate. Vijnina Bhikshu,
at p. 8, has sankhydm prakurvate, and tena sdnkhydh prakirtudh mstead of
parsankhydya tattwatak, But, be the best readings, among these, as they
may, 1t 15 abundantly plain, from the context, that VimAna errs m supposmng
that any allusion 1s here made to sankhyd, or any cognate word, m the sense
of “ratiocimation” or the hke. Colebrooke, who ueglected to pursne the
scholiast’s citation to the fountamn-head, took it, on trust, as correct, and
. renders sankhyd by “judgment.” Miscell. Essays, Vol, 1., p- 229,
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Sonkhyd, as the proximate source of sdnkhya, denotes, greeably
to a contemporary speculator of some local celebrity, ‘enun-

Nilakantha Chaturdhara, m his commentary on the Mahdbhdrata, the
Bhdrata-bhdva-dipa, meffectually labours, with the aid of arbitrary con-
structions, to gloss away the palpable mmport of the passages given above.
In short, hus predilections as a Vedantf reduce his exegetical merit, wherever
the system of Kapila is under discussion, to that of perverse mgenuity.

In citng the Makdbhdrata, or m referring to it, I follow, for convenience,
the notation, nght or wrong, of the printed edition. But I everywhere
venfy, or correct, the text of this edition by three very good MSS. whicl
I bave consulted.

Colebrooke says: “A system of philosophy in which precision of reckon-
ing 1s observed in the enumeration of its prmaiples, 1s denominated Sdnkhya ;
a term which has been understood to sigmfy numeral, agreeably to the usual
acceptation of sankhyd, number: and hence its analogy to the Pythagorean
philosophy has been presumed. But the name may be taken to imply,” &e.
Miscell. Essays, Vol. I., p. 229.

Adverting to these words, M. Samt-Filare observes: “ Colebrooke s’est
laissé tromper par Papparence et par une fausse analogic, en pronongant le
nom de Pythagore & c6té de celm de Kapila.” Premer Mémoire sur le
Sinkhya, p. 19.

Agam, 1id., p. 20: “8i Colebrooke a eu tortde rapprocher le nom de
Pythagore de celui du philosophe mdien,” &e.

But Colebrooke, as1s quite obvious from his gnarded and adversative mode
of expression, delivers, in the preceding extract, neither his own opinions nor
even opmions which, pending the adduction of further evidence, he would be
thought to accept. Professor Wilson—Sdnkhya-kdrikd, Preface, p. xi—
cites, 1t is true, the words “and hence 1ts analogy to the Pythagorean philo-
sophy has been presumed,” and without comment as to the paternity of
the surmise. It may have escaped him that he had formerly written : ¢ The
first Indian School, the leading tenets of which are described by Mr. Cole-
brooke, 1s the Sinkhya, a term which has been understood to signify “nu-
meral, and which, therefore, perhaps suggested to S William Jones, Ins
comparison of 1t to the Pythagorean doctrme.” Quarterly Oriental Magazinc,
Vol. IV., pp. 11, 12: September, 1825.

Colebrooke alludes, without doubt, to the followmg passage: ““On the
present occasion, 1t will be sufficient to say that the oldest head of a sect
whose entire work 1s preserved, was—according to some authors—Kapila;
not [?] the dime personage, a reputed grandson [?] of Brahmi, to whom .
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ciation pursuant to a stated order.”* Auother writer holds that
it bears the import of ¢ consideration.’+ Elsewhere, it is explain-
ed by ‘right knowledge;’} and the author of the commentary
in the following pages, defines it by ‘representation of the real
nature of spirit, on the basis of an accurate discriminative ac-
quaintance with it, as contrasted with nature’§ Consonantly to

Krnishna compares lumself m the Gitd, but a sage of his name, who invented
the Sdnkhya, or Numeral, philosophy ; which Krishna himself appears to im-
pugn, m his conversation with Arjuna; and which, as far as I can recollect it
from a few original texts, resembled, mn part, the metaphysics of Pythagoras,
and, in part, the theology of Zeno.” S Wilham Jones’s Works, Vol. I,
pp. 163, 164 : 4to ed of 1799.

Sir Wilbiam, at an earher period, had pushed his hypothetical analogies
much further than this. “Of the Philosophical Schools 1t will be sufficient,
here, to remark that the first Nydya seems analogous to the Perpatetic ;
the second, sometimes called Vais'eshika, to the Iomic; the two Mfménsds’
of which the second 1s often distingwished by the name of Veddnia, to the
Platome ; the first Sdnkhya, to the Italic, and the second, or Pdtanjala, to
the Stoic, philosophy . so that Gautama [Gotama] corresponds with Aristotle ;
Kanada, with Thales; Jaimuni, with Socrates; Vyasa, with Plato; Kapila,
with Pythagoras ; and Patanjali, with Zeno. But an accurate comparison
between the Grecian and Indian Schools would requre a considerable
volume.” Ibid., Vol. L, pp. 360, 361.

* AR @ EGEN | TR, AAGIE Q@A @ 7 g9l 91 gy
mAGH W) 9q AWl @ F ¥ m wEtigwd woa)
Deva Tirtha Swami : Sdnkhya-taranga, ad mit.

+ gefinfaawmi ge@n fagm | avfy & @19 : g fa
g@\@q{éj?ﬂfﬁ: ggxe | Raghunitha Tarkavédgis’a Bhattdchirya: Sdn-
khya-tattwa-vilise, ad 1mt.

t gew 9 WEwE | afET A RATE@aw g 1 Siidhara
Qwhmi: Subodhin, on II., 39, of the Bhagavad-gitd.

Strya Pandit, the astronomer, annotatmg, m his Paramdrtha-prapd, the
same passage of the Gitd, almost copies Saidhara: & T IR WA |
Al TRTEA A G|

§ The omgmal will be found near the top of p. 8. As for the itales
noticeable m the text, I would remark, once for all, that I use them to dis-
tmgwsh cllipses.  Sanskrit vocables, also, when transhiterated, I give, as a

o pule, in the same style of type.
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some sacred text, as cited, with approval, by §'ankara A’chérya,*
sdnkhya imports ¢ ascertainmeut of the truth concerning pure
soul.” ’ankara, again, and in like manner taking no account
of the etymology of the word, interprets it, on his own authority,
by ‘the conception that the quahties of purity, passion, and
darkness, are perceptible by me; and that I, bemng distinet from
them, am the spectator of their operations, eternal, hetero-
gencous from the qualities, soul.+

* In his commentary on the Vishnu-sahasra-ndma from the Makdbhirata,
XIII., 7006  The definition to which S'ankara accedes, may be from some
Purfna. It is not to be found m the legal institutes of Vydsa, where I had
hoped to wmeet with it. The passage i which this defimition oceurs, together
with the verse which the passage explains, here follow :

wefu: feersns:  awr *fgiafa:

weft: wfrgra™ i sfanaeds ww axrqee iRy sei e
LW IAATA | Y g 92 TUINATTVS: | FfgwEar g WE-
FaEEAgEmETEaYtw afvgramE: | asfie® afyeenat a3-
fawfagrars: |

ww gwfawrd g famfideg )

fa @ w1 o g&d &fq " wwate 530 few ¢ oafeen
JHafefa gew

tes@aa ¥ T @Aify 10w To ¥ F9Es ggaT -
Fﬁig\ﬁT faqn qufemaw W fw fqmaw|  Gitd-bhdshya, XIIL, 12.

The repugnance of the Vedéntis to the Sinkhya can easily be illustrated.
The word sdnkhya, substantive or adjective, occurs, in the Bhagavad-gétd, 1n
five several passages: I, 39; III, 3; V., 4, 5; XIIL, 24; XVIII, 13.
In three of these passages, the first, and the last two, the theory of Kapila
13 clearly mtended.  Yet the commentators, who hold, with few exceptions,
to the Veddnta, are most averse, 1 the majority of these cases, from owning
that even the existence of atheism 1s recogmised by the poem. In the three
mstances above mentioned, they, accordmgly, explamn sdnkhya by atman,
dima-tattwa, bhakli-s’dstra, Brahma, para-pumdn ; sankhyd bemg defined,
respectively, by tattwa-jndna, adhydtma-s'dstra, bhakt, upanishad, upanishad.
Asrenderings of the fixst, we also find dhydnn, yndna, paramdima-vastu-viveka,
paramdrtha-vastu-viveka, veddnta, and yathdvasthita-vishayayd buddhyd nu-
sanhita-nirnayak ©a conclusion mduced on the cogmtion of a reahty.



But, whatever may have been the sense originally intended,
and perhaps now lost, of the term in question, it is not impro-
bable that it carried a reference, more or less obscure, to the
radical independence of scriptural authority, which may be
affirmed of Kapila. In the comprehensive spirit of all Hin-
duism, it is true that he has frequent recourse to Vaidika
vouchers* for subordinate articles of belief. Yet, in spite of
this semblance of catholicity, it is obvious that the essentials
of his system must be justified, if justified at all, rather by an
appeal to reason than to revelation. The Sénkhya, indeed, with
all its folly and fanaticism, may, for a Hindu school of doctrine,

Where Kapila’s tenets are, 1 all likelihood, not alluded to, sdnkhya 1s said
to mean bhagavat and semnydsa : sankhyd corresponding to kirtandimikd
bhaktih and samyag dima-mati. Additional synonymes of the former, simi-
larly employed, are bhakta, bhakti, jndna-mshtha, jnina-nishthé, jndnin,
mshpdpa-purusha, sannydsin, suddhdntahkarana, and s'uddha-chetas.

‘ankara  A'chdrya; Gitd-bhishya - Riminua A'chérya; Gétd-bhdshya -
Stirya Pandit; Paramdrtha-prapd. Shidhara Swimi; Subodluni Madhu-
sidana Saraswati; Bhagavad-giti-gidhirtha-dipiké. Kalyina Bhatta; Ra-
sika-ramant. Jayardma Tarkavigisa; Bhagavad-gits-sirdriha-sangraha
Sadinanda Vyisa; Bhagavad-gité-bhiva-prakdsa - Pus dcha-bhishya, by
anon.: Kes'ava Bhatta; Gitd-tattwa-prakdsiké Rimachandra Saraswatf;
Gitd-tdtparya-suddhi.

Of these wiiters, Rimdinuja, Madhustidana, Saddinanda, and the anonym-
ous author of the Pais'dcha-bhdshya, refuse to hear of there bemg any allu-
ston, m the Git4, to the system of Kapila.

Adwatdnanda, m s Brakma-vidydbharana, an expositorial work conneeted
with the Aphorisms of the Vedanta, suggests that the word panchevins'afi,
adduced from the sacred writings as demarking the number of the Sinkhya
puneiples, may mtend 20 X 5 mstead of 20 4 5. In disproof of this
conceit, sce one of the Sanskut extracts at p. 2, supra; and the Mukdbhi-
rala, XII., passun, but, particularly, chapters 307, 308, 309.

* These citations from the Vedas can hardly be referred to a politie affecta-
tion of orthodoxy; to the quicting, on casy terms, of the musgivings of the
unwary. The Jainas, who go the length of openly denying the divine orgm
of the Vedas, and who repudiate thewr authonty generally, yet admit it when
veconcilable with thew own tenets.  As. Res., Vol. XVII, p. 248,
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be allowed a fair share of circumspection. In its dogmatism it
bas restricted itself, for the most part, to the supersensuous, a
phrase too frequently convertible with the indeterminate. It
would, accordingly, often have been difficult to demonstrate that
it was not in the right; and it has signified nothing that it was
in the wrong : the Hindus never having been known to approve
themselves, ethically, any worse for their atheism than for theiwr
theism. What is more, the scrupulous vagueness with which 1t
touches on the subject of matter, is, surely, something in its
favour. It may have gone widely astray in the cloud-land of
metaphysics ; but 1t offers few parallels to the puerile hylology
of the Nydya. It may contravene the spuitual intwtions of
humanity ; but it has rarely called down the gods from Olympus,
to move the derision of modern science. Other praise of the
Sdnkhya than this, would, however, scarcely consist with the
exactions of just emticism. On the assumption that it has come
down to us legitimately elucidated, it is next to impossible, not-
withstanding its fantastic show of method, to trace, in it, a single
vestige of consistency. As apprehended in the present day,
correctly or incorrectly, it must, in short, be ranked, with every
other, even the most perspicuous, scheme of atheism, as little
better than a chaotic impertinence.*

* The notion that the existence of God 1s suseeptible of ialectic demon-
stration, has been surrendered, in later times, by most Christian theologians
of any credit : it now bemng, more ordinanly, mamtamed that our convietion
of deity, on grounds apart from revelation, reposes solely on orgmal
consciousness, antecedent to all proof. The idea of God must, mdeed,
necessarily be postulated as the basis of all human speculation. See Hagen-
bach’s History of Doctrines, passim.

Kant declares that the various objective arguments for the establishment
of theism, may be reduced to the teleological, the cosmological, and the
ontological. All these, I am told, have been urged, by the Ilindus, n
combating the Bauddhas, the Miménsakas, and the Sinkhyas. But further
investigation would be requsite before I could produce these arguments, as
employed by the Brihmans, with any approach to a complete exhibition,
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Tudistinct allusion seems to be made, by the author of the
Saukhya Aphorisms, to anterior® cultivators of the atheistic
philosophy, and, in so many words, to ¢ venerable preceptors’t
of the theory. Of the latter, Sanandanat alone is specified by
name, and once ouly : but, equally with all the authorities less
distinctly commemorated in company with him, his writings, if
he ever wrote, have long been forgotten. Panchas'ikha, though,
like Sanandana, expressly mentioned, is yet denied his honour-
able designation. On the first occasiond where his opinion is
reported, it is noted with disapprobation; and, in the sole
remaining instance|| where it is brought forward, it is dismissed

No one of these arguments makes more dwectly agamst such atheism
as that of the Sinkhya, than the cosmological proof, or, rather, para-
logism ; 1t having been shown to be built on a logical fiction  This
argument 1s admirably put by Diodorus of Tarsus, who hived in the fourth
century :

* % & 3¢ mis Gybmrov Méyou adrlv T Tpomiy, 6 wdvrev dduwvardtepov
elodye Tpom) yip wdfos éoriv dpxdpevov, kal obi dv Tis emor Tpomny
dvapyor: kal currdpws dwely, T0v arouelwy kal TOV E adrdy {dwv e kal
cwpdror 9 mdvoodos Tpomy, kal TOV oypuirwy kal Ypwudrev kel TEV
v mowomirey ) wowi\y Owipopd, pdvov odxl umy dpinot, miTe
dyémrov wite adrduarov vouilew Tov kdopmov, wir ad dmpovénrov, Oedv
88, alrols xal 70 elvar kal 70 € elvar wapaoxduevov, cagds €dévar kal
dbwrdkros énlorachor,  Photn Bibhotheca, ed. Bekker., p. 209, b.

® * % % For change1s an mcident that has a beginning ; and one would
never speak of change as without a beginming. And, to be summary, the
all-wise Change of the elements, and of the thence arising animate heings
and bodies ; and the mtricate diversity of forms, and colours, and other
properties; all but give forth an articulate voice, telling us not to thmk of
the unmverse as unoriginated, or self-actuated, or, yet, without a Providence ;
hut to know of a truth, and to be unhesitatingly assured, that there 1s a God,
who endowed them with both being and excellent beng.

* 111, 41. T A'chéryah : V., 31. T VI, 69. § V., 32

i VI, 68. Vedant{ Mahadeva, annotating V., 32, mfers, suply from
the name of Panchas/ikha bemg given m the singular number, that
Kapila purposes to mark him as a separatist. The smgular must, then, be
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with an air of sufferance rather than of approval. Of Sanandana
nothing is known further than that he is classed among the
mind-engendered progeny of Brahmd.* Panchas'ikha is usu-
ally described in the same enigmatical terms:t but the Mahd-
bhdratat also speaks of him as having had a human mother,
Kapild; and it assigns him to the line of Pards'ara.$

The Sdnkhya philosophy is, nevertheless, ascribed, by indi-
genous tradition, to Kapila,|| the putative author of the atheistic
sentences, the Sdnkhya-sitra¥ and Tatlwa-samdsa ; though the

taken to indicate, as compared with the plural, an inferior degree of respect.
But Sanandana, though digmfied with the title of dchdrya, 1s yet spoken of,
by K'Lplla, m the singular number. Mahédeva’s words are: ¢ fw T -
ggaq qeaaaaizfa ®9gfa | It may, however, be doubted whether
the use, in Sanskrit, of the pluralis majestaticus be of any antiquity, not-
withstanding Séyana A’chdrya’s opmion to the contrary. See Professor
‘Wilson’s Translation of the Rig-veda, Vol. L., p. 201, foot-note.
* See note at p. 15, mfra. 1 See the same note.
1 XIIL, 7895. At XII., 7886, of the same work, 1t is said :
wats fo 9EE weal® 9 refa )
gagaa sew fa mafafx 9 _I

‘I can mnagine that he whom the Sdnkhyas call Kapila, the ighty sage,
the patriarch, is, mn person, under this form, exciting our admiration.”

Such 1s the unoustakable sense of the couplet ; and so thinks Nilakantha
Chatwrdhara: § fyw:l @« ¢ fi &g | qefiw q awgs« )
Yet Professor Wilson understands the meaning to be, that Panchas’ikha 1s
here “named .... Kapila.” Sdnkhya-kdrikd, p. 190. Dr. Weber repeats
this mastake : ““als auch Kapila heisst.”” Indische Studien, Vol. I., p. 433.

§ Janaka, chieftam of Mithila, and disciple of Panchas’ikha, says:

TN AW TR WY A
fegr e fe =faw gt &0 XIL, 11875,

[| In only a single text that I know of, is the Sdnkhya imputed to Shva:
Mahdbhdrate, XI1.,10388. At the same place, the Yoga also 1s said to have
ongmated with thus divimty.

9] Swapnes'wars, acquamted as he was with the aphorisms of Panchas’ikha,
attributes to him the Sankkya-siétra also. He accounts for its bearmg the
title of Kdpila, by the circumstance that Kapila mitiated the Sankhya tradi-
tion as set forth in these aphorisms. By way of illustration, he adduces the

c
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accuracy of this assignment rests, it seems probable, on no better
evidence than the fact, that such treatises of atheism as existed
prior to those attributed to Kapila, being superseded by his own
more developed, or less incongruous, enunciations, were con-
signed, at an early period, to oblivion.

