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EDITOR’S PREFACE.

The title which the Hindus apply to their atheistick theory,

¥ ¢ Cependant, 1] n’est gudre supposable que Colebrooke se soit trompé
en disant que Kapda me idée de Diew. Il v’a fait que reproduire les
accusations directes que 1'Inde elle-méme a portées contre lui; et, comme
ces accusations incontestables ne sont pas justifides plemement par les slokas
de la Kank4, 1l reste que ce sowent les Sofitras quu les justifient. Dans
aucun de ceux que nous avons tradwits, cette déplorable doctrme ne sest
montrée positivement & déconvert, mais je crois pouvow affirmer, dés & pré-
sent, qwelle est en effet dans quelques autres, comme V’affirment les com-
mentatenrs mdiens et Colebrooke.” M. Barthélemy Samt-Hilawe: Pre-
mier Mémone sur le Sankhya, pp 271, 272.

Again, of Colebrooke as entertaining the view that Kapila is atheistic:
“J1 Pavait empruntée lw-méme aux commentateurs mdiens.” Id., id., 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, “borrowing 1t from Indian
commentators.” He refers, by numbers, to several of Kapila’s own aphorisms,
as bemg mmpheitly atheistic; and he translates one of them—1I., 92—by the
words “there 15 no proof of God’s existence.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, pp.
951, 252, See, further, L, 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 evmced to M. Saint-Hilawre, that they are, mostly, as dehcate
as he 1s lomself, 1 respect of charging Kapila with the dendal of God.

In the Padma-purdna, latter section, Pdshandotpatty chapter, Jaummu and
Kapila ave called sages of the ¢émase order, and thew writings arc teumed
NS wara,
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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, sankhyd. Inthe Mahdbhdrata, sinkhya is allied
to parisankhydna and parisankhyd, ¢ exhaustive enumeration.’t

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

g fqdger fae fedmcRaan |

* Sdnkhya 1s the denommation common to Kapila’s system and to Patan=
Jalv’s.

M. Saint-Hilaire, in the openmg words of his Analysis of the Sinkhya,
confounds the paromymes sankhyd and sdnkhya : © Le mot de SAnkhya, qui
est devenu le nom du systéme de Kapila, sgmfie nombre, et, pris adjective-
ment, numéral. Il sigmifie encore, dans une acception assez vowsie : caleul,
supputation, jugement, raisonnement.”” Premier Mémorre sur le Sankhya,
p. 19.

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

The word Sdnkhya, as affording a vanety of sigmfications, 1s made the
subject of a laborious pun, i the initial couplet of Bhéskara A'charya’s Bija-«
gamta.

t TreEsT yewtw gfcaermmaewaq| XIL, 11393,
Also: STEQRRTRATIAYCES. HIRAA |
e ¢ yged 99 v 49 9wwa |
awifa 5 wgfdwa ufces @ T |
gieQr wyeaigfa = e 5 @
Ind,, XII,, 11409-10.

One of my MSS. reads, m 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 Bhukshu,
at p. 8, has sankhydm prokurvate, and tena sdnkhydh prakirtitdh mstead of
porisankhydya tattwatak, But, be the best readings, among these, as they
may, 1t 15 abundantly plam, from the context, that Vinina errs i supposmg
that any allusion 1s here made to sankhyd, or any cognate word, m the sense
of “ratiocimation” or the hike. Colebrooke, who neglected to pursue the
schohast’s citation to the fountamn-head, took 1t, on trust, as correct, and
, Yenders sanklyd by “judgment.”” Miscell. Essays, Vol, 1., p. 229,
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Sankkyd, as the proximate source of sdnkhya, denotes, greeably
to a contemporary speculator of some local celebrity, °enun-

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

In aiting the Mahdbhdrata, or mn referrmg to it, I follow, for convenience,
the notation, right or wrong, of the prmted edition. But I everywhere
venfy, or correct, the text of this elition by three very good MSS. which
I have consulted.

Colebrooke says: “A system of philosophy in which precision of reckon-
ing 15 observed in the enumeration of 1ts prmeiples, 15 denominated Sdnkhya ;
a term which has been understood to sigmify 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. L., p. 229.

Adverting to these words, M. Samt-Hilare observes: Colebrooke s’est
laissé tromper par ’apparence et par une fausse analogie, en pronongant le
nom de Pythagore & c6té de celm de Kapila.” Premier Mémoire sur le
Sénkhya, p. 19.

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

But Colebrooke, asis quite obvious from his gnarded and adversative mode
of expression, delivers, in the precedng extract, nerther his own opinions nor
even opmions which, pending the adduction of further evidence, he would be
thought to accept. Professor Wilson—Sdnkhya-kérikd, 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 Tndian 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, lus
comparison of 1t to the Pythagorean doctrine.” Quarterly Oriental Magazine,
Vol. IV., pp. 11, 12: September, 1825.

Colebrooke alludes, without doubt, to the following passage: <“On the
present oceasion, 1t will be sufficient to say that the oldest head of a sect
whose entire work 1s preserved, was—according to some authors—XKapila;
not [2] the dwme personage, a reputed grandson [?] of Brahmd, to whom .

B2
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ciation pursuant to a stated order.’* Amnother writer holds that
it bears the import of ¢ consideration.’t+ Elsewhere, it is explain-
ed by ‘right knowledge;’{ and the author of the commentary
in the following pages, defines it by ‘representation of #he real
nature of spirit, on the basis of an accurate discriminative ac-
quaintance with i, as contrasted with nature’§ Consonantly to

Knshna compares himself m the Gitd, but a sage of his name, who invented
the Sdnkhya, or Numeral, philosophy ; which Knishna himself appears to im-
pugn, m lus conversation with Arjuna ; and which, as far as I can recollect it
from a few original texts, resembled, m part, the metaphysics of Pythagoras,
and, in part, the theology of Zeno.” 8w Wilham Jones’s Works, Vol. L,
pp- 163, 164 : 4to ed of 1799.

Sir Wilham, at an earher period, had pushed his hypothetical analogies
much further than this. “Of the Plulosophical 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 Mz’mdnszfs’
of which the second 1s often distingwished by the name of Veddnia, to the
Platomce ; the first Sdnkhya, to the Italic, and the second, or Pdtanjala, to
the Stoic, philosophy . so that Gautama [Gotama] corresponds with Aristotle 3
Kanada, with Thales; Jaimimni, with Socrates; Vyasa, with Plato; Kapila,
with Pythagoras; and Patanjal, with Zeno. But an accurate comparison
between the Grecian and Indian Schools would require a considerable
volume.” Ibid., Vol. L, pp. 360, 361.

* QA FERFIEN | G, FAYITR @A F A 1 A1
A AW | 9 AWl @ F T W W w o)
Deva Tirtha Swamf : Sdnkhya-taranga, ad mt.

+ gefinfaawmi oo fagre | qvfy @ @19 : 9w fq
g@@qa;ag;qfﬂ: gg=ga | Raghundtha Tarkavdgis’a Bhattichérya: Sdn-
khya-tattwa-mlcisa, ad mt.

t gTRn W Wwd | AT @A awaw 9 | Sridbara
Swhmis Subodhini, on II., 39, of the Bhagav ud-gitd.

Strya Pandit, the astronomer, annotating, m his Paramdrtha-prapd, the
same passage of the Gitd, almost copies Shidhara: & T IR T |
qfere TETEE AW 9T |

§ The ongmal will be found near the top of p. 8. As for the italies
noticeable m the text, I would remark, once for all, that I use them to dis-
tingwsh ellipses. Sanskrit vocables, also, when transhterated, I give, as a

o pule, in the same style of type.
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some sacred text, as cited, with approval, by S’ankara A’chérya,*
sdnkhya imports © ascertainmeut of the truth concerning pure
soul.” S’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, being distinct from
them, am the spectator of their operations, eternal, hetero-
gencous from the qualities, soul.’+

* In lus commentary on the Vishnu-sahasra-ndma from the Mahisbhdrata,
XIII., 7006 The definition to which S'ankara accedes, may be from some
Purina. It is not to be found m the legal institutes of Vydisa, where I had
hoped to wmeet with it. The passage m which this defimtion oceurs, together
with the verse wluch the passage explamns, here follow :

wefw: fewrsm: a0 afeaiqfa: |

w=f6: wfygram™ iy stmauss mw aergEretEty et o
JTw TRAE ) WY g IR INIRAEYD: | alrEwE gew  wE-
AAREgEMEE RN st | asfeR® afweEgn aw-
fawiagraTs: |

W awfagrd g famfndee |

e ww & 6 oywd & fw T wrfate g few 1 oafeen
JHfefa e

teeRam s ¥ T @Al 1w ww ww 9y |9 gy -
et faqn aufeeww W fa fg=aw)  Gits-bhdshya, XIIL, 12.

"The repugnance of the Vedantis to the Sinkhya can easily be illustrated.
The word sdnkhya, substantive or adjective, occurs, in the Bhagavad-gitd, o
five several passages: I, 39; III, 8; V., 4, 5; XIIL, 24; XVIIL, 13.
In three of these passages, the first, and the last two, the theory of Kapla
18 clearly mtended.  Yet the commentators, who hold, with few exceptions,
to the Vedinta, ave most averse, i the majority of these cases, from owning
that cven the existence of atheism 1s recoguised by the poem. In the three
mstances above mentioned, they, accordingly, explamn sdnkhya by dtman,
stma-tattwa, bhakli-s’dstra, Brahma, para-pumdn ; sankhyd bemng defined,
respectively, by tattwa-jndna, adhydima-s dsira, bhakty, upanishad, upanishad.
Asrenderings of the fixst, we also find dhydnn, yndna, paramdima-vastu-viveka,
paramdriha-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, m all likelihood, not alluded to, sdnkhya 1s smd
to mean bhagavat and sannydsa ; sankhyd corresponding to kirtandtmikd
bhaktih and samyay étma-mati. Additional synonymes of the former, simi-
larly employed, ave bhakta, bhakti, jnina-mshtha, jndna-nishthd, jndnin,
mshpdpa-purusha, sannydsin, suddhdntahkarana, and suddha-chetas.

Sankara A'chdrya; Gitd-bhishya - Riminuwa A'chérya; Gitd-bhdshya -
Strya Pandit; Paramdrtha-praps. Sridhara Swimi; Subodhmi{ Madhu-
stidana Saraswati; Bhagavad-gitd-gitdhirtha-dipiké. Kalyina Bhaita; Ra-
sika-ramant. Jayardma Tarkavégisa; Bhagavad-gitd-sirdriha-sangraha
Sadinanda Vyisa; Bhagavad-gitd-bhiva-prakisa- Pas'dcha-bhishya, by
anon.: Kes'ava Bhatta; Gita-tattwa-prakdsiké Rimachandra Saraswati;
Giti-tdtparya-suddhi.

Of these wuiters, Rimdnuja, Madhustdana, Sadinanda, and the anonym-
ous author of the Pais'dcha-dhdshya, refuse to hear of there bemg any allu-
sion, m the Giid, to the system of Kapila.

Adwartdnanda, m bus Brakma-vidydbharapa, an ex postitorial work conneeted
with the Aphonsms 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 wmstead of 20 4 5. In disproof of thus
conceit, sce one of the Sansknt extracts at p. 2, supra; aud the Muhdbhd-
rala, XII., passin, but, particularly, chapters 307, 308, 309,

* These extations from the Vedas can hardly he referred to a pohtic affeeta-
tion of orthodoxy; to the quicting, on casy terms, of the wsgivings of the
unwary. The Jainas, who go the length of openly denying the divine orgm
of the Vedas, and who repudiate thew authonty gencerally, yet admit it when
reconcilable 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
has 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 thewr
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. Itmay contravene the spiritual intwtions of
humanity ; but it has rarely called down the gods from Olympus,
to move the derision of modern science. Other praise of the
Sankhya than this, would, however, scarcely consist with the
exactions of just enticism. 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 susceptible of (ialectic demon-
stration, has been surrendered, m later times, by most Chuistian theologians
of any credit : it now being, more ordinarily, mamtaned that our conviction
of deity, on grounds apart from revelation, reposes solely on oungmal
consciousness, antecedent to all proof. The idea of God must, mdeced,
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 Mimansakas, and the Sdnkhyas. But further
investigation would be requisite 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
Sankhya Aphorisms, to anterior® cultivators of the atheistic
philosophy, and, in so many words, to ¢ venerable preceptors’t
of the theory. Of the latter, Sanandanajf alone is specified by
name, and once ounly : but, equally with all the authorities less
distinctly commemorated in company with him, his writings, if
he ever wrote, have long been forgotten. Panchas'ilcha, though,
like Sanandana, expressly mentioned, is yet denied his honour-
able designation. On the first occasion§ 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 directly 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 . the fourth
century :

* ¥ ¢ 8¢ s dydvmrov Myor adrdv Ty Tpomiy, TO wavTwy ddwardrepoy
elodyer Tpom) yip wdbos éoriv dpyduevov, kal odk dv Tis elmol Tpomiy
dvapxov kol cwrtdpas emely, Tov oroielwy kal TOY € abrdv {dov Te Kol
cwpdrov i mdvoopos Tpomy, kal TdV oxnuiTwy kol Xpwudtey kel TEV
EN\ov woworijrey 1§ wowkily Swaopd, mivor odyl Py dbinor, mire
dyémrov wite adrduarov vouilew rov kéopov, wir ad dmpovénrov, Oeiv
8¢, adrols kol 76 elvar kal 10 € elvar mopaoxduevov, capds edévar ral
dbwordkros énloracfor.  Photu Bibliotheea, ed. Bekker., p. 209, b.

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

* 111, 41. T d’chdrydh: V., 31. I VI, 69. § V., 32

It VI, 68. Veddnti Mahadeva, annotating V., 32, mfers, smeply from
the name of Panchas’ikha beng given mn 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 Brahmi.* Panchas'ikha is usu-
ally described in the same enigmatical terms:t but the Mahd-
bhdratal also speaks of him as having had a human mother,
Kapild ; and it assigns him to the line of Pards’ara.§

The Sédnkhya philosophy is, nevertheless, ascribed, by indi-
genous tradition, to Kapila,|| the putative author of the atheistic
sentences, the Sdnkhya-sitra¥ and Tattwa-semdsa ; 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 Kapila, m the singular number. Mahddeva’s words are: ¢ . I -
IgAT YCRAAaL(a &ggfa | It may, however, be doubted whether
the use, in Sansknit, of the pluralis majestaticus be of any antiquity, not-
withstanding Séyana A’chdrya’s opinion to the contrary. See Professor
‘Wilson’s Translation of the Bug-veda, Vol. I, p. 201, foot-note.
* See note at p. 15, mnfra. 1 See the same note.
1 XIL., 7895. At XII., 7886, of the same work, 1t is said :
gats: fq  STEE geaie w e )
gagaa sqw fa wafa f 9 _|

¢I can moagme that he whom the Sénkhyas call Kapila, the ighty sage,
the patnarch, is, 1n person, under this form, exciting our admiration.’