But it does not seem imperative to include, among these
ancient productions, the works of Panchasikha also.* Even
conceding that Panchas’ikha, conformably to the ordinary ac-
count of him, was a disciple of A’suri,t who is, in turn, said to
have studied under Kapila;i yet the measure of a scholastic

notorious appropriation to Manu, of the code of laws set forth by Bhngu.
His meaning 1s, that Kapila only propounded the matter of the Sdénkhya-
sitra, whose present shape 1s due to Panchasikha. He may, then, be sup-
posed to set to the account of humility, the absence from Panchasikha’s
name, m the Sinkhya Aphorisms, of the hononfic title of 4'chdrya.
Agamst this 1t might be argued, that a samt so lowly would be likely to
mention, at least a few tumes, the name of the leading rabbi of lus
school. Yet, on the contrary, be reframs from all mention of Kapla,
while he twice speaks of himself. But, m justice to Swapnes'wara, 1t should
be added that he gives what 15 repeated above, as nothmg but rumour. Ilis
words are: ggfw ¢ &7 1€ 1giciew | aifyefaia S{mﬁ@ qH-
Travew: I wfeqtas gqgarEn

* Colebrooke judges otherwise. Spcakmlr of the Sdnkhya-sitra, he says:
“It 15, avowedly, not the earhest trcatise on this branch of philosophy :
since it contans references to former authorties, for particulars which are
but briefly hmted in the sufras; and it quotes some by name, and, among
them, Panchasikha, the diseiple of the reputed anthor’s pupil : an anachron-
ism which appears decisive.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L., p. 232.

1 Mahdbhirata, XII, 7890, 7895. Elsewhere, Panchasikha is spoken
of as having been mstructed, with Jargishavya, by Kapila hunself. K ma-
purdna, fiist section, chapter 9, s'loka 119. See, also, the note at the foot
of page 16, infra.

I Bhdgavota-purdna, 1, 8, 11. Also: wiigfagra fawrufywmfygry
FRQTE WITT 4T g forsraararg we 1T | Vydsa: Pi-
tamyala-bhdshya, 1., 25. Notice will be taken, i a subsequent page, of the
discrepant explanations of the term ddi-vidwin, m this passage. But the
commentators are unanimous in understanding, by paramarsha, Kapila.
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descent has no essential correspondence to that of a natural ge-
neration. More especially, the position that Kapila takes ac-
count of his own literary successor at the second remove, may be
granted to offer but little violence to probability, if we simply
suppose that the sage originally disseminated his tenets orally,
and that they had undergone modification at the hands of
sectaries from his proper school, before he committed them to
a written form.*

Panchasikha is known, by scanty fragments, as the author
of a collection of philosophical aphorisms.+ One other perform-

* As an ungrateful alternative to silence, I have thus attempted to reduce
to harmony, materials, m themselves, at first appearance, rather mtractable ;
but which present, 1t may be, a distorted reflex of lustorical verity.

As the first step in dealing ratronally with the mnd-born sons of Brahma,
we must consider them as brethren, not as brothers. But, rather than
depart, 1 favour of common sense, from the strictest letter of the theogo-
mes, I have found the pandits disposed to fall back on their grand solution
of all difficulties as to time, space, and mdividuals, the transparently indolent
dogma of cyclical renovations of mundane events. These iterations admit-
ting of an mdefimte number of changes as to particulars, any body may, at
last, be every body; and 1t thus becomes a very easy matter to make hght
of ordinary chronological sequence.

t A single one of them is given, as such, m Vyidsa’s Pdtanjala-bhdshya,
L,3: ¢ &9 WA  fa<a TW@d | Ksheménanda, in his notes on the
Tattwa-samdsa, twice quotes this as a siétra ; and Vichaspatt Mis’ra, Vijnana
Blukshu, and Nagoji Bhatta, consent mn assigning it to Panchag’ikha,

In Vyésa’s Patanjala-bhash ya we find, at IL, 13: @@ IFT gyic-
LT FIFIAT: I AUENIE | F T @Y awNh
YATYATI YN sgaasaw  {cwfa | Of this passage, which 1s un-
charactenised, by Vyésa, except as being by Panchaskha, the Sankhya-
tattwa-kaumudi cites the words ¥ THT FUCITT: 99T | Swap-
neg'wara, n lus annotations on the Kawmudi, still dissectng, says that
the first three of these words form one aphorism, and the remammg word,

another.
So much for Panchasikha’s siéras ; and 1t may be questioned whether

c R
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ance, if not two, is likewise imputed to him ; and he, perhaps,

any more samples of them are forthcoming, notwithstanding Colebrooke’s
assertion that they “are frequently ated, and by modern authors on the
Sdnkhye.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p. 233.

The next work recorded as by Panchas‘ikha, 1s metrical ; unless, indeed,
as 1s quite possible, the longer extracts, to be given after the following
couplets, belong, with one or more of them, to a treatise mixed of prose
and verse.

T T TET SrA Y@ T 9w
mm Y | arend wraww

This couplet 1s quoted, by an'ma Blukshu, m s Vynanamrzta, with the
following troduction : fafed drd AT TEIATH wE g fa TS 1
Thus is the best voucher I have for advancmg that Panchashkha commented
on the Tattwa-samdsa, of whieh the words fafeurars: do really constitute a
topie. Thus couplet 1s agam quoted, partially, by Vynéna, m is Yoga-vdrtika,
as well as i Bhdva Ganes'a’s Yoginusdsana-sitra-oritts ; and m full, by
Ksheménanda on the Tattwa-samdsa, m the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, and by
Bhiva Ganes’a in the Tattwa-ydthirthya-dipana, Various readings of it
are : ddaw for ddyas, hi for tu ; vimoksho for tu moksho ; kritsna for krich-
chhra , and kshayah for kshaydt.

Bhévé Ganes’a, i his Yogdnus'dsana-siitra-vritts, refers the stanza just
gwven, directly to Panchastkha; but the same author, m s Tattwa-ySthdr
thya-dipana, 1mtroduces these verses, and the three couplets following, by
expressions 1mporting that they were borrowed, not from, but through
Panchasikha.

IgrENfaawE 9qFEw fya: |
@ Y arfa g9 @ gwew: )

Variants: yatra-tatra for yatra-kutra ; ratak for sthitah ; and mundf ja

§khi and s'ikhi mundi jobi for jati mundi s'ukhi.
I A% g GWT AT AFCRT T |
faufe @3 s3r =f€aqqn

Vanants : prékritena cha for prékritena tu ; and baddho *yam tu nigadyat
baddho ndnyena muchyate, and dandho ’yam cha nigadyate, for dadd.
Jjantur vivartate.

wifw 19 | RLIEEA @nwﬁi{aa 9
fo o raagvegraw g mm A |

Variants: chatwdri for tattwdm, swampmr for swardpdpi ; pdpo 1
papmd ; and dhugyate for yugyate.
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le theistic Ssnkhya as well as on the atheistic.

e conaPplets and that preceding them, the first and the third

quotations, are also found in the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd.
re cited both there and in the Sdnkhya-sitra-vivarana.
een spoken of above; and the second 1s m Kshemi-
t¢tw a—sSamdsa, and m Gaudapada on the Sdrnkhya-kdrikd.
ervable that Bhavd Ganes’a does not quote a syllable as
Panchasikha, that does not occur in the Sdnkhya-krama-
» accoxrdingly, a presumption that Bhava Ganes’a took these
s work, and under the impression that 1t was by Pancha-
suspicion 1s strengthened by the second exordial stanza of
irt ks a—dipana, where 1ts author clearly enough clai s to
an.chas’ikha on the Tattwa-samdsa :
ExHTE™ A (yEfw w1
W : N aWITErEaa |
»n. to Panchas’ikha, of the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, if ever
ned, would at once be mvaldated by indicating the fact,
Panchasikha 1s made, i the work itself, supposed free from
1 irx such a manner, namely, with the title of dchdrya, as to
. frox its author.

extracted below have, in every case, the guarantee of good
1eir bemg by Panchasikha. They are given, m the first
asa, im his Pdtanjala-bhiéskya, anonymously : but three of
atators ; Vachaspat1 Mis'ra, mn the Pdtanjala-siétra-bhdshya-
na Bhikshu, m the Yoga-vdrtika ; and Néagoji Bhatta, in the
~vretli-bhdishya-chchhdya-vydkhyd ; testify, one, or all, to their
s for the passage at II., 22, Vachaspati merely says that it
1 authontative sage; but the two other scholiasts declare it
as’ikha.

o =rgmEd areq gwsatw AT w79 AW o
ATt wefnfa Aigwd wer SfiEfew fafae-

is quoted and expounded by Ksheménanda also, in the Nava-

¥ w1 afagdlw @ SNIRGgE=al 99 |y
TE=TTYE |91 § H'%?rssvf‘?rﬁi AT ggEET wagtag
THey swwgy ¥ sfygrae | 1L, 5.
P EEET oefaafefufd wq @ 9t we@Ets
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By the prevalent suffrage of mythology, Kapila* is reputed

fﬁ?{;amzaﬁa TG s o A
VIRRE Y@ RIAA | www qreww dgar vy wee ufc-
U AR IRy o sgAreae e afvgran | wews i
IL R G T TARTCATCHATAT & WS Z: ArHE | F Al faE-
wiwgmem | 10, 17.

g ¥ Y0y ae=wAfcy IR gEg@STAly gy afshar-
mfa@wsﬁwr'-rm ﬁamamwarwwwwm w=Eal 1, 18.

Wwftmrﬁm‘t % wmf ’(aﬁrwm 9 wfcuifamd sfaage a3-
fawagafa | TRy IR AT ST FigERraRTTATIAT af%?~
wfufe 1few w3 fafcmramEs | 11, 20.

wfa temfgsaTERaETCREE T g | 1L, 22.

wqTirwaT gwfATE TR freww wrar S 9% ye-
a9 AHTZEFETC! W T YT WA FROT W 7 agwg=r-
CIER ﬁft’ Z‘FW FIATHT AT LIRS AT T qY AT @9Ug |
1L, 13.

gERITTUAEE A s gyut wafa 1 101, 40.

Little can safely be coxjectured with regard to the character of the work or
works from which these sentences were collected by Vydsa. They may be text ;
and they may be commentary. Probably they are Sdnkhya; but, possibly,
they pertain to the Yoga. That Panchas’ikha treated of other subjects
than the S&nkhya, may be 1nferred from a remark of Vinéna Bhikshu’s :
Ty aqmrasty fagwt w3 St ggtwarst W 0wy werwafa
Yoga-vdrtika, 1., 25.

* The more ordmary mdnasa, or mind-begotten, sons of Brahmd vary, as
specified m different Purénas, from seven to more than twice that number ;
“but,” as Prof. Wilson remarks, ‘“the variations are of the nature of addi~
tions made to an apparently original enumeration of but seven, whose
names generally recur.” Vishpu-purdna, p. 48, note 2. One such group
is made up of Marichi, Atri, Angiras, Pulastya, Pulaha, Kratuand Vasishtha ;
the well-known € seven Rishis.” Mahdbhdrata, XII., 7570 and 13075. This
hist is modified, in the same book of the Muhdbhirata, 7534-5, by the
substitution of Daksha for Vasishtha: and, at 13040, by the addition of
Manu ; thus increasing the aggregate to eight. But, however eked out hy
Pauranika liberality, it1snot this catalogue of Brahma’s mimd-born pro-
geny that 1s to furmsh us with Kapila.
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seen a son of Brahmé ; but he is otherwise described as

71lson once wrote as follows : ¢ The founder of the Sdnkhya philo-
amed Kapila; who, as one of the seven great Rishis, 1s one of the
1hmi. There are other accounts of his origm ; but none more satis-

Quarterly Oriental Magazine for Sept, 1825; p. 12. That
anywere styled ‘ one of the seven great Rishis,”” needs confirma-
11l the emphasis with which other accounts of him are here discre-
othing of this 1s to be found in the Translation of the Viskpu-

oke,—Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 229, —refers to Gaudapada,
f Kapila’s bemg ranked as “one of the seven great Rishis.”
; the collocation of the wordsin the passage quoted by Gaudapada,
e has turned subject imto predicate. The ecitation runs thus:
b L YT ?WQ?J: | ‘These seven sons of Brahmi were
& Rushis.’

group of kmdred emanations likewise comprehends seven persons.
vhiébhirata, XII, 13078-9, they are said to be Sana, Sanat-sujata,
anandana, Sanat-kuméra, Kapila, and Sandtana. In the passage
all hkelihood from some Purana, near the commencement of Gauda-
amentary on the Sankhya-kdrikd, Kapila still appears, but as intro-
eral accredited Sankhya doctors, to the extrusion of as many of his
ociates : the list now standing thus; Sanaka, Sananda, Sanitana,
sla, Vodhu, and Panchas1kha In the farpana, or propitiation-ser-
. least one school of the Veda, that of Madhyandima, the same per-
wvoked, and in the same order, except that the names of A’suri and
transposed. See Colebrooke’s Miscell. Essays, Vol.I , p. 144. In the
~dna, latter section, Vishnu-vydha-bheda-varnana chapter, 14, 15,
changes, Kapila himself makes way for another ; the set now con-
sanaka, Sananda, Sandtana, Sanat-kumara, Jita,Vodhu,and Pancha-

As. Res. Vol. XTI, p. 99. The Kdrma-purdna, former section, chap.
9, with additional alterations, reduces the seven to five; Sanalka,
Sanandana, Rart (Rudra?), and Sanat-kumara ; whom 1t qualifies as
s. The first three and the last of these five hold, apparently, pecu-
1ce in the family of Brahmd ; since from them, according to Gauda-
hie forty-third Kdrikd, originated, severally, virtue, knowledge, dis-
1d irresistible will. The names of these four also occur, unaccom-
if they were to be regarded as representative, at IIL., 12, 3, of the
~purdna.
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an incarnation of Vishnu.* He is also recounted to have been

Sananda and Sanandana are, doubtless, prosodial varieties of the same
name ; and Jita seems to be put, by metrical licence, for Sanat-sujita.

In the Kébrma-purdna, latter section, V., 18, parts of the two classes of Brah-
md&’s mental sons, several new characters bemg added to the first, are named
together, thus : Sanat-kuméra, Sanaka, Bhrigu, Sanatana, Sanandana, Rudra,
Angiras, Vamadeva, S'ukra, Atri, Kapila, and Marichi. But 1t1s worthy of ob-
servation that this Purdna plamnly distmguishes the second class, as to ongn,
from the first. What 1s evidently mtended for the first class, 1s detailed, at
VIL., 35—39, of the former section, as made up of Daksha, Marichi, Angiras,
Bhngu, Atri, Dharma, Sankalpa, Pulastya, Pulaha, Kratu, and Vasishtha;
and the generation of these mdividuals, as there given, 1s very different from
what 1t 151 any of the accounts rendered by Prof. Wilson. See Vishnu-

purdna, p. 50, note. For mstance, the first and the last four are derved,
respectively, from Brahmd’s prina, uddna, vydna, apdna, and semdna. Sec,
for these terms, Colebrooke’s Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, pp. 356 and 374 ; also
the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, p. 103. At X., 84, of the same section, the whole
eleven are denominated Brahmds; and Brahmd 1s stated to have created
them by his power as a Yogi. See, also, Vishnupurdna, p. 49.

Further particulars of interest occur at X, 122—125, of the latter section
of the Kirma-purdpa. Sanat-kuméra 1s here said to have mstructed Sam-
varta ; and he, Satyavrata: Sanandana, Pulaha ; and he, Gautama: Angiras,
Bharadwéja : Kapila, Jaigishavya and Panchasikha: Sanaka, Paris’ara;
and he, Valmiki. This Puréna 1s related, at its conclusion, to have been
transmitted from Brahmé as follows. Brahmd communicated 1t to Sanaka
and Sanat-kuméra ; Sanaka, to Devala; Devala, to Panchas’tkha; and Sanat-
kuméra, to Vyésa.

There 1s, clearly, no countenance, in the analogy of the Hmdu hagiogony,
for the else plausible surmuse, that a complete hustory of the mdnasa sons of
Brahma, might, if recoverable, possibly go to show that the term by which
they are known, may orgmally have borne a less mystical signification than

that of mind-born. Its mtention could never have been to discriminate the
Iiterate portion of the Brahmamdae from their less learned kinsmen

* Mahdbhérata, 111., 1896 and 8880. Rdmdyana, 1., 41,2—4 and 25. At
I, 41, 2—4, Kapila’s destruction of the sons of Sagara 1s predicted Padma-
purdna, latter section, Vishnu-vydha-bheda-varnana chapter. Vishpu-purd-
na, p. 377. Bhdgavata-purana, I, 3, 11 ; where Kapila stands the fifth of the
twenty-four incarnations of Vishnu. See, also, at p. 6, supra, the verse from
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born as the son of Devahiti;* and, again, is identified with one
of the Agnis, or fires.t Lastly, it is affirmed that there have
been two Kapilas: the first, an embodiment of Vishnu; the

the Mahdbhdrata, XII1., 7006, with S'ankara A’chérya’s commentary. See,
further, the passage at p. 10, supra, quoted m Vyésa’s Pdtanjala-bhdshya.
The later commentators on this work, Viynana Bhikshu and Négoji Bhatta,
understand the word ddi-vidwdn, or € primeval sage,” to mean, here, Vishnu.
Vachaspati Mis'ra, though recognising Kapila as an mcarnation of Vishou,
consulers ‘primeval sage’ to refer to the former, reappearing on earth
after absorption nto the divine essence. The remamder of Vichaspati’s
remarks are not very mtelligible ; or else my MSS. are corrupt.

Schlegel, m his note on the Rdmdyans, 1., 41, 3, remarks: * De hoe Vich-
nils cognomine et munere non habeo quod expromam, Vix opus est monere
plane hine ahenum est Kapilum, philosophiee rationalis (sdnkhya) auclorem ,
quamvis et hune diseipult mmis ambisiost numinis plenum, imo ipsum m
mortall corpore praesentem Vishnum fuisse iactavernt. Quam opiuionem
wnwit auctor Bhagavad-gitae, Lect. X., 26. It must now appear that the
notion which Schlegel here dismisses so peremptorily, 1s much better fortifi-
ed, by mythology, than he, to all appearance, apprehended.

* Bhdgavate-purdne, 11, 7, 3; and 111, 33, 1 The birth of the sage,
and of hus mme sisters, 1s here said to have taken place m the house of Kar-
dama, the hushand of Devahiti, who is called Kapila’s mother. Kapila’s
father, according to this account, must be Kardama ; as there 1s no hint of any-
thing like a miraculors conception. Kapila, as here described, 1s, neverthe-
less, regarded, by some, as having afterwards become an incarnation of Vish-
nu. Kardama, if not one of Brahm#’s mind-born sons, was, at all events,
a prajdpati, or “ patnarch.”  Visknu-purdna, p 50, note.

In Colebrooke’s Miscell. Essays, Vol. 1., p. 230, Devaditi 1s, of course, a
misprint for Devahitt. Yet Lassen has adopted the former reading. In-
dische Alterthumskunde, Vol. I., p. 832.

tw  sfasar 3 fawfd a1 @ )
F@w: d Wi w1 i W
e wCaly w4 W Sy @ |
firg feerar  wIWYEF : |
Mahdbhdrata, 111 , 14196—7.
1t is the last line of these couplets which, with the exchange of s'dsira
for yoga, is cited at p. 232 of the present work. The ¢ self-styled Vedanti,’
by which epithet Vijnana there denounces some unnamed author, for holding
D
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other, the igneous principle m human disguise.* It must b
acknowledged, in short, that we know nothing satisfactory con
cerning Kapila; the meagre notices of him that are producible

that the Sinkhya Kapila was an incarnation of fire, has htherto eluded my
quest.

Prof. Wilson, alludmg to this test, of whose source he was unapprised
pronounces, touching the dentity which 1t authenticates, that « theie does not
appear to be any good authomty for the notion;” and adds, immediately
afterwards: “Kapila 1s a synonyme of fire, as 1t 1s of a brown, dusky, o1
tawny, colour ; and this may have given nse to the 1dea of Agmi and the sagc
bemg the same.” Sdénkhya-kdrikd, p. 188 See, also, Colebrooke’s Miscell,
Essays, Vol. I, p. 230. But 1t seems just as likely that the conception
owed 1ts ongin to the fabled combustion, by Kapila, of the sons of Sagara
Mahdbhérata, 111., 8881. Also see As. Res., Vol. IIL pp. 349, 350, and
Vol VI, p 478.

For Wilford’s wild speculations i which he 1dentifies Kapila with Inoch,
see As. Res., Vol. VI, pp. 473-4.

* [ quote at length, as the following passage will, m a subsequent page,
again come under consideration :

yraTaTE uzarﬁ‘«rmamﬁ sfaefaammamgarqgfefy: gxa o

. afegawgrar  sfiwasr afoer oife vxfaﬁnammfzira N AL}
gafafe f j@fw @ @i 7@y @0 vamfaawmar | Iq

afw | <aEe hEA TEAEGEYE e Tt JAeTEyaTT |

TTw W g 9 TCEATE ey @ar | T d FrfdmfrEat

1 [ & yar wguEdHT e e watt  ZEe |
Sarvopakdripi, ad mut.

S'ankara A'chérya, m the §'dréraka-mimdnsd-bhdshya, L., 2, 1, also de-
clares for two Kapilas. Implatly following the Ramdyana, he considers the
Kapila who destroyed the sons of Sagara, to be an mcarnation of Vasudeva
or Vishnu ; but he denies the origination, or revival, by him, of the athastie
system. Acknowledgmg another Kapila, im of the Sankhya, he makes,
however, no attempt to ascertam him. The Bhdgavata-purdna, 1X., 8, 13,
flatly demies that this Kapila could, with lus gentle nature, intentionally have
slam the sons of Sagara. Yet 1t makes no doubt that they were destroyed by
fire issuing from the body of the mcensed ascetic, ndependently of his volition.

S’ankara A'chdrya, commenting on the word Kapila in the Swetds'watara-
upanishad, V., 2, proposes two interpretations of 1t. By one of them 1t 1y
violently made to intend, as a lame synonyme, Iliranyagarbha,  Otherwise,
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being hopelessly involved in uncertainty, and inextricably em-
barrassed by fable. Yet it may be credited, with but little hesi-
tation, that he was something more substantial than a myth ;¥
and there seems to be tolerably good ground for receiving, as an
historical fact, his alleged connection with the Sankhya.

since primogemture among created beings 1s found averred of both Kapila and
Hiranyagarbha, they are, to save scriptural consistency, concluded to be one
and the same. On the other imterpretation, the person named in the text
1s Kapila of the Sdinkhya, a partial incarnation of Vishau. For the quah-
fication of him as such, some unspecified Purdna 1s adduced. S'ankara adds
that the other Kapila 1s celebrated m the Mupdaka-upanishad. This state-
ment 18, however, made inadvertently, since no mention of him oceurs there.
S’ankara probably quoted, after the ordinary reckless Indian fashion, from
memory. Dr. Roer has somewhat misrepresented S'ankara, in making him
ate smadally the Purdna above referred to. It 1s vouched, and pro-
fessedly so, not to corroborate the first identification of Kapila, but to eluei-
date the second. Neither, m this quotation, 1s Kapila, “to praise him,”
“1dentified with Hiranyagarbha.” See Bib. Indica, Vol. XV., p 62.

It may be observed, generally, that, in conformity with Hindu usage, none
but the figment of one’s special idolatry, is glenfied as a plenary mcar-
nation.

Kapila, m the Mahddeva-sahasra-nima-stotra, Mahdbhdrate, X111, 1211,
1s an epithet of S1va; and expresses, as mndicated by the context, ‘ tawny.’

In an mseription translated by Colebrooke, there occurs the word kapild,
which, he observes, “ probably 1s five, personified as a female goddess.” [sic]
Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p. 300, last lme; and p. 304, foot-note no. 21. It
remains to be shown that the word ever means fire. In this place 1t bears,
undoubtedly, the sense of ¢ a red cow 3’ from circumambulating which, great
ment 1s supposed to be acquwed 4 red one] Kapila: When applied
to a cow, this term significs one of the colour of lac-dye, with black
tal and white hoofs.”” Colebrooke’s Two Treatises on the Hindu Law of
Inheritance, p. 131, second foot-note. Tor Zapild m this acceptation, seé
the Mahdbhdrata, XIIL., 2953, 3535, 3596, 3703-4, 3744, 3764 ; and, on
the subject of circumambulating a cow, see the same poem, XIIL, 3436
and 3794.

* Colebrooke comes to a different conelusion. It may be questioned,”
he says, “whether Kapila be not altogether a mythological personage, to
nhom the true author of the doctrine, whoever he was, thought fit to ascribe

p 2 :
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The larger of the works presumed to be by Kapila, is com-
prised in six books of siras* or aphorisms, which, as ordinarily

1t”  Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, p 231. But the Makdbhdrata, m spite of 1ts
alloy of fiction, suficiently attests, 1t would seem, the reality of the sage;
and the Sdnkhya-sitra and Tattwa-sumdsa may be pseudonymous, without
vacating the existence of Kapila, or his character of ongmator, or ealy
promulgator, of hylotheistic doctrines.

In the Padma-purdna, latter section, Gauri-varnana subdiviston of the
Kumdra-sambhave chapter, Kapila 1s said to have dwelt m the village of
Kaldpa. Further particulars regardmng this personage can, doubtless, be ob-
tamed, if the Kapda-upapurdna, which 1s named m the Kirma-purdne and
elsewhee, be still extant. The Kapila-sankutd may be the same. See the
Sanskrit Catalogue of the Library of the As. Soc of Bengal, p 72. At
p- 26 of this Catalogue occurs the name of Kapula-smritz, or legal mstitutes
of Kapila. A work descriptive of certan places of pious resort, and another
on naval astrology, attributed to Kapila, have been found m the Penimnsula.
Mackenzie Collection, Vol. I, pp. 65 and 262.

* (olebrooke—Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, pp. 231, 232—unhesitatingly
applies the title of Sdnkhya-pravachana to these sitras: but adds—ibud.,
p- 232—that it “seems to be a borrowed ome. at least, 1t 1s common to
several compositions. It appertans to Patanjali’s Yoga-s'dstra.”” Undouht-
edly 1t 1s borrowed ; and I am disposed to date 1ts use 1 question only from
Viynina Bhukshu. Apart from the writngs of this author and of lus fol-
Towers, I have nowhere met with the employment of Sdnkhya-pravachana m
place of Sdnkhya-sitra, save in the postscript to Aniruddha’s commentary,
and m that to 1ts abridgement by Veddnti Mahédeva. But the epigraphs to
Indian manuscripts are known to be, so generally, the work of copyists, that
the adverse evidence of these two seeming exceptions may, very allowably,
be neglected.

With regard to the meaning of the term Sdnkhya-pravachana, which forms
part of the title of the present publication, M. Saint-Hilare could not have
done better than eonsult our commentator, whose explanation of 1t he seems,
however, to be unacquamted with. At p. 5 of his Premier Mémorre sur le
Sankhya, he translates these words by «“ Préface ou Introduction au Sinkhya.’”?
Sooth.to. say, this would be a stiange sort of name for a eomplete dogmatic
enunciation, by any philosopher, of lis own theory ; especally f, as happens

-, with the Sinkhya, the theory leaves alinost no room for legitimate evolution.
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read, amount to five hundred and twenty-six.* Tts fourth hook
is chiefly made up of proverbial sayings and brief hints of

Mistaken as Vynéna probably 1s, m arguing that the Tuftwa-samdsa not
only preceded the Sdénkhya-sitra, but formed its germ, there 1s no ground
to mustrust hus etymological analysis of the word pravachana as here used.
At p. 7 of the present work, he esplaws it by prakarshena mrvachanam
“detailed exposition;’ and, at p 110, by prapancha °explication.’ Its im-
port 1s, thercfore, wterpretation.

Vynina, m the Pdtanjala-bhdshya-virtika, 1st adhydya, ad fin., again
defines the term sdnkhya-pravachana—as the proper name, accordmng to
Vyasa, of the Yoga Aphorisms—by words expressing ¢ detailed exposition 2
FrE@IIEd i | T TEPT T WY TG qre@ITgaa  Nagoji
Bhatta, 1n s Pdtanjala-sitra-vritti-bhdshya-chchhdyd-vydkhyd, silently tran-
seribes Vinéna’s derivation: ¥a@ 9T€ Ja94® g §T TR TERNT
AT |

Had M. Samt-Hlare not permutted his dependence on Colebrooke to su-
persede reference to Vinéna, he would have found that, on the statement of
the latter, the Sdnkhya-pravachana came after the Tattwa-samdsa ; and that
neiher of them 1s described as standing to the other m a relation similar to
that of preface. Further on I shall take up this pomt again.

* Phat 1s to say, in the six books, 164, 47, 84, 32, 129, and 70, respec-
tively. As for this enwmeration, even if 1t had not the support, by express
declaration, of aunotators, yet the tenor of thewr scholia would, 1 general,
authorize 1t with sufficient distinctness But 1t 1s expressly supported, by
notation, m all the copies of the pure text that I have consulted, and 1n most
of the MSS. of Vijnina’s commentary and of Nagoji Bhatta’s abstract of
it, that I have collated. Aniruddha, and his epitomist Mahddeva, of whose
works such MSS. as I have exammed hkewise have the aphorisms numbered,
coneur, cssentially, m the forementioned distribution and aggregate. The
only difference which they discover, consists m halving the 121st aphorism
of book V.; thus bringmmg out the sum total, 527. See p. 207 of the pre-
sent publication, and p. 33 of 1its appendix.

M. Samt-Hilare, precipitately accepting, without diplomatie verification,
the Serampore edition of Vinina’s commentary, and unvisited by any the
least suspicion of 1ts faultlessness, computes the Sénkhya aphorisms, m the six
books, at 156, 46, 76, 30, 122, and 69; in all, 479. See Premuer Mémorre
sur le Shnkhya, p. 6. The consequence, to hus essay, of this want of circum-
spection and rescarch, is not very advantageous. Neither need one be sur-
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legends, illustrative of Sankhya topics; and its fifth is polemic,
being devoted to a formal defence of the atheistic scheme. In

prised that, leanmg on the old edition of Vynéna, he should wnte thus:
“Isvara Krishna, imbu des opinions de son temps, aurait pu préter & Kapila
des pensées qui ne seralent pas les siennes.” Ibid, p. 69. The result of
the otiose confidence above anmmmadverted on, may 1 part be gathered from
the particulars about to be noted.

Inthe edition received by our essayist, I, 61 islost in the commentary ; and
yet the 22d kdriZd 1s, m good part, composed of it. With the same memoral
couplet, VI., 32, also, 1s connected: but this aphorism, with most of the
explanation of 1t, 1s omitted altogether.

L, 87, which 1s degraded to commentary, fixes the number of the proofs
admitted by the Sinkhya, as stated mn the 4th karikd.

L, 118, which 1s n the same predicament with the aphorism last named.
forms part of the 9th kdrikd.

I, 141, simlarly crcumstanced, may be found embodied m the 17th
kdrikd.

1., 162, which 1s given as commentary, upholds the 62d kdrikd

M. Samt-Hilaive would have quoted 1., 28, after the 28th kdrikd, had 1t
not been omitted—with nearly all its commentary.

He would, also, at p. 444, have cited IIL., 18 and 19, if they had not been
printed as shreds of scholia.

The 50th %drikd receives support from IIL, 43, which 1s, likewse, dis-
guised by small type,

Commenting on the 54th kdrikd, M. Saint-Hilaire employs language which
significantly imphes the entire and unquestioning reliance on the old edition
of Vijnana, which has above been alleged of him. His wordsare as follows :

“ Lecture 3, sofitra 44 [48]: ‘En haut, 1l y a prédommance de la bonté.’

“Kapila ne va pas plus loin; et aprés avowr mndiqué, comme on Pa vu,
Pexistence des trois mondes en n’ indiquant que le monde des dieux ol régne
la bonté, 11 ne dit pownt quelle qualité prédomme dans les mondes qui vien-
nent aprés celw-la. Il est probable que la Kanka, en faisant prédommer
Pobscurité dans le monde mféreur, et le mal dans le monde du milien, se
conforme & une tradition dés longtemps regue; mais, dans les axiomes du
maitre, ce complément 3 peu prés mdispensable de sa pensée n’ apparalt pass
et 1l n’en a rien exprimé, pas méme par une de ces réticences qui lui sont s1
habituelles. Il faut ajouter que le commentateur des Sofitras, Vidjnéna
Bhikshou, ne s’est pas arrété d’avantage & la doetrme que nous retrouvons
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—~—
addition to its special section of controversy, it, also, here and
there, prefers in direct terms, or else darkly points to, exceptions

dans la Kérks, et qu’a la suite de Kapila 1l 2 oms de parler des deux autres
mondes, placés au-dessous du monde supériewr. Il se borne & dire que par
“en haut’ Kapila comprend le monde qui est au-dessus de la terre habitée
par les mortels.” Premier Mémorre, &c., pp. 213, 214.

The restoration of III, 49 and 50, which, with the explanation of them,
do not appear in the Serampore impression of Viynana, at once accounts
for several 1tems of the 54th %drikd, and completely frustrates the criticism,
just quoted, which our essayist ventures.

111, 53, which 1s reduced to commentary, is repeated, mostly, in the 55th
kériked.

To illustrate the 68th kdrikd, M. Saint-Hilawe cites, mstead of IIL, 56,
which 1s omutted, the explanatory expansion of 1it.

“ Colebrooke a fait remarquer (Essays, tom. L., page 232) que les Solitras
attribués & Kapila mentionnaient le nom de Pantchasikha. Le fait est exact,
et Colebrooke en tirait cette double conséquence : d’abord, que les Soltras
n’étaent pas de Kapila lui-méine, car 1l n’aurait pas cité le nom de son dis-
aple, et, en second hieu, qu’ 1l y avait pour le Sankhya des autontés anté-
rieures aux Sofitras, puisqu’ils mvoqualent eux-mémes le témoignage d’un
maitre plus ancien qu’ eux. J’ admets les deux conséquences signalées par
Colebrooke. Mais 11 await dd ajouter que la citation rapportée par lu se
trouve dans avant-dermer sofitra de tout le systéme. (Lecture 6, solitra
68). Al cette place, les mnterpolations ont été plus faciles certamnement que
dans le corps méme de Dexposition, et 1l est fort possible qu’une mam
étrangdre a1t ghssé celle-c1 & la fin de ouvrage. Cette sumple indication du
nom de Pantchasikha ne nous apprend d’alleurs absolument rien sur la vie
de ce personnage , elle ne fauit que consacrer le souvemr d’une de ses doc-
trmes.”  Premier Mémorre, &c, pp 253, 254.

Now, m the first place, the suggestion bioached by M. Samt-Hilaire, that
V1., 68, as bemg the penultimate aphorism of the Sdnkhya-sitra, may, not
1mprobably, be an mterpolation, 1s weakened by the fact that 1t 1s followed
by two aphorisms mnstead of one, and his objection now lies, by his line of
argument, more directly aganst the text commemorating Sanandana,—VI.,
69 ,—which, mn his reading of Vynina, 1s consigned to the notes. Agam,
both he and Colebrooke failed to observe V., 32, which, hikewise, m Vinana,
as recerved by the former, 1s sumply a scanthng of commentary. The rest
of M. Sant-Hilawre’s reasoning, the bulk of which 1s, with such a lofty aw
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objected by a fictitious postulant, or protagonist ; appending,
in antidote, the appointed solution of the difficulty suggested.
In this procedure 1t is nowise singular among compositions of
its order. Neither is it the only sample, in Indian hterature,
of an aphoristic treatise that possesses but slight pretensions to
method. It abounds, moreover, in repetition. As compared
with the aphorisms of the other philosophical schools, to those of
the Sinkhya may, however, with all their elliptical obscurity,
be conceded no inconsiderable credit for the degree in whick
they define their own tenor. In this respect they present,
indeed, an observable contrast to the séfras of the Vedduta, to
go no further; and the rationale of this contrast appears to be
of no arduous discovery. As the creed purporting to repre-
sent the Vedas constituted the established faith, a compendium
of 1ts dogmas could securely count on a dispensation from that
punctual serutiny which would inevitably attend the symbol of
a schism.¥ To the first would be wanting certain induccments

of patronage, avowedly adopted from Colebrooke, has been dealt with al-
ready. See above, pp. 10, 11,

Once more, our essayist would, m expounding the 57th kdriké, have cited
VI, 40, had it not, 1 the old edition of Vynina, been accounted exposi-
tonal ; a part of the mtroduction to 1t being, there, put in 1its place.

* Nilakantha Chaturdhara, in his Shat-tuntri-sdra, enumerates, as éstika or
orthodox systems of philosophy, the Mimdnsd, Tarka, and Veddnta ; and,
as ndstika or heterodox, the Chdrvdke, Saugata, and drhate The Tarka,
of the first class, he subdivides mto the Sdrkhya, Pdtanjala, Vais'eshika, and
Nydya ; and the Saugata, of the second class, mto the Saulrdntika, Varbha-
shika, Yogdchare, and Mddhyamika.

Proceedmg to particulars, this writer gives some account of a singular
theory, additional to those above named, by one Misra. As never having
been alluded to by any European wter, 1t may be thought not undeserving
of a summary note.

The most remarkable characteristic of this theory consists m the exotie
mnovation of doing away with the ultimate resolution mto the primal cause,
of matter and all subaltern forms of wmtellizence. The diverse allotinent,,
to dufferent mortals, of mundane fruition, n the case of origmal appearances
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to precision, which could scarcely fail to weigh gravely with the
other; and, if acceptable in the gross, it might easily be entrusted
to the casual care of expositors, for the redress of its laxities.
As for the second, on the other hand, as anticipating every
species of opposition, its compiler would industriously labour
to diminish the chances of conflict, by, first of all, studying
to avoid ambigwity ; and, further, the proselyte to a new belief
would naturally be solicitous for a precise enunciation of the
tenets he had received in return for those he had discarded.
Accordingly, though the aphorisms of the Veddnta may have
been posterior to those of the Sankhya, there seems good reason
_ why the first should not have striven so strenuously as the other,
against the hazard of misconstruction. That the latter is by
no means so capable of various interpretation as the former, is
incontestable. That it would prove to be so, might, perhaps,
even be argued from the consileration that the Sinkhya has
never, within historical knowledge, lapsed from unity; whereas

on the stage of life, 18 referred, by 1t, to the mfluence of the face of the
horoscope at conception and birth., The preemmently devout are, at death,
translated to a place of bhss, and are thenceforth exempt from carthly vicis-
situdes.  Ignorant evil-doers are consigued, by divine messengers, to a
region which 1s vaguely said to beinferior to paradise ; and thewr resurrection
in this world, or other subsequent change of state, appcars to be unprovided
for. Conscious transgressors are toxmented in the flames of Tartarus, till the
begining of a new cyele; and are then reendued with their former bodies.
‘With these persons, the deeds of the past life have, declaredly, a retributive
efficacy. Such as presumptuously pretend to oneness with the Deity,—by
whom the Vedintis are plamly sigmfied,—suffer, i thewr subtile frames, the
dolors of perdition, till the end of the current day of Brahmd; and are
then ¢jected from thew gross corporeal mvestments. This last expression 1s
unmmntelhgible ; and the test s, here, very likely, adulterated.