Such 1s the unmistakable sense of the couplet ; and so thinks Nilakantha
Chatwrdhara: ¥ Tyl a7 ¢ @ &g | qofi w0 @ av@ed |
Yet Professor Wilson understands the meaning to be, that Panchas’ikha 1s
here “named .... Kapila.,” Sdnkhya-kdrikd, p. 190. Dr. Weber repeats
this mistake : ““als auch Kapila heisst.””  Indische Studien, Vol. L., p. 433.

§ Janaka, chieftamn of Mithila, and disciple of Panchas”ikha, says:

AL AAF TR F A
fagrw fu wfrw o & XL, 11875

|| In only a single text that I know of, is the Sdnkhya imputed to S’va:
Mahdbhdrata, X11.,10388. At the same place, the Yoga also 1s said to have
ongmated with this divimty.

¥ Swapnes'wara, acquamted as he was with the aphorisms of Panchaskha,
attributes to him the Sd@nkhya-sitra also. Ie 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 ;] yet the measure of a scholastic

notorwous appropriation to Manu, of the code of laws set forth by Bhrigu.
His meaning 15, that Kapila only propounded the matter of the Sdnkkya-
siftra, whose present shape 1s due to Panchasikha. He may, then, be sup-
posed to set to the account of humilty, the absence from Panchasihha’s
name, 1 the Sénkhya Aphorisms, of the hononfic title of A'chdrye.
Agamst this 1t mght be argued, that a samt so lowly would be Iikely to
mention, at least a few times, the name of the leading rabbr of lus
school. Yet, on the contrary, be reframns from all mention of Kapila,
while he twice speaks of humself. But, m justice to Swapnes'wara, 1t should
be added that he gives what 1s repeated above, as nothmg but rumour. Ilis
words are: wfxt w1 gikfew | aifveteit sfefeg g
TraveEw: ws Wieaatas aqean

* Colebrooke judges otherwise. Speakmfr of the Sdnkhya-sitra, he says :
“It 15, avowedly, not the earhest treatise on thus branch of philosophy :
since it contamns references to former authonties, for particulars wlich are
but briefly hinted in the sufras; and it quotes some by name, and, among
them, Panchas’ikha, the dwseiple of the reputed author’s pupil : an anachron-
ism which appears deciswve.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. I., p. 232.

t Mahdbhdrata, XIT, 7890, 7895. Elsewhere, Panchashkha is spoken
of as having been mstructed, with Jugishavya, hy Kapila hunself.  Aima-
purdna, fist section, chapter 9, s'loka 119. See, also, the note at the foot
of page 16, infra.

1 Bhdgavota-puréna, 1., 3, 11. Also: wrqu’a(gr;f qum—f‘q—ﬂqﬁmm
FRGE HT ¢ [Oged fsraaraT we qraT | Vydsa: Pi-
tamyala-bhdshya, 1., 25. Notice will be taken, m a subsequent page, of the
discrepant explanations of the term ddi-vidwdn, m tlns 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.t+ 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 i dealing rationally with the mmd-born sons of Brahm4,
we must consider them as brethren, not as brothers. DBut, rather than
depart, 1 favour of common sense, from the strictest letter of the theogo-
nes, I have found the pandits disposed to fall back on their grand solution
of all dufficulties 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.

+ A single one of them is gven, as such, m Vyésa’s Pdtanjola-bhdshya,
1,3: ¢ e {W rfa“(a' {v{a’ﬂl Ksheménanda, in his notes on the
Tattwa-samisa, twice quotes this as a siffra ; and Vachaspat: Mis’ra, Vijnana
Blikshu, and Nagoji Bhatta, consent m assigning it to Panchas’ikha,

In Vydsa's Patanjala -bhdshya we find, at IL., 13: @« I§FT gyic-

QT GIMIAT: FWE . AMGAGAE | F @ @ % gwh
DEICLIEIC LG w\ﬁswwémw frmfa | Of this passage, which 1s un-
charactenised, by Vydsa, escept as being by Panchasikha, the Sinkhya-
tattwa-kaumudi cites the words @™ TFT FUTCITT 99T ¥ | Swap-
neg'wara, m lus annotations on the Kaumudi, still dissecting, says that
the first three of these words form one aphorism, and the remaming word,
another.

So much for Panchasikha’s sifras ; and 1t may be questioned whether

c 2

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

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

The next work recorded as by Panchas’ikha, 1s metrical ; unless, mndeed,
as 15 quite possible, the longer extracts, to be given after the following
couplets, belong, with one or more of them, to a treatise mxed of prose
and verse.

g T A e fgda W TR
THRIW A9 | g araww

This couplet 1s quoted, bv Vx;nana Bhikshu, 1n his Vz_}nanamnta, with the
following mtroduction : fafa¥ Ay FWT AWIRE Wiy fu 1HTH:
This is the best voucher I have for advanemg that Panchaskha commented
on the Tattwa-samdsa, of which the words T Ars: do really constitute 2
topie. Thus couplet 1s agan quoted, partially, by Viynana, n s Yoga-vdrtika,
as well as m Bhéva Ganes'a’s Yoginus'dsana-sitra-oritts; and m full, by
Ksheménanda on the Tattwa-samdsa, m the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, and by
Bhéva Ganes’a in the Tattwa-ydthdrthya-dipana. Varous readings of 1t
are : ddau for ddyas, hi for tu; wvimoksho for tu moksho ; kritsna for krich-
chhra , and kshayah for kshaydt.

Bhivi Ganes's, m his Yogdnus'dsana-sitra-vritti, refers the stanza just
gven, directly to Panchas’ikha; but the same author, m s Tattwa-ySthdr
thye-dipana, 1troduces these verses, and the three couplets following, by
expressions 1mporting that they were borrowed, not from, but through
Panchasikha.

IgENTAaER 9TFATw Ty |
@ e e g9 @ 9w )

Variants: yatra-tatra for yatra-kutra ; ratah for sthitah ; and mund? ja

§ukhi and s'1khi mundi joti for jati munds s'ukhi.
§U q% g I/T qGT IRCRC 7 |
faute AT az1 =fEaqq 0

Vanants : prékritena cha for prékritena tu ; and baddho ’yam tu nigadyal
baddho nényena muchyate, and bandho ’yam cha nigadyate, for bdadd.
Jantur vivartate.

Twifa 319 | RRIEEA ?smfwaaa 9!
fa, w1 aaTIEg mnt NF a:rm Tq |

Variants: chatwiri for tattwdm, swaridpair for swardpdpi ; pdpo |
papmd ; and dhwyate for ywyate.
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e theistic Sinkhya as well as on the atheistic.

ie comwiplets and that preceding them, the first and the thurd

quotations, are also found in the Sdnkkya-krama-dipikd.
re cited both there and in the Sdnkhya-siira-vivarana.
een spoken of above; and the second 1s m Kshemé-
1ttw a—Samdsa, and 1 Gaudapada on the Sdnkhya-kdrikd.
ervable that Bhavi Ganes’a does not quote a syllable as
Pan chasikha, that does not occur in the Sdnkhya-krama-
» accoxdingly, a presumption that Bhava Ganes’a took these
iis work, and under the impression that 1t was by Pancha-
suspicion is strengthened by the second exordial stanza of
irt iy a—dipana, where its author clearly emough clai s to
an chas’ikha on the Tattwa-samdsa :
ExATIE™ A {yEfw T
[z T AW |
»n. to Panchas’ikha, of the Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd, if ever
ned, would at once be mvahdated by mdicating the fact,
Panchasikha 1s made, 1n the work itself, supposed free from
1d i such a manner, namely, with the title of dchdrya, as to
. froxa its author.

extracted below have, in every case, the guarantee of good
1eir bemg by Panchaskha. They are given, m the first
asa, im his Pdtanjala-bhdshya, anonymously : but three of
atators ; Vachaspati Mis'ra, m the Pdienjala-siétra-bhdishya-
na Bhikshu, mn the Yoga-vdréika ; and Négoji Bhatta, in the
~vrittz-bhdshya-chchhdya-vydkhyd ; testify, one, or all, to their
s for the passage at II., 22, Vichaspat1 merely says that it
1 asuthontative sage ; but the two other scholiasts declare it
as’ikha.

= =gwERd e W AT g9 A
A=t g sefwtfa diged gar Sifimfew fgfaes-

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

g w1 «frdi 9 IURgE=al §WE =
AT T9E G 9 FIuI(a9g AT IgsLr waqfagr
TerEy awwey X §fgreg | 1L, 5.
: - ETEHT T'(‘la@ﬁmfﬁﬁﬁﬂc Y %ET?L waaT@at®
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By the prevalent suffrage of mythology, Kapila¥ is reputed

afqam—\faﬁ'a A WIEIAACA 1L g@wTe =1 A
wfewrd gy rogder ) wg URAW  Sgar swwe iy k-
T AR ARy e WTW?f%?m Iifygaa | Ay A
IR G qF FARTCACHRTA ASt g v | il fadg.
wismag ) 10, 17.

Ty ¥ fay a0y se=wAtcy EAES ngwa“w vg¥ afsmar-
mfa@qﬂ!‘rmma‘ qam‘«nwwarvmmw W g=wal 1, 18.

smr‘(wrfw'-ﬁ = wmf tqﬁrﬁgm T ufcwifamd sfregme -
fraaafa | qeme TASARCTREITET REEAARCARIE C Rl a%ﬂ
wfafr 1fe w3 fafomramed | 1L, 20.

wfa twaifEETRaeETEREEE: g | 1L, 22,

woTfawat gefawa ww%m P GTRTYI @AW, €% T9-
w1 AFEIFC! T TR wEE, FRIT I 7 agEE=T-
wre. B | [9E ST FANAG (G G G T A G
111, 13.

gERIEHTOAEE A wawt wafe 1 111, 40.

Little can safely be corjectured 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 Sinkhya; but, possibly,
they pertain to the Yoga. That Panchas’ikha treated of other subjects
than the Sénkhya, may be mferred from a remark of Vyndna Bhikshu’s :
o wwnashy frgwt vy v welerer w0 Ry " wwrwafa
Yoga-vdrtika, 1., 25.

* The more ordmary mdnasa, or mind-begotten, sons of Brahmd vary, as
specified m different Purfinas, from seven to more than twice that number;
“but,” as Prof. Wilson remarks, “the varations are of the nature of addi-
tions made to an apparently original enumeration of but seven, whose
names generally recur.” Vishnu-purdna, p. 48, note 2. One such group
is made up of Marichi, Atri, Angiras, Pulastya, Pulaha, Kratuand Vasishtha ;
the well-known © seven Rashis.”> Mahdbhdrata, XIL., 7570 and 13075. Ths
hst is modified, in the same book of the Muahdbhdrata, 7534-5, by the
substitution of Daksha for Vasmishtha: and, at 13040, by the addition of
Manu; thus ncreasing the aggregate to eight. But, however eked out hy
Pauranika hberality, itisnot this catalogue of Brahmé’s mind-born pro-
geny that 1s to furmsh us with Kapila.
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seen a son of Brahm4 ; but he is otherwise described as

71lson once wrote as follows :  The founder of the Sdnkkya philo-
amed Kapila; who, as one of the seven great Rishis, 1s one of the
1hmé. There are other accounts of lus orgin; 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 Vishnu-

oke,—Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. 1., p. 229, —refers to Gaudapida,
f Kapila’s bemg ranked as “one of the seven great Riskis.”
; the collocation of the wordsin the passage quoted by Gaudapada,
e has turned subject mto predicate. The citation runs thus:
b L STAT W9 | ‘These seven sons of Brahmé were
& Rushis.’

group of kindred emanations likewise comprehends seven persons.
vhabhdrata, XII, 13078-9, they are said to be Sana, Sanat-sujata,
anandana, Sanat-kuméara, Kapila, and Sandtana. In the passage
all hikelithood from some Puréna, near the commencement of Gauda-
amentary on the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, Kapila still appears, but as intro-
eral accredited Sankhya doctors, to the extrusion of as many of his
ociates : the lhist now standing thus; Sanaka, Sananda, Sanatana,
s1la, Vodhu, and Panchasikha In the farpana, or propitiation-ser-
. least one school of the Veda, that of Madhyandina, 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-varpana chapter, 14, 15,
changes, Kapila himself makes way for another; ihe set now con-
Sanaka, Sananda, Sanitana,Sanat-kumadra, Jata, Vodhu,and Pancha-
As. Res. Vol. XTI, p. 99. The Kdrma-purdna, former section, chap.
9, with additional alterations, reduces the seven to five; Sanaka,
Sanandana, Rire (Rudra ?), and Sanat-kuméra ; whom 1t qualifies as
s. The first three and the last of these five hold, apparently, pecu-
1ce in the famly of Brahmd ; since from them, according to Gauda-
he forty-third Kdrikd, oniginated, severally, virtue, knowledge, dis-
1d irresistible will. The names of these four also occur, unaccom-
if they were to be regarded as rcpresentative, 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-sujata.

In the Kdrma-purdpa, 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, Bhngu, Sanitana, Sanandana, Rudra,
Angras, Vamadeva, S'ukra, Atr, Kapila, and Marichi. But 1t1s worthy of ob-
servation that this Purdna planly distmgwshes the second class, as to ongi,
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, Atry, Dharma, Sankalpa, Pulastya, Pulaha, Kratn, and Vasishtha;
and the generation of these mdividuals, as there given, 1s very different from
what 1t 13 m 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 prdna, uddna, vydna, apdna, and samdna. 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 Brahmés; 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 Kiirma-purdna. Sanat-kuméra 1s here sad 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 Purfna s related, at its conclusion, to have been
transmitted from Brahm# as follows. Brahmd communicated it to Sanaka
and Sanat-kuméra; Sanaka, to Devala; Devala, to Panchas’ikha ; and Sanat-
kumara, to Vyésa.

There 1s, clearly, no countenance, in the analogy of the Hmdu hagiogony,
for the else plausible surmuse, that a complete history of the mdnasa sons of
Brahma, might, if recoverable, possibly go to show that the term by which
they are known, may ongmally have borne a less mystical signification than
that of mind-born. Its intention could never have been to diseriminate the
Iiterate portion of the Brahmamdae from their less learned kinsmen

* Mahdbhérata, 111., 1896 and 8880. Rdmdyana, 1., 41,2—4 and 25. Al
L, 41, 2—4, Kapila’s destruction of the sons of Sagara 1s predicted Padma-
purdna, latter section, Vishnu-vydha-bheda-varnana chapter. Vishnu-purd-
na, p. 377. Bhdgavata-purana, 1,3, 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, XIIL, 7006, with S'ankara A’chéirya’s commentary. See,
further, the passage at p. 10, supra, quoted m Vyisa’s Pdtamala-bhdshya.
The later commentators on this work, Vynana Bhkshu and Négoji Bhatta,
understand the word ddi-vidwdn, or ¢ primeval sage,’ to mean, here, Vishnu.
Vachaspat1 Mis’ra, though recognising Kapila as an incarnation of Vishyu,
consilers ‘primeval sage’ to refer to the former, reappearing on earth
after absorption mto the divine essence. The remamder of Vachaspatr’s
remarks are not very wntelhgible; or else my MSS. are corrupt.