Mis'ra, on the representation of Iis entic, lays claun to one or more
Upanishads, a Puréna, and the Udas'ardw-brdhmana,‘as lending colour to
his sentiments. Two branches from his proper school are hmted at; thew
deviation from the heremarch heing intimated to hmge on the nature of
the godhead. Nilakantha truculently retalates the severity of Mis’ra to-

E
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the Vedénta has notoriously ra ified into several distinct and
irreconcilable denominations.*
As already remarked, besides the book of aphorisms just dis-

wards Vedéntis, by denying to him and to s followers, every prospect of
reaching the sphere of Brahmé, He refuses them fellowship with the Hmndu
communion ; and reviles thew, under the epithet of * brutes of the Lord,” for
impiously mamtainug that celestial blessedness 1s attended with a sense of
selfhood.

The bare title of Mis’ra 15 usually appropriated, I learn, to Véchaspati
Mis'ra the junst. Here, however, 1t may, possibly, designate the elder
writer of the same name, the pneumatologist. As condueing to sustain this
conjecture, I may mention a rumour, prevalent among the learned Ilindus
of Central Inda, that this wnter, late in life, put forth a disquisition, belicved
to have perished, on incogmisable matters generally; m which, no doubt
seandalizing the conservatism of us age, he evinced a marked disposition to
thmk, withm Jinuts, for himself. Atall events, the origination, on Indian soil,
of a system that strikes at the very root of pantheism, 1s a phenomenon well
worthy of remark. It may, indeed, almost be taken to mply an acquaint-
ance with some religion of the West; though, m teaching that creation,
senttent and 1mert, proceeds from the Daty as a sced, 1t 1s evident that
Mis’ra had not msen to the Christian and Muhammadan dogma of genesis
without a material cause. His mpled restriction to the Luman speeics,
of a future life, 1s, also, a strikmg reduction of the range accorded, by
most oriental nations, to the economy of metempsychosis.

Of Nilakantha’s Shat-tantri-sira 1 have been able to procure only the
fourth and last chapter, and but a single copy of tlus fragment. The trea-
tise is in verse, with a prose paraphrase and a commentary; the whole by
the same author. It 1s sad to have been written withm the last century
and a half.

* Notwithstanding their fundamental disparity, a gencral similitude per-
vades the Sankhya and the Yoga. In some of the carhest authonmties they
are, also, repeatedly mentioned m combination. Therr mterdependence,
Likewise, is incontrovertible. That the Yoga implics the existence of the
Sinkhya, does not requure to be proved; and a reference to the Sdnklya-
sibira equally discovers that 1t contemplates not a few of the fanatical notions
and practices detailed in the aphorisms of the Yoga. It may, therefore, not
unreasonably be concluded that the Sénkhya and the Yoga, whatever their
era, or the age of thew supposed eahest text-books, were of nearly con-
temporaneous origin,
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missed, a scanty index* to the topics of the Sankhya, entitled
Tattwa-samdsa, is referred to Kapila. The articles that make

* The distribution of the Sénkhya system mto twenty-five cardinal prin-
ciples,—namely, eight producers, sisteen productions, and spirit,—is as old
as the Mahdbhdrate. See foot-notes to pp. 2 and 6, supra. The crazy
digest of these principles, laid down in the Bhdgavata-purdna, 111., 26, 10
seqq., argues forcibly the recent origin of this crude farrago.

The topics of the Sdnkhya, as diversely exhibited m the several editions
of the Tattwa-samdsa, will receive full attention presently. But another
classification of these topies, which computes them at sixty, 1s propounded
m the commentaries on the Tuttwa-samdsa, and in the Rdja-vdértika as
quoted 1 the Sdukhya-kaumudi and Sarvopakdrini. The passage from the
Rdja-vdrtike runs as follows :

ETTT @R AT AT |
QTR | w9t fAa@ A9 €F F
Reefrcads Afea™E a1 TR
faya: yefrawer @9 gew it
FTWARGRDR Tawfaut wqq |
<fa Wl : ygrammEte @y fafsh 1

Fifty of these topics, the ¢ mntellectual creation,” offer no difficulty, at least
in the immediate subdivisions of this aggregate. These are: the five spe-
cies of obstruction, the mne of acquescence, the twenty-eight of disability
in the organs, and the eight of perfection. The remaimng ten are: (1) the
existence, (2) the simplicity, (3) the objectiveness, and (4) the subservience,
of nature; (5) the distmetness, (6) the multeity, and (7) the passiveness,
of spuit; (8) the disjunction of nature from spint, (9) the conjunction of
nature with spirit ; and (10) the continuance of the body after the acqui-
sition of saving knowledge.

Prof. Wilson—=Sdnkhya-kdrikd, pp. 191-2—completes, in some sort, this
set of ten ‘radical facts;’ but only by copymg Vachaspati where he sup-
plements the text, and by misunderstanding him both there and elsewhere.
Vichaspat: connects € existence’ with both € spirit’ and ¢ nature;” and yet
m order to make but one category of the whole, namely, ¢ the existence of
spirit and nature.” Prof. Wilson makes two: ‘existence of soul” and
< existence of nature.”” Again, Vichaspati explams s'esha-vritts, by sthuts,
which he refers to sthile and stkshma. Prof. Wilson, diniding, as before,
gives two categories, “ duration of subtile’” and * that of gross.” Viyoge
and yoga are left, by Véchaspati, unesplamed, as being too obvious to
demand elucidation. Prof. Wilson throws them out altogether.

E 2 *
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up this jejune catalogue, are misnamed sifras;* and their
number, as fixed by different commen’cm:o.rsJ ranges f:rom twcnt).r.
two to twenty-five. On the strength of lr{terrfal evidence, their
posteriority to the larger aphoristic treatise is scarccly matier

- e

The commentaries on the Tattwa-samdsa cile the ensung couplet for an
enumeration of the ten radical facts :
- S . < 3
SiqEAT AT TUHAFERREAT A |
Frar faFan gwa: gaiy: ferfe wae v wwetw )

The term astitwe ¢ existence,” here used, is explamed by the other
commentators as it is by Vachaspati. Vis'eshe-vrittih is, in some MSS,,
substituted for che s’esha-vrittsh. [ts mport is represented as above.  See,
regarding it, the sixty-seventh kdriké of I's'wara Knshna.

In an anonymous marginal note to one of my MSS. of the Sdnkhyu-
kdrike, I have found the verses given above from the Rdju-virlika, with
the following stanza in place of their first conplet and a half:

gaw y frafacewRr aur g1
¥ rafetsy we & ifaaren gar 2w

Here the fundamental categores are: (1) spmt, (2) nature, (3) mtelli-
gence, (4) egotism, (5-7) the three qualities, (8) the subtile clements, (9)
the organs, (10) the gross elements, See, also, the Sankhya-fedrib, p. 192,

* The Sarvopakdrmi commentary counts but twenty-two ; as follows:

BU A% 4 U ATew fawTOr g | | TR I SwawT: o g0
9fg T w0 @) g ) wfeya i1 wfyZen | =1 waifw
ST U T FRIIHG: N Qo | 4y w1 § A7 | v ST e |
TR w0 wifdwliam® o) e ) waur giEs I w1 -
ur fafa 1w =w e IRTRCY wﬁq-‘raﬁ; 1= wgdwf o
AT 1 e AT a0 vo ) ey LI AT ST COEy
TRUNRXN = wgiae | Caq gma wEr § @ QT 7 gEte-
fase g nfineEd | v

The topie traigunya-sanchars 1s given as two, in all the other comnien-
taries. It is only by this bisection that the Sdnkhya-witfra-vévarm;m differs
from the Sarvopakdring ; and thus exhibits twenty-three so

The Sdnkhya-}urama-dz'pikd recites,
topies; but by obvions error; as it rednee
ull exposttion of the words trividho dhétu

gven above as the mmeteenth, The MS.
the work m question,

-called siétras.

at 1ts commeneement, tweuty-five
s them to twenty-four, by foregoimg
~sargah, which occur after the Lo pie
from which Dr Ballantyne printed
seews to be pecubar reading trividho dhstu-san-
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of uncertainty ;¥ and they add nothing to our knowledge of
Kapila’s system, except in having elicited annotations which lay

sargah. In the preface to the Sdnkhya-tattwa-vildsa, where the Tattwa~
samdse 1s quoted, as if from the Sdnkhya-krama-dipild, and briefly ex-
plamed, the expression #mwvidho dhdtu-sargah 1s explamed by the words
vdla-pitta-kapha-bheddit trividhah, as intending the assemblage of wnd,
choler, and phlegm. Colebrooke, by the way, translating from Jagannatha
Tarkapanchénana, mistakes 1n construmg the term didtu-vawshamya by
““ permicrous power of muneral drugs.”’ Digest of Himdu Law, &ec., Vol.
IIL., p. 304: 8vo. ed. Cf. Colebrooke’s Two Treatises on the Hmdu Law
of Inhentance, p. 361, para. 2. The exact equivalent1s, m our antique
medical nomenclature, ©distemper of the humours.” The Hmdu physio-
logy reckons the humours at three only.

The Sdnlkhya-krama-dipiked gives, after no. 22 as above, the words frivi-
dham duhkham, as a topic.

The reading of the ZTattwa-ydthérthya-dipana corresponds to that of the
Sdnklhya-krama-dipikd, barrmg its rejection of trevidho, &e., and 1ts con-
sidering the words etad ydthdtathyam as a topic, thus actually giving
twenty-five as the total.

Kshewdnanda, m his annotations on the Tattwa-samdsa, states that it con-
tains twenty-five topics: but he cnumcrates only twenty-four, his test
hemg, as far as the words etad ydthdialhyam, 1dentical with that of the
Tattwa-ydthdrihya-dipana.

The Tuttwa-samdse is generally found appended to Vedanti Mahadeva’s
Sdankhya-vritti-séra, and according to the reading of the Sarvopaldrini.
Mabhdiudeva, however, perhaps for the sahe of shortness, omits the two
sentences by which the topies are usually followed.

The eighth topic 1s read, w the Sdnkhya-siira-vivarana, adhidewam cha ;
and adidawatam cha, m the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, i the Zatiwa-ydathdr-
thyu-dipana, and m Kshemidnanda on the Tatiwa-samdsa, The Survopaké-
ring, m 1ts seventeenth topie, 1s unmique m preferring das'a to das’adhd.

Of the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd I have collated five MSS.

* The anonymous author of the Sarvopakdrmd rclates, as an ancient
tradition, that Kapila the mearnation of Vishpu eomposed the Tutéiwa-
samdsa, and that, m aftertunes, another Kapila, a mamfestation of the divi-
nity of fire, put forth the larger Sankhya Aphorisms, of which the ¢ Com-
pendium of Principles’ 1s the rudiment. The same tradition malkes the
doctrines of other, unnamed, philosophical schools, besides the Sinkhya,
10 less than the < Collection of Six Books,” to have sprung from the Zutiwa-
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under contribution sources presumed to be, in their integrity,
no longer forthcoming.

samdsa. These observations will be found, 1 the Sansknt, n a foot-note

to p. 18, supra.
Vijnéna Bhikshu says: ¢ If 1t be alleged that the Tatiwa-samdsa aphor-

isms are sumply recited m the Collection of Six Books, the answer 1s, that
1t 1s not so. There 1s no mere repetition among them; masmuch as they
are, respectively, concise and expanded. Hence, the appellation of Sénkhya-
pravackana 1s appropriate for the Collection of Six Books, mn ike manner as
it 15 for the Institute of the Yoga. The former embraces precisely a detailed
exposition of the Tattwa-samasa, the shorter Sinkhya Institute. There is
this (ufference, however, that the Collection of Six Books only expands
the subject-matter of the Tattwa-samdsa ; whéreas the Institute of the
Yoga avoids their seeming deficiency, by eaxpressly propounding God, whom
both the other works, by concession for sake of argument, deny.” For the
orginal of this extract, see page 7 of the present work.

Our commentator, at p. 110, grows more confident; passing from the
language of assumption, as 1t were, to that of positive assertion: ¢ Thus
Institute, equally with that of the Yoga, as bemng a developement of the
substance of the shorter Sinkhya Aphorisms, 1s designated Sdukhya-prava-
chana, or, Explcation of the Sdnkhya.

Colebrooke, having m view a portion, if not all, of these remarks, writes
as follows : “ It appears, from the preface of the Kapila-bhishya, that
more compendious tract, in the same form of siftrus or aphoiisms, bears
the title of Tattwa-samdsa, and 1s ascribed to the same author, Kapila.
The scholiast mtimates that both are of equal authority, and m no 1espect
discordant . one hemg a summary of the greater work, or else tlus an
amphfication of the conciser one. The latter was probably the casc; for
there 15 much repetition in the Sdnkhya-pravachana.

¢ If the authonty of the scholiast of Kapila may be trusted, the Taéfwe-
samdsa 1s the proper text of the Sdnkhya ; and 1ts doctrme 1s more fully,
but separately, set forth by the two ampler treatises entitled Sankhya-prea-
vachana, which contain a fuller exposition of what had been there sucemetly
delwered.”  Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, pp. 231, 232.

Dr. Roer,—Journal of the As. Soc. of Bengal for 1851, p. 402, note,—
after citing the latter of the paragraphs given ahove, unaccountably adds :
* but this 1s & msapprehension : the seholast docs only say : “they are of

- equal authority, one bewg a swmmary of the greater work, or clse this aa
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The commentaries on the Sdnkhya-sitra are as follows :

1. The Aniruddha-vritti, by Aniruddha* Of this author’s
history I know nothing.

II. The Sdnkhya-vpitti-sdra, by Mah4deva Saraswati,+ more

amphfication of the conciser one’” On the contrary, as will have been
seen, the scholiast allows no such alternative, and 1s responsible for only the
sccond member of it. Colebrooke would seem to have misunderstood the
word ubhayok ; and he has, besides, made out Vijnina to be self-
tory. At the same time, the clause to which Dr. Roer excepts,
Literal translation of Vynéna’s own words.

M Samt-Ilawe says, speaking of the Séankhya Aphorisms: “ Ce traité,
quoique assez court, a été abrégé, dit-on, par Kapila, sous le titre de Tattva-
Samfisa, cest-d-dire, réduction substantielle du Sinkhya. Nous ne con-
naissons ce dermer ouvrage que par les eitations qu’en ont faites les com-
mentateurs, et qu’a répétées Colebrooke d’aprds eux (Essays, tome 1.,
p- 231).”  Premier Mémorre sur le Sankhya, p. 5.

Ilere, agan, Colebrooke 15 imphieitly followed as translator of Vijnéna ;
at what cost, will already lave appeared. Moreover, the phrase “reduction
substantielle” searcely answers to Tatfwa-samdsa ; and Colebiooke would
be explored m vamn for a smgle quotation from the smaller treatise.

Vyndna plamnly rests the vahdity of adjudging the title of Sdnkhya-pra-
vachana to the Sdnkhya-sitra, on the ground that these aphorisms are an
expansion of the Tatlwa-samdsa ; the Tattwa-samdsa bemg, again, the

contradie-
1s almost a

embryo of another collection of aphovisms called §dnkhya-pravachana,—
those of the Yoga. But this derivation of the Yoga-sittra falls, in the first
place, to be established; and, even 1if established, Vijnana would still require
a fact or two more to help um faiily to lus conclusion. It may be suspected
that Ius sole foundation of fact, in the passage given at the outset of this
note, 14 the common application of the term 8dnlkhya to the system called
from Kapila and to that of the Yoga.

# Tor evidence that Aniruddha was antecedent to Vijnana Bhikshu, see
the Appendix to this volume, pp. 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 12.

+ Mahadeva is Likewise author of a Vedanta treatise, the Taffwdnu-
sandhdna. See my Catalogue of Sanskmt Books, &c, Vol. L., p. 97. He
has also written a commentary on the dmara-kos'a, entitled Budha-mano-
kara. Of this work I have one copy of the first two books, and another of
the sccond only. The latest authonty, of ascertained date, quoted in this
fragment, is Riya Mukuta, who was employed on Ins commentary i the
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VI. The Rdja-vdrtika, said to have been composed by, or
for, Raparanga Malla, sovereign of Dhirs.*

Such commentaries on the Tattwa. sumdsa as have been pro-
cured, will now be named.

I. The Sarvopakdrint, by a nameless writer.

II. The Sdrkhya-sitra-vivarana, also by an anonymous
author.

III. The Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, Sdnkhydlankdra, or Sdn-
khya-sitra-prakshepikd ;1 likewise of unknown paternity.

lectively, S'ri-kds'¢-rdja-sdgara. 1 have seen at least twelve or fifteen works
by 1ts author, who composed largely in Hindi and Marahatti, no less than in
Sanskrit.

* For this appropration I am indebted to the learned Pandit Kas'inatha
S'istri Ashtaputra, of the Benares College. The Pandit 15 by far too well
acquamnted with Bhoja R4)@’s commentary on the Yoga-siira, to have mis-
taken it for the Rdja-vdritka The latter treatise, he assures me, was in his
possession several years, dwng which he constantly lectured on it to his
pupils.

The only surviving extract from this work, generally known, 18 found in
the couplets quoted, by Vichaspat: Misra, near the end of the dnkhya-

kaumudi ; and 1 the Sarvopakdrmpd. They have been cited in the note at
7

p- 27, supra
+ This work was published and translated by Dr. J. R. Ballantyne, in

1850; pp. 65, 8vo. Its titles were, at that time, unascertained.

Dr Réer—Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal for 1851, p. 405—
states that the author of the Sdakhya-tatlwa-vildse imputes this work to
Asuri; but he contests the credibihity of this attribution, on the showing
of the commentary itself. It does not positively appear, however, that
the author of the Sdnkhya-tattwa-vildsa 1s speaking of the Sdnkhya-krama-
dipikd.

TFor Panchas’tkha as scholiast of the Zutiwa-samdse, see p. 12, supra,
foot-note.

To revert once more to A'suri: smce the first sheet of this preface was
prmted, a commentary on the Shad-dars’una-samuchchaya has been procured,
m which occurs the only passage attributed to this sage, that has yet offered
itself to view. It 1s as follows:

F
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IV. The Tattwae-ydthdrihya-dipane, by Bhavd Ganes'a Dik-
shita,* son of Bhéva Vis’wanitha Dikshita, and pupil of Vijndna
Bhikshu.

V. An unnamed volume of annotations, by Kshemdnanda,t
son of Raghunandana Dikshita.

The Sdnkhya-kdrikd, by Is'wara Krishna,} ranks, in Hindu
estimation, and deservedly, foremost among the Sinkhya com-

fafam'zaufcwat g1 dTw w2q |
sfafamies: < Tur gzwguw |

The S$had-dars'ana-samuchchaya, I now find, has, for 1ts author, Hari-
bhadra Str1  The commentary on 1it, to which reference 1s here made, the
Shag-dars’ana-vritti, 1s by Chéntra Sinha Gam, diseiple of Mati-bhadra
Gan, disciple of Bhéva-dharma Gani, a scholastic successor of Jma-bhadra
Sdri, disciple of Jima-réja St

Hari-bhadra Stri gives an account of the origm of the word Sdnkhya,
which, as being altogether novel, deserves to be produced. While acknow-
ledging the connection of Kapila with the Sinkhya, he alleges that the
followers of this doctrine receive their appellation from the first doctor of
their school, Sankha or S’ankha. His words are: el fa arfys-
T qq Tegufafasid @sgr | And, elsewhere: gy <fa q%-
Al R ey IF TR W ) WM W T NGAHLE
fegaw:

* He has also commented on the Yoga-siitra, inthe Yogdnus'dsana-sittra-
vritt. Another of his works 1s the Prabodha-chandrodaya-chich-chandrikd,
or scholia on the Prabdodha-chandrodaya drama.

T Author, also, of the Nava-yoga-kallola, or Nydya-ratndkara ; a concise
treatise explanatory of the Yoga Aphorisms. He deseribes himself as belong-
ing to a Kényakubja family of Ishtikdpura,—our barbarized Etawah, I am
told. The only copy I have mspected of Ksheméananda’s notes on the
Tattwa-samdsa, is imperfect in its latter half.

I The history of I's'wara Knishna 1s utterly wnknown. Swapnes/wara, in
the Kaumudi-prabhd, makes him one with Kalidésa : THT =ATET Fif-
TIHA BAT AT 18 | These words are contmuous with the extract given
1 a foot-note to p. 10, supra. The only two MSS. of the Kaumudi-prabhd
that I have seen, are defective at the conclusion, where Swapnes’wara may,
perhaps, have enlarged on the traditional 1dentity which he reports.
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1I. The Sdnkhya-tattwa-kaumudt, or Sdukhya-kaunud? ; by
Vichaspati Mis'ra,* pupil of Mértanda-tilaka Swami.

Gaudapida’s Bhdshya on the Sinkhya-kérikd, includmg the Memonal
Verses, was published, by Professor Wilson, at Oxford, m 1837. Prefixed to
the orignals 1s the Professor’s translation of the commentary, accom-
panying Colebrooke’s version of the text.

# There seem to have been two learned Hindus of the name of Vachaspat:

Misra. Of the lawyer so called, Colebrooke says: *No more than ten or
twelve generations have passed smce he flourished at Semaul in Tirhit.”
Digest of Hmdu Law, &c, Preface, p. xix. : 8vo. ed. of 1801. The same
writer, after speaking of Vichaspati Misra, the author of the Bhdmati-
nibandha, goes on to remark: “This 1s the same Véchaspati whose com-
mentaries on the Sdnkhye-kirikdé of I's'wara Chandra [Krishna], and on
the text and gloss of Patanjal’’s Yoga and Gotama’s Nydya, were noticed i
former essays. Heis the author of other treatises on dialectics (Nydya),
and of one entitled Tattwa-bindu, on the Piérva-mimdnsd as it is expounded
by Bhatta. Alllis works, m every department, are held i high and deserved
estimation.”” Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, pp. 832-3. It hence appears as
if Colebrooke recognised this Vachaspati as distinet from some other, —from
the jumst, m all probabihty. This distinction seems, i truth, to be mdis-
putable; and yet I am unable to pronounce on the precise date that
should be assigned to Vachaspati the lawyer; and matemals fail me
to verify the decision as to his age, cited above from Colebrooke, In the
Duwaita-mrneya, he mentions that he wrote that work at the mstance of
Jayi, consort of Bhawava Réjd, and mother of Purushottama; but he
enters mto no further particulars. In another of lus tracts, however,
the Vwdda-chintdmani, he alleges that, with a view to composing 1t, he had
consulted, with other works, the Ratndhara. Now, the Ratndkara 1s
known to have been prepared under the supermtendence of Chandes’wara,
minister of Harasimha Deva, son of Bhaves’a, princes of Mithild; and 1t
specifies, as the time of 1ts publication, the $’aka year 1236, or A. D. 1314.
Beyond this pomt, Vachaspat: the lawyer cannot, then, be carried mto
antiquity.

The elder Vachaspati Mis'ra is several times quoted m the Sarva-durs'ana-
sungrake of Madhava Alcharya; and his gloss on Vyasa’s Yoga-bhishya,
as hkewise his Tattwa-Zaumudi, 15 there mentioned I conjunction with
his name. According to Colebrooke,—Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p. 801,—
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This treatise has, in twm, furnished occasion for several expo-
sitions. Such are:

* Médhava flourished towards the muddle of the fourteenth century.” The
“no more than ten or twelve generations which Colebrooke reckons back
from 1796 to Vichaspati the jurst, would be exhausted, even if Indian
hfe averaged so many as ghree descents and a half to a centwy, long
before we reached the time of Midhava A’chirya. Moreover, I have seen a
copy of part of the Bhdmati-mbandha, which was transcribed in the Samvat
year 1428, or A. D. 13872,—a date irreconcilable with Colebrooke’s com-
putation.

Viachaspati, in the brief enumeration, at the close of the Bhdmati-niban~
dha, of his own compositions, eight 1n number, does not name, among them,
a single one on junsprudeace. This list, as expanded m the Veddnta-kalpa-
taru, embraces the following works : one on the Nydya, the Nydya-vdrtika-
tdtparya-tikd; one on the Sankhya, the Tattwa-kaumudi; one on the
Yoga, the Tattwa-s’éradi; one on the Miménsi, the Nydya-kapikd, a
gloss on the Vaidhi-viveka ; one on Bhatta’s exposition of the Mimansd,
the Tattwa-bindu ; two on the Vedanta, the Tuttwa-sainiksha, which 1s
commentary on the Brahma-siddhi, and the Bhdmatt,

Vichaspata does not profess to confine himself, n this eatalogue, to his
writings of a certam class. Neither have we any hint that he was an author
by proxy. These works must, of themselves, have cost good part of a life
of study ; and it is scarcely probable that, had the philosopheralso become
famous as a legal authonty, lus twofold character would not he celebrated,
to this day, among the learned of India.

Several of these works ave no longer known to exist. There is some
uncertainty whether Zuttwa-s’éradi be another name for the Pdfanjala-
stttra-bhdshya-vydkhyd , but it seems, from the Veddnta-kalpataru, to be so.
Colebrooke is, perhaps, incautious m saymg that Vichaspati “is the author
of other treatises on dialectics,” besides the Nydya-vdrhka-tdtparya-tikd.

Viachaspaty, in the Bhdmati-nibandha, spesks of himself as living in the
reign of one Nriga R4ja. Common fame makes him to have been a native
of Tirhfit ; and his family name, Mis’ra, marks him as a native of Gangetic
Himndusthan.

Colebrooke—Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, p. 233—seems to be of opmion that
the title Zattwa-kaumudi1s apphed to Vichaspatr's Sénkhya work only by
comparatively recent abbreviation. But the concluding distich of the book |
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a. The Tattwa-kaumudi-vydkhyd, by Bhérati Yati, pupil of
Bodhéranya Yati.

b. The Tattwdrnave, or Tattwdmrita-prakds'int; by Ri-
ghavinanda Saraswati,* disciple of Adwaydnanda or Adhwaryu
Bhagavat-pada, disciple of Vis'wes'wara.

¢. The Kaumudi prabhd, by Swapnes'wara, son of Vi-
hinis'a.t

d. The Tattwa-chandra, by Niriyana Tirtha Yati,f pupil
of Visudeva Tirtha, and disciple of Rdma-govinda Tirtha.

e. The Sdnkhya-tattwa-vilisa, Sdnkhya-vritti-prakis'e, or
Sdnkhydrtha-sankhydyike ; by Raghundtha Tarkavigis'a Bhat-
tachérya, son of S'iva-rima Chakravarti, son of Chandravandya,

1tself, 1if not spurious, contamns the shorter form. It also oceurs m the list
of Véchaspat’’s works, as lately detaled; and m Mddhava Achdrya’s
Sarva-dars’ ana-sangraha.

The Sdnkhya-kaumudi was published in Caleutta, in the Samvat year
1905, or A. D. 1848 : pp. 49, small 8vo.

* To a writer or writers of this or similar name, IImdu literature 1y
beholden for a number of volumes on the Vedanta and Miminsd.  See my
Catalogue, &c., Vol. L, pp. 70, 92, 139, and Appendix.

Réghavananda quotes Aniruddha, and was, conscquently, posterior to hin,

+ Vahinis'a had a brother surnamed Vidyamviasa; and this 1s the title of
the father of Rudra Bhatticharya, the logician. A person eulled Swapnes'-
wara has contributed a series of annotations on the Aphorisms of S%dndilya,
entitled 8’dndilya-s'ata-sitri-bhdshya.

* Of this work T'have seen only a fragment of the begimng, going over
Vichaspaty’s notes on the first eight kdrikds.

For several other works by Nérayana Tirtha Yati, see my Catalogue, &e.,
Vol. I, pp. 88, 107, and Appendix. Colcbrooke says, “Ile was author
Iikewise of a gloss on the Yoga-s'dstra, as appears from hus own references
to 1t.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p 233. This statement las been sub-

stantially verified. There oceurs, m s Sdnkhya-chandriki, o passage m
which he speaks of his commentary on the Yoga-sitra.

At p. 67 of this volume there are three couplets, introduced as if origmal.
Two of them are cited by Narhyana Tirtha Yats, who, therefore, perhaps

. came after Vyndna Bhikshu.
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son of K4s'indtha, son of Balabhadra, son of Sarvavanda Mis’ra.
This is little more than a jejune epitome of the Sdrkiya-kau-
mudi, with a preface briefly explaining the Teftwa-samdsa,
which it repeats.

f- The Sdnkhya-tattwa-vibhikara.®

ITI. The Sdnkhya-chandrikd, by Nérdyana Tirtha Yati,
author of the Tatfwa-chandra, which has been spoken of above.

IV. The Sdnkhya-kaumudi,t by Réma-krishna Bhattichérya,
who is said to borrow freely from the author of the work last
named.

The Sdnkhya-sdra-viveka, or Sdnkhya-sira,] by Vijnina Bhik-
shu, consists of an expansion of the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, and an
abridgement of the writer’s own Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya.

* This work I know only from the 1st Vol, by Dr. Weber, of Die Hand-
schriften-Verzeichnisse der Komglichen Bibliothek . Berlm: 1853, p. 638.
Dr. Weber 1s 12 doubt whether 1ts author’s name be, or be not, Vans’idhara.

T Colebrooke’s Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, p 234. This work I have not
seen. Lassen—Gymnosophista; Pref, p. ix.—makes 1t possible that 1t
bears the second title of Sdnkhya-sira. Prof. Wilson leaves this point un-
discussed. Sdnkhya-kdrika, Preface, p. vii.

Colebrooke calls Rédma-knishna * a learned, and not ancient, writer of
Bengal.” He may be 1identifiable with Réma-krishna Bhattichirya Cha-
Lravarti, pupil of Raghundtha Bhattdchdrya S‘womani. See my Catalogue,
&e., Vol. I, p. 51.

1 In prose and verse; three chapters of the former, and six of the latter.
The metrieal portion consists of kdrikds ; and contams about 270 couplets,
principally 1n the anushtubh measure. Colebrooke calls this work a * trea-
tise on the attamment of beatitude m this life.”” Miscell. Essays, Vol. I.,
p. 231. Its scope 1s, however, rather wider; comprehending salvation i
general, as the meed of Sinkhya perfection.

The Rev. Willhlam Ward adventured an English translation of this treatise,
in his work on the Hindus; Vol. I, pp. 121—172 : 8vo. ed. of 1822.

Tmmediately succeeding the mvocation of the Sdnkhya-sdra-viveka, 1s the

following passage :
gre.  ogar  wEl aw faafgad |
gt grctad sar 4 a9 wes{=A |

.
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The Sdnklya-tattwa-pradipe, by Kavirdja Yati or Bhikshu,*
pupil of Vaikuntha, 1s a brief cxposition of the Sdnkhya system.

The Sdnkhydrtha-tattwa-pradipikd, by Bhatta Kes'ava, son
of Sad4nanda, son of Bhatta Kes'ava, is a treatise rcsembling
the last.t

sres gfear et arafc wa
FIATT IO SN LT (WA |

Mr Ward’s version of these couplets runs thus: “The nature of spirit
was exammed by me briefly m the Sdnkhya-kdrikd; according to my
ability I now publish the Sdnkhya-sdra-vweka, in which T have collected the
essence of the Sinkhya doctrines, which may all be found m the kdrikds.”

The obvious rendering 1s, however, very different . ¢ The Sdnkhya-kdrikd
has discussed the nature of spint but mcagrely : Vynéna, m the Sdnkhye-
séra-viveka, therefore dilates on 1t.  On the other hand, the processcs of the
Sinkhya have, m the kdrikd collection, been, for the most part, enunciated :
accordmgly, they are here set forth sparingly—so far only as they are there
left unnoticed.”

Mr. Ward’s text was, clearly, the same as my own, with the exception of a
first case, mn the second verse, instead of a seventh.

* Author of the Tatfwa-dipa also. See my Catalogue, &e., Vol. L, p.
109.

1 Colebrooke speaks of a Sankhya work entitled Samgraka. I do not
recall having met, in the course of my researches, with any reference to it
See Miscell. Essays, Vol. L., p. 234.

Réaya Mukuta, annotating the word upalabdhs, in lis gloss on the Amara-
kos'a, apparently quotes from a work called Sdnkhya-dars’ana.

The Sdnkhya-mukidvalt, by Vodhu, 1s, further, a Sankhya work possibly
now, or once, in existence ; if the bare word of a man who has deelared to
me that he once possessed and studied a copy of it, 1s to be recerved. Butl
strongly suspect that he fabricated the title of the treatise, for the occasion.

The Rev. Mr. Ward has published a list of Sankhya compositions, m his
work on the Hindus; Vol IL, p. 121: 8vo. ed. of 1822. Tlus st is,
however, one mass of errors, and errors almost too gross to descrve advert-
ence. It assigns the Kapila-bhishya to Vis'wes'wari, perhaps mstead of
Vijnénes'wara, as one sometimes hears Vijndna Bhikshu meorrectly called ;
while it speaks of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhishya as a distinet com-
position, and neglects to name its author. Vachaspati Misra’s Sdnkhya-

~  kaumudi 1s, in like manner, duplicated. Tlus for a sample.



41

Of the history of our com entator, Vijufna Bhiksha, or
Vijnéna Yati, little has been discovered. We are even unac-
quainted with the civil appellation that he bore previously to
commencing cencbite; and the period at which he flourished,
if not wholly referrible to conjecture, can be determined only
by approximation. He must have preceded Néges'a Bhatts,
the epitomist of one of his works, who may have been living in
the year 1718.* Three of his disciplest are known by name:
Bhava Ganes'a Dikshita,} Prasds Mddhava Yogi,§ and Divya

The ignorance of our pandits very ordinanly confounds Vijnina Bhiksha
with Vijnfnes'wara, or Vijuina Yogi, author of the Mitdkskard. the cele-
brated commentary on the YdjnavalZya-smrit;. But there is no evidence
whatever that they are identical. Vijufnes'wara, who bore the title of
Bhattéiraka, was son of Padmanfbha Bhatts, of the stock of Bharadwéja.
Hie preceptor was Vis'wardpa A’chérya, likewse a scholiast of Yéjnaval-
kya. I shall not undertake to establish that this Vis“warGpa A’chirya was
the same person as Sures’wma A”chirya, secularly known as Mandana
Mis’ra, a diseiple of $”ankara A’charya. See my Catalogue, &ec., Vol L,
pp- 89, 91, 131.

* See a foot-note to p. 32, supra. In the prefatory verses of Vinéna's
Pdtanjala-bhdshya-vdrtika, according to one of the many MSS. of 1t which
I have exammed, allusion 15 made t0 ore Bhavadeva, as an authority on the
Yoga. Bhavadeva Mis'ra of Patna, author of the Pdtarjal{ydbhenave~
dhéshya, a commentary on the Yoga-sitra, seems to be intended. But of
Ins age I know nothing.

+ M. Samnt-Hilasire says: ¢ Un maitre n'a généralement qu’nn disciple 3
un gorou 1’ & qu’un brahmatchin.” Premier Mémowe sur le Sinhhya, p. 7.
Agan: “ La science, amm que j’ai en oceasion de le dure au débat de ce
mémorre, se transmet, dans I'Ilnde, habituellement d'un seul maitre & un
seul disciple ” Ibid., p. 264. This1s newsin India. Such unnatural casey
no longer exist, if, ndeed, they ever existed,

1 I have seen s MS., mithout date, of the Tantra-chigimani or Dkarma -

{ménsd-sangraha, sn elementary Mimfnsi disqusition, by Knshna Deva,
son of Ramsa A’charys, which professes to be in the hand-writmg of this per-
son. I hardly melime to conmder the age of this M3.tobea couple of cen-
turies, st the moat.

§ Author of the 8'dréra-kirikd-bAdskya or Kdrikdrtka-cinis’chaya, a dis-

G .
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Sinla Misra* Vijndna is the author of al lfmnt tive H(::’( n.;l
works, all of which are concerned with philosophy. | I'heir
titles, in the oxder, mainly, in which they wero ooTlmm': Jd are
as follows: the Vijndnémriia or Bi‘akma-sﬁtra-rm‘z-ryuklwrf,‘]-
the Sénkkya-pravachana-bhdshya or B’dnﬁya-bﬂr:.v/:!{(f.§ the
Pitanjala-bhdshya-vdriiks or Yoga-vériika,|| . the Neénkhyy.
sdra-viveka or Sdnkhya-séra, and the Yoga-sdru-sangraha or

Jadna-pradipa. .
I hafe not proposed, in this preface, to treat of the Niukhya

system otherwise than with reference to the subordinate sabjects

of biography and bibliography. A. number of obvious oeasinns

liave, however, emerged for deviating from these rigicd bowuls,

Yet, for thus trespassing beyond my limits, no apology muy, per

haps, be expected ; and mnone, certainly, will be requisite for g

few sentences in defence of my proper charge, Vijnina Blhikshy,
L]

sertation on the following emgmatical couplet, which ity expounder elning
to demnve from the Alakdbddraia :

et § frffgry NagRishtye |

T = frfcwr v 1 fewr gt v

This dissertation 1w in four sections, one bemg allotted to eaeh measnre of
the idwstich,

* Divya Smbs Mis'ra has written o commentary, by name 8'drirq-keirikde
bhuskya-rirtike, on the work mentioned in the Jagt note. Ilo atyles ljmnelf
feilim-student of Prasida Midhava Yogs, under Vijnfina Bhikshu ; sned he
culinzes Prasids Midhava as the most exmunent of thow master's thisesplen.