Schlegel, m his note on the Rdmdyano, 1., 41, 3, remarks: « De hoe Vish-
nils cognomine et munere non habeo quod expromam. Vix opus est monere
plane hinc alienum est Kapilum, philosophiae rationalis (sdnkhya) auciorem ,
quamvis et hune diseipult numis ambisios) numinis plenum, imo ipsum n
mortali corpore praesentem Vishnum fuisse iactavermt. Quam opiuioncm
wmnwt auctor Bhagavad-gitae, Lect. X., 26. Tt 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.

* Bhdgavata-purdpa, 11., 7, 3; and II1,, 33,1 The birth of the sage,
and of lus mne sisters, 1s here said to have taken place m the house of Kar-
dama, the husband of Devahiti, who is called Kapila’s mother. Kamia’s
father, according to thus account, must be Kardama ; as there 1s no hint of any-
thing like a miraculous conception. Kapila, as here described, 1s, neverthe-
less, regarded, by some, as having afterwards become an 1necarnation of Vish-
nu. Kardama, if not one of Brahm#’s mind-born sons, was, at all events,
a prajdpati, or “ patrarch.”  Visknu-purdna, p 50, note.

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

tw  sfasar 3 fawfd a1 @ )
EaCLHE B I T
. <. . S 2
fud vcafs’ 9§ w1 gaw: wgr
firg fger  wwmIWYER
Mahdbhdrata, 111, 14196—7.

It 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 be
acknowledged, in short, that we know nothing satisfactory con
cerning Kapila; the meagre notices of him that are producible

that the Sénkhya Kapila was an incarnation of fire, has hitherto eluded my
quest.

Prof. Wilson, alluding to this text, of whose source he was unapprised
pronounces, touching the identity which 1t authenticates, that “theie does not
appear to be any good authonmty for the notion;” and adds, 1immediately
afterwards: “Kapila 1s a synonyme of fire, as 1t 1s of a brown, dusky, o
tawny, colour ; and this may have given rise to the 1dea of Agm and the sagc
bewng the same.” Sdnkhya-kdrikd, p. 188 See, also, Colebrooke’s Mascell.
Essays, Vol. I, p. 230. But 1t seems just as lkely that the conception
owed 1ts ongin to the fabled combustion, by Kapila, of the sons of Sagara
Mahdbhirata, 111, 8381. Also see As. Res., Vol. IIL pp. 349, 350, and
Vol VI, p 478.

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

* [ quote at length, as the following passage will, mn a subsequent page,
again come under cons1derat10n

sgraTaTtE vrmaamam :quﬁramﬂm?m?rfza‘m AT H AT

. a:fagaasar 'zﬁw:ram Ffq€r aﬁufﬂ‘&:ammf?'ﬁlﬁ "
gafefy fe @fw | 99 i w@wa @1 9Few IEH"T#'T‘&T?H S L]

afg | Ta¥E R 1%’@?{"1%3% #rer <ifw %rmwwmnm |

W oyt g 9 T AT ﬁrqmiﬁm 1 38 g znav{ﬁ»fﬁ(ﬂ

a1 [ @ yar muguEaastwesrey@at o zEe |
Sarvopakdrni, ad nnt.

S‘ankara A'chérya, mn the S8'drfrake-mimdénsd-bhishya, 1., 2, 1, also de-
clares for two Kapilas. Implatly following the Rémdyana, he considers the
Kapila who destroyed the sons of Sagara, to be an mearnation of Vasudeva
or Vishnu ; but he demes the origination, or revival, by him, of the athestie
system. Acknowledgmg another Kapila, lim of the Sankhya, he makes,
however, no attempt to ascertan him. The Bhdgavata-purdna, 1X., 8, 13,
flatly demes that this Kapila could, with his gentle nature, intentionally have
slamn the sons of Sagara. Yet 1t makes no doubt that they were destroyed by
fire issuing from the body of the meensed ascetic, ndependently of his volition.

S’ankara A'chirya, commenting on the word Kapila in the S‘wetds'watara-
upanishad, V., 2, proposes two interpretations of 1t. By one of them 1t 1
violently made to intend, as a lame synonyme, Ihiranyagarbha.  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 Sénkhya.

since primogeniture among created beings 1s found averred of both Kapla and
Hiranyagarbha, they are, to save scriptural consistency, concluded to be one
and the same. On the other imterpretation, the person named mn the text
1s Kapila of the Sdnkhya, a partial mearnation 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 Mundaka-upanishad. This state-
ment 1s, however, made inadvertently, since no mention of him occurs there.
S’ankara probably quoted, after the ordinary reckless Indian fashion, {rom
memory. Dr. Roer has somewhat misrepresented S'ankara, in makimg him
ate sweidally the Purdna above referred to. It 1s vouched, and pro-
fessedly so, not to corroborate the first identification of Kapila, but to eluci-
date the second. Neither, n this quotation, 1s Kapila, “to praise bim,”
¢ 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 1dolatry, is glonfied as a plenary incar-
nation.

Kapila, w the Mahddeva-sahasra-ndma-stotra, Mahdbkdrata, X111, 1211,
1s an epithet of S1va; and expresses, as mdicated by the context, ‘ tawny.”

In an mseription translated by Colebrooke, there occurs the word kapild,
which, he observes, © probably 1s fire, personified as a female goddess.” [sic]
Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p. 300, last lme; and p. 304, foot-note no. 21. It
remams to be shown that the word ever means fire. In this place 1t bears,
undoubtedly, the sense of ¢ a red cow;” from circumambulating which, great
ment 1s supposed to be acqured .4 red one] Kapua: When applied
to a cow, this term signifies one of the colour of lac-dye, with black
tail and white hoofs.””> Colebrooke’s Two Treatises on the Hindu Law of
Inheritance, p. 131, second foot-note. TFor Lapild m this aceeptation, seé
the Mahdébhdrata, XIII., 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 conclusion. 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 conm-
prised in six books of sitras* or aphorisms, which, as ordinarily

1t Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, p 231. But the Makdbhdrata, 1 spite of 1its
alloy of fiction, sufficiently attests. 1t would seem, the reahty of the sage;
and the Sdnkhya-sitira and Tattwa-samdse 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 subdivision of the
Kumira-sambhava chapter, Kapila 1s said to have dwelt m the village of
Kaldpa. Further particulars regarding this personage can, doubtless, be ob-
tamed, if the Kapia-upapurdna, which 1s named m the Kdrma-purdne and
elsewhere, be still extant. The Kapila-sanksté may be the same. See the
Sanskrit Catalogue of the hbrary of the As. Soc of Bengal, p 72. At
p. 26 of this Catalogue occurs the name of Kapila-smrity, or legal mstitutes
of Kapila. A work deseriptive of certam places of pious resort, and another
on naval astrology, attributed to Kapila, have been found in the Peninsula.
Mackenzie Collection, Vol. I, pp. 65 and 262.

* (Colebrooke—Miscell. Essays, Vol. 1., pp. 231, 232—unhesitatingly
applies the title of Sdnkhya-pravachana to these sitras: but adds—bid.,
p. 232—that 1t “seems to be a borrowed one. at least, 1t 1s common to
several compositions. It appertams to Patanjal’s Yoga-s'dstra.”” Undoubt-
edly 1t 1s borrowed ; and I am disposed to date 1ts use 1n question only from
Viyn4na Bhikshu. Apart from the writings 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 postseript to Amruddha’s commentary,
and m that to 1ts abridgement by Vedanti Mah&deva. But the epigraphs to
Tndian 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, whieh forms
part of the title of the present publication, M. Saint-Hilaire 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
Sénkhya, 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 is own theory ; especially 1f, as happens

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

Mistaken as Vynéna probably 1s, m arguing that the Tuttwa-samdsa not
only preceded the Sinkhya-sifra, but formed 1ts germ, there 1s no ground
to mstrust lns etymological analysis of the word pravachana as here used.
At p. 7 of the present work, he esplams it by prakarshena mrvachanam
‘detatled exposition;’ and, at p 110, by prapancha ‘esplication.” Its im-
port 1s, thercfore, wterpretation.

Vynina, m the Pdtanjala-bhdshya-virtika, st adhgydya, ad fin., again
defines the term sdnkhya-pravachana—as the proper name, accordmg to
Vyasa, of the Yoga Aphorisms—by words expressmg ‘detailed exposition
FEFIITT I | T WERAT I AT I97 gre@yTgaa . Nagoji
Bhatta, in his Pdtanjala-siitra-vritti-bhdshya-chehhdyd-vydkhyd, silently tran-
seribes Vynéna’s derivation: Tq@ 9T JI99E g 9T Reioe e
IgATE_|

Had M. Samnt-Hilare not permutted his dependencé on Colebrooke to su-
persede reference to Vynana, he would have found that, on the statement of
the latter, the Sénkhya-pravachana came after the Tattwa-samdse ; and that
neither of them 1s deseribed as standing to the other m a relation simlar 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 enumeration, even 1f 1t had not the support, by express
declaration, of aunotators, yet the tenor of thewr scholia would, m general,
anthorize 16 with sufficient distinctness But 1t 1s expressly supported, by
notation, 1 all the copies of the pure text that I have consulted, and m most
of the MSS. of Vijnéna’s commentary and of Nagoji Bhatta’s abstract of
it, that I have collated. Aniruddha, and s epitomist Mahédeva, of whose
works such MSS. as I have exammed hikewise have the aphorisms numbered,
concur, essentially, m the forementioned distribution and aggregate. The
only difference which they discover, consists m halving the 121st aphorism
of book V. ; thus bringmg out the sum total, 527. See p. 207 of the pre-
sent publication, and p. 33 of 1its appendix.

M. Sant-Hilare, precipitately accepting, without diplomatic verification,
the Serampore edition of Vyunina’s commentary, and unwisited by any the
least suspicion of its faultlessness, computes the Sankhya aphorisms, m the si1x
books, at 156, 46, 76, 30, 122, and 69; in all, 479. See Premer Mémorre
sur lc Sinkhya, p. 6. The consequence, to s essay, of this want of circum-
speetion and research, is not very advantageous. Neither need one be sur~
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legends, illustrative of Sénkhya topics; and its fifth is polemie,
being devoted to a formal defence of the atheistic scheme. In

puised that, leanmg on the old edition of Vyndna, he should wrte thus,
“Isvara Krishna, 1mbu des opinions de son temps, aurait pu préter & Kapila
des pensées qu ne seraient pas les siennes.” Imd., p. 69. The result of
the otiose confidence above anmadverted on, may 1 part be gathered from
the particulars about to be noted.

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

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

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

I, 141, similarly circumstanced, may be found embodied m the 17th
kdrikd.

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

M. Sant-Hilaire would have quoted XI., 28, after the 28th kdrkd, had 1t
not been omitted—with nearly all 1ts commentary.

He would, also, at p. 444, have cited IIl., 18 and 19, 1f they had not been
printed as shreds of scholia.

The 50th kdrikd receives support from IIL, 43, which 1s, hikewise, dis-
guised by small type.

Commenting on the 54th kdrikd, M. Saint-Hilaire employs language which
significantly implies the entire and unquestioning reliance on the old edition
of Vijnéna, 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 mdiqué, comme on Pa vu,
Pexistence des trois mondes en v’ indiquant que le monde des dieux ol régne
la bonté, 11 ne dit pomt quelle quahté prédomimne dans les mondes qui vien-
nent aprés celw-la. Il est probable que la Kérkd, en fausant prédommer
Pobscurité dans le monde mféneur, et le mal dans le monde du milieu, se
conforme & une tradition dds longtemps regue; mais, dans les axiomes du
maitre, ce complément & peu prés mdispensable de sa pensée n’ apparait pas»
et 1l n’en a rien exprimé, pas méme par une de ces réticences quu lui sont s1
habituelles. 11 faut ajouter que le commentateur des Sodtras, Vidjnéna
Bhukshou, ne s’est pas arrété d’avantage & la doctrme 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 Kanka, et qu’a la suite de Kapila 1l a oms de parler des deux autres
mondes, placés au-dessous du monde supérieur. 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, &ec., pp. 213, 214.

The restoration of III, 49 and 50, which, with the explanation of them,
do not appear in the Serampore impression of Vynana, 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
kdrikd.

To ilustrate the 68th kdrikd, M. Saint-Hilawe cites, mstead of IIIL., 56,
which 1s omitted, the explanatory expansion of 1t.

“ Colebrooke a fait remarquer (Essays, tom. I., page 232) que les Sottras
attribués & Kapila mentionnaient le nom de Pantchasikha, Le fait est esact,
et Colebrooke en tirait cette double conséquence: d’abord, que les Sotitras
n’étaient pas de Kapila lwi-méme, car 1l n’aurait pas cité le nom de son dis-
cple, et, en second lieu, qu’ 1l y avait pour le Sankhya des autorités anté-
rieures aux Solitras, pwsqu'ils mvoquaent eux-mémes le témoignage d’'un
maitre plus ancien qu’ eux. J’ admets les deux conséquences signalées par
Colebrooke. Mas 11 amait dd ajouter que la eitation rapportée par lwi se
trouve dans Pavant-dermer sofitra de tout le systéme. (Lecture 6, solitra
68). Al cette place, les mterpolations ont été plus faciles certamement que
dans le corps méme de Dexposition, et il est fort possible qu'une mam
étrangére a1t ghssé celle-c1 & la fin de Pouvrage. Cette simple indication du
nom de Pantchasikha ne nous apprend d’alleurs absolument rien sur la vie
de ce personnage , elle ne fait que consacrer le souvemr d’une de ses doe-
trmes.” Premier Mémorre, &c, pp 253, 254.

Now, m the first place, the suggestion bioached by M. Samt-Hilawre, that
V1., 68, as bemg the penultimate aphorism of the Sdnkkya-sitra, may, not
improbably, be an mterpolation, 1s weakened by the fact that 1t 15 followed
by two aphorisms instead of one, and s objection now les, by his line of
argument, more directly aganst the text commemorating Sanandana,—VI.,
69 ,—which, n his reading of Vynina, 1s consigned to the notes. Agamn,
both he and Colebrooke failed to observe V., 32, which, hikewise, in Vyndna,
as recerved by the former, 1s sumply a scantling of commentary. The rest
of M. Saint-Hilaire’s reasoning, the bulk of which is, 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 which
they define their own tenor. In this respect they present,
indeed, an observable contrast to the siéfras 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 scrutiny which would inevitably attend the symbol of
a schism.* To the first would be wanting certan induccments

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

Once more, our essayist would, in expounding the 57th kdrikd, have cited
VI, 40, had it not, m the old edition of Viynina, been accounted exposi-
toral ; a part of the mtroduction to 1t bewng, there, put in 1ts place.

* Nilakantha Chaturdhara, m his Shat-tentri-sdra, enumerates, as éséika or
orthodox systems of philosophy, the Mimdnsé, Tarka, and Veddnta ; and,
as ndstika or heterodox, the Chdrvdke, Saugata, and drhate The Tarka,
of the first class, he subdivides mto the Sdnkhya, Pdtanjala, Vars'eshika, and
Nydya ; and the Saugata, of the second class, mnto the Sautrdntika, Vaibha-
shika, Yogdchdra, and Mddhyamika.