+ Lach of theve works, from the legt upwards, eites all that. un Iyere
C!Illllhl'tl. pl'eﬂ.'dﬁ it. Bng the MM‘W‘ And the I'WM(.‘,-({(Q ety
;"";: "the;' Thewr author appears, scoordmgly, to bave beon engngedd witl
';‘: ‘:;e:. ¢ sametupe; unless he, or some ome els, wterpolated g op

+ A commentury o dyapa’ i
o et 1 Bédariyapa’s Aphorisma of the Vedinta ; contuining

$ Enhracing 1 3500,
¢ A comwentary on the M-n:ala-bldolya af Vytag

: - 7l 3
% A suceinct exposition of tho Yoga phﬂo:uphyy: Yl Saosei.t:;ter
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In India, at least, Vijnfina Bhikshw’s ability as an expositor
of the Sfinkhya philosophy stands unimpeached. It has, how-
ever, at last been disallowed by so considerable a scholar’as M.
Saint-Hilaire. But it will be easy to evince, after the ensuing ex-
tract, whether our scholiast’s judgehlent, particularly as regards
the specific point on which the European philosopher arraigns it,
be as immature as has been represented.

M. Saint-Hilaire translates and descants on the twenty-fifth
of Ts'wara Krishna’s memorial stanzas, as follows :

 yINGT-CINQUIE'MEA SLOKA DE LA KABIKA.

e I’ensemble des onze principes doués de bonté émane du moi quand
il eat modifi§ également parla bonté. Dumoi considéré comme élément
primitif viennent les Slémenta grossiers; il est alors obscur ; &t ecttc double
émanation 1n’a lieu que par Pinfluence de Pactivité.’

. * Lorsque dans le moi la bonté P'emporte sur PPobscurité et sur 12 méchan-
ceté ou passion, le moi est essentiellement pur; et, dsns le langage Jdus
anciens maltres;te moi, & cet tat, est appelé modifié. Sa véritable natury,
c’est d’Atre affects par 1a bonté ; et quond il est ainsi affecté, ls modification
qu’il regoit est celle qu’il doit véritablement recevoir; ce n’est pas en ynel-
que sorte une modification pour lui, puisque son essence c’est detre b
C’est du moi dans cette disposition que sortent les onze principen, douén
alors comme lui de bonts. On se rappelle que les onze principes sout 1os
cing organes de perception, les cing organes d’action, et le manas. ou I
coeur, placé au onzidme rang. Quand en conteaire le mui est affcte Wobe
scurité, on ne Pappelle plus Veikrits, le madifié ; mais on l"npp.—lh_: Bhuiie
tAdi, 1’6lément primitif, Iobscur; et c’est d2 lui que sortent les cing eive
menta grossiers, les Bhouthui. Aais pour produire I'une ou Iautre Jde ces
créations, soit les onze orgaues doués de bontd, soit les emq 'Iﬂé“fﬂm’: Froee
siers, le moi a besoin. de Vintervention de Vactivité.* Par lui-méme ic mw

% The three gm:' are, it may be, still an aoread riddle; and I dechae the
attempt of improving on the interpretations of them that have becu vele
rs. |
mr;;lo:yv:ﬂimu:ﬂy wrote of them as follows : * The Hindu svsteu
arnmgel all the attributes of spirit in action, under three beads or ‘ql.f-x'u.tm:
-the satiwa, rajas, and tamas. The first comprises the presence of i gowd,

and absence of gll evil ; the laat, the presenee of all evil, aud Lie PUIPERRES

of all good; and the middle one is » mixed quality, in which the operat. s
»

a2
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In Indis, at least, Vijnfina Bhikshu’s ability as an expositor
of the S4nkhya philosophy stands unimpeached. It has, how-
ever, at last boen disallowed by so considerable a scholar as M.
Saint-Hilsire. But it will be easy to evince, after the ensuing ex-
tract, whether our scholiast’s judgement, particularly as regards
the specific point on which the European philosopher arraigns it,
be as immature as Lias been represented.

M. Saint-Ililaire translates and descants on the twenty-fifth
of Yu'wara Krishna’s memorial stanzas, as follows :

“ VINGT-CINQUIE'ME BLOKA DB LA KABIKA.

“ ¢ L’cnsemble des onze principes doués de bonté émane du mor quand
U est modifi§ également par la bonté. Du mor consuléré comme Elément
prumitif wviennent les §lémenta grosmers; il est alors obsenr ; et cctte double
émanation n”a heu que par 'mmfAluence de Pacthvitd.?

*“ Loraque dans le mo1 labonté V’emporte sur Pobacurité et sur In méchan-
coté ou paamon, le moi est essentcllement pur; et, dans le langnge des
anciens maltres, 1e moi, d cet Stat, est appelé modifif. Ea véritable nature,
c’est d’8tre affects par 1a bonté, et quand il est anm affecté, Ia modifieation
qu”1l regoit est celle qu'il doit véritablement recevowr ; ce n’est pas en quel-
que sorte une modification pour Im, pusque son essence c’est d’étxe bon.
C’est: du moi dans cetts disposition que sortent les onze principes, douds
alors comme lm1 de bonté. On se rappelle gue les onze prmneipes sunt L
cng organes de perception, les cmq organes d’achon, et le mangs, oule
eceur, placé su onzidme rang. Quand au ocontrare le moi est affecte d'ob-
souritd, on ne Pappelle plus Veknts, lo mod:fié; mais on Psppelle Bhou~
tAd, élément primitsf, I'obseur ; et c’est do Iui quo sortent les cing éle-
ments gromiers, les Bhoutdni Alma pour produire I’une ou Pautre de ces
eréations, soit les onze organes doués de bontd, soit les enq Eldmeuts gos-
mers, 1o mor o besoin de l'mtervention ds actwvitd® Par lui-méme ke a1

» The three gupas are, 1t muy be, still an noread nddle; and I deelme the
sttempt of mproving on the mterpretations of them that have been ven-

aedecessors.
m;:):y;ﬁ formerly wrote of them as follons. * The Hmdu systemn
arranges all the atinbutes of spirit m action, under three heada or qu:lme:].
the saifwa, rajas, and famas. The first comprues the presence of alhgu ,
and absence of all evil, the lsat, the presence of all enil, and tfu.- o L
of sll good ; and the muddle one is & moed quahty, 1 nlueh the uperation

a2
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. . pﬂM‘, i n'sgit pas: il feut pour agr qu'l
:“ g?md::a?; t::e d:c:;oi, qui est 1o moi setif; ot, par uni dr cqy
dﬁ: mot, se trouvent prodwts et les onze organcs et leg il “lédments
“ Le“;noiu done quatre états successfs, ot ootauid quatre PN e
Jesyuelles 1l passe pour erxver 3 Ia création. Dsbonl i} est fnerhe ot ue
produt rien ; pms 1l devient actif sous "mfuence do Ia prasion § \‘:lh\ilfl‘. it
dut les onxe organes, et pour les produire il cut doné de honte . entia,
doué L"obucazitd, il produms les eing &léments grossicrs. '
« Cette évolution du moi peut persitre aussi bizarre quo fausie; aais
Ia pensée, quelle qu'en soit d'mlleurs la valenr, cst fort claire; ot Iv (it
mentsteur Gaoudspada n’hérite pes & Uexphquer comme on vient de I fhive,
T entend e dloka de la Kirikh en ce sens que c’est le moi qui donm tnis.
sauce aux onze oxganes d’tme part, eb d’aatre part aus eing Eleéments prim-
mers. Mau Vidjing Bhikshow, Je commentatenr des Sodtrns, el ot

of the nffections and psumons s strongest, and gives occasional preumi
nance to good and JL” Quaierly Omental Magezmme for Mareh, I8y
p- 21. In the nexi page he adds: * 8dbers aud Nilahunthu, it 1o tuwe
wmterpret soffwa by disirya, firmness, fortitndo : but they iutensd the wme
thng, in fact, wmith the satiwa quality, or the Moens Soluls of the upopht
man who is numoved by 1gnorance and passton. It appears to be the wiwe
as the Tempersntia ox Tranqmibtas of the Stoses, whilst the regns might
he expressed by Pertavbatio, and famar by Intemperanti.”

Mr. J. Ellss unhesitabmgly renders the names of tha qualities by ** pure
ummpaseoned vrtus,” “ pasnon,” snd # deprawity wolining to ovil *° s
be believes the spoeryphal Sanchonisthon to have had some inkling of then
*o Lmealibes, aod to have bungled them in hiy mystical thnosony. Nutive
of the Rémdya. of Bodhiyas, in the Quarterly Ouitotel Magarina fur
Beptember, 1826; pp. 8, 15, eud 16,

AL Saint-Hilae says 3 “ Je arois
qualités it 1a nature cache une idée des plus simples :
Suut ke rapporte dans ce aystdme d’idéabwme, ne o “fﬁ::'hnmmv Yy
wrtes, bopnes, mauvases, ou indiférenten. J*ai yunement ehar:l:; s
:c-m nn'; théories do Sdakbye ; jo ne puis lear tronyer b ovl ml.ln. :::nm

L+ Dumbreay dos commentaeurs - "
P"m com » dﬂ' Poemes ot a‘. mm“ o {‘

1 evt (ueation des trois qualitds, elles se présentent togjonrs
Prensier Mimoire vur le Shokhya, pu 310, *ous det wapeat,”
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mt:?tflent Ia pensée de Kapmls, Je viens do dire que le Sott du altre
cst ici complétement identique, ssuf un neutre en plsce d'on masenln, an
Eu:édohk&nu. Aman les deux commentateurs ont le méme tests, et lu
‘v‘ reuce @interprétetion ne repose pas sur une différence de mots. {r
uljndna comprend qu’il s’agt icy, non pas de Vensemble des onze prmetipes
sul:tnnt du moi, maw du onudme principe, oeat-M-dire du manas, du cwar,
qui, dnnl toutes les classifications, figure réguhérement, comme v I'a v&,
s:: o:fszmo rang, parce quil est tout b la fois orgune de perception ¢t {TsAL:
("action. Il faudrat done faire i un changement consulérable, vt sinti-
tuer lo menas eux onee organes. Je dois dwe que la grammary Le ')
opposc .en rien, et que le texte, soit avec le neutre de Eapiln, 2.t avas t
mucu_lm & Isvara Knishns, se préte également bien B P'un et i Vautre wue.
] * Si Pon adopte Pexplicstion ds Vidjubne, il fuudrat tradune REW, &
einquidme sloka de la fagon suivante :
“ « J.0 onzime prmcipe doué de bomté émane du moi guand T vt
modifié également par Ia bonté; du osmime prucipe, X B R

Slément primutif, nennent les &léments grosmers. Ce onnime proeih od

ohacur; et tous deus, oo prncipe e 1o moy, Wagment que s Pt otn
do Pactinitd.’

* Mais on peut remarquer que cetie exphestion eat en contradicion for-
mello avec les slokas qu préchdent : d'obord avec lu sloha viugt-de Ly - vy
qu fat sortir darectement du mot les see puncipes, 8¢ qai ful sorfa
particulier les Eléments grossiers dea &6ments subtila; ¢t ensLie, dh 1~
sloka vingt-quaindme, qu reprodmdt 1s. méme doctrine. 1l fant w) wutir .
ectto doctrns que nous refronyons dena 1n Kirika vient de Kapiw iui-ne oy
comme la prouve le sofitra que NOUS avous ats. Nous devons duld Luws e
Ser b Vespheation de Groudapads plutit qu'd celle de Vidjuuna,  Duase L
systdme simkhys bien interprété, les cing Adments grossiens ViLduent Cis
eing éléments pobtils ; et les ang éléments subhls avee Jus onze GrIELeY
vionnent du mox. Ce x'est pas 1e mauss, le eceur, gul prodwt les ¢l mavts
grossiers, comme 1o crost Vidjnfna Blakshou; et ce Q1 doit mous ¢touT
encore davantage dans son erreut, ¢eat que, dans le sitra mmn%uu-.un.nt
précédent, Kapils dit expremément, lectar? deaxitme, soltrs et oo F
* Loffet du moy, c'est Pensemble des onge Orgsics et des cmq clemuents
grossiers.’ Quelque déliest quil sort de se prononcer dans des quemlli.tk
e geure, Mous croyomns pouvoir sifirmer que Y:djnm.?hiuhuu »'ont
trompé, et quil 0’y 2 point i.w:; compte de Bon OpITION. Premuer M-
To0ire sar le Sinkhys, PP- 99—102. .

M. saint-ﬂni;n’s odering of the memorial couplet calls

&rat of all, for attention.



47

In the preceding extract we read that it is of the essonce of
egotism to be good. Yet it is no more so than it is of its es-

produced from egotusm only by the mtermediate sgency of the elementary
particles.
The mistake which Professor Wilson falls mnto, after his attempt to cor-
rect Colebrooke, can eamly enough be accounted for. Gaundaphda says:
| AN WENTH: ¥ ATwe xfiw | Thie the Professor
translates thus: “ The first element of the elements 1w darkmess; there-
fore 1t 18 usually called #hs dark.”” But ithe word here rendered by * first ele-
ment” would, as masculine, mean ‘first being,’ if 1t were a substantive;
¢ first element’ requirmg, not ddibhiétah, but ddibhitam. Bemg, however, an
ad)ectave, 1t refers to bhsitéds, the second factor of which 1t justifies etymolo-
gcally. This reference should have been ewident from the gender of uklaf,
sa, and témasa ; and also from that of daiulas, which, with 1its present
endmg, and, moreover, as it stands in the sentence, could never be an
adverb. It 18 not propounded that the elements omginate from their hke,
from an element; and, while nothing 1s predicated of darkness, darkmess
is predicated aa charasterizing one of the vameties of egotiam. The passage
ated above will, therefore, admit of no other translation than such as
this: ¢ It, origin qf the elements, 18 ongmary, vis., of the elements : st is also
surcharged with darkness; asd hence 1 called dark.’ To bear out FProfessor
Wilson’s English, the Sansknt should have stood thus: Ww

wa | W W wuw a amwelafe | A

In giving the pusaga from Gaudaptda, I bave supplied it with punctus-
tion, and the only punctuation that it will abde.

In the Pishpu-purdna, ot I, 12, 53, the term bAdidds * generative of the
elements,’ epithetically employed in place of ¢dark egotiam,’ 13 agam ren-
dered, by Professor Wilson, “first element.” See b Translation, p. 93,
Line 12.

Professor Wilson, building on his overmght, indulges in the following
comment, which may now be cancelled: * There 13 & remaikable expres-
mon m the Bhdshys, which presents a notion famihar to all ancient
cosmogomes. Caudapfda says, ¢ the first of the elements was darkness.’
It 1s the first of the  elements,” not the first of “ things ;* for it was pre-
ceded by unevolved nuture, and intellect, and it is itself a modified form of
mdviduality. It therefore harmomszes perfectly well with the prevailing
1deas in the ancient world, of the state of things anteror to elementary or
vinble ereation, when ¢ chaos was, and might,” and when
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sence to be dark, or to be active. To the end that egotism may
acquire the distinction of pure, it is not necessary that it should

Nullus adhue mundo praebebat lumina Titan,

Nec nova crescendo reparabat cornua Phuebe.
In the influence of the quality of foulness, or passion,—for the word rajas
has both senses,—may be suspected an affinity to the doctrme of an active
principle, the moving mind, the eros, that set mert matter mto motion, and
produced created things.” Sdnkhya-kdrikd, p. 94.

Lassen, who was the first to translate the whole of Is‘wara Knishna’s treatise,
bad a right understandmg of dhdéddi. ¢ Caterva undenum essentiahs pro=
ficiseitur e sul sensu essentiali ; rudimentalis ex (su: sensu) elementorum
generatore; haec cahginosa est. Ex impetuoso (sut sensu) utralibet oritur
creatio.” Twenty-~fifth kdrZd, m Gymnosophista, p 58.

C. J. H. Windischmann prudently follows Lassen; putting “ Anfang der
Elemente” for dhitéds. Die Philosophie im Fortgang der Weltgeschichte,
p. 1816.

A revised version of the kdrikd 1n question is here submutted : < The class
of eleven, consistng of purity, proceeds from egotism technically called
modified. From egotism, as the source of the elements, the rudimental
particles orégmnate ; and this form of egotism is imbued with darkness. But
it 15 only from egotism when affected by activity that the one and the other,
the class of eleven and the elementary particles, take thewr 11se >

It may be observed that, wiile Professor Wilson, at p. 94 of the
Sdnlhya-Ldrikd, considers egotism, m one of 1ts kinds, as “the first
of the elements,” at p. 121 he places, by the side of the tan-mdtras ¢ subtile
elements,’—which emanate from egotism, and give hirth to the gross ele-
ments,—as speciously comparable, the sroxeia groixelwr of Empedocles.
For the seemmng parallel to these elemental ultimates, the Professor ought,
m consistency, to have gone back to dark egotism. But 1t has previously
been shown that the Sinkhya does not recogmse as elementary anything
antecedent to the particles so designated.

The Professor’s remarks, mcidentally bearing on the functions of bhitd-
di, at p. 164 of the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, are unsubstantiated. The text on which
these mlstal\en observatxons are founded 1s as follows: (Hﬂmﬁfﬁc QIlT
fEWIT WTHFHT “’T‘TQTIT Q‘am'?m?m T?T {WV JETA o WT?‘!U?T-

“ Thus, non-elemental creation, rudxmental creation, conditional and cle-
mental creation, in bewngs of divine, mortal, brutal, and (1mmovable) ongin,
are the sixteen sorts of creation effected by nature.” Such 1s Professor
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consist wholly of purity; the mere preponderance of this qua-

Wilson’s translation ; instead of winch we should certainly read: © The
non-elemental creation,—i, e., the rudimental creation and the conditional
creation,—and the elemental creation, or the aggregate of bemgs of divine,
mortal, and brutal, origin, are the sixteen sorts of creation proceeding
mediately from nature.’

My MS. wants the word wagdT ° clemental creation; but its mser-
tion, as an equivalent of thec\%Tf?réﬂ: Efl: of the 53d kdrikd, 1s quite 1m-
material. Moreover, I have corrected a grammatical inadvertence.

The elemental ereation has fourteen divisions ; and the two branches of the
non-elemental count, each, as umity. The sum of sixteen1s thus completed.
There is, then, no such respective reference, in the above passage, as may
have led the Professor to supply the word ‘1nmovable,” and which mduced
him to make the following comment : ““ Apparently, each of the four classes
of bemgs proceeds from four modifications of nature, or, from the mwisible
prinaples, from the subtile rudiments, from the conditions or dispositions
of mtelleet, and from the gross elements.”

The evolution of the Sinkhya prmeiples as recited in the Vishnu-purdna,
1s strangely misrepresented by the translator. A smgle sample will suffice.

zg\quk] fagamw u&;amrfaaﬁ qd |l
IS WKTAFZIRTRV AZXEIUH |
W A aET yaife: @ g e
I, 2, 37-8.

¢ Elementary Bgotism then becoming productive, as the rudiment of sound,
produced from it Ether, of which sound 1s the characteristic, mnvesting 1t
with 1ts rudument of sound ” Trauslation, p. 16.

The correct rendering 1is, however: ‘The element-engendering egotism,
bewng modified, then produced the rudiment of sound; and, from the rudi-
ment of sound, the ether, whose characteristic is sound : and this element-
engendermg egofism, siomilarly to agents in processes before mentioned, mvest-
ed the ether, which consists of sound.’

Almost the entire page from which the passage above ammadverted on is
taken, 1s disfigured by the style of misapprehension just pownted out. In
one place, n fact, m order to force the construction desired, the nomina-
tive singular vdyd—euphomeally requred for vdyuh—1s made accusative.
Samtly Liberties vastly more lhicentious than thus, are often taken, mn the
Purinas, but there is, m this mstance, no temptation whatever to do vio-
lence to Péanmu,
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lity being held sufficient for the purpose.* Turther, the term
menas is said to mean ¢ heart” At p. 30, it is called “Vesprit
vital.” At p. 106, a choice is allowed out of “le cceur,”
“ Pesprit,” and, “ pour prendre une expression plus juste et
assez souvent employée dans notre langage philosophique, le
sensorium commune.’t  The manas is defined, by Sénkhya
anthorities, to be one of the soul’s three internal organs, without
which there is no experience of joy or grief; in the same way as,
for instance, but for the eye, one of the soul’s cxternal organs,
sight is impossible.

In order to adjust the twenty-fifth Adrikd after Vijnina’s
conception of manas, M. Saint-Hilaire correctly premises that
this word must be substituted, in the couplet, for the cleven
organs. But, professing to effect this substitution, while he once
puts manas for the eleven organs, he puts it three times for ego-
tism. He also puts egotism for subtile elements, or, rather, gross
elements ; for he foists this blunder of his own,as well as s bor-
rowed primitive element, on the injured commentator. Again,
purposing to censure Vijnéna, he remarks rightly, at first, that,
‘in the Sdnkhya system, accurately expounded, the five gross
elements issue from the five subtile elements ; and the five sub-
tile elements, and the eleven organs, from egotism.’ Yet, in

* Indeed, in the twenty~fifth kdrikd itself we have the word vikrita ¢ mo-
dified’ as a synonyme of sdétwika ¢ pure.’ Elsewhere, vaikdrika ¢ modifica-
tional’ occurs as 1its substitutes.

+ Professor Wilson had already explamed manas to be ©an ternal
sense, a sensorium.”  Sdénkhya-kdrikd, p. 100. Colebrooke calls 1t a * sen-
sitive, material organ,” and hikens 1t to the 6uuds of Pythagoras, Miscell
Essays, Vol. L, p. 418.

The word manas has often been compared to the Greck wévos; but, whe-
ther as used in the Sinkhya system, or elsewhere, it bears very httle simula-
rity to this term, which ““ seems most commonly to answer to the Latm word
impetus, and mmplies rather a physical, than mental, energy. Homer places
it, at different times, m the knees, the 64uos, the orfdos, and the pphr.”
Mitebell’s Wasps of Anistophanes, p. 103,
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translating and annotating the twenty-fifth kdrikd, we have seen
that it is the gross elements which he derives immediately from
cgotism.

But Vijndna has clearly enough set forth his view of the
twenty.fifth kdrikd, as M. Saint-Hilaire would have seen, Lad
he read, even with the aid of Professor Wilson, the scholiast’s
interpretation of the eighteenth Aphorism of the second Book.*
After alleging manas to mean the eleventh organ, Vijuina
explains ¢ both’ to refer to the intellectual organs and the
organs of action. The kdrikd will, then, run thus: The
eleventh orgam, consisting of purity, originates from modified
egotism. From egotism, as the source of the elements, proceed
the rudimental particles; and this variety of egotism is imbued
with darkness. From egotism affected by activity, arise both Zke
intellectual organs and the organs of aclion.

Vijudna is, therefore, peculiar, as compared with some others,
in deducing, from pure egotism, but a single product, mind,
instead of eleven, viz., mind and the ten organs of intellection
and action : the latter being referred, by him, to the active
species of egotism ; which is held, on the adverse interpretation,
to be, independeuntly, inoperative, but yet an mdispensable con-
dition of encrgy on the part of the other two modifications of
the self-conscious principle. To defend, textually, his exegesis of
the latter part of the twenty-fifth kdrikd, Vindna must be suppos-
cd to contemplate the twenty-sixth &drikd ; inasmuch as the organs
of understanding and action are there mentioned for the first
time 10 the treatise: and this anticipation is clearly impractica-
ble, save by the dislocation of all syntax. Nevertheless, the im-
port which Vijudna contends for, is far from being a peculiarity

4 Sdnkhya-kirkd, p. 94 Professor Wilson here, t?o, however, requires
to be set mght. TForgetting the order 1n which he has just enumerated the
modifications of egotism, he writes * the other ten, from the second kmnd ;
and the elements, from the third.”  The words ¢ sccond’ and © thwd’ must

he transposed,
H 2



52

personal to himself only. Both the sets of Aphorisms attributed
to Kapila are silent on the topic under discussion ; and so is the
Mahdbhdrata. Arguing, however, from the Hindu point of
view,—such as it is,—our commentator is supported by the divine
testimony of the Purédnas, against the mere human authority of
I's'wara Krishna and his successors.* At all events, the ex-

* The productiveness of active egotism is the doctrine of the Purdnas.
The Mahdbhdraia, after XII., 11395, where it would be expected to pro-
pound erther this view, or else one that would preclude 1t, 1s suggestively
mute. Can 1t be that this tenet 13 a developement datmg subsequently to
T's'wara Knshna’s time ; having been, smee then, grafted on the Purdnas?
I quote, below, from these works. )

VARG STATFICA_ G qTAETa |
N a ~.__ A
q GIYRITE <97 TRt T |
. -~ a
TRTEH AAYIH AT IATCAT GaAT: |
Vishnu-purdna, 1., 1, 46-7.

“ This 1s the elemental creation, proceeding from the prineiple of egotism
affected by the property of darkness. The organs of sense are said to be
the passionate products of the same principle, affected by foulness; and the
ten divimties proceed from egotism affected by the principle of goodness
as does mind, which 1s the eleventh.” Prof. Wilson’s Translation, pp. 17,
18

In a foot-note to p. 16, Prof. Wilson repeats Gaudapéda’s account of the
three sorts of egotism, but without directing attention to its contradiction
of his text.

For a passage to the same effect with the verses given above, see the
Bhdgavata purdna, 111, 5, 29 seqq.: also IIT, 26, 27 seqq. It is the first
of these two passages that 1s aited, by Viynéna, at p. 118. Virardghava, m
his commentary, the Bhdgavata-chandrikd, wrests the word faijasd¢, m the
fourth verse, into congruity with the dogmas of I's’wara Knshna and his
school, by explaming it to denote ¢ with the aid of passional egotism.’

Add: SmfcageEg ST FmIcRIWaT |
by -0 B
7 gtz gRa1 awieaT T
TRTLH RAGT GATAWLT FH |
vad  THERTE YARIWIA S T
Kiirma-purdng, prior section, 4th chapter.

.
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pression of amazement ventured by M. Saint-Hilaire, is alto-
gether gratuitous ; and it would have been well had he foregone
the temerity of impeaching, with headlong disparagement, the
adjudication, by so acute and learned a writer as Vijndna, of a
nice philosophical punctuality. Vijndna, so far from the pre-
posterous solecism of deducing any of the elements from mind,
expands the seventeenth Aphorism of the second Book in these
words : ¢ The eleven organs, and the five subtile elements, <. e.,
sound, &ec., are the products of egotism.’* Gross from subtile

Pure egotism, here, again, is made to generate the ten superintending dei-
ties, who, according to the Sankhya system as ordinanly enunciated, except
in the Purdnas, must form part of the world of ammation, which ema-
nates from the subtile clements. The names of these deities oceur m the
Bhagavata-purdna, 1., 5, 30. M. Burnouf, 1n his translation of this work,
Vol. 1., p. 122, renders the appellation of one of them, Dis’, by “les points
cardinaux.” The directions are varously computed, by the Hindus, at four,
eight, and ten. Professor Wilson arbitranly expresses Dis® by ¢ space.”
Vishnu-purana, p. 17, 28th foot-note.

An cleventh deity 1s recogmsed by some of the Purdnas,—the moon,
whose presidency is over mind.

In the verses quoted above, from the Kirma-purdpe, mind is strangely
sud to partake of the two quahties of activity and purity.

The Sarva-dars’ana-sangraha considers the ten organs and mind to be
cflluences from pure egotism, and silently ignores any hypothesis of thewr
originating otherwise.

It 1s 2 curious circumstance that this work nowhere mentions the Sin-
khya Aphorsms ; its authority on hylotheistic matters, wherever a text 1s
to be cited, being the Kdriké of I's'wara Krishna.

An exammation of S’ankara Achdrya’s Surva-siddhinta-sangraha, which
I have not been able to procure, would, very probably, throw hght on the
Sinkhya as rcceved n the aghth century. The muth chapter of this
treatise 15 occupied with the doctrine of Kapila. See Zeitschrift der Deuts-
chen morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, Vol. 1., p 200.

* Sce, at p. 45, supra, M. Samt-ILilawe’s ncorrect translation of the
passage which I render thus. The essayist’s heedlessness 1s, here, unac-
countable.
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follows of neccssity.* As to the rest, his predilections, alike in
the present instance and elsewhere, are for the doctrines of the
original Sentences, as altered and amphfied by Paurénika inno-
vation.

The Sénkhya system assumes, in practice, the form of the
adoration of nature,t or, rather, of a sublimated ideal essence of

* In the Sénkhya Aphonsms, the coordinate emanation, from the sub-
tile elements, of the gross elements, 1s expressly indicated as early as L., 61,—
which M. Samt-Hilare passes by, as has previously been shown :—and
Vijnéna, m his notes, is nowise eccentric mn his paraphrase of this text.

t Milla-prakrits, the primordial agent, whose analogues, m the several
Hindu schools of philosophy, are too notorious to call for repetition. The
late Rey. Dr. W. H. Mill has ikened 1t to the &wvow of Gnosticism, 1
which, as m the Sankhya, vdvs, or mtellect, buddhi,—othermwise called ma-
%at,—1s the first-born offspring ; and then all separate mdividual essences.”
Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal for 1835, p. 386. Such was the
dream of Valentme, as we learn from Ireneus: Aéyovor ydp Twa elvor &v
dopdrais Kol dkarovoudarors WYdpaot Télewv Aldva mwpobvras Tolrov 8
kel * # % % % Tpomwdropa kal Bufov kadolow. * * ¥ ¥ * “Yrdpyovra

o s g Ny Ny

8’av'rov u.i(wpm'ovl kal ddparov, &ididv Te Kkal dyévmrov &v Hovxia Kal pe-
ply woNNfj yeyovévar & dmelpois aldor xpdvey. Swvumdpyew Sait@ kol
"Bwvoiaw, v & rkal Xdpw kal Supp dvoudfovor. Kal &vonbival wore
4’ éavrod mpofBaléoa Tov Bufov Tolrov dpxiy Tdv mdvrwy, kal xafdmep
~ oméppo Ty wpofoliy robrgy (v mpoforéobar évevorify) kai karabéobor,
s &v wirpg, ) cwvumapxotoy &wrd Suyf. Tadrgy & Tmodelapérmy 7o
oméppa Tolro Kal &yKipuova, yevopévyy dmorvijoa Nodv duoéy e kal loov
76 wpoPaldvr kal pbvov xwpotvra 70 péyefos Tod Marpds. Tov 3¢ Notw
rodrov kal Movoyerfj kaofat, Marépa kol "Apxiy Tév wdvrev. Svpwpo-
Beprfobar 8¢ abrd *Alibeay. Kol evar Todrqy mpdmyy kal dpxéyovov
TIvfayopuciy Terpaxtiv, v kol pllav Tév mdvrwv kololow. "Eor yip
Bubds kol Seyn, &rerra. Novs kal “AMjfewa. Irenmr Opera, ed. Stieren:
Lipsiae, 1853 : Tom I, pp. 10 seqq. Cynil, of Jerusalem, gives Valentimc's
genealogy of the Acons very differently : ‘0 Bubds éyévwnae Suyi, xal émo
s Suyfis érexvomoler Adyov, k. 7. A Catech. vI.

In the Refutation of all Ileresies, by Iippolytus, Irenzeus’s disciple,
s shown, however, that Simon, the Samaritan sorcerer, & precursor
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the material world, for which the European languages,

-t ) nowise to
their discredit, want a name.

That this scheme of speculation

of Valentime, had quite a Qifferent cosmogony,—and not 1 nomen-
clx,tture :)nly: Aﬂo\eio-l mopaduddes Tdv S\wv aldvov, ihre X pjre
mépas Eovoa, amo s pilns, vms éorl Stvous, Suyi), ddparos, drard-
Niyrros, Gv 9 pla dalverar dvoler, s éon peyddy Svvauis, Nods v
d\av, démwv & mwdvra, dpoqy, H 8 érépa, kdrwber, Exlvow, peydy,
Oihew, yovdoa 1o wdvra. Smon’s "Amédacis Meydly. Vide Ongenis
[lege Tappolyt] Plulosophumena, sive Omnum Heeresiam Refutatio, ed.
Lwwanuel Miller; p. 173. Though Gregory of Nazianzus—supported by
his commentators, Blias of Crete and Nicetas Serron—declares that Simon
talked of both Bufds and Zwyy, yet the evidence of what are, presumably,
the sorcerer’s own words, is opposed to this assertion. Theodoret describes
Smon’s nonsense similarly, as far as regards this parr of powers; only, hke
Irenceus, he puts"Evvora for Ziyr.  And yet he brings m "Evvowa a second
time, as springing, with ®wvy, from Nobs and *Exlvora. For this second
"Evvow we must read "Ovopa.

Sunow’s “Err{voie thus appears to become, with Valentine, "Evvoia ; only
the latter 1s, now, mother of Nobs, mstead of mate. ”Evvoia has, here,
however, another name, Sryy; which is, with Sumon, the appellation of the
source of "Lorivoia. But Sumon’s Styj—otherwise called I1§pP—has no obvious
partuer, to serve as prototype to the paramour Bufds. In other words, Simon
starts with a momad, while Valentine sets out with a duad. Valentmne’s
theory, m producing the world, at the outset, by generation, is, therefore,
one respect, nearer the Sinkhya than 1s that of Simon; who, to every ap-
pearance, maintans a twofold effluence, prior to any process of procreation.
The Sankhya first begets, and then introduces evolution.

For Sumoun Magus’s peyd\y Sdvayus, see the Acts of the Apostles, VIIL, 10.
In the homilics aseribed to Clement of Rome, the expression ““great power
of God,” as applied, by Smmon, to bhimself, receives the following tum:
Stuwr, dpiorepd T0d @eod Svams dv, kai Tdv TOv @edv obk elddruv éml
rakomouly iy eovoiay &wv. Clementis Romam quae feruntur Homihae
Vigmts, ed. Dressel: Gottmgae, 1853: p. 174. Sumon’s Stvouis cannot
but remind the Sanskut scholar of the Hindu s’akti. But the former term
was applied to either sex, whereas the other 1s resti 1cted to females.

Dr. Mill, 1n connecizon with the remark lately cited, puts forward a state-
ment toucling one of the fundamentals of Hmnduism, which, as coming
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Xchérya’s controversial adventures,—a romance which unques-
tioning credulity las affiliated on Ananda Giri,—the great
Vedéntic doctor is represented as having been confronted, in the
course of his rambles, by only a single Sénkhya, one Laksh-
mana. Though the heretic would, of course, eventually suc-
cumb, it yet cost his doughty opponent, in this instance, but few
words to boast a new pervert.*

In preparing the present publication for the press, I employed,
for the body of the work, three manuscripts, which agreed among
themselves to such a degree as to occasion little doubt or dif-

* Nor was S’ankara here constramned, 1n oider to enforee Ins creed,
to appeal to the argument of lus disciples’ staves and sandals: a mode of
propagandism to whach, on the word of his biograpler, he was, at all times,
sufficiently prone to have recourse.

The author of the S'ankara-dig-vijaye, unscrupulous fabler as he was,
has yet deseribed the Sankhya theory with sufficient accmacy. It is difficult
to say whether he is equally exact 10 lus account of the ascendancy which it
had acquired, m lus day, among 1ts professors.

S'ankara’s argumentation with Lakshmava can readily be imagimed ; but
Lakshmana’s confession of faith, bemng brief, shall be adduced. Tt purpotté
to be borrowed, and 1s as follows :

v\gmam‘ yTH (¥ agweifraced |
g Ad §  TEE g aTH | e
AZIETATITC gf%ﬁ= gfgfear = |
wlaefcfwommaced Immwaa | <o

¢ The chief one— or primeval nature—s the equilibrium of the three quali-
tics; the sowmce of the great prineiple, or intellgence, and of the rest of the
derwatwe material principles ; undisecermble, as cause ; also discernible,
als products ; smgular 1 the world , superior to what—wz , intelligence—1s
itself superior, in a descending series.

‘Through the mere worslip thereof do men attain salvation, and Kapla
and other tcachers engaged 1 the most exalted contemplation ’

The latter couplet, 1f not a forgery, 1s scarcely m accord with M. Sami-
Hilawe’s assertion : ¢ Le Bouddhisme est devenu une rehigion 5 et ¢’est un

>

but que n’a jamats poursuivt Pécole du Sankhya.”  Premier Mémore sur le

SAnkhya, p. 4.
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ficulty. None of them had a date ; and they all wore a modern
appearance. For correctness they were respectable. As the
last pages of the sixth Book were passing through the prin-
ter’s hands, two other manuscripts were obtained. One was
undated ; the other was transcribed in the Samvat year 1711,
or A. D. 1654. They discovered few blemishes; but, while
presenting, throughout, a great similarity to one another, they
differed, in many respects, from my earlier materials. Full
particulars of these discrepancies will be found in the Appendix.
This, for the benefit of Hindu students, I have given in San-
skrit; but in a style so simple that no European who has passed
his novitiate in the classical language of India, will have reason
to complain that it was not written in English. In this Appendix
I have, also, frequently referred to Anmiruddha’s and Mahideva’s
readings of the aphorisms. Of these sentences, unaccompanicd
by commentary, I had two excellent manuscripts. To ascertain
the sentences the more completely, I likewise collated three
very accurate copies of Néges’a Bhatta’s abstract of my author’s
text. Ndges'a cites the aphorisms at length.*

For the tedious array of emendations which deform the con-

* The first edition of the Sénkhya-pravachana-bhdshya bears the imprint
of Serampore, 1821: 8vo. pp. 220. This seems to be the publication an-
nounced as having been projected by ¢ Mr. Carey and lus assistants,” un-
der the auspices of the Council of Fort Wilham, and the Asiatic Society of
Bengal. See Roebuck’s Annals of the College of Fort William, p- 157.
The faults of that impression need not now be made the subject of mmute
recital A characteristie sample of them may be seen n the foot-note at the
bottom of pp. 21—24 supra. The editors of the volume had the advantage
of a manuscript, or manuseripts, much superior to the use they made of
thewr apphances  Several of the longer additional passages which I dernved
from my codices last procured, and which will be found 1n the Appendis,
occur 1 the Serampore edition also

In 1852, Dr. Ballantyne published the first fasciculus of “ The Aphorisms
of the Sinkhya Plilosophy of Kapila, with Illustrative Extracts from the
Commentaries.” It was followed, in 1854, by a second fasciculus, com~
pleting the fourth Book.
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clusion of the volume, I plead my distance from the press, and
the brittleness of Anglo-Indian type- etal*

. A Bangili translation of the Sinkhya-pravachena-bhdshya, entitled §dn-
khya-bhdshd-sangraha, was undertaken by Rimajaya Tarkélankara Bhatti-
chérya, son of Mrityunjaya. So, at least, the work itself sets forth : but the
TFriend of India Magazine for 1823, No. VIIL, p. 567. makes them to be
jomt translators; and adds that they were, the last-named in succession to
the other, ¢ chief pandits in the Supreme Court.” Mrityunjaya, surnamed
Vidyélankéra, had previously been head pandit in the College of Fort
William, This version conforms very closely to the Serampore edition of
the original, from which, while still unpublished, 1t appears to have been
prepared. How much of this translation was executed, or how much of 1t
was printed, I am unable to say. All that I have seen of 1t is a fragment
of 168 octavo pages, breaking off, abruptly, mn the midst of the commentary
on the eighty-ninth Aphorism of the first Book—according to my number-
ing. The volume was published at Serampore, m 1818. It opens with a
short preface m Sanskrit; and 1t gives the sié¢ras m the original language,
and m large characters.