Proceeding 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 wnter, 1t may be thought not undeserving
of a summary note.

The most remarkable characteristic of this theory consists i the exotie
mnovation of domg away with the ultimate resolution mto the primal causce,
of matter and all subaltern forms of mtelligence. The diverse allotment,
to different mortals, of mundane frution, i the case of origmal appearances
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to precision, which could scarcely fail to weigh gravely with the
other; and, if aceeptable 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 Sinkhya, 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 consideration that the Sdnkhya 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 bliss, and are thenceforth exempt from earthly vicis-
situdes.  Ignorant evil-doers are consigned, by divine messengers, to a
region which 1s vaguely said to benferior to paradise ; and their resurrection
in this world, or other subsequent change of state, appears to be unprovided
for. Conscious transgressors arc tormented in the flames of Tartarus, till the
begmning of a new cycle; 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, in thewr subtile frames, the
dolors of perdition, till the end of the current day of Brahmé; and are
then ejeeted from thewr gross corporeal investments. This last expression 1s
unntelligible; and the test 1s, here, very hikely, adulterated.

Mis'ra, on the representation of Ilus critie, lays claun to one or more
Upanishads, a Purina, and the Udas’ardw-brdkmam,‘as lending colour to
his sentiments. Two branches from his proper school are hmnted at; thew
deviation from the heremiarch being mtimated to hinge on the nature of
the godhead. Nilakantha truculently retaliates the severity of Mis’ra to-

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

wards Vedantfs, by denymg to lim and to Ins followers, every prospect of
reaching the sphere of Brahmé, He refuses them fellowship with the Flindu
communton ; and reviles them, under the epithet of * brutes of the Lord,” for
impiously mamtainiug that celestial blessedness 1s attended with a sense of
selfhood.

The bare title of Mis’ra 1s usually appropriated, 1 learn, to Véchaspatt
Misra the junst. Here, however, 1t may, possibly, designate the elder
wrter of the same name, the pneumatologist. As conducing to sustain ths
conjecture, I may mention a rumour, prevalent among the learned Iindus
of Central India, that this wniter, late in ife, put forth a disquisition, belicved
to have penshed, on incogmisable matters generally; i which, no doubt
scandahizmg the conservatism of Ins age, he evinced a marked disposition to
think, withm linuts, for himself. Atall events, the origination, on Indian sol,
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 umply an acquaint-
ance with some religion of the West; though, 1 teachmng that crcation,
sentient and 1nert, proceeds from the Dety as a sced, 1t 1s evident that
Mis'ra had not msen to the Christian and Muhammadan dogma of genesis
without a material cause. Fis mphed restriction to the Luman speeies,
of a future hfe, 1s, also, a strikmg reduction of the range accorded, by
most orental nations, to the economy of metempsychosis.

Of Nilakantha’s Shat-tantri-séra I 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 said to have been written withi the last century
and a half.

* Notwithstanding their fundamental dispanty, a general simitude per-
vades the Sankhya and the Yoga. In some of the earhiest authontics they
are, alse, repeatedly mentioned m combmation. Thewr mterdependence,
Likewise, is incontrovertible. That the Yoga implies the existence of the
Sinkhya, does not require to be proved; and a reference to the Sdnkiya-
sitira equally discovers that 1t contemplates not a few of the fanatical notions
and practices detailed in the aphorisms of the Yoga. It may, thercfore, not
unreasonably be concluded that the Sankhya and the Yoga, whatever their
era, or the age of thewr supposed ealiest 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 Sdnkhya system mto twenty-five cardinal prin-
ciples,—namely, eight producers, sisteen productions, and spirit,—is as old
as the Mahdbhdrata. See foot-notes to pp. 2 and 6, supra. The crazy
digest of these principles, laid down in the Bhdgavata-purdna, II1., 26, 10
seqq., argues forcibly the recent origin of this crude farrago.

The topies of the Sankhya, as diversely exhibited 1 the several editions
of the Tatiwa-samdsa, will receive full attention presently. But another
classification of these topies, which computes them at sixty, 1s propounded
m the commentaries on the Zafiwae-samdsa, and in the Rdja-vértika as
quoted 1 the Sdukhya-kaumud: and Sarvopakdrini. The passage from the
Rdja-vdrtikae runs as follows :

IHTATN @R WHTEAYTYAT |
QTR § w9t A 99 wE 9
Reefacacs Aifga™n: a1 Tx
fayag: gefrawer 199 gew it
FTOMAEGwE TfEwfayr qq9 |
tfa fi : wxram@wete g% ki)

TFifty of these topies, the € intellectual creation,’ offer no difficulty, at least
in the immediate subdivisions of this aggregate. These are: the five spe-
cies of obstruction, the mne of acquiescence, the twenty-eight of disability
in the organs, and the eight of perfection. The remaimmng ten are: (1) the
existence, (2) the simphaity, (3) the objectiveness, and (4) the subservience,
of nature; (5) the distictness, (6) the multeity, and (7) the passiveness,
of spwit; (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 Vachaspat1 where he sup-
plements the text, and by msunderstanding 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, Vichaspat1 explains s’esha-vrités, by sthis,
which he refers to sthi#le and sitkshma. Prof. Wilson, dividing, as before,
gives two categories, * duration of subtile’” and * that of gross.” Viyoge
and yoga are left, by Vachaspati, unesplamed, as being too obvious to
demand elucidation. Prof. Wilson throws them out altogetlicr.

E 2 *
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up this jejune catalogue, are misnamed sifras ;”i and 'th:ir
number, as fixed by different commentato.rs, ranges f:z om tw 31 y-
two to twenty-five. On the strength of m.terrfal evidence, their
posteriority to the larger aphoristic treatise is scarccly matter

- e

The commentaries on the Tattwa-samdse cite the ensumng couplet for an

enumeration of the ten radxfal facts : A .
SfeEAT AT TUAFTERALAT T |
Tran fadran awa: gate: fafe w5 wvefw

The term astitwa ¢ existence,” here used, is explmnc(.l by the ()t}lf}r
commentators as it is by Vachaspati. Vis'eshe-vrittih is, In some MSS,,
substituted for cha s'esha-vrittsh. [ts mmport is represented as above.  See,
regarding it, the sixty-seventh kdrké of I's'wara Kpnshna.

In an anonymous marginal note to one of my MSS. of the S’(fllk/lj((l-
kdriké, 1 have found the verses given above from the Rdju-vdriika, with
the following stanza in place of their first couplet and a half :

vrw y frafacew R aw o
e YA e
a iRy wd Qifearan gar v )

Here the fundamental categories are: (1) spuit, (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-rdriba, p. 192,

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

BUS a9 1L | ATeW fawT | R YT R SqwmagT: o oe g
ufds w1 ww@a g0 wfeya 1o 1 wfuZea | =1 waifa
ST U &N T" TRITAG: 0 4o | 97 T U A2 1w SR 2R
TEIRTEGT I w0 fdwtramR g 88 U YT g | gy 1w
sTfafe 1w Twafe 1t e TR | = | gl
¥FGI: I ve || fafaEr g Re Il Ffa¥t @vw: 1Ry 11 Raray g
TRURR N @R wrwEsa | Caq w7 @ 1, 7 guta-
fase g wnfinma |

The topie traigunya-sancharg 1s given as two, in all the other comnien-
taries. It is only by tlus bisection that the Sdnkizya-sdh*a-vivarar_ta differs
from the Sarvopakirin: ; and thus eslibits twenty-three so-called siitrs.

The Sliukhya-l'rama-dz})ilcd recites, at 1ts commencement, tweuty-fiyve
topies s but by obvions CITOT; as it rednces them to twenty-four, by foregomyg
all exposition of the words trividho dhétu-sargah, which oceur after the topie
gven above as the mneteenth, The MS. from which Dy Ballantyne printed
the work m question, seems to be peculiar m vealing trividko dhatu-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

sargak. In the preface to the Sdnkhya-faitwa-vilisa, where the Tattwa-
samdse 1s quoted, as if from the Sdnkhya-krama-dipild, and briefly ex-
plamed, the expression Zrwidho dhdiu-sargah 1s esplamed by the words
vdla-pitta-kapha-bheddt trividhah, as intending the assemblage of wind,
choler, and phlegm. Colebrooke, by the way, translatimg from Jagannatha
Tarkapanchénana, mistakes m construmg the term dhdtu-vaishamya by
“ permerous power of mineral drugs”’ Digest of Hindu Law, &e., Vol.
II1., p. 304 : 8vo. ed. Cf. Colebrooke’s Two Treatises on the Hindu Law
of Inhentance, p. 361, para. 2. The esact equivalent1s, m our antique
medical nomenclature, ©distemper of the humours.” The Himndu physio-
logy reckons the humours at three only.

The Sdnkhya-krama-dipikd gives, after no. 22 as above, the words frivi-
dham dubLham, as a topic.

The reading of the ZTattwa-ydthérthya-dipena corresponds to that of the
Sanklya-krama-diptkd, barrmg ats rejection of érevidho, &c., and 1ts con-
sidering the words etad ydthdtathyam as a topic, thus actually giving
twenty-five as the total.

Ksheménanda, in Ins annotations on the Tatlwa-samdsa, states that it con-
tams twenty-five topies: but he enumcrates only twenty-four, his text
bemg, as far as the words etad ydthdiathyam, 1dentical with that of the
Tottwa-ydthdrihya-dipana.

The Tattwa-samdse is generally found appended to Vedanti Mahadeva’s
Sdnkhya-vritti-séra, and according to the reading of the Sarvopaldring.
Mabhdideva, however, perhaps for the sake of shortuess, omuts the two
sentences by which the topies are usually followed.

The eighth tope 1s read, w the Sdukhya-sibtra-vivarana, adkidawam cha ;
and admdawatam cha, m the Sdukhya-krama-dipikd, m the Latiwa-ydthdr-
thyu-dipana, and m Kshemidnanda on the Tatiwa-samdsa, The Survopukd-
rinf, m 1ts seventeenth topie, 1s unique m preferrng das’a to das’adkd.

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

* The anonymous author of the Sarvopakdrid rclates, as an ancient
tradition, that Kapila the icarnation of Vishnu composed the Tuziwa-
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 makes the
doctrimes of other, unnamed, philosoplucal schools, besides the Sinkhya,
20 less than the ¢ Collection of Six Books,” o have sprung from the Zatiwa«
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under contribution sources presumed to be, in their integrity,
no longer forthcoming.

samdsa. These observations will be found, m the Sansknt, m a foot-note
to p. 18, supra.

Vijnéna Bhikshu says: ¢ If 1t be alleged that the Tattwa-samdsa aphor-
isms are simply recited 1 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 Sdnkhya-
pravachana 1s appropriate for the Collection of Six Books, 1n ike manner as
it 15 for the Institute of the Yoga. The former embraces precisely a detailed
exposition of the Tattwa-samdsa, the shorter Sdnkhya Institute. There is
this difference, however, that the Collection of Six Books only expands
the subject-matter of the Tattwa-samdsa ; whéreas the Institute of the
Yoga avouds their seeming deficiency, by eapressly propounding God, whom
both the other works, by concession for sake of argument, deny.’ For the
onginal 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 posmtive assertion: ¢ This
Institute, equally with that of the Yoga, as bemg a developement of the
substance of the shorter Sinkhya Aphorisms, 15 designated Sdnkhya-prava-
chana, or, Explication of the 8dnkhya.’

Colebrooke, having m view a portion, 1f not all, of these remarks, writes
as follows : “ It appears, from the preface of the Kapila-bhishya, that =
more compendious tract, i the same form of siétras or aphoiisms, bears
the title of Taftwa-samdsa, and 1s aseribed to the same author, Kapila.
The schohast intimates that both are of equal authority, and m no 1espect
discordant . one bemg a summary of the greater work, or else this an
amplification of the coneiser one. The latter was probably the case; for
there 15 much repetition in the Sdnkhya-pravachana.

¢ If the authonty of the scholiast of Kapila may be trusted, the Tatéw -
samasa 1s the proper text of the Sdnkhya ; and 1ts doctrme 1s more fully,

but separately, set forth by the two ampler treatises entitled Sdankhy-pre-
vachana, which contan a fuller exposition of what had been there succmetly
delivered.” Mscell. Essays, Vol. L, pp. 231, 232,

Dr. Roer,—Journal of the As. Soe. of Bengal for 1851, p. 402, note,—
after citmg the latter of the paragraphs given above, unaccountably adds :
““ but this 15 2 msapprehension : the seholiast docs only say: ‘they are of

- equal authority, one bemng a swmmary of the greatcr work, or else this au
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The commentaries on the Sdnkhya-sitra are as follows :

L. The Awiruddha-vritts, by Aniruddha* Of this author’s
history I know nothing.

IT.  The Sdnkhya-vyitti-sdra, by Mahédeva 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 Vyndna’s own words.

M Samt-Hilawre says, speakmg of the Sankhya Aphorisms: * Ce traits,
quoique assez court, a été abrégé, dit-on, par Kapila, sous le titre de Tattva-
Samfisa, est-d-dire, réduction substantielle du Sénkhya, Nous ne con-
naissons ce derner ouvrage que par les eitations qu’en ont faites les com-
mentateurs, et qu'a répétées Colebrooke d’aprés eux (Essays, tome I,
p. 231).”  Premier Mémorre sur le Shnkhya, p. 5.

Ilere, agamn, Colebrooke 1s imphatly followed as translator of Vijnéna ;
at what cost, will already have appeared. Moreover, the phrase “reduction
substantielle” scarcely answers to Tattwa-samdsa ; and Colebiooke would
be explored m vam for a smgle quotation from the smaller treatise.

Vyndna plamly rests the vahdity of adjudging the title of Sdnkhya-pra-
vachana to the Sdnkhya-sitra, on the ground that these aphonsms are an
expansion of the Teélwa-samdsa ; the Tattwa-semdsa bemng, again, the
cmbryo of another collection of aphorisms called Sdnkhya-pravachana,—
those of the Yoga. But this derivation of the Yoga-sitra falls, in the first
place, to be established ; and, even if established, Vijnana would still require
a fact or two more to help him fairly to lus conclusion. It may be suspected
that lus sole foundation of fact, in the passage given at the outset of this
note, 1¢ the common appheation of the term Sdnkhya to the system called
from Kapila and to that of the Yoga.

* Tor evidence that Aniruddha was antecedent to Vinina Bhikshu, see
the Appendix to this volume, pp. 3, 4, 8, 10, 11, 12. ~ )

+ Mahadeva is hikewise author of a Vedanta treatise, the Tatfwanu-
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-
hara. Of this work I have one copy of the first two books, and another of
the sccond only. The latest authouty, of ascertamned date, quoted 1n thus
fragment, is Riya Mukuta, who was employed on s commentary m the

contradic-
1s almost a
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VI. The Rdja-vdrtika, said to have been composed by, or
for, Ranaranga Malla, sovereign of Dhars.*

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

I. The Survopakdrini, by a nameless writer.

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

III. The Sankhya-krama-dipikd, Sdnkhydlankdre, or Sdn-
khya-sitra-prakshepikd ;t likewise of unknown paternity.

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

* Tor this appropnation I am mdebted to the learned Pandit Kas'inatha
S'dstri Ashtaputra, of the Benares College. The Pandit 1s by far too well
acquainted with Bhoja R4)4’s commentary on the Yoga-sitra, to have mis-
taken it for the Réja-vdritka The latter treatise, he assures me, was in his
possession several years, dwing which he constantly lectured on it to his
pupils.

The only surviving extract from this work, generally known, 1s found in
the eouplets quoted, by Vachaspati Mis'ra, near the end of the Sdnkhya-

kaumudi ; and n the Sarvopakdrmi. They have been cited in the note at

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, unascertamned.

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

TFor Panchaskha as scholast of the Tuttwa-samdsa, 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 Tattwa-ydthdrthya-dipana, by Bhévd Ganes'a Dik-
shita,* son of Bhav4 Vis’wanitha Dikshita, and pupil of Vijnéna.
Bhikshu.

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

The Sdnkhya-kdrikd, by Is'wara Krishpa,i ranks, in Hindu
estimation, and deservedly, foremost among the Sdnkhya com-

fafam zaufcwar ga1 S waw
gfafemrs < g9t g5agwwi |

The 8had-dars’ana-samuchchaya, I now find, has, for 1its author, Hari-
bhadra Str1  The commentary on 1t, to which reference 1s here made, the
Shad-dars’ana-vritti, 1s by Chéritra Smha Gani, disciple of Mati-bhadra
Gan, disciple of Bhava-dharma Gani, a scholastic successor of Jma-bhadra
Sari, disciple of Jma-réja Sdr.

Hari-bhadra Stri gives an account of the orign 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: Wj@ﬁ fa arfyew-
T qq) TRgaufafa®id @01 And, elsewhere: o <fa q-
WA W Y I TR AE ) A W OT | WFATHIS
’f‘q\-ﬂ: I

* He has also commented on the Yoga-siftra, in the Yogdnus'dsana-sitra-
vrittr, 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 coneise
treatise explanatory of the Yoga Aphorisms. He describes humself as belong-
ing to a Kényakubja family of Ishtikhpura,—our barharized Etawah, I am
told. The only copy I have imspected of Kshemananda’s notes on the
Tattwa-samdsa, is mperfect in its latter half.

I The history of I's'wara Krishna 1s utterly unknown. Swapnesiwara, in
the Kaumudi-prabhd, makes him one with Kéliddsa : {Qﬂ'( qATHT &Tfe-
{T‘\Eﬁl FHAT @(C 11 These words are contimuous with the extract given
1n 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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II. The S8dnkhya-tattwa-kaumudi, or Sdukhya-kaumudi ; by
Véchaspatr Misra,* pupil of Martanda-tilaka Swami.

Gaudapida’s Bhdshya on the Sinkhya-kérkd, includmg the Memorial
Verses, was published, by Professor Wilson, at Oxford, m 1837. Prefixed to
the origmals 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 Véchaspat:
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 Hindu Law, &c, Preface, p. xix. : 8vo. ed. of 1801. The same
writer, after speaking of Vichaspati MisTa, the author of the Bhdmati-
nibandha, goes on to remark: “This 1s the same Vichaspati whose com-
mentaries on the Sdnkhya-karikd of I's'wara Chandra [Krishna], and on
the text and gloss of Patanjal’s Yoga and Gotama’s Nydya, were noticed m
former essays. Heis the author of other treatises on dialectics (Nydya),
and of one entitled Tattwa-bndu, on the Piérva-mimdnss as it is expounded
by Bhatta. Alllus works, m every department, are held in 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 probabihity. This distinetion seems, m truth, to be mdis-
putable; and yet I am unable to pronounce on the precise date that
should be assigned to Véchaspati the lawyer; and materals fail me
to verify the decision as to his age, cited above from Colebrooke, In the
Duwaita-mraaya, he mentions that he wrote that work at the mstance of
Jayé, consort of Bhawava Ré&d, and mother of Purushottama ; but he
enters mto no further particulars. In another of lus tracts, however,
the Vwdda-chintémani, he alleges that, with a view to composing 1t, he had
consulted, with other works, the Raindkara. Now, the Ratadkara 1s
known to have been prepared under the supermtendence of Chandes’wara,
minister of Harasmha Deva, son of Bhaves’a, princes of Mithild ; and 1t

specifies, as the time of 1ts publication, the $/aka year 1236, or A. D. 1514,
Beyond tlis pomnt, Vachaspati the lawyer cannot, then, be carried mto
antiquity.

The elder Véachaspati Misra is several times quoted m the Sarva-dars'ana-
sungrake of Madhava A'charya; and his gloss on Vyase’s Yoga-bhdshya,
as hikewise his Taltwa-Zaumuds, 1s there mentioned m conjunction with
his name. Accordmng to Colebrooke,—Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p. 301,—
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This treatise has, in turn, 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 Indiwn
hfe averaged so many as ghree descents and a half to a century, long
before we reached the time of Madhava A’chdrya. Moreover, I have seen a
copy of part of the Bhdmati-mbandha, which was transcribed in the Samvat
year 1428, or A.D. 1372,—a date irreconcilable with Colebrooke’s com-
putation.

Vachaspati, 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 jurnisprudeace. Thus list, as expanded m the Veddnta-kalpa-
taru, embraces the followmng works : one on the Nydya, the Nydya-vdrtika-
tdtparya-ttké; one on the Sankhya, the Tattwa-kaumudi; one on the
Yoga, the Tattwa-s'dradi; one on the Mimansd, the Nydya-kamkd, a
gloss on the Vidkhi-viveka ; one on Bhatta’s exposition of the Mimansd,
the Tatiwa-bindu; two on the Vedanta, the Tattwa-samikshd, which 1s
commentary on the Brahma-siddhi, and the Bhdmati.

Vichaspat: does not profess to confine himself, i this catalogue, 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 hfe
of study; and itis scarcely probable that, had the philosopher also 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 are no longer known to exist. There is some
uncertainty whether Zattwa-s’dradi be another name for the Pdfanjala-
sitra-bhdshya-vydkhyd , but 1t seems, from the Veddnta-kalpataru, to be so.
Colebrooke is, perhaps, incautious 1n saymg that Vichaspatr “1s the author
of other treatises on dialectics,” besides the Nydya-vdrika-tdtparya-tikd.

Vachaspat, in the Bhdmati-nibandha, speaks of himself as living in the
reign of one Nriga R4ja. Common fame makes him to have been a native
of Trrhiit ; and his famuly name, Mis’ra, marks him as a native of Gangetic
Hmdusthdn.

Colebrooke—Miscell. Essays, Vol. I, p. 233—seems to be of opmion that
the title Zattwa-kaumuds1s apphed to Vichaspatr’s Sinkhya work only by
comparatively recent abbreviation. But the concluding distich of the book

.
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a. The Tattwa-kaumudi-vydkhyd, by Bhirati Yati, pupil of
Bodhéranya Yati.

4. The Tattwdrnava, or Tattwdmyita-prakdsini; by Ri-
ghavinanda Saraswati* disciple of Adwayénanda 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,{ pupil
of Visudeva Tirtha, and disciple of Réma-govinda Tirtha.

e. The Sdnkhya-tattwa-vilisa, Sdnkhya-vritti-prakds'a, or
Sdnkhydrtha-sankhydyika ; by Raghunitha Tarkavdgis'a Bhat-
tdcharya, son of S'iva-rima Chakravarti, son of Chandravandya,

itself, 1f not spurious, contams the shorter form. It also oceurs i the list
of Vichaspat’’s works, as lately detaled; and m Mdidhava 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 wrniters of this or sumilar name, IImdu literature 1s
beholden for a number of volumes on the Vedanta and Mimdnsi.  Sce my
Catalogue, &c., Vol. L, pp. 70, 92, 139, and Appendix.

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

+ Véhinis'a had a brother surnamed VidyAmvasa; and this 1s the title of
the father of Rudra Bhatticharya, the logieian. A person ealled Swapnes'
wara has contributed a series of annotations on the Aphorisms of $%indilya,
entitled 8'dudilya-s' ata-sitri-bhishya.

* Of this work T have seen only a fragment of the begiung, going over
Véchaspat’s notes on the first exght kdrikds.

For several other works by Nérdyana Tirtha Yati, see my Catalogue, &e.,
Vol. I, pp. 88, 107, and Appendix. Colebrooke says, “ Ile was author

Iikewise of a gloss on the Yoga-s'dsira, as appears from his own referencex
to 1t.” Miscell. Essays, Vol. L, p 233. This statement has been sub-
stantially verified. There occwrs, m lus Sdnkhya-chandrikd, . passage w
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 aited by Narfyana Tirtha Yats, who, therefore, perhaps

~ came after Vynina Bhikshu.
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son of K4s'indtha, son of Balabhadra, son of Sarvdvanda Mis’ra.
This is little more than a jejune epitome of the Sdnkhya-kau-
mudt, with a preface briefly explaining the Tewttwa-samdsa,
which it repeats.

Jf-  The Sdnkhya-tattwa-vibhikara.*

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

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

The Sdnkhya-sdra-viveka, or Sdnkhya-sdra,i by Vijndna 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-Verzeichmsse der Konighchen Bibhothek . Berhn: 1853, p. 638.
Dr. Weber 1s in doubt whether 1ts author’s name be, or be not, Vansidhara.

+ 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-sdra. Piof. Wilson leaves this point un~
discussed. Sdnkhya-kdrika, Preface, p. viw

Colebrooke calls Rdma-krishna ¢ a learned, and not ancient, writer of
Bengal.” He may be 1dentifiable with Réma-krishna Bhattichérya Cha-~
kravarti, pupil of Raghunétha Bhattdchirya S'womam. See my Catalogue,
&e., Vol. I, p. 51.

T In prose and verse ; three chapters of the former, and six of the latter.
The metrical portion consists of kdrikds; and contams about 270 couplets,
prineipally 1n the anushtubh measure. Colebrooke calls this work a “ trea-
tise on the attamment of beatitude i this Iife.” Maiscell. Essays, Vol. I.,
p. 231. Its scope 15, however, rather wider; comprehending salvation m
general, as the meed of Sinkhya perfection.

The Rev. Wilham Ward adventured an English translation of this treatise,
in his work on the Hindus ; Vol. II, pp. 121172 : 8vo. ed. of 1822.

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

following passage :
gre.  ogar Wi aw fgafgaql
gre: grcfaE ar fao@w wes(=a |

.
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The Sdnklhya-tattwa-pradipe, by Kavirdja Yati or Bhikshu,*
pupil of Vaikuntha, 1s a brief exposition of the Sinkhya system.

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

yi:  giear grewet v aifc wa
TN TUF T LT WA= |

Mr Ward’s version of these couplets runs thus: “The nature of spirit
was exammed by me briefly i the Sdnkhya-kdrikd; accordng to my
ability I now publish the Sdnkhya-sdra-vweka, 1n which T have collected the
essence of the Sankhya doctrines, which may all be found i the kdrikds.”

The obvious rendering 1s, however, very different . ¢The Sdnkhya-kdrikd
has discussed the nature of spint but meagrely : Vynina, mn the Sdnkhye-
séra-viveka, thercfore dilates on 1t.  On the other hand, the proeesses of the
Séinkhya have, mn the kdrikd collection, been, for the most part, enunciated :
accordingly, 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, 1 the second verse, instead of a seventh.

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

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

Réya Mukuta, annotating the word wpalabdh, in s gloss on the Amara-
kos’a, apparently quotes from a work called Sdnkhya-dars’ana.

The Sénkhya-muktdvali, 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, 18 to be recerved. Butl
strongly suspect that he fabricated the title of the treatise, for the occasion.

The Rev. Mr. Ward has published a hist of Sankhya compositions, m his
work on the Hindus; Vol. IL, p. 121: 8vo. ed. of 1822. Tlus hst is,
however, one mass of errors, and errors almost too gross to deserve advert-
ence. It assigns the Kapila-bhdshya to Vis'wes’wari, perhaps mstead of
Vijnénes'wara, as one sometimes hears Vijndna Bhikshu mncorreetly called ;
while it speaks of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhishya as a distinet com-
posttion, and neglects to name its author. Vachaspah Misra’s Sdnkhya-
kaumudi 1s, in like manner, duplicated. Tlus for a sample.
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Of the history of our com entator, Viju&na Bhikshu, or
Vijndna 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 mot wholly referrible to conjecture, can be determined only
by approximation. He must have preceded Néges'a Bhatta,
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,} Prasdda M4dhava Yogi,§ and Divya

The ignorance of our pandits very ordinanly confounds Vijnana Bhiksha
with Vijnfnes'wars, or Vijufna Yogi, anthor of the Afstdishard, the cele-
brated commentary on the ¥YdjnavalZya-smrit;. But there is no evidence
whatever that they are identical. Vijnines'wara, who bore the title of
Bhattiraka, was son of Padmanabha Bhatts, of the stock of Bharadwija.
Hie preceptor was Vis’waripa A’chérya, ikewise a scholiast of Yéjoaval-
kya. 1 shall not undertake to establish that this Vis“warGpa A’chirya was
the same person as Sures’wma A7chirya, secularly known as Mandana
Mis’ra, a diseiple of S’ankara A’charya. See my Catalogue, &e., 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, allusnion 1s made to ore Bhavadeva, as an authority on the
Yoga. Bhavadeva Mis'ra of Patna, author of the Pdtarjal{yddhenave~
dhéshya, & commentary on the Yoga-silra, seems to be intended. But of
Ins age I know nothing.

+ M. Samnt-Hilaire says: “ Un maitre n'a généralement qu’on disciple s
un gorou 1’ & qu’un brahmatchin.” Premier Mémowe sur le Sinkhya, p. 7.
Agamn:  La science, amm que )’ai en occasion de le dire au début de ce
mémorre, se transmet, dsns I’[nde, habituellement d'un seul maitre & un
seul disciple ” Ibid., p. 264. This1s newsin India. Such unnatural cases
no longer exist, if, indeed, they ever existed.

1 I have seen & MS., mithout date, of the Tantra-chigSmani or Dharma -

fmdinsd~sangraha, an elementary Mimfinsi disguusition, by Knshna Deva,
son of Réamsa A’charya, which professes to be in the hand-writng of this per-
son. I hardly mncline to consider the age of this M3.tobea couple of cen-
turies, at the most.

§ Author of the §'dréra-kdrikd-bhiskya or Kdrikdrika-cinis’chaya, a dis-

G .
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Sinha Mi¥ra* Vijodna is the author of at l'owtt five ik tul
works, all of which are concerned with philosophy. Their
titles, in the oxder, mainly, in which they wero OOTPOH“,I"‘ are
as follows: the Pijndndmrits ot Brahma-sdtra-riju-vixikhyd,s
the Sénkhya-pravachana-bhdehya or S’dnk&ya—&/umﬁ,l{rf& the
Pitanjala-bhdshya-vériika or Yoga-vériika,|| the Ninkhya.
sdra-viveka or Sdnkhya-séra, and the Yoga-sdru-sangreha or
Jadna-pradipa. .