At Benares I have seen, i manuscript, a prose translation, i the pro-
vincial dialeet, of the Sdénkhya-sitra and of Vinina’s exposition mn abstract.
The author was Altdgni Rakshapila Dibe; who also showed me IImdi
versions, made by himself, on a like model, of the Yoga, Nyiya, Vais’e-
slika, Vedénta, and Mimansd, Aphorisms, and of §’indilya’s Sentences on
Devotion. Each of these translations was accompanied, like the Sénkhya-
siitra, by a Himndi gloss, abridged from the Sansknt.

* A more thorough scarch for defects than that which resulted in the
list of crrata at the end of the volume, has yielded the followmg additional

ones:

P. 1L For read P. L For read
85 21 -mmErar - TaTWi 161 21 =w@=r- A
126 23 @& . -9 W 165 15 vr:taz- :1Q -
129 9 PR -FIT 203 2 gE§,  qE9d
147 5 -fgfew: g fgfew: 210 18 -w¥ —_
156 7 -wg&l- afg 1- 232 1 ®T L3S
Appendix.
25 20 1 1-  «@@l- 40 22 qfas-  ufcs-
37 21 - w=- 41 =fa Sfe

1
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" In bringing out this work, I have received assistance, in varis
ous ways, from Pandits Kds/initha Sdstri Ashtaputre Puinekar,
Bechan Tiwdri, Balakrishpa S’dstri Khandakar, and Vitthala
S'dstri JosT Ambuvekar. To each and to all I offer my grateful
acknowledgements.

Ajmere, Rajputana ; the 10th of September, 1855.

ApprTroNs anp EMENDATIONS.

P. 1, notes, last line. Tor * niriswara™ read “ niriswara.” The passage
here intended will E)e found at the sixth page of the prescnt work.

P. 2, notes, 1. 1. TFor “corresponding’ rcad *corresponding, in some
measwre.”

P. 2, notes, L. 4. For “ grevq”’ read “ greer.”

P. 2, notes, 1. 20 and 26. Tor “grerrgr:”’ and « sdnkhydl’ read
“gewgr:’’ and “ sankhydh.”

P.9, notes, L. 7. Add references to the English translation of the Rig-
veda, Vol. I, p. 235, foot-note; and Vol. II, pp. 36 and 90, foot-notes.
Also see, for a view adverse to that hastily expressed by the wiiter, the
Nuwrukta, Daivata-kdpda, 6,7 : p. 171 of Roth’s edition.

P. 9, notes, 1. 21.  The §'abda-kalpa-druma, pp. 1831-2, cites the fifticth
chapter of the Vimana-purdpa, as making Sanathumdra, Sandtana, Sanaka,
and Sanandana, children of Dharma and Ilinsa. What follows, respecting
Kapila, Vodhu, Asuri, and Panchas”ikha, is not altogether clear.

P. 9, notes, 1. 24. In the Bhdgavata purdna, I., 3, 11, Kapla is spoken
of as having only revived the S&nkhya. ¥rom the same work, IX, 8, 14, 1t
appears, however, to be asserted that he origmated 1t. The enswing couplet,
from the last section of the Padma-purdpa, is to the same effect :

Faqula: FreE@ITaT FafatEzT |
frguaiiasragnr dreafaast i .
Vishnu-vyitha-bheda-varnana chapter.

A Hindu would harmomze these discordant assertions by assuming that
they pownt to events of two several stages of the world’s hustory.

P. 10, notes, 1. 22. If Colebrooke—Mscellancous Essays, Vol I.,
pp. 230, 231—means to intimate that, in Gaudaphda’s commentary, Paneha-
#'ikha is said to be Kapila’s disciple, either dwrectly, or through A'suri, the
assertion is an oversight, That Alsuri was Panchasikha’s preceptor is de-
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clared m the seventieth kdrikd ; but on this couplet Gaudapfida makes no
remark.

P. 11, notes, 1. 14 For ¢ 3” read “ 4.”

P. 12, notes, 1. 3.  Colebrooke—Muscellaneous Essays, Vol. L., p. 231—
speaks of the passage given at the bottom of p 10 supra, and referred to at
P- 17 mfra, as being one of Panchas'ikha’s siftras. But it is not so diseri-
minated by Vydsa, nor by Vydsa’s commeutators, though they name Pancha-
stkha as its author. Colebrooke, 1t 1s evident, did not suspect that reference
was anywhere made to more than one work of this ancient writer.

P. 12, notes, 1. 25. Gaudapida cites this couplet twice. On one occasion
he reads “wvaset” for ““sthitah.” The same distich is quoted by Chéritra
Sinha Gani, i hus commentary on the Skad-dars’ana-samuchchaya.

P. 12, notes, last line. For * papmd” read “pdpmd.”

P. 14, notes, 1. 8. Of this passage the words gyyfTarfat ﬁ?‘@!{ﬁ :
are adduced as Panchaskha’s, in the concluding chapter of the Sarva-dar-
s'ana-sangraha.

P. 15, notes, 1. 22. For  propitiation-service” read «satisfaction-service.”
The former term rather translates s'énti, a very common office of rehgion,
among the Hindus.

P. 15, notes, 1. 31. In place of *“ Rudra” there are preferable grounds for
conjecturing ““Ribhu.”  See the Translation of the Visknu-purdra, p. 38.

P. 17, notes, 1 24. Elsewhere, however, it is denied that Kapila was son
of Kardama, by Devahtti; another and later wife of the patrarch, of unspe-
afied name, bemg the sage’s mother. Asto Devah(ti, she 1s represented as
the daughter, not of Mauu Syayambhuva,—as1s ordinanly declared,—but of
Tripabindu.  The orginal of these statements is expressed in the following
words :

SEESH NG
w9y fasrgge femge 1A 1 %ren |
fa= anal g N T T azcrmftm (RN
TRTIEG: |
m‘azm '«—zznur zasmr g1 fgst 1
QTIFU d gﬂz’a’ q’-ﬂ' '{T Qm'ﬁﬂ X
G ST mfwrstgg\ fa ‘Q’Gfﬂ HqTHES |
AR GG, SR SEraReaa | R 1
Padma-purdna, Pdtdla-khanda, 97th chapter.

P. 20, notes, 1. 6. For  Gaurt-varnana® read * Gaurt-vivéha-varnana.”
P. 20, notes, 1. 8. TFor «“ Kaldpa”—which should have been * Kalpa”-~—
read ¢ Indrvaprastha.”



62

P. 20, notes, 1. 15, The Kapila-gitd, m a detached form, has also been
found. It professes to be a part of the Padma-purdna, and 1s concerned
with the practices of the yoga, or theocrasy.

P 21, notes, 1. 24.  For “ Nagoji” read * Niigo)i.”

T. 26, notes, 1. 21. According to Colebrooke, the Pis'upatas—like the
followers of Mista—mamtam “the distinet and separate existence of the
efficient and material causes of the umwverse.” Miscell. Bssays, Vol. L,
pp- 407, 409, and 412.

P. 26, notes, 1. 26. The author of the Shat-tantri-sdra proves to be no
other than the Nilakanthe who annotated the Mahdbhdrata, and wrote
the Veddnta-kataka. His parents were Govinda and Phullimbikd; Ius
line was that of Gautama ; Ins family name was Chaturdhara ; and he resid-
ed at Kfrpara, now Kofipar, in Mahéarashtra, to the west of the Godivaii,
near the temples of Sukres'wara and Kaches'wara. A man who ealls
himself grandson of this Nilakantha, is now living at Benares.

Govinda Dikshita—the Govinda above mentioned, or some other, but of
the Chaturdhara family—was father of S'wva Dikshita, author of the Dhar-
ma-tattwa-prakdsa, the date of which 1s S'aka 1668, or A. D. 1746.

P. 27, notes, 1. 15. For “ faqeig:” read fagag

P. 28, notes, 1. 12. For “ ¥R read “oREIRL”

P. 33, notes, 1. 5. For “ Ashtaputra® read * Ashtaputre.”

P. 33, notes, 1. 6. For “Rf)i”” read ““Raja” Correct similarly at p. 36,
notes, 1. 23; and at p. 37, notes, 1. 30.

P. 34, notes, 1. 15. The Jainas affect to have thew own Sankhyas, Mi-
ménsakas, &e. Mackenzie Collection, Vol. IL, p. xxtvi.

P. 34, notes, 1. 29. The author of the Tattwa-chandra gives the title of
Muni to I's'wara Knishna, and distmetly calls him diseiple of Panchas/ikha.

P. 35, notes, . 2. For “ Dirgd” read “ Durgi.”

P. 35, notes, 1. 9.  The use of aliases is by no means infrequent among
Hindu anthors. Though not, generally, of much mterest, one oceurs to
me, which seems worth recording. Like the run of facts connccted with
Indian history, it has no better support, however, than the unwritten tradi-
tion of the schools.

Jayadeva, the author of the Gfta-govinda, 15 smd to have been the same
person as Pakshadhara Misa, the dialectician. Report has it that Ius
custom was to attend his Nydya teacher no oftener than once a fortmght, and
that he owed to thus fact lus title of Pakshadhara. Quite possibly this 1s
mere fiction; and it may have had its ongm, partially, in the cirenmstance
that there was a logician Jayadeva, who is spoken of as having been likewise
a poet. Seemy Catalogue, &c., Vol. I, p. 51, 1. 5 ; and its Appendux, p. 161.
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Professor Liassen—Gita-govinda, Prolegomena, p.v.—, for want of an op-
portunity tO examine the Chandrdloka, is in doubt whether the Jayadeva to
whom 1t is attributed be identifiable with the lyrie poet of the same name.
The question is one of no difficult decision.

The Jayadeva of the Chandriloka was, by his own showmg, son of Mahé-
deva, surpamed Yijnika, and of Sumitré. Jayadeva, the author of the Prasan-~
nardghav@ drama, particularizes the same persons as his parents, and further
states that his family was denominated Kaut_lrfmya. ‘Whether the Chandrd-
loka, a dry technical treatise, was the production of the writer of the Gita-
govinda, could scarcely be ascertaned by comparing the necessarily different
styles of the two compositions. The Prasanna-righava is, however, every
way mferior, in respect of language and general execution, to the elegant
Lays of Govinda ; and there is no ground on which the position may be con-
troverted, that the rhetorician and the play-wiight were the same individual.

Internal evidence even 1s quite sufficient to determine the point under con-
sideration, independently of the discrepancy offered in the accounts given,
severally, of their extraction, by the rhetorcian and dramatist, and by the
author of the Gita-govinda.  Moreover, 1f, following Lassen, we account as
spurious the stanza with wlhich ths collection of poems, accordmng to many
manuscripts, terminates, we are left without any notice whatever, by 1ts au-~
thor, of hiis parentage. And why, if the Chandrdloka and Prasanna-righava
were also lhis, should he have consigned to them a specification which he
has demied to lais foremost performance 2

The couplet above mentioned, which Professor Lassen presumes to be
forged, 1s objected to, by him, on the assumption that the Bhojadeva whom
Jayadeva is made, by it, to name as lus father, must be the sovereign of
Dhérd,  But Bhojadeva or Bhojardja 1s by no means an appellation of
unique incidence More than one chieftam is certammly hnown to have
borne it; and it has not yet been shown that, among persons so called, the
grammarian, for mstance, has any claim to be regarded as a royal patron
rather than as an actual maker of books. In a word, 1t is not 1mperative to
take suelh a termmation as deve or rdja to be mdicative of rank. It may be
part of & name ; as in Varadardja, Govindardja, Jayadeva, and Harshadeva.

The name of Jayadeva’s mother 1s written, by Lassen, Ramddevi. My
own manuscripts have Vimadevi Jayadeva’s father is called Bhojadeva,
by the Brahman Raychand, mn his metncal Hmdi translation of the Géta-
govinde, the Gita-govindddars'a.

It remains to speak of the Rima-gita-govinda, a poem on the mcongruity
of whose title Lassen justly ammadverts. Gita-gomnda, Prolegomena,
p- VI. This wretched affar purports to have, for its author, one Jayadeva, -~

-
a
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of Janakapura. So much the poetaster himself tells us; and I know not
on what authoiity Professor Wilson—Mackenzie Collection, Vol. I, p. 103—
concludes him to be one with the poet of Rédha and Kushoa. The subject
of the Réma-gita-govinda 1s that of the Rdmdyana. Its extent 1s 360
couplets; divided mto six cantos, which bear the designations of Sdnan da-
raghunandana, Vysta-parasurdma, Jagannivdsa-praviss, Hanwmad-dga-
mana, Lonkd-vijaya, and Réma-~rdjdblisheka.

P. 35, notes, 1. 31. S’ankara, it should seem, has wildly been assigned to
the eighth century before the Christian era. See Mr. B II. Hodgson’s I1-
lustrations of the Literature and Religion of the Buddlusts, p. 18, foot-
note.

P. 35, notes, | 34. The notion that Gaudapida was pupil of S'uka, the
son of Vyasa, 1s generally 1eceived by the Brahmans. See, for this associa-
tion, Colebrooke’s reference to the S’ankara-vyaya : Miscellaneous Essays,
Vol. 1, p. 104.

Gangddhaia Saraswati, author of the Daitdireya-charilra, a metrical
composition - the Marahatii language, deduces his own diseipular descent,
through S'uka and Gaudapida, from S1va, as follows: Sankara, Vishou,
Brahmé4, Vasishtha, S'akti, Pards’ara, Vyésa, S'uka, Gaudapida Acharya,
Govinda Achérya, S'ankara Alchdiya, Vis'wartipa, Bodha G, Jndna G,
Sinhéla Gui, I's'wara Tirtha, Nnsmha Tirtha, Vidyd Tirtha, Stva Tirtha,
Bhirati Tirtha, Vidydranya, S'ripada, Vidy4 Tirtha, Malaydnanda, Deva
Tirtha, Vinda Saraswati, Yadavendra Saraswats, Krishpa Saraswaty, Nu-
sinha Saraswaty, and Gangadhara Smaswatr.  Gangddhara lad seven fellow-
students, all bearing the title of Saraswati: Bdla, Krishina, Upendra, Mé-
dhava, Saddnanda, Jndnajyoti, and Siddhendra.

The Mitdkshard, a commentary on the Brakma-silra, by Annam Bhat(a,
son of Tirumala, contams a lLst, identical, down to S’ankara A'charya,
with the foregomg; except that Vasishtha 1s preceded by Brahwa and
Biahmi.

Gandapida, 1t appears credible, belongs to the very precinet of the age of
fable.

P. 36, notes, 1 9. Bhdinu Bhatta, m the Duwaita-nirnaya-siddhinia-san-
graha, speaks of the author of a treatise having the name of’ Duwaita-nonaya,
as being lus paternal giandfather. But lus own work, which cites 1t, proves
that he does not mean the Dwarta-nirpaya of Vachaspati Mis’ra. Blidnu
Bhatta’s parents were Nilakuntha Bhatta and Gangd. The title of Bhatia 15
borne by Mimansakas

P 36, notes, 1. 29 The Ratndilara, compiled under the patronage of
Chandes'wara, embraces at least seven sections, entitled Krilya, Dana, Fya-
»ahara, S'uddhi, Pdja, Vwida, and Grihasthu, Of these, Vichaspatt
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he was assisted, in preparmg at, by Ananta Diksluta, son of Vig'wanitha
Dikshita. The father of Bhavd Ganes'a Dikshita was Bhivd Vis'wandtha
Dikshita; and, 1f the latter be one with Vis'wandtha Dikslita, and if Bhavd
Ganes'a Dikslita be brother of Ananta Dikshita, we aie enabled to form &
pretty correct estumate as to the tie of Vynana Bhukshu. For Nérdyana
Bhatta’s youngest brother’s second son, Raghunatha Bhatta, dates his Kdla-
tattwa-vwechana m Samvat 1677, or A, D, 1620, Vijnéna may he placed
fifty or sixty years earlier.

P 48,1. 1. Cancel the sentence “To the end,” &e.

P. 50, notes, 1. 1. Substitute as follows:  The words vikrita ¢ modified’
and vatkdrika “modificational,” as synonymes of sdtfwika ¢ purc,” must be
taken to denote, by emmence, the hughest of the three cgotistic transmuta-
tions of nature ; these bemg held to result from that disturbance m the
equipoise of 1ts ingredients, by viitue of which 1t becomes eductive.
Misapprehending the retrospective reference of the term wikrifa, m the
twenty-fifth kémkd, M Sunt Diawe desenbes ‘pure’ egotism as almost
bemg at once a modification and not a modification.

Egotism, at the very mstant of its emanation, assumes three distinet
shapes. It would, accordgly, preclude doubt, if the particular sort of ego-
tism had m contemplation were always charactenized by ats special epithet.
Of egotism dwvested of qualifications the Sankhya teaches us nothmg.

There is no such thing m the scheme.

P. 55, notes, 1. 21, A passage m Hippolytus which runs counter to tlis
statement, cscaped my notiee. Ilavmng premised the names of Valentme,
Heracleon, and Ptolemans, Hippolytus proceeds in these words:
Kai yop robrav &mw dpxy 7oy wdvrov povis dyénros, adfopros,
Snardhrros, dmepwiyros, yonpos, kal wdvroy 1s yevévews airia Tiv

yevo,ue’vwrl. Omnium Harestum Refutatio, ed. Miller, p. 185
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