I bave not proposed, in this preface, to treat of the Niukhys
system otherwise than with reference to the subordinate sabjoots
of biography and bibliography. A number of obvions ottitsinng
liave, however, emerged for deviating from thess rigicd Liowuls,
Yet, for thus trespassing beyond my limits, no apology muy, per
haps, be expected; and none, certainly, will be requisite for g
few sentences in defence of my proper charge, Vijnfina Bhikshy,

4

scrtation on the following emgmatical couplet, which ity cxpounler elnims
to demne from the Aakdbddraia :

war ¥ fefafgmy WagRihtya )
T fi = fefcmr 7= 3 fewr gt v

This dissertation 1» in four sections, one beng allotted to exel measure of
the dstich.

. mqa‘ Sn:ln Mis’ra has written o commentary, by name &'driru-keiriki-
bhaskya-virtika, on the work mentionad in the Jagt note. Mo atylos hfnelf
!‘.-abm-student‘of Pragiida AMidhava Yogf, under Vijnfina Bhikshu ; sl he
vulignges Prasids Midhava as the most ement of thowr masier's desesplen,

+ Lach of thena worke, from the lagt upwards, eites all that., s hiere
dispuwed, preeedeit. But the Mbya—bﬁdﬂqz and the Yoga-vd rtika quaty
;m;:: ,::hf; 'ﬂwrt author appears, accordmgly, to have hoon engeagzed wieh

[T ¢ samte H
tht othex, e ; unless he, or some one else, wterpolated e or

3 A commentary on Bédariyang? orizms
o n’-l stilug, s Apk of the Vedinta; containing

$ Enhreving oL 3400,
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f]'.n India, at least, Vijnfina Bhikshu’s ability as an expositor
of the Sénkhya philosophy stands unimpeached. It has, how-
ever, at last been disallowed by so considerable a scholar’a.s 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.arraig;s it,
be as immature as has been represented.

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

¢ yINGT-CINQUIE'ME SLOKA DB LA KABIKA.

i “ ¢ I’ensemble des onze principes doués de bonté émane du moi quaad
il est modifi§ également par la bonté. Du moi considéré comme élémeny
primitif viennent lea &lémenta grossiers; il est alors obscur ; et ectte double
émanation n’a lieu que par Pinfluence de Pactivité.

. * Loraque dans le moi la bonté P'emporte sur PPobscurité et sur 1a méchan<
ceté ou peamion, le moi est essentiellement pur; et, dsns le langage idus
anciens maitres;%e moi, & cet état, est appelé modifid. Sa véritable natury,
C’est &’ Atre affecté por 1a bonté ; et quand il est ainsi affecté, 1a modifieativn
quw’il regoit est celle qu’il doit véritablement recevoir; ce n’est pas ¢u gnel-
que sorte une modification pour lui, puisque son essence c'est d’étre btk
C’est du moi dans cette disposition que sortent les onze principes, Jdovén
alors comme lui de bonté. On se rappelle que les onze principes sout 1
cing organes de perception, les cinq organes d’sction, et le manuus, ou I
coeur, placé au onzidme rang. Quand au contraire le mui et affuete o obe
scurité, on ne Pappelle plus Veikrita, le madifié ; mais on U'spp:lle Bhuil-
tAdi, Pélément primitif, 1"obscur; et cest de lui que sortent les cing eive
ments grossiers, les Bhoutduni. 3ais pour produire I'une ou 1',nutn- Jde cer
eréations, soit les onze organes doués de bontd, soit les eing dldweuts Lvoes
siers, le moi a besoin de Yintervention de Vactivite.* Par lui-méme ic mw

* The three gma.l‘ are, it may be, still an aoread riddle; and I declue the
attempt of jmproving on the inl jons of them that have Tree i Viclim
mr;fozyﬁfn formeﬂ:'wrote of them as follows: « The Hmdu i:\'i?:'m
arranges all the sttributes of spirit in sction, under three hesuds 'ul‘!‘qtt-'lu’taﬂ;
-the satiwa, rajas, snd tamas. The first compnies the p.rewuc; u al .] ,_.u.»‘;
and absence of all evil ; the laat, the presence of u.l_l er.ﬂ,‘ :;:: 1:;“:_:.: N
of all good; and the middle ope is » mixed quality, in which the op<rac

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

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

* VINGT-CINQUIE'ME BLOKA. DH LA KARIEA.

“ ¢ L’cnsernble des onze principes doués de bonté émane du mor quand
1 est modifié également par la bonté. Du mor conmdéré comme Elément
prumitif viennent les §léments grosmers; il ext alors ocbseur ; ef ectte double
émanation n’a lieu que par mfluence de Pactivité.’

*¢ Loraque dans le mo1 labonté ’emporte sur Pobscurité et sur In méchan-
ceté ou pmamon, le moi est essenticllement pur; et, dans le langoge des
anciens maltres, e moy, & cet Stat, cst appeld modifié. Ba véritable natury,
c’est d’Otre affects par 1a bonté, et quand il est amm affecté, lo modifieation
qu’1l regoit est celle quil doit véntsblement recevolwr; ce n’est pas en gnel-
que sorte une modification pour Im, pusque son essence c’est d’dtre bon.
C’est du moi dans cetts disposition qne sortent les onze principes, douds
alors comme lu1 de bonté. On se rappelle que les onze prmeipes somt L
cing orgsnes de perception, les cmq organes d'achion, et le mangs, omle
eceur, plac an onzidme rang. Quand au ocontrare le moi est affecte d'ob-
sourits, on ne Pappelle plus Veikrtn, 1s modifié; mais on Pappelle Bhou~
tAdh, I’6lément primitrf, obscur ; et c’est do Jui que sortent les cmg éle-
ments growiers, les Bhoutdni. Ams pour produire 'use ou autre de ces
eréations, so1t les onze organes donés de bontd, soit les anq élémeuts g1 os~
mers, 1o mo1 & besoin de Pintervention de Pactvité.® Par lm-méme l: w1

¥ The three gupas are, 1t may be, still an unread nddle; and X declme the
sttempt of mproving on the mterpretations of them that have been ven-

turel by my predecessors.
Pro?ngnﬁ formerly wrote of them ns follons. * The Hmdu systemn
' under three heads or qualities

arranges all the attnbutes of spirit m action,
the J:tetwa. rojas, and tamas. The first comprues the presence of all poud,

and absence of all evil, the last, the presence of all evil, and the mbeeuce
of all good ; and the middle one is & mned guahty. 1 slueh the vperatiou

a2
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est inerte; dans son éat de pureté, i n'sgit pass il feut pour agr qu'l
I :

i, qui i setif ; unwm e
appelle 3 son sde un sutre mo:,qmutlemmachf,et.pnr s sl opy

deus moi, %6 trouvent produwts et les onze Orgencs et les omep vldments

“ Lc“;nniu done quatre états succesmfs, ot cvtad quatye  phaviy pee

arrver & Ia eréation.  D'sbonl il evt inerhe ot ue
;:dq:?:: ;P;: floé‘:vwnt actaf sous mfuence do la pfuudmﬂ t"lhmll" it
produt les onxe organes, eb pour Tes produro il cut doné de bonke. enli,
doué d"obecarité, il prodmt lea cing léments grossicrs. '
« Cette évolution du moi peut perelire aussi bizarre gqua fausur; snis
Ia pensée, quelle qu'en soit d'mlleurs la valenr, ost fort claire s ot lv it
mentsteur Gacudspsda n’héite pes & Uexphquer comme on vieut de I five,
1 entend Yo aloka de 1a KirikA en ce sens que ¢’est le moi qui donm tus.
sence sux onze organes d’me pert, et d’autre part aux cing Flements prime
mers. Mauw Vidgning Bhikshou, Je commentatear des Sodtenw, eutviul tuut

of the affechons and pssmona s strongest, and gives occasionnl prechumic
nence to good and JL” Quarterly Orental Magazmue for Mareh, el
p- 21. o thenexi page he adds: * 3dhars aud Nilabunfhn, it 10 taue,
mterpret soffwa by diairya, firmness, fortatudo : but they iutensd the g
thag, in fact, with the satiwa quality, or the Mens Soludn of the upryght
mau who is numoved by 1guormnce and passion. It appeazs to be the s
as the Tempersutia ox Trangmibias of the Stoses, whilst the rens ight
he eapressed by Perturbatio, and famar by Intemperanti.”

Mr. J. Bl unhesttabmgly renders the names of the qualitics by * pum
ummpaseoned vartus,” “ paswon,” and # depravity inclining to evil " anid
be helm_u the spoeryphal Sanchonisihon to have had some inkling: of ¢y
“ulmealibes, and to have 1’"‘-‘8’1& them in huy mystical theogony. Nutive
'-‘fth Rémaya, of Bodhiyuns, in the Quarterly Owiental Mageging fur
A S Bl e o

. says : “ Je arois qu’ . .
qualités & 1a nature cache ume m‘L“ﬂ’;‘fﬁﬁ e tion dew {roly
Sout e rapporte dans ce aystdme d’idéabame, n:' o d:'tﬁ::h‘m""" fjeto
wortes, bunnes, mauvwses, ou indi®€rentes. J*ai yRnement ehu?i? o rols
*iiy aus théories da Sdokbya ; jo us pain leur tronver T od é an awtry
s nombrenx. passages das com: . des poemes & hﬁ-l&. Drenn
1 et (ueation des trois qualitds, elles se présentent tonjours pouriaas oty
Prenner Mimoire sur le Shukhys, p. 317. “ous oet sapect,™
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autrom . .
et m?;;:;meﬁ‘:;mnm Jo viens de dive que le Soitt du alire
que, sauf un nentre en pisce d'un mascubm, g
vors do 1a Korkh. Auwm les deux commentateurs ont lo méme teate, &
différence Pinterprétation ze ¢ teate, et o
Vidjndna comprend qu'il # L mn:;e dffbrence de moks. Or
gortant du moi, @ q:n o non pas do lem'fnb!e des onae printipvs
qui, dans tou.t;s ll:: d,.:-n: Bmo prineipe, o’est-y-dire du manas, da cwar,
au onzidme ran ’ » fgure mm comme vn I'a v,
d"action. 11 ﬁ::ip“e;oqu i eat tfmt b1 fois argne de puc'qmon 4F hinmnd
tuer 1o ) raat done faire i un chmgement conaulérable, ¢t minti-
menss axx onee organes. Je dois dwe que la grammare Le 'y
oppese en rien, et que le texte, soit avec le neutre de Kapiln, s+.t aves 1
mucu_lm & Isvare Krushns, ae préte également bien 3 P'on et i Vautre wue

*¢ Si 1’on adopte Vexplication de Vidjudne, il foudrmt tradwire i 1o St-
einquidme sloka de la fagon suivante:

« ¢ L, onzidme prneips doud de bonté émave du moi guatd e vt
modifié également par ja bonté; dn onmime prucipe, Lo IO PR TRV
&lément primitif, nennent les €léments grosmers. Ce onnime proeih ot
obscur; et tous deux, co prneipe et le moy, n'apmsent que sous g RPN LY
do Pactinté.’

¢ Mais on peut remarquer que cetie expheation ¢at en contraliesion for-
melle avec lea slokas qu: préeddent : d'obord avec e sloha viugt-densi - vy
qu fait sortir directement du mot les seize puncipes, &6 G ful ot LD
perticulier les éléments grossiers dea Eléments subtile; et ensaLte, a1
sloka vingt-quatndme, qu reproduit la méme doctrine. 11 fant ) wuter e
ectte doetrine que nous retronvons dens 1a Karika vient de Kapoa iui-De sty
comme la prouve le sofiira que noUs avous 1L Nons devons duld Luased
Sor & Vexpheation de Guondapads plutht qu’d celle de Vadjuaca, Dass L
systdme smkhys bien interprété, les cing dléments grossiers Vitduent AN
cing §léments sabtis; et les ang €éments subbls avee loa onze OrFaLes
vionuoent du mo. Ce x’est pas 1e mauss, le eceur, gui produt les clwauts
grossiers, comme 1s cxost Vidjnéina Bhakshou ; et ce qui doit nm.n CtuLer
encore davantage dsns som exrenr, Cest que, dans e soltra mmt-duw.un.nt
préoédent, Kapila &it axpreuément.lectmaemém, godtre et o F
* Lleffct dn moy, cest Pensemble des onge Orgshes et des cmug clemuents
grossiers.’ Quelque déliest qufil sort de se prononcer .am dex q‘uebmﬂi. de
o geare, nous croyons pouvel ofrmer que Vadjuins Bhkahot o8

trompé, et quil o'y & point 300 compte de son opmgn.”?  Premuer -
noiremlnsmkhys.pp-W—l . .
M. Saint-Hilaire's rendering of the memorial couplet colls,

firat, of all, for attention.
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In the preceding extract we read that it is of the esscnce of'
egotism to be good. Yet it is no more so than it is of its es-

produced from egotusm omly 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. Gandaphda says:
AT | WAy wEWm ¥ wwe Xt | This the Professor
translates thua: “ The first element of the elements 1 darkness ; there-
fore 1t 18 usually called #hs dark.”” But the word here rendered by ** first ele-
ment” would, as masculine, mean ¢first bewng,’ 1f 1t were a substantive;
¢ first element’ requirmg, not ddibhiézah, but ddibhiitam. Bemng, however, an
ad)ectave, 1t refers to bhsitdds, the second factor of which 1t justifies etymolo-
gcally. This reference should have been evident from the gender of ukZak,
sa, and témasa ; and also from that of daiulas, which, with its present
endmmg, and, moreover, as it stands 1n the sentence, could never be an
adveab. It 18 not propounded that the elements onginate from their hike,
from an element; and, while nothing 1s predicated of darkness, darkness
is predicated aa characternzing one of the vameties of egotism. The passage
ated above will, therefore, admit of no other translation then such as
this: ©It, orsgin qf the elements, 18 onigmary, vis,, of the elements: s is also
surcharged with darkness; and hence 1s called dark.’ To bear out Professor
Wilson’s English, the Sanaknt should have atood thus: ywrarrwifigys

wa | A W wuw A amwelafe | A

In giving the panage from Gaudapkda, I bave supplied it with punctus-
tion, and the only punctuation that it will abide.

In the Pishpu-purdna, at 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 bis Translation, p. 93,
Lne 12.

Professor Wilson, building on s overmght, indnlges in the following
comment, which may now be cancelled: * There 13 & remaikable expres-
sion 1 the Bhdshya, which presents a notion famuhar to all ancient
cosmogomes. Claudapéda says, ¢ the firat of the elements was darkmess.’
It 1s the first of the * elements,’ not the first of ¢ things ;’ for 1t was pre-
ceded by unevolved nuture, and intellect, and it is itself & modified form of
mdiwviduslity, It therefore harmomzes perfectly well with the prevailing
1deas in the ancient world, of the state of things anterior to elementary or
vimble creation, when ¢ chaos was, and mght,” 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 adhuc mundo praebebat lumina Titan,

Nec nova creseendo 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
prineiple, 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 Krishna’s treatise,
bad a right understanding of bhdéddi. ‘¢ Caterva undenum essentialis pro-
fiaseaitur e sul sensu essentiall ; rudimentalis ex (su: sensu) elementorum
generatore; haec cahginosa est. Ex impetuoso (sw sensu) utrahibet oritur
creatio.” Twenty-fifth kdrikd, m Gymnosophista, p 58.

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

A revised version of the kdriZd 1n question is here submitted :  The class
of eleven, consistmg of punty, proceeds from egotism Zechnically called
modified. From egotism, as the source of the elements, the rudimental
particles oréguate ; and this form of egotusm 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 elementury particles, take thewr 21se>

It may be observed that, while Professor Wilson, at p. 94 of the
Sinkhya-Ldrikd, considers egotism, m one of 1ts kinds, as “the first
of the elements,” at p. 121 he places, by the side of the fan-mdiras © subtile
elements,’—which emanate from egotism, and give birth to the gross ele-
ments,—as speciously comparable, the sroxela 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 Sdnkhya does not recogmse as elementary anything
antecedent to the particles so designated.

The Professor’s remarks, imncidentally bearmg on the functions of bhitd-
di, at p. 164 of the Sdnkhya-kdrikd, are unsubstantiated. The text on which
these mls’mlsen observatxons are founded 1s as follows: (aﬂmfaw HJIT
farwin wragir waEa qaﬂmwaﬂ TUAT K@Y gETA @ TS WG
“ Thus, non-elemental creation, rudxmental creation, conditional and cle-
mental creation, in bemngs of divine, mortal, brutal, and (immovable) origin,
are the sixteen sorts of creation effected by mnature.” Such 1s Professor
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consist wholly of purity; the mere preponderance of this qua-

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

My MS. wants the word w?rq?n ¢ elemental creation;’ but 1its mser-
tion, as an equivalent of thec\alfﬁ: Efl: of the 53d kdrikd, 1s quite 1m-
matenal. Moreover, I have corrected a grammatical madvertence.

The elemental creation has fourteen divisions ; and the two branches of the
non-elemental count, each, as umty. The sum of sixteens thus completed.
There is, then, no such respective reference, in the above passage, as may
have led the Professor to supply the word ‘1mmovable,” 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
prineiples, from the subtile rudiments, from the conditions or dispositions
of mtellect, 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.

z;'cnfe:gi fagamw uz.?wrfaaﬁ' qa: |
FEST WETHAZRR W@ TUA |
W= O A ET ik 9 gwEwEl
1,2, 378

¢ Elementary Egotism then becoming productive, as the rudiment of sound,
produced from it Ether, of winch sound 1s the charactenstic, mvesting 1t
with 1ts rudiment of sound > Trauslation, p. 16.

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

Almost the entire page from which the passage above animadverted on is
taken, 18 disfigured by the style of wisapprehension just pomnted out. In
one place, m fact, order to force the construction desired, the nomina-
tive singular vdyit—euphoncally required for vdyuh—1s made accusative.
Sumtly lberties vastly more hicentious than thus, are often taken, n the
Purhnas, but there is, m this instance, no temptation whatever to do vio-

lence to Panm,
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lity being held sufficient for the purpose.* Turther, the term
manas is said to mean ‘heart” At p. 80, it is called ““Yesprit
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
authorities, 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 Vijndna’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. e also puts egotism for subtile elements, or, rather, gross
elements ; for he foists this blunder of his own, as well as huis bor-
rowed primitive element, on the injured commentator. Again,
purposing to censure Vijndna, 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 vikrite “mo-
dified’ as a synonyme of sdttwika pure.’ Elsewhere, vaikdrika ¢ modifica-
tional’ occurs as 1its substitutes.

T Professor Wilson had already explamed manas to be * an mternal
sense, a sensorium.”  Sénkhya-kdrikd, p. 100. Colebrooke calls 1t a  sen-
sitive, material organ,” and likens 1t to the fuuds of Pythagoras. Museell
Essays, Vol. L, p. 418.

The word manas has often been compared to the Greek uévos ; but, whe-
ther as used in the Sdnkhya system, or elsewhere, it bears very httle simila-
rity to this term, which “ seems most commonly to answer to the Latmn word
impetus, aud implies rather a physical, than wmental, energy. Homer places
it, at different times, m the knees, the 84uos, the orfifos, and the gpfy.”
Mitchell’s Wasps of Arstophanes, 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 Vijnéna 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, Vijudna
explains ‘both’ to refer to the intellectual organs and the
organs of action. The kdrikd will, then, run thus: The
eleventh organ, consisting of purity, originates from modified
egotism. From egotism, as the source of the elements, proceed
the rudimental particles; and this variefy of egotism is imbued
with darkness. From egotism affected by activity, arise both zhe
intellectual organs and the organs of action.

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
specics of egotism ; which is held, on the adverse interpretation,
to be, independeutly, inoperative, but yet an mdispensable con-
dition of energy 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, Vijndna must be suppos-
cd to contemplate the twenty-sisth kdrikd ; inasmuch as the organs
of understanding and action are there mentioned for the first
time 1 the treatise: aud this anticipation is clearly impractica-
ble, save by the dislocation of all syntax. Nevertheless, the im-
port which Vijuéna contends for, is far from being a peculiarity

4 Sinkhya-kirkd, p. 94 Professor Wilson here, too, however, requires
Forgetting the order 1n which he has just enumerated the

to be set night.
egotism, he writes « the other ten, from the second kind;

modifications of ; ; !
and the elements, from the third.” The words ¢ sccond’ and © thuwd’ must
he transposed.

H 2
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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 Purdnas, against the mere human authority of
T's'wara Krishna and his successors.* At all events, the ex-

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

VAT ST g ATAET |
=8 a -0 a_
q GTRGRIT@l 97 FRI(CHT T 0
CRTEH FAGTA I IFACAT: GAT: |
Vishpu-purdna, 1., 1, 46-7.

“ This 1s the elemental creation, proceeding from the principle 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 divimities proceed from egotism affected by the principle of goodness;
as does mund, 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, I111., 5, 29 seqq.: also III, 26, 27 seqq. It is the first
of these two passages that 1s cited, by Vynéna, at p. 118. Virarighava,
his commentary, the Bhdgavata-chandrikd, wrests the word faijasd?, i the
fourth verse, into congruity with the dogmas of I's'wara Krnshna and his
school, by explamming it to denote ‘ with the aid of passional egotism.’

Add : IRTCFTITFING GIT TR TCRIMIT |
q gt g st gw
TRILH RAGT GATAWIT XA |
YR IR ag\?niwaqq T
Kiirma-purdne, 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 Vijnéna, of a
nice philosophical punctuality. Vijnéna, 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, i. 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 Sunkhya system as ordmarily enuncated, except
in the Puréinas, must form part of the world of ammation, which ema-
nates from the subtile clements. The names of these deities oceur m the
Bhdgavata-purdna, IL., 5, 30. M. Burnouf, in his translation of this work,
Vol I., p. 122, renders the appellation of one of them, Dis’, by “les points
cardinaux.” The directions are vanously computed, by the Hindus, at four,
cight, and ten. Professor Wilson arbitrarily expresses Dis” by ¢ space.”
Vishnu-purdya, p. 17, 28th foot-note.

An cleventh deity 18 recogmised by some of the Purdnas,—the moon,
whose presudency is over mnd.

In the verses quoted ahove, from the Kirma-purdpa, mind is strangely
said to partake of the two qualities of activity and punity.

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

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

An exammation of S'anhara Achirya’s Sarva-siddhinla-sangraha, which
I have not been able to procure, would, very probably, throw lght on the
Sinkhya as rccewved m the cighth century. The nth chapter of this
treatise 15 occupied with the doctrine of Kapila. See Zeitschnft der Deuts-
chen morgenlandischen Geselischaft, Vol. L., p 200.

* Sce, at p. 45, supra, M. Samt-Ililawe’s mcorreet translation of the
passage which Irender thus. The essayist’s hecdlessness 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 amplified by Paurinika inno-
vation.

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

* Inthe Sénkhya Aphorsms, the coordinate emanation, from the sub-
tile elements, of the gross elements, 1s expressly mdicated as early as L., 61,—
which M. Samt-Hilare passes by, as has previously been shown :—and
Vijnéna, m lus notes, is nowise eccentric mm lhis paraphrase of this text.

+ Mila-prakrit, the primordial agent, whose analogues, in the several
Hindu schools of philosophy, are too notorious to call for repetition. The
late Rev. Dr. W. H. Mill has likened 1t to the &wowa of Gnosticism,
which, as m the Sankhya, vovs, or mtellect, buddhs,—othermse called ma-
hat,—s the first-born offspring ; and then all separate mdividual essences.”
Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal for 1835, p. 886. Such was the
dream of Valentme, as we learn from Irenzeus: Aéyovor ydp Twa efvar év
dopdrows kel dkatovopdarors Dfdpaot Télewov Aldva mpodvrar Tolrov 8¢
kai * # % % % Tlpomwdropa xai Bufdv kaholow. * * * ¥ % “Yrdpyorra
& adrdv dxdpyrov kal ddparov, &ididy Te kal dyévmrov & douxia kol fpe-
pla wOANf} yeyovévar & dmeipois albot xpovev. Suvvmdpyew Fodrd kal
"Bywvowav, v & kel Xdpw kal Sy dvopdlovor. Kal éwonbipal wore
4’ éavrod mpofaréatar Tév Bubov Tolrov dpxiy Tdv mdvTwr, kal kafdmep
_ oméppa Ty wpofoliy rodrqy (v wpofaréobar évevoiify) kal korabéoboar,
s &v wfrpa, T cwwvmapxovoy éavrd Sty Tadrqy 8¢ tmodelapérmy 70
oméopa Tobro kal éykipova yevoudmy dmokvioar Noby Spowéy Te kal loov
73 wpoPadvre kal pévov xwpotvra 70 péyefos Tob Marpds. Tov 8¢ Nodv
rodrov kal Movoyerfj kakodor, Tlarépa kal "Apxiy 7dv wdvrwv. Suppo-
BePAjobor 8¢ odrd “Aldfeiav. Kol elvaw radrqr mpdy kol dpxéyovoy
TIvfayopucty Terpaxriv, v kal pllav o wdvrwr kalobow. "Eori yip
Bufds ki Seyh, &rera Nobs xal "AMjfew. Irenzr Opera, ed. Stieren :
Lipsiae, 1853 : Tom I, pp- 10 seqq. Cynil, of Jerusalem, gives Valentic's
genealogy of the Acons very differently : ‘O Bubds éyévwmae Suyip, ral dmo
s Siyfls érexvomoler Adyow, k. 7. M. Catech. VI.

In the Refutation of all Ileresies, by Hippolytus, Trenzeus’s disciple,
1t 15 shown, howcver, that Simon, the Samaritan sorcerer, a precursor
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nowise to
That this scheme of speculation

the material world, for which the European languages,
their discredit, want a name,

of Valenime, had qute a different cosmogony,~—and not 11 nomen-
cl:/xture :mlyz Ado ciol wopaguddes Tdv Slov aldve, wijre dpxm udre
wépas Eovoa, ard guds pilns, vms dort Stvaus, Sy, déparos, dxard-
Myprros, Gv 9) plo. dpalverar dvoler, Fms Eort peyddy Stvopus, Novs +dv
dhov, Biemwv T8 wdvra, dpony, H 8¢ érépa, kdrwbe, Erivow, peydhy,
Oihew, yavdoa & wdvra. Smmon’s "Amdpacis Meyd\y. Vide Ongenis
[lege Thppolytr] Philosophumena, sive Ommum Heeresium Refutatio, ed.
Emmanuel Miller; p.173. Though Gregory of Nazanzus—supported by
his commentators, Elias of Crete and Nicetas Serron—declares that Simon
talked of both Bufos and Zey3), yet the evidence of what are, presumably,
the sorcerer’s own words, is opposed to this assertion. Theodoret deserihes
Simon’s nonsense simlarly, as far as regards this paw of powers; only, hke
Irenceus, he puts"Evvora for Sy, And yet he brmgs m "Eyvowa a second
time, as springing, with ®wry), from Nods and "Emivow.. For this second
"Evvow, we must read "Ovopa.

Simon’s "Err{voo. thus appears to become, with Valentine, *Evvoia ; only
the latter 1s, now, mother of Nols, mstead of mate. *Evvow has, here,
however, another name, Zvyn; which is, with Simon, the appellation of the
source of "Lrivown. But Simon’s Sryy—otherwise called I15pP—has no obvious
partner, to serve as prototype to the paramour Bvfds. In other words, Simon
starts with a monad, while Valentine sets out with a duad. Valentme’s
theory, m producing the world, at the outset, by generation, is, therefore, mn
one respeet, nearer the Sénkhya than 1s that of Simon; who, to every ap-
pearance, maintuns a twofold effluence, prior to any process of procreation.
The Sinkhya first begets, and then introduces evolution.

For Simon Magus’s peyd\y Sdvapus, see the Acts of the Apostles, VIIL, 10.
In the homilics ascribed to Clement of Rome, the expression ““great power
of God,” as applied, by Smmon, to himself, receives the following tum:
Stuwv, Spuorepd. Tod Qeod Sdvapes dv, kol Tév Tov Bedv otk elddTwy éml
kakorouly v ovoiay &wr. Clementis Romam quae feruntur Homihae
Vigmts, ed. Dressel: Gottmgae, 1853: p. 174. Smmon’s Stvauis cannot
but remind the Sanskut scholar of the Hindu s’akti. But the former term
was applied to eitler sex, whereas the other 1s restiicted to females.

Dr. Mill, in connection with the remark lately cited, puts forward a state-
ment touchmg one of the fundamentals of Hinduism, which, as commng

g
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Achdrya’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 Sdnkhya, 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, 1 order to enforee lus creed,
to appeal to the argument of his disciples’ staves and sandals: a mode of
propagandism to which, on the word of Ins biographer, 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 Sankhyatheory with sufficient accuracy. It is difficult
to say whether he is equally exact 1 his account of the ascendancy which it
had acqured, m Ius day, among 1ts professors.

S'ankara’s argumentation with Lakshmapa can readily be imagmed ; but
Lakshmana’s confession of faith, bewng brief, shall be adduced. It purports
to be borrowed, and 1s as follows :

TR JyTH (¥ agneiiEaTCad |
G Wid § @ e 9 | T !
AZIEGFFTHC I;IT:ﬁ? gfgfear =urd |
alawfgirc@aTed Immwas | < 1

¢ The chief one—or prumeval nature—is the equilibrium of the three quali-
tics; the sowmece of the great prineiple, or infelligence, and of the rest of the
derwatwe material principles ; undiscermble, as cause ; also discernible,
als products ; smgular n the world, superior to what—wiz, intelligence—1s
itse[f superior, in a descending series.

‘Through the mere worslup thereof do men attain salvation, and Kapla
and other {cachers engaged m the most exalted contemplation ’

The latter couplet, if not a forgery, 1s scarcely i accord with M. Sami-
Hilawe’s assertion : “° Le Bouddhismie est devenu uue rehigion; et ¢’est un

H

but que w’a jamas poursuivi Iécole du Sankhya.,” Premier Mémorre 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 Aniruddha’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 Niges’a Bhatta’s abstract of my author’s
text. Néges'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 Roebncl’s Annals of the College of Fort Willam, p. 157.
The faults of that impression need not now be made the subject of mmute
recital A characteristic sample of them may be seen 1n 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 derved
from my codices Jast procured, and which will be found m the Appendix,
oceur m the Serampore edition also

In 1852, Dr. Ballantyne published the first fasciculus of ““ The Aphorisms
of the Sinkhya Philosophy 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 Sinkkya-pravachana-bhdshya, entitled §dn-
khya-bhishd-sangraha, was undertaken by Rimajaya Tarkélankara Bhatti-
chédrya, son of Mntyunjaya. So, at least, the work itself sets forth : but the
Friend 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
Vidyélankira, 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 bave been
prepared. How much of tlus 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, in the midst of the commentary
on the eighty-ninth Aphorism of the first Book—accordmg to my number-
ing. The volume was published at Serampore, m 1818. It opens with a
short preface m Sansknt; and 1t gives the siéfras m the origmmal language,
and 1n large characters.

At Benares I have seen, mn manuseript, a prose translation, i the pro-
vincial dialeet, of the Sdnkhya-sitra and of Vinina’s exposition m abstract.
The author was Ahitigm Rakshapila Didbe; who also showed me [lindi
versions, made by himself, on a hike model, of the Yoga, Nydya, Vais’e-
shika, Ved4nta, and Mimansa, Aphorisms, and of §'dndilya’s Sentences on
Devotion. Each of these translations was accompanied, hike the Sdnkiya-
stitra, by a Hndi gloss, abridged from the Sanskrit.

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

ones:
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85 21 -=mEmwr - TeTW 161 21 =a=r- A4
126 23 -®a& [ - W 165 15 ar?az- :1Q -
120 9 P -¥w 203 2 gEW, gE9E
147 5 -fgfaw: g fgfas: 210 18 -w= —
156 7 -@g&t-  -afg 1. 232 1 ®T- T
Appendix.
25 20 1 1- AWl 40 22 qfas-  ufcs-
37 21 - - 41 1 =fa Sfe

@
[ee]
o
(91
a
a
=
[©)
)
(14
oy
|
2
&



60

" In bringing out this work, I have received assistance, in vari-
ous ways, from Pandits Kds/indtha Séstri Ashtaputre Pinekar,
Bechan Tiwdri, Bélakrishpa S’4stri Khandakar, and Vitthala
S'dstri JosT Ambuvekar., To each and to all I offer my grateful
acknowledgements.

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

ADppITIONS AND 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. For corresponding” rcad ¢ corresponding, in some
measure.”

P. 2, notes, 1. 4. For mgi-‘g” read “ grewgT.”

P. 2, notes, 1. 20 and 26. For ¢ grer:”’ and “ sankhydl” read
“ gy’ and “ sankhydh.”

P.9, notes, 1. 7. Add references to the Enghsh 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
Nurukta, Daivata-kdnda, 6,7 : p. 171 of Roth’s edition.

P. 9, notes, I. 21. The S'abda-kalpa-druma, pp. 1831-2, cites the fifticth
chapter of the Vimana-purdpa, as making Sanathnndra, Sandtana, Sanaka,
and Sanandana, cluldren of Dharma and Hinsd. What follows, respecting
Kapila, Vodhu, &suri, and Panchasikha, is not altogether elear.

P. 9, notes, 1. 24. In the Bhdgavata purdna, 1., 3, 11, Kapla is spoken
of as having only revived the Sénkhya. Irom the same work, IX, 8, 14, 1t
appears, however, to be asserted that he origmated 1t. The enswing couplet,
from the last scetion of the Padma-purdpa, is to the same effeet :

Faglwufa: Gre@avaT gafatE |
frguatirasragnr dreataasT | .
Vishnu-vyiha-bheda-varnana chapter.

A Hindu would harmonize these discordant assertions by assuming that
they pont to events of two several stages of the world’s history.

P. 10, notes, 1. 22. If Colebrooke—Miscellancous Essays, Vol I.,
pp. 230, 231—means to mtimate that, in Gandapida’s commentary, Pancha-
¢'ikha is said to be Kapila’s disciple, exther directly, or through Asuri, the

~ assertion is an oversight, That A'suri was Panchasikha’s preceptor is de-

-



61

clared i the seventieth kdri%d ; but on this couplet Gaudapida makes no
remark,

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

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

P. 12, notes, 1. 25. Gaudapida ates this couplet twice. On one occasion
he reads “ vaset” for ““sthitah.” The same distich is quoted by Chéritra
Sinha Gapi, 1 his 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 sygfTurfay ﬁTﬁw{ﬁ :
are adduced as Panchasikha’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'dnii, a very common office of religion,
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 Devahiiti; another and later wife of the patriarch, of unspe-
cified name, being the sage’s mother. As to Devah(ti, she 1s represented as
the daughter, not of Manu Syayambhuva,—as1s ordinanly declared,—but of
Tripabimndu.  The original of these statements is expressed in the following
words :

CEES N

w19g fasroae famrge T/ 1 %7«1 ]

fares Al qU W T T azwmftm (RY
TUIEEG: |

B =T wayrEr Z?EWT g fger

Q‘TIHQ d ?“?? 'q?ﬂ ET ﬂﬁ'ﬂaﬁ bxl

/BT T zﬁfmrsg{ fa wsﬁi ATHE: |

TENTE GG, ST St I R |

Padmo-purdna, Pdtdla-khanda, 97th chapter.

P. 20, notes, . 6. For ““ Gauri-varnana” read * Gauri-vivéha-varnana.”
P. 20, notes, 1. 8.  For “Kaldpa”—which should have been * Kalpa”—
read “ Indraprastha.”
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P. 20, notes, 1. 15, The Kapila-gitd, 1n 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 * Niggji.”

. 26, notes, 1. 21 Aecording to Colebrooke, the Pis‘upatas—Ilike the
followers of Mista—mamtam “the distmet and separate existence of the
efficient and material causes of the umerse.”” Miscell. Bssays, Vol. I,
pp- 407, 409, and 412.

P. 26, notes, 1. 26. The author of the Shat-tantri-séra proves to be no
other than the Nilakantha who annotated the Mahdbhdrata, and wrote
the Veddnta-kataka. His parents were Govinda and Phullimbiké 5 lus
line was that of Gautama ; lus family name was Chaturdhara ; and he resid-
ed at Karpara, now Kofipar, in Maharashtra, to the west of the Godavai,
near the temples of S'ukres'wara and Kaches'wara. A man who calls
himself grandson of this Nilakantha, is now lLiving at Benares.

Govinda Dikshita—the Govinda above mentioned, or some other, hut of
the Chaturdhara famly—was father of Sva Dikshuta, author of the Dhar-
ma-tattwa-prakds’e, the date of which 1s S'aka 1668, or A. D. 1746.

P. 27, notes, 1. 15. For “ Taqeg:” read ¢ faygg:”

P. 28, notes, 1. 12, For “-¥FIRT” read “ -1

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

P. 33, notes, 1. 6. For ““Rijd” read *“Raja’* Correct similarly at p- 36,
notes, L. 23; and at p. 37, notes, 1. 30.

P. 34, notes, 1. 15. The Jainas affect to have thewr 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 Krishna, and distinetly calls him diseiple of Panchas'ikha.

P. 35, notes, 1. 2. For “ Diirgd” 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 connected with
Indian history, it has no better support, however, than the unwritten tradi
tion of the schools.

Jayadeva, the author of the Gfta-govinda, 13 smd to have been the same
person as Pakshadhara Misra, the dialectician. Report has it that Ins
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 tlus 1s
mere fiction; and it may have had its orgin, partially, in the cirenmstance
that there was a logician Jayadeva, who is spoken of as having been hikewse
a poet. Seemy Catalogue, &c., Vol. I, p. 51, 1. 5 ; and its Appendix, p. 161.
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Professor Lassen—Gita-govinda, Prolegomena, p. v.—, for want of an op-
portunity tO examine the Chandriloka, is in doubt whether the Jayadeva to
whom 1t 18 attributed be 1dentifiable with the lyne poet of the same name.
The question is one of no difficult decision.

The Jayadewva, of the Chandriloka was, by his own showing, son of Mahi-
deva, surnamed Yéajnika, and of Sumitrd. Jayadeva, the author of the Prasazn-~
nardghava drama, particularizes the same persons as his parents, and further
states that his famly was denominated Kaundinga. Whether the Chandrd-
loka, a dry technical treatise, was the production of the wnter of the Gita-
govinda, could scarcely be ascertaned by comparing the necessarily different
styles of the two compositions. The Prasanna-réghava 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-wright were the same wdividual.

Internal evidence even 1s quite sufficient to determine the powt under con-
sideration, independently of the discrepancy offered in the accounts given,
severally, of therr extraction, by the rhetorician and dramatist, and by the
author of the Gita-govinda.  Moceover, 1if, following Lassen, we account as
spurtous the stanza with which this collection of poems, according to many
manuscr1pts, terminates, we are left without any notice whatever, by 1ts au-
thor, of his parentage. And why, if the Chandrdloka and Prasanuna-righava
were also liis, should he have consigned to them a specification which he
has denied to lis 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 1t, to name as lus father, must be the sovereign of
Dhdrd,  But Bhojadeva or Bhojardja 1s by no means an appellation of
unique incidence DMore than one chieftam is ceitamly 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 1s not 1mperative to
take suelh a termination 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 wntten, by Lassen, Ridmddevi. My
own manuscripts have Vdmadevi Jayadeva’s father is called Bhojadeva,
by the Brahman Raychand, 1 lus metical Hindi translation of the Géta-
govinda, the Gita-govindddars'a.

It remains to speak of the Rima-gita-govinda, a poem on the imcongruity
of whose title Lassen justly ammadverts. Gita-govinda, 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 nmself tells us; and I know not
on what authority Professor Wilson—Mackenzie Collection, Vol. I, p, 103—
concludes him to be one with the poet of Radhd and Kushva. The subject
of the Rdma-gita-govinda 1s that of the Rdmdyana. Its extent 1s 360
couplets; divided mnto six cantos, which bear the designations of §dnan Ja-
raghunandoma, Vipta-parasurdma, Jagannivisa-pravdsa, Hanwmad-dga.
mana, Lankd-vyjaya, and Réma~rdjdblishelka.

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 H. Hodgson’s I1-
lustrations of the Laterature and Relgion of the Buddlusts, p. 18, foot-
note.

P. 35, notes, 1 34. The notion that Gaudapida was pupil of S'uka, the
son of Vyésa, 1s generally 1eceived by the Brihmans. See, for this associa-
tion, Colebrooke’s reference to the S’ankara-vyaya : Miscellaneous Lssays,
Vol. T, p. 104

Gangddhaia Saraswati, author of the Dattdireya-charitra, a metrical
composition n the Marahatti language, deduces hus own diseipular descent,
through Suka and Gandapida, from S'iva, as follows: Sankara, Vishou,
Brahma, Vasishtha, S'akti, Pards’ara, Vyasa, S‘uka, Gaudapida Acharya,
Govinda Achérya, S'ankara Achiiya, Vis'wartipa, Bodha Girt, Judna Gur,
Sinhala Gu, I's'wara Tirtha, Nmsmha Tirtha, Vidyd Tirtha, S'va Tirtha,
Bhirati Tirtha, Vidydranya, $hipada, Vidy4d Tirtha, Malayinanda, Deva
Tirtha, Vunda Saraswati, Yddavendra Saraswati, Krishna Saraswaty, Ni-
simha Saraswaty, and Gangadhara Smaswati. Gangddhara lad seven fellow-
students, all bearng the title of Saraswati: Bala, Krishna, Upendra, Mi-
dhava, Saddnanda, Jndnajyoti, and Siddhendra.

The Mitdkshard, a commentary on the Brakma-silra, by Annam Bhatta,
son of Tirumala, contamns a hst, identical, down to S‘anhara Alcharya,
with the foregomg; except that Vasishtha 1s preceded by Bralwa and
Biahmid.

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

P. 36, notes, 1 9. Bhinu Bhaita, 1 the Duwaita-nirnaya-siddhinia-san-
graka, speaks of the author of a treatise having the name of Dwaita-niw naya,
as being lus paternal giandfather.  But his own work, which eites 1t, proves
that he does not mean the Dwasta-nirnaga of Véchaspati Mis’ra.  Bhinu
Bhatta’s parents werc Nilakantha Bhatta and Gangh, The tule of Bhat{a 1s
borne by Mimansakas

P 36, notes, 1. 29 The Ratndlure, compiled under the patronage of

~ Chandes'wara, embraces at least seven sections, entitled Kyilya, Dana, }ya-
rahdra, S'uddh, Pidjd, Vwide, and Grihasthe. Of these, Vachaspatt
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he was assisted, in preparmg 1t, by Ananta Dikshita, son of Vis'wanitha
Dikshita, The father of Bhavd Ganes'a Dikslnta was Bhivd Vis'wanétha
Dikshita; and, if the latter he one with Vis'wandtha Diksluta, and if Bhavd
Ganesa Dikshita be brother of Ananta Dikshita, we are enabled to form &
pretty correct estimate as to the time of Vinana Blukshu. For Ndrdyana
Bhatta’s youngest brother’s second son, Raghunatha Bhatta, dates his Adla-
tattwa-vwechana m Samvat 1677, or A, D, 1620. Vijnéna may he placed
fifty or sixty years earler.

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

P. 50, notes, 1. 1. Substitute as follows:  The words vikrita ¢ modified’
and vaihdrika “modificational,” as synonymes of sdtiwika pure,’ must be
taken to denote, by emmence, the lughest of the three cgotistic transmuta-
tions of nature ; these bemg held to result from that disturbance m the
equipoise of 1ts ingredients, by virtue of which 1t becomes eductive.
Misapprehending the retrospective veference of the term wikyita, m the
twenty-Afth Zdmbd, M Saint Milare desenibes ‘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, accordmgly, preclude doubt, if the particular sort of ego-
tism had m contemplation were always characterized by 1ts specl ejnthet.
Of egotism diested of qualifieations the Sénkhya teaches us nothmg.

There is no such thing m the seheme.

P. 55, notes, 1. 21 A passage m Hippolytus which runs counter to this
statement, cscaped my notice. Ilavmg premised the names of Valentme,
Heracleon, and Ptolemens, Hippolytus proceeds in these words:
Kal yop robrav tomw gy mhv wdvioy povis Gyéwiros, ddbapros,
Snardhyrros, dmepwlros, yovyuos, kel mivray i yevéoeas oiria Thv

yeropévur, Omnium Hacresum Refutatio, ed. Miller, p. 185
